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OBJECTIONS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT BOARD 

1. The Respondent Board denies and disputes all the averments, 

contentions and allegations raised by the Appellant, in the 

present appeal and except what has been specifically admitted 

herein under, in writing, any omission on the part of the 

Respondent to deal with any specific averment, contention or 

allegation of the Appellant should not be construed as an 

admission on the part of the Respondent Board.  

 

2. It is submitted that instead of para wise reply to the averments 

in the appeal, it is prayed that, allow the instant objections 

constituting an overall response to the appeal filed by the 

Appellant herein. Therefore, it is humbly prayed to read the 

same in totality for assessing the facts and nature of the case.  

 
 

3. At the outset, Respondent submits that the above mentioned 

appeal is liable to be dismissed in limine as being misconceived 

and not maintainable in law and fact.  
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4. It is relevant to state that the present appeal has been filed 

seeking to quash the impugned notice dated 11.06.2024, 

reminder notice dated 11.07.2024 and the allied proceedings 

including the notice dated 04.12.2019, show cause notice 

dated 16.01.2020 and Notice of proposed directions dated 

27.02.2020.  

 
I. Genesis of levying environmental compensation  

 
5. On 15.10.2019, Respondent had issued a combined consent 

for operation to the Appellant valid from 15.10.2019 to 

30.09.2028. It is relevant to state that in light of the order 

passed by the Hon’ble NGT in OA No. 125/2017, the 

Respondent had inspected the premises of the appellant 

wherein it was found that the appellant was operating in 

violation and hence, environmental compensation for a sum of 

Rs 5 Lakhs was levied upon the Appellant for not being to able 

to ensure proper functioning of STP and its parameters nit 

meeting with the prescribed standard. A copy of the notice 

dated 04.12.2019 has been enclosed as Annexure R1 for the 

kind perusal of this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

 

II. Sufficient opportunity was given to the Appellant  

 

6.  The Respondent Board having no effective response from the 

appellant had issued a show cause notice on 16.01.2020 calling 

upon the Appellant to show cause of why any action under 

Section 33(A) of the Water Act shall not be taken as the 

Appellant has failed to pay the environmental compensation. A 

copy of the notice dated 16.01.2020  has been enclosed as 

Annexure R2 for the kind perusal of this Hon’ble Court. On 
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24.02.2020, the Appellant had provided a reply however the 

same was not satisfactory.  

 

7. Accordingly, on 27.02.2020, the Respondent Board had issued 

a notice of proposed wherein it was found that not only the 

appellant has failed to deposit the EC amount however the 

appellant has been continuously causing onslaught on the 

nature and natural water body. It is relevant to state that yet 

again the Respondent Board after issuing the proposed 

directions had called upon the Appellant to show cause why no 

action shall be taken against the Appellant. A copy of the NPD 

dated 27.02.2020 has been enclosed as  Annexure R3 for the 

kind perusal of this Hon’ble Court. 

 
8. It is relevant to state that despite several notices being issued, 

the Appellant replied stating that no proper hearing was given 

to the appellant and instead of establishing that no further non-

compliances exists, the appellant has issued a mechanical and 

a non-effective reply.  

 
9. Accordingly, on 11.06.2024, after issuing several notices to the 

Petitioner, the Respondent had issued yet again a notice directing 

the Appellant to immediately remit the EC.  

 

III. Impugned order is valid in the eyes of law.  
 

10. The Respondent Board has adhered to all legal requirements 

and procedures while dealing with the Appellant’s violations. 

Multiple notices and opportunities for compliance were 
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provided, demonstrating due diligence and adherence to the 

principles of natural justice. 

 

11. Despite repeated opportunities, the Appellant failed to rectify the 

deficiencies in the operation of the STP, resulting in environmental 

degradation. The Appellant’s responses were mechanical, non-

substantive, and failed to demonstrate any corrective measures 

taken to address the violations. 

 
12.  The environmental compensation of Rs. 5 Lakhs was levied after 

a thorough inspection, in line with the Hon’ble NGT’s directives. 

The Appellant’s failure to meet prescribed standards for STP 

operations directly contributed to environmental harm, justifying 

the imposed penalty. 

 
13. The appeal filed by the Appellant is devoid of merit, misconceived, 

and not maintainable in law or fact. The Appellant has not 

presented any credible evidence to challenge the legality of the 

notices or the imposition of environmental compensation. 

 
14. The Respondent Board’s actions are aimed at safeguarding the 

environment and ensuring compliance with statutory 

environmental standards. Allowing the present appeal would set 

a detrimental precedent, undermining the regulatory framework 

designed to protect environmental integrity. 

Wherefore, it is most humbly prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal to 

dismiss the Appeal in the interest of justice and equity.  

 

Place: Bangalore  

Date: 25.02.2025                  Advocate for Respondent Board  

A. Mahesh Chowdhary  
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