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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL  
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

O.A. No. 622 of 2024 
 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Varun Gulati                …Applicant  

Versus 

State of Haryana & Ors.         …Respondents  

 
OBJECTIONS TO THE REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 

BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 19, M/S KANODIA 

INTERCONTINENTAL PVT. LTD. 

 
MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 
 
1. That the present objections are being filed on behalf of M/s Kanodia 

Intercontinental Pvt. Ltd., Respondent No. 19, in compliance with the 

order dated 27.02.2025 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal wherein the 

newly impleaded respondents were directed to file their objections to 

the Joint Committee Report dated 03.01.2025. As per the order dated 

08.01.2025, the Answering Respondent has been impleaded as 

Respondent No. 19 along with other industries based on the Joint 

Committee Report. 

 
2. That at the outset, it is submitted that the observations recorded in the 

Joint Committee Report do not fully reflect the compliance status of 

the answering respondent, and certain findings therein are based on 

erroneous assumptions, miscalculations, and an outdated compliance 

assessment. 
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3. That the answering respondent has undertaken substantial 

investments in advanced environmental control measures to ensure 

strict adherence to all applicable environmental norms. The 

answering respondent denies any deliberate non-compliance and 

submits that the alleged deficiencies, if any, were either technical in 

nature or have already been rectified through corrective measures 

undertaken post-inspection. 

 
4. OBJECTIONS TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
4.1. That the Answering Respondent submits that an inspection was 

conducted on 07.08.2024, and certain observations were recorded 

regarding the operation of its Primary Effluent Treatment Plant (in 

short “PETP”). The Answering Respondent further submits that a 

Show Cause Notice (in short “SCN”) dated 02.01.2025 (which was 

received on 16.01.2025), was issued by the Haryana State Pollution 

Control Board (in short “HSPCB”). The Joint Committee Report and 

the SCN alleged inter alia that: (i) the unit had not installed a flow 

meter at the HSIIDC freshwater supply line; (ii) actual production 

(4.05 MT/day) exceeded consented capacity (0.2 MT/day); (iii) BOD 

at PETP inlet was too low, indicating dilution; (iv) treated effluent 

failed to meet TDS and FDS norms; (v) freshwater consumption was 

higher than effluent generation, suggesting bypass; (vi) logbooks 

were not properly maintained; and (vii) chemical dosing at the PETP 

was unregulated. 

 
4.2. That it is submitted that all of the above issues were raised in the Show 

Cause Notice issued by HSPCB, to which the answering respondent 
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submitted a detailed and reasoned response. The answering 

respondent duly clarified its position and provided documentary 

evidence of its compliance to HSPCB. Therefore, the continued 

reliance on these findings is unjustified and does not accurately reflect 

the present compliance status of the unit. A Copy of the HSPCB Show 

Cause Notice and the latest detailed and reasoned response to the 

HSPCB Show Cause Notice along with all the relevant annexures is 

annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE R-1. 

 
4.3. That the answering respondent categorically denies the allegation of 

dilution and submits that the effluent generated by the unit is routed 

to the CETP via a dedicated pipeline after necessary filtration. The 

inspection report does not establish any direct causal link between the 

answering respondent’s PETP operations and the alleged pollution in 

Drain No. 6.  

 
4.4. That the allegation regarding non-installation of flow meter at the 

HSIIDC freshwater supply line is incorrect. The Answering 

Respondent has duly installed a water flow meter at the relevant 

location, and the same is operational. Geotagged photographs of the 

installed meter and corresponding HSIIDC water bills were enclosed 

with the reply to the SCN and are available for inspection. Hence, the 

continued mention of this point in the report is factually erroneous 

and baseless. 

 
4.5. That regarding the allegation of actual production being higher than 

consented production, it is respectfully submitted that the Answering 

Respondent had acquired the plant from M/s Mantra Overseas along 
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with their existing valid Consent to Operate ("CTO"). The CTO was 

transferred to the Respondent without amendment, and the 

application for CTO expansion reflecting the actual and proposed 

production capacities is already under consideration by the Board. 

Hence, there is no suppression or violation in this regard. 

 
4.6. That the low BOD value at the PETP inlet was misconstrued by the 

inspecting team as a case of dilution. The Respondent clarifies that its 

processes involve multiple washing and bleaching steps which 

naturally result in lower BOD levels prior to effluent entering the 

PETP. Additionally, the PETP is equipped with an Equalization Tank 

of adequate capacity that homogenizes the trade effluent and further 

reduces concentration without any dilution. Therefore, the claim of 

dilution is presumptive, unsubstantiated, and technically flawed. 

 
4.7. That as regards the observation of non-compliance with prescribed 

norms for TDS (7581 mg/L) and FDS (5708 mg/L), the Respondent 

submits that the accuracy and procedural validity of the inspection 

sampling are disputed. The Board did not share the sampling 

methodology or laboratory test reports with the Respondent either at 

the time of inspection or before issuance of the SCN, raising serious 

concerns regarding transparency and procedural due process. In 

contrast, third-party NABL-accredited laboratory reports submitted 

by the Respondent confirm that treated effluent is within the 

prescribed norms. These were annexed with the SCN reply. 

 
4.8. That the observation that freshwater consumption exceeded effluent 

generation, allegedly indicating bypass of untreated effluent, is 
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erroneous. The Respondent operates state-of-the-art low-liquor-ratio 

dyeing machines that consume less water while maintaining optimal 

dyeing quality. The average recorded freshwater consumption is 

28.76 KL/MT, and the effluent generation is 27.27 KL/MT, which 

demonstrates consistent compliance. Detailed month-wise 

consumption and effluent data sheets were submitted with the SCN 

reply and are available for verification. 

 
4.9. That the Report’s implication that dilution was taking place at the 

PETP inlet is wholly baseless. As per the Joint Committee’s own 

inspection, no infrastructure for such dilution was found during the 

visit. The allegation is speculative and contrary to physical findings. 

Moreover, the logbooks reflecting water usage and effluent 

characteristics were maintained and made available during inspection. 

 
4.10. That with respect to the alleged increase in TDS at the PETP outlet 

compared to inlet, the Respondent states that the fluctuation in TDS 

values may occur due to specific chemical reactions during effluent 

treatment. However, the alleged increase is not supported by any 

confirmatory testing or replicated sample analysis. The allegation of 

unregulated chemical dosing is again presumptive, and the PETP 

chemical consumption data along with dosing records were submitted 

with the SCN reply. 

 
4.11. That the Respondent maintains an updated Effluent Treatment Plant 

logbook which includes daily dosing data, flow readings, and inlet-

outlet parameters. A copy of the logbook was annexed to the SCN 

reply. The Joint Committee’s inference that the records are not 
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properly maintained is refuted and unsupported by any specific 

deficiency noted during inspection. 

 
4.12. That the SCN reply also highlights procedural lapses, such as the 

unexplained delay between inspection and issuance of the SCN, lack 

of transparency in sampling, and denial of opportunity for 

independent verification—amounting to violation of the principles of 

natural justice. Further, the renewal of CTO on 02.08.2024 reflects 

that the unit was considered compliant by the HSPCB post-inspection, 

contradicting the conclusions of the Joint Committee. 

 
4.13. That the Reply also recorded the compliance status of the Respondent 

with CPCB inspections, which are conducted annually and have 

consistently found the unit to be in adherence to environmental norms. 

This aspect was ignored in the Joint Committee Report. 

 
4.14. That without prejudice to the above, the Respondent has implemented 

the recommendations of the Board including periodic third-party 

monitoring, improved chemical dosing systems, calibration of flow 

meters, and meticulous record-keeping. The continued classification 

of the unit as "non-complying" despite these actions is arbitrary and 

unsupported by any cogent reasoning. 

 
4.15. In view of the above, the Answering Respondent most respectfully 

submits that the findings of the Joint Committee Report are based on 

assumptions and unverified conclusions. The Respondent's detailed 

reply to the SCN rebuts every allegation with supporting evidence, 

and the same ought to have been given due consideration before 

classifying the Respondent as non-compliant. The Answering 
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Respondent prays that the said classification be reconsidered in light 

of the contents of the SCN reply and that a fair and factual reappraisal 

of the compliance status be undertaken. 

5. The answering respondent further reserves its right to file additional

pleadings or affidavits, if necessary, in response to any subsequent

developments in the present proceedings.
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Vijay Kumar <vijay.kumar@satramdass.com>

Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 19, 38, 43, 44, 47 &
48 in O.A. No. 622/2024 titled as 'Varun Gulati v. State of Haryana & Ors.'
1 message

Vijay Kumar <vijay.kumar@satramdass.com> Wed, May 21, 2025 at 2:48 PM
To: Mansi Chahal <mansichahal104@gmail.com>, Varun Gulati <jansewajanhit@gmail.com>, Chinmay Dubey
<chinmay.dubey@satramdass.com>, Shivani Chawla <shivani.chawla@satramdass.com>, Archna Yadav
<archna.yadav@satramdass.com>

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R47 Madni Textile Mills Pvt
Ltd.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R48 Dhruv
Global_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook -NGT REPLY-R44 SINO_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R38 Bansal
Processing_Redacted.pdf

Dear Sir,

PFA.

Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 19, 38, 43, 44, 47 & 48 in O.A. No. 622/2024 titled as
'Varun Gulati v. State of Haryana & Ors.'

Kindly treat the same as Proof of service.

Regards

Vijay Kumar
Office Manager 

8A Sagar Apartment
6 Tilak Marg
New Delhi - 110001
Landline - +91-11-47046111
vijay.kumar@satramdass.com

Satram Dass B & Co. made the following annotations 

"This message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain confidential or privileged
information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or distribution of the information included in
this message and any attachments is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us by reply e-
mail and immediately and permanently delete this message and any attachments. Thank you." 

2 attachments

Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R19 KANODIA_Redacted.pdf
12871K

Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R43 PP TEXOFAB_Redacted.pdf
11747K
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/117uGtmAzrKLHUvgFP0WOV1-FNdojdZki/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qoLAPO_lVUSn-Ux6fson6DVXUJXlNGTj/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13NRRNH2bqj3dkw2QAM5oPsUSVnNPdPnM/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/15LdiDJaNla_YK-kwvaoERIjI8bm-JBFv/view?usp=drive_web
mailto:archna.yadav@satramdass.com
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=196f2237f7d2e24e&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_maxqc9hk0&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=196f2237f7d2e24e&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_maxqc9hk0&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=196f2237f7d2e24e&attid=0.2&disp=attd&realattid=f_maxqcoaz1&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=196f2237f7d2e24e&attid=0.2&disp=attd&realattid=f_maxqcoaz1&safe=1&zw
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