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BEFORE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
SOUTHERN ZONE BENCH AT CHENNAI 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 73 OF 2021 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

VISAKHA PAWAN PR.AJA KARMIKA SANGAM 
Versus 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS 

.... ... Applicant 

.... Respondents 

REPLY AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT 

I, Mr. Ganga Raju Kola S/o Kola Appalaraju, H.No. 60-33-49, Ambedkar Colony. 
Malkapuram, Vishakhapatnam, Andhra Pradesh-530011 , aged about 49 years 

presently in Andhra Pradesh do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under: 

1. That I am the Secretary of the Applicant Association ~rn the above mentioned 
application and I am fully conversant with the facts and circumstances of the case 

and therefore competent and authorized to swear this affidavit 

2. That the Project Proponent i.e., Respondent No. 7 has filed a misleading counter 

and Report dated 24.6.2021. That the report dated 24:6.2021 states that there 

was no adverse impact on the environment due to the massive fire accident 
occurred at 15.10 pm on 25.5.2021 in the plant. The conclusions mentioned in the 

report are reproduced as under: 

"a) The Refinery operations are Cflrried out as per stipulated nonns. There is 
no violation of Consent For Operation (CFO) granted by the environmental 
authorities. The emissions and discharges resulting from the fire incident in 
CDU-3 are within the prescribed parameters. 
b) The fire incident has not impacted the environment or surrounding 
habitation and the ambient air quality was within stipulated limits. • 

3. It [s submitted that the 10 Member Expert Committee appointed by District 
Collector of Visakhapatnam has found contradictory facts. The Committee found 

that HPCL Company deviated statuary obligatio.ns and also found that there are 
lapses on the·part of the Project Proponent. The relevant extracts of the 'Report of 
Probing Team on HPCL-VR Fire Accident' by the Experts Committee appointed 

by District Collector are reproduced as under: 

•1.0. Preamble: 

1 

A_ ~ajor fire accident was occurred in Hindustan Petroleum Corporation 
Limited (HPCL) Refinery in Visakhapatnam at Crude Distillation Unit (CDU)-111 
on 25.5.2021 at about 15.10 Hrs. On hearing the emergency siren blown by 
HPCL Management, huge numbers of workers were rushed to Main Gate of 
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the Refinery and many people from adjoining areas have reached the 
Refinery. The entire situation become panic and the news spread widely 

through the Media. 

4.0. Documents Submitted by HPCL: 

During the interactive session, the team has asked HPCL officials the required 
documents for verification purpose. The list of documents are annexed after 
last page of this report for ready reference. The documents show that the 
periodical conduct of hydro test of the pipelines is due on August, 2020. 
The management of HPCL has given the reason that the test was not 
conducted due to non-availability of the competent authority due to the 
prevailing COVID situation. The team considered it as major deviation of 

statutory obligations laid on HPCL. 

6.0. Brief Description of CDU-111: 

·········· ·· ···· 
The existing incident was occurred at 6" SR pipeline which carries Bitumen at 
340 Degree Centigrade and 16 kg/cm2 pressure. The pipeline Is Insulated 
one. The hydro test of the pipeline was conducted during the month of 
April, 2016 since then it is overdue for hydro test. 

7.0. Cause of Outbreak of Fire: 

Based on the inspection of the team members, interaction with the HPCL 
officials and statements collected from eye witness, the cause of the outbreak 
of the fire is preliminarily identified that the 6" SR pipeline carrying Bitumin at a 
temperature of 355 Degree C to 400 C and an operating pressure of 14 
kg/CM2 has developed a hole of about 2.5" to 3 " may be due to corrosion or 
erosion. The technical reasons for the corrosion or erosion are to be 
ascertained after conducting a detailed study on MoC (Material of 
Construction) of the pipeline. The Bitumin with such higher temperature 
has escaped from the hole developed in the pipeline and due to auto 

. Ignition temperature (280 ~gree C for bitumen), it has released lot of 
smoke and subsequently ~Ith loud cracking sound. As the projectile 
of the fire Is vertical, the pipelines passing at an height of 30 mts from 
the ground level got ruptured at six places and contributed more 
hydrocarbons to the engulfed fire. The type of the fire can be envisaged 
as Jet Fire followed by Pool Fire. The pipeline burnt due to fire are 
shown as Figure Nos. 5 & 6. 

7 .1. Initiation and Propagation of Fire (As per the Eye Witness of the 
Operators) 
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After the fire incident, It is found that the pipelines are ruptured In six 

places as mentioned here under: /\ (l 1-~-
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1.Vacuume residue pipeline (S.R.Line) at a height of 4.0m from the ground 

2. Kerosene Line in 2nd floor 

3. Naphtha line in 2nd Floor; 

4. Diesel line in pipe line track in between 111 and 2nd floor; 

5. Heavy Diesel line; 

6. Atmospheric Column vapor line in fifth floor i.e., at a height of 30m from the 
ground . ( 

8.0. Consequences of the Incident 

About 78 MT of hydrocarbon was burnt In this fire Incident. As per the 

Information given by HPa.,_, about 24.25 Crores works have to be 
undertaken Immediately to replace the damaged pipelines and 

machinery in CDU-111. The air pollution monitoring reports from three 
monitoring stations submitted by HPCL shows higher values of PM.2.5 
and PM 10 during the fire incident which indicates the considerable 

extent of air pollution within in plant premises. Due to continuous fire of 
about 65 minutes, the ambient temperature might be increased to some 
extent and incremental adverse impact on various meteorological 

parameters. 

9.0. Identification of Lapses: 

The following lapses of HPCL are observed during the inspection and 
document verification: 

1. Deviation in implementing preventive maintenance schedules as per 
the Standard Operating ·Procedures (SOP) within the time. During 
Inspection, it was obse,:ved that Industry was not conducted the 

·Ultrasonic test for 6 Inch pipeline In CDU-3 (fire incident was taken place) 
for which the due date for teatlng 119 August, 2020. 

2. Industry has conducted of hydro test to the pipelines in August, 2012, 
and not conducted afterward$ this test should be conducted every 4 
years which is serious lapse on account of HPCL. 

3. Failure in identifying corrosion/erosion of the pipelines carrying 
hydrocarbons at higher temperatures. 

4. Preventive Maintenance schedules are not implemented properly. 

True copy of the Report of Probing Team on HPCL-VR Fire Accident by the 

Experts Committee appointed by District Collector dated 7.7.2021 obtained by _n 
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the Applicant under RTI Act from Joint Chief Inspector of Factories, 

Visakhapatnam, Government of Andhra Pradesh is annexed as ANNEXURE 
A1. 

4. That the Project Proponent in its Reply affidavit dated 12.4.2021 to the Original 

Application filed by the Applicant, it has admitted some of the non-
compliances/violations raised by Applicant. Following admissions were made by 

the HPCL company are mentioned below: 

a. In para 8 of the reply affidavit by the HPCL, the February, 2016 report 

of IISc is complied and compliance report is attached as Annexure-1. 

But in subsequent paras the PP admitted that the odour testing 
equipment was yet to install and operated from April, 2021. Though the 

PP has filed its reply on 12.4.2021, it has stated that the equipment will 

start function from April, 2021 but not gave clear factual situation. It is 
humbly submitted that the report of IISc was Sl!bmitted in February, 

2016 but the recommendations of IISc were not implemented event 

after 5 years. This shows the careless approach of the Project 
Proponent. It has left the issues to APPCB for the compliance of the 

report. Being the PP, it has not followed up/took interest for the 
implementation and providing safe and healthy environment to the 
citizens residing near the plant. 

b. In para 9 (ix), it was admitted by PP that there is shortage of space in 
refinery for tree plantation. This is a clear violation of EC by the PP. 

That ,the MoEF mandates this condition to reduce the adverse impact 

on the neighboring areas. But the PP states that they have planted 
trees in some other places of Visakhapatnam due to shortage of space 

in the refinery. It is humbly submitted that on this admission by the PP, 

the MoEF and APPCB/regulating agencies have to revoke the EC for 
non-compliance of mandatory conditions and restrict the PP according 

to the availability of space and compliance of the conditions of EC. 

c. In para 13 (i), the PP mentioned that it has placed purchase order for 

conducting odour study at Respondent Refinery and stated that the 

work will commence in April, 2021 . It is submitted that Respondent No. 7 
has filed their reply affidavit on 12.4.2021 and it appears that as on that 

date they have not installed the odour testing equipment. It Is further 

submitted that the study of IISc was conducted between 2012 to 2016 
and detailed report submitted to PP in 2016. But even after 5 years, PP 

4 

was yet to Implement the recommendations of the II Sc which shows the \'\ 

careless approach of PP. -C., ,,.\jl,, 
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d. In para 12 (viii) and 13 (vi), it was admitted by the PP that PM levels In 
ambient air are slightly on higher side Inside th• Refinery In 2 out 

of 3 locations. 

e. In para 14, the PP admitted that there Is slight variation In the actual 

quantities for lighter, mlddle and heavier dlstlllates (products) 

against the limits stipulated by APPCB. It was admitted by the PP 
that they have requested APPCB to revl11 the limits for quantities 

of products vlde the CFO application dated 4.11.2020. This shows 

that the PP has violated the CFO conditions and there is no clarity 
whether the APPCB has taken action on the violation and modified the 

CFO. 

f. In para 16(iv), it was admitted by the PP that Black smoke is observed 

in the plant. 

g. In para 16(ix), it was stated that the PP "recycled stripped sour water 
from process units to the maximum posslbl• extent with the 

available systems for use as wash water to the extent of 25 m3/hr. In 

order to maximize recycle, a new system is being implemented under 

current expansion project (VRMP). Post implementation of current 

modernization project (VRMP), the water will be recycled 100 % 
through Integrated Effluent Treatment Plant (IETP)." It demonstrates 

that the PP has not recycled the stripped sour water and it was stated 

that PP has recycled •to the maximum possible extent•. 

h. In para 16 (xiv), the PP has admitted. that they have shortage of 

space In refinery for the development of greenbelt. It has stated that 

to compensate tree plantation, HPCL has planted trees in various 
locations other than the plant premises. It is submitted that the MoEF 

has mandated the condition to develop green belt within the premises 

of refinery to reduced the pollution/adverse impact on adjoining areas. 

But due to shortage of the space, PP has not implemented the 

mandatory condition which is completely violating the condition of EC 

and requires to be revoked by MoEF on the ground of violation. 

i. · In para 16 (xvii), it was admitted by PP in their counter dt. 12.4.2021 

that they are In the process of implementing the recommendations 
made by IISc In their 2016 report. That the PP stated that "In line with 

the recommendations of the APPCB for conducting odor study, 

purchase order is placed on Mis Glens Innovation Lab Pvt Ltd, 
Chennai, for conducting odour study at Respondents Visakh Refinery, 

which will be vetted by UT-Madras. The work will commence in April, 
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2021. The same was communicated to APPCB." It is clear that the PP 
is adopting very careless approach towards the health and concerns of 
the residents residing near the refinery. It is further submitted that PP 
failed to implement the directions of APPCB in reg~rd to implementation 

of recommendations of the IISc Committee. 

j. In para 18 of the reply, it was admitted that Black smoke is observed 

from flare stock only during upset scenarios for very short duration. 

k. In para 19, the PP has admitted that the fire accident occurred as 

alleged by the Applicant. It was mentioned in the reply that ''the 

Incident mentioned In the photographs happened during power 

failure in the refinery operations and in one of Its kind case. It is a 

black smoke and is not ash. It is to be noted that the smoke is 
emanated at elevation of 100 meters which is considered as a safe 

method of dispersion. 

5. It is humbly submitted that Project proponent, a Central government Unit has 
been continuously violating the mandatory conditions directed by MoEF and 

APPCB. II is further submitted that there is shortage of space in the refinery for 
mandatory plantation prescribed in EC granted by MoEF. That the PP being a 
responsible Public Sector Unit, must have abide by the mandatory rules and 

conditions imposed by the regulating authorities. But it has failed and trying to 
mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal and regulating authorities. In the above facts and 
circumstance, it is prayed that the expansion of the project production capacity 

may not be allowed/kept on hold since the safety and mandatory conditions are 

not complied by the Unit. 

DEPONENT 

VERIFICATION:• 

Verified on this the 261(1 day of July 2021 at Visakhapatnam, Andhra Pradesh that the 

contents of the above affidavit are true and correct. N·o part of it is false and nothing 

material has been concealed therefrom. 

-µo.-~ -
DEPONENT 

6 

-

N E.~ALA SRi:.t 'I/ AN1, I .A.,1.W. 

ADVOCATE~ NOTARY 
ll.N•: 8•hl I~ , 

(jpp: P: otbubgari Melia 
'ilea, Vii;itkba cl}e Ho,p1ta1 

iiaJuwak", Visakh11pata1t&1 l). 
_elJ: 9,~02298-89 •2,75~53 :, · 

• ·.rrEsTE• , 
-~v\ 

NOTA.llY 
flSAK.t1APATNAM 

,NOHRA PRADES.ii' 
INDU 

l.Offl.Jll!SSfQI. bDHls Oft 21-7-202'--

25



ANNEXURE A1

7



8



9



10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31
31



32
32



33
33



34
34



35



36



37



38



39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51

51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



7/25/2021 Gmail - Reply Affidavit to the Counter and Report of Respondent No.7 in OA No. 73 of 2021 before NGT Southern Zone Bench at Chennai

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=6f6bb15263&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar6238480836750674763&simpl=msg-a%3Ar444553576… 1/1

sravan kumar <advsravan@gmail.com>

Reply Affidavit to the Counter and Report of Respondent
No.7 in OA No. 73 of 2021 before NGT Southern Zone
Bench at Chennai
1 message

sravan kumar <advsravan@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 25, 2021 at 6:59 PM
To: secy-moef@nic.in, sec.png@nic.in, CPCB <ccb.cpcb@nic.in>, ssuresh.cpcb@nic.in,
APPCB HO Legal <hopcblegal@gmail.com>, cs@ap.gov.in,
membersecy@appcb.gov.in, collector_vspm@ap.gov.in, ratan@hpcl.in, cmd@hpcl.in,
Madhuri Reddy <reddymadhuri09@gmail.com>, director@iict.res.in, ro.moefccc@gov.in
Cc: judicial-ngtsz@gov.in

Sir/Madam

Kindly find the Reply affidavit on behalf of the Applicant. 

Please acknowledge the receipt of this email. 

with regards

Sravan Kumar
Advocate for the Applicant
9811237009

Reply Affidavit 25.7.2021.pdf
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