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Item No.3                         (Pune Bench) 

 
 

 

 

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE 

 

 

THROUGH PHYSICAL HEARING (WITH HYBRID OPTION) 
 

 
Original Application No.138/2024(WZ)  

 
 

Mr. Surti Mohmmed Irfan 
 …..Applicant 

Versus 
 
 

M/s N.H.H Textile Processors & Ors.  
….Respondents 

 

 

Date of hearing: 23.07.2024 

 
 

 

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SHEO KUMAR SINGH, JUDICIAL MEMBER  
HON’BLE DR. VIJAY KULKARNI, EXPERT MEMBER 

 

Applicant  : Applicant in-person   

           

 

ORDER 
 

1. The contention of the applicant is that respondent No.1- M/s. 

N.H.H Textile Processors, a cloth processing unit located in the 

Behrampura region of Ahmedabad, is operating without valid Consent to 

Operate. The Unit has violated condition pertaining to Zero Liquid 

Discharge (ZLD) stipulated in CC&A (Combined Consent & Authorization) 

dated 19.12.2022, which was valid only till 20.11.2023. The Industry is 

involved in operations such as printing, dyeing, bleaching, washing etc. 

This unit utilizes a large amount of water blended with hazardous 

chemicals, such as Sulphuric Acid, Caustic, Hydrogen peroxide and 

various other hazardous chemicals for cloth processing. The discharge of 

chemical blended water into the open pipelines of the Ahmedabad 

Municipal Corporation leading to the river Sabarmati pollutes the river, 

damages the eco-system and ground water and also imposes a severe 

threat to the lifecycle of the aquatic flora and fauna. 
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2. Considering the averments made in the present application, we 

prima facie find that substantial question relating to environment has 

been raised and therefore, we admit this Original Application.  

3. Issue Notice to the respondents, returnable within four weeks. 

4. Applicant/Registry is directed to take necessary steps for service of 

notice to the respondents by both ways and also on available email. 

5. Applicant is directed to supply the copy of the application and 

relevant documents to the respondent within a week and after 

compliance of service of notice, the applicant has to submit an affidavit 

that the notice and copy of the application have been served upon the 

respondents. 

6. Respondents are directed to submit their reply/counter affidavits 

through e-filing portal of NGT, preferably in the form of searchable 

PDF/OCR Support PDF and not in the form of Image PDF, within four 

weeks. 

7. We direct the respondent No.2- GPCB to visit the impugned unit 

and submit factual and action taken report within 4(four) weeks. 

8. Place this matter for further consideration on 04.10.2024 

9.  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

      Sheo Kumar Singh, JM 

 

 
 
 

 

Dr. Vijay Kulkarni, EM 

 
 

July 23, 2024  
Original Application No.138/2024(WZ) 
P.Kr & NPJ 
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THE AFPEL'-ATE AUTHORITYCONSTITUTED UNDER SECTION 28

oil THE WATER (PREVENTION AND CONTROLOF POLLUTION),

1974

SURTI MOHAMMEDIRFAN

Versus

GUJARAT POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

INDEXTO DOCUMENTS

Tlu

,? r r,. f I i.' ,

1clIJ

. ?"1.8 4 +-o

,K

Memorandum of Appeal

Copyofthe Consent Order No. AWH-138352 dated 16.11.2024

Copy of CCA Amendment

79s(2)rD:12676

Letter No. GPCB/ABD/AMC/CCA-

Copy of GPCB Inspection p.eport No. 65950_1410212024,
inspection dated 30.01.2024

Copl of the Application for Amendment in CCA dated
08.07.2022 submitted by M/s NHH Textile processors to the
GPCB

Copy of the GPCB Inspection Report No. 6663g_t}t}5/2024
inspection dated 16.05.2024

Copy of the GpCB Rejection Order No. GPCB/ABD/CCA/ABD_

AMC-3ir/6i 1973 dated 21.05.2024

Copy of the GPCB Inspection Repor-t No. 67tSL_t2/OB/2024,
inspection dated 19.07.2024

Copy of adrnission order passed by NGT dated 23.07.2024 in
OA 138 of 2a24(Wz)

ANNEXUREA-g

A=S"--
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DATE:

PI.ACE: AHMEDABAD, GUJARAT

Copy <rf GPCB Closure Order No. GPCB/ABD/AMC/ID:

7267 6ICCA-795(2) dated 0s.09,2024

11 ANI{EXUREA-10

Copy of the GPCB Inspection Report No. 62396-28/09 12024,

inspectrn date 26.06.2024
58-69

L2 ANNEXUREA.ll

Copy of the GPCB Show Cause Notce

G PCB/A BDiA MC rccr'.-7 %(2) / rD: 1 12676 dared 28. tO.ZO24

No. 70-7L

13 sxa(llBreJ2
Copy of the Reply by respondent dated vide 2g.t}.2}24to
GPCB Show Cause Notice dated 28.10.2024

72-84

l4 ANNEXUREA-13

A truetranslated copy of article published in Gujarat Samachar

daterj 11.10.2024
B5

15

16

ANNEXUREA-14

Copy of GPCB Te.st Report No. 106539 dated 10.06.2024 85-89

N!!EXE&&!!
Copy of the Analysis Report for Common Stack dated

30.01.2024
9CI

SIGNATURE OF APPELTANT
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THE APPELLA'TE AUTHORITYCONSTITUTED UNDER SECTION 28

oF THE WATER (PREVENTTON AND CONTROLOF POLLUTION),

L974

MEMORANDUM OFAPPEAL

Surti Mohammed Irfan

Vercus

Gujarat Pollution Control Board

1. The appeal of Shri Surti Mohmmed Irfan resident of 4051 Behind

Anjr:man School, Gollimda, Astodia Road, Ahmedabad District

Ahmecjabad againstthe Order AWH-138352 Dated t6ltLlZOZ4 passed

by the State Poliution Control Board under Section 2g(1) of the Water

(Prevention and Control of pollution) Act, t974 sheweth as follows:

1. Name of Plant/ Industry: M/S N.H.H Textile processors

2. Address: Opposite New Dhor Bazar, Behrampura, Danilimda,

Ahmedabad

3. Taluka: Ahmedabad City

4. DistriC: Ahmedabad

-'::?,*:*'$'lfi^
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2.

BRIEF FACTSDF THE CASE

1. The present Appeal is being filed under Section 28(1) ofthe Water (Prevention

and Control of Pollution) Act, 1971 by the Appellantdrallenging the legality and

@rrectness of Consent Order No. AWH-138352dated 16.11.2024 (hereinafter

referred to as the 'impugned order) issued to M/s N.H,H. Textile Processors

(hereinafter referred to as the'Project Proponent) by the Gujarat Pollutir:n

Control Board CGPCB) granting the Project Proponent Consolidated Consent

and Authorization (CCA) under the provisions of Section 25 of the Water

(Prevention and Control of Potlution) Ad., L97L, Section 21 of the Air

(Prevention and Control of Pollution) AcL 1981, and Rule 6(b) of Hazardous

and Cther Wastes (Management and Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016,

for the opeiation of a Textile Processing Unit located at Behrampura,

Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as the'impugned unit). A copy of he

Consent lrier No. AWH-138352 dated 16.11.2024 is annexed and marked

herewith as ANNB(URE A-1.

It is submiftld that the impugned unit is equipped with more than 30

Machineries comprising jigger Machines, printing machines, printWashers etc.,

and comprises of a 02 TpH Steam Boiler and a Thermic Fluid Heater havirp

capacity of 1000 U.

It is submitted that vide CCA Amendment Letter No. GPCB/ABD/AMC/CCA_

795(2)lD:12676, the GPCB has granted CCA Amendment to the project

Proponent valid from 14.10.2022to 25.11..2023 for operation of the impugned

unit in its e)(isting configuration.

That as per condition 3.3 of the ccA Amendment Letter, the industrial water

consumption of the impugned unit is 70 Kilo Liters per Day CKLD), and

industrial ettluent generation is 50 KLD. Furthermorg out of the 70 KLD water

@nsumpfon, 22 KLD is to be obtained through groundwater extraction,

whereas 48 KLD is to be recycled from the industrial effluent generated by the

impugned unit ibelf. Furthermore, Condition No. 3.5 of the CCA Amendmert

Letter mandates that the impugned unit is to treat the industrial effluent

3.

4.

A,,$-^-\8^''
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generated at the impugned unit within the premises of the unit itself, so as to

achieve Zero Liquid Discharge CZLD). A copy of CCA Amendment Letter No.

GPCB/ABD/AMC/CCA-795(2)ID:12676 is annexed and marked herewith as

ANNEXURE4-2.

5. On 28.09.2023, the Project Proponent had applied for a renewal of the CCA

Amendnient Letter. However, no renewal of CCA was granted by the GpCB to

the Project Proponent, and accordingly, the validity of the CCA Amendment

Letter lapsed as on 25.11.2023.

6. i-hereafter on 30.01.2024, the GPCB undertook an inspection of the impugned

unit and inter alia obxrved that the impugned unit has provided a Multi Effect

Evaporator [MEE) and Agitated Thin Film Dryer CATFD) having total capacity

of 5 KLD. A copy of GpCB Inspection Report No. 65950-L410212024 is anne><ed

and marked herer,rrith as ANNEXURE A-3.

7. Herein,itispertinenttonotethataspertheApplicationforAmendmentinccA

dated 8.07.2022 submitted by the project proponent, the impugned unit was

proposed to operate an MEE having a capacity of 10 KLD and an ATFD having

a capacity of 4 KLD, thereby meaning that the cumulative MEE + ATFD capacity

would equal 14 KLD, A copy of the Apprication for Amendment in ccA dated

8.07,202zsubmitted by M/s NHH Textile processors to the GpcB is annexed

and marked herewith as ANNEXUREA-4.

B. Accordingly, it is submifted that the GpcB has clearly observed that project

Proponent had failed to inshll and operate the MEE and ATFD at the mandated

capacity. The Appellant submits that such failure amounts to a deficit of

rearnent of 9 KLD of indusuial effluent. It is further submitted that the project

Proponent is likely to have a deficit of treatrnent of 9 KLD of waste-water for

the entir+,:y of the duration of operation from 14.1r.202 2to 25,LL.2o23, as

well as in subsequent operation, as the capacity to treat 10 KLD in MEE and 4

KLD in ATFD does not exist at the impugned unit.

&\^^-.\8-n'
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9, Furthcrmore, another inspection of the impugned unit was carried out by the

GPCB as on 16.05.2024. During the said inspection, the GPCB has observed

multiple violations which are reproduced as follows:

Unit was in operation without valid COA;

Wd;E water generation is higher than the ansend levels, viz., Waste

water generation was at 50KLq wheras the @nsntd level of waste

water generatd is 50KLD as per the CCA Letter;

MEE and ATFD were not found in operation;

Cental Groundwater Authority CCGWA) No-Objm-on Ceftifi@te

(NOC) to antract ground water was not obbind;

Reverse Osmosis (RO) Permeate r@ding and logbook rmrd were not

matching.

A copy of the GPCB Inspection Report No. 66639-18/0512024 is annexed and

marked herewith as ANNEXUREA-5.

l0.Thereafter, as on 21.05.2024, theGPCB issued a Rejection Orderto the project

Proponent wi:erein the GPCB has rejected the CCA Renewal Application dated

22.02.2024 subm ifted by the project proponent for operation of the impugned

unit. Tira. trre GPCB has stated the followinggrounds for rejection of the ccA

Renewal Application:

i. Any erpansion and in-house ZLD system for existing units are not

acceptable considering current scenario of Ahmdabad city area.

ii. As per AR shows of Air sampleb AR shows resulb of parameter _ pM

433 MG/NM3 which higherthan consentd nornts.

iii. Unit has not pay due lab bill titl date.

A copy ofthe GPCB Rejection Order No. GPCB/ABD/CCA/ABD-AMC-BB/811973

dated 21.05.2024 is annexed and nrarked herewith as ANNEXURE A-6.

1l'Therefore, it is submitted that the GpcB had categorically rejected the ccA

Renr:wal Application submitted by the project proponent vide the said Rejection

Orderdated21..05.2024. N . rrl\ C..,,t,
.\Zf"^^^. to"
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ii.

iii.

iv.
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12.That the said Rejection Order has clearly stated that the operation of the

impugned unit without prior consent is a punishable offence under the relerrant

statutes. Eurthermore, the GPCB has directed the project proponent to .re-

apply for obtaining valid CCA'.

13.Howsyer, it is submitted that despite the above-mentioned directions issued

vide the said Rejection Order, the Project Proponent continued to illegally

operate the impugned unit as is evident per the GPCB Inspection carried out

on L9.07.2024, wherein the GPCB has observed inter alia the followirp

violations:

i. Unit was found in operation without valid COA;

CCA of unit is aeird on 25.11.2023, and therafter unit had applid

for Cd Rqewal which was rejdd;

MEE and ATFD was not found in opqation;

No ETP logbook at site and no bore well log-book shown of dtrent

month;

Q:anfty of ETP Sludge found on premisa not justifiable against the

production bken;

vi. Disqanci$ in RO Rejut Rading in logbook;

vii. How meter providd at UF Inlet is faulty.

A copy ofthe GPCB Inspection Report No. 67151-12/08/2024 isannexed and

marked herewith as ANNEXUREA-7.

14,That it is pertinent to note that due to the above-mentiond observed violations

of enviroitmental regulations, the Appellant had himself instituted legal

proceedings against the Project Proponent before the Honble National Green

Tribunal in Original Applicaton No. L38of 2024(tM), seeking directions against

the Project Proponent for violations of environmental regulations. That vide

order dated 23.07.2024,the Honble NGT was pleased to admit the matter,

which is presently sub-judice before the Honble NGT. A copy of admission

order dated 23.07.2024 in OA 138 of 2024(WZ) is annexed and marked

iii.

iv.

herewith as ANNEXURE A-8. &r\\ \s"A
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15.It is submitted that due to observed violations during inspection dated

19.07.2024, the GPCB issued Closure Notice dated 5.09.2024 to the project

Proponent, and accordingly directed closure of industrial activity within 15 days

of receipt of the said Notice. That the following were the specific reasons

provided by the GPCB for Closure of the impugned industrial unit:

'AND WHEREA| during inspttion of your industial unit cn
19/07/2024 under sqtion-23 of Water Act by the authorizd officerc
of the fuard to verify the ompliane of environmend
norms/@nsent conditions it has be--------------n notid that
7) During inspe.tion dyeing, printing and finishing activity
is going on.
2) Unit has not renewed permission of CGWA
3) Flow meter provided at UF inlet is faulty
4) At site there is not ETP logbook and no borewell logbo*
shown of current month.
5) During inspection the stock of ETP sludge ob*rued is
around 8MT. Lastly ETP sludge disposed as perXGN manifed
reard is on 37/72/2O2L thus onsidering this fact this unit
has been asked to submit the clarifiation for no disposal of
ETP sludge afrer 37/72/2027 and quantity of sludge stord
i.e, 8MT, which is not justifiable.
6) Unit has not stored MEE alt and ETP sludge in different
dediated bags and area.
AND WHEREAS, during the above inspection written instructions
were issud to you for bking corrutive m@sur6 for non-
compliances observd.
AND WHEREAS you have submittd reply/compliane with respxt
to above written instrudions which is not acceptable by the Board."

A copy of GPCB Closure Order No. GPCB/ABD/AMC/ID-L2676|CCA-795(2)

dated 5.09.20?4 is annexed and marked herewith as ANNEXURE A-9.

16.Thereafter, another inspection of the impugned industrial unit was carried out

by the GpCB as on 26.09.2024 wherein the GPCB has yet again observed

several violations in operation of the impugned industrial unit. A copy of the

GPCB Inspection Report No. 67396-28/0912024 is annexed and marked

herewith as ANNEXURE A-10.

lT.Accordingly, the GPCB has issued Show Cause Notice to the project proponent

wherein the GPCB has detailed inter alia the following non-compliances

observed during inspection dated 26.09.2024:

"1. You have providd primary-seondary-tertiary ETp unit UE RO-
1, RO-2, MEE and ATFQ out of which MEE and ATFD were not
found in operation, during the insp*tion.

&)"^^ \J*
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2. As per available rfford at site, llow meter reading was 2265 m3
on 25/09/2024 and the reading was notd as 2508.4 m3 during the
inspetion on 26/09/2024; differene ofthese readings (243,4
m3/day) indicate that water onsumption is higher than
that shown in onsent appliation. Furthet; you have admittd
vide your letter datd 02/10/2024 that the flow meter on the bore
well line was faulty.

3. R@dings of the flow meter providd on the pumping line from the
Collrtion Tank was notd 3580.3 m3 on 25/09/2024 and it was
notd as 4260 m3 during the inspetion on 26/09/2024; differen@
cf thse readings (679.7 m3/day) indicate thateffluent quantity
is higher than the @nsented guantity. Furthe7 you have
admittd vide your letter datd 2/10/2024 that the flow meter on the
Collstion Tank line as faulty."

(emphasis supplid)

lS.Accordingly, the GPCB directed the Project Proponent b Erke inter alia ilte

fol lowing corrective actions:

"1) Submit logbook of MEE operation of last six months along with
month wise summary of effluent generation, RO rej&t evaporation
and alt generation from MEE, etc,"

A copy of the GPCB Show Cause Notice No. GPCB/ABD/AMC/CCA-

796(2)llD:LL2676 dated 28.t0.2024 is annexed and marked herewith as

ANNEXUREA-11.

19. Hereln, it is pertinent to note that the said Show Cause Notice dated 28.t0.2024

clearly observes that groundwater consumption is 243.4 m3/day or 243000

Liters per day higher than the mandated levels of groundwater e)draction.

20,It is subrnitted that the Project Proponent must necessarily have to over-extract

groundwater so as to meet his total water requirement of 70 KLD, as there will

necessarily be a shortfall in the 48 KLD to be received from recycled water.

21.i:urthcrmore, it is submitted that in response the GpCB Show Cause Notice

dated 28.10.2024, the Project Proponent has submitted the Reply dated

29.10.2024wherein the Project Proponent has submitted the following:

"l/l,b are informing you that we will assure your good oflTce that we
willamplyall condition as per mention in Cd order which the boad
grants and we will update monthly return on rqular basis. We have
attached herewith logbook for IvIEE operation for last six
month along with summary of ef;fluent generation, RO
Rejed evaporation and alt generation from the MEE."

(emphasis supplid)

A copy of the Reply dated 29.10.2024 to GPCB Show Cause Notice dated

\rJ.^'\^'h
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28. 1 0. 2024 is annexed and marked herewith as A.NNEXIIBE-A:III

22.The Appeilant submib that a bare perusal of the said Reply dated 29.10.2024

reveals that the logbook for the months of May 2024 to August 2024 as

submitted by the Project Proponent do not contain any data with regards b

MEE operation whaBoever, but rather, said logbook has reorded values for

aertain other enbies viz., Panel Power Kwh, Raw M3, Raw \itilater/Day M3,

Difference Per Day, Ulba Filter M3, Total Permeate, Permeat{Day M3, RO

R.ejeci M3(Totalizer), Reject Per Day M3, Permit TDS, Reject TDS, and

Bacteria/LU.

23.Thereforg it is evident that the Project Proponent has entirely avoided

submission of information which would evidence operation of the MEE and

ATFD in me impugned industrial unit.

24. Furthermorg despite the GPCB Closure Order dated 5.09.2024, the impugned

indusUial unit remained in operation, as has been evidenced by a newspaper

report dated 11.10.24, wherein the news of death of a worker on 9,10.24due

to electrocution at the impugned industrial unit was published. A Eue-

translated opy of artide published in Gujarat Samachar dated 11.10.2024 is

annexed and marked herewith as NNEXIIBE3:IL

25.That despite the above-mentioned facts, the GPCB has failed to apply its mind

to all valid facts pertaining to sustained violations of environmental regulatiors

by the Project Proponent in operation of the impugned industrial unit and has

granted the Project Proponent the impugned Consent Order issued on

16.11.2024 valid until 25.11.2025.

26.Aordingly, the Appellant being aggrieved by the aforesaid order

begs to prefer this appeal on the following amongst other grounds

namely:

A, The impugned Unit cannot ensure Zero Liquid Discharge CZLD) in its present

capacity

B. The Project Proponent has violated multiple Consent Conditions

,,tu-\i'}
:ilf','ie

'ttii:]il:/5*iw$
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c. The Project Proponent ls over-extracting groundwater and is likely to continue

such over-extraction

The Project Proponent is not generating ETP sludge which indicates non-

operation of ZLD

Project Proponent operated the impugned industrial unit for 355 days without

a valid CCA

F. Observed Air pollution being caused by the impugned unit

G. No valid justification by the Project Proponent for violations observed

A. The Imouoned Unit Cannot Ensure ZLD in Present Caoacitv

1. TheAppellantsubmitsthatforthe purposesof clarityontheoperationof ZLD,the

following step-by-step procedure for operation of ZLD system within the impugned

unit which generates 50 KLD industrial waste-water/effluent:

50 KLD of Industrial effluent is first sent to ETP (Effluent TreaUnent

Plant) which consist of 3 process, aoagulation, biological process and

clarification. During this stage the BOD (Biological Oxygen Demand) and

COD (Chemical Oxygen Demand) are lowered from the water and

further clarified by sending it to the screening chambers.

Thereafter, 50 KLD waste-water from the ETP is sent to UF (Ulbasonic

filter) where there is excessive filUation of particles having size less than

0.2um.

Follov;ecl by UF the waste'water is passed with multistage RO, (Rwerse

Osmosis), with RO Stage 1 treating 50 KLD (30 KLD Permeate rryded),

R0 Stage 2 treating 20 KLD (10 KLD permeate rryded).

Followed by RO, the rejected water is sent to MEE (Multiple effect

evaporator) where the rejected water is evaporated and the sludge

containing moisture is setfled down and then sent to ATFD (Agitatd

thin film dryer) where the sludge is dried and separated for the find

disposal. That the impugned unit was mandated to treat 10 KLD waste-

water by sending it to MEE (6 KLD Condensate recycled) and 4 KLD is

sent to ATFD (2 KLD Condensate rrycled), which only thereafter

D.

C.

D.
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resultd in generation of Solid Waste.

Due to the aforementioned, the Appellantsubmits that the impugned unit does

not have the installed capacity of MEE and ATFD to ensure that Zero Liquiri

Discharge is adtieved whaEoever, as the GPCB itself has observed MEE and

ATFDCapacity as being 5 KLD, whereas sudr was to be 14 KLD.

That the repeated observation by the GPCB of non-operation of MEE and ATD

during Inspections on 16.05.2024, 19.07.2024, and 26.09.2024, are further

evidence of the fact that the impugned unit does not have the required installed

capacity lf tlEE and ATFDto achieve ZLD from within the premises of the

impugned unit.

Therefore, it is evident that due to an installed capacity of 5 KLD for MEE and

ATFD, a deficit of 9 KLD of industrial waste-water whidr cannot be feated

within the premises of the impugned unit is likely generated eactr day, and

sudl waste-water is therefore likely being illegally discharged by the project

Proponent onto land or in water sources.

Owing to the fact that the impugned unit falls under the Red Category of

Indusfies, the Appellant submits that the waste-water generated at the

impugned unit is likely to aontain significant bxic and noxious elements likely

cau-sing serious pollution of land and/or water.

That as per cbservations made in the GPCB Test Report dated 10.06.2024, the

RO Reject \tvbter ontains values of Chloride, Sulphate, COD, BOD and TDS

higher th.rn he permissible levels, as was the case in GpcB Test Report dated

25.L0.2024. A copy of GPCB Test Report No. 106539 dated 10.06.2024 is

annexed and marked hereurith as ANNEXURE A-14.

As previously submitted, ttre Ro Reject water is supposed to be sent to the

MEE and ATFD for further treaunent. Howsr'er, sudr have repeatedry been

observed b not be in operation, indicating that toxic Ro Reject water is being

discharged illegally by the project proponent.

Accordingiy, the Appellant submits that the impugned consent ordertherefore

is liable to be quashed solely on this ground, as the impr

K'ixl$-*

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
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permitte('i to violate the mandated operation of ZLD for the waste-water

generatd and cause pollution of land and/or water sources.

The Proiect Proponent has a violated multiple Consent Conditions

1. The Appellant submits that multiple conditions imposed by the previous CCA

dated 14. 1 1.2022 and the impugned Consent Order issued on 16. 1 1.2 024 have

been violated by the Project Proponent. That such conditions have been

reprodud as follows:

i. Specific Condition 3 - Industry shall provide stand alone ZLD within

prernises for industrial effluent

ii. Specific Condition 4 - Industry shall renew CGWA permission for

withdlawal of ground water time to time and submita aopy to this offic

iii. Specific Condition 5 - Industry shall not withdraw ground water without

pr;cr permission from CGWA as per Honble NGT Order

iv. Condition 3.5 - The quanuty of industrial effluent from manufactrring

proaess & other ancillary industrial operations shall not exceed 50 KLD

v. Condition 3.8 - Industry shall provide fixed pipeline with flow meter for

reuse of RO permeate, MEE condensate & as well as inlet to MEE and

maintain its record at site on day to day basis.

vi. Condition 3.9 - Indusb'y shall maintain log book for daily operation of

ETP including quantity of water consumption, effiuent generation and

feed to RO planb, MEE, steam consumption for MEE and make it

available at site for inspection.

Aco;dingly, the Appellant submiE that violations of the above-mentioned

conditions have been evidenced by the GPCB vide ib Inspection ReporE, Shorru

Cause Notice, and Closure Order, as well as have been elaborated in the

present Aopeal,

That the above-mentioned violations of Consent CondiUonsamount to serious

disregard for mandated norms and environmental regulations by the project

2

Ad*"^ \'*
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Proponent, and such non-compliance cannot be permitted by the GPCB by

renewing the Consent granted for operation of the impugned unit.

The Proiect Prorrcnent is illeoallv extractino oroundwater and is likelv b
continue such unauthorized extraction

1. ItissubnrittedthatthetechnologiesofMEEandATFDarenotonlyresponsible

for beatrnent of the indusbial effluent, but the Condensate (waste-water)

derived from the MEE and ATFD also services the total water consumption of

the impugned industrial unit.

2. That as per the Vlhter Balance Diagram of the impugned industrial unit, 6 KLD

of MEE Condensate and 2 KLD of ATFD Condensate form a part of the total 70

KLD water requirement of the impugned industrial unit.

3. That a non-functioning of the MEE and ATFD on a daily basis necessarily means

that the same amountof water, i.e., 8 KLD, must be sourced from groundwater

extraction, as no other source of water has been observed by GPCB or

subrritted to be utilized by Project Propnentwhatsoever.

4. In fact, such excessive extraction of groundwater has been observed by the

GPCB as well. That such excessive groundurater extraction is recorded in

Show Cause Notice dated 28.10.2024, wherein GPCB clearly observes that

groundwater consumption is243,4 m3/day or 243000 Liters per day higher

than the mandated levels of groundwater extraction.

5. 'tc is submitted that the Project Proponent must necessarily have to illegally

extract groundwater so as to meet his total water requirement of 70 KLD, as

there will necessarily be a shortfall in the 48 KLD to be received from recyded

water, That such unauthorized extraction will likely continue as long as the

impugner: unit is operational, and therefore in the interest of conservation of

ground-water and protection against illegal extraction thereof, the impugnd

Consent Order is liable to be quashed and set aside.

The Proiect Prooonent is not oeneratino ETp studoe which indicates non-

Ar=I^^^"
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ooeration of ZLD
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The Appellant submits that the failure to achieve ZLD is further widenced by

the lack of ETP Sludge that has been observed by the GPCB at the impugnd

industrial unit. That as per GPCB Site Inspection conducted on 19.07.24, it has

been observed that the stock of ETP Sludge amounted to 8 MI, whidt is equal

to the total annual ETP Sludgegenerated at the impugned industrial unit.

However, as per the GPCB, the last disposal of ETP Sludge was on 31.12.21.

Accordingly, as the Project Proponent has not disposed any ETP Sludge for over

2 yars, the s'tored quantity thereof within the premises of the impugned

industial unit ought to have been greater than 8 lvlT.

Owing to inter alia rhe above.mentioned disoepancy in observed ETP Sludge

quantum, the GPCB has issued Closure Notice dated 5.09.24 to Respondent

No. 1 directing closure of industrial activity,

The Applicant submib that an observed shorffall in ETP Sludge generated at

Ltre irnpugrred indusbial unit can only mean that the Project Proponent either

is failing to achis/e ZLD, as the ETP Sludge is the solid by-product generated

after the indusfial effluent is treated in the ZLD system, or is illegally dumpirp

the ETP Sludge generated at the impugned unit.

That in e;drer case, the impugned unit cannot be permitted to be operational,

and aordingly, the impugned Consent Order is liable to be quashed and set

aside.

E. fggigg! Prooonent ooerated the imouoned unit for 355 davs without a

valid CCA

1. The Appellant submits that there has been a continuous operation of the

impugned unit without a valid Consolidated Consent of Authorization CCCA),

after the e><pirationof the previousCCAdated 14.t0.22as on 25.11.23.

2. It is submitted that the fact that the impugned unit was operational for the

entire duration from the date of expiration of CCA to the date of grant of the

impugned Consent Order is evident per GPCB Inspections dated 30.01.2024,

16.05.2024, r"t.07.2024, and 26.09.2024.

3. In fact the GPCB vide Rejection Order dated 2t.05.2024, had categorically

1.

3.

4.

5.

\
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rejected the CCA Renewal Application submitted by the Project Proponent, and

o<pliciuy stated that operauon of industrial unit without valid consent is a

punishable offen@. However, each GPCB Inspection Report as prepared durirg

the perioci after expiry of CCA dated L4.LL.2022 till issuance of impugned

Consent Order has repeatedly observed the impugned industrial unit in

operation.

4. Therefore, the Appellant submiE that it is inconbovertible that the impugned

industrial unit was being operated by the Project Proponentwithout a valid CCA

from 26.11.2023 to 15.11.2024, i.e., for a period of 355 days, Accordingly, it is

subm itted that such flagrant violations of environmental regulations cannot be

permitted by the GPCB and therefore, the impugned unit is liable to be

penalized by quashing and sefting aside of the impugned Consent Order.

F. Obserued Airoollution beino caused bv the imouqned unit

1. It is subm itted that the emissions analysis sample report for @mmon stack of

the impugned industrial unit dated 30.01.2024, clearly evidenes that

measured value of Particulate Matter (PM) is 162 mg/Nm3, which exceeds the

permissiLr,e limit of 150 mg/Nm3. A copy of the Analysis Report for Common

Stack dated 30.01.2024 is anne><ed and marked herewith as A.NNEf,IJBE-&

E
2. Furthermore, vide the GPCB Rejection Notice dated 21.05.2024, the GPCB has

clearly evidened that Air Sample analysis of the impugned industrial unit

shows results of PM level at 433 mg/Nm3, which is nearly 3 times the

prescribed level. That such high PM levels are indicative of significant air

pollution likely to be caused by the impugned unit, and aaordingly, the

impugned Consent Order is liable to be quashed and set aside so as to prevent

further air pollution.

G No valid iustification bv the Proiect Prooonent for observed violations

1. It is submitted that due to the observations of non-operation of MEE and ATD

made in the latest GPCB Inspection Report dated 26.09.2024, the GpCB have

issued ShJW-Cause Notice dated 26.09.2024 to Respondent No. 1 directing the

Aa\^-- t.t/h
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Project Proponentto within 10 days take corrective action and submit logbook

of MEE ooeration of last six months along wi0r month wise summary of effluent

generation, RO reject evaporation and salt generation from MEE.

2. In response thereto, the Project Proponent has submitted the Reply dated

29.10 2024 to Show Cause Notice dated 26.09.2024 wherein Respondent No.

t has submitted the following:

5.

"U1b are informing you that we will assure your good offie that we
will omply all andition as per mention in CCA order whidt the boad
granE and we will update monthly return on rqular basis. We haye
attadred herewith logbook for MEE operation for last six
month along with summary of effluent generation, RO
Rejedevaporation and alt generation from the lrEE."

(enphasis supplid)

As previously submitted, a bare perusal of the said Reply dated 29.10.2024

reveals that the logbook for the months of May 2024 to August 2024 as

submitted by Respondent No. 1 do not contain any data with regards to MEE

operation whatsoever, but rather, said logbook has recorded values for certain

other entries viz., Panel Power Kwh, Raw M3, Raw \ hter/Day M3, Difference

Per Day, Ultra Filter M3, Total Permeate, Permeate/Day M3, RO Reject

M3(Totalizer), Reject Per Day M3, PermitTDS, Reject TDS, and Bacteria/ltr

Therefore, it is evident that the Project Proponent has failed to provide any

valid justification for the observed violation of failure to operate MEE and ATD,

and have deliberately avoided providing legitimate information regarding MEE

logbooks for several months.

Furtherrn'rc, in response to the observations of air pollution made by GPCB

vide Rejection Notice dated 21.05.2024, the Project Proponent has submitted

their reply to the GPCB vide Letter dated 27.05.2024, wherein, the project

Proponent has sought to further an unscientific justification regarding non-

operation of boiler for same period of one week leading to pM levels in

exceeding mandated levels, i.e.,433 mg/Nm3against 150 mg/Nm3 permitted.

The Appellant submib that such justifiotion is not supported by any scientific

rationale or research whatsoever, and accordingly, the Appellant states that

15

3.

4.

6.
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and set aside the CCA Renewal order of the above listed industry.
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sudr invalid justification ought to have been rejected by the GPCB while

considering the proposal for renewal ofCCA.

7. However, notwithstanding the failure of the Project Proponent in providing valid

justifications for observed violations, the Appellant submiE that there is a non-

application of mind by the GPCB as the GPCB has failed to take cognizance of

the multiple issues detailed hereinabove. Accordingly, the Appellant submiE

that the GPCB ought to quash and set aside the impugned Consent Order for

the above-mentioned reasons.

The appellant is dissatisJied with the order passed by Gujarat Pollution Control

Board registered as AWH- 138352 as on 16, 1 1. 2024 to 25. 1 1.2025 prays to Quash

Occupation: Business

Address:4051 Behind old Anjuman school, Gollimda, Astodia Road,
Ahmedabad 380001

Endosed

Specimen Copy of Order AWH-138352 along with ANNEXURES A-2 to A-15.

VERIFICATION

I,suqii "-t ,ltnrnDD3(sfheappellant named in the above memorandum of appeal

his au$rorized agent do hereby declare that what is sbted herein is true to the best

of my knou.'iedge and belief

r)N::;Z()
f,ff14E\S,,'

,v*A
Signature

Appellant

Occupation

Address

P lace

Date

?rt
,4,t

,ra io'1sl
,/4, L
LJ,.

B/o In the name of Hon'ble Governor of Gujarat'[*il":v-4
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THE APPELLATE AUTHORITY CONSTITUTED UNDER SECTION 28

oF THE WATER (PREVENTTON AND CONTROLOF POLLUTTON),

r974

AFFIDAVIT

IN APPEAL NO oF 2024

IN THE MATTER OF

SURTI MOHAMMEDIRFAN

VERSUS

GUJARAT PULLUTION CONTROL BOARD

........APPELLANT

RESPONDENT

I, Surti Mohmmed Irfan S/o Yakub Bhai R/o 4051 Behind Old Anjuman

School, Gollimda, Astodia Road, Ahmedabad-380001 do hereby state on

solemn affirmation as under:

t. That I am an appellant in the above-mentioned Interlocutory

Application and I am fully conversant with the facts and circumstances

of the case. As such, I am competentto swear this affidavit.

2. That the contenB of accompanying appeal and allthe annexure pages

have been dr.rly understood and written by me and the contents therecf

are true and correctto my knowledge'

That the annexures which are being annexed to the accompanying

application are true copies/translations of their respective originals.

That the proposed facts sbated in the above paragraph/ table of my

affidavit are irue and correct to my knowledge' No part of it is false

A*{,-"+eL
N DEPONENT

)r**u hx-,.a-"ilil4;* &ul.^{'r".

beroee 'nii
and been concealed therefrom.

N//'<*+^
iiiKiIAt..FAHCiil

sc$lP5tt[*h

I g IEc 
2024
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Item No.7                              (Pune Bench) 

 
 

 

 

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE 

 

 

[THROUGH PHYSICAL HEARING (WITH HYBRID OPTION)] 
 

 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.138 OF 2024 (WZ) 

I.A. NO.183/2025 (WZ) 
  

 
 

Surti Mohammed Irfan 

 …..Applicant 
 

Versus 

 
 

M/s N.H.H. Textile Processors & Ors.  
….Respondents 

 
 

 

Date of hearing: 05.08.2025 
 

 
 

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE DINESH KUMAR SINGH, JUDICIAL MEMBER  

HON’BLE DR. VIJAY KULKARNI, EXPERT MEMBER 
 

Applicant  : Mr. Maitreya Ghorpade, Advocate    

Respondents  :  Mr. Saurabh Kulkarni, Advocate along-with  

Mr. Adwait Gokhale, Advocate for R-1/PP 

Mr. Devang Vyas, Senior Advocate along-with 

Mr. Jash Thakkar, Advocate for R-2/GPCB  

Mr. Aniruddha S. Kulkarni, Advocate along-with 

Mr. Savyasachi Bhardwaj, Advocate for R-4/CPCB 

Mr. Pushkal Mishra, Advocate for R-5/MoEF&CC 

 

          

 

ORDER 

1. We are passing this order in continuation to the earlier orders dated 

23.07.2024, 22.11.2024, 29.11.2024 and 19.06.2025. 

2. Learned counsel for the applicant has filed rejoinder affidavit dated 

04.08.2025 to the reply affidavit of Respondent No.2- Gujarat Pollution 

Control Board (GPCB), which is taken on record.  

3. Heard the argument of learned counsel for the applicant as well as 

that of learned counsel for the other Respondents. 

45270
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4. In the present Original Application, prayer is made for a direction to 

be issued to Respondent No.2- GPCB to immediately pass a closure order 

against Respondent No.1- M/s. N.H.H Textile Processors for its continued 

non-compliance with environmental norms and illegal operation without a 

valid Consolidated Consent and Authorization (CC&A). 

5. As regards to the CC&A, it is submitted by learned counsel for 

Respondent No.1 that the same has been obtained by Respondent No.1 on 

20.11.2024, for which an application was moved on 01.06.2024. He has 

drawn our attention to its reply affidavit dated 20.11.2024, wherein it is 

submitted that the Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat suo moto initiated a 

public interest litigation, bearing Writ Petition (PIL) No.98 of 2021, inter 

alia, in respect of discharge of treated effluents by various industrial 

entities in the drainage line of Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation (AMC). 

Pursuant to the direction given by the Hon'ble High Court in the said Writ 

Petition, the drainage connection of various industrial entities of 

Ahmedabad, including Respondent No.1 were disconnected. The date of 

disconnection of drainage of Respondent No.1 is 07.12.2021 and 

thereafter, Respondent No.1 upgraded its water treatment and discharge 

process to incorporate the concept of ‘Zero Liquid Discharge’ (ZLD) and 

adopted the ‘Dry Processing’ method in addition to the existing ‘Wet 

Processing’ method in its cloth printing and dyeing activities. 

6. It is further submitted by learned counsel for Respondent No.1 that 

in order to incorporate ZLD and Dry Processing in its industrial process, 

Respondent No.1 was required to seek and obtain necessary permissions 

from the Respondent No.2 -GPCB. Accordingly, Respondent No.1 made an 

application to the GPCB on 09th May, 2022 for amendment of Consent to 

Establish. Pursuant to the same, the GPCB amended the CTE granted to 

Respondent No.1 on 20.07.2022. In the meantime, on 08.07.2022, 
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Respondent No.1 also applied to Respondent No.2 for amendment in the 

Consolidated Consent and Authorization, that was renewed earlier on 04th 

January, 2019 and was valid upto 25.11.2023. Such amendment was 

necessary in order to enable Respondent No.1 to undertake operations 

through its upgraded facilities. Pursuant to the said application, 

Respondent No.2- GPCB amended the CC&A on 14.10.2022 without 

changing the period of validity. 

7. It is further submitted by learned counsel for Respondent No.1 that 

the CC&A granted to Respondent No.1 was valid upto 25.11.2023. 

Thereafter, Respondent No.1 made an application to GPCB for the renewal 

of CC&A on 28.09.2023. Further, it is mentioned that while considering 

the request of Respondent No.1 for renewal of the CC&A, Respondent 

No.2- GPCB has sought a “No Drainage Certificate” issued by the AMC in 

respect of the said premises of Respondent No.1 to ensure compliance of 

the directions of the Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in Writ Petition (PIL) 

No.98 of 2021. But due to non-filing of the said Certificate, Respondent 

No.2 rejected Respondent No.1’s application for renewal of CC&A on 

21.05.2024. Thereafter, Respondent No.1 immediately re-applied to GPCB 

for renewal of CC&A on 27.05.2024 (after gap of just 6 days), which was 

finally allowed on 20.11.2024. 

8. Having drawn our attention to the above, it is submitted by learned 

counsel for Respondent No.1 that there was hardly 6 days’ delay in re-

applying of the said application because earlier application of CC&A was 

rejected only for procedural reasons, as Respondent No.1 could not obtain 

“No Drainage Certificate” from the BMC. 

9. At this juncture, learned counsel for the applicant has opposed the 

ground for rejection of the said application and has drawn our attention to 
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the Rejection Order dated 21.05.2024, which was issued by the Gujarat 

Pollution Control Board (GPCB), which is annexed at page no.116 of the 

paper book, in which following reasons have been mentioned for rejection 

of the said application: 

“1. Any expansion and in-house ZLD system for existing units 

are not acceptable considering current scenario of the 

Ahmedabad city area. 

2. As per AR shows of Air sample's AR shows results of 

parameter- PM-433 MG/NM3 which higher than consented 

norms. 

3. Unit has not paid due lab bill till date.”      

10. Having drawn our attention to the above conditions, it is submitted 

by learned counsel for the applicant that reason no.2 clearly mentions 

higher level of Particulate Matter (PM) in stack emissions, which is 

recorded to be 433 Mg/NM3, which is higher than consented norms. 

Therefore, it cannot be said that no pollution is being caused by the 

industry in question. It is also pointed out by him that it does not contain 

that the same was rejected for want of ‘No Drainage Certificate’ not having 

been produced by Respondent No.1 to Respondent No.2- GPCB. Therefore, 

it is urged by learned counsel for the applicant that the period from 

28.09.2023 (when the application for renewal of CC&A was moved by 

Respondent No.1-PP to Respondent No.2- GPCB) till 20.11.2024 (i.e. the 

date of grant of CC&A to Respondent No.1) should be treated to be the 

period of violation when the industry was operated without CC&A, which 

comes to around 355 days as per the calculation made by the applicant 

and produced a chart in this regard in I.A. No.183/2025 (WZ), wherein at 

page no.402 of the paper book, description of days of violations are noted 

in tabular form, as follows:-  
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” 

11. We do not get any assistance from Respondent No.2- GPCB, as 

learned senior counsel for Respondent No.2 is present before us, but in 

their affidavit dated 21.11.2024, many details are mentioned, but not the 

relevant one, which we wanted from them to mention as to whether 

Respondent No.1 had operated its facility without valid CC&A or not. If 

yes, for how many days. 

12. Learned senior counsel for Respondent No.2- GPCB has prayed that 

some time may be allowed to submit the same in a small paragraph, in 

order to avoid unnecessary details. But instead of now granting them 

time, we are of the view that we dispose of the present Original Application 

with the following directions to Respondent No.2- GPCB:-  

(i). Since there is a dispute with respect to the number of days 

of violations, as for how many days, Respondent No.1 

operated its facility without a valid CC&A, this period shall 

be computed by the GPCB after giving hearing to the 

“ 

49274



Page 6 of 6 
 

applicant as well as Respondent No.1 within a period of 

one month from the date of uploading of this order; 

(ii). If the violations on the part of Respondent No.1, which are 

being pointed out by learned counsel for the applicant to 

us, are found to be there after hearing is concluded, 

appropriate order may be passed by the GPCB regarding 

that also. 

(iii). In regard to the above, a report shall be submitted by 

Respondent No.2 to the Registry of this Tribunal within a 

period of six weeks thereafter. 

(iv). Even then, any grievance remains to the applicant, he may 

approach us as per the law.  

13. In view of order passed in the present Original Application, pending 

I.A. also stands disposed of accordingly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

      Dinesh Kumar Singh, JM  

 

 
 
 

 

Dr. Vijay Kulkarni, EM 
 
 

August 05, 2025         

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.138 OF 2024 (WZ) 
I.A. NO.183/2025 (WZ) IN 
P.Kr 
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