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Judgement

A.S. Bopanna, J.—lLearned Government Advocate to accept notice for
respondents No. 1 to 6 and file memo of appearance in four weeks. The
petitioner is before this Court assailing the order dated 25.7.2013 at Annexure-A
to the petition. Petitioner is also seeking to direct the respondents to extend the
time for a period of six months to enable the petitioner to get necessary
certificate from the ISI/BIS as directed by this Court.

2. The petitioner claims to be a small scale business enterprise, wherein the
purification of drinking water is made and is being supplied through containers to
the consumers. According to the petitioner, since at the time when they had
started the business the requirement of obtaining ISI/BIS certificate was not
provided for, the petitioner had not obtained the same. However, subsequently
since the requirement has been brought into force, the petitioner has made an
application and has thereafter produced further particulars in order to comply
with the requirements. The grant of certification is still pending consideration.

3. The grievance of the petitioner is with regard to the seizure order dated
25.7.13 (Annexure-A), where under the unit belonging to the petitioner has been
sealed. The petitioner contends that since the petitioner has already applied for
the certification, certainly no manufacturing activity would be carried on for the
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purpose of sale or distribution of water without obtaining such certificate. In that
regard, an undertaking is also said to have been filed with the authorities. It is in
that circumstance, the petitioner is before this Court.

4. Having noticed the contentions put forth, at the outset, the seizure of the
establishment of the petitioner has been made for want of possession of
certificate, more particularly in view of the directions that had been issued by
this Court in W.P. No. 17713/2012 and other connected petitions, wherein this
issue had been considered in public interest. Therefore, to the extent of
preventing the petitioner from carrying on the manufacturing activity or sale of
such packaged water, the respondents would be justified. However, having taken
note of the undertaking that had been filed before the Authorities and also the
affidavit that has been filed before this Court, the request of the petitioner to the
extent of having the premises opened for the purpose of maintaining the
premises requires to be considered.

5. In that regard, the respondent No. 6 is directed to remove the seal and hand
over the possession of the premises to the petitioner. It is however made clear
that the petitioner shall not undertake manufacturing process or sale of the
packaged water until a certification is issued in favour of the petitioner, but she
would be entitled to use the premises for any other purpose in accordance with
law and to maintain the machineries that have been installed. The respondents
are granted the liberty to inspect the premises and if any manufacturing activity
is found, they would be entitled to thereafter proceed against the petitioner in
accordance with law. With the above directions, the petition stands disposed of.
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