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Report of Central Pollution Control Board in compliance of Hon’ble NGT order 

dated 08/10/2021 in the matter of M.A No. 67/2021 & I.A No. 179/2021 in O.A 

No. 40/2021 

1. Background: 

The matter related to impact on health of workers, fire/explosion, hazard in Common 

Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility (CHWTSDF) (M/s Gujrat 

Environ Protection (Haryana) Pvt. Ltd. (GEPIL)), due to High Tension Electrical 

Transmission lines erected by M/s Power Grid Corporation of India Limited (PGCIL) in 

the “No Development Buffer zone” was raised before the Hon’ble NGT, Principal Bench, 

New Delhi in the matter of O.A No. 40/2021 titled as M/s Gujarat Enviro Protection & 

Infrastructure Haryana (Pvt.) Ltd. Vs. M/s Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. & Ors. 

The matter was disposed of by Hon’ble NGT vide its orders dated 19/02/2021 in view of 

no tangible material to substantiate the plea raised in the application. Thereafter, the 

applicant approached Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of Civil Appeal No. 4475/ 

2021 against the aforesaid order of the Hon’ble NGT, wherein Hon’ble NGT has been 

directed to remand a fresh decision in the said matter.   

Accordingly, the said matter was again placed before Hon’ble NGT as M.A. No. 67/2021 

& I.A. No. 179/2021 In Original Application No. 40/2021 wherein Hon’ble NGT vide its 

orders dated 08/10/2021 directed that “CPCB may constitute an Expert Committee to 

examine the issue whether high tension lines in proximity of the TSDF facility will be 

permissible and viable in view of relied upon guidelines and Rules or otherwise”. A copy 

of the said order is appended at Annexure-I. 

2. Action Taken by Central Pollution Control Board: 

In order to identify the grievances of M/s GEPIL and response of M/s PGCIL on the same, 

CPCB alonwith officials from Haryana State Pollution Control Board conducted two 

meetings separately with the parties i.e. M/s GEPIL and M/s PGCIL on 10/12/2021 and 

30/12/2021 respectively. 

a. Meeting with M/s GEPIL:  During the meeting on 10/12/2021, GEPIL has 

informed that (i) the said site was notified by Government of Haryana in 1997 for 

waste disposal; (ii) GEPIL has entered into agreement with Haryana 

Environmental Management Society (HEMS) on 30/08/2005 for development of 

TSDF; (iii) GEPIL has obtained possession of the site on 19/06/2006 and the 

facility was established on 29/06/2009. 

 

Representatives of GEPIL raised their concerns w.r.t. (i) Safety of workers during 

operation & closure of landfill; (ii) Capacity reduction of Landfill due to height 

constraint & (iii) Violation of Buffer zone criteria as mentioned in the CPCB 

guidelines on Buffer Zone Around Waste Processing and Disposal Facilities, 2017.   

 

It was also informed that Technology Information Forecasting and Assessment 

Council (TIFAC), Environmental Research Centre has been engaged to study the 

impact of the High Transmission electric overhead line on the Secure Landfill 

(SLF). 

 

CPCB informed that the above Guidelines on Buffer Zone Around Waste 

Processing and Disposal Facilities, 2017 referred in the application are related to 

Solid Waste Management Facilities and is not applicable for Common Hazardous 
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Waste TSDF. There are separate Buffer zone requirements stipulated under the 

Guidelines on “Criteria on Hazardous Waste Landfill”. 

 

Further, GEPIL & Haryana SPCB were requested to provide documents on 

Environmental Clearance; Consent to Establish (CTE); initial Consent to Operate 

(CTO); design and layout approvals granted by HSPCB; Report of TIFAC, etc. 

However, only TIFAC report, authorizations, latest CTO, Agreement between M/s 

GEPIL & Haryana Environment Management Society and project report on TSDF 

facility were provided., Other documents related to impact & Risk assessment 

study, information related impact on health of workers and documents related to 

High Court order were sought. Subsequently, letter issued by Municipal 

Corporation Faridabad regarding land lease was also provided. 

The GEPIL failed to provide the relevant documents (i.e. initial CTE & CTO issued 

by HSPCB for TSDF, Environmental Impact Study, Site and Design layout 

approved by HSPCB and outcome of Hon’ble High Court of Haryana & Punjab 

orders in the matter of WP (C) No. 12312/2006) even after extension of timeline 

for submission of documents. 

Based on the documents submitted, compliance of various regulatory provisions 

related to setting up and operation of common HW TSDF is summarised below: 

 

i. Environmental Clearance: As per the prevailing regulations under 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Notification dated 14/09/2006, 

the common hazardous waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal facility are 

required to obtain the Environmental Clearance (EC) from the concerned 

agency.  

 

The said requirement of EC was not applicable as per EIA Notification 

1994, the same was added in 2006. In this regard, MoEF&CC vide its O.M 

dated 21/11/2006 had clarified that for projects which were not covered 

under EIA Notification 1994 and now require the same under EIA 

Notification 2006 have to follow the guidelines which states that “ii. Such 

Projects for which NOCs issued before 14th September, 2006 will not be 

required to take Environmental Clearance under the EIA Notification, 2006”. 

A copy the said O.M is appended at Annexure-II. 

 

In view of the above, M/s GEPIL was requested to provide copy of the 

Consent to Establish granted by HSPCB for establishment of Hazardous 

Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal facility. However, the documents 

could not be provided by GEPIL/HSPCB. M/s GEPIL has provided copy of 

first Authorization issued under the HWM Rules, 1989 on 08/08/2005. 

 

ii. Environmental Impact Assessment & Site notification:  

 

M/s GEPIL obtained the possession of land in 2006. During the setting up of 

the TSDF, Hazardous Wastes (Management and Handling) (HWM) Rules, 1989 

(as amended till 2003) were prevailing. As per the Rule 8 of the said HWM 

Rules, 1989 mandated conduction of EIA study & Public Hearing followed by 

site notification. Relevant portion of the said Rule provisions are reproduced 

below: 

2

2



3/12 
 

“(3) The operator of a facility, occupier or any association of occupiers shall 

undertake an environmental impact assessment (EIA) of the selected site(s) and 

shall submit the EIA report to the State Pollution Control Board or Committee.  

(4) The State Pollution Control Board or Committee shall on being satisfied with 

the EIA report, cause a public notice for conducting a public hearing as per the 

procedure contained in the Environment Impact Assessment Notification, 1994 

published vide S.O. 60(E) dated the 27th January, 1994 as amended from time 

to time.  

(5) The State Pollution Control Board or Committee shall forward to the State 

Government or Union territory Administration, as the case may be the project 

report including EIA report and details of public hearing along with its 

recommendations within a period of 30 days from the last date of public 

hearing.  

(6) The State Government shall complete the assessment within a period of 

thirty days from the date of receipt of the documents mentioned in sub-rule (5) 

and convey the decision of its approval of site(s) or otherwise within 30 days 

thereafter to the concerned operator of the facility, occupier or any association 

of occupiers.  

(7) After approval of the site or sites, the State Government shall acquire the 

site(s) or inform the occupier or any operator of facility, or any association of 

occupiers to acquire the site(s) for setting up the facility for treatment, storage 

and disposal of hazardous wastes. The State Government shall simultaneously 

notify such sites(s). The State Government shall also compile and publish 

periodically an inventory of such hazardous wastes disposal sites and 

facilities;” 

HSPCB vide its letter dated 08/08/2005 granted authorization to operate a 

facility for collection, reception, treatment, storage, transport and disposal of 

hazardous waste on the premises located in village Pali, Faridabad, Haryana. 

The said authorization also lay down aforesaid conditions along with special 

conditions to carryout Environmental Impact Analysis & Risk Assessment 

Study. A copy of Authorization granted by HSPCB on 08/08/2005 is 

appended at Annexure-III. 

Further, the issue of land allotment of 31 acers on which present TSDF has 

been developed was placed before Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana 

in the matter CWP No. 12312 of 2006. In the said matter, it was recorded that 

the said 31 acers (12 hectares) were part of 02 mining queries of 244 hectares. 

Hon’ble High Court in its orders dated 30/11/2007 also recorded that: 

 

i. The site was notified by Environment Department, State of Haryana on 

May 27, 1997. In the said notification it has been written that “Whereas 

an environment impact study was undertaken for identifying a site as 

Waste Disposal Site for Faridabad Area”, however, no such study 

report was placed before Hon’ble High Court. 

 

ii. An environment assessment report related to selection of hazardous 

waste disposal sites in Faridabad was prepared by the National 

Productivity Council (Environment Division) in September, 1998. 
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iii. The prevailing rules required the Environmental Impact Study to 

precede the notification and not the other way around. 

 

iv. No public notice was issued for public hearing, the assessment of the 

Government on the basis of the environment impact study and the 

details of public hearing was not done, approval of the Government 

was not taken for the setting up of TSDF, approval was only for a waste 

disposal site. Quite obviously the notification of 1997 was on the basis 

of the rules as originally drafted but not on the basis of the amended 

rules as they stand. 

The Hon’ble High Court vide its aforesaid order quashed the Land 

notification of TSDF in violation of the Hazardous Wastes (Management 

and Handling) Rules, 1989 and land lease deed of April 19, 2005 was also 

quashed. A copy of said order of Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana 

is appended at Annexure-IV. 

It is pertinent to mention that Hon’ble Supreme Court of India vide its 

orders dated 31/03/2008 in the matter of SLP 5131 of 2008 put an interim 

stay on the aforesaid order of Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana till 

further orders. The said order is appended as Annexure-V. The said matter 

is pending before Hon’ble Supreme Court.  

 

iii. Design & setting up of disposal facility:  As per Rule 8A of HWM Rules 

1989 (as amended in 2000) “The occupier, any association or operator, shall 

before setting up a disposal facility get the design and the layout of the 

facility approved by the State Pollution Control Board;” 

 

The authorization issued to the unit in 2005 & 2006 also lays down the 

aforesaid condition. No document w.r.t aforesaid approval has been 

provided by GEPIL/HSPCB.   

 

M/s GEPIL has provided a copy of the Project Report of Integrated Common 

Hazardous Waste Management Facility. The said project report outlines 

the capacity of the landfill (calculated with height till 06-08 meters) and 

plan for development of the same. The proposed landfill capacity under the 

said report is tabulated below: 

 

Landfill Cell Location of Pit Volume Maximum 

Achievable 

Cell -1 Below Ground 2.5 Lakh m3 

Above Ground 2.0 Lakh m3 

Cell -2 Below Ground 4.10 Lakh m3 

Above Ground 3.60 Lakh m3 

Total  12.20 Lakh m3 

 

In Phase-1 only cell 1A (part of Cell 1) having underground capacity of 1.0 

lakh m3 was proposed to be developed. A copy of relevant portion of said 

Project Proposal report is appended at Annexure-VI. As per information 

submitted by the units about 123786 MT of Hazardous Waste has been 

disposed of in the Landfill till 31/03/2022. 
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The estimated capacity of the landfill cells 1 & 2 were mentioned in the 

Project Report provided by GEPIL. However, approval of the proposed 

landfill cell from HSPCB has not been provided.  

 

iv. No development Buffer Zone: As per section 2(e) of CPCB guidelines 

“Criteria for Hazardous Waste Landfill” 2001, “A zone of 500 meters around 

a landfill boundary should be declared a no-development buffer zone after 

landfill location is finalised”. The applicant has also referred to the violation 

of Buffer zone criteria, however, instead of above buffer zone criteria, M/ 

GEPIL has referred the buffer zone criteria applicable on the Solid Waste 

Management Facilities.  

The said buffer zone in case of Common HW TSDF is required to be notified 

before development of the disposal facility as a preventive measure to 

safeguard the health of humans & environment from any possible impact 

from the TSDF. HSPCB and GEPIL (Haryana) have not provided any 

document related to notification of “No Development Buffer Zone” as per 

aforesaid CPCB guidelines. 

v. Authorization & Consent: As per the Water (Prevention & Control of 

Pollution) Act, 1974; Air (Prevention & Control of Pollution) Act, 1981 the 

said facility have to obtain Consent to Establish and Consent to Operate. 

The facility has provided copy of latest CTO issues by HSPCB and GEPIL 

has informed that in 2005 HSPCB used to issue combined CTE & CTO. 

However, copy of CTE & initial CTO has not been provided to CPCB. 

 

Further, under the Hazardous & Other Wastes (Management & 

Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016 (earlier Hazardous Wastes 

(Management and Handling) 1989, as amended) the unit has to obtain 

Authorization for collection, treatment, storage, transportation and 

disposal of Hazardous waste. The unit has provided copy of 1st 

Authorization issued in 2005 as well as latest authorization issued by 

HSPCB on 07/08/2021 with validity upto 30/09/2026. A copy of latest 

authorization and CTO issued by HSPCB is appended at Annexure-VII.  

 

b. Meeting with PGCIL: During the meeting, PGCIL submitted the procedures 

adopted for establishment of high-tension electricity transmission lines and 

submission made against the issues raised by GEPIL. The following major 

submissions were made by PGCIL: 

 

i. PGCIL had issued a Public Notice in 02 Newspapers (i.e. Times of India & 

Punjab Kesari) 04/07/2015 for any objection/comments on the erection 

of the transmission lines which are in question under this matter at the 

proposal stage. However, no Comment/Objection was received by PGCIL. 

A copy of public notice issued is appended at Annexure-VIII. 

 

ii. PGCIL has obtained NOC/permissions from Airport Authority of India; 

Competent Authority, Govt. of NCT of Delhi; Regional Offices of MoEF&CC. 

A copy of approvals is appended at Annexure-IX. 
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iii. PGCIL has obtained the permission for energization of the lines on 

08/10/2018 from Central Electricity Authority (CEA). A copy of said CEA 

approval is appended at Annexure-X. 

 

iv. PGCIL has submitted that the transmission lines are designed and 

constructed in such a way that the total length of transmission lines is 

minimum, and exposure to residential and important installations is kept 

minimum safeguarding the public health.  

 

v. As per CEA (Measures relating to Safety and Electricity Supply) a minimum 

ground clearance of 8.84 meters have to be maintained in case of 400 KV 

transmission lines. 

 

vi. Various studies have been carried out in India and Globally, however, no 

study has directly linked the EMF with any ill effect on humans. Further, 

in order to ensure safety of general public from any possible ill effects 

Guidelines of International Commission on Non‐Ionizing Radiation 

Protection (ICNIRP) are being followed in India which limits the Electric 

field upto 5KV/m and Magnetic Field at 200 µT for general public. 

 

vii. GEPIL has approached PGCIL in 2018 when the construction was in 

advance stage and making any changes at that point of time was not 

possible. 

 

viii. Shifting of any one tower will have cascading effect on the positions of 

multiple towers on either side. 

 

ix. GEPIL has approached various Hon’ble Courts and Hon’ble Tribunal and 

the submission of the GEPIL w.r.t height of landfill has been inconsistent. 

Before Hon’ble NGT in the Original Application No. 40/2021, the unit has 

submitted that the final height of landfill will be 5 meters above ground 

level. However, in the I.A filled in the said matter, GEPIL has modified its 

submission informing that present height of landfill is 6.1 meters and will 

reach a height of 7.5 meters in future. A copy of relevant portion of 

submissions made by GEPIL before Hon’ble Tribunal is appended at 

Annexure-XI. 

 

c. Joint visit of TSDF Site and Monitoring:  The Expert Technical team headed 

by Shri. A. Sudhakar, Director (Scientist ‘F’), CPCB conducted field inspection on 

17/03/2022 and carried out measurements of the Ground clearance available 

along with Electric and Magnetic fields. Other technical members in the team 

included Ms. Deepti Kapil, Scientist ‘D’, CPCB; Shri. Sahil Patel, Scientist ‘B’, 

CPCB; Smt. Neeraj Bala, Scientist ‘B’, HSPCB and Shri. S.K Singh, DGM, PGCIL. 

 

All the measurements were made in the presence of senior representatives of 

GEPIL headed by Shri. Ashwani Kumar, Unit Head-Operations and PGCIL headed 

by Sh. A.K Dixit, CGM, Shri. Adarsh Srivastava, Sr. GM and Smt. Arti Yadav, 

Chief Manager. 

 

The points of measurements marked on Google map and measured values are 

tabulated below: 
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Fig 1*: Google Image with markings of Centre Line and Right of Way 

 
Fig 2*: Google Image with markings of points measured 

*Markings not to scale 
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Table 1: Measurements below the Centre line 

Points of 

measurements 

Clearance 

available 

from cable 

(m) 

Electric Field 

(KV/m) Magnetic Field (µT) 

At 1 m At 1.8 m  At 1 m At 1.8 m  

Right side Boundary 

Wall (P1) 15.284 0.19 0.47 1.5 1.6 

On Ground Outside 

Landfill (P2) 16.418 0.03 0.03 1.27 1.4 

On current base of 

Cell 1A (P3) 25.66 1.62 1.57 0.57 0.59 

On current base of 

Cell 1A (P4) 26.502 2.02 1.9 0.46 0.49 

On current base of 

Cell 1A (P5) 27.431 1.09 1.08 0.42 0.43 

 

Table 2: Measurement at 23 meter from centre line: 

Points of 

measurements 

Clearance 

available 

from cable 

(m) 

Electric Field 

(KV/m) Magnetic Field (µT) 

At 1 m At 1.8 m  At 1 m At 1.8 m  

On Right side 

Embankment of Cell 

1A (E1) 14.285  0.5 0.5 0.68 0.75 

On current base of 

Cell 1A (R3) 25.96  0.45 0.42 0.35 0.36 

On current base of 

Cell 1A (R5) 27.999 1.09 1.08 0.38 0.38 

On Left side 

Embankment of Cell 

1A (E2)* 19.952 0.26 0.24 0.32 0.32 

*Measurement was taken at E2 due to presence of valley beyond that 

 

As per CEA (Measures relating to Safety and Electricity Supply), minimum ground 

clearance of 8.84 meters in case of 400 KV electricity transmission lines. A copy 

of relevant portion of said CEA regulations is appended at Annexure-XII. Further, 

as per current practices "Right of Way” (RoW) of 46 meters (23 meters on each 

side from centre of the transmission towers) have to be maintained in case of 400 

KV electricity transmission lines. 

 

d. Impact of High Tension Electricity Transmission lines on workers’ health: 

During the site visit of TSDF, CPCB & HSPCB sought any study or documentary 

evidence with regard to possible health effects on workers, however, the same 

could not be provided by GEPIL. Further, it has been informed that currently 52 

workers are working in TSDF (on Roll & Contractual basis), of which about 08 

workers involved in Production/Maintenance have been working for more than 10 

years, however, no employee has reported any health issues due to said 

transmission lines. 
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CPCB has also examined the Environmental Health Criteria 238 prepared by 

World Health Organization (WHO) wherein it has been reported that available data 

do not indicate that Extremely Low Frequency (ELF) electric and/or magnetic fields 

affect the various human biological system (i.e. Cardiovascular, Immunology & 

Haematology, Reproductive, Neurodegenerative Neuroendocrine) in a way that 

would have an adverse impact on human health and the evidence is thus 

considered inadequate. Therefore, the contention of the GEPIL related to possible 

health impacts on workers on TSDF do not hold any merit.  

 

e. Fire/explosion hazard in landfill due to transmission lines: During the site 

visit, scientific evidence to support the claim of unit for possibility of fire/explosion 

hazard was sought, same was not provided. Further, it is pertinent to mention 

that as per CPCB guidelines combustible material shall not be disposed in TSDF, 

only stabilized waste has to be disposed of into Landfill. Therefore, if waste is 

being disposed of after stabilization as per due procedures, the same shall not 

catch fire/react from presence of electricity transmission lines. 

 

3. Conclusion: 

 

1. Regulatory provisions related to EIA Study, Site notification has not been 

complied with while establishing the Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility. 

 

2. There are no documents submitted granting approval of design, capacity and 

height of the landfill. 

 

3. There is no documentary evidence behind the contentions made w.r.t Impact 

on Health of Workers and possibility of fire hazard/explosion in the landfill 

due to electricity transmission lines. 

 

4. GEPIL had not made objection against the construction of transmission lines 

on issuance of Public Notice by PGCIL in 2015. 

 

5. The minimum Ground Clearance and Right of Way as per the Indian Electricity 

Rules and CEA (Measures relating to Safety and Electricity Supply) have to be 

provided. 

 

a. Ground Clearance: The required clearance is 8.84 m. and adequate 

height is available under all the transmission lines at present. As per 

field survey, a ground clearance of 25.66 m is available under the 

Central line and 25.96 meter is available under the western end of RoW. 

However, if the height of landfill Cell 1A is extended more on the 

Eastern side towards the transmission lines, the required clearance 

could be breached.  
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b. Safety: The electric field measured at the TSDF was in the range of 0.03 

to 2.02 KV/m against the permitted limit of 5KV/m. Also, the magnetic 

field levels were observed in the range of 0.32 to 1.6 µT against the 

permitted limit of 200 µT. 

 

4. Recommendations: 

1. In order to ensure safe movement of vehicles and disposal of waste a clear 

distance of 30 meters (on either side from centre line connecting both 

transmission towers) have to be provided. The said distance takes care of the 

Right of Way provision and also provided extra buffer to ensure safe operation 

of TSDF. 

2. The maximum height of the landfill shall be developed at the western end, 

away from transmission lines which shall be reduced in graded manner in 

order to provide stability of the landfill and ensure safe operations. 

3. HSPCB shall approve the layout and Cell design (existing as well as future) of 

landfill as per the above norms, HOWM Rules, 2016 amended thereof and 

CPCB guidelines so as to meet the requirements of the minimum ground 

clearance, RoW and also ensure safe operation of TSDF 

4. The State Government shall notify the “No development buffer zone” around 

TSDF site and regularise all the provisions needed in the land allotment. 

5. In order to ensure minimum clearance distance & safety provisions, HSPCB, 

GEPIL & PGCIL shall jointly conduct the measurement of the clearance 

available, electric & magnetic fields at every six months within & outside the 

premises of GEPIL. GEPIL shall provide its support to PGCIL for conducting 

the monitoring at the specified intervals.   

 

***** 
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Photographs taken during Joint Visit 

 
Fig 1: Panaromic view from landfill Cell 1A showing both transmission towers  

 
Fig 2: Landfill Cell 1B from Cell 1A 
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Fig 3&4: Height measurement 

 
 

Fig 5 & 6: Measurement of electric & Magnetic field at various locations 
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Item No. 03                (Court No. 1)  
  

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL  
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

 
(By Video Conferencing) 

 

 
M.A. No. 67/2021 & I.A. No. 179/2021 

 In  
Original Application No. 40/2021 

 

 
M/s Gujarat Enviro Protection & 
Infrastructure Haryana (Pvt.) Ltd.         Applicant 

 
Versus 

 
 M/s Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. & Ors.        Respondent(s) 

  

  
Date of hearing: 08.10.2021  
 
CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ADARSH KUMAR GOEL, CHAIRPERSON 

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SUDHIR AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE BRIJESH SETHI, JUDICIAL MEMBER 
HON’BLE DR. NAGIN NANDA, EXPERT MEMBER 

   
Applicant: Mr. Romy Chacko, Advocate  

 

Respondent: Mr. Ashwarya Sinha, Adv. for M/s Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. 

 (R-1) 
 
 

ORDER 
 

 

1. Prayer of the applicant is to relocate high Transmission Electric 

overhead line of the respondent at least 50 meters away from the 

Treatment Storage Disposal Facility (TSDF) landfill site at Faridabad, 

Haryana.   

 

2. The matter was earlier dealt with by this Tribunal vide order dated 

19.02.2021 and the application was disposed of with the observations 

that there was no tangible material to substantiate the plea raised in the 

application.  On appeal to the Hon’ble Supreme Court, the said order has 

been set aside and matter remanded for fresh decision.  
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3. After order of remand as above, the applicant has filed I.A. No. 

179/2021 for placing on record additional documents - survey report 

dated 07.08.2021 (prepared by Top Survey (India) Pvt. Ltd.) and the 

guidelines dated April, 2017 issued by the CPCB. Prayer has also been 

made for amendment of the application to consider relocating the electric 

lines outside the buffer zone, considering the additional documents. M.A. 

No. 67/2021 seeks restoration of the Original Application No. 40/2021. 

M.A. No. 67/2021 and I.A. No. 179/2021 are allowed. The application is 

restored, amendment is allowed and additional documents taken on 

record.   

 

4. We have heard learned Counsel for the applicant. He submits that 

the applicant is operating TSDF facility but the Power Grid Corporation 

of India has installed high tension lines in April, 2018 within 200 meters 

from the buffer zone from the boundary of TSDF required to be 

maintained under Rule 3(7) and Schedule I of the Solid Waste 

Management Rules, 2016.  Radiation will be emitted by the said process 

and thus the lines will affect the safety of TSDF and the workers 

operating it.  Issue notice to respondent No. 1.  Mr. Ashwarya Sinha, 

Advocate accepts notice and seeks time to file response. Let the same be 

done within one month. CPCB may constitute an Expert Committee to 

examine the issue whether high tension lines in proximity of the TSDF 

facility will be permissible and viable in view of relied upon guidelines 

and Rules or otherwise and file its report within three months by e-mail 

at judicial-ngt@gov.in preferably in the form of searchable PDF/ OCR 

Support PDF and not in the form of Image PDF. 
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 The applicant may furnish a set of papers to the PP and CPCB and 

file affidavit of compliance within one week.   

 

A copy of this order be forwarded to the CPCB by e-mail for 

compliance. 

 

List for further consideration on 09.02.2022. 

     

 
 

Adarsh Kumar Goel, CP 
 

 

 

 

Sudhir Agarwal, JM 
 
 

 

Brijesh Sethi, JM 
 

 
 

 

Dr. Nagin Nanda, EM 
 

 
October 8, 2021 
M.A. No. 67/2021 & I.A. No. 179/2021 

In O.A. No. 40/2021 
A 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH

CWP No. 12312 of 2006

Date of decision: 30-11-2007 

Pardeep Kumar Sethi and another ...Petitioners

Versus  

State of Haryana and others ...Respondents.

CORAM:- HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE K.S.GAREWAL
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE R.S. MADAN

Present: Mr.  Mukul Rohtagi, Senior Advocate with 
Mr. Shailender Jain, Advocate, for the petitioners.

Mr. Hawa Singh Hooda, Advocate General, Haryana with
Mr. Anil Rathee, Additional Advocate General, Haryana, 
for respondents No. 1 and 2. 

Mr. Manoj K. Sood, Advocate, for respondent No.3. 

Mr. Ashok Aggarwal, Senior Advocate with 
Mr. Mukul Aggarwal, Advocate for respondent No.4

Mr. Arun Walia, Advocate, for respondent No. 6

K.S.GAREWAL, J. 

The petitioners are two brothers, Pardeep Kumar Sethi and Som

Parkash Sethi, who have vast mining interests in Faridabad but the present

case relates to the two leases granted to them by the Director, Mines and

Geology (respondent 2). Pardeep Kumar Sethi holds lease over 162 hectares

in Pali, lease was  originally granted on May 8, 1985 for 10 years but now

stands extended upto May 7, 2015. Som Parkash Sethi was granted lease
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over 82 hectares on January 16, 1984,  and his lease stood extended upto

January 15, 2004. 14 acres under Pardeep Kumar Sethi's lease and 17 acres

under Som Parkash Sethi's lease constitute the 31 acres for which lease has

been  granted  by  Municipal  Corporation,  Faridabad   (respondent  3)  to

Haryana Environment Protection Society (respondent 4)on April 19, 2005. 

The  petitioners  have  filed  this  petition  to  save  their  above

mentioned mining leases because 31 acres (12 hectares) out of the above

leaseholds   has  been  leased  for  10  years  for  development of  a  common

treatment, storage and  disposal facility (TSDF) for hazardous waste, on an

annual  lease  rent  of  Rs. 27.12  lacs.   This  has  been  done   under  the

Environment  (Protection)  Act,  1986  and  the  Hazardous  Wastes

(Management and Handling) Rules, 1989.  

The Department of Environment had many years ago on May

27, 1997 issued a notification under the Hazardous Wastes (Management

and Handling) Rules in respect  of the 31 acres aforesaid,   notified as an

inventory site,  for storage and disposal facility of hazardous waste and not

for treatment in situ, as appears to be the respondents case.

This case relates to the conflict of interest between the holders

of the two mining leases and the holders of the TSDF lease.

The mining leases are under the Haryana Minerals (Vesting of

Rights) Act 1973 and the Mines and Minerals (Development of Regulation)

Act, 1957.   The Supreme Court had conducted an in-depth study of  mining

in Haryana on the Delhi- Haryana border in  M.C. Mehta Versus  Union of

India and others (2004) 12 Supreme Court Cases 118 and on May 6, 2002

was pleased to ban on all mining activity, in the area upto 5 kms from the

State border.   However, a Monitoring Committee was constituted to inspect
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the mines from the environmental angle, on individual mine-to-mine basis,

and submit a report within three months.  Lifting of the said ban was to be

considered  on  the  basis  of  the  report.  This  matter  is  still  stated  to  be

pending. 

The  TSDF  lease  was  granted  under  the  Hazardous  Wastes

(Management  and  Handling)  Rules  1989  framed  under  the  Environment

(Protection) Act 1986.  The Supreme Court had in Research Foundation for

Science Technology and National  Resource Policy versus  Union of India

and  another (2005)  10  SCC  510   considered  all  aspects  of  disposal  of

hazardous  waste,  the  TSDF lease  appears  to  be  in  response  to  Supreme

Court's directions. 

Let us examine the circumstances under which 31 acres came to

be declared as a site suitable for the TSDF lease.  The Hazardous Wastes

(Management  and  Handling)  Rules,  1989  were  promulgated  on  July  28,

1989  in  exercise  of  powers  conferred  by  Sections  6,  8  and  25  of  the

Environment (Protection) Act, 1986.  The Rules went through the process of

frequent amendments.  The amended rule for disposal sites is Rule 8, design

and setting up of disposal facility is covered by Rule 8A and for operation

and closure of landfill  site, one has to refer to Rule 8B.  The unamended

Rule 8 as promulgated in 1989 was not so detailed. The unamended rule

required  the  State  Government  to  undertake  a  continuing  programme to

identify the sites, compile  and periodically publish  an inventory of disposal

sites  within  the  State  for  the  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes.   The  State

Government was further required to undertake an environment impact study

before notifying a site as waste disposal site in the State where hazardous

wastes could be stored or disposed of. 

3 of 14
::: Downloaded on - 11-03-2022 18:21:34 :::

38

38



CWP No. 12312 of 2006                                                            4

The amended  rules  greatly  enlarged  the  scope  of  identifying

disposal sites for establishment of treatment, storage and disposal facilities

(the original rules only spoke of disposal but not of treatment and storage).

Of  course,  there  is  a  provision  for  undertaking  an  environment  impact

assessment  of  the  selected  sites  under  the  amended  rules  but  on  being

satisfied  a public  notice  is  required  to  be issued for  a public  hearing  on

environment  impact.  The  details  of  the  hearing  are  forwarded  to  the

Government within 30 days,  the Government makes a complete assessment

within 30 days on  receipt  of  the documents  and conveys its  decision  on

approval or otherwise within 30 days.  It is after this approval that the State

Government  acquires  the  site  and  notifies  it.   The  original  rule  did  not

require a public hearing on the environment impact study  or require taking

of  possession  only after  the  details  of  the  hearing  were conveyed  to  the

Government.   But  environment  impact  study  was  necessary  before

notification  could  be  issued.   It  would  be  necessary  to  notice  that  an

environment assessment report was  prepared by the National Productivity

Council  (Environment Division) in September, 1998 which has been placed

on  record  as  Annexure  A/1  to  CM  8595  of  2007.  This  relates  to  the

selection of hazardous waste disposal sites in Faridabad.

The notification issued by the Environment Department on May

27, 1997 is the relevant notification which covers the 31 acres in Pali stated

to be owned by the Municipal Corporation.  In the notification it has been

recited that an environment impact study was undertaken for identifying a

site  as  waste  disposal  site  for  Faridabad  area  in  accordance  with  the

provisions  of  Sub Rule  (2)  of  the   Hazardous  Wastes  (Management  and

Handling)  Rules,  1989.   It  is  obvious  that  this  notification  of  1997  was
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issued before the environment impact study of September, 1998.  The rule

required the study to precede the notification and not the other way around.

Be  that  as  it  may,  no  public  notice  was  issued  for  public  hearing,  the

assessment of the Government on the basis of the environment impact study

and the details of public hearing was not done, approval of the Government

was not taken for the setting up of TSDF,  approval was only for a waste

disposal site.  Quite obviously the notification of 1997 was on the basis of

the rules as  originally drafted but not on the basis of the amended rules as

they stand. 

 The specific stand of the Department of  Mines in respect of the

case put forward by the petitioners needs to be examined.  The Department

has  admitted  that  both  Pardeep  Kumar  Sethi  and  Som  Parkash  Sethi

(petitioners 1 and 2) held these leases in Pali for extraction of silica sand,

ordinary sand and stone. 31 acres over which the hazardous waste dumping

site is being created was a part of the mining leases given to the petitioners.

However, the renewal of the lease for 17 acres held by Som Parkash Sethi

was rejected on April 28, 2007.  Only 14 acres out of 162 hectares held by

Pawan Kumar Sethi  was  required for  the hazardous  waste  dumping  site.

After the renewal application for 17 acres was rejected the decision to renew

the remaining area had been kept in abeyance till the final decision of the

Supreme Court in M.C. Mehta's case (supra).  It was admitted that although

mining within 5 kilometers of Delhi-Haryana border was closed since May

6, 2002, but the matter regarding resumption of mining was still  pending

before the Supreme Court. 

We think the factual  matrix as well as legal position has been

laid  bare  in  the  above  paragraphs,  therefore,  we  may  now  proceed  to
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determine the rights of the parties in respect of their leases. 

The  questions  which  arise  for  consideration  in  this  case  are

with  regards  to  the  validity  of  the  mining  lease(s),  whether  the  leases

continue to subsist in the face of the order of the Supreme Court dated May

6, 2006 in M.C. Mehta’s case.  The other question would be as regards the

validity of the TSDF lease and whether this lease could be challenged in

view of the  Supreme Court's   order  dated October  14,  2003 in  Research

Foundation case.  A subsidiary question in order to determine the validity of

the TSDF lease would  be the   procedure adopted  by the  Government  to

notify 31 acres in Pali for disposal of hazardous waste. 

If extracting sand and stone from the area is covered by the ban

imposed  by the  Supreme Court  for  environmental  reasons,  can  the  same

underground shafts be utilized for disposing hazardous waste by pumping it

into  the  earth.  Under  Rule  3(14)  of  the  Rules  “hazardous  waste”  is  any

waste which by reason of its physical, chemical, reactive, toxic, flammable,

explosive  or  corrosive  characteristics  causes  danger  as  is  likely to  cause

danger to health or environment etc.  If extraction of sand is degrading the

environment  will  pumping  hazardous  material  likewise  not  degrade  the

environment?  One would like to think that extracting sand is a somewhat

less  hazardous  activity,  when  compared  to  pumping  hazardous  material,

treated  or  untreated.  No  convincing  answer  to  the  viability  or  the

environmental sustainability of the TSDF lease is forthcoming. On the other

hand it is clear from the order of the Supreme Court passed in M.C. Mehta’s

case,  that  the  question  whether  the  mining  ban  is  to  be  made  absolute,

vacated or modified was still open. Indeed in the written statement filed by

the Mining Engineer, it has been categorically stated that the report of the
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Monitoring Committee is under consideration of the Supreme Court and the

matter regarding mining within 5 kms is still pending. 

The procedure adopted by the Government to notify 31 acres on

May  27,  1997  as  an  inventory  site,  is  also  questionable  because  no

environment impact study was relied upon by the State to form the basis for

the notification to issue.  There is a detailed study prepared in September

1998  but  this  was  long  after  the  notification.  The  notification  says

“Whereas an environment  impact  Study was undertaken for identifying a

site as Waste Disposal Site for Faridabad Area”.  No such study has  been

placed on the record. Furthermore, no public hearing was carried out before

the notification was issued. Although there was no requirement for public

hearing  provided  in  the  earlier  Rules  but  natural  justice  demanded  that

hearing should  be given to persons enjoying mining rights over the land

which was proposed to be notified. The petitioners were never heard and

had no opportunity to object to the proposed notification. 

There are two important judgments of the Supreme Court which

have  a  direct  bearing  on  the  present  case  but  both  the  judgments  are

independent of each other, reliance on one to the exclusion of the other, may

lead to a one sided view of the case. However, we feel that M.C. Mehta's

case is the case which has a much greater bearing on the issues before us

which are required to be balanced.  If the question of disposal of hazardous

material  had  been  before  the  Supreme  Court  when  mining  activity  in

Faridabad was being considered in M.C. Mehta's case, it would have been

certainly dealt with in accordance with principles laid down in that case. It

is still not late to refer to M.C. Mehta's case in order to see what impact it

would have  on treatment  and disposal  of  hazardous  waste.  The Supreme
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Court  in para 62 had made the following observations  while referring to

recommendations made in the report prepared by Central Mine  Planning &

Design Institute(CMPDI):- 

“ Rehabilitation programmes for the abandoned mine areas are

either  to  convert  these  to  water  reservoirs  and  eco-parks  or

reclamation by filling by rural waste,  urban waste or fly ash.

The master  plan  should  be detailed  to  show the areas  where

overburden could be dumped, areas where waste material could

be stocked, areas where plantation could be carried out etc. etc.

The planning should, inter alia, include environmental impact

and concerns of activities of one sector on the other sectors in

the district e.g. Afforestation should be planned not only with a

view  to  increase  vegetation  on  the  hills  but  also  to  be

supplement  for  fuel,  fodder etc.  in  the  district.   All  efforts

should be made to preserve the groundwater resources.  Water-

shed management and rainwater harvesting to be implemented

in the Aravalli hill regions on a war footing.  In the areas where

mining deeper than the groundwater table of the area is to be

carried  out,  adequate  provision of  pollution  control  and

conservation of water resources should be made.  There should

be frequent inspections of the mining operations to ensure that

these  are  in  line  with  the  requirement  for  sustainable

development.  The inspections may be carried out at an interval

of three months.  There should be continual source of revenue

from the  mining  operations  to  the  fund,  recommended  to  be

created,  for  the  eco-restoration  of  the  Aravalli  hills.   The
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minimum period of lease should be for 15-20 years.  This will

induce  the  mine  operators  to  take  environmental  protection

measures more seriously..........

The  mining  lessee  should  implement the  environmental

management plan and mining plan approved by the authority

concerned. In future, efforts in respect o search of sustainable

development  should  broadly take  into  consideration  resource

potential  in  the  region,  the  demand  of  the  products  and  the

supply  options.   Though  the  demand  for  the  niche  products

existing  in  the  Aravalli  range  which  is  one  of  the  oldest

mountain  ranges  in  India  will  continue to  grow,  the  supply

options need to be given a closer look due to eco-sensitivity of

the region.  The environmental cost needs to be internalised in

the  cost  o  the  product  and  there  is  need  to  limit  the  supply

options.........

The small mines (less than 5 hectares) and the mining of minor

minerals  which  are  no  doubt  small  individually  but  have

damaging characteristics when in clusters e.g. Mines of granite,

marble, slate, quartzite etc. (falling under minor minerals) are

no  less  damaging  than  the  others,  especially  when  the

processing is  taken into consideration.   The mining activities

result in disturbance of land surface, altering drainage pattern

and land use, besides pollution problems, which may lead to the

environmental problems of air, water and noise pollution and

solid waste pollution.”

While concluding the Supreme Court observed as under:-
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“Now, the question is should mining activities in the Aravalli

range in  Gurgaon district  be permitted  to  restart  and,  to  that

extent,  the  order  dated  6.5.2002  be  modified,  meanwhile

directing implementation of recommendations in the report of

CMPDI and earlier-referred reports.  The other option is to first

constitute a Monitoring Committee directing it to individually

examine and inspect mines from the environmental angle in the

light of the said recommendations and file a report in this Court

in  respect  of  individual  mines  with  its  recommendations  for

restart  or  otherwise  as  also  recommendation,  if  any,  for  the

payment by the mine operators and/or by the State Government

towards environmental fund having regard to the precautionary

principle  and polluter-pays  principle  and  on consideration  of

that  report,  to  decide the  aspect  of  modification of  the order

dated 6.5.2002 partially or entirely.  We are of the view that the

second  option  is  more  appropriate.   We  are  conscious  of

observations in  CMPDI  that  measures  for  protecting  the

environment  can  be  undertaken  without  stopping  mine

operations and also the suggestions of MOEF to permit mining

subject to  the  mine leaseholders  undertaking  to  comply with

such  conditions  which  remain  to  be  complied,  but  having

regard to the enormous degradation of the environment, in our

view,  the  safer  and the  proper  course  is  to  first  constitute  a

Monitoring Committee, get a report from it and only thereafter

consider,  on  individual  mine-to-mine   basis,  lifting  of  ban

imposed in terms of order dated 6.5.2002.  Before concluding
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this aspect, we may note that assuming there was any ambiguity

about  the  applicability  of  order  dated  6.5.2002  to  mining  in

Aravalli  range,  it  is  clarified  that  the  said  order  would  be

applicable  to  all  the mines  in  Aravalli  hill  range in  Gurgaon

district.”

We are convinced that the notification cannot pass the test of

environmental  sustainability  as  its  implementation  would  have  a

“hazardous” impact on the environment. The lease awarded to the Haryana

Environment Management Society was likewise unsustainable in law, apart

from being environmentally unsustainable as well. 

Learned  Advocate  General  argued  that  mining  leases  of  the

petitioners had lapsed in view of the provisions of the Mineral Concession

Rules, 1960. Rule 28 dealt with lapse of lease where mining operation had

been discontinued for one year. In the present case mining operations have

indeed  been  suspended  in  view  of  the  ban  imposed  on  mining  by  the

Supreme Court in M.C. Mehta's case but the above rule postulates that an

order  declaring  any  lease  to  have  lapsed  has  to  be  passed  by  the  State

Government. So far the Government had not passed any order and this rule

has  not  been  invoked  in  respect  of  the  mining  leases  in  question.  The

resumption of mining is still pending before the Supreme Court. Therefore,

the argument that the leases had lapsed is without any basis. It was further

argued  that  the  lessees  had  not  paid  compensation  to  the  Faridabad

Municipal  Corporation.  A  reference  to  communication  dated  March  29,

2004 addressed by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Faridabad to

the Commissioner, Haryana Urban Development Department would make it

clear  that  the  dispute  is  pending  before  the  competent  authority  and
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Commissioner Municipal Corporation had requested that the Department of

Mines  and  Geology should  give  details  of  the  lease  to  them to  help  to

recover the due compensation.  The question of  compensation is naturally

one which is still  to be decided and  failure to pay compensation may or

may not lead to cancellation of the lease. Furthermore, it was argued that the

lease in favour of Som Parkash Sethi in respect of 17 acres was not renewed

on April 28, 2007. Since this renewal was denied simply because the site

was  required  for  disposal  of  hazardous  waste,  if  the  challenge  to  the

notification during the disposal site and subsequent TSDF lease succeeds,

the order of non-renewal would itself collapse. Lastly, it was argued that the

site under the mining lease was required for the TSDF lease and no court

could interfere with the grant of lease since it was in accordance with the

requirement of law. The order passed in Research Foundation case on July

18,  2005  specifically  directed  that  no  court  shall  take  cognizance  or

entertain  any  challenge  connected  with  the  implementation  of  the  main

judgment dated October 14, 2003. The challenge of the petitioners is not

with regards to the implementation of the Supreme Court's order but is on

an entirely different footing and is based on grounds which do not in any

way impinge on the Supreme Court's order. The petitioners are seeking to

enforce their rights under leases granted to them which are still subsisting

though mining has  been suspended. The defence of its actions by the State

has no force. . 

On  behalf  of  the  Haryana  Environment  Protection  Society

similar arguments were raised that after the ban imposed by the Supreme

Court, the petitioners had no grounds to assert their rights under the leases.

The notification of May 27,  1997 had been issued under the old Rule 8,

12 of 14
::: Downloaded on - 11-03-2022 18:21:34 :::

47

47



CWP No. 12312 of 2006                                                            13

therefore, reliance on the new Rule was misplaced and the challenge was

highly  belated.  We  are  not  convinced  with  these  arguments  as  the

petitioners are seeking to enforce their rights under the leases which have

not been validly cancelled. The petitioners have successfully shown that the

procedure under the amended or the  old Rules regarding management of

hazardous  waste  was  not  followed.   The  petitioners  have  also  been

successful in showing that the notification was ultra vires both the old and

the amended rules.  The legal  requirement  of  preparing  an environmental

impact study before identification of the site as per the old Rule 8 had not

been done. 

 The issues in this case are the vested rights of the  petitioners

who are entitled to enjoy the mining leases and also their right  to be heard

if the lease was to be cancelled,  the land taken from them  and awarded to

another party. There is nothing on the record to show that the petitioners

were ever heard before their  leases  were cancelled and 31 acres awarded to

the Haryana Environment Protection  Society for setting up TSDF facility.

The challenge raised by the petitioners  is  not  prohibited by the Supreme

Court. This challenge is also not against orders passed in M.C. Mehta’s case

which banned mining. 

Lastly,  we  feel  that  pumping  hazardous  waste  treated  or

untreated in a site which has already been considered to be environmentally

endangered  cannot  be  environmentally  friendly.  Mining  activity  was

stopped because environment  was being degraded,   how can disposed of

toxic,  flammable  or  corrosive  waste  in  such  an  area  ever  be  considered

good.  The  notification  as  well  as  the  environmental  impact  study  dated

September 1998 was long before the decision in M.C. Mehta’s case.  

13 of 14
::: Downloaded on - 11-03-2022 18:21:34 :::

48

48



CWP No. 12312 of 2006                                                            14

We are of the considered view that the petition deserves to be

allowed and notification dated May 27,  1997 alongwith  the TSDF lease

over  31  acres  deserve  to  be  quashed,  being  violative  to  the  Hazardous

Wastes (Management and Handling) Rules 1989 and also contrary to the

rules of natural justice.

Consequently  this  petiton is  allowed.  Notification dated May

27, 1997 (Annexure P-3A) and lease deed dated April 19, 2005 (Annexure

P-3) are hereby quashed.

The petitioners shall have their costs.  

( K.S.GAREWAL)
                      JUDGE

             (R.S.MADAN)
                      JUDGE

November 30, 2007
RSK/prem

NOTE:  Whether to be referred to the Reporter or not:Yes/No
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¬ITEM NOS.29+58                 COURT NO.1                    SECTION IVB

         SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
                    RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

                                        CC 4418/2008
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil)....../2008
(From the judgement and order dated 30/11/2007 in CWP No. 12312/2006 of The HIGH
COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH)

HARYANA STATE POLLUTION CONTROL BD.& ANR                              Petitioner(s)

                VERSUS

PRADEEP KUMAR SETHI & ORS.                                   Respondent(s)
(With appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report )

WITH S.L.P.(C)...CC NO. 5131 of 2008
(With appln.(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report)

Date: 31/03/2008 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
     HON’BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
     HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE AFTAB ALAM

For Petitioner(s)     Dr.Abhishek M.Singhvi, Sr.Adv.
                             Mr.Manjit Singh, Adv.
              Mr. Kamal Mohan Gupta,Adv.

In SLP(C)...CC5131           Mr.Harish N.Salve, Sr.Adv.
              Mr. Nikhil Nayyar, Adv.
                            Mr.Ankit Singhal, Adv.
                            Mr.T.V.S.Raghavendra Sreyas, Adv.

For Respondent(s)

      UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                    ORDER

            Delay condoned.

            Issue notice.

            There shall be interim stay of the impugned order until further orders.
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        (G.V.Ramana)                            (Veera Verma)
            Court Master                         Court Master
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HARYANA STATE POLLUTION CONTROL
BOARD

Faridabad Sec.-16-A, Opp. Hewo Apartment,
Faridabad Ph. 0129-2225315(O) Email:-

hspcbrofr@gmail.com
 E-mail: hspcb@hry.nic.in

                                                                                    

 
 To.
                M/s :GUJARAT ENVIRO PROTECTION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
(HARYANA) PVT. LTD.
                PALI MOHABBATABAD STONE CRUSHER ZONE

                                                                                    
Subject: Grant of consent to operate to M/s GUJARAT ENVIRO PROTECTION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE (HARYANA) PVT. LTD..
              Please refer to your application no. 13466757 received on dated 2021-06-30 in
regional office Faridabad.With reference to your above application for consent to operate,M/s
GUJARAT ENVIRO PROTECTION AND INFRASTRUCTURE (HARYANA) PVT. LTD. is
here by granted consent as per following specification/Terms and conditions.

                                                                                    

No. HSPCB/Consent/ : 320220921FDBDCTO13466757 Dated:30/07/2021

Consent Under  BOTH

Period of consent  01/10/2021 - 30/09/2026

Industry Type  Common treatment and disposal facilities(CETP, TSDF, E- waste
recycling, CBMWTF, effluent conveyance project,  incinerator, solvent/acid
recovery plant, MSW sanitary land  fill site)

Category  RED

Investment(In Lakh)  3945.3401

Total Land Area(Sq.
meter)

 125438.0

Total Builtup Area(Sq.
meter)

 4868.5

Quantity of effluent

1.	Trade  6.0 KL/Day

2.	Domestic  4.0 KL/Day

Number of outlets  2.0

Mode of discharge

1.	Domestic  septic tank/soak pit

2.	Trade  Reuse for sprinkling on landfill site

Domestic Effluent Parameters

1. NA

Trade Effluent Parameters

1. BOD 30 mg/l

2. COD 250 mg/l

3. TSS 100 mg/l

4. O & G 10 mg/l
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Regional Officer,  Faridabad

Haryana State Pollution Control Board.

Terms and conditions 
                                                                                    

1. The applicants shall maintain good house keeping both within factory and in the premises.
All hose pipelines values, storage tanks etc. shall be leak proof. In plant allowable pollutants
levels, if specified by State Board should be met strictly.
2. The applicant/company shall comply with and carry out directive/orders issued by the Board
in this consent order at all subsequent times without negligence of his /its part. The
applicant/company shall be liable for such legal action against him as per provision of the
law/act in case of violation of any order/directives. Issued at any time and or non compliance
of the terms and conditions of his consent order.
3. The applicant shall make an application for grant of consent at least 90 days before the date
of expiry of this consent. 
4. Necessary fee as prescribed for obtaining renewal consent shall be paid by the applicant
alongwith the consent application. 
5. If due to any technological improvement or otherwise this Board is of opinion that all or any
of the conditions referred to above required variation (including the change of any control
equipment either in whole or in part) this Board shall after giving the applicant an opportunity
of being heard vary all or such condition and there upon the applicant shall be bound to comply
with the conditions so varied.
6. The industry shall provide adequate arrangement for fighting the accidental leakages,
discharge of any pollutants gas/liquids from the vessels, mechanical equipment etc. which are
likely to cause environment pollution.  

5. Iron 3 mg/l

Number of stacks  2

Height of stack

1. Stack attached to
Incinrator

32.5 meter

2. Stack attached to 3
no. 32.5 KVA Dg set

6 meter

Emission parameters

1. NA

Product Details

1. Waste Solid Mix (
Alternate Fuel)

35 Metric Tonnes/day

Capacity of boiler

1. na  Ton/hr

Type of Furnace

1. na

Type of Fuel

1. Electricity  Megawatt/day

Raw Material Details

Hazardous Waste 35 Metric Tonnes/Day
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7. The industry shall comply noise pollution (Regulation and control) Rules, 2000.  
8. The industry shall comply all the direction/Rules/Instructions as may be issued by the
MOEF/CPCB/HSPCB from time to time. 
9. The industry shall ensure that various characteristics of the effluents remain within the
tolerance limits as specified in EPA Standard and as amended from time to time and at no time
the concentration of any characteristics should exceed these limits for discharge.  
10. The industry would immediately submit the revised application to the Board in the event of
any change in the raw material in process, mode of treatment/discharge of effluent. In case of
change of process at any stage during the consent period, the industry shall submit fresh
consent application alongwith the consent to operate fee, if found due, which may be on any
account and that shall be paid by the industry and the industry would immediately submit the
consent application to the Board in the event of any change during the year in the raw material,
quantity, quality of the effluent, mode of discharge, treatment facilities etc. 
11. The officer/official of the Board shall reserve the right to access for the inspection of the
industry in connection with the various process and the treatment facilities. The consent to
operate is subject to review by the Board at any time.  
12. Permissible limits for any pollutants mentioned in the consent to operate order should not
exceed the concentration permitted in the effluent by the Board.  
13. The industry shall pay the balance fee, in case it is found due from the industry at any time
later on.  
14. If the industry fails to adhere to any of the conditions of this consent to operate order, the
consent to operate so granted shall automatically lapse.  
15. If the industry is closed temporarily at its own, they shall inform the Board and obtain
permission before restart of the unit. 
16. The industry shall comply all the Directions/ Rules/Instructions issued from time to time by
the Board.  

Specific Conditions :
                                                                                    

 1.	The unit will submit the analysis reports from all sources as applicable, before 30th June
every year and will keep all parameters with in standards prescribed under Environment
(Protection) Rules, 1986.
2.	The unit will submit the Annual Report under HWM Rules by 30th June and Environment
Statement by 30th September every year.
3.	Unit will submit fresh balance sheet/ CA certificate regarding capital investment cost of the
unit on land, building, plant and machinery without depreciation and will also deposit balance
consent fee if any found due as per latest balance sheet/ CA certificate, by 30th September
every year.
4.	Unit will apply for renewal of consent/Authorization at least 90 days before expiry date of
the consent/Authorization.
5.	The hazardous waste generated by the unit will be disposed off only through Authorized
TSDF/recyclers / Refiners of hazardous waste.
6.	Unit will apply for authorization under HWM Rules immediately and will submit request for
sample collection after stabilization of STP/ETP within 3 months if applicable.
7.	If, in future at any stage requirement/need of balance fees arises unit will be liable to pay the
same, failing which the CTO/Authorization so granted will be revoked automatically.
8.	The unit will comply with the Directions dated 27-11-2020 issued by CPCB regarding to
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allow only those new industrial units in NCR-Delhi, which are using cleaner fuels, namely,
natural gas (PNG/CNG), liquefied petroleum gas, bio-gas, propane, butane etc.
9.	Unit will liable to pay environmental compensation at any stage imposed by the Board.
10.	Unit will installed only PNG fired dg sets, if required.
11.They will the submit the analysis report under air act before activation of incinerator .
12. The unit will keep all parameters with in standards prescribed under Environment
(Protection) Rules, 1986 by running and maintaining pollution control measures regularly and
effectively.
13. The unit will make agreement with authorized TSDF/Recycler for disposal of hazardous
waste i.e. ETP sludge/Used oil of DG set before start of operation of the unit and will submit
the Annual Report under HWM Rules, 2016 by 30th June every year.
14. This CTO is prejudice to any action under the provisions of applicable laws / acts /
notification / courts order to be taken in respect of any violation at any stage without any claim
of the unit. If the unit fails to comply the provisions/conditions of CTO, various applicable
provisions of concerned departments / agencies / authorities / any relevant decision of court,
the consent to operate so granted shall be revoked automatically without giving any notice.

 

Regional Officer, Faridabad

Haryana State Pollution Control Board.
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Government of India
 
Ministry of Environment, Forests & CC
 

Northern Regional Office
 
Bavs
 

0.24-25,
 
Dakshin Marg Sector-31A,
 

Chandigarh-160030 
F.No.: 9-HRB078j2017-CHA Dated: September 12,2017 
To 

The Addl. Chief Secretary (Forests),
 
Government of Haryana,
 
Haryana Civil Secretariat,
 
Chandigarh
 

Sub: Diversion of 99.056 ha of forest land closed under section 4 & 5 of 
PLPA, 1900 in favour of AGM Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. 
New Delhi for construction of Loop in Loop out of both circuit 
Bamnauli-Samayapur 400 KV D / C Tr line at Taghlakabad Sub Station 
passing through various forest area under Forest Division and 
District Faridabad, Haryana 

Ref: i) Government 
14.04.2017 

of Haryana letter No. Admn-D-lII-6989/72 dated 

Sir, 
Please refer to the above cited letter and online proposal no. 

FPjHRjTransj20601j2016 seeking prior approval of the Central Government 
for diversion of forest land for non-forestry purpose in accordance wilh section 2 
of the Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980. Vide this office of even no. daled 
18.07.2017 in-principle approval was accorded whose compliance has been 
reported vide letter no. Admn-D-3-6989j1615 dated 01.09.17. 

2. After careful examination of the proposal of the State Government, 
approval is hereby conveyed for diversion of 99.056 hectares of forest land 
for the above mentioned project, subject to the follo\ving conditions: 

1.	 Legal status of the forest land will remain unchanged; 
ii.	 Minimum number of trees and in any case not more than 1681 trees and 

17237 plants will be removed; 
iii.	 Compensatory afforestation will be carried out over 233.478 hectares 

of degraded forest land on Badkhal Section 4 & 5 of PLPA 1900, as 
per proposed scheme, at a cost of Rs. 10,16,31,456/ - provided by the 
user agency. 

iv.	 Plantation will be done within one year from the date of issue of this 
letter; 

v.	 The forest land will not be used for any other purpose than Lhat mentioned 
in the proposal; 

V1.	 The forest land proposed to be diverted shall under no circumstances 
be transferred to any other agency, department, or person vvithout 
approval of the Central Government; 

Vll.	 The layout plan of the proposal shall not be changed \\rithout the 
prior approval of the Central Government; 
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VUl. No damage \~'ill be done to the adjoining forest land; 
ix. No labour camp shall be established on the forest land; 
x. Compensatory afforestation \;vill be done within one year from the datc of 

issue of final approval over the extent of land as approved, out of the funds 
provided by the user agency; 

Xl. The user agency shall pay additional amount of NPV as and when 
increased on the order of Hon'ble Supreme Court; 

XII. The maximum \vidth of "Right of Way' for the proposed transmission line 
on the forest land shall be not more than 46 meters; " 

XU1­ Below each conductor", \vidth clearance of 3.00 meters would be permitted 
for taking the tension stringing equipment. The trecs on such strips v/ould 
have to be felled but after stringing work is complete, the nat.ural 
regeneration "\-\<'il1 be allowed to come up. 
Fel1ingjpollardingj pruning of trees will be done with the permission of the 
local forest officers, \vhenever necessaI)r, to maintain the electric 
clearance. One outer strip shall be left clear to permit maintenance of the 
transmission line; 

XlV. The minimum clearance between conductors and trees shall be 
maintained 5.5 meters for preventing electric hazards; The sag and swing 
of the conductors are to be kept in view while working out the minimum 
clearance maintained as above. 

xv. The user agency shall install circuit breakers at suitable places besides 
maintain necessary ground clearance to prevent electrocution of wild 
animals; 

XVI.	 User agency in consultation with the State Forest Department, shall 
prepare a detailed scheme for creation and maintenance of plantation of 
dwarf species (preferably medicinal plants) in the Right of Way under the 
transmission line, and provide funds for executi.on of the said scheme (0 

the State Forest Department; 
xvii. In case the portion of the transmission line to be constructed is located in 

hilly areas, v"here adequate clearance is already available, trees shall not 
be cut; 

x':iii. The user agency shall carry out muck disposal at pre-designated 
sites in such a manner so as to avoid its rolling down and should be 
taken up as per the scheme approved by the Forest Department; 

XIX.	 The required soil conservation measures should be taken up by the user 
agency for \:vhich fund should be provided as per the current rate of works; 

xx.	 The User Agency shall provide fire\vood preferably alternate fuels to the 
labourers and the staff \:vorking at the site so as to avoid any damage and 
pressure on the nearby forest areas; 

X.XL.	 The boundary of the forest land being diverted shall be demarcated on 
ground at the project cost, using four feet high RCC pillars, each pillar 
inscribed with the serial number, DGPS coordinates, forward and 
backward bearings and distance from pillar to pillar etc.; 

xxii.	 The User Agency shall ensure that because of this project, no damage is 
caused to the flora and the wildlife available in the area·, 

xxiii. The user agency \~?ill assist the State Government in conservation 
and preservation of flora and fauna of the area in accordance with 
lhe plan prepared by the Chief Wildlife Warden of the State. 
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xxiv.	 Any oither condition that this Regional Office may stipulate, from time [Q
 

time, in the interest of conservation, protection and development of forests
 
& wildlife;
 

xxv. The User agency shall submit the annual self compliance report in respecl
 
of the above conditions to the State Government and [Q the concerned
 
Regional Office of the Ministry regularly; and
 

xxvi.	 It will be the responsibility of the State Government/User Agency to
 
obtain all other prior approvals/clearances under all other relevant
 
Acts/Rules/ Court's Rulings/instructions, etc., including environmental
 
clearance, as applicable to this proposal.
 

3. The Ministry may revoke/suspend the clearance if implemenlalion of any 
of the above conditions is not satisfactory. State Government will ensure 
fulfillment of these conditions through forest department. 

Yours 

. 'Z~~l~)f(C.D ng ) 
Addl. Pro Chief Consen·ator of Forests (C tral) 

Copy to:­
1.	 The ADGF (FC), Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change. 

Paryavaran Bhawan, New Delhi. 
2.	 The Pr. Chief Conservator of Forests, Haryana Forest Deparlment, van 

Bhawan, Sector-6, Panchkula, Haryana. 
3.	 Nodal Officer-cum CF (FC), Government of Haryana, Forest Department. 

Sector-6, Van Bhawan, Panchkula, Haryana. 134009 
4.	 The Divisional Forest Officer, Forest Division and District Faridabad" 

Haryana. 
5.	 The Manager AGM Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. Nev,' Delhi 
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POWER GRID CORPORATION OF INDIA LIMITED 
(A Government of India Enterprises) 

400/220 

400/220k KV GIS Substation Manaranibagh, Behlolpur Khadar, Opposite Sarai Kale Khan, ISBT, New Delhi-110 013, ICt 
013 HT:65645846 i T7: 26931985 

0S1te Sarai Kale Khan, ISBT, New Delhi-110 013, Tel :65645846, Tele. Fax : 2593985 

Ref NR1/STS/Tughlakabad/LILO/TL 
H H/Ref. No. DTDated 

aN36.2016 

To, 
The Directorate of Operation 
Wing Commander, 
Air Head Quarter, 

Vayu Bhawan, Rafi Marg, 
New Delhi-110011 

sub: Construction of LILO of Both Circuits of 400 KV DIC Bamnauli-Samayapur 400 
Transmission line at Tughlakabad Sub-Station. - Application for issue of NO. 

Dear Sir, 

POWERGRID CORPORATION OF INDIA LTD. (A Government of India Ltd.) working under 

administrative control of Ministry of Power, Government of India, POWERGRID, a central 

transmission utility is engaged in establishment and operation of regional and national grid to 

facilitate of electric power within and across the region with reliability, security and sound 

commercial principals. 

POWERGRID is going to construct LILO of Both circuit of 400 KV D/C Bamnauli-Samayapur 

Transmission line at Tughlakabad Sub-Station under Strengthening of 400 KV system for the 

central Part of National Grid. Under the provision of IS: 5613, it is mandatory to inform and 

seek clearance from Air Force Authorities for completion of transmission line. 

A copy of the line route on 1:50000Topographical map along with flled Performa for detail 

transmission line is enclosed here with for your kind perusal please. It is further intimate to 

you that no foreign national/s is lare working/ will be working in the construction of the said 

transmission line. 

In view of above, it is requested that NOC may please be issued for the subject line at the 

earliest. 
Yours Faithfully 

Thanking You, 

(R.B.Singh 
Chief Manager 
M: 08800197164 

Encl: 01. Performa 
n.a.RÝS /R.B. Singh 
IA EIZ5/Ch. Manager 

02. Undertaking on Rs.10/- Stamp paper 

03.Tower 
Schedule as per guide line, 

04.Route Map. 

POWER GRID CORPOrATION QOF INDIA LIMITED 

TT . 
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d faHITTTA YTferchYUT 
AIRPORTS AUTHORITY OF INDIA 

AAI/RHQ/NR/ATM/NOC/2017/101//29/-/293 
Date: 16.08.2017To 

Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd
400/220KV GIS S/s,. 
Surajkund Road Behind Air-Force Quarters (Vayu Sena Vihar), 

Tughlakabad, Delhi-110062.

sublect No Objection Certificate for Heigkht Clearance 
1. This NOC is issued by Airgorts Authority of India (AAI) in pursuance of responsibility conferred by and 3 
per the provisions of Govt. of India (Ministry of Civil Aviation) order GSR.751 (E) dated 30 September z0 
for Safe and Régular Aircraft Operations. 

2. This office has no objection to the erection of the Structure /Tower(s) as per the details given below Applicant Name 'Shri. V.K.Trivedi, Asstt.General Manager Site Description
Applicant Reference | NR1/iSTS/Tughlakabad/LILO/TL dated 09.03.2017Letter No. 
NOCID 

LILO of 400 KV DC TL of Bamnauli to Samayapur at Tughlakabad.

SAFD/NORTH/P/071917/232613 
3. NOC Details for Height Clearance: 

SI. NoSI. No. (Mentioned in Annexure) Permissible Top Elevation (AMSL) in mtrs All sites as per extel sheet of NOCAS Id: 

SAFD/NORTH/P/071917/232613are cleared. Transmission Pole No, 01 to 60 

As provided by Applicant. 
4. This NO0C is subject to theterms and conditions as given below: 

a.Permissible Top elevation has been issued on the basis of Site coordinates and Site Elevation submitted by Applicant.AAl neither owns the responsibility nor authenticates the correctness of the site coordinates & site élevation provided by the applicant. If at any stage it is established that the actual data is different, this NOc will stand null and void and action will be taken as per law. The office in-charge of the concerned aerodromemay initiate action under the Aircraft (Demolition of Obstruction caused by Buildings and Trees etc.) Rules, 1994" 

b. The Structure heighe (including any superstructure) shall be calculated by subtracting the Site elevatión in AMSL fróm the Permissible Top Elevation in AMSL i.e. Maximum Structure Height = Permissible Top Elevationminus (-) Site Elevation. 

C. The issue of the 'NOC is further subject to the provisions of Section 9-A of the Indian Aircraft Act, 1934 and any notifications issued there únder from time to time including, "The Aircraft (Demolition of Obstruction caused by Buildings and Trees etc.) Rules, 1994". 
d. No radio/TV Antenna, lightening arresters, staircase, Mumtee, Overhead water tank and attachments of . 
Dxtures of any kind shall project above the Permissible Top Elevation, as indicated ih para 3. 

a yo, vm da, TaIgA Brfa, TETa V f-110037. T: 25852447 T 25858451 
Rog onal Heaiguaiers, Northem Region, Operational Ofices, Gurgaon Road, Now Dath-10037 Tele: 2565247 Fax: 25656451 Re 
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e. Only use of oil fired or electric fired furnace is permissible, within 8 KM of the Aerodrome Reference Point. 

f. The certificate is valid for a period of 7 years. If the construction is not commenced within the period, a fresh "NOC from the Designated Officer of Airports Authority of lhdia shall be obtained. However, if construction work has commenced, onetim� revalidation request, fora period not exceeding. 12 years from the date of issue of NOC in respect of chimney, may be considered by AAIL The date of completion of the Structure should be intimated to this office 

8 No light or a combination of lights which by reasqn of its intensity, configuration or colour may cause confusion wi�h the aeronautical ground lights of the Airport shall be installed at the site at any time, during or after the construction of the building. No activity shall be allowed which may affect the safe operations of flights. 

h. The applicant will not complain/claim compensation against aircraft noise, vibrations, damages etc. caused by aircraft operations at or in thevicinity of the airport. 
i. Day markings & night lighting with secondary power supply shall be provided as per the guidelines specified in chapter 6 and appendix 6 of Civil Aviation Requirement Series 'B' Part I Section 4, available on DGCA India website: www.dgca.nic.in: 

i. The applicant is responsible to obtain all other statutory clearances from the concerned authorities including the approval of building plans. This NOC for height clearances is only to en_ure safe and regular aircraft operations and shall not be used as,document for any other purpose/claim whatsoever, including ownership of. land etc. 

k. This NOC has been issued with respect to the Civil Airports. Applicánt needs to seek separate NOC from Defence Authorities as well as from concerned State Govt. for unlicensed airports, if the site lies within their jurisdiction 

I. In case of any discrepancy/interpretation of NOC letter, English version shall be valid. 
m. In case of any disputé with respect to site elevation and/or AGL height, Permissible Top Elevation in AMSL shall prevail. 

Enclosed: Copy of Excel sheet of NOCAS ID: SAFD/NORTH/P/071917/232613. 

6 08-207 

(G.P.Singh 
Deputy General Manager (ATM-NOC) 
For General Manager (ATM), NR 

Copy to: 
1. The Executive Director (ASM), AAI, Rajiv Gandhi Bhavan, Safdarjung Airport, New Delhi-110003.2. Guard File. 
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AT7 R761 Governnment of India 
av ATHT Ministry of Power 

u fari fawm C'entral Electricity Authority azta itarm TA (r0) Regional Inspectorial (Organization(North) 3HR 32 uuty 1441 Room No.328. NRPC Puilding. 18- 2nRz Aa ftia amt 18-A Saheed Jeet Singh Marg a2A T Rmit -110016 Katwaria Sarai New Delhi 110016 
website:www.cea.nic.in, 2zt 4H: 011- 26510249 

FrE4T 8NRIO/PGCIL-333/GIS/TKD/Delhi/18/915 
Dated: 08-10-2018 

APPROVAL FOR ENERGISATION 
[Under Regulation 43 of CEA (Measures relating to sfety and Electrie Supply) 

Regulations, 2010(as amended) 

Asst. General Manager, 
Power Grid Corporation of India Limited, 
400/220 KV GIS Substation, 
Suraj Kund Road, 
Tughlakabad, Delhi - 110044. 

Subject: Approval for energisation of LILO of both circuit of 400 kV Bamnauli 
Samaypur transmission line at 400/220/66 kV GIS Substation, Tughlakabad, Delhi under 
Regulation 43 of CEA (Measures relating to Safety and Electric Supply) Regulations, 2010 
(as amended). 

Reference: 1. Online Application No. B/2018/00417 Dated: 23.09.2018 
2. Our letter No. NRIO/PGCIL-333/GIS/TKD/Delhi/18/907 dated 03.10.2018 
3. Your letter No. PG/NRI/TKD/CEAICompliance dated 04.10.2018 

Whereas the inspection of LIL0 of both Circuit of 400 kV Bamnauli 
transmission line (total route length 28.56 km) at 400/220/66 kV GIS Substation of PGCIL, 
Tughlakabad, Delhi was done on 01.10.2018 by the undersigned and non-compliance of certain 
provisions/stipulations of the Regulations were conveyed to you vide our letter (Inspection
Report) under reference at SI. No. 2 and the compliance of the same has since been received vide 
your letter cited at Sl. No. 3 above. The approval for energisation of LILO of both Circuit of 
400 kV Bamnauli - Samaypur transmission line at 400/220/66 kV GIS Substation, 

Tughlakabad, Delhi is hereby accorded under Regulation 43 of CEA (Measures relating to 
safety and Electric Supply) Regulations, 2010(as amended. 

Samaypur 

The consistent compliance of relevant provisions of CEA (Measures relating to safety 
and Electric Supply) Regulations, 2010(as amended) shall be ensured by PGCIL for safety in 

operation and maintenance of the above line. Periodical inspection of the above line shall be due 
after 02 years from the date of this inspection. This periodicity is subject to change by 
Government Notification.

(Prakash Khichi) 
Superintending Engineer & 

Electrical Inspector
to the Govt. of India 

Copy to: Chief Engineer, Chief Electrical Inspectorate Division, CEA 
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