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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 

PRINCIPAL BENCH AT NE"V DELHI. 

Original Application No. 11 8 112024 

IN THE MATIER OF: 

NEERAJ TIWARI .... Applicant 

Versus 

STATE OF UTTAR PRADESH & ORS. • .•• Respondents 

II r,· 
I, REJOINDER ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT TO THE REPLY 
l ' 

[1 DATED 23.04.2025 FILED BY THE MUNICIPAL COMMISSIONER 
~ PRYAGRAJ NAGAR NIGAM RESPONDANT NO.3 ALONG WITH 
ri AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT. 

t! 
i: IT IS MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 
h 
~ 
t 
I · 

: 

r· 

,; 

1. At the outset, all the contentions, allegations and statements made by the 

Respondent No.3 in the reply dated 23.04.2025 filed by the Respondent No. 

3 are denied and nothing therein shall be deemed to be admitted by the 

Applicants, by rea.son of non-traverse or otherwise, unless specifically 

admitted herein. It is submitted that the reply dated 23.04.2025 filed by the 

Respondent No.3 is devoid of any merit and therefore, liable to be 

dismissed. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

The reply filed by Prayagraj Nagar Nigam is an evasive document, lacking 

substantive compliance with the directions passed by this Hon 'ble Tribunal. 

Despite clear orders requiring verifiable and scientific data concerning 

legacy waste processing, RDF disposal, and fresh waste management 

(particularly in relation to the Kumbh Mela), the Respondent has failed to 

produce any legitimate evidence, thus amounting to willful disobedience of 

judicial directions and attracting contempt jurisdiction. 

That Respondent No. 2 who is primarily responsible for supervision and 

has real-time updated of this entire system and its working, has failed to file 

any affidavit and/or reply. Similarly, Respondent No.1 who has personally 

given an undertaking to this hon'ble court that all the legacy waste will be 

proe.essed strictly in accordance with MSW rules and NGT Orders, has also 

failed to file any response. 

That the Municipal Corporation has claimed to have processed 21.S lakh 

MT of legacy waste, but its data is not only inconsistent but scientifical ly 

untenable. It relies on manipulated density values (ranging from 1.0 to 1.90 

T/m3
) to adjust figures, without any scientific justification or third-party 

validation. A density of 1.90 T/m 3 suggests intentional falsification since 

such values are applicable to stone, not municipal solid waste. These 

manipulations were made in connivance with MNIIT and contractors like 

Mis Ecostan and Mis BVG to inflate volumes and facilitate ghost billing. 
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6. 

7. 

yield of 17%). However, only 1.19 lakh MT is shown as generated and 

disposed, that too with dubious disposal certificates-lacking E-way bills, 

end-user verifications, and in many cases, signed by unidentified persons 

or pre-dated. A forensic examination of these certificates would reveal 

large-scale fraudulent reporting, strongly indicative of either ghost billing 

or illegal dumping. Various media reports also substantiate the version of 

applicant. 

That The affidavit admits to dumping legacy waste in privately owned low­

lying areas. However, no valid khasra/khatauni details, no land conversion 

approvals, no environmental clearances, and no mining permits have been 

produced. The extraction of soil from depths of 10 to 25 meters and its 

commercial usage is a blatant violation of the Uttar Pradesh Minor Minerals 

Rules, 1963 and the Mines and Minerals (Development and Regul ation) 

Act, 1957. Such unauthorized activity not only constitutes illegal mining 

but also renders the Municipal Commissioner's affidavit legally untenable. 

The inflated waste quantity (from 14.89 lakh tons as on Jan 2022 to 26.22 

lakh tons in 2025) proves over billing and misuse of public funds to the 

tune of Rs. 64 Crores, calling for an independent forensic audit and a 

criminal investigation under the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988. 

8. Total waste received in Prayagraj Plant Upto January 2022 (date of first 

Survey by MNIIT): 

753



9. 

4 
Calender Year Fresh Waste Intake (MT) C&DS Waste Intake (MT) Legacy waste (MT)* 

201S-July (As per submission in High Court of Allahabad Opening 

balance of legacy waste) 300,000 

2015 60,000 22,500 82.500 

2016 146,000 54,750 200.750 

2017 146,000 54,750 200.750 

2018 146,000 54,750 200.750 

2019 146.000 54.750 200,750 

2020 146,000 146.000 

2021 146,000 146.000 

2022 Jan 12,400 12,400 

Total 948,400 241,500 1,489,900 

* Assum ing all the waste were simply dumped converting 100% in legacy 

Respondent no 3 has admitted on record that waste have been dumped / 

shifted around the plant area in the vicinity of 200-300 Mtr radius of the 

river Ganga. Respondent no 4 ftllther adm its in writing through IORS reply 

to the Complainant at Para 45 of his affidavit that bio soil dumped around 

plant site contains 2-2.5% plastic (Which is a false claim as Bio Soil cannot 

have any percentage of plastic), confirming applicants claim of 

unprocessed waste layering. This violates the Solid Waste Management 

Rules, 2016, and NOT orders, threatening the Ganga river ecosystem, 

groundwater, and public health. 

10. Moreover, since only 5.5% RDF has been disposed , 94.5% of the total 21.5 

Lakh tons oflegacy waste i.e., 20.3 Lakh tons oflegacy waste has just been 

shifted to the backyards of the existing plant which is just 200 Mtr. from 

river Ganga. 

11. It can logically be summarize that out of26.22 lakh tons of legacy waste as 
per Nagar Nigam; 
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a. 11.33 lakh tons of billing is marred with suspicion 
b. 10.41 lakh tons have actually been processed and disposed (considering 

17% as RDF) 
c. 4.47 lakh tons have just been dumped unprocessed with plastics etc 

(Nagar Nigam own submission that dumped materiRI does contain 
plastics to the tune of2.5 % without consideration of other RDF material 
like shoes, chappals, rubber, polystere etc., which will eventually 
increase the percentage of RDF available in dumped material in 
backyards significantly) 

12. That the unexplained and illogical billing to the tune of Rs. 64 Crores by 
Municipality to Ecostan & BVG calls for independent scrutiny and 
investigation. 

13 . A rough estimate of waste Generation and Dumping for the purpose of 

understanding the quantum of damage to environment by acts and 

omissions of respondents: 

Prayagraj processed -3,05,000 MT of fresh MSW from June 2024 to 

February 2025, including -2,05,000 MT of regular waste (21,000 

MT/month from June-December 2024 + 59,000 MT in January-February 

2025) and ~ 1,00,000 MT from Kumbh Mela 2025 (-40 crore visitors at 250 

grn/capita/day). Of this, -1,20,000 MT of bio-digestible waste (40% of 

input) was dumped untreated across Prayagraj and adjoining areas, 

containing: 

6,000 MT of methane (emitted via anaerobic decomposition). 

60,000 MT ofleachate (contaminating groundwater). 
to. 
! 45,000 MT ofRDF material (unprocessed and dumped). 

14. That the CPHEEO guidelines mandate windrow formation on 30,000 sqm 
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15. 

possession of 20,000 Sq Mtr of windrow pad. They failed to utilize even a 

sq mtr of windrow pad from June'24- September'24, during which time 

they were simply dumping all incoming waste without any processing 

across the city. After lots of hue and cry was made by the petitioner, they 

started using 5000 Sq Mtr of space for creating small unorganized heaps, 

which were never turned or cultured. 

During Kumbh period, when daily incoming waste increased to 2000-3000 

MTD, then also they continued to use only 5,000 out of 20,000 Sq Mtr 

space in their possession, leading to non-processing of waste through 

aerobic digestion and dumping the un-processed organic waste in 

surroundings and thereby methane release. 

16. There is no leachate treatment plant nor any additional infrastructure for 

Kumbh waste and in gross violation to NGT's order dated 26.04.2019 

passed in in O.A. No. 606/2 018, which equated environmental pollution to 

homicide. The officials and contractors render their acts liable under these 

ruling and relevant penal statutes. Photos of incomplete SLF & Leachate 

treatment Plant as on April 2025 after Kumbh was over is attached herewith 

- Annexure 1 

17. That the Respondent's actions constitute a clear breach of SWM Rules, 

2016, which mandate source segregation, scientific processing (including 

ii aerobic digestion ofbiodegradables), RDF production, and sanitary landfill 

usage only for rejects. The failure to install adequate windrow 

infrastructure, scientific composting systems, or leachate treatment units at 

the Baswar site, particularly in light of the additional load during Kumbh 

Mela 2025, shows systemic non-compliance and disregard for statutory 

environmental obligations. 
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18. That from June 2024 to February 2025, over 3 lakh MT of fresh MSW 

(including Ilakh MT generated during the Kumbh Mela) was received. All 

of 3 lakh tons (Out of this, at least 1.2 lakJ1 MT of biodegradable waste) 

was dumped unscientifically across city outskirts, riverbanks, and ponds. 

This has resulted in the entrapping of ~6,000 MT of methane in nearby 

areas (which will continuously release over a period of time), the formation 

of ~60,000 MT of untreated leachate, and the creation of unmanaged RDF 

heaps, all of which threaten groundwater quality, soil fertility, and public 

health. These actions have occulTed in direct contravention of Rule 15 of 

the SWM Rules and various orders of this Hon'ble Tribunal in O.A. No. 

606/2018. Non-Compliance with Aerobic Digestion: CPHEEO mandates 

pre-sorting, windrow formation, weekly turning, culture spraying for 4 

weeks, curing for 3-4 weeks, and 4mm screening to produce -12-15% 

FCO-compliant compost. None of these were adopted. 

J 9. That it is submitted that the actual quantity of waste handled has been 

inflated through double accounting of legacy and fresh waste. The 

contractor (Mis Ecostan), previously blacklisted in several urban local 

bodies, was awarded the tender through manipulated eligibil ity criteria. 

Payments exceeding ~ 12 crores were released for simply screening and 

dumping operations without verifying actual processing. We are attaching 

herewith proof through Drone view which clearly shows how they have 

covered a legacy waste dump with fresh waste dump and all were together 

shifted to backyards in the name of inert/reject from Legacy waste for 

which they were being paid separately. Photos are annexed herewith as -

Annexure 2 Colly 
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20. That Multiple warnings and reports from the applicant, residents, and 

internal engineers were ignored. Complaints made to the Municipal 

Commissioner and Principal Secretary in 2022 by Mukesh Kumar & Dr. 

Chaturvedi were either whitewashed or never acted upon. Drone 

surveillance images showing illegal dumping and empty windrow pads 

during monsoons were ignored. These omissions confi rm a systematic 

cover-up, rendering the Respondent's affidavit not just inadequate but 

obstructive to justice. 

PARA-WISE REPLY TO AFFIDA VIT OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATI ON, PHAYAG RA.J 

1. Contents of Para 1-4 are Denied. The general submissions made therein are 

vague and bereft of any compliance report. The assertion of processing 21.5 

lakh MT oflegacy waste is unsupported by genuine, verifi able data. The actual 

record of RDF disposal, vehicle movement, and end-user celtifications is 

deficient, amounting to gross misrepresentation. 

2. Contents of Para 5-13 are Denied. The affidavit employs inconsistent density 

assumptions (1.0, 1.39, 1.90), which are neither scientific nor rational. The 

density of 1.90 T/m3 is alarmingly high and is indicative of fabricated data. 

MNIIT's reliance for volume estimations is questionable and lacks ground­

truthing. This is a classic case of volume inflation for dubious billing. 

3. Contents of Para 14 are Strongly denied. The data provided by PNN relating 

to RDF disposal lacks completeness and authenticity. Out of 1,61,100 MT 0 f 

claimed RDF disposal, only 3,871 MT have accompanying vehicle details. A 

significant portion of the certificates (over 60%) is either vague, unsigned, or , 

.J/ 
~ 
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unrelated to Prayagraj. The absence ofE-way bills and lack of designated end­

user details confinns fraudulent reporting. Detailed analysis report is attached 

herewith as Annexure 3. 

a) Contents of Para 15-16 are denied. PNN claims dumping of only 8.75 lakh 

MT of inerts and bio-soil based on landowner consent, However, no khasra, 
khatauni details or mining pennits were filed. Extraction of 10-25-meter­
deep soil without pennits amounts to illegal mining. The use of such lands 
for dumping waste, without environmental or zoning clearance, violates the 

SWM Rules and the Mines and Minerals Act, 1957. Moreover, since Nagar 

Nigam has also admitted to shifting soil/ inert/rejects amounting to around 
20.3 lakh tons. Out of total 20 lakh tons which has been shi fted, however 
detail for place of disposal has been given only for 8.75 lakh tons. 
Regarding balance quantity of 11.55 lakh tons there is no explanation for 
dumping. Respondent's has failed to furnish data for 11.55 lakh tons of 

dumping of soil & inerts. 

4. Contents of 17- 20 are denied. The affidavit suppresses data about fresh waste, 

particularly during the Kumbh Mela 2025 period. Over 1,20,000 MT of bio­

degradable waste was unscientifically dumped, leading to release of - 6,000 

MT methane and - 60,000 MT leachate. The windrow pad of 5,000 sqm was 
grossly inadequate to process the 3,05,000 MT of fresh MSW generated 
between June 2024-Feb 2025. Mis Ecostan in connivance of Nagar Nigam did 

not utilize 15,000 sq mtr of windrow pad at its disposal. Infact, even utilizati on 
of 5,000 sq mtr is not supported with evidence, some small heaps (totaling to 

around 2,000-2,500 MT of waste only, against minimum requirement of 
20,000- 30,000 MT of waste on windrow pad) were created. Drone Photos for 
every month of Windrow Pad utilization is attached herewith as - Annexure 4 
Colly. 

5. Contents of Para 21-24 are denied. There is clear evidence of unprocessed 

RDF and bio-waste being dumped around riverbanks, especially within 200-

~l\inp s"ofRiver Ganga. Drone footage, leachate spread, and offi cial IGRS 

::~j~~\ ~ .. L~,vscUlA '* I A.~(jcate" C') I J-.---l 
\ \ ,. Ue/h i Ii 
,\, _\ :'!tgfl No :7"'63 * I 
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