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BEFORETHE NATIONAL GREEN THRIBUMNAL
MNEW DELIN(PRINCIPAL PEMCIL)
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. T45/2023

IN THE MATTER OF:

Ms. Mamia Sharma ...Applicant

VERSUS

Gram Panchayat Arrana & Ors, .. o REpOnd enté

REPFLY ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT TO R FSPONDENT NO. 775/

ADDITIONAL CHIEF SECRETARY, PANCITAYATI RAJ DEPARTMENT

ADDITIONAL AFFIDAVIT DATED 23.04.2025

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETI:

That the prosent Reply is being filed by the Applicant, i.e., Ms. Mamta Sharma
(“Applicant’), in response to the Additional Affidavit filed by the Additional Chief
Secretary, Panchayati Raj Department, Govt of Uttar Pradesh (“Resposdent No. 77)
dated 73.04.2025 (“Additional Affidavie’), in the captioned matter.

The present Application has been filed by the Applicant inter alia sccking appropriate
directions from this Hon'ble Tribunal to the Respondents for the following:

{0

(ii)

Gii)

(iv)

to stop the illegal flow of drain water falling into Gata Me. 538, Village Armana,
Teheil Khair, District Aligarh s0 as to prevent the drain water from polluting the
yellow soil and ground water;

1o create a lawful and oppropriate drainage system such that the polluted drain
water i¢ taken outside the residentinl area, by mending the flow of the drains
towards the larger drain ranning parallel to the Naticnal Highway and dispose the
said drain water in a safe place afier reating the same post study of environ mental
impact in a scientific mannes;

1o clear the entire liquid and solid wasle from Gata No. 38, Village Amana, Tehsil
K hair, District Aligarh and to restore the said land to its original position (o
prevent the adverse effects of the sume on the neatby village inhabitants; and

to take appropriatc remedial actions to restore the elean envirenment of the

Applicant’s locality and o move ihe solid and liguid waste away from the

e
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residential ared Lo an appropriate location to avoid adverse impact on health of

the village inhabitanis,

At the outset, it is submiitied that the Additional AfTidavit has been filed bascd solely on
the  information  provided by the Disinct Panchayati  Ra) Officer, Aligarh
{“DPRO"VRespondent Mo, 3, withoul any consultation or verification from the
Applicant. The contents of the Additional Affidavit are merely reiterating the narrative
of the DPRO/Respondent No. 3 & Gram Pradhan/Respondent No. 1 and do not reflect
an independent application of mind or consideration of the Applicant’s submissions,
Moreover, even the documents submitted along with this Additional A fhidavit have

already been filed by the Respondents in their earlicr submissions.

That the Applicant denies and disputes all the contentions and allegations made mn the
Additional Affidavit, save and except what has been specificaily admitted herewmn. Any
omission on part of the Applicant 1o deal with any particular contention or allegations
of the Respondent No. 7 should not be consirued as an admission/acceptance thereof
by the Applicant. The Applicant eraves leave of this Hon'ble Tribunal to rely on the
facts and subrmissions placed before this Hon'ble Tribunal in the captioned Application

without expressly reiferating the same for the sake of brevity.

The Applicant humbly submits that the Additional Affidavit is baseless, fallacious,
misconceived and not maintainable. It is to be neted that to avoid prolixity, the
Applicant is filing a para-wise Reply to the Additional Affidavit filed by the Respondent
No. 7 and craves leave of this Hen'ble Tribunal to file addimonal and further

aybmissions to the Additional Affadavit at a later stage, if required.

Refore proceeding to spesifically deal with and controvert the allegatons andlor
contentions andfor submissiens in the Additional Affidavit, the Applicant is setting out
its Preliminary Submssions, which clearly establishes the rmalicious intent of

Respondents.

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS

Mﬂwﬂ nd cannot be constructed near residential area and
ceifically not at a distance of 5 — 6 metres from the Applicant’s house

It 15 most humbly submitted that although the Respondents have submitted different
distance between (he Applicant’s house and the boundary of the sewage pond, ra nging

e

F,’,_,ﬁe,- 2.



537

right from 150 metres 10 250 metres, However, the distance between the Applicant’s
house and the sewage pond boundary is actually approximately 5-— 6 metres. The same
15 further substantioied from (he findings of the Joint Cemmittee Report dated
07082024/ Inspection Report, wherein at Point Ne. 2 it has been clearly recorded by
the Joint Committee that the Applicant’s house i simated at approximately 10 - 12
metres from the edge of the pond, which is substantially lesser than alleged 150 — 250
matres, However cven assuming that the measurcments of the Joinl commitice are
accurate (fhongh the same is vehemently denied), it 15 submitted that as per Indian
Standards 5611-1987 which contains the Coue of Proctice For Construction of Waste
Swabilization Ponds {geneced as Arnexure 3 to the Petitioner 5 Rejoinder o the Reply
submitted by UPPCE at Pg. 287), it is stipulated in Paint 5 that the pond site should be
ar far away as practicable Jfrom habitation taking o account possible future

developmeni af the area. No pond should be lucaied less than 200 m and preferably

J00 m from rexidential colonies

Furthermore, as per Para 7.1.3. 14 ( Provection against Health Hazard) of the Manual on
Sewerage and Sewage Treatment Systems, 2013, as published by Central Public Health
& Environmental Engineering Organisation, Ministry of Housing and Urban A ffairs,
Govt. of India (anrered ar Anmenire 2 o the Petitioner & Rejoinder to the Reply
suhmiived by UPPCR ar Pe. 286), sewape forms must_be separated from residential
areas by atleast 30 m horizontal distance, Tt further states that the public health

aspect of sewage farming should be constdered from the view point of exposure of farm

workers to sewage and that of the consumers of the farm product.

In any case, it is submitted thet the Respondents are deliberately confusing between the
sewage system and dminage system and are using the two interchangeably. Il is
submitted that drainage system is buill on the side of the road and is above ground,
meant for primarily collecting fresh water and rain water, whereas the sewage system
is an underground network of tunnels/pipelines meant for collection of sewage (which
is essentially mixture of both grey and black water). In this regard, it is pertinent to
highlight that Swachh Bharat Mission Advisory on On-Site and Off-Site Sewage
Management Practices specifically defines ‘Sewerage Systam’ as the wnderground
condiit for ihe collection of sewage is called Sewer A network of sewer appurtenances
intended for the collection and conveyance of sewage penerated Jrom each of the
properties o a sewage pumping staton for pumping fo sewage treatment plant for

Jurther ireatment and disposal i called SEWEITIZE Tystem,

e
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In addition to the above, il is perlinent to highlight that the Chicl Seerctary, State of
Uttar Pradesh in its A Midavit dated 11,00.2024 fiked before this Hon'ble Tribunal in
compliance of onler dated 24052024 in 0.A, No. 5932017, wherein this Hon'ble
Tribunal is scized of the ssue of Hogunl waste management a8 per orders of Hon'ble
Supreme Court of Todia in W.E Mo, 375 of 2012 in the matter of Daryavaran Shraksho
v Uinion of India, hos expressly submilled of Tara Nos. 4 & 3 that sewape should not be
allowed 1o reach the dmin which is meant for carrying the storm waler and that the
present Hquid waste management systems in the State of Uttar Pradesh lacks scientific
approach of sewer newwork and household connectivity with the sewer line, The
relevant extract of such submissions of Chief Secretary in O.A. No. 5032007, is

reproduced hereinbelow, for ease of reference of this Hon'ble Trbunal:

“d. Regarding liguid waste the characleristic i aniversal across the globe.

Many countries have solved this problem of sewage. The world aver it is built

ay a closed loop system and the sewage from toilet s capiured in sewer Iine

wt where it reaches
Station if &
to the STP for treatment, Sewage should not be allowed lo reach the drain

which is meant for crning the storm water, As it increases the volume and
dilutos the sewage. The raw sewage has Bio-chemical Cxygen Demand (BOD)

around 250, which is needed in order to run the STPs optimally. So, when we
lap or intercep! the drain mjl:{_pu.l.rrp sEwage m'mrg with 'I'I-'l!i‘i'lS.I"_.l'-Fﬂl'fi drain to STF,

this on one hand increases the volme and difutes the rewage, which Is not good

fur proper functiomng of the STF.

6. The present liguid waste management systems lacks seientific approach of
sewer network and household connectivity with the sewer line and arg rather
dexipned to freat Sewage discharged in draing under Interception and Diversion

of drains approach where the starm and mdustrial waste water glsp pets mived
with the sewage making ihe existing capacities for the treatment inadequale

resulting in to discharge of unreared sewage in the surface water through

drains, The sewage freatment profects, majiorly finded by Governmend of India

pitdler various sehemes lie AMRUT & Namami Gange, presently do not focus
an conginiction _of sewer lings _and household connections as_integrated

profecis... o
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As is clear from the above, the dmins that have been consinicted in Village Ammana, ar
admittedly being utilised for tansfering sewape generted from households 1o the: pond
in Gata No. 38. That the Respondent No. 7 has specifically stated al various instances
that the grey water (rowever such draing ave afso carrying black wafer), which BIE
part of sewage, is being transported from houschiolds through the drains into the pond
in Gata No. 38, the details of the same ore provided hereinbelow, for case of reference
of this Hon"ble Tribunal;
(1) Para No.8 of Additional Affidavit: .._.grey waier presently conveyed through
ihe drains is not envirommentally harnifil so fong as it repiains non=staguant,
(b} Para No. 12 of Additional Affidavit; The grey water discharged from the hotises
in Village Panchavat Arrana, Development Block Khair, District Aligarh, flows
thraugh a drain into the filter chambers. As the water passes through an inclined
screen bar, solid porticles are wrapped, provenfing them from enfering e

Sfiltration zystem. ...

In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that the untreated grey water/Sewage waler
being dumped in the pond illegally constructed on Gara No. 38, is dehors the provisions
of law and violates express provisions of the Water (Prevention and Control of
Pollution) Act, 1974 (“Water Aef’) and the Environment (Protection) Act, 1936
(“Environment Aef”) thereby leading to gross water and environment pollution as well

a5 creating nuisance and posing as 2 health hazard to the inhabitants of the village.

It is submitted that in light of the above submissions, i 15 clear that no sewage water
treatment pond can be cstablished at a distance of mere 5 - 6 metres from residential
houses and have to mandatorily be situated ot a distance of atleast 300 metres from the
residential colony/houses, that too after taking inte consideration future settlements.
However, as can be seen from the conduet and approach of all the concerned siate
authorilies, the said minimum distance policy has not been adhered to and morzover,
repeated attempts have been made by the Respondents to poriray that the Applicant's
house is situated at a distance of atleast 250 metres from the boundary of pond. This
clearly indicates the malafide intent of the Respondents, as by repeatedly stating such
grossly inaccurate data with regard to the distance between the Applicant’s house and
the pond, the Respondents clearly depict that they are well aware that such a sewage
wreatment pond cannot be established so near a residential house and thercfore,
deceptively adopted the most beneficial route of lying on affidavit, in order to justily

their illegal actions.
a5
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In that view, it is most humbly requested from this Hon'ble Tribunal to forthwith direct

the Respondents to stop illegal dumping of untreated sewage waler in the pond on Gata

MNe. 38 and to either identify o site, which i3 situated at a distance of minimum 300

meetres drom the residentinl hovses/colony OR 1o restone the flow of the drain towards

the National Highway, where such scwage waler gets colleted in 2 {two) large U type

underground drainsfunnels

Deliberate and willull non-compliance of variou recommendations/findings _of

wndents

eeialized state aulhorities/committess by the R

[t is submitted that Junior Engineer, Rumal Engincering Department, an official having
specialized knowledge regarding engineering of drains, pond and sewage system, by
way of its Inspection Report dated 10,01.2022 nofed that Public Warks Department
(FWD) has constructed a big drain along the Aligarh — Falwal National Highway, for
draining out the sewage water of village Amana, Howewver, the drain now being
constructed by the Gram Pradhan, which should slope towards the big drain constructed
along the National Highway, is instead sloping towards the LMC land, i.e., Gata No.
38, but there is no further way out for the drain, moving away frem the LMC land. The
said Inspection Report dated 10.01 2022 is annexed as Anneswre J4 1(Codly) along with
Applicant™s 1A No. 431 of 2024 in the eaptioned matter.

Furthermore, another inspection was carried ouwl jeintly by Assistant Development
Officer (Panchayat), Block — Khair {ADC) and Junior Engineer, Ruml enginecring
Department on 01.04.2022, wherein once again the state officials noted that the drain
being constructed by the Gram Fradhan should have sloped towards the large open drain
along the Mational Highway, however, the same is being constructed with a slope
towards the LMC land, i.e., Gata No. 38, which is right in front of Mrs. Mamta Sharma's
house, ie., the Applicant herein. The Joint Inspection Repont further specifically notes
that there 5 no further way out for the sewage waler 10 drain away from this LMC land.
The said Joint Inspection Report dated 01.04.2022 is annexed as Annexure 14 2 slong
with Applicants 1A No. 431 of 2024 in the captioned matter,

In this regard, it is most humbly submitted that despite express recommendation of the

Jumior Engineer, Rural Engmeering Department and the ADO (Panchayar), the

Respondent No. 1, L., Gram Pradhan, deliberately and wilfully disregarding the said

recommendations, continued constructing such unapproved and engineeringly unsound

drain with slope towards Gata No. 38, with the only inteat 10 dump such unireated
v

W
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sewage woler in fromt of a residentinl house, It is submilted that such deliberate
disebedience o reeommendalions of govermment officials, whose key responsibility
and skill get i o pscerlmin whether no cerlain roalhighway/drvin/flyover  is
emgincerngly sound or not, cleady deplets that the Respondent Mo, 1 has ulterior
motives, ene which docs not align with discharge of his official duties as a Gram
Pracdhan, but as o person out o fulfil his vendetia against the Applicant his personal
capacity, whilst abusing his position and powers as a Gram Pradhan, 4 statwory

position,

In addition to the above, in compliance of this Hon'ble Tribunal’s Order dated

16.07.2024, a Joint Committee was formed consisting of Supenntending Engineer,

Rural Engineering Depariment, Aligarh; Assistant Environmental Engineer, UPPCH,

Aligarh; District Panchayati Raj Officer, Aligarh and District Development Oificer,

Aligarh. The said Joint Committee was tasked to camy out an inspection of the sewage

treatmient pond in Gata No. 38, which was carried out on 07.08,2024 and the findings

thereof have been submitted before this Hon'ble Tribunal, which are annexed al Page

Mos. 271 — 274 of the pleadings in the captioned matter. The recommendations of the

Joint Committee, which consists of officials who have specinlized knowledge and

experience in rural wastc water management, recommended the fullowing:

(a) The waste dumped on Gata No. 38 should be disposed of away from the
resiclential area in accordance with the provisions of the Solid Waste Management
Rules, 2016 (“ Waste Management Rules”), through Material Recovery Facility
(*MRF™). The disposal should be carried out as per the Waste Management Rules
by the village head and village secretary of Ammana,

() The pond can be used for water conservation during the monsoon in the village,
for which a separaie drainage system should be cstablished.

(¢} The untrezted domestic wastewater dumped into the pond should be first treated
and then used for Frigation purposes.

(dy The black and grey domestic wastewater penerated in village Arrana should be
sgparated and treated as required through bio-remediation, STP, or leach pits,
After that, the treated water should be used for rmgation by coordinating with the
farmers of village Arrana. For this purpose, a separate drainape system should be
constructed,

(¢) The area around the meationed pond should be properly cleaned, and sufTicient
plantation of shady trees should be done.

L
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That as is clear from the recommendation of the Joint Commitles, it was clearly
recommended that the waste illegally dumped in Gata No. 38 ought to be disposed off
away from the residential area, i compliance of the provisions of the Wastc
Management Rules through MRF. In this regand, it is pertinent 10 highlight that MRE i
o specialized plant that are designed 1o Separale differcnt types of recyclable wasle from
mixed waste streams, making it easier 1o reeycle and reuse these materials, However,
ag iz evident, no such process has ever been carricd out by the Gram Pradhan andfor
Gram Soachiv. Furthermore, the recommendations specifically state that the pond can
only be used for the purposes of harvesting rainwaler and that the sewage water from
domestic households ought to be separated and treated through bio-remediation, SEWagL
treatment plants or leach pits, before heing utilized by the farmers for agriculturzl
purposes. However, just to show paper compliznce of alloged treated waler being
utilized by the farmers, the Respondents, especially Respondent No. | has submitted

that such process 18 being carmed ouk

There has been no change in land use with respect to Gata No, 38

i is submitted that the Respondent No. 7 has stated in Para 22(f) of its Additional
Affdavit hat allegedly the Giata No. 38 land was previously = vellow soil e,
however, onee the villagers statted dumping solid waste and the sSCWage started flowing
into Giata No. 38, the pond magically widened, due to which it had to be necessarily
converted into a sewage water pond. In ihis regard, the Respondent No. 7 has relied
upon the Gram Panchayal mecting that allepedly took place on 3%.04.2022, wherein
with mumwal understanding and consent of the village inhabitants, it was decided by the
Ciram Panchayat that such yellow s0il land will now be converied into a sewape waler

pond.

Tt is pertinent to highlight that minutes of such Gram Panchayat mecting surprisingly
record that the sewage waler pond should be made in & manner such that plants and
iress can be planted and the village inhabitants can walk in the morning and evening to
safeguard their health. The relevant extract of the minutes of the meeting dated
33.04.2022 are reproduced hercinbelow, for ease of reference of this Hon'ble Tribunal:
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In this view, it is clear that the nllepel consent piven by the villagers was based on
nissfonmation: and miscepreseniation by the Respondent No. 1, e, Gram Pradhan and
henee is vold ab imitin. Accordingly, on this nspeet alone, the alleged consent and the
decision taken in the meeting ouglit fo be sel aside and the intentions of the Respondent
No. 1 be questioned and challenged, as this decision has been reached and consent

obluined throngh unlaw ful means,

Iin thig regard, it is submitted that the land in Gala No. 38 was a yellow soil land, which
bias been admitted by the Respondents as well and is currently also a yellow g0il land
as per the official details of the Revenue Department and falls under eategory 6-4, which
s non cultivable due to other reasons. This is evident and further substantinted from the
certified copy of the Khatauni/Land records of Gata No. 38, obtained by the Applicant
on 22.07.2025, Accordingly, it is clear that no land use change has been camied out, as
is being alleged by the Respondent Mo, 7 and the Respondents are illegally dumping
sewage water in such yellow soil land/Gata No. 38. Certified copy of Khatauni record

of Gata No. 38 are annexed herewith and marked as Annexure-1.

In addition to the same, it is pertinent to note that different Jand types have been given

different codes in onder to identify and understand their type and utility. The Revenue
Department of the Govt, of Uttar Pradesh, has identified land into various categories

and allotied them codes accordingly, which are provided hereinbelow for ease of
reference of this Hon'ble Trbunal:

Sr. Land _T]Eﬂriplinn of I!]]e_ij:de':.rm
No. Type
1. i Such land is cultivased by the Govemment or village assembly or

other local authonty which has been entrusted with the
management of the land under Section 117-A of the U.P. Publc
Werks and Land Sales Act, 1950

14 Land which ig in the possession of trans ferable landholders.

_ | A{a) | Empty
4, 1-8 Such land which 5 held by individuals under the Government

Grant Act.
) Land which is in the possession of non-transferable landholders.
1 Land that is in the possession or control of the tenants.

=il
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T, 4 Land whieh is in (he possession of the occupants without any
meome in the event that the name of any person is not already
recorded in column 4 of the Khasra,

B A | Additional land acguited under U.F, Maximum Holding Ceilng
Jmposition Act - (n) whichis held by a lessee foran interim peniod
under the provisions of LR Holding T.A AL

5, 4-A(b} | Other Lands,

10, 5-1 | Cullivabic land - new fallow (fallow land}

[T, 52 | Cultivable land - old fallow (Paratikdim)

14, 5-3-A | Amable Wasteland - Timber Forests.

13. | 5-3-b | Cultivablc wastcland - Forests that ecntain other types of trees
thickets of bushes, shrubs etc.

T4 53.c | Cultivable wastelands, permanent pasturclands and other grazing
lands.

15 5.3-D | Cultivable wasteland - thatched grass and bamboo huts.

16, 5-3-E | Other cultivable wastelands.

L7 5-Afa) | Forest land on which forest rights have been granted under the
Scheduled Tribes and Other Traditional Forest Dwellers
{Recognition of Forest Rights) Act - 2006 - for agriculture

1E. 5-Alb) | Forest land on which forest righls have been granted under the
Jcheduled Tribes and (Hher Traditional Forest Dwellers
{Recognition of Forest Rights) Act - 2006 - for population

14, 5-Alc) | Forest land on which forest rights have been granted under the
Scheduled Trbes and Other Traditional Forest Dwellers
{Recognition of Forest Rights) Act - 2006 - for community forest
rights

21, 6-1 Noo-agricultural land - submerged Iand.

21, G-2 Non-agricultural land - sites, roads, railways, buildings and other
lands esed for non-agricultumal purposes.

22, -3 Uraveyards and cremation grounds {Marghats), except those
graveyards and cremation grounds which are situated on land of
landholders or m inhabited areas.,

13 [ Which is nat eultivated due 1o other reasons,

24, 7 Land which is in the possession or ownership of the tenants,

25. g

Such accupants of the land who have taken posscssion of the fand

without the consent of the person mentioned in column 4 of the
Khasra.

W
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dfar liquid waste was being dumped

24, Accordingly, ns is clear from the above, il solid an
ring it as o s5u bmerged land, then the

in Gata No, 38 from several decales, therchy rende
same would reflect in the revenue records of the Govt. of Uitar Pradesh and Gata Mo,

38 would have been o 6-1 cotegory lamd. However, ag is clear from the Gata No. 38
official records (anmeved hereinabove), the said land s a -4 emtegory land, be., which

i ot cultvabed due to other reasons.

25, Furthermwre, the land bearing Gata No, 38 1s classified as reserved calegory land under
the provisions of Section 77(2) of the Uttar Pradesh Revenue Code, 2006, As per the
said statutory provision, he category of such land is not amenable to change, and any

attempt 1o alter its use or classification is impermissible under law and liable

to be set aside as illegal and void ab initio.

26.  In addition to the above, what is beyond comprehension is the submission that gram
panchayat members with mutual consent decided to change the land category use of a
piece of government land from yellow soil to sewage water pond, Upon perusing such
submissions, which is guite unsetiling to say the least, the only conclusion that can be
drawn is that such ignorant plea has been taken by the Respondents, as no land use

change has infact been camied out as per the provisions of law and now in absence of
any justified reason or plea, the Respondents have resoried to such cretinous submission

to cover their gross violation of express provisions and procedures established under
relevant laws. Tn that view, submissions of Respondents in this regard ought to be set
aside and disregarded by this Hon'ble Tribunal.

PARA WISE REPLY

37.  That the contents of Para No. 1 of the Additional Affidavit insofar as relating to
reproducing the relevant extract of this Hon'ble Tribunal’s order dated 18.03.2025 in

the captioned matter s a matier of record and needs no response.

28.  That the Additional Affidavit has been wrongly and mcorrectly nombered and Para No.
1 is immediately succeeded by Para No. 5. Accordingly, in absence of Para Nos. 2 - 4,

no response 1s made o (he same.

20 That the contents of Para Nos, 5 and 6 of the Additional Affidavit insofar as pertaining

to the fact that the Respondent No. 7 being directed by this Hon'ble Trbunal wide its
order dated 18.03.2025 in the captioned matter, to file an Additional A ffidavit detailing

sl
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— - : or of record
the existing position and action/remedial mensures to be laken, arc a maf

and needs no response.

That the contents of Para Na. 7 of the Additional A ffidavit arc Wrong and vehemently
denied, except the population figures based on 2011 Census. It is humbly submitted that
the current population figures of the village as provided by the Respondent No. 7 are
unsubstantiated and unreliable, as no documentary evidenee has been placed on record
to support the stated population data. It is pertinent 1o note that the Respondent No. 7
has failed to fumish any official records substantiating the same. Furthermore, with
regards 1o the daiz and alleged increased population as provided below the Table,
captured in Annexure 1 & 2 of the Compliance Report filed by the Additional Chief
Secretary dated 15.03.2025 (annexed ar Page 414), it is unclear as to how this dala has
heen obtained and whether the same has been verified by any concerned autherity or
the state povemnment. Accordmely, in light of the doubtful veracity of such document
and absence of any venficd authoritative data, the figures presented cannot be accepted
as accurate or credible and sppear to be merely speculative in namre and therefore,

ought to be dismissed by this Hon ble Tribunal.

That the contents of Para No. B of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and vehemently
denicd. Tt is submitted that the figures stated in this para are entirely speculative and
unsupporied by any documentery evidence or technical data. In this regard it is
submitted that the Respondent Neo. 7 has submutted the following:

(il Population of the village — 2067 persons (unsubstantiated);

(1) Grey water generated by 2067 persons per day — 835,316 litres;

(iii} Black water generated by 2067 persons per day — 620 litres:

(iv) Population whose grey and black water is dumped in Gata No. 38 — 131
persons in 22 houses

(v) Grey water dumped in Gata No. 38 out of 85,316 litres — 5,764 litres; and
{vi) Black water dumped in Gatz No. 38 out of 620 litres — 39 litres

Onanalysis of the above given data/details by Respondent No.7, the following scenario

EITErges!

(i)  Grey water generated by 1 person per day =41 .2 litres (85316/2067); and
(i) Black water generated by 1 person per day — 0.29 litres or 290 ml (620/2067)

W
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In this regard, it is periinent o note that as per e Manual for Faecal Shidge
Management issued in July 2021 by Department of Drinking Water gnd Sanitabion,

Ministry of Jal Shakn, Govt. of Tndia, hlack water and prey waler are defined as follows:

“Riaekwater is a mixture of urine, facces and flush water along with anal
cleansing water andfor dry cleansing materinl (2. toilet paper). Blackwater
has all of the pathogens of facces and all of the nuirdents of urine, but dituted in
flush water.

‘Greywater’ is the total velume of water generated from washing Tood,
clothes and dishware as well as for bathing. [t may contain traces of excreta
and thersfore will ako contain pathogems. Greywaier accounts  for
approximately 60 per cent of the wastewater produced in houschaolds with {lush

foilets.

Accordingly, from the definition above it is clear that blackwater is essentially mixfure
of urine, {aeces and flush water. In reference o this, as per Respondent No. 7, the
hlackwater estimaled to be produced by 1 (one) person per day is 200 millilitres, which
is beyond belef. It 15 common knowledge that only wring, which is one of the
components of blackwater, is estimated 1o be genemted fo the nme of 1000 to 2000
millilitres or 1 to 2 litres by one person per day. Accordingly, it is beyond basic common
logic, as to how the Respondent Mo. 7 has estimated that blackwater generated by one
person per day 15 @ meagre 200 millilitres. Similarly, the estimates provided for grey
water arc alse inaccurate and unsubstantiated and hence, cannot be relicd vpon. It 15
submitted that the acmal amount of both grey water and black water generation is
substantially much morc &5 has been projected by Respondent No. 7 in its Additional

Affidavit,

It iz further submiticd that, as per the guidelines of the Jal Jeevan Mission ("JJM), a
flagship programine of Govt. of India, even in rural arcas, a minimum of 55 litres of
water per person per day is envisaged, out of which, approximatcly 63%, i.e., 36 litres
iz categorized as grey water, while the remaining 35%, 1.e., 19 litres per person per day
e identified as black water, The relevant extract of Jal Jeevan Mission Guidelines are
annexed herewith and marked as AnNEXure 2.

That even if the population higures are assumed 10 be correct (though the same is
vehemently denied), the actual efffuent generated would be significantly higher than a5
has been stated in this par, In addition to the same, it is submitted that the issue of
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dressed in the .-'ul:lilinniﬂ Afhdavit or

i, It is pertinent 10 highligh

Iy condueted, nnd ihe relevant data is sybmiticd 10 the

e aviilability of such infore
asle generated by

liquid waste penerated by coitle has ot been o
ks 1hom Dle Trabun:

iy amy of the pleadngs belore t that an
annual canle survey 1s requilar
despite 1 wlion, no
or {reatment of lguid w
jission of this crifical aspect 1C
¢ extent of

Panchayati Raj Depamment, however,
details conceming the manageiment, disposil,
The om
of facts, therchy goneealing the tra
ghmission 18

eueh cattle have been placed on reead, flects an

incamplete and inadequale preseition

environmental degradation being cansed in the village. Thai the said s

ollution Control Boards's Join
Point No. 7 that apart from liquid
E aocounts

further substantiated by Utar Pradesh T t Inspection

Report dated 07.08.2024, which clearly records at
penerated by animalsfcaiilc dun

waste generated by humans, the daily wasle
ﬂppmh‘.inﬂtcly 200 kgs. of catle

for 25 — 30 kgs per day per animal, and accordingly,

waste is penerated daily.

to account the actual wasle generated by humans and

Accordingly, pursuant 1o taking in
cattle, the below findings come light:

Efuent | No.in EfMucnt Effluent as Referred Actual Quantity
Generator | the | £e nerated/day as | per standard | specification of sewage eflluent
(A) village given by per (1 04] generated per
(B) Respondent person/animal day (litres)
(litres) per day (F)=(®) * (D)
(litres)
(C) (D)
Persons | 2067 B5936 55 Grey water I,13,685
manual by
Jal Jeevan
Mission
Animals 600 NIL 204150 Guidelines 1,02 000

{Uran + for dnil'}" h‘}f
Bathing/Other Central

purposes} Pollution
Contral

Board
Total
ofa £5,936 TR
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(216 kilo litres)

also alleged that o manage the high-

[ VEAr) will lay a pucca drain
pits sanctioned ungder

In addition 1o the above, the Respondent No. 7 has
side Mowws, the National Tlighways Autherity of lidia
when widening NIT-3340 and 22 (twenty-two) medified soak

MNREG A will intereept the associated black water It is submitted that this statement

e or oflicial

is cntircly unsubstantiated and ol peesenl, o documentary evidenc

confimning such construction, which
in last line of para 20 of present

sanctioned plan has been

communication has been provided by NHAI
evidently is also the Respondent No. 7' submission
Additional Affidavit, Furthermore, ne definitive timeling or

placed on record, rendering the assertion vague and speculative.

Furihermore, with regard to Respondent No. 7% sybmigsion in its Additional Affidavit

that the grey waler presently conveyed through the
without providing any substantive

draing 1§ net enviromm erntally

harmfil so long as it remains non-slagnant,
explanation, technical justification, or details of any treatmeni plan or regulatory

compliance mechanism for such discharge, recks of the fact that all the State authoritics

are acting hand in glove with each other and specifically the Respondent No. L -

Gram Pradhan to cover up their inefficiency and deficiency in fulfilling their respective

obligations. It is submitted that the Additional Affidavit is entirely silent on whether

any prior consent, authorisation, ot permission has been oblained from the concerned
Suate Pollution Control Board or any other competent authority for the discharge and
treatment of grey waier, In the ahsence of such statatory approvals, the discharge of
unireated grey water, whether stagnant or nop-stagnant, constitutes a clear violation of
the applicable environmental laws and rezulations, in¢luding but not limited to the

provisions of the Water Actand the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 ("Environment
Act”).

In addition fo the above, it is further submitted that the assertion in the Additiona|
Affidavit that grey water will remain non-stagnant, is made without any supporting
documentary evidence or explanation as t how such continuous flow will be ensured
in practice. It defies both technical reasoning and common understanding as to how
approximately 200 kilolitres of grey water generated daily can be kept in perpetual
motion without ultimately accumulating at some location, The Additional Affidavit fails
1o disclose any detailed plan or mechanism to manage the movement, collection, or

final disposal of such a large volume of untreated grey water, and in the absence of such

W
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a plan, the statement that grey water is not environmentally harmful is in cssenNce Vague,

unfeasible, and beyond the comprebension of o rensonable or comman person.

It is submitted that the Respondent Mo, 7 has also submitied in its Additional Affidavit

that 44 litres of chlorine is added to e pond n Gata No. 38 on o weekly basis by 2
designated individual. However, the photographic evidence dated 06,07.2025 clearly
reveals that the pond is covered with a dense layer of algae, resulting in green and murky
water, A pronounced algal bloom is visible, which indicates excessive biomass and poor

water clarity. Accordingly, such statement is not in conformity with the visual evidence

placed on record and is wnsupported by any data or documentary proof to substantile
the claimed treatment of the pond water. 1t is most humbly requested that this Hon'ble
Tribunal direct the Respondent Na, |, i.e., Gram Pradhan to bring on record the details
of the alleged person employed for the purposes of chlorination of watcr and the salary
paid o such person for the said puposes. Copy of photographic evidence dated
06.07.2025 is annexcd herewith and marked as Annexure 5

That the contents of Para No. 9 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong, misplaced and
vehemently denied. It is primanly submitted that the Respondent Mo. 7 has merely
reiterated the previous submissions made by other Respondents in its Additional
Affidavit, without conducting any independent inquiry in to the facts of the matter. With
regards to the unsubstantiated avenment made in the Additional Affidavit that for several
decades the water of 10-12 houses has been going into Gata Mo. 38, it is submitted that
the following details'documents and  statements made by Respondents in their
submission make it erystal clear that such unireated sewage Wwater wasnever going into
Gata No. 38 and only as recent as 2 yoars back, Le., i the year 2023, the Respondent
No. 1, i.e.. Gram Pradhan Mr. Dambar Singh, illegally started diverting the flow of the
drain tawards Gata No. 38 from the NWational Highway to fulfil his personal vendetia

against the Applicant:

(i) Revenue Record Details: As submitted hereinabove at Para Nos. 22 to 26, it is
reiterated that any land which becomes submerged in water, is required to be
marked by the Lekhpal and Revenue Inspector in the revenuc records. However,
no such marking has been made in the revenue records with respect (o Gata No.
38 This is evident from the fact that KhatauniLand records of the Revenue
Board, Uttar Pradesh record that Gata Ne. 38 falls under the category of 6-4,
which is non eultivable due 10 other reasons and not in 6-1 category, which is land

submerged in water.
vons”
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(i)  Admission by Respondent No.@: That the Respondent No. | has submitied al
Paen T of its Writlen Statement dated 19.03.2024 (*Weitten Statement”) that the

Lk in Gata Mo. 38 belongs to reserved category for yellow soil. Further, the
Respondent No. | las stated thot storage of water in Gata No. 38 was a temporary
arrangement and one which was made with the mutual understanding of the
inhabitants, Moreover, the Respondent No. | has alse submitted that since there
has never been any objection from the residents of the village, he cantinued
dumping such untreated sewage water and solid waste in Gata No. 38. In addition
to the same, it is pertinent to note that as has been the theme with the pleadings
being filed in the captioned matier, just a bland stalement or an unsubstantiated
assertion is made by the Respondents in the pleadings, however, no documentary
evidence whatsocver is annexed or pmduced before this Hon'ble Tribunal 10

prove or attest to the veracity and tuthfulness of such statements.

With respect to Respondent No, 1's statement that such alleged dumping of

untreated sewage water and solid waste in Gata No, 38 since decades, what the

Respondent No. | has failed to disclose is the following:

{a) Exactly when and in which year the said decision was made,

(b}  Which Gram Pradhan made this decision and in which meeting of Gram
Panchayat was this decision taken 7,

{¢) Has this decision, which has been reached by mutual understanding of the
village inhabitants, been recorded in writing 7

{d) Does the Gram Panchayat hold recerds detailing which members of the
village consented for such temporary armangement and which did not 7

(¢} Given this was a [emporery amengement, as per Respondent No. 1
admission itself, till when was this armangement o continue ?

ify Before this wwemporary arangement was entered into, where was the solid
and liquid waste being dumped

(g) How many drains are there in village Amana and where do all those drains
fow 7

In absence of these details and any supporting documentary evidence, such

staterments/allegations by the Respondents arc just that, i.c., mere conjectures and

surmises and ought to be eutrightly dismissed by this Hon'ble Tribunal, as they

are entirely made to mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal,

Qg™
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(i) Contradiction by Responilent No, 1 Parsuant b sEiling in Pam 7 of its Written
% since decades,

Statcment thal the sewnge waler is being dumped in Gta Mo, 3
the Respeondent Mo, | has submilted in 1or 9 of its Writlen Staternent that the
Land Management Conmittee (LMC) af the village pussed a resolution with full
comm of its members deciling the fullowing:

(@} Consimetion/digging of a pond admeasuring 0,115 hectars and

(b)  That half part of such 0.115 hectare ane falling under Gata No. 38 will be

ntilized for the proposed pond.

It is most respectfully submitied that it is beyond belief and imagination that if
the untreated sewage water and solid waste was being dumped in Gata No. 38
since decades with alleged mutual understanding and agreement of other village
inhabitants, what need arose suddenly in Aprl 2022, that the Respondent MNo. L.
i.c., the Gram Pradhan had to call a meeting of the Gram Panchayal in a hushed
manner just to past a reselution for something that was aleeady apparently baing
done sinee decades. That this clearly depicts the fact that therc never existed 2
pond on Gata Mo, 38 and neither any sewage walter was being dumped in Gata
Mo. 38 since decades, as is being alleged and it is only snce 2022 that the
Respondent No. | in falfilment of his personal vendetia against the Applicant and
her family members, started illegally dumping untreated sewage water in Gata
No. 38, which he sought to regularize retrospectively by way of alleped mesting
of Gram Panchayal on 28.04.2022, which in actuality never took place and the
documents in this regard are entirely forged by the Respondent No. | (the legality

of sweh meeling is in any case befng challenged by the A pplicant).

ction Report dated

{iv) Utar Prad Bourds's Ins
0T.08.2024: It is pertinent to highlight herein that the fact that pond in Gata [xo.
3§ was constructed in the year 2022, and no sewage water was being dumped in
such gata, is also evident from the Uttar Pradesh Pellution Control Boards's Jomnt
Inspection Report dated 07.082024 (“Ingpection Repor(™), which clearly records
at Point No. 10 that the Applicants house was constructed and completed by
02.04.2019, however, the pond was not catablished/constructed  till 25.03.2022.
The said point is supported and substantiated by google sawllite image, which
clearly depict that there was no existence of any pond whatsoever before 2022.
Furthermore, in Paint No. i1 s well, it is clearly stated that as per the google

eatellite image 1or Seplember, 2022, the filler chamber and the pond have been
oV

A

=

'{z,?e_ -8



553

constructed in 2022. Accordingly, it is elear that ng sewage water of solid waste
was being dumped in Gata No, 38 before the year 2022, and any statement lo the
contrary by the Respondents has only been made to mislead and hoodwink this
Hon'ble Tribunal.

Documents placed on record by ihe Additional Chiefl Secretary, Panchavati

Raj Department, Govt. of Uttar Pradesh: It is submitied that the Respondent
No. 7 in its Compliance Report dated 15.03.2025 (“Compliance Report”) has
stited expressly in Para No. 9(g) [at Page Nos. 409 - 410] that the works
sanctioned and the expenses incurred for the construction of the pond, a total of
Rs. 1,51,778/- has been utilized from the MNREGAfu nd, out of which an amount
of Bs. 122745/ has been spent on excavation, shaping, and laying of

interlocking tiles around the pond. Further, six benches have been placed costing
Rs. 58,000/~ and twelve tree guards at an expense of Rs. £4,000/- have also been
placed. In this regard, the Respondent No. 7 has placed on record a copy of the
sanctioned work orders, expenditure stalements and supporting vouchers for
construction of pond, which has been anncxed 25 Annextire 7 to the Compliance
Repart (at Page Nos. 437 - 449).

However, surprisingly, the detailed estimate for carrying out interlocking in the
pond in Gata No, 38 records the estimate o be for an amount of Rs. 4,63,633/-
and the same has also been sanctioned by MNREGA wide TSR No.
3118003068/2024-2025/515728/TS dated 26.09.2024 vide Proceedings No.
1118003068/2024-2025/515728/A8. Pertinently, as stated hereinabove, the
Respondant No. 7 has submilted that only an amount of Rs. 1,22,745/- has been
spent on excavation, shaping, and laying of interlocking tiles around the pond.
Even considering the non-sanctioned additional expenditure of Rs. 1 42 000/ on
benches and tree guards, which are entirely unnecessary and does not serve any
purpose whatsoever, the total expenditure comes out to be Rs. 2,64,745/-, which
is still almost half the asmount that has been sanctioned and transferred by
MNREGA for the purposes of interlocking of tiles near the pond.

In this regard, it is most humbly prayed before this Hon'ble Tribunal that the
Respondents be put to question as to the sctual expenditure incurred in the alleged
works and how has the balance amount been wiilized, since as per the Swachh
Bharat Mission (Gramin) Guidelines, any balanee amount is to be kept in bank
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and the interest accrued from it is to be reporied to the appropriate government,

before being uilized.
With regands o Respondent Mo 4 subrmission that if the waler 15 divented towards the
a lot 1o make 2 drain, it 15 respectiully
gt because Siutory duties and
ohligntions are anerous 1o pertorm, does nat entitle the concernicd authority to absolve
rform the same. IL 15 respectfally

ch a druin was approximately Rs.

road/National Highway, then it will cost
submitted that it is a seltled principle of liw thal Ju

itself from the said responsibility/duty and not pe
subimitted that the estimated cost for constructing, su
2 47 lakhs, however, even accounting for the increased depth and rensing available
materials such as bricks, the additional cost would not have excecded Rs. 1,25 lakhs. In
<tark contrast, the Respondents have already ccumred an expenditure of nearly Rs. 11
lukhs on the village pond, out of which Rs. 1.42 lakhs have hegn spenl on Works
unrelated to water pollution and directed merely towards hegutification, ic., benches

for sitting and tree guards. This clearly indicates that the Respondents have prioritized

cosmelic improvements over cibstantive solutions and have micrepresented facts with

the intent to mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal rather than genuinely addressing the pressin

iesue of wastewater drainage and pallution in the village.

Furthermore, in response o Respendent Mo. 7' submission that there is no immediate
problem, it is submitted that the fact that the Applicant is before this Hon'ble Tribunal
and my son and daughter in law are suffering from serious medical conditions due to
the same, are proof and avidence of the fact that there is a substantial and life

endangering problem.

That the contents of Para No. 10 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and denied. In
addition 1o the submissions made in ihe immediately preceding paragraph hereinabove
with regard to alleged meeting of the LMC, it is submitted that under which provision
of law, rule or regulation, can gram panchayat members unilaterally decide thata yellow
soil Jand can be converted into & wastc management pit, cspecially since it is receiving
water from houses of SC and ST people, without approaching relevant authorities and
following the duc process of law preseribed i this regard. Moreover, the Giram
panchayal has also unilaterally decided that nowadays no one builds their house from
yr_"lluw soil, and in that wiew also it is nppropriate and within their rights to conver quch
scheduled land inlo o wasle management pit. Tt is submitted that this strongly recks of
poslerior cOVErUp On behalf of Respondent Ne. |, §.c., Gram Panchayat Pradhan, as the

alleged said decision coubd not have been made uniloterally by the Gram Panchayat
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whatsoever and this further supporis the Applicant’s cluirm that the said sct was done by

Mr Dambar Singh/Respondent Mo 1 in order fulfil his personal vendetia aga inst the

Applicant and her Fimily, by abusing lis public post. In any Csc, the Applicant has

disputed the validity and sonctity of such Gram Panchayat meeting in its Aejoinder 0

Repdy A ffidavit of Respondent No. | dated 15.04,2024 in Para 25 at Page Naos. 152157

In addition to the same, it is pertinent to highlight herein that the Fespondents arc

deliberately trving to make this a caste igsue, by alleging that the village is a SC colony,
a5 the snme has no bearing whatsoever in matiers of handling and managing public
waste 25 well as enforcing and implementing the provisions of Water Act, Environmenl
Protection Act and other extant laws. [ 18 most respectiully submitted that irrespective
of caste, religion or creed, the solid and liquid waste generated by the villagers has o
be managed, treated and disposed offin a manner that the same complies with the cxiant
regulations and docs not violate the express provisions of the various environmental
laws. Furihermore, the most paramount thing to be taken into consideration is the
Applicant’s and her family's fundamental right of *Right o life’, a5 enshrined in Article
2| of the Constitution of India, 1950 which includes and encompasses right to a clean

and healthy environment.

That the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the matter of Municipal Couneil, Ratlam v. Shei
Vardhichand & Ors., [AIR 1980 5C 1627], which is ong of the first cases which
contributed to the expansions of herizons of environmental protection, held that the
Right e Life includes Right fo a wholesome environment and the residents have the
right to exercise it against the State and acknowledged the effects on poor of such
deteriorating  environment and compelled the munigipality to build proper sanitation
anel drainage. In this case, a petition was filed by the residents of a municipality n
Ratlam alleging that the municipality is not constiucting proper drains resulting in
etench and stink canged by the excretion by nearby slum-dwellers.

Similarly, in M.C. Mehta vs. Union of India, AR 1987 SC 1086, ;the Hon'ble Suproms
Court treated the right to live in pollution free environment as a pan of fundamental
right to life under Article 31 of the Constitution. In addition to the same, in the case of
Rural Litigation and Entilement Kendra vs. Srare, AIR 1988 SC 2187 (popularly
known as Dehradun Quarrying Case), the Hon’ble Supreme Court directed Lo siop the
excavation (illegal mining) under the Environment {Pratection) Act, |986 as the same

was crealing issues relating fo environment and ecological balance.

e o
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Frinn the review of above judicial pronmumeements, il iz clear that the consideration 15

that of the hasic human right, e, the rght to live in & poliution free, healthy
enviromment and not it of caste, one that is being llegally imported into the facts and
minds of tis Tlon Ble Trilmnal to essentially portney thit this s maore of & caste issue
anid sot that of environmental pollution, T is humbly prayed that this Hon ble Tribunal
tike immsediate note of ihis and stoctly direel the Respondents Lo refrain from making

swch siatements,

That the contents af Para No. 11 of the Additional Afidavit are wrong and denied. It is
most humbly submitted that the Respondents are merely trying Lo mislend this Hon'ble
Tribunal by submitting the same reports, letters and photos again and again by different
affidavits, The report dated 23.08.2022 submitted by the District Panchayat Raj Officer
(annexed as Ammexure 3 of Additional Affidavit of Additional Panchayat Raf Officer)
and the report of Assistant Development Officer (annexed as Annextie 4) arc already
on tecord. Tt is submitted that this Hon'ble Tribunal wvide its order dated 18.03.2023

noted that the complete information with respect lo existing pesition and also

the affidavit and in

activndremedicd measures o be taken have not been mentioned in
this light, this Hon'ble Tribunal provided time to the Respondent No. 7 to file an
additional affidavit 1o bring such detail along with documentary evidence on record, in
order for this Hon'ble Tribunal to effectively and swiftly adjudicate upon the matter at
hand. Howewver, once again, the Respondents, bereft of what s al stake and more
imporantly, of any documentary evidence supporting their hollow claims made
unashamedly before this Hon'ble Tribunal, have not produced any documentary
evidence capturing the existing position and the action/remedial measures taken by the

Respondents.

It is most humbly submitied that the Applicant had approached this Honble Tribunal
in 2023 for effective and swift action to end their day to day suffering, especially one
which afflicts the health of her children, however, even afler lapse of 2 (two) years, no
action whatsoever has been taken by the authorities and in faet, what was initinlly
temporary and had just been done, Le., diversion of solid and liguid waste from towards
highway to a pond in front of the Applicant’s house, has now been given o permanent
structure, which has only funher agpravated the agony and ‘gross violation of

fundamental right of the Applicant and her family, instead of being alleviated,

Vi
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i any case, s can be elearly seen from the pictures annexed along with Annexure 3,

enly a bare pond, if even if can be called so, has been dug out. As can be fairly magined
by this Hon'ble Tribunal, the emply dug oul pond only collects solid waste, liquid
wosle, with no filtration whatsoever and is neither covered, to protect the oceupants of

the village and nearby houses from the extensive stench and stink of the same.

Accordingly, it is most humbly prayed that this Hon'ble Commission disregard the

unsupported, vague and baseless averments and submissions made by the Respondent
inits Additional Affidavit.

That the contents of Para No. 12 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and denied. It is

again submitted that the process as explained in such great detail by the Respondent in
Para 12 of its Additional Affidavit and the layout design, annexed as Annexure 5 to the
Additional Affidavit dppear very convincing and aesthetic on paper, however, the fact

of the matter is that such syetem and design only exist on paper and have neither been

implemented by the Respondent till date in Gaia No. 38 nor in any neighbouring

orcas'villages and it appears that Respondents have no intention of implementing the
same ever. It is most humbly submisted that the Respondent is under the impression,
that theoty and practicaliaction are the same and it appears that

the Respondent firmly
believes that since they have a lavout

design of the filtration process. the same 1':5
magically poing to manifest itself in a physical form and start filtering the water in the
same sequence and manner, that they have allegedly thought, without them lifting &
finger or taking any action, whatsoever However, the fact of the matier is that the
Applicant, her family, and other villapers are emappling with this nuisance, health hazard
and gross violation of their fondamental right on g day-to-day basis, while the
Respondents are here before this Hon'ble Tribunal making unfounded and baselegy

submissions, which arc unsupported by any concrete documentary evidenee instead of
performing their duties.

It is respectfully submitted thal the Respondent No, 7 projects

in its Additional A ffidavit
that the grit chamber and sand filier

4re a comprehensive solution for the treatment of

sewage effluent. However, if such a simplistic mechanism wera truly effective to the

be required
leve water quality fit for open

extent claimed, then entire residential wwnships and urban areas would
rely solely on grit chambers and sand filtlers 10 ach
discharge on roads, streets, or sccumulation in ponds,

s



7 further slales that ﬁﬁahriﬂiﬂ” enn Femove even fecal coliforms

e seientifically unfounded. guch assertions are
i 1o be made only 10 resist the
solutions.  This

The Respondent Mo,

and other micro-sized pollutnts, which
wholly deveid of wehnieal or seientific bisis anel nppres
and  eflective  SEWIEC
ol ol nchicving pollution-frec envire
an and healthy

frestimienl

mmplementation  of  mbust
nrment

misrepresentation: nltimately hinders the

and thereby deprives poor villagers of their ghtful entitlement 1o cle

living condilions.
per 1S G279:1971 (Indian Standard for

In this regard, it is pertinent o highlight that as
{0 remove heavy inorganic

Grit Removal Devices), grit chambers are designed only
ater in the preliminary treatment Siage.

solids such as sand, gravel, and silt from wastew
cand filters, which

Similarly, 1S 8419 (Part 121977 and 15 11401 (Part 2):1990 govem

serve only to remove suspended solids and turbidity. These sysiem
lved organic pollutants, which

e do not have the

capacity to eliminate pathogens, fecal coliforms, or disso
gafety and regulatory compliance.

are central 0 any claim of environmental
«cpCB™), under the Environmen!

Furthermore, the Central Pollution Control Board {
(Protection) Rules, 1986, mandates strict cffluent discharge standards, including

permissible  limits for Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD), Chemical Oxygen
Demand (COD), Total Suspended Solids (T55), and Fecal Coliform Count. Grit and

sand filters alone cannot ensurc compliance with these statutory NOMMS.

It is most respectfully submitied that the Applicant collected sample of water in pond

on 14.04.2025 and got it tested in & Laberatory of International Standards, which

cevealed a BOD level of 103 mg/L and a COD of 320 mg/L, both of which significantly
exceed the preseribed environmental standards. The water sample, which was black in
enlour, contained total coliform levels of 54,000 MPN/100 ml and emitted a strong foul

odour, indicating the siagnant decompasition of organic matter and a scrious threot to

environmental and public health. Therefore, in absence of secondary biological

reatment and disinfection processes, the discharge of such partially filtered water
constitutes a violation of the Water Act and applicable environmental regulations. This
clearly depicts that the unfounded assertion made in the Additional Affidavit by
Respondent No. 7 that they are preventing any renewed contamination, & completely
unsubstantiated and misleading. As with several other claims made in this Additional
Adlliddavit, this statemenl i5 not supporied by any legal authority, technical
documentation, or faetual evidence. The test report of sewage water in Gata No. 38 by
the Applicant is annexed herewith and marked os Annexure -3.
f
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That the contemts of Para No. 13 of the Additional A Midavil are wrong and vehemently
dended. 1t is submitled that the Respondents are merely lrying o deceive and mislead
this Hon'hle Tribunal by such baseless awd infact, conlrary submissions o the
documentary evidence (anneved as Annexure 6) annexed by them only, 1S submitted
that the Respondent No. 7 hos stated in Pam 13 afits Additional A ffidavit that i 5 cledr
from the graph of the level of the drain attached with the letter dated F6.07.2022(sic)
of the petitioner Mamta Sharma that the slope of the drain desired by Mrs. Mamia
Sharma fowards the voad is not namral. Which is is (5ic) contrary te the naturc! fall

and wonld require an unduly deep drain,

In this regard, it is pertinent to highlight that in the Applicant’s letter dated 15.07.2022,
which was received by DPRO, Aligarh on 16.07.2022 (Annexure 6), the following is

clearly and expressly mentioned 1n the gaid letter:

(a) The level of the drain along the Statc Highway is more than 300 millimetres, i.c.,
more than one foot lower than the lowest point of the lane. This clearty shows
that the decision taken by the block authorities to slope the drain towards the Stite
Highway was absolutely eomect and appropoate.

(k)  If the drain would have been constructed s per point number-1, then 120 meters
out of 200 meters would have been in an L shape along the road at the road level
and there would have been negligible expendire. In the village, all other drains
are also in “L” shape. We have not paly secn this in our village, but also m other
nearby villages where all the drains are m L shape.

{c} Toharass us, the village head got a U shaped drain constructed covenng the entire
lane to direct dirty water and sewage in front of our house. This was done without
consulting the villagers and against the directions of the block officials. This 15 a
misuse of power, an act of bullying, and was done intentionally to cause trouble
by directing sewage and dirty water in front of our house. This matter needs to be
investigated as it is completely unjustified and inappropriate.

(d) The high-handedness of the village head is also evident from the fact that in front
of his house, water flows outwards in both directions—Icfl and right. No water 15
directed towards his house through the drains.

(e} When the site was inspected by the Block Development Officer and other
oificials, it was found hat the drain water flows naturaily toward the State
Highway. Rased on this, they had instructed to consiruct the drain accordingly.

v P
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Wihen tlw l,,"i||;|.|:'|;|: Frzed wus shawn bis error, hie relused o ageept oL Forthis rexson,
@ notiee was isened to Iim by the Drisiict Magistrake [or Ly miscomduct,
(0 Then the village head npreed o constouet the drmin as per e instructions of the

mulliorities, butafler dispuntling e dein, he fmudibently anel deceptively sloped

it towvard our side.

FI.I.I'I!:'I'.‘H'I-HW”C. il l-'-“"i"l' a4 albedied |'|||;‘3HE__'| willy e f"'i[‘rll.lﬂll'll'ﬁ foticr :liI.I-L‘.Li IE.D?.E‘DEE,
clearly depicts the Tollowing:
(@ Road/State Uighway Line (Top Line): Gradually incruases from point | o 20,

penking around point 20 on Y Axis (which represents elevationdeight fevels),

then gradually deereases. It indicates a sloping road, likely a raised embankmen!
or hill type elevation,

(b)  Proposed drain level alongside State Highway (Middle Line): It follows a

consislent slope downward, closely mirroring the road levels bul a
elevation. It remains well below the road level throughout, suggesting good

[ a lower

enginecring practice, as drain is below road 1o allow water to flow ofl.

{c)  Existing ilegally constructed drain (Bottom Line): This line is clearly imegular
and incansistent. Tt stars low, fluctuates, and then drmatically dips downward

from point 21 to 25 on Y Axis, indicating either fanlty slope desipn, forced

redirection or poor execution on site,

Accordingly, the following key observations are evident from the graph:
{(a) Dwrain Slope Direction
(i} Proposed drain: shows a steady downward gradient, confirming that it
allows proper water flow towards the lowest point (painf 25 on Y axis),
which is towards the Mational Highway.
(i} Existing drain: has sharp drops at the end, suggesting that the drain slope
was manipulated to redirect flow toward the Applicant’s side.
(h) Engineering Standard Yiolation: A drain should always slope consistently;
the illegally constructed drain (homem iine) shows non-uniform dips,

however,
especially from points 21 to 25 on Y Axis, which indicaws poor execution or

deliberate alteration.
{¢) Visual Proof supporting Applicant’s claim: The graph supports the claim efthe
Applicant that originally the water was intended to flow toward the Mational

Highway (as per initially existing practice), but the same was fraudulently
L

R
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diveried by ihe Grum Pradhan Lowards the Applicant’s house, a5 shown by the dip

in the existing drin ling in the prapl.

Accordingly, from a simple analysis of the graph attiehed with the Applicant’s leticr
dated 15.07.2022, it i elear that the slope of i drain towards the National Highway

(rridale fine) is eogineeringly sound, mirroring e

allowing for proper water flow towards the lowest point, which

road levels at @ lower clevation,

ie towards the Maticnal

Highway. On the contrary, the illegal existing drain (botiom tinie) is irregular and

inconsistent, violative of engineering standards with non-uniform  dips, showing

deliberate alteration, Inspite of the same, the Respondent No. 7T has very conveniently

without going into analysis of the graph or for that maticr ihe contents of the Applicant’s
letter dated 15.07.2022, which elearly records that the proposed drain/middle line 15
almost 2 foot below the road, bas blandly alleged that the slope of the drain wowards the
National Highway (referred io as one desired by the Applicani) is not natural and would
require an unduly deep drain.

In this regard, it is most humbly submitied that by such deliberate attempl on the
Respondents part 1o hoodwink and mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal to such an exienl, it

appears that the Respondent are very well aware of their actions/inaction and are simply

trying to averl their fale by blatantly and openly making false statements on affidawvit
before this Hon'ble Tribunal.

That the contents of Para Mo, 14 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and denied. [t is
submitted that the Respondent No. 7 in Par 14 of it Additional Affidavit, has made

the following bascless and vague avermenls:

(a)

(o)

(c)

The fact mentioned in Point Mo, 2 of the Applicant’s application that the villagers
ueed to extract soil from Gata Mo, 38 for their needs on festivals and celebrations

is baseless;

It is also mentionad in the stone that the referenced pit touches the walls of
people's houses and is in front of the petitioner's house, Due to sewage filling in
the referenced pit, mosquitoes are breeding and the stata of the land is genting
damaped and gases like methane, hydrogen sulphide ete, are being produced. This
fact is completely baseless, It iy clear in point number-3 that due 1o the filter

chramber and the pond being built by MNREGA, mosquitoes are not breeding
anid mo harmifol gas of any kind is being produced.

The referenced pit does not teuch the wall of any house and the petitioner's house
is on the other side of the road ot o distance of about 200 meters from the pit.
ey
¥
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In thig regard, it is most humbly submitted 05 follows:

(n)  Inrcsponse to point (3 above: That the ltespondent No. 1, i, Gram Panchayat,

Arrana through the Grun Pracihan has Spﬂﬂiﬁf-'il”}' in it R“F"Z"'Mﬁ““” Statement

dated 19.03.2024 admitted in Paro 6 that tire fand fulls wnider Gata No. 38

Parpani & Tl

mcasnring 0,230 hetr_sifug § fm Peveine Fillipme o Freini
Khair, District Aligarh (U-F) belongs (2 reserved category fand and it Wiy

reserved for Yellow Soil (Peeli Mitt]) in vevernie vecords of the vilage. This lard

has been using for storage of waste waler af 1012 residential houses of the
g with the

village since several decades. This arrangemieii was femporary
mutual understanding of the inkabHant. There has never been any objection
from any one of the resident af the village becanse it was fir begterment of the

public and it was in the inferest of the village.

That it iz clear from the chove submission of the Respondent No. 1 and an

edmitted foct that the kend wnder Gata No. 18 belongs to reserved calegory for
yellow soil in revenue records of the village. However, the land was not being
usad for storage of water of 10-12 residential houses since several decades, as has
been alleged. Further, the Respondent Mo. 1 also admits that such an arrangement
was temporary and with mutual understanding  of the inhabitants, clearly
sndicating that such an action has been taken in abject dereliction of the duties
vegied in the Gram Pradhan, Surprisingly, the Gram Pradhan, which is a statmtory
post and responsible for oversesing the village’s development, in direct
contravention of its dutics, responsibilities, obligations and express provisions of
various statutory provisions, by mitual consentunderstanding changed the flow
of the waste water, which is disturbing, to say the least

In addition to the same, the Respanden No. 7%s averment that it is incormect a5
stated that the yellow soil i used by villagers during festivals and celebrations, s
unfounded and clearly depicts that the Respondent is unaware of the workings of
a village community. It is submitted that it is public knowledge that the yellow
soil is considered auspicious in nature and is used by villagers, many of whom
are below poverty line, to construct and fortify their mud chutha, for repainng
iheir howses, as yellow soil hardens when exposed to air and for filling gaps, 25

well 85 for making various utensils. In addition to the same, during summers, the

.
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i g - 3 g intense
villagers plaster their homes with such yellow soil, in order to beal

o air conditioners or eVEN coolers.

lieat wave, as virually no one has access @

It is respectfully submitted thal the mee

In_response to_poii (h) above:
ally eliminate mosquito

existence of a filter chamber or pond does not automatic

breeding, as is being alieged. Infact, itis elear from the photos showing un covered

water sewage pond as well as the water test report, that the walter 15 completely
ling in @ conducive sile for mosquito breeding. In this
tion by Nationa! Vector

nd Family Welfare,

stagnant, thereby resul
regard, reliance is placed on Guidelines for Source Reduc
Bome Disease Control Programme, Ministry of Health a

Government of India and entomological enrveillance  manuals,
nalysis, and interpretation of vector

which arc

resources that guide the systemic collection,
data to inform decision malking in vector control programs, highlight that stagnant
weter, regardless of its source, can facilitate the development of mosquito larvae.
Therefore, poor maintenance, accumulation of debris, and irregular water flow in
such structures create ideal breeding conditions for discase vectors like Aedes and

Culex mosquitoes.

In response to point (c) above: It is most humbly submitted that this Hon'ble
Tribunal vide its Order dated 16.07.2024 dircoted the Chief Development Officer

to submit an inspection report of the alleged sewage treatment plant. Accordingly,
the UPPCB formed a Joint Committee, which conducted an inspection of the site
on 07.08.2024. It can be clearly seen that the Joint Committee has stated in Point
No. 2 of such report that the Applicant's house is situated at approximately 10 -
12 metres from the edge of the pond, as opposed 1o the Respondent™s averment
that the Applicant’s house is situated at a distance of 200 metres from the pit.

It is submitted that in acmality the distance between the Applicant’s house and the
edge of the pond i between 5-6 metres, however even assuming that the
measurements ofthe Joint committee are accurate (though the same is vehemenily
denied), it i submitted that even as per Indian Standards 5611-1987 which
contains the Code of Practice For Construction of Waste Stabilization Ponds
(annered as Annexure 3 lo the Petitioner s Rejoinder to the Reply submitted by
UPPCBat Fg. 287), it is stipulated in Point 5 that the pond site should be as far

away as practicable from habitation taking into account possible fiture
development of the area. No pend should

preferably 500 m from residentiaf colunies
QY I

e

be located less than 200 m and
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Furthermore, as per Pam 7.1.3.14 {Projection against Heallh Hazard) of the
Manual on Sewerge and Sewage Treatment Systems, 2013, as published by
Central Public Health & Environmental Engincering Organisation, Ministry of
Housing and Urban Affairs, Govt. of Indin (amnexed as Annexure 2 to the
Petiioner s Refoinder 1o the Reply stbmitted by UPPCEH ai Fg. 286), sowage

farms must be separated from residential areas by atleast 300 m_horizontal

distance. Tt further states that the public health aspect of sewage farming should
be considered from the viewpoint of exposure of farm workers (o sewage and that

of the consumers of the farm product.

Accordingly, it is most humbly submited that the Respondent is submitfing false
statements on affidavit, with a clear intention o mislead this Hon'ble Tribunel and to
justify their illegal actionfinaction and with & misdirected intention 0 violate the
Applicant’s and her family members along with other villagers fundamental right of
*Right to clean and healthy environment’, a3 enshrined in Article 21 of the Constitution.

That the contents of Para No. 15 & 16 of the Additional Affidavit are wrang and denied.
Tt is submittcd that the amounts, figures and Action Flan prepared by Gram Panchayat,
Arrana, are all unsupperted through documentary evidence and are infact just bland,
haseless statements made to mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal. It is submitted that in
contrast to the alleged expenditure detailed by the Respondent No. 7, the Chief
Development Officer in its Reply dated 15.10.2024 has clearly submutted on affidavit
that the expenss for constructing ilt chamber is Rs. 10,247.55/- [Rupees Thirty
Thousand Two Hundred Forty Seven and Fifty Five Paisa Only) [Annexure 1 to Chfef
Development (fficer & Reply at Page No. 307) and the expense for constructing filter
chamber is Rs. 40,139.90% (Rupees Forty Thousand Une Hundred Fifty Nine and
Minety Paisa Only) [Annexcure [ 10 Chief Develapment Officer s Reply at Fage Mos.
3710), Accordingly, the total cost for construction of silt chamber and filter chamber 13
only gppm;q;immﬂ:,r Rs. 70,000/~ (Rupees Seventy Thousand Only). In any case, i 15
most humbly requested to this Hon'ble Tribunal, that the Respondent be directed o
submit the alleged action plan and the approvalamount credited letter from vanous
authoritics as well as the certified breakup of usage of such money in support of is

alleged claims.

That the contents of Para No. 17 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and denied. It is
cubmitted that the Respondent Mo, 7 has stated in its affidavit that an e-rickshaw has
Lk
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been purchased and introduced for door-to-deor collection of solid wasie and that a
Resource Recovery Cenmre (RRCYK anchan Kendra hos also been established and is
functional, However, the tuth of the matter is that the said e-rickshaw has not becn
eperational for the past 9 (nine) manths, and ne door-to-door collection of solid wasie

ig presently taking place in the village.

Furthermore, photographs of the RRC indicate that the compost pits and other facilities
are empty and that the RRC remains locked, thereby preventing the local residents from
depositing any solid waste therein. Accordingly, 1t 15 very clear from such deliborate
action/inaction on part of the Respondents that such measires are anly being taken 1o
submit photographic proof before this Hon'ble Tribunal, however, intentional steps are
been taken on purpose to ensure that such facilities are nol put o use by the villagers,
thereby leading to dumping of solid waste along the village roads and sides, It is
submitted that the Respondents are attempting to systematically mislead this Hon'ble
Tribunal by projecting superficial or paper compliance, while the ground reality remains
unaddressed, thereby perpetuating the environmental pollution adversely affecting the
life and health of the village inhabitants, The acceptance of the non-working of the e-
rickshaw is confirmed by Respondents in the response to the complaint filed by
Applicant from time to time. Additionally, the nominated officer of ACS submitted a
photograph of the RRC centre dated 14.10.2024, although the visit by the officer took

place on 10.03.2025. The said response is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure

4

In addition to the same, once again the Respondent has impassively submitted that an
amount of Rs. 3.97 lakhs has been utilised towards RRC and purchase of e-nckshaw,
without any decumentary proof for the same. In furtherance of the same, with regards
10 documentary evidence adduced by the Respondent Mo, 7 in it Compliance Report
annexed as Annexure 4&S (Pg Nos. 424 - 429) and 7 (Pg. Nos. 437 - 449) arc mere cost
estimates prepared and signed Dy Respondent No. 1, i.e., Gram Pradhan Mr., Dambar
Singh himself and are not proof that such amount has actally been utilised/spent on
the alleged works. Furthermare, it is pertinent to note that the Financial and Physical
Summary (annexed as Annexure 4&5 at Pg. 424) records that the financiol
supportconiribution to execule the alleged works is as follows:

| Sr, Source Amount
(in [NR)
1. | FFC 2,65, 700/-
fRgs Lo
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2. | SBMG 491,940/

3. | MNREGA 120,675/

4. | Others 60,000/~

Total 9,38, 321/
Rupees Nine Lakhs Thirty Eight Theusand Three Handred Twenty One Only

However, smprisingly, the calculation of tofal amount &5 allegediy spent on camying

out the works (Pg Nos, 424 - 426} is as follows:

I Particulars Amonnt
1, | Compost Pit, E-nickshaw, RRC, Incinerator cic. 5,11.886/-
2. | Liquid Waste (Grey Water) Management 3,40,195/
3, | Solid Waste Management | 2,000~
4. | Operation and Maintenance 80,000/
5. | Individual Toilets and Retrofilting |, 66,500/
T-lltﬂ.l 111‘“!531
Rupees Eleven Lakhs Ten Thousand Five Hundred Eighty Ome Only

Even from the above, it is clear that a surplus amount of Rs 1,72,260/- (Rupees One

Lakit Seventy Two Thousand Two Hundred and Sixty Only) has been allegedly spent,
however, it is absolutely unclear as o from where this substantial surplus amount wias
armanged by the Respondents. Thercfore, it is crystal clear that the calculation as
provided by the Respondent 15 a mere hogwash and intended o muislead this Hon'ble

Tribunal and in no manner records the reality of the works dene.

It is therefore once again requested that this Hon'ble Tribunal direct the Respondent to
submit documentary evidence for {he same, in absence of which the statements made

in Para 17 are nothing but vaguc and bascless statements.

That the contents of Para Nos. 18 & 19 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and
denied. That the Respondent has once again made a bland assertion that for the
construction of: (i) dmins for water drainage; (it} scakpit for grey water management,
and (1) filter chamber at the last peint, an amount of Rs. 3,70 lakhs has been cxhausted.
However, as pointed out hereinabove in Reply to Para 15 & 16, no decumentary
evidence/proof has been submitted 1o depict that such actual amount has been

spent/utilized for the purposcs of alleged construction of drainage, sokapit and filter

chamber,

Furthermore, it is also pertinent to highlight that the alleged drainage work carried out

by the Respondents i5 & mere empty submission and not the actual ground reality, as the

drainage was to be constructed from Ram Dayal House to PTA and Mamia

Sharma/Applicant house 1o PTA, however the drainage has been only constructed on
g e

ey
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ane side and notl on the Applican’s side, even though the budget and estimates were
already approved and the tender was also published for the same. The said submission
is recorded in detail at Para Nos. 18 — 23 at Page Nos. 150 — 152 of Applicant Rejoinder

o the Reply of Respondent Mo, 1 dated 15.04.2024, and is not being reiterated herein
for the sake of brevity.

Furthermore, it is incorrect os stated that the total approved amount is Rs. 878 lakhs
and amount of Rs. 7.67 lakhs have been utilized from the same. As is clear from the
above tables, based on documents annexed along with the Compliance Report
submitted by the Additional Chief Secretary, Panchayati Ra Depariment, the actual
amount alleged to have been spent is Rs. 11.10 lakhs, Therefore, it is crystal clear that
the Respondents by submitting different figures in different pleadings before thiz
Hon’ble Tribunal are systematically misleading both this Hen'ble Tribunal and the
Applicant, merely in order to circumvent the due process of law and to absolve

themselves from their duties and cbligations and to depict a mere paper compliance,

That the contents of Para Nos. 20 & 21 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and
denied. Tt is respectfully submitted that the statement regarding the construction of
alleged pucea drain by the National Highway Authority as part of the highway widening
project is unsubstantialed. At present, no documentary evidence or official
communication has been provided by the National Highway Authornity confirming such
construction, Furthermore, no definitive timeline or sanctioned plan has been placed on
record, rendering the assertion vague and speculative. However, that has not deterred
the Respondents, especially Respondent Mo, | from seeking shelter under the same in
order to not construct the dram wwards the MNational Highway. It scems that the
Respondents, especially Respondent ~o. 1 are hell bent on not constructing the dran
towards Mational Highway, where already sewage water from 8 (eight) other drains
flow and to achicve this illegal objective, would go o any lengihs, in as much as they
have relicd on unsubstantiated and speculative information. This is furher supporied
by the fact that the Respondent have itself submitted in Para 20 of their Additonal
A Midavit that - Due fo the land acouisition &y the National Highway Authority for the

Aligarh-Palwal Road, ft 18 nol feasible for the Gram Panchavai fg_carry out any

en ngfruction work, including the constrciion of @ CoRck drain along _the said
liighway, as any such work ls likely to be demolished or damaged during the course of
the highway consiruction, Furthermore, no information_reparding fhe same Fras boen

shared with the Gram Panchayat by the concerned authoriiy.
‘L'"\-"' WILF?

<o

b=



42,

568

In contrast to the same, the Respondent No. 7 has contrndicted itsell in Para 21 of the
Additional A fidavit and submiticd the entire scope of work of such proposed project
and lias also submitted thal the teniative date for the commencement of the praject is
21.03.2025, which has long passed amd there 15 no work whatsoever that has been
commenced on this alleged proposed projeet. 1t is unclear as 1o how the Respondent
MNo. 7 has come into knowledge of such information, when they have themselves
subimitted in the preceding paragraph that no official information regarding the alleged
proposed project has been communicated to them.

It is most respectfully submitted that it defies basic logic that if the Gram Panchayat has
not been informed or received any communication to this effect, then how can the
Respondents, especially Respondent No. | rely on the same to make such submissions.
In this view as well, it is clear that the Respondent No. | is taking shelter under such

vague and unsubstantiated submission just ko fulfil his personal agenda eof not getting a
drain constructed towards the Mational Highway, because m that seenario the sewage

water will pass through the drain in front of his house,

That the contents of Para Nib. 22 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and denied. That
the submissions made in Para 22 have accordingly been countered in the Preliminary

Submissions and Para-wise reply hersinabove and are not being reiterated for the sake

of brevity.

However, with regard 10 Respondent No. 7's submission in Para 22(g) that a total of 22
soak pitsfleach pits have been proposed on the high side and 41 on the low side for the
management of black water. It i subanitted that each pit is stated to cost Rs. 2,01, 3148/-
a5 siated by Respondent No. 7. Meaning thereby, that approximately an amount of Rs.
128.63 lakhs will be spent in construction of such pits. The same is evident from the
Table provided hereinbelow:

Location

Hoakpits
Proposed for
black waler

Cost per suak
pitflcach pit (R
in lakhs)

Black water
fuantity

Tatal cost for
biack water
i Hs./ in lakhs)

Around

Gala -38

201

3G

1.01

High side

22

2.01

192

447

Low side

41

2.01

J39
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Tatal

hd 201 G20 128.0

43.

44,

45,

However, no decomentary evidence has been fumished o substantiate the availability
or sanction of the siid budget, Tle afMidavil remaims silent on any financial sanchion
onders, detailed project reports, or administrtive appravals, renderng the claim

unsupported and vnvenficd,

Furthermore, the proposed  armangement pertains  solely 10 the treatment and
management of black water, howewver, fails fo adequately address or clarify the
mechanism for handling grey water, which is being generated in substantial quantity,
i.e., approximately 200 kilolitres per day in the village, The complete absence of any
mention or plan for grey waler trealment Taises serious concems regarding the helistic
management of wastewater in the arca and renders the proposal incomplete and
deficient

That the contents of Para Nos. 23 & 24 of the Additional Affidavit are wrong and
denied. 1t is submitted that no ground measures whatsoever have been taken i
compliance with this Hon'ble Tribunal's express orders and various directions, lct alone
in accordance with the Wetlands (Conservation and Management) Rules, 2017.

That the contents of Para No. 25 need no responsc.

In view of the facts and submissions made hereinabove, it is most humbly submitted
that it is evident from the above submissions that the Additional Affidavit does not aim
1o solve the issue at hand, is based on incomplete and poor technical data, without inputs
and consultation from Applicant, against the advice of various Joint Commitiee and
povemment officials, based on advice of Respondent No. | and without any personal
analysis and inputs of the officer concemed, insufficient to solve issue of deplorable
conditions of water pollution i the village and hence liable to be dismissed and

rejected,

A Lo’

pplicant

Mamita Sharma
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN
TRIBUNAL (PRINCIPAL BENCH) NEW
DELHI

Original Application No745 of 2023

IN THE MATTER OF:

Ms. Mamia Sharma ...---Applicant
Versus

Gram Panchayat, Arrana & Ors. =0 Respondents

] A OF THE A

I, Mamta Sharma, W/o Shri Hukam Chand Sharma, R/o H. Mo, 24, Vedic
Upvan, Village and Post - Arrana, Tehsil - Khair, District- Aligarh, Uttar
Pradesh — 202138, aged about 53 years (hereinafler referred to as

deponent), do hereby solemnly affirm and declare on oath by way of this

4 ffidavit, herein under as:

1. I, say that, the deponent has filed an accompanying Replyto alfidavit
filed by nominated officer of additional Chief Secretary(Panchayati
Raj) in Original Application no. 745/2023, which has been drafted
J/‘ " { under her instructions and on her behalf.
4 5 1, say that, the deponent being the applicant and aggrieved person in

the present case is well aware with the facts and circumstances
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of the present case, is competent 1o file the said Reply,

3. I, say that, the contents of the accompanying Reply/application may
kindly be treated as part and parcel of the present affidavit which has
not been reproduced here for the sake of brevity,

4. 1, say that, the contents of the accompanying reply has been read
over me in vernacular and same is understood by me and are correct
and no part of it is false and nothing material has been concealed
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DEPONENT
Verification:
1, the above named deponent, do hereby verify at Khair, Aligarh on this....

dav of July 2025, that the contents of the present affidavit are true and

nothing material has been concealed therefrom and no part of it is false,
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Manual: Greywater
Management

July 2021



1.2 What is Greywater?

Geevivater 13 the wastowater generated because of varicus damestic uhes of water, excluding toilets.
Guidelings issued under 11k stated a proposal to supply 92 Iitres of water per capita per day, and the

e _— - —— -

amount of greywater generated bs a ssumed 1o be 65 @En_l._ci Mhe guantity of water supphed, Thus,
about 36 lres of grﬂh,'\h";rtrr per capita per da-,-'is e;:peﬂed 1o h?&ﬁé:ﬁ:d.'sfnnﬁiﬁrﬁ?; is bo be
kept separate, greywater s expecied tobe frec of faecal contamination. However, Sometimes greywater
does have traces of fa ecal matter where intermixing of septic tank effluent with greywates has occurred.

The arganic content In greywater is much lower as compared 1o biackwater or sewage. Therelare,
separate treatment of greywater is always desirable as a large quaniity of water can be recovered USIRE
smaller treatment systems, A matrix on the charactenistics of greywater in reference to the other types
of wastewater is presented in Table L for ready reference.

Table 1: Characteristics of Wastewaler

e —————— T ———
S, Paramater Walue®
Mo
Greywater  Blackwater  Sepbc tank Septic tank Spptictank  Sewage
effluent eHluent afflusni watler*®
(treating ftreating and
blacowater  blackwoter and  preywater
enly] greywater)
1 BOD [(maf) 100-300 6001000 300600 BO-Le0 150=401 250=400
2 Cob(mgl) M0-500 1,000=2,000 600-1,000 100400 300600 500-500
1 Tss{mgf) 100300 g00=1,200 005040 TH—400 1503150 &00=1,000
a4  Faecal ige-10 108107 1=10" 110 - 10¢-107
Colilgems
(WP 100 mi}
&  Total Coliforms 10107 1-10" 10°=10 for'=10¢ 10°-108 101
(P 100 mi}

“yaiues gf the parsmetert #nlisted JDOVE vary DVET 2 wide ranpe #nd hence it s recommended that all greywaler samedss be besied

beloie @ preatrent plard i desipned
s hewage 0 washewaler generated i Goikets, Bahmom,
gxtikl shments, whaeh Moy Bl Through yEwers.

bitcken and ether tuch places from resideral commsTmal, arud eLhed

1.3 Need for a Manual on Greywater

Greywater has always boen segregated as a stream of wastewater i the rural areas and it requires &
separate management syster. In general, an expansive pipe Ssystem with a sewerage treatment plant
{STP) has been seen 3 asolution for the treatment and disposal of blackwater as well as greywater. This
gyS1em i neither custalnable nor affordable in rural areas where cammunities have already achieved
cafe sanitation thiough viakle systems, wiz, todlats with twin plts, septic tanks with soak pits, efc. This
manual will provide localized and nature-based treatment solutions that will not only ensure safe
practices for water and sanitation, but treat greywater management ai a separate straam of wastewater

management,
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TEST & RESEARCH CENTRE wrl ¢ e, siCpmat PAEORD ik

TEST CERTIFICATE

Sample Tnfnm.;ltin n:

Samipte - Waste Waler Report No, : 12000712/€ Job Code : STRCI2009712

Sample Descripbon - Wastie Water (Inlet) Sample Received On : 16M4/2025

Party's Relf No.  Ni Report Issue Date : 28/04(2025 | Data of Testing - 16/04/2025 To 28/0412025
{ Sample Condimpn - Filled in Plastic Bottle Packed in : Not Applicable Samgle quaniity ; 2 Lir

Client Information:

?uslu-mur laame & Addrace

i lamts Sharma

Chatak Agarrment. Rohinl, Delhi-110085 Dalhi

Information provided by the customer:

Batch / Lot Mo, Mot Applicatie J
TEST RESULTS

5 No. Test Parameters Tesi Rpsull Test Method

Wiater Chemical

1 Tolal Suspended Solids, mg 1830 APHA 25400

?  [Chemical Oxygen Demand, mgl 320 AFHA 52206

3 |Biochemical Oxygen Demand (3 days a1 27°C). mgi a3 15:3025(P-44)2023

§ Binchemical Oxygen Demand (5 days al 20°C), mgh 103 APHA S0 B

Mote:  Ths report replaces Report No. 12000712 Dated 23/04/2025 due fo addition of Awaited resuits .

Decision Rule: The dacision rule as per SOP DRO is &pplied wherever statermeni of conformity 1o a specification or standard

provided in the test reporl.
=emwtfEnd of leparg®****
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Santram Rajput
l"‘} Technical Manages
Fage Moo 10fl

H;L

verily the nuthemticity of Report.

Sean QR Code

{1 The Toal rewuls Extod relar coly o tested semplog anil sppdicabile paramaters. Endorssmont of jircduct i neilier inksisod noe impliod 42) Total kabdity af ur Lab 15 limee
b Lha invnicend amound (3 Gemplols] s eolmned d T s (e case of ponshiably dgoms) pnd 34 days for non parishable somplad er urless oharwise soediied |
Thes Tesl Repon it ol b Do inproduceed wholly of In par and Lol i waed 16 B0 swdines i 1 ceur ol L oo sheuld pot ba usnd 1 any adveriaing reda ~ine
tur spece prmusagn m snteg {5 The Tast Reper ralar o e sample subimlied 10 us 00 noldrasn by Sigiea Tes & Resparoh Gonjre unleas medlianda oinenasn
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E-mail : mallfsigmatest.ong

TEST & RESEARCH CENTRE wib - weww sigmatest.org

TEST CERTIFICATE

Sample Information:

Sample : Waste Waler Report No. : 220144368 | Joh Code : STRC/22014436

Sample Description | Waste Water Sample Received On ; 02052025

Party's Ref No. : Nil Report Issue Date : 09052025 | Date of Tesling : 02062025 To 00052025
Sample Condition : Filed in Plastic Bellle  |Packed int Nat Applcable Sarmple guantity ; 200ml

Client Information:

Curstarmer Mame & Address
Mg, Mamtas Sharmsa
Chetegk Apanment, Rohind, Delbi-110085 Deihi

Information provided by the customer:

B=lch / Lot Mo, Mot Applicable
TEST RESULTS
Is.Ne. Test Parameters Tast F_;:;u_tt Test Method
Biological Testing-Pollution & Environment-EffiuentsWaste Water
1 |Telal Colfforms, MPRAGD m) 5410°3 [_ APHA 24th Edition
2 Faecal Colifarm Per100 mi Prazenl IS 1622-1981
#e+¥=End of Repart™***"
201443681 oo
: P

Frivamshu Priga
| Section incharge
} Page Mo Lol

P L1
Format Mo.: STRCIZ.A/FITC/ENS
verily the authenticily ol Reporl

Sean QR O
al abiity of oue Lab & I

41 Tive Tesi resulis Esied reler erfy o Lealed saapioa and appleaklo paramelars. Eaderponedt &l product i naidher infered not imphied [} Tl . 1
Il:l:-rm-a- inwoiced l:lnrduﬂl (3} Bamplads) sro retdced lor T days [ caso of porishabio e} ang 30 doys for non panshable samplis or wneEs dhﬂ”ﬂn?mu :E-"ﬂll
This Tesl Ropon ks ool (o be produced whaly orin parl ard cannel be used as an ovidonce in 08 court of Low and should rot B u din "Fm"“""""ﬂm'ﬂw“
(PG Ciad prrnission i wrding (5) Thn Tanl Fapan mler b the :.'-mpla Eutinitind o us oned noi orawe Iy Bigrma Tesl & Resmanch CaEn i hand g
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