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WESTERN ZONAL BENCH AT PUNE

ORIGINAT APPLICATION NO. 71 OF 2O2O

IN THE MATTER OFI

Sarang Yadwadkar and Ors.

VERSUS

Gokhab Landmarks LLP and Ors. - RESPTOI{DEilTS

REIOIT{DER ON BEHALF OF APPTIGAI|T ilO. I IN REPUDIATIOI{ TO THE

AFFIDAWTS Iil REPTY FILED BY RESFOilDEI{T 1{O. I DATED 9.01.2021 AND

16.07.2021

Most Respectfu lly Showe&:

1. The present application has been filed under Section 14 read with Section 15(3)

and Section 20 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 raising substnntial issue

of groundwater and river pollution caused by continuous spillage of untreated

sewage from the trunk sewer that was broken by Respondent No.1 Gokhale

Landmarks LLP to facilitate construction of underground basement floors, paft of

the ongoing construction of a commercial project by the name of "Gokhale

Business Bay" situated at S. No. 20l2Plot No. A6, CTS No. 667, Kothrud, Pune.

2. That the Applicants had submitted that two inspection chambers of the main

trunk sa,rrer were illegally broken by Respondent no. 1 which caused massive

spillage of raw untreated sewage into a stream flowing to Mutha River leading to

pollution of river water as well as ground water continuously for many months in

violauon of the prwisions of the Water (Prs/ention and Control of Pollution) Act,

1974. Such untreated raw sewage would dhenarise have been treated at a

Sewage Treatment Plant operated by the Pune Municipal Corporation CPMC").

3. That vide order dated 16.10.2020, this Hontle Tribunal had constituted a

committee consisting of Repondent No. 2 PMC and Respondent No.4
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Maharashtra Pollution Control Board CMPCB) and directed them to submit a

factual and actlon taken report within slx weeks thereof.

4. Accordingly, members d the PMC and the MPCB carried out site inspection on

5.1L.2020, and have submitted their Report dated 10.02.2021 (Pgs 14r',-162),

which in no uncertain terms has found Respondent No. 1 liable for the damage

caused to the sewer line. Accordingly, relevant otracts of the said Report dated

10.02.202L accordingly read as follows:

"2. PMC rxeivd telephonially complaint from Shi Girish Chauan,
Prsident of Maratha Mahaabha, Pune city regarding braking of
chamberon sewage carrying line by M/s @khale Busins hy.
3. PMC officials immdiately attended/inv$tigatd the same
incident on 23.08.2019 and o@ryed that exauation at site
was in progrcss for tlp purp* of new onfiructbn and
during exayatrbn therc was thrcat to tfie existing tntnk
line/eyv:age anying line psing thtough the pemixs of
PP as tlp strab bebw the existing tank line was of bladc
@tlon sil and therc is no firm suppott to existing tunk
line a bnger of *t&ment of Eunk line. PP has boken the
dtambr of the drainage line in the nallha which is outside the
proj*t opposite of Pashima Nagai CllS in otder to rstore the
damaged trunk line, due b wlricr, raw selwge is ontinuously
lbwing in to nallah and accordingly PMC officials orally
instructd PP to repair the sme immdiately. uowverl PP has
not rcpircd tlrc dnmbr hence Pl"lC had isrd letter to PP on
26/08/2019 rqarding repaiing of the broken chamber
immdiately.
4. Again, during visit of PMC officials to the prqect on 20.09.2019
iE ob*ttd that as PP has not anderbken rcpirtng tw*
of trunk linq PlrC suomoto stathd tepiring wrk, afrer that
PP has completd the repaidng work.

7. During site visit it was obsrud that the trunk line and chamber
in the premises of PP were obxrud damagd bruus of
fiquently collapsing of black cotton eil. PMC ofrcials instructd PP
to repair the trunk line and dtamber inmdiatety. Also, Drainage
Department, PMC has isud a letter vlde datd 27.04.2020 to PP
to carry out repair wo* immdiately.
8. After that, Building Permission Department, PMC vide letter
datd 30.04.2020 allowd PF to carry out rqalr wort< of trunk llne
and chamber ln Covld 19 epldemlc lockdown pefld. Agaln, Bulldlng
Permision Department PMC ide letter datd 6.07.2020 isued
notbe to PP under sation 52 (A) and 53 (1) of the MRTP Act, 1%6
to PP.

10. As PP has not anied out rcpiring twr& again
Drainage DeFftment, PMC has isued a letter vide dated
13.07.2020 and 28.07.2020 b carty out rcpiring vw* of
tntnk line and clrambcr b PP immediafuly."

(emphasis supplid)
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5. Therefore, it is evident that the Committee constituted by this Hontle Tribunal

vide order dated 16.10.2020 has clearly found Repondent No.l liable for the

breakage of the sewer line leading to massive spillage of raw selvage. That the

Committee Report dated 10.02.2021 has also found that the flow of raw sewage

from the damaged sewer line was amounting to 20.24 MLD, for a period of 201

days in total. The Applicant has accordingly submltted a Response dated

22.03.202t (Pgs 153-175) to the Report dated 10.02.202L, and have srbmitted

on Pgs f65-166 that Respondent No. 1 is liable to pay a total Environmental

Compensation amounting to Rs. ,16 Crore 99.53 Lakh, as per the prevailing

norms and regulations as accepted by this Hontle Tribunal.

6. That Respondent No. t has filed Affidavits in Reply dated 9.01.2021 and

16.07.202L stating their objections to the submissions made by the Applicant in

the present Application. That in direct contradiction to the various letters by

dffierent departments d the PMC to Respondent No. 1 which clearly mentioned

the liability of Respondent No.l in damaging the sewer line, anno(ed to the

present Appllcatlon, the Respondent No. t has denled any llablllty ln damage

caused to sewer llne and resultant water pollutlon.

7. That the Respondent No. t has denied liability for the same vide Affidavits in

Reply dated 9.01.2021 and 16.07.2021. Respondent No.l has submitted that

they were unaware of the odstence of server line as the PMC had not provided

Respondent No.1 with map showing the drainage line. Respondent No. t has

further submltted that the damage to sewer llne was caused due to heavy ralns

leadlng to black soll cavlng ln. That both thee statements have been relterated

throughout the aforementioned Affidavits in Reply in an attempt to a/adethe

responsibility and liability for damage to sa^rer line and pollution arising out of

reultant spillage of raw sewage.

8. Accordingly, the issues ralsed by the Repondent No. 1 vide Affidavits-In-Reply

dated 9.01.2021 andL6.O7.2O21 are being reponded to by the Applicant in the

following paragraphs:
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'8.f, The answering Respondent purchased the plot in 2019,
however, it was not aware of the fact that a
drainage/*werage line pasd through southem portion of
the aid plot adjoining the nallah which flows from beyond
the tenitory of the said plot. It is turther statd that, tor
obtaining an Environmental Clearance, an approual/NoC was
sought by the answeing Respondent from the Drainage
Department of R$pondent No. 2 PMC."

l0.It is submitted that such submissions are not legally valid, as it was mandatory

for Respondent No. 1 to show all existing drainage lines on the site plan while

applying for building permission, as per clause No. 6.2.4 of the Development

Control and Promotion Regulations, 2017 CDCPR ZOLT'), of the PMC. The

relevant portlons of Clause 6.2.4 (o) accordlngly read as follows:

"6,2,4 Slte Plan - The slte plan shall be subnltted wlth an
appllatlon for bullding permision drawn to a scale of 1:500
or more as may be decided by the Municipal Commisioner.
This plan shall be based on the measurement plan duly
authenticatd by the appropriate ofrcer of the Department
of lrnd Records. This plan shall have tfie lbllowing
debils:-

j) Any existing phloical features, such as wellg tanks,
draint pipe lin6, high tension line, nilway line, trffi, etc.;

o) Eisting alignmenb of water supply and drainage
line;"

ll.That therefore, it is evident that there is a failure of the Respondent No. 1 with

regards to identification of sewer lines passing through the impugned project

site.

DAMAGE CAUSED TO SEWER LINE

12.It is submitted that:

a. Annexure A-1, Letter dated 26.08.2019 from PMC to Respondent No. 1,

DUTY TO DETERITIINE EXISTEI{CE OF SEWER DRAINAGE LII{E

9. The Respondent No.2 has attempted to er/ade the respon$bility and liability for

the damages caused to sewer line and resultant sewage spillage and water

pollution by stating that they were unaware of the existence of sewer line until

such was damaged. Respondent No. t have accordingly submitted the following

on Para 8.f. Pg 60 of the Affidavit in Reply dated 9.01.2021:
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b. Annexure A-2, Letter dated 20.09.2019 from Dralnage Repair and

Maintenance Dept. PMC to Building Development Dept. PMC,

c. Annexure A{, Letter by Drainage Repair and Maintenance Department

PMC to Respondent No.l datd 27,04,2020,

d. Annexure A-7, kffier dated 1.07.2020 from Drainage Repair and

Malntenance Dept. PMC to Bulldlng Development Dept. PMC, and

e. Anno(ure A-9 Ndice under Maharashtra Regional and Town Planning

Act, 1966, dated 6.07.2020 issued by PtlC to Respondent I'1,o. l.

All unequivocally and categorically *ate that the impugned seyvage line was

damaged by Respondent No. 1 during o(cavation wod< which has led to the

spillage of raw sewage.

l3.That it is patently e'rident that Respondent No. 1 undertook o<cavation work for

the impugned project which led to damage b sewer line, and Respondent No.l

cannot claim they were unaware of the odstence of sewer line prior to applying

for Building Permission.Arguendo, it is submitted that el/en if the Respondent No.

1 was unaware of existence of sewer line while applying for Building Permission,

the impugned sevrrer llne was dearly oeosed to them during the excavation

belng canled out, and a greater degree of care had to be ererclsed by

Respondent No. I thereafter, which has widently not been done.

l4.That as per the Anno(ures abovementioned, it is evident that the excavation

work undertaken by Respondent No.l was done negltgently, and such negligence

has led to severe water pollution.

FAILURE TO ET{SURE TIIIELY REPAIRIi

15.It is submitted that Respondent No. t has ompletely failed to ensure that the

repair of the damaged server line be done in an elpedlent and diligent manner.

It is srbmitted that such is evidenced as per Annexure A-3 'Letter dated

20.09.2019 by Dralnage Repalr and Malntenance Depaftment PMC to Bulldlng

DE/elopmert Department Pl'lC', whlch dearly states that the lmpugned saver

llne was not repalred ry Respondeflt tlo.l sen after 15 days of ndlce isc.red to
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them, Furtfiermore, Annexure A-7'Letter by Dralnage Repalr and Department

PMC to Building Development Department PMC dated 1.07.2020'dearly states

that the damaged se$rer line and inspection chamber was nct repaircd by

Respondent No.l till that date. Such was furfier conoborated by the Applicants

on personal visit of the impugned projef,t site location on 5.07.2020.

Photographs taken by the Applicants displaying clear non-compliance of

Respondent No.1 in repairing the sewer line have been annexed to the present

Application as Anno(ure A-8, ru 41.

16. Respondent No. t has attempted to mislead this Honble Tribunal by stating that

repalrc to the damaged sewer llne were carrled out by Respondent No, 1

tmmediately after recetuing ln$rucuon from PMC, as has been stated by

Respondent No, 1 ln AffldaMt ln Reply dated 9.01,2020 on Para 8,n. Pg 63. It ls

submitted ftat Exhibit 7 anno<ed thereto are copies of three (3) Tax Invoices

dated 23.09.2019, 8.12.2019, and 29.01.2020 for Guniting work and one (1) Tax

Invoice dated 14.08.2019 for Gabion Wall Work and GuniUng work. It is

submitted that such Tax Invoices indicate a minimum of nearly ffree months

before some repairs were undertaken by Respondent No. 1. Therefore, in the

interim, there was discharge of raw sewage from the damaged mrer line, for

which Respondent No.l has provided no ju*mcaUon. In fa@ the three month

gap period between initial damage to sevver line on 23.08.2019 and repair of

sewer line as per Repondent No. 1 as allegedly evidenced Exhibit Z tallies with

the findings of the Committee Report wherein the Committee has stated, on Para

13, that the first incident of sewer line damage causing out-flow of raw

untreated se\^rage was for a tdal of 86 da)rs.

17.It is further submitted that'Exhibit 13'(Pgs 133-fit4) is an Invoice for repair

work to sewer line is dated 21.09.2020with the date of supply as 3.09.2020.

That this date of 3.09.2020 is sa/eral months after the second incident of

damage caused to sewer line.Thus, it is patently evident that no immediate work

has been canied out by the Respondent No.1, and there has incontrovertibly

been water pollution caused due to sewer line releasing untreated sa /age water.
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ON ENVIROl{ltlEI{TAt COMPEI{SATIOI{ PAYABLE

18.It is submitted that vide Affidavit in Reply dated 16.07.2021, Respondent l,lo.1

has submitted that Environmental Compensation (EC) is not payable by them in

the manner stated by the Applicant vide Response dated 22.03.2021, on Paras 6-

7 Pgs 165-166.

19.In response thereto, Respondent No.l has stated that the formula used by the

Applicant is applicable to industrial pollution and polluting industries, and not the

Respondent No.l.

20.However, as is evident per Clause 3.3 of the 'Report of the CFCB in-House

Committee on Methodology for Assessing Environmental Compensation and

Action Plan to Utilize the Fund', the same formula as has been submitted by the

Applicant is applicable to EC payable for disclnrge of untreatd/pftiaA teatd

ftwage by concemd indiidual/authority: A copy of the rels/ant extracts of the

Report of the CPCB are annexed herewith as AI{NEXURE A-14.

2l.That therefore, the Respondent No.l is liable to pay EC based on the formula as

mentioned by the Applicant on Para 6-7 Pgs 165-165. In this context, it is

submitted that this Honble Tribunal in its order dated 06.12.2018 in the matter

of Court of its own motion v/s State of Kamataka (Original Application No.

125/2017 and M.A. No. 1337/2018) has given following directions:

"Since failure of preuenting the pollutants being discharged
in water bodies (including lakes) and failure to implement
solid and other waste management rules are too frequent
and widespread the CPCB must lay down specific auidelines
to deal with the *me, throughout India, including the scale
of compenstion to be ruoverd from different
indiwduals/authoritia, in addition to or as altemative to
prasffution. The scale may have slabs, depending on ertent
of pollution eud, xonomic viability, etc. Deterrent effect
for repeated wrongs may al* be provided."

22.That therefore, Respondent No. 1 is squarely liable for payment of EC, and must

accordingly be directed to pay EC for the identified time period of 201 days, as

has been identified by the Committee constituted by this Honble Tribunal. This

Honble Tribunal may be pleased to direct for payment of EC from Respondent

No. 1 as per the formula prexribed under the CPCB Report for Assessing EC,
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?3. pass any such Order deemed fit by this Hon'ble Tribunal in the facts and

circumstances of the case.

APP r{o.1

THROUGH

RITWICK DUTTA RAHUL CHOUDHARY MAITREYA GHORPADE

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT

N-71, Lower Ground Floor,

Greater Kailash-I, New Delhi - 110048

Email:litigation.life@gmail.com

Ph: 93124 07881

VERIFICATION

I, Sarang Yadwadkar, r/o A-9, pradnyangad Apartments, S. No. 119/3 Sinhagad Road,

Pune - 411030 do hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:

1. That I am the Applicant No.l in the above titled Application and I am conversant

with the facts and the circumstances of the case and competent to swear this affidavit.

2. That that the contents of the present Rejoinder are true to my knowledge and/ or

based on informafion, and/or the contents are based on the regal submissron and/or

Inferences of facts, which I believe to be true.

Date: 0q- l0 -a6tl

Place: \r\g1^1 De\\ |

,4 APPLICANT
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case and as such, I am competent to swear this affidavit.

2. That the contents of the accompanying Application are true and corect
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concealed

l1

*f+
Itiorr

JUXtt R" XO
dOYAny, 6rryl. Of .'t.-nrJtt oaStEcT (Irhan^gr?tu

tt€E. ra. trt

II

T II

I I

t
HO.rAFIAL

259



\0
nherc-rfe- A Irt

Report of the CPCB ln-house Committee on

Methodology for Assessing Environmental

Compensation and Action Plan to Utilize the Fund

CENTRAL POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

"Parlvech Bhlwan", East Arlun ilagar,
Delhl.l10032
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3.1 Background

The Hon'ble Supreme Court In its order dated 22.02.2017 in the matter of Paryavaran Suraksha Samiti

and another v/s Union of lndia and others (Writ Petltion (CMl) No. 375 of 2012), directed State

Governments (including the concerned Un'bn Territories) to set-up Sewage Treatment Plants (SfPs),

which are already under implementation, within the time lines already postulated. Further, the STPS,

which are yet to set-up, to be completed within a period of three years, from today, i.e. by22.02.2020.

The Hon'ble NGT in its order dated 06.12.2018 (Annexure.lll) in the matter of Court of its own motion

v/s State of Kamataka {Original Application No. 12512017 and M.A. No. 133/2018} has given

following directions:

"Since foilure of preventing the pollutonts being dischorged in woter bodies (including lakes)

and failure to implement solid and other waste monagement rules ore too tequent dnd

widespreod, the CPCB must loy down specilic guidelines to deal with the some, throughout

lndia, including the scole of compensotion to be recovered from difierent
individuols/outhorities, in oddition to or as dlterndtive to prosecution. The scole moy have

slobs, depending on extent of pollution cdused, economic viobil@, etc. Deterrent efiea lor
repeated wrongs moy also be provided."

3.2 ldeology of Environmental Compensation Formula

ln compliance of the directions of the Hon'ble Tribunal, the Committee deliberated on the issue of
environmental compensation to be recovered from individuals/authorities in case of fuilure of
preventing the pollucnts being discharged in water bodies and failure to implement solid and other
waste management rules. The Committee has suggested that environmental comp€nsation in these

cases should be comprised of two components i.e.

1. Cost saved/beneflts achieved by the concerned individual/authority by not having proper

wa ste/s€wage management system; and

2. Cost to the environment (erwironmental extemality) due to untreated/partially treated

waste/sewage because of insufficient capacity of waste/sewage management/treatment

facility.

Cost saved/benefits achieved by not having proper waste/sewage management system includes the

interest on capital cost of the waste/scwage management facility and daily operation and

maintenance (O&M) cost associated with the facility.

The Committee suggested that annual int€rest rate as lool6 on loan amount, bonowed by concerned

individual/authority for setting-up waste/sewage management facility, may bc assumed as capital

cost Factor for calculation of environment comp€nsation. Further, as whole O&M cost is saved by

concemed individual/authority for not managing required waste/sewage management system, 10o6

of the o&M cost saved may be considered as O&M cost factor.

10

Chapter-lll: Environmental Compensation to be levied in case of failure of
preventing the pollutants being discharged in water bodies and failure to
implement waste management rules
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EC= C.opkol Cost Foctot x Morginal Avemge Capftol Cost lq Esnblishmefi q Woste or Sanoge

Moncgement or Trcotment Fscilitl x (Wdrtc or S€,/,',ge Monogemet t or Treotment Corycfty Gopl
+ O&M Cost Foctor x Morglnol Avcroge O&M Coft x (woJte or S.,,toge Monogement or Tre,/tment

Copocw Gop) x No. oI Days lor whidt lociw wos nd awltoble + Environmerrtot E demdlity

Cost to the environment due to untreated/partially treated waste/sewage discharge by concerned

individual/authority may be assumcd as recommended by the committee, which is mentioned below:

Tabh No. 3.1: Environmental ocernallty for untr€ated/partla[y treated ssate dlscharge

S€wag€

Treatment
Capadty Gap

IMLD}

Martinal Cost of
Environmental Externality

(Rs. per MtD/day)

Mlnlmum and Madmum value of
Environmental Externallty recommended

by the Commmee (tacs Rs. Per Day)

up to 200 75 Min. 0.05, Max. 0.10
201-500 Min. 0.25, Max. 0.35

501 and above 90 Min. 0.60, Max. 0.80

Table No. 3.2: Envlronmental externallty for improper municipal solid waste manatement

Marginal Cost of
EnYlronmental
Externallty {Rs.
per ton pef day)

Mlnimum and Maxlmum value of
Envlronmental Externallty recommended

by the Committee (ta6 Rs. Per Day)

up to 200 Min. 0.01, Max. 0.05
201-500 Min. 0.10, Max. 0.15

35 Min. 0.25, Max. 0.35
1001-2000 Min. 0.50, Max. 0.60

Above 2000 Max. 0.80

The Committee further decided to fix a cap for minimum and maximum cost for capital and O&M

component for Environmental Compensation, which are given in below tables:

Table No. 3,3: lylinimum and Mardmum EC to be levied for untreated/partially treated sewage

discharge

11

Class of the oty/rown Mega{lty Mlllion-plus
City

Class-l Clty/Toivn
and others

Mlnlmum and Maximum values of EC ffota]
Capltal Cost Componentl recommended by

the Committee {Lacs Rs-)

Min. 100
Max. 1000

Minlmum and Maximum values of EC (O&M

Cost Component) recommend by the
Committee (tacs Rs./dayl

Min.2
Max. 20

Min. 1
Max. 10

Min. 0.5
Max. 5

Therefore, generalized formula for Environmental Crmpensation may be described as:

85

Municipal Solid waste
Management Capacity

Gap {IPD)

15

30

501-1000
40

Min.20@
Max. 20000

Min. 10O0

Max. 10000
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Mega-Crty M lionflus
Clty

Clas Cityfiown
and others

Mirimum and Marlmum valu$ of EC (Capltal

Cost Componentl rccomm€nded W the
committee {Lacs ns.}

Min. 1000
Max. 10000

Min.50O
Max. 5000

Min. 100
Max. 1000

Minimurn and Maxlmum values of €C (O&M

cost Component) recommended by the
Committee (Lacs ns./day)

Min.1.0
Max. 10.0

Min. 0.5
Max. 5.0

Min. 0.1
Max. 1.0

lLl

Table No. 3.4: Mlnlmum and Mardmum EC to b€ laried for hproper municlpal solld waste

manatement

The application of formula for calculation of EC may be further understood with the example of two

typical cases.

3,3 Environment Compensation for Discharge of Untreated/Partially Treated Sewage

by Concemed lndlvldual/Authorlty:

BIS lS-1172:1993 suigests that for communitles with population above 100,000, minimum of

150 to 200 lpcd of watcr demand is to bc supplied. Fufthet,85% of retum rate (CPHEEO

Manual on Sewerege.nd s€wage Treatment Systcmi,2013), may be considcrcd for

calculation of total sewa8e generation in a city. CPCB Report on "Performance evaluation of

sewage treatment plants under NRCD, 2013", describes that the capital cost for 1 MLD STP

ranges from 0.63 Cr. to 3 cr. and o&M cost is around Rs. 30,000 per month. After detail

deliberations, the Committee suggested to assume capital cost for STPs as Rs. 1.75 Cr/MLD

(marginal average cost). Further, expected cost for conveyance system is assumed as Rs. 5.55

Cr./MLD (marginal average cost) and annual o&M cost as 10% of the combined capital cost.

Population of the city may be taken as per the latest Census of lndia. Based on these

assumptions, Environmental Compensation to be levied on concemed ULB may be calculated

with the following formula:

Generatlon-lnstalled Capacity) + MarBlnal Average Copltol Cost lot Conyew,nce Focility t
lTotol Genemtiar, owru{nno/ Coryclty)l + OAM @ Foctor x Morylnol Averoge O&M Cost

x (Tdal Gmerotlur- Operutlo,tol (npocfty) x No of Doys lor whiclr lodltty was not owlloble
+ Envhonmental Extemollty x No. of Doys for whldt focility wos ne dvoiloble

Alternatively;

EC (Lacs Rs.l = ll7.Stfotal Sewate G€neratlon - lnstall€d Treatment Capadty) + 55.5(Total

Sewage Generatlon{peratlonel C.pEcity)l + 0.2(Silagt GeneratlonOperatlonal Capacity)

x N + Man nal Cost of Environmental Extemallty x (Total S€vvate Generation{paratlonal
Capaclty) x N

Where; N= Number ol doys lrom the dote of diredion oI CPCB/SPCB/PCC till the required

copdcw systems ore provkled by the ancerned authority

Qudntity of Sewage is in MLD

t2

Cla$ of the Cityfown
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City Delhi Agra Gurugram Ambala

Populatlon (2011) 1,63,49,831 17,60,285 8,76,969 5,00,774

Class Mega-City Million-plus City Class-l Town Class-l

Town

Sewate Generatlon (MtDl (os per
the ldtest ddta ovoilable with CPCB)

4195 56_t 486 37

lnstalled Treatrnent Capaclty (MlD)
(as per the latest data available

with CPCB)

2500 220 404 45.5

1900 t40 300 24.5

Treatment Capacity Gap (MtD) 2295 24t 186 12.5

29662.50 2at7.5A 1435.00 0.00

Calculated EC (capital cost
component for conveyan€e

System) in tacs. Rs.

L27372.50 13375.50 10323.00 693.75

157035.00 15193.00 11758.00 693.75

Mintmum and Maximum valucs of
EC (Total Capltal Cost Componentl
fecommendd by the commlttee

(ucs Rs.)

Min. 2000
Max. 20000

Min. 1000
Max. 10000

Min. 100

Max. 1000
Min. 10O

Max. 1000

Final EC ffotal Capital Cost

component) ln lacs Rs.

2mm.00 1flXro.00 1000.m 693.75

C.lcuhted EC lO&M Componcnt ln
tacs Rr./day

48.20 37.20 2.50

Mlnlmum rnd Mrxlmum ualu€s of
EC (O&M Cost Component)

recommcflded bY thr conrmltt..
lracs ns./day)

Min. 2
Max. 20

Min, 1

Mrx, 10

Min.0.5
Max. 5

Min,0.5
Max. 5

final EC (O&M Componentl in tacs.
Rs./Day

20.00 10.00 s.00 2.50

Calculated Envlronmental
Externalfty ([.cs Rs .Per Day]

2.0655 0,20/i9 0.1395 0.0094

Mlnlmum and Madmum value of
Envlronmental Extrrnaltty

recommended bY the commlnee
(tacs Rs. Per Day)

Min.0.25
Max. 0.35

Min.0.05
Max.0.10

Min. 0.05

Max.0.10

Final Environmental Externallty
(tacs B, Pcr dry)

0.80 0.25 0.10 0.05

l5
Table No. 3.5: Sample calculatlon for EC to be levied fior dlscharge of unt.eated/p.rtial treated

S€wage

13

Operatlonal Capaclty (Mto) (as per

the latest data available with CPCB)

Calculated EC (capital cost
component for STPS) ln tacs Rs.

Calculated EC Fotal capital co6t
component) in Lacs Rs.

459.00

Min. 0.60
Max. 0.80
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3.4 Environment Compensation to be Levied on Concerned lndividual/Authority for
lmproper Solid Waste Management:

It is known that estimated MSWgeneration is approximately 1.5 lakh tvIT/Day in lndia (MoHUA Report-

2016). As perthe principles of SWM Rules,2015 and PWM Rules 2016, as amended in 201& the total
cost of Municipel Solid Waste management ln e city/town includes cost for door to door collcction,

cost of scgragation at sourc!. cost for transportation in segrrgat€d manncr, cost for procrssing of
MSW and disposal through fecility like composting, biomcthanation, recycling, co-proccssing in

cement kilns etc.

EC = Capital Cost Factor x Marginal Average Cost for Waste Management x lPer day waste
gene.atlon-Per day waste disposed as per the Rules) + O&M Cost Factor x Marginal Averate O&M

Cost x (Per day waste teneration-Per day waste dlsposed as per the Rules) x Number of days

violation took place + Environmental Externality x ltl

where;

Waste Quantity in tons per day [PD)

N= Number of days from the date of direction of CPCB/SPCB/PCC till the required

capacity systems are provided by the concerned authority

Simplifying;

EC (tacs Rs.l = 2.4(waste Generatlon - waste oisposed as p€r the Rulesl +0.02 (waste Generation -

waste Disposed as per the Rules) x N + Marginal Cost of Environmental Externality x (waste

Generatlon - waste Disposed as per the Rules) x N

74

ln view of above, it is estimated that the total cost of processing and treatment of MSW for a city

having population size of 1 lakh and generating approximately 50 tons/day of MSW is Rs.15.5 Crores,

including capital cost (one time) and O & M cost for one year. The expenditure for subsequent years

would be only Rs. 3.5 crores/annum.

€PCB sponsored a survey to ascertain the status of municipal solid waste disposal in 59 cities/towns

of lndia. The survey was conducted by the Environment Protection Training Research Institute {EPTRI),

Hyderabad. As per the survey, it is estimated that solid waste generated in small, medium and large

cities and towns is about 0.1 kg (Class-lll), o.3{.4 kg (Class-ll} and 0.5 kg (Class-l) per capita per day

respectively. The commlttee opined that 0.6 kg/day, 0.5 kg/day and 0.4 kg/day per capita waste

generatlon may be assumed for mega-cities, million-plus UAs/towns and Class-l UA/fowns

respectively for calculation of environmental compensation purposes. Based on these assumptions,

Environmental Compensation to be levied on concemed ULB may be calculated with the following

formula:
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Table No. 3.5: Sample calorlation ior EC to be levied for improper management of irunicipal Solid

Waste

3.3 Action Plan for Utilization of Environmental Compensation Fund

EC levied in case of failure of preventing the pollutants being discharged in water bodies and failure

to implement waste management rules will be deposited in the same fund and will be utilized in the

same manner as mentioned in para 1.4.1 of Chapter-l of this report.

3.4 Recommendations

1. The Committee recommended that to begin with, Environmental comp€nsation to be

recovered from individualslauthorities in case of failure of preventing the pollutants being

discharged in water bodies and failure to implement solid waste management rules may be

calculated with the methodology desc.ibed in the report.

2. lf mixing of Bio-medical Waste or Hazardous Waste is found in Municipal Solid Waste than

capital cost component of Ec may be increased by a multiplication fucor of 1.5.

15

Delhi Atra Gurugram Ambala

Population (20u1 1,63,49,831 17,60,285 8,76,969 5,00,774

Class Mega-City Million-plus City Class{ Town Class-l

Town
waste Generatlon (kg, per person pe, dayl 0.6 o.5 0.4 0.4

waste Generation (IPDI 9809.90 880.14 350.79 200.31

waste olsposal as per Rul6 FPD) (assumed

as 25% of waste generation for sample
calculation)

2452.47 z2o.o4 87.70 50.08

Waste Manatement Capacity Gap (IPDI 650.11 263.09 150.23

Glculated EC (capEal cost comporcntl in
l-a6. Rs.

17657 .82 158/.26 63t.42 360.56

Mlnimum and Maximum values of EC

(Capttal Cost Componentl recommended by
the Committae (lrcr Rrl

Min. 1000
Max. 10000

Min. 10O

Max. 1OOO

Min. 100
Max. 1000

Flnal EC {cepltal cost co rporeot} ln Lacs. lts. 10000.00 ,5u.26 611.42 360.56

Calculated EC (O&M Componentl in lrcs.
Rs./Day

r47 .r5 t3.20 5.26 3.00

Mlnimum and Maxlmum values of EC (0&M
Cost Componentl recmrmended by tlre

Committee (Lacs Rs./Irayl

Min. 1.0
Max. 10.0

Min- O.5

Max. 5.0
Min. 0.1
Max. 1.0

Min. 0.1
Max. 1.0

Final EC (O&M Componentl in Lacs. Rs./Day 10,00 s.00 1.00 1.00

Glculated ENlronmental Externallty (lacs
Rs. Per oayl

2.58 0.18 0.03 0.02

Mlnlmum and Marlmum Yalue of
Environmental Erternallty recommended by

the Commlttee (l,acs Rs, per dayl

Min. 0.01

Max. 0.05

Min.0.01
Max. 0.05

Final Enviromental ktemallty 0acs ns. per
dryl

0,80 0.2s 0.03 0.02

1t

City

73s7 .42

Min.500
Max. 5000

Max. 0.80 Min.0.25
Max. 0.35
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3. ln order to include deterrent effect for continuous violations, component of O&M and

Environmental Externality in EC formula may be increased on exponential basis by 2, 4 and 8

times after every six-months, beyond the time prescrib€d by authority for ensuring @mplete

treatment of sewage/waste of the city/town.

/h"". C-yp 1/
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