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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL  

AT PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

(In I.A. No. 537 of 2024 in Appeal No. 41 of 2024) 

 

In the matter of: 

M/s Punjab Dyers Association (Focal Point Module) ……..    Applicants 

vs.  

Punjab Pollution Control Board & ors.                …………….Respondents  

Short Reply by the Applicant on objections dated 29-11-2024 as raised by the 

Appellant on Impleadment Application filed by the Applicants.   

 

Hon’ble sir,  

Respectfully sheweth,  

 

The Applicants humbly submit as under:  

 

1. That as far as the objection raised by the Appellant that the present 

application is not maintainable, it is humbly submitted that the overall 

purpose of NGT Act 2010 is the preservation of Environment, 

safeguard the interest of public at large and therefore the appeal before 

NGT against the order of PPCB closure of the factories on account of 

excessive pollution done by the Appellant by going against specific 
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conditions of EC cannot be treated as a civil appeal in the strict sense. 

Because of the involvement of Public Interest at large in this tribunal 

has the power and jurisdiction to allow any affected parties to be 

impleaded at any stage of the proceedings,  it is gross injustice and 

against the interest of Public at Large particularly those living in 

Ludhiana as well as around the polluting factories as well as near 

Budha Dariya (now known as Nallah) & River Satluj (which is being 

polluted by the Appellants), if the affected parties are not allowed to be 

heard merely on technical grounds.  Further, in this impleadment has 

been filed on the ground that there has been material concealment of 

facts and misrepresentations in the pleadings made by the appellants. 

It is pertinent to humbly submit here that the Punjab Pollution Control 

Board has always been in collusion with the Appellants and despite 

passing the impugned orders way back on 25-09-2024 has allowed the 

CETP of Appellants to operate and discharge the effluent into Budha 

Dariya illegally. By way of this reply, the applicants seek the liberty to 

place on record some important documents to show that there has 

been a misrepresentation and concealment of facts. The applicants 

crave the liberty to file the detailed reply, if so directed by the Hon’ble 

Tribunal.   

 

2. That besides already produced facts in the impleadment Applications, 

the applicants further submits as under that: 
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i. That the Project Proponent has been claiming that the Punjab Government 

has approved the project of irrigation of land by providing conveyance 

system along with spreading awareness to the farmers. However, no such 

notification has been issued by the Government of Punjab under the 

provisions of IMO Para No. 4.2 read with Canal & Drainage Act 8 of 1873. 

The relevant sections of the Act of 1873 are produced as under: 

 
Section 30A. Preparation of draft scheme. - (1) Notwithstanding anything 

contained to the contrary in this Act and subject to the rules prescribed by 

the State Government in this behalf the Divisional Canal Officer may on 

his own motion or on the application of a shareholder prepare a draft 

scheme to provide for all or any of the matters namely:-  

(a) the construction, alteration, extension and alignment of any water-

course or re-alignment of any existing water-course;  

(b) re-allotment of areas served by one water-course to another;  

(c) the lining of any water-course;  

(cc) the occupation of land for the deposit of soil from water- course 

clearances;  

(d) any other matter which is necessary for the proper maintenance and 

distribution of supply of water from a water-course.  

(2) Every scheme prepared under sub-section (1) shall amongst other 

matters, set out the estimated cost thereof, the alignment of the proposed 

water-course or re-alignment of the existing water-course, as the case 

may be, the site of the outlet, the particulars of the share-holders to be 

benefited and other persons who may be affected thereby and a sketch 

plan of the area proposed to be covered by the scheme. 
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Section 30B. Publication of a scheme. - (1) Every scheme shall, as soon 

as may be after its preparation, be published in such form and manner as 

may be prescribed by rules made in this behalf inviting objections and 

suggestions with respect thereof within twenty-one days of the 

publication.  

[(2) The Divisional Canal Officer may after considering the objections and 

suggestions, if any, approve, modify or reject scheme.  

(3) The Superintending Canal Officer may suo motu within a period of 

thirty days from the date of publication under section 30-C or on an 

application, by a person aggrieved by the approval, modification or 

rejection of the scheme, made within a like period, call for the record of 

the scheme from the Divisional Canal Officer and may after examining 

the same, confirm the action taken by the Divisional Canal Officer or may, 

after affording to the person affected an opportunity of being heard, 

approve or modify the scheme in such form as he may deem fit or may 

reject the same.] 

Section 30C. Publication of scheme. - The Divisional Canal Officer shall, 

as soon as may be publish the particulars of the scheme, as approved or 

modified by him under sub-section (2) of section 30-B or by the 

Superintending Canal Officer under sub-section (3) of that section as the 

case may be, in the prescribed manner and call upon share-holders to 

implement it at their own cost within the period to be specified therein :  

Provided that where the scheme has been rejected under sub- section (2) 

of section 30-B the fact that it has been rejected shall also be published 

in the prescribed manner :  
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Provided further that where the record of the case has been called by the 

Superintending Canal Officer, under sub-section (3) of section 30-B, the 

shareholders shall not be called upon to implement the scheme till the 

Superintending Canal Officer has finally disposed of the matter. 

Section 32: Publication of a scheme. - (1) Every scheme shall, as soon 

as may be after its preparation, be published in such form and manner as 

may be prescribed by rules made in this behalf inviting objections and 

suggestions with respect thereof within twenty-one days of the 

publication. 

Further, the Para 4.2 of the Irrigation Module of Orders is produced as 

under:  

No Government Channel should be abandoned or another 

constructed or extended without the prior approval of the Chief 

Engineer whatever the financial powers of the Local Officer may be in 

regard to them.   

The Copy of relevant Para No. 4.2 of IMO is produced herewith as Annexure 
P-9. 

 

ii. That one Estimate was prepared by the Canal Officer but from Para 4.2 of 

IMO, it is clear that the Canal Officer has no authority to finalise the project 

without prior approval from the Chief Engineer of Water Resources 

Department. Keeping in view of the above, it is clear that the claim of Project 

Proponent regarding discharge of treated water for irrigation is false. It is 

pertinent to humbly submit here that no notification has been issued under 

the provisions till date and it is heard that the proposal of distributary was 

rejected by the department. Further, since farmers have not been made 
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aware of such project and the farmers and other stakeholders are not ready 

to allow such proposal of irrigation using treated water, therefore, keeping in 

view of Para ii (Introduction of Proposed Distributary), if the farmers refuse 

to consume the said water, the onus of this will be entirely of the 

department responsible for carrying out the operation/supervision of 

the treatment plant. Thus, it is sole responsibility of Appellant to handle 

treated water in scientific manner. The Copy of relevant document from 

proposed project duly signed by Canal Officers of Water Resources 

Department is produced herewith as Annexure P-10. 

 

iii. That The Apellant deliberately wasted three years from 2013 to 2016 

and grabbed the opportunity to get the subsidy of 15 Crore from 

Centre as well as 7.5 Crore from State Government by changing its 

profile but it is matter of serious concern that whether such Industry 

has ever tried to work in terms of sustainable development & made 

profit by mixing toxic chemicals in Budha Dariya through so called 

treated effluent. The CETP of Appellant has never treated the effluent as 

per Environment Norms and same was caught red-handed by the CPCB 

who also reported that OCEMS installed by the Appellant are required to be 

calibrated, however the Punjab Pollution Control Board kept the eyes closed 

on illegal activities of Project Proponent and allowed discharge of so called 

treated effluent into Budha Dariya by going against mandatory condition of 

EC dated 03-05-2013. It is pertinent to humbly submit here that as per 

Section 24 of the Water Act of 1974 produced as under;  
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“Section 24(3): The State Government may, after consultation with, or on 

the recommendation of, the State Board, exempt, by notification in the 

Official Gazette, any person from the operation of sub-section (1) subject 

to such conditions, if any, as may be specified in the notification and any 

condition so specified may by a like notification be altered, varied or 

amended.”  

However, no Gazette Notification has been notified by the State 

Government and all illegal activity of discharge of so called treated effluent 

in Budha Dariya is going on in active connivance with the Officials of 

Punjab Pollution Control Board.  

 

iv. That keeping in view of the above facts, it is humbly submitted that it was 

lawful responsibility of the Appellant to handles its own treated effluent and 

even if there was any proposal of making in channel, there should have 

been Gazette Notification and  despite being well aware of the Specific EC 

conditions, the Appellant never approached the Government of Punjab to 

get the approval notified after making the farmers aware of the treated 

effluent to be supplied to them for irrigation purposes. Further, as per the 

report of CPCB, the treated effluent is not even fit for irrigation purposes. It 

is pertinent to humbly submit here that no awareness drive has ever done till 

date as such proposal was never finalised by the Government of Punjab. 

 

v. That as per the report of CPCB, it is crystal clear that the treated water was 

not found to be fit for even irrigation purposes. Further, the OCEMS (online 

Continuous Effluent Monitoring System) installed by project proponent was 
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found to be operational and variation in OCEMS reading compared with the 

monitored results was also reported which indicates the improper 

working/validation/calibration of OCEMS System.   

 

PRAYER       

Keeping in view of the above produced facts and circumstances, the 

Applicants humbly pray this Hon’ble Tribunal to set aside the 

objections dated 29-11-2024 as filed by the Appellant and accept our 

prayer to implead as Respondents in the said appeal.    

 

 

 

Date: 30-11-2024      Jaskirat Singh 
Place: Ludhiana            (Applicant No. 3)     
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIRUNAL 

In the matter of: 

VS. 

(In I.A. No. 537 of 2024 In 0.A. No. 41 of 2024) 

M/s Punjab Dyers Association (Focal Point Module) ...... 

1. 

AT PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEWV DELHI 

Punjab Pollution Control Board & ors. 

RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 

Affidavit of Jaskirat Singh (aged 47 years) s/o S. Makhan Singh rlo 561-L, Model Town 

Ludhiana 

elilieo ihd me alidavi S. a.|b.?.n 
Place: Ludhiagitement iease JEEO/Rent 0eed Inoemnit 
Dated: 30.1 l 124tas ceen eacover & expainea to tn 

'eDOnenl ExeCutant wno seeR20 drectIy 6 

Verification: 11frCann tne am At the time making therea 

Place: Ludhiana 
Dated: 30.1 1.2024 

Applicants 

1, the above mentioncd deponent do hereby solemnly affirn and declare 

as under: 

KnUW (ne 
depprient anc 

te/She has s(ghed/thumt mpressioned in v 

oresence 

..Respondents 

That the deponent is Applicant No. 3 (in person) and is filing an Short reply 
against objections raised by the Appellant against Impleadment Application 
filed by the deponent along with other applicants before this Honble 
National Green Tribunal. 

That the contents of Para no. 1 to of Short Reply dated 30-11-2024 

Attested As Id�ntif1?a 

NOTARY PUBLIC 
LUDHIANATPUNJABI 

Rafinder Kumar Ludhiana (Pb egd No. 4526 

30 NOV 2024 

Verified that the contents of para 1 and 2 of this affidavit are true and 

correct. No part of it is false, and nothing material has been kept concealed 

therefrom. 

OrINO 

DEPONENT 

DEPONENT 

along with Annexures are true to best of my knowledge. 

Appeal
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