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After hearing the Learned counsel appearing for the
parties, we direct Ministry of Railways to be present before
the Tribunal on the next date of hearing.

List this matter for further directions on 11th

August, 2014.

One of the submissions made on behalf of the
Applicant is that the condition with regard to the
installation of incinerator could be varied as it may not be
economically viable and is likely to take considerable time.
On the other hand, Learned counsel appearing for the UP

Pollution Control Board and Central Pollution Control




Board submits that bio composting is not feasible in the
case of the Project Proponent as it is causing serious
environmental hazard arising to low lying land. According
to them incinerators need to be installed without any delay
and alternative was also suggested that the spentwash
may be sent to the cement factory and incinerator is not
installed.

According to the Project Proponent it is not workable
and they have already made due enquiries in this behalf.
Cement plant is located 1000 Km away from the Project
Proponent premises and the said plant has refused to
accept the spentwash from the Project Proponent. Even
otherwise carriage and collection of spentwash is so high
besides being economically not viable. It will effect the
environment as nearly 1000 trucks per month would have
to be operated by the Project Proponent in the cement
factory. Another aspect that has been advanced before us
on behalf of the Project Proponent is that MoEF itself in
the recent past has granted consent to various industries
where condition of installation of incinerators has not been
imposed and alternative anti pollution devices i.e. bio-
composting has been permitted. We certainly see no
reason that MoEF should take such an approach unless it
was inadequate in the peculiar facts and circumstances of
the case.

Learned counsel appearing for MoEF prays for time
to seek instructions. Let him take instructions in this
behalf.

Learned counsel appearing for State of Uttar Prades

shall in the meanwhile direct the Irrigation Department to




coordinate with the Project Proponent who shall bear the
entire expenses and ensure that Phuldera drain is cleaned
and work starts forthwith.

Let Notice be also issued to the Ministry of Railway
so that the work with regard to making of drain under the
Railway Track can commence without further delay.

List this case on 11th August, 2014
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