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Sunday 26" July 2020
To
v' The Registrar, Hon’ble National Green Tribunal, PB, New Delhi
v' The Registrar, Hon’ble National Green Tribunal, WZ Bench, Pune

Original Application No. 18/2016 (WZ) and
Intervention Application No. 165/2016

Jyeshtha Nagarik Sangha Viman Nagar ... Applicant
VERSUS
Union of India through MOEF & Ors. ... Respondents

THE ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED
BY RESPONDENT NO. 7

Hon’ble Tribunal WZ Pune has passed the Daily Order dated 20.07.2020,

5. Considering the gravity of the matter and long pendency of the application, we
deem it just and proper that the matter be decided by the larger Bench/Principal
Bench of this Tribunal at New Delhi.

6. Accordingly, we request and direct the Registry of this Tribunal to place the matter
before the Hon’ble Chairperson to transfer this case from this Bench to Principal
Bench of this Tribunal at New Delhi.

7. Listit on 30.07.2020 for hearing or for listing for hearing.

In the past as well, Respondent No.7 had filed the Application for urgent hearing on
16.12.2019. Respondent had also scanned and sent all the documents by courier to NGT
PB and also through Adv. Antima Bazaz.

That application and the enclosed final Judgement dated 03.05.2019 passed by
Hon’ble High Court of Bombay and Order 16.09.2019 by Hon’ble Supreme Court of
India, are related to above matters that are to be listed.

| therefore pray that these documents may be placed in the above matter, before the
Hon’ble Tribunal PB New Delhi. | have sent the copy of enclosed documents by email to
other Advocates present on that day and other Respondents. Scanned copy of all these
documents is also enclosed at the link

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1iuGzNAPQz 11Hk-zJQaigMjM9b4wKdCT?usp=sharing

fr ighC
mKMur l?:lny
w/
Raghunath Mahabal

ADVOCATE FOR RESPONDENT NO. 7

email copy to:

Mr. Rahul Garg, Advocate for MOEF&CCR-1 MoEF&CC
Mr. D. M. Gupte, Advocate for R- 2 & 3 Env.Dept. & SEIAA-Maharashtra
Ms. Manasi Joshi, Advocate for R-4 MPCB

Mr. Anil Rao Surapaneni, Advocate for R-9 INTERVENOR
Ms. Gauri Kawade, Advocate for R-10 SRA PUNE

NENEF™


https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1iuGzNAPQz_1lHk-zJQaigMjM9b4wKdCT?usp=sharing

mahabal60@gmail.com

To: rahul.garg@mgklegal.com; mriya_manasi mriya_manasi@yahoo.co.in; advgupte@gmail.com;
adv.gaurikawade@gmail.com; sakrao73@gmail.com; aorshriram@gmail.com; Shriram Pingle;
ssgore2005@gmail.com; ms@mpcb.gov.in; psec.env@maharashtra.gov.in

Subject: NGT OA 18/2016 (WZ) & Intervention Apln. 165/2016: Next Date 30.07.2020

Dear Sirs,

I am enclosing the copy of the Judgement of Hon’ble High Court of
Bombay and Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the above matter,
including copy of earlier application for earlier hearing.

For the convenience, the scanned copy of the entire record of 1536
PDF pages is also enclosed as link given hereinbelow.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eOmxFmydUTjXzj6 OoYAWNIYYICMbS

azL/view?usp=sharing

These records were scanned and transferred by Registry of NGT WZ
Pune and the Respondent No.7 as pre earlier application.

Regards = Raghunath Mahabal = +91-7400116222 =
mahabal60@gmail.com =

Advocate for Respondent No.7

A-202 Chandravijay, Phule Road, Mulund east, Mumbai-400081



Item No. 04
BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI
(Through Video Conferencing)

Original Application No. 18/2016 (WZ)
Jyeshta Nagrik Sangh Viman Nagar Applicant(s)
Versus
Union of India & Ors. Respondent(s)
Date of hearing: 20.07.2020

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SHEO KUMAR SINGH, JUDICIAL MEMBER
HON’BLE DR. SATYAWAN SINGH GARBYAL, EXPERT MEMBER

For Applicant(s) : Mr. Shiram P. Pingle, Advocate

For Respondent(s): Mr. Rahul Garg, Advocate for MOEF&CC
Mr. D. M. Gupte, Advocate for R- 2 & 3
Ms. Manasi Joshi, Advocate for R-4
Mr. Raghunath B. Mahabal, Advocate for R-7
Mr. Anil Rao Surapaneni, Advocate for R-9
Mr. Sachin Gore, Advocate

ORDER
1. This matter is pending for more than four years and one of the
oldest case in the Tribunal and while considering the arguments
raised on 16.03.2020, this Tribunal observed as follows:

“ 1. This matter has come before us for the first time
after 09.07.2018.

2. Without prejudice to the directions and orders passed
earlier, we may note that the applicant in this
application has substantially raised questions relating to
(1) validity of the Environmental Clearance granted for
the project as would be apparent from the pleadings
contained in paragraph 10 to 13 of the Original
Application and (2), violation of the conditions of the
Environmental Clearance dated 14.07.2010. We make it
clear that we are not inclined to enter into the validity of
the Environmental Clearance as this would be a subject
matter of an appeal for which specific period of limitation
has been provided. The only question that, therefore,
would remain for our consideration would be the alleged
violation of the terms and conditions of the
Environmental Clearance.

3. The representative of the applicant prays for an
adjournment on the ground of the inability of his counsel
to be present today.
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4. Mr. Raghunath B. Mahabal, learned counsel
appearing on behalf of the respondent no. 7 submits that
the issue raised in the present case has already been
considered by the Bombay High Court as well as the
Hon’ble Supreme Court and, therefore, the case requires
to disposed of in terms thereof. However, considering the
adjournment sought for on behalf of the applicant, we
are not inclined to enter into this question today.
5. In the interest of justice, the prayer for adjournment
sought for by the applicant is allowed making it clear
that no further adjournment shall be granted on any
ground whatsoever.
6. List on 14.04.2020.”
In spite of previous direction the applicant has further moved the
adjournment application and the learned counsel appearing for
respondent had submitted that the case is unnecessary delayed for
the reasons best known to the applicant. It is alleged that as per
various notifications regarding defence establishments and in
particular the Air Force Station and bomb dump, there are
restrictions even on planting trees which are likely to grow beyond
a certain height and the respondent by making false statement that
there is exist no defence establishment in close vicinity, obtained
NOC from various departments including slum rehabilitation
authority.
It is further alleged that as per gazette notification SOR No. 12
dated 14.02.2006 no construction is permitted within the limits of
900 meters from the outer parapet of the Indian Air Force Station,
Pune. It is further argued that the matter has been heard and
orders have been issued by Hon’ble High Court and Hon’ble Apex
Court.
In spite of the adjournment application moved by the applicant the
learned advocate for the respondent insisted that the matter be

expedited and further stated that the matter is of great importance

and it should not be unnecessary delayed.
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5. Considering the gravity of the matter and long pendency of the
application, we deem it just and proper that the matter be decided
by the larger Bench/Principal Bench of this Tribunal at New Delhi.

6. Accordingly, we request and direct the Registry of this Tribunal to
place the matter before the Hon’ble Chairperson to transfer this
case from this Bench to Principal Bench of this Tribunal at New
Delhi.

7. List it on 30.07.2020 for hearing or for listing for hearing.

Sheo Kumar Singh, JM

Dr. S.S. Garbyal, EM
July 20, 2020
O.A. No. 18/2016 (WZ)
MN



BEFORE HONOURABLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL,
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE

Original Application No. 18/2016 (WZ2)
and
Intervention Application No. 165/2016

Jyeshtha Nagarik Sangha Viman Nagar ........... Applicant
VERSUS
Union of India through MoEF & Ors.  ........... Respondents

MOST RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED BY
RESPONDENT NO. 7

(RAVIRAJ CREATIVE ASSOCIATES)

1. Respondent No.7 had earlier submitted the request letter
dated 02.11.2018. The copy of the same is enclosed for ready
reference. We have already scanned and transferred the
entire file to Registrar, NGT Pune and NGT New Delhi and so

also the print copies (4 nos.) for posting to respective files.

JUDGEMENT BY HIGH COURT OF BOMBAY IN WRIT PETITION:

2. Hon'’ble High Court of Bombay has given the detailed
Judgement on 3™ May 2019 in Civil Appellate Jurisdiction in
Writ Petition N0.13216 of 2016 in Anilkumar Surapaneni &
Anr. v/s The Government of India & Ors., enclosed for ready
reference [ Ax. A-1]. These were the very same major
points in this Application before NGT. Judgement has rejected

the main claims of the Applicants, that were:
i. The construction done is within 100 m from the airport

ii. The Ministry of Defence has no authority to issue the
NOC



THE HIGH COURT JUDGEMENT: (Judgement enclosed)

R

<

25. We are of the considered view that the impugned NOC
iIssued by the Ministry of Defence is legal and valid and has
statutory force of law and that the challenge to the NOC is without
any merit. We accordingly dismiss this Petition. There shall be no

order as to costs.

(R.1. CHAGLA J.) (A.A. SAYED, J.)

As such these two objections are conclusively set aside by the

Judgement.

One of the Petitioner filed SLP against before Hon’ble
Supreme Court, which too has been rejected by Judgement
dated 16.09.2019. The order copy is enclosed as [JJ] Ax. A-
A2].

Respondent No.7 in the original application filed the written
requests for urgent hearing on 02.11.2018 and 19.08.20109.
Now thereafter, even the issues as above have been affirmed
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, while confirming the order of
Hon’ble High Court.

EASONS FOR URGENT LISTING FOR FINAL HEARING:

The Original Application as above was filed in Western Zone
Bench Pune by 16.02.2016. This is Slum Rehabilitation
Authority (SRA) Pune project. There was intervention
application subsequently filed somewhere on 31.08.2016. The

applications are pending without effective hearing.



There is urgency in the matter and we urge that it may be

listed for immediate hearings, by the order of the bench.

a) Maharashtra Metro Rail Development Corporation Ltd.
(MMRDCL) is not able to accommodate their Project
Affected Persons (PAP) and Slum Dwellers, in spite of

project being ready to occupy.

b) About 4 no. of buildings with 688 no. of flats, are
ready to occupy since 2017. No additional
construction is pending in these buildings. Buildings and
flats are ready to occupy. Some outside development
work also is held-up, such as providing STP and roads

etc.

c) When the construction was done, project had
‘Environmental Clearance’ dated 14.07.2010 and
‘Consent to Establish’ dated 07.07.2010, both; and none
were challenged by way of Appeal / Application, till
16.02.2016.

d) The applicants are old bungalow owners in that area and
don’t want poor slum-dwellers OR PAPs to be relocated
in their rich, hi-end area. The issue of necessary distance
of more than 100m from Airport has been clarified by the
AQOC, Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune and S.R.A. more
than three times. Moreover, it falls under Works of
Defence Act 1903, which is NOT in Schedule-I of the NGT
Act. This issue also has been now conclusively decided
by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay, as stated above,

in favour of Respondent No.7 of this Application.



e) The ‘Environemntal Clearance’ validity has been
revalidated up to 12.07.2024.

fy The ‘'Consent to Establish’ for 5 years, has been
considered favourably in MPCB’s 15" Consent

Committee held on 01.03.2016 and recorded in minutes.
PRAYER:

8. Respondent No.7 therefore urges that the matter may please
be kept before the Hon’ble Bench with request for urgent
listing for final hearing at the earliest through Video
Conferencing through Pune Bench, as may be fixed by the

Hon’ble tribunal.

9. Hon’ble Tribunal may not hear the complete matter at
this stage, but may at least hear to the extent of giving
liberty to Slum Rehabilitation Authority (SRA) Pune to
allow to occupy these flats that are ready and lying idle

for last 2 years.

Respondent undertakes to convey the dates, as may be fixed by
the Hon’ble Tribunal to all other Respondents.

Date: 16.12.2019

Place: Pune for Respondent No. 7
Raviraj Creative Associates
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Annexure A-2

Jsn

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

WRIT PETITION NO. 13216 OF 2016

1. Mr. Anilkumar Baburao Surapaneni &
Anr.
Age 43 Yrs, Occu. Business, Residing at 10m ...Petitioners
Rajiv Nagar South, Viman Nagar, Pune — 14.
Versus

1. The Government of India and Ors.
Thru Secretary, Ministry of Defence, Dept of
Defence, New Delhi ...Respondents

Mr. Girish S. Godbole with Mr. Drupad Sopan Patil for the
Petitioners.

Mr. Anil Singh, Additional Solicitor General and Mr. Y.S. Bhate i/b.
Nirmeshkant R. Prajapati for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 5.

Mr. V.S. Gokhale, 'B' Panel Counsel for State / Respondent Nos. 2
and 6.

Mr. Atul Damle i/b. Deepak Ravindra More, for Respondent No.7.

Mr. Rajdeep Suresh Khadapkar, for Respondent No.8.

Mr. P.K. Dhakephalkar with Mr. A.S. Davar and Ms. Rutuja Patil,

i/b. Negandhi Shah & Himayatullah for Respondent No.9.

CORAM: A.A. SAYED &
R.l. CHAGLA, JJ.

JUDGMENT RESERVED ON 22TH MARCH, 2019

JUDGMENT PRONOUNCED ON 3RD MAY, 2019.

JUDGMENT :- (PerR.l Chagla J.)

1. This Petition filed under Article 226 of the Constitution of
India impugns a No Objection Certificate (for short 'NOC') dated

12th January, 2016 issued by Respondent No.1 permitting the
11



Respondent Nos. 7 and 9 to construct buildings on land bearing
survey No.203/2A (Part), village Lohegaon, Pune (for short “the
said land”). The Petitioners have also sought a direction against
Respondent Nos. 7 and 8 to withdraw the Development Rights
Certificates issued in favour of Respondent No.9 Developer in lieu

of construction on the said land.

A brief background of facts is necessary.

2. The Respondent No.9, owner of the said land on 29th
March, 2007 submitted a proposal to Respondent No.7, the Slum
Rehabilitation Authority (for short 'SRA') for development of a
portion of the said land under the Development Control
Regulations of Pune Municipal Corporation read with Draft Special
Regulations of SRA for Pune and Pimpri Chinchwad Area. The
SRA issued Letter of Intent on 30th March, 2007 for
implementation of SRA scheme on the portion of the said land
(14,450 Sq. mtrs.) on terms and conditions set out thereunder. On
30th May, 2007, in terms of the LOI, Conveyance in respect of the
said portion of land on which the SRA scheme was proposed to be
implemented was conveyed to SRA. A notification was issued by

SRA under Section 3 C of the Slum Act. Pursuant thereto on 14th
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October, 2009, SRA issued Commencement Certificate in terms of
the LOI upto 11 Floors for 8 buildings with Height of 34.95 Meters
and 8 floors for 1 building with Height of 26.25 Meters. Since the
said land was situated near the Air Force Station, Lohegaon,
Pune, the Air Force Station intimated to SRA that NOC is required

for construction of high rise buildings.

3. The Air Force Station, Lohegaon was included in Annexure
C of the Notification dated 14th February, 2007 which Notification
has been issued by Ministry of Defence in exercise of powers
conferred by Sections 3 and 7 of the Works of Defence Act, 1903.
The Central Government by the said Notification of 2007 had
considered it necessary and expedient to impose restrictions upon
the use and enjoyment of land in the vicinity of the Indian Air
Force Stations and installations. It is provided in Clause (C) of the
said Notification of 2007 that “no building or structure shall be
constructed, created or erected or no tree shall be planted on any
land within the limits of 100 meters from the crest of the outer
parapet except that the limit of 100 meters will extend to 900
meters from and in line with the boundary of the bomb dump at
Indian Air Force Stations and Installations as given in the

Annexure 'C' to this Notification”. By a subsequent Notification

13



dated 14th January, 2010 issued under Section 9A of the Aircraft
Act, 1934 by Ministry of Civil Aviation, it was notified that the
Central Government being of the opinion that it was necessary for
the safety of aircraft operations to direct that no building or
structure shall be constructed or erected within the limits specified
in Annexure | and Il on any land within a radius of 20 kms from the
Aerodrome Reference Point of Civil and Military Aerodrome,
without obtaining NOC. Clause 2 of the said Notification provided
that for the purpose of issuing NOC referred to in clause | for
Defence aerodromes, Defence Authorities shall be responsible for
issuing NOC in accordance with this Notification and subject to
any other restriction or conditions which such Authorities deem fit

for issuing the NOC.

4. Pursuant to the Notifications of 2007 and 2010, the Air
Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune by communication dated 3rd
December, 2010 intimated to SRA that NOC is required for
construction of high rise buildings on the said land. Accordingly,
the SRA applied for NOC on 18th December, 2010. The Air Force
Station had called for certain information in relation to the SRA
scheme being implemented by Respondent No.9 and this was

complied with by the SRA and final application for NOC was

14



submitted on 15th February, 2011. On 9th March, 2011, the Air
Force Station recommended the proposal for issuance of NOC to
the Command Head Quarters, Gandhinagar, State of Guijarat,
(South Western Air Command). The Command H.Q. in turn
recommended the proposal for issuance of NOC to the Air HQ —
New Delhi. Areport was issued by the concerned Air Force Station
on 15th April, 2011 to the Command H.Q., wherein it was
specifically mentioned that the building is beyond 100 mtrs. and
the site of construction is adjacent to domestic area. It appears
that on 18th May, 2011, the Respondent No.1, Ministry of Defence
had issued Guidelines for issue of NOC for building constructions
which provided that restriction of building constructions shall not
apply where construction activities are regulated by the provisions
of Cantonments Act, 2006, Aircraft Act, 1934, Gazette Notification
SO 84E dated 14th January, 2010 as revised from time to time,
Works of Defence Act, 1903 and in such cases the provisions of
the concerned Act or Notification shall continue to prevail. The
Guidelines prohibited constructions which were within 100 mtrs.
from the radius of defence establishment and multi-storey
buildings of more than four storeys within a distance of 500 Sq.
mtrs. from the radius of defence establishment. The Guidelines

did not apply to the said lands belonging to the Respondent No.9
15



which were beyond 100 Mtrs. from the defence establishment / Air
Force Station apart from the construction activities being regulated

by the Works of Defence Act or Aircraft Act.

d. Initially, the Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune issued a
letter dated 31st October, 2011 to the Pune Municipal Corporation
informing them that the construction activities of Respondent No.9
was cleared as far as operational aspects were concerned.
However, it was stated therein that based on the said Guidelines
dated 18th May 2011, the project is within 100 mtrs. from the crest
of the outer parapet wall of domestic area and the proposed
building is having more than 4 floors and that the construction
cannot be recommended. Pursuant thereto, the SRA issued stop
work notice dated 30th November, 2011 to Respondent No.9. A
letter dated 13th December, 2011 was addressed by Respondent
No.9 to the SRA to lift the stop work notice for 4 out of 6 buildings
which were clearly beyond 100 Mtrs. from the crest of the out
parapet wall of the Air Force Station. Thereafter, on 12th June,
2012, the SRA withdrew stop work notice issued to Respondent
No.9 by directing Respondent No.9 to restrict the five buildings
upto 4 floors and to handover the ready four buildings to SRA. The

Air Force Station by its further communication informed the

16



Municipal Commissioner to stop work immediately till receipt of
NOC from the Ministry of Defence. Accordingly, the SRA issued
stop work letter on 18th September, 2012 to Respondent No.9 and
called upon Respondent No.9 to obtain necessary NOC from the
Ministry of Defence. Respondent No0.9 accordingly addressed a
letter dated 6th November, 2012 to the Joint Secretary (Air),
Ministry of Defence requesting for issuance of NOC and informed
the Authority that the site in question is beyond 100 mtrs. from the
Air Force Station, Lohegaon and the said Guidelines do not apply
as the construction activities of Respondent No.9 are regulated by
the Works of Defence Act and the Aircraft Act and Notifications
issued thereunder. A survey was conducted by the Air Force
Station, Pune in respect of the construction activities of
Respondent No.9 on the said lands on 26th November, 2012. The
survey was carried out by Air Force Station and the report was
submitted on 18th December, 2012 to the Command SWAC and
Air H.Q., New Delhi intimating that all structures constructed by
Respondent No.9 under the SRA Scheme fall beyond the
prohibited area and permission was not recommended purely on
the Guidelines dated 18th May, 2011. Respondent No.9 issued
further communications to the Ministry of Defence requesting for

issuance of NOC on the ground that the said Guidelines issued by

17



the Ministry of Defence are not applicable to the construction
activities of Respondent No0.9. The SRA had also by
communication dated 31st October, 2013 informed the Secretary
of the Ministry of Defence to issue the NOC at the earliest as the
project is being commenced and constructed within the norms.
The Secretary, Ministry of Defence by its communication dated
16th April, 2014 informed Respondent No.9 that further action
would be taken after comments / recommendations of the State

Government on request for NOC is received.

6. On 27th February, 2015 the Principal Secretary — UD, State
Government referred to the communication of Respondent No.9
and informed the Joint Secretary (AIR) that the Works of Defence
Act is applicable to the said lands and that the Guidelines dated
18th May, 2011 are not applicable to the construction activities of
Respondent No.9. The NOC had accordingly been requested to
be issued. The Respondent No.9 pursuant to this communication
from the State Government pursued its request for issuance of
NOC with the Air HQ — New Delhi by its communication dated 7th
August, 2015. The Air Force Station, Pune informed the Pune
Municipal Commissioner by its communication dated 6th October,

2015 that the said Guidelines dated 18th May, 2011 is ceased
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forthwith and not applicable to Pune. On 26th October, 2015, the
Respondent No.9 requested the Ministry of Defence to issue
appropriate directions for issuance of NOC to the construction
activities of Respondent No0.9 / SRA project as the same was
beyond the prohibited area and the Guidelines dated 18th May,

2011 are not applicable to the Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune.

/. The Ministry of Defence on 12th January, 2016 issued the
impugned NOC to SRA on the terms and conditions set out
therein. Whilst issuing the NOC, the Ministry of Defence referred
to letter dated 7th August, 2015 addressed by Respondent No.9 to
the Air H.Q. for issuance of NOC. On 3rd February, 2016, the stop
work notice was withdrawn by the SRA and construction activities
by Respondent No.9 on the said land were commenced. A joint
survey was conducted by the Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune
and SRA on 7th October, 2016 wherein it was observed that, the
site in question is beyond 100 Metres from the Defence Wall
(Domestic Area). This Petition impugns the NOC issued by the

Ministry of Defence.
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8. This Court by order dated 25th April, 2017 admitted this
Petition and granted interim relief in terms of prayer clause (d) of

the Petition and accordingly, the impugned NOC was stayed.

9. Mr. Girish Godbole, learned Counsel for the Petitioner has
submitted that, the impugned NOC issued by the Ministry of
Defence is in complete violation of its Notification of 2007 which
had prohibited construction activity of lands situated within the
distance of 100 Mtrs. from the crest of the outer parapet wall of
the Air Force Station. He has submitted that the construction
activities of Respondent No.9 is within the prohibited distance of
100 Mtrs. and hence the impugned NOC could never have been
issued. He has relied upon a communication dated 13th
December, 2011 addressed by Respondent No.9 to SRA wherein
it is stated that 2 out of 6 proposed buildings would be affected if
the 100 Mtrs. criteria is considered. He has submitted that the
Ministry of Defence had no jurisdiction or authority to issue the
impugned NOC and / or relax the said condition in the Notification
of 2007. He has further submitted that the Notification of 2007
makes applicable the prior Notification SO 988 dated 5th January,
1988. Under that Notification construction activity within 20 kms

from the Aerodrome Reference Point has been restricted by the
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Government of India, Ministry of Civil Aviation exercising power
under Section 9A of the Aircraft Act. He has submitted that the
proposed construction activity by Respondent No.9 is in the
restricted area of the 1988 Notification and hence the impugned
NOC in any event could not have been issued. He has submitted
that the impugned NOC has been granted by the Ministry of
Defence by placing reliance upon the Notification issued on 30th
September, 2015 by the Ministry of Civil Aviation by which the
Ministry of Civil Aviation (Height Restrictions for Safeguarding of
Aircraft Operations) Rules, 2015 (for short “the Rules of 2015")
were published and which provided for grant of NOC. However,
the application of Respondent No0.9 for NOC being prior thereto
i.e. of 7th August, 2015 could not have been examined under the
Rules of 2015 as stated to have been done in the impugned NOC.
He has submitted that the Ministry of Defence had no power under
the Aircraft Act to issue the NOC granting permission for
construction activity on land which is within the radius not
exceeding 20 kms from the Aerodrome Reference Point as

provided in the Noaotification of 2010.

10. He has submitted that powers conferred by the Works of

Defence Act and the Aircraft Act will have an overriding effect and
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that a development permission / NOC for construction activity
contrary to the said Acts and Notifications issued thereunder are
bad in law. He has submitted that under the provisions of Works of
Defence Act and the Aircraft Act, there is no provision for grant of
NOC. He has placed reliance upon the Guidelines dated 18th
May, 2011 issued by the Ministry of Defence which prohibited muilti
storey building of more than four storeys within the distance of 500
Mtrs. which has been considered to be a security hazard. He has
relied upon the communication from the Air Force Station as well
as other higher authorities which have stated that the subject
buildings which are in excess of 4 storeys are likely to create a
security hazard. He has submitted that these Guidelines issued by
the Ministry of Defence have not been withdrawn till date. He has
relied upon the communication from Air Force Station dated 10th
September, 2015 to the Air HQ for review of the proposal for grant
of NOC at the level of AIR HQ and HQ Southern Western
Command (SWAC). The HQ SWAC in turn addressed letter dated
29th September, 2015 requesting Directorate of Air Traffic
Services to review the proposal for height restriction. He has
submitted that it is to the knowledge of the Petitioners that the
Directorate of Air Traffic Services has not cleared the proposal.

He has also relied upon the communication dated 3rd November,
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2015 of the Air Force Station to the SRA for submission of a fresh
survey of India report as the survey of India report submitted had
not taken into consideration all relevant pillars of the proposed site
along with the relevant authenticated map. He has submitted that
it is to the knowledge of the Petitioners that the Respondents have
not submitted the fresh survey of India report till date. He has
further relied upon the communication addressed by the Ministry
of Defence dated 30th December, 2015 addressed to ACAS
(Works) requesting AIR HQ to advise Respondent No.9 to apply
afresh for issuance of NOC. He has submitted that despite
Respondent No.9 not applying afresh for issuance of NOC, the
impugned NOC was issued on 12th January, 2006. He has
submitted that under Section 7 of the Works of Defence Act or
Section 9A of the Aircraft Act there was no authority to grant NOC
and that the NOC suffers from inherent lack of jurisdiction. He has,
therefore, submitted that the impugned NOC be quashed and set
aside. He has further submitted that Respondent Nos.7 and 8
could not have issued Development Right Certificate in favour of
the Respondent No.9 in lieu of construction on the said land
without a legal and valid permission / NOC being granted by the

Ministry of Defence.
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11.  Mr. Dhakephalkar, the learned Senior Counsel for
Respondent No.9 has placed reliance on the correspondence
addressed by the Respondent No.9 and the SRA with the Ministry
of Defence for issuance of NOC for construction activity of
Respondent 9 on the said land. He has submitted that the SRA
applied for NOC as far back on 15th February, 2011 and that the
Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune had recommended the
proposal for issuance of the NOC. He has submitted that from the
Report dated 15th April, 2011 of the Air Force Station, Pune, it was
clear that the buildings on the said land were beyond 100 Meters
and the site of construction is adjacent to the domestic area. He
has relied upon the notice of the Collector dated 9th April, 2008
which was issued pursuant to the Notification dated 14th
February, 2007 and included the various locations and lands
which would be affected by the Notification dated 14th February,
2007 as these lands were within the limits of 100 mtrs from the
crest of outer parapet wall of the Air Force Station. He has
submitted that the said land which the subject matter of this
Petition was not mentioned in the notice of the Collector as the
said land was not within the limits of 100 meters from the crest of
outer parapet wall of the Air Force Station and hence construction

activity was not prohibited. It is necessary to mention here that Mr.
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Godbole, learned counsel for the Petitioner has relied upon certain
correspondence from the Director (Air - 1) as well as by the ACAS
(Works) to submit that the provisions of the Notification dated 14th
February, 2007 had erroneously been made inapplicable and
unenforceable for domestic areas and submitted that it was due to
this omission that the said land had not been included in the

Notice of the Collector.

12. Mr. Dhakephalkar has further submitted that the reason for
the non grant of NOC for several years was because of the
Guidelines issued by the Ministry of Defence being made
applicable to the construction activity of Respondent No.9 on the
said land. It was due to the applicability of these Guidelines that
SRA had issued the stop work notice. He has submitted that it was
only later upon a view being taken by the Principal Secretary —
UD, State Government which was informed to the Joint Secretary,
AIR, that the Works of Defence Act, is applicable to the said lands
and the Guidelines dated 18th May, 2011 issued by the Ministry of
Defence are not applicable, that the Ministry of Defence upon
being satisfied, issued the impugned NOC. He has submitted that
three surveys of the construction activities on the said land have

been conducted, two by the Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune
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and one by a private agency employed by Respondent No.9. He
has relied upon the said surveys which are annexed to the reply
filed in the Petition and which clearly show that the structures to
be constructed by Respondent No.9 under the SRA scheme are
beyond the restricted zone of 100 Mtrs. He has also relied upon
the Notifications issued on 14th January, 2010 and 30th
September, 2015 in support of his contention that the buildings to
be constructed by Respondent No.9 are within the permissible
height i.e. less than 45 Mtrs. and thus permissible. He has
submitted that a joint survey has also been conducted later by the
Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune and the SRA on 7th October,
2016, wherein it was observed that the site in question is beyond
100 Mtrs from the Defence Wall (Domestic Area). He has
submitted that as against these surveys carried out, the Petitioner
has not carried out any survey to dispute this factual position. He
has submitted that the impugned NOC has been validly granted
under the Aircraft Act and pursuant to the said Notification of 2010
as well as the said Notification of 2015. He has submitted that the
Ministry of Defence upon being satisfied that the construction
activity of Respondent No.9 on the said land was not prohibited by
the said Notifications issued under the Works of Defence Act and

the Aircraft Act has granted permission for construction activity to
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be carried out on the said lands. He has submitted that the
application for NOC of Respondent No.9 / SRA was much prior to
7th August, 2015 and that the communication dated 7th August,
2015 was only a reminder of the application for NOC on the part of
Respondent No.9 and hence it cannot be said that the application
for grant of NOC is only by way of this communication. He has
submitted that it was not necessary for Respondent No.9 / SRA to
make a fresh application for grant of NOC as the Ministry of
Defence was considering the prior application made in 2011 for
grant of NOC. The impugned NOC dated 12th January, 2016 is
pursuant to this application. He has accordingly submitted that the
impugned NOC has been legally and validly issued by the Ministry
of Defence by exercising its power under the Aircraft Act and the
Notifications issued thereunder and hence the Petition does not

have any merit and should be accordingly dismissed.

13. Mr. Anil Singh, the learned Additional Solicitor General
appearing for the Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 5 has submitted that
the Ministry of Defence has power under Section 9A read with sub
section 1 and clause (o) and clause (r) of Sub section (2) of
Section (5) of the Aircraft Act to grant NOC for construction activity

in respect of buildings to be constructed on land not exceeding 20
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Kms from the aerodrome reference point. This clearance by the
Ministry of Defence for construction and erection of building /
structure upto a certain height specified within the radius of 20
Kms from the aerodrome reference point is by way of publication
of Notification. He has relied upon the Rules of 2015 which were
issued by way of Notification (GSR - 751 (E)) dated 30th
September, 2015 which provides for grant of such NOC. He has
submitted that even under the notification dated 14th January,
2010 there was a provision for NOC to be granted for construction
within the radius of 20 Kms. of the Aerodrome Reference Point.
He has submitted that the Respondent No.1 Ministry of Defence
has validly exercised its powers under the said provisions by
issuance of the impugned NOC granting permission for
construction activity of Respondent No.9 on the said land. He has
submitted that the surveys conducted by the Air Force Station,
Lohegaon, Pune had found the buildings to be constructed by the
Respondent No.9 on the said lands to be beyond 100 Mtrs as the
nearest pillar was found to be at distance of 100.32 Mtrs from the
crest of the outer parapet wall of the Air Force Station. He has
also submitted that the Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune
informed the Pune Municipal Commissioner that the Guidelines

dated 18th May, 2011 are not applicable to Pune. The Principal
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Secretary — UD — State Government has also opined that the
Works of Defence Act is applicable to the said land and
construction activity of Respondent No.9 thereon and hence the
said Guidelines were inapplicable. He has accordingly submitted
that it was incumbent upon the SRA and Respondent No0.9 to
apply for NOC under the Notification that existed at the time of
making the applications in 2011 i.e. SO 84(E) which was by way of
Notification dated 14th January, 2010. He has accordingly
submitted that the Writ Petition is liable to be dismissed with

exemplary cost.

14. Mr. Atul Damle, the learned Senior Counsel for Respondent
No.7, SRA has supported the arguments of Respondent No.9 and
placed reliance upon the joint survey report of SRA and Air Force
Station, Lohegaon, Pune on 7th October, 2016 wherein it was
observed that the subject site in question was beyond 100 Mirs.
from the crest of outer parapet wall of the Air Force Station. He
has submitted that the impugned NOC has been legally and
validly issued pursuant to the SRA application dated 15th
February, 2011. He has also submitted that the NOC had not been
granted by virtue of Guidelines of Ministry of Defence initially

being made applicable to the construction activity of Respondent

29



No.9 and upon the Ministry of Defence being subsequently
satisfied of the inapplicability of the Guidelines to the construction
activity of Respondent No.9 on the said land as the construction
activity was regulated by the Works of Defence and Aircraft Act,
the impugned NOC was issued. He has accordingly submitted
there is no merit in the Petition and the Petition deserves to be

dismissed.

15.  We have considered the rival submissions. The Petitioners
who have filed this Petition are residents of Rajiv Nagar South,
Viman Nagar, Pune — 110 014 and Petitioner No.2 is stated to be
a retired Warrant Officer, Indian Air Force. The Petitioners have
sought protection of their fundamental rights under the
Constitution of India. The main challenge in the Petition is to the
impugned NOC dated 12th January, 2016 issued by the Ministry
of Defence, Government of India (Respondent No.1 herein). The
Petitioners contention is that the impugned NOC has been issued
by the Ministry of Defence without jurisdiction and thus having no
statutory force of law. We shall first deal with the jurisdiction of the
Ministry of Defence to issue the impugned NOC granting
permission to the construction activities of Respondent No.9 on

the said land.
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16. The power of Central Government to prohibit or regulate
construction of buildings, planting of trees, etc. within the radius
not exceeding 20 Kms form the aerodrome reference point has
been provided for under Section 9A of the Aircraft Act, which reads

as under:-

9-A. Power of Central Government to prohibit or
regulate construction of buildings, planting of
trees, etc. — (1) If the Central Government is of
opinion that it is necessary or expedient so to do
for the safety of aircraft operations it may, by
notification in the Official Gazette, —

(i) direct that no building or structure shall be
constructed or erected, or no tree shall be planted
on any land within such radius, not exceeding
twenty kilometres from the aerodrome reference
point, as may be specified in the notification and
where there is any building, structure or tree on
such land, also direct the owner or the person
having control of such building, structure or tree to
demolish such building or structure or, as the case
may be, to cut such tree within such period as may
be specified in the notification;

(ii) direct that no building or structure higher than
such height as may be specified in the notification
shall be constructed or erected, or no tree, which
is likely to grow or ordinarily grows higher than
such height as may be specified in the notification,
shall be planted, on any land within such radius, be
specified in the notification and where the height of
any building or structure or tree on such land is
higher than the specified height, also direct the
owner or the person having control of such
building, structure or tree to reduce the height
thereof so as not to exceed the specified height,
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within such period as may be specified in the
notification.

(2) In specifying the radius under clause (i)or
clause (ii) of sub-section (1) and in specifying the
height of any building, structure or tree under the
said clause (ii), the Central Government shall have
regard to —

(a) the nature of the aircraft operated or intended to
be operated in the aerodrome; and

(b) the international standards and recommended
practices governing the operations of aircraft.

17. Further, the relevant provisions of the Works of Contract Act

are Section 3 and 7 which read thus:-

3. Declaration and notice that restrictions will be
imposed. — (1) Whenever it appears to the Central
Government that it is necessary to impose
restrictions upon the use and enjoyment of land in
the vicinity of any work of defence or of any site
intended to be used or to be acquired for any such
work, in order that such land may be kept free from
buildings and other obstructions, a declaration
shall be made to that effect under the signature of a
Secretary to such Government or of some officer
duly authorised to certify its orders.

(2) The said declaration shall be published in the
(Official Gazette) and shall state the district or other
territorial division in which the land is situate and
the place where a sketch plan of the land, which
shall be prepared on a scale not smaller than six
inches to the mile and shall distinguish the
boundaries referred to in Section7, may be
inspected; and the Collector shall cause public
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notice of the substance of the said declaration to be
given at convenient places in the locality.

(3) The said declaration shall be conclusive proof
that it is necessary to keep the land free from
buildings and other obstructions.

7. Restrictions. From and after the publication of the
notice mentioned in section 3, sub- section (2),
such of the following restrictions as the Central
Government] may in its discretion declare therein
shall attach with reference to such land, namely:-

(a) Within an outer boundary which, except so far as
is otherwise provided in section 39, sub- section (4),
may extend to a distance of two thousand yards
from the crest of the outer parapet of the work,-

(i) no variation shall be made in the ground- level,
and no building, wall, bank or other construction
above

the ground shall be maintained, erected, added to
or altered otherwise than with the written approval
of the General Officer Commanding the District, and
on such conditions as he may prescribe;

The relevant provisions in both these Acts provide for

restrictions to be imposed by the Central Government in respect of
lands which are within the vicinity of the Air Force Station /
aerodrome and / or the Works of Defence. Hence, there is a
power conferred on the Central Government by these Acts to

impose such restrictions on construction activity which are within
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the restricted area for safety of the said Air Force Station and / or
the Works of Defence. It is under these provisions that the above
referred Notifications of 2007, 2010 and 2015 were issued by the

Ministry of Defence.

19. The impugned NOC is having statutory force and this is
evident from the relevant provisions of the Aircraft Act as well as
the Notification (GSR 751E) issued on 30th September, 2015
notifying the Rules of 2015 and the prior Notification of 2010 under
which Application for NOC was made. The relevant provision of
the Aircraft Act apart from Section 9A extracted above are Section

5(1) and (2) which reads as under:

5. Power of Central Government to make rules.-- (1)
Subject to the provisions of section 14 the Central
Government may, by notification in the Official
Gazette, make rules regulating the manufacture,
possession, use, operation, sale, import or export
of any aircraft or class of aircraft and for securing
the safety of aircraft operation.

(2) Without prejudice to the generality of the
foregoing power, such rules may provide for —

(o) the manner and conditions of the issue or
renewal of any license or certificate under the Act
or the rules, the examination and tests to be
undergone in connection therewith, the form,
custody, production, endorsement, cancellation,
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suspension or surrender of such license or
certificate, or of any log-book.

(r) any matter subsidiary or incidental to the
matters referred to in this sub-section.

It is seen from the above provisions that the Central
Government has the power to issue Rules for securing the safety

of Aircraft operation.

20. The Rules of 2015 issued vide notification dated 30th
September, 2015 (GSR -751 — E) expressly provide in Rule 5 (1)

and (2) as under:-

5. Issuance of No Objection Certificate. — (1) The
No Objection Certificate in respect of civil
aerodromes shall be issued by the designated
officer on behalf of the Central Government in
respect of civil aerodromes.

(2) The No Objection Certificate in respect of
defence aerodromes shall be issued by the
authorised officer in accordance with Schedule |
and Schedule Il, subject to such other conditions
as the said authorised officer may deem fit.

The definition of NOC under said Rules is provided in Rule

3(viii), which reads as follows:-

3(viii) “No objection Certificate” means the
certificate issued under rule 5;
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The Rules of 2015 further provide that the Airports
Authorities of India is responsible for processing or issuance of

NOC being the designated authority.

21. In the notification (SO 84 E) issued on 14th January, 2010,
the Ministry of Civil Aviation exercised the powers conferred by
Section 9A of the Aircraft Act after receipt of all information
considered necessary and expedient for the Safety and Aircraft
Operations and issued directions. Clause 1 and 2 of the said

Notification read thus:-

1. No building or structure shall be constructed
or erected and no tree shall be planted on any
land within the limits specified in Annexure | and
Il from Civil and Defence Aerodromes and
Aeronautical communication stations listed in
Annexure- llIA, HlIB, llIC, IlID and IlIE without
obtaining “No Objection Certificate”.

2. For the purpose of issuing of No Objection
Certificate referred to in paragraph 1,

(a) the Airports Authority of India shall be
responsible for issuing the No Objection
Certificate on behalf of Central Government in
respect of all civil aerodromes in India including
the State Government aerodromes and the
Private aerodromes where civil commercial
flights are operating as listed at Annexure llIA;
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(b) for Defence aerodromes, defence authorities
shall be responsible for issuing No Objection
Certificate in accordance with this notification
and subject to any other restriction or condition
which such authorities deemed fit for issuing the
‘No Objection Certificate".

22. Thus the notification dated 14th January, 2010 had directed
that the Defence Authorities to be responsible for issuing NOC for
building or structure to be constructed or erected within the limits
specified in Annexure | and |l from Defence aerodrome and
aeronautical communications listed in the Annexures mentioned
therein. The concerned Defence aerodrome in this Petition has

been listed in Annexure Il — C of the Notification.

23. Upon considering the facts in the present case, we are of
the view that the power to issue NOC has been validly exercised
by the Ministry of Defence under Section 9A of the Aircraft Act,
read with the relevant Notification issued on 14th January, 2010.
We find that the final application for grant of NOC was pursuant to
this Notification and is dated 15th February, 2011. We find that the
Air Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune as well as Command Head
Quarter, Gujarat, State of Gujarat, (South West Air Command)
both had recommended the issuance of NOC for the construction

activity of Respondent No.9. It is only by virtue of placing reliance
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on its Guidelines dated 18th May, 2011, the Ministry of Defence
had not adhered to the recommendation as the proposed
constructions / buildings were having more than four floors and
were within 500 Mtrs from the parapet wall of the Air Force
Station, hence in violation of these Guidelines. The SRA
accordingly had issued stop work notice to Respondent No.9.
Various communications had been addressed by the Respondent
No.9 and the SRA to the effect that the Guidelines issued on 18th
May, 2011 were not applicable to the construction activities of
Respondent No.9 as the Guidelines itself provided that they would
not apply to construction activities which were regulated by the
Works of Defence Act and the Notification of 2010 issued under
the Aircraft Act. The Ministry of Defence upon being satisfied with
these communications as well as, the opinion of the Principal
Secretary, UD, State Government to the effect that the guidelines
are inapplicable to the construction activities of Respondent No.9
and pursuant to direction issued by the Air Force Station,
Lohegaon, Pune to the Pune Municipal Commissioner that the
said Guidelines were inapplicable to Lohegaon, Pune, issued the

impugned NOC.

38



24.  Further, it appears that there were surveys of the proposed
construction on the said land, which were conducted by the Air
Force Station, Lohegaon, and a private agency employed by
Respondent No.9. Thereafter there was a joint survey by the Air
Force Station, Lohegaon, Pune and SRA conducted after
issuance of the impugned NOC. All these surveys were
unanimous in observing that the construction activities of
Respondent No.9 on the said land are beyond 100 Mtrs from the
crest of the parapet wall of the Air Force Station and thus not
prohibited by the Notification of 2007. As against this, the
Petitioners have not conducted any survey of the construction
activities of Respondent No.9 and thus it is clear that the
Petitioners have no basis for stating that the construction activities
of Respondent No.9 on the said land were situated within 100
Mtrs. from the crest of the parapet wall of Air Force Station. The
Petitioners have merely relied on a correspondence of
Respondent No.9 to the effect that 2 out of the 6 proposed
buildings may be affected by the 100 Mtrs criteria. The
correspondence was addressed to SRA to lift the stop work notice
in respect of 4 buildings which met the said criteria. Further, the
correspondence was addressed prior to the said surveys being

conducted and hence cannot form the basis of this allegation. We
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also do not find any merit in the contention of the Petitioners that
the height restrictions will be violated by the Respondent No.9 in
constructing the buildings on the said land. It is an admitted fact
that the proposed buildings have a height of 40.45 meters and
thus are within the permissible height of 45 Mtrs. as provided for in
both Notifications of 14th October, 2010 and 30th September,
2015. It is thus apparent that the Petitioners have made
allegations against the construction activity of Respondent No.9
on the said land without any supporting material or survey
conducted backing these allegations. It is also apparent from the
notice of the Collector issued on 9th April, 2008 which notified the
lands which were within 100 Mtrs from the crest of the parapet
wall of the Air Force Station and thus prohibited under the
Notification of 2007, the land had been excluded. We do not find
that the exclusion of domestic area in this notice which was later
found to be incorrect makes any difference as the construction
activities of Respondent No.9 on the said land is beyond 100 Mtrs.
from the crest of the outer parapet wall of the Air Force Station as
borne out from the surveys conducted. We further do not accept
the submission of the learned Counsel for the Petitioners that the
construction activities of Respondent No.9 were in violation of the

height restrictions under the 1988 Notification as this Notification
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has been superseded by the 2010 and 2015 Noaotifications which
provide for a permissible height of 45 Mtrs. for the buildings
constructed in the restricted areas. In any event there is no
pleading of this contention by the Petitioners in the Petition and
this is a mere after thought brought for the first time in the Affidavit

in Rejoinder.

25. We are of the considered view that the impugned NOC
issued by the Ministry of Defence is legal and valid and has
statutory force of law and that the challenge to the NOC is without
any merit. We accordingly dismiss this Petition. There shall be no

order as to costs.

(R. I. CHAGLA J.) ( A.A. SAYED, J.)

26. Upon pronouncement of the judgment learned Counsel for
the Petitioner prays that the stay granted by the interim order
dated 25th April, 2017 be extended by a period of 12 weeks. The
prayer is opposed by the learned Counsel for the Respondents. In
the facts and circumstances of the case, we are not inclined to
grant the prayer for extension of the stay. The prayer shall stand

rejected.

(R. 1. CHAGLA J.) ( A.A. SAYED, J.)
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Annexure A-2

ITEM NO.13 COURT NO.4 SECTION IX

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (C) No(s). 20330/2019

(Arising out of impugned final judgment and order dated ©03-05-2019
in WP No. 13216/2016 passed by the High Court of Judicature at
Bombay)

ANILKUMAR BABURAO SURAPANENI & ANR. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA & ORS. Respondent(s)

(FOR ADMISSION and I.R. and IA No.128526/2019-EXEMPTION FROM FILING
0.T. and IA No0.128525/2019-PERMISSION TO FILE SYNOPSIS AND LIST OF
DATES and IA No0.136146/2019-PERMISSION TO FILE ADDITIONAL
DOCUMENTS/FACTS/ANNEXURES)

Date : 16-09-2019 This petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ARUN MISHRA
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M.R. SHAH

For Petitioner(s) Mr. Rajive Bhalla, Adv.
Mr. Shubham Bhalla, AOR
Mr. Yajur Bhalla, Adv.
Mr. Bharat Upreti,Adv.

For Respondent(s) Mr. Mukul Rohatgi, Sr.Adv.
Mr. Mahesh Agarwal, Adv.
Mr. Rishi Agrawala, Adv.
Mr. Ankur Saigal, Adv.
Mr. Rohan Talwar, Adv.
Mr. E.C. Agrawala, AOR

Mr. Ranjit Kumar, Sr.Adv.
Mr. Akshay Girish Ringe, AOR
Ms. Megha Mukerjee, Adv.

Ms. Swati Ghildiyal, Adv.

Mr. Vivek Narayan Sharma, Adv.
Mr. Mohd. Akhil, Adv.

Mr. Arvind Kumar Sharma, AOR

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

No case 1is made out to interfere with the impugned
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order(s) passed by the High Court. The special leave petition
is, accordingly, dismissed.

Pending application(s), if any, shall stand disposed of.

(NARENDRA PRASAD) (JAGDISH CHANDER)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER
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