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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DLEHI
0.A.NO._203/2023

IN THE MATTER OF:

TUSHAR GOSWAMI ...APPLICANT
VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. ...RESPONDENTS

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: -

1) That the present matter is pending before this Hon'ble Tribunal, which
was listed on 29.05.2023. The Hon’ble Tribunal directed the
respondent State of U.P. to submit a copy of the Interlocutory
Application (IA) currently under consideration before the Hon'ble
Supreme Court concerning the de-notification of the Turtle Sanctuary.
The operative part of the Order is as follows: -

“Counsel for the State is directed to place on record a copy of the pending
1A before Hon’ble the Supreme Court wherein the issue of de notification of
Turtle Sanctuary is involved.”

2) That in light of the aforementioned order, the respondent state of U.P.
has respectfully submitted that the copies of the IA No.117425/2019
for Intervention and 117429/2019 for direction which are pending
before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India are annexed herein as
ANNEXURE - R1)

3) That the Hon’ble Supreme Court on 28.01.2020 issued notice in the
[.A.’s which are pending before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India.
Which are annexed herein as ANNEXURE - R2

4) That the order of the Hon’ble Tribunal has been complied.
Filed By: -

2

Bhanwar Pal Singh Jadon
Standing counsel, State of U.P.
National Green Tribunal
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
WRIT JURISDICTION

14257
LA.No: ' /2019

IN
WRIT PETITION NO: 337 OF 1995

IN THE MATTER OF:

CENTRE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, WWF ...PETITIONER

VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. . ...RESPONDENT(S)

AND IN THE MATTER OF:

VIKRANT TONGAD

S/o Shri Balhjeet Singh,

Aged about 28 years,

R/o Senior Citizen Home Complex,

Sector Pi-1, Near Yatharth Hospital,

Greater Noida — 201301,

Uttar Pradesh ... NTERVENOR/APPLICANT

APPLICATION FOR INTERVENTION

To,

The Hon’ble Chief Justice of India and His Companion Justices of the
Supreme Court of India

The humble Application of the
Petitioner above named
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MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

1. That the ‘Kachhua’ or Turtle Wildlife Santuary is the world’s only
protected area‘l dedicated to freshwater turtles, and is spread across a 7km
stretch of the River Ganga between Rajghat (Malviya Rail Road Bridge)
and Ramnagar Fort in Varanasi District, State of Uttar Pradesh. The
Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary was notified as a Sanctuary with intention to
protect wildlife, and specifically turtle species, under the provisions of the
Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 by the Notification dated 21.12.1989 by the
Uttar Pradesh State Government. Through a breeding programme between
1987 and 1990, the Kashi Forest Division released more than 33,000 turtles
into this stretch of the River Ganga.

2. That the Applicant herein is a public spirited person working in the field of
environmental protection for the past several years and has raised various
issues before different authorities with respect to protection of forest and
environment. The Applicant has approached the National Green Tribunal
and this Hon’ble Court raising several issues with regard to air pollution,
protection of water bodies, wetlands, etc.

3. That the Applicant herein is approaching this Hon’ble Court seeking
permission to intervene in the above titled Writ Petition to bring on record
the alarming issue of the proposal of the State of Uttar Pradesh to denotify
the Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary without any sci;antiﬁc basis which has put
in jeopardy not only the existence of several threatened turtle species, but
also the stability of the entire river ecosystem of the region. The project has
already been recommended by the Uttar Pradesh State Board for Wild Life

(“SBWL”) and the Standing Committee of the National Board for Wild
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Life (“SC of NBWL”) without any consideration or scientific scrutiny of
the critical environmental issues surrounding such denotification.
. The Applicants have filed a separate Application seeking appropriate
directions from this Hon’ble Court for the prevention of the denotification
of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary as the same would have a devastating
impact on several endangered and threatened species that depend on the
sanctuary for their survival, and also disturb the ecological balance of the
river as a whole. The contents of the said Application for directions may be
read as part and parcel of the present Application and the same are not
being repeated herein, for the sake of brevity.
. That the Applicants would like to bring on record the following critical
issues:
(i) This Hon’ble Court has stated in this present Writ Petition

No. 337 of 1995 that no wildlife sanctuaries, national parks

or reserved forests are to be denotified
It is submitted that by an Order dated 13.11.2000 in the present writ
petition, this Hon’ble Court has stated thét no wildlife sanctuaries, national
parks or reserved forests are to be denotified. No further orders have been
passed permitting denotification. The proposal for denotification of the
Kachhua Sanctuary was recommended in a single meeting of the Standing
Committee of the National Board for Wild Life dated 07.09.2018, where
the consideration of the proposal was wholly inadequate. Therefore the
Applicant has moved the present Application to intervene in the present
Writ Petition before this Hon’ble Court to quash the proposal for the

denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary.
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The Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 does not permit the denotification

of an existing Wildlife Sanctuary

Wildlife Sanctuaries have been classified as ‘Protected Areas’ under the

Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972. It is clear-from a plain reading of the

Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 that there is no provision that permits the

denotification of an existing wildlife sanctuary, or any other existing

protected area.

(iij) Neither the NBWL, nor the SBWL have the power to
denotify an existing sanctuary under the Wildlife

(Protection) Act, 1972

It is submitted that it is clear from the powers and functions that have been
conferred upon the National Board for Wildlife under the Wildlife
(Protection) Act, 1972 that the Act has not envisaged granting the NBWL,
or the SBWL the power to recommend the denotification of an existing
sanctuary, and arriving at a construction that would permit the same would
be in contradiction to the very object and purpose with which the Wildlife
(Protection) Act, 1972 was enacted and would therefore be untenable in
law.

(iv) No actual consideration of the proposal for denotification

has been done by the State Board for Wild Life

Without prejudice to the submissions made above, it is submitted that the
proposal for denotification of the Kachhua Wild Life Sanctuary was
recommended by the SBWL in a single meeting dated 30.08.2018, and it is
clear from a perusal of the Minutes of the Meeting that an actual
consideration of the proposal on merits was not carried out by the SBWL.

The SBWL has merely selectively quoted a report dated July, 2018
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published by the WildLife Institute of India to arrive at misleading

conclusions, whereas the report itself has nowhere recommended or even

contemplated the denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary.

(v) The Standing Committee of the NBWL has blindly
accepted the submissions of the State Government & the

SBWL without any application of mind

It is submitted that the Standing Committee of the NBWL has made no
actual consideration of the proposal for denotification on merits and has
just blindly accepted the submissions of the State Government and the
recommendations of the SBWL without any application of mind regarding
the veracity of the same. The SC of NBWL has failed to give any valid
justification for the denotification of the sanctuary and has also failed to
appreciate that the notification of another area as a wildlife sanctuary
would not counterbalance the impact of the denotification of the Kachhua
Wildlife Sanctuary.
(vi) High anthropogenic pressure is observed uniformly across

the stretch of the River Ganga which was studied in the

WII report

It is submitted that in both the meetings of the SBWL and the SC of
NBWL, references have been made to the high anthropogenic pressure that
is observed in the stretch of the River Ganga falling within the Kachhua
Sanctuary, and that this is a reason for the denotification of the sanctuary.
However, this is an entirely misleading submission being made by the State
Government as it is clear from the WII report that high anthropogenic

pressure was uniformly observed across the entire stretch of the River
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under study, including the area that the State Government plans to notify as
a new sanctuary in lieu of the Kachhua Sanctuary.
(vii) The Uttar Pradesh State Government has concealed the

real purpose for which it has sought to denotify the

Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary
It is submitted that the real purpose for which the State Government has
sought to denotify the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary is for the construction
of a waterway from Varanasi to Haldia, and the terminals required for the
same, under the ‘Jal Marg Vikas Project’. However, the same has been
concealed by the State of Uttar Pradesh and finds no mention in the
minutes of the meetings of the SBWL or the Standing Committee of
NBWL, in which the proposal for denotification was considered.
. That the above mentioned issues have been described in greater detail in
the accompanying application for directions and the same are not being
repeated for the sake of brevity.
. That therefore, the Applicants may be permitted to intervene and
participate in the proceedings in the above titled Writ Petition before this
Hon’ble Court to bring on record the above mentioned facts and legal
issues so that appropriate directions may be passed by this Hon’ble Court
regarding the preservation of the Kachhua Sanctuary and the endangered
and threatened species dependant on the same.

PRAYER

In the circumstances, it is prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be pleased
to:
i Permit Applicants herein to intervene in the proceedings of the

above titled matter.
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ii. Pass such order or orders as this Hon’ble Court may deem fit in the

facts and circumstances of the case.

DRAWN BY:

Ritwick Dutta, Rahul Choudhary & Sharan Balakrishna

Advocates
FILED BY:
SRISHTI AGNIHOTRI
ADVOCATE FOR APPLICANT
Place: New Delhi
Drawn on:

Filed on:

10
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA o 8

~CIVIL ORIGINAL J U,RISDICTION ros
L.A.-No. 1VT42572019
IN 'y

WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) No.337 OF 1995’

5 _ y
"IN THE MATTER OF:

Centre,»fdg Env.ironrnentL.“aw; WWE-I ‘ | . ....Petitioner
| [' ‘ . Versus
Union of India & Ors. -, o ., ..Respondents
AND INTHEMATTER OF: |
Vlkrant Tongad ‘ A ' . N -...Applic‘ant'
o - Versus "
Union of‘Indi’a and Ors* Y K S - ...Respondents
| AFFIDAVIT

1, Vlkrant Tongad Slo. Shrl Baljeet Singh, aged about 28 years R/o T-16,
Senior Citizen Complex, Sector Pi-1, Near Yatharth Hospital, near Greater
Noida, Uttar Pradesh- 201301 "do hereby solemnly affirm and state.as
. follows:- “ \

v

- 1. T am the Intervenor Applicant, and I am competent -and authorized to
swear the present affidavit.

2. That the contents in the accompanylng Application for Interventlon and
all L. As therein, are true and correct, and based on the records of the case
-and nothmg mater1a1 has been concealed therefrom and the same may be

. being repeated hereln for the sake of brev1ty g

3. The annexures are true copies of their respective originals.

N

)

DEPONENT

" i
. VERIFICATION: - R&‘;\a\ NG

Verified at New Delhi on this __ day of July, 2019 that the contents of
paras 1 to 3. of the affidavit are true and correct to my knowledge and no

part of it is false or 1ncorrect and nothing materlal has been concealed
thérefrom. :

DEPONENT

11

e
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IN THE SUPREMGOCOURT OF INDIA 3‘2
[CIVIL/CRIMINAL ORIGINAL/APPELLATE JURISDICTION]

S.L.P./W.P./T.P./Review Petition (Civil/Crl.) No.(8) .c...ccovvunirinrnns /2019
..................................................................................................................... Petitioner(s)/
Appellant(s)
VERSUS
v vereee ... REspondent(s)
VAKALATNAMA
LT =P PO Appellant(s)/

Petitioner(s)/Respondent(s)Opposite party in the above Suit/Appeal/Petition/Reference do hereby
appoint and retain , Advocate of the Supreme Court of India to act and

appeal for me/us in the above Suit/Appeal/Petition/Reference and on my/our behalf to conduct and
prosecute (or defend) the same and all proceedings that may be taken in respect of any application
connected with the same or any decree or order passed therein, including proceedings in taxation
and applications for Review, to file and obtain return of documents and to deposit and receive money
on my/our behalf in the said Suit/Appeal/Petition/Reference and in application of Review, and to
- represent me/us and take all necessary steps on my/our behalf in the above matter. [\We agree to

C Atify all acts done by the aforesaid Advocate in pursuance of this authority.
Dated thisthe .......cccoiiiiiiiniiiiiinne dayof................ R PP 2019
Accepted :

| | | /

Advocate, Supreme Court
APPELLANT(S)/PETITIONER(S)/RESPONDENT(S)

MEMO OF APPEARANCE

To

The Registrar
Supreme: Court of India,

New Delhi
Sir,
Please enter my appearance on behalf of the Petitioner(s)/Appellant(s)/ Respondent(s)
Opposite Parties/Intervener No..............covvveivvivieiiiiiniieenn, in the matter above.
Yours faithfully,
NEW DELHI:
FILED ON:
( )
[CODE NoO — ]

Advocate for Petitioner/Respondent
102, New Lawyers Chamber

Opp. Supreme Court of India,
M.C.Setalvad Block, New Delhi-110001
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1.A. No: nred /2019 Lo
IN \
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IN THE MATTER OF:

CENTRE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, WWF ...PETITIONER
VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. RESPONDENT(S)

AND IN THE MATTER OF:

VIKRANT TONGAD ...INTERVENOR/APPLICANT

APPLICATION FOR DIRECTIONS
PAPER -~ BOOK

(FOR INDEX PLEASE SECE INSIDE)

ADYOCATE FOR APPLICANT: SRISHTL AGNIHO TR}
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"IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
WRIT JURISDICTION

2
[.A. No: 17424 /2019

IN
WRIT PETITION NO: 337 OF 1995

IN THE MATTER OF:

CENTRE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, WWF ...PETITIONER
VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. ...RESPONDENT(S)

AND IN THE MATTER OF:

VIKRANT TONGAD

S/o Shri Balhjeet Singh,

Aged about 28 years,

R/o Senior Citizen Home Complex,

Sector Pi-1, Near Yatharth Hospital,

Greater Noida — 201301,

Uttar Pradesh ...INTERVENOR/APPLICANT

APPLICATION FOR DIRECTIONS

To,

The Hon’ble Chief Justice of India and His Companion Justices of the
Supreme Court of India

The humble Application of the
Petitioner above named
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MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

1. That the present Application is being filed before this Hon’ble Court

against the recommendation of the National Board of Wildlife
(“NBWL”) to denotifiy the Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary or on the
stretch of river Ganga in District Varanasi, Uttar Pradesh. The
recommendation of the NBWL is based on the recommendation by the

State Board for Wildlife (“SBWL”).

. That the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary at Varanasi was notified as a

Sanctuary with intention to protect wildlife, and specifically turtle
species, under the provisions of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 by
the Notification dated 21.12.1989 by the Uttar Pradesh State
Government. The Sanctuary is comprised of a 7km stretch of the
River Ganga, with the Malviya Rail Road Bridge at Rajghat forming a
boundary at one end and the Ramnagar Fort forming the other

boundary.

. The Applicant herein is a public spirited person who has been working

in the field of environment conservation. He is a resident of Greater
Noida in Uttar Pradesh and has been raising issues regarding the
protection of environment and wildlife before forums such as the

National Green Tribunal and this Hon’ble Court.

. The ‘Kacchua’ or Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary is a protected area

dedicated to freshwater turtles. The turtles play a crucial role in
maintaining the ecological balance of the Ganga River and therefore
specific focus was directed to conserving the turtle species in the

region. Through a breeding programme between 1987 and 1990, the

16
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Kashi Forest Division released more than 33,000 turtles into this
stretch of the River Ganga. In total, over 41,000 turtles have been
released into the Sanctuary and therefore the Sanctuary is an essential
habitat and hotspot for 13 species of turtles, some of which are

endangered or threatened.

. It is submitted that the State of Uttar Pradesh has now proposed to

denotify the Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary. The proposal was
de]ibt;rated upon by the Uttar Pradesh State Board for Wild Life
(“SBWL’;) in a meeting dated 30.08.2018 and recommended, based on
selective use of a report published by the Wildlife Institute of India
dated July, 2018, which itself has in no way recommended the
denotification of the Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary. No actual
consideration of the merits of the proposal was carried out by the
SBWL. It is pertinent to note that this Hon’ble Court has stated in its
Order dated 13.11.2000 in the above titled writ petition that —

"Pending further orders, no dereservation of forests/
sanctuaries/ national parks shall be effected.”

But the State Government of Uttar Pradesh has proposed to denotify
the Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary despite it being prohibited by thié
Hon’ble Court.

A copy of the Order dated 13.11.2000 has been annexed herewith and

marked as Annexure A-1(Pages -to 3C). A copy of the Wildlife

Institute of India Report titled ‘Assessment of the Wildlife Values of
the Gariga River from Bijnor to Ballia including Turtle Wildlife

Sanctuary, Uttar Pradesh’ dated July, 2018 is enclosed herewith and

17
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marked as Annexure A-2(Pages?6 to 94 ). A copy of the Minutes
of the Meeting of the SBWL dated 30.08.2018 is enclosed herewith

and marked as Annexure A-3 (Pages 33 to 74).

. Following this recommendation of the State Board for Wild Life, the

Chief Conservator of Forest (Wild ’Life), Kanpur, directed the
Divisional Forest Officer (“DF0”), Kashi Wildlife Division vide a
letter dated 05.09.2018 to submit a proposal to the National Board for
Wild Life for denotification of the Kacchua Wild Life Sanctuary. The
Standing Committee of the National Board for Wild Life (“SC of
NBWL”) considered the proposal in its 50" Meeting dated 07.09.2018
and recommended the denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary without any legal authority, contrary to the orders passed by
this Hon’ble Court. No examination of the merits of the proposal or
the facts put forward by the State Government was carried out by the
Standing} Committee of the NBWL, and the NBWL has blindly
accepted all of these submissions. It is clear to see that the NBWL has
merely r;lbber stamped the proposal, as the true purpose for the
proposal is for the construction of a water way on this stretch of the
River as a part of the Jal Marg Vikas Project that is attempting to
develop a waterway from Varanasi to Haldia in the State of West
Bengal.

A Press Information Bureau release providing details of the Jal Marg

Vikas Project is enclosed herewith and marked as Annexure A-

4(Pages (B30 %1 ). A newspaper report highlighting the intention of

the State Government to denotify the Sanctuary for the development

18
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of the Jal Marg Vikas Project is enclosed herewith and marked as

Annexure A-5(Pages (Y30 157). A copy of the Minutes of the 50"

Meeting of the Standing Committee of the NBWL dated 26.07.2019 is

H

enclosed herewith and marked as Annexure A-6(Pages!T! to | £Z).

. That the State of Uttar Pradesh has proposed to denotify the Kacchua

Wildlife Sanctuary without any scientific basis, which has put in
jeopardy not only the existence of several threatened turtle species, but
also the stability of the entire river ecosystem of the region. The
Applicant, through- this present Application, wishes to point out the
inadequacy in consideration of the denotification proposal and the
issues concerning the same, both before the SBWL and the Standing
Committee of the NBWL. The primary concerns regarding the
procedure for denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary by the

State of UP have been highlighted below.

. THIS HONBLE COURT HAS PROHIBITED THE

DENOTIFICATION OF EXISTING WILDLIFE

" SANCTUARIES

. In the above titled Writ Petition, this Hon’ble Court has issued several

directions to facilitate the setting up, management and protection of
national parks and sanctuaries across the country, and the flora and
fauna within. It is submitted that in the Order of this Hon’ble Court in

the present Writ Petition dated 13.11.2000 reported in 2000 SCALE
PIL 325, the Court held that —

19
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"Pending further orders, no dereservation of forests/
sanctuaries/ national parks shall be effected.”

Therefore it is clear that this Hon’ble Court has prohibited the
dereservation of national parks or wildlife sanctuaries. No subsequent
order has been passed overriding the Order dated 13.11.2000.
However, in the present case, the National Board for Wild Life has
considered the project in a single meeting dated 07.09.2018 and
recommended the denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary.
No actions putting in motion the denotification of the Kachhua
Sanctuary can be taken as per the order of this Hon’ble Court dated
13.11.2000. Therefore the Applicant has moved the present
Application before this Hon’ble Court to quash the proposal for
denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary and for directions to
ensure the preservation of the Kachhua Sanctuary and the several
threatened and endangered species that are dependent on the
Sanctuary for survival,

THE WILDLIFE (PROTECTION) ACT, 1972 DOES NOT
PERMIT THE DENOTIFICATION OF AN EXISTING

WILDLIFE SANCTUARY

10.}t is submitted that wildlife sanctuaries have been classified as

‘Protected Areas’ under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.
‘Protected Areas’ have been defined under Section 2 (24A) as -
“(244) “protected area” means a National Park, a

sanctuary, a conservation reserve or a community reserve
notified under sections 18, 35, 364 and 36C of the Act.”

20
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It can be observed in the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 that there is.
no provision that provides for the denotification of any of the areas
that fall within the definition of a protected area. Therefore there is no
legal sanction to denotify a wildlife sanctuary notified under the
Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.

NEITHER THE NBWL NOR THE SBWL HAVE THE POWER
TO RECOMMEND THE DENOTIFICATION OF A WILDLIFE

SANCTUARY

11.The Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 provides for the constitution of

the National Board for Wild Life to promote conservation and
development of wildlife and forests. Further, the National Board can
constitute a Standing Committee of the National Board to perform
such activities which are delegated to the Committee. The Act of 1972
also provides for the constitution of the State Board for Wild Life to
advise the State Governments in formulation of policies for the
protection and conservation of wildlife and specific plants. It is
submitted that both the NBWL and the SBWL do not have the power
to recommend the denotification of an existing wildlife sanctuary.
Such a recommendation would be in contravention of the powers and
duties conferred upon the NBWL and the SBWL under the provisions
of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972, and the same has been
elaborated upon by the Applicant below.

A. POWERS OF THE NBWL

12. A recommendation from the NBWL to denotify an already existing

wildlife sanctuary would be in contravention of the Wildlife

21
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(Protection) Act, 1972. The functions of the NBWL have been stated
under Section 5-C of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 —

“SC. Functions of the National Board.—(1) It shall be the
duty of the National Board to promote the conservation
and development of wild life and forests by sucl measures
as it thinks fit.

(2) Without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing
provision, the measures referred to therein may provide
for—

(a) framing policies and advising the Central Government
and the State Governments on the ways and means of
promoting wild life conservation and effectively controlling
poaching and illegal trade of wild life and its products;

(b) making recommendations on the setting up of and
management of national parks, sanctuaries and other
protected areas and on matters relating to restriction of
activities in those areas;

(¢c) carrying out or causing to be carried out impact
assessment of various projects and activities on wild life or
its habitat;

(d) reviewing from time to time, the progress in the field of
wild life conservation in the country and suggesting
measures for improvement thereto; and

(e) preparing and publishing a status report at least once in
two years on wild life in the country.]”

Nowhere in the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 has it been stated that
the NBWL has the power to recommend the denotification of an
existing wildlife sanctuary. As per sub-section (2) of Section 5-C of
the Act, the main function of the NBWL is to promote conservation
and protection of wildlife and forests. It also advises the Central
Government and State Governments on promoting wildlife
conservation and effectively controlling poaching and illegal trade of
wildlife, The National Board can make recommendations regarding
the setting up and management of national parks and sanctuaries as
one of the measures for conservation anci protection of wildlife. It is

important to note that the measures that the NBWL is duty bound to

22
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take under sub-section (2) are subject to sub-section (1), which clearly
indicates that these measures are necessarily only for the promotion of
the conservation and development of wild life and forests and for no
other purpose.

This Hon’ble Court in the matter of Centre for Environmental Law,
World Wide Fund-India v. Union of India, (2013) 8 SCC 234 has
stated as follows regarding the duties of the NBWL —~

“NBWL has a duty to promote conservation and
development of wildlife and frame policies and advise the
Central Government and the State Governments on the
ways and importance of promoting wildlife conservation.
‘Statutorily, therefore, it is the duty of NBWL to promote
conservation and development of wildlife with a view to
ensuring ecological and environmental security in the
country.”

13.Therefore as per the provisions of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972

and the law laid down by this Hon’ble Court, the measures that are to
be taken by the NBWL are to be necessarily only towards the end of
promoting the' conservation of wildlife and forests and the
denotification of an existing wildlife sanctuary would in no way
achieve the same, and would rather have a detrimental effect on
conservation. Hence, the NBWL does not have the power to
recommend the denotification of an already existing sanctuary. The
Standing Committee of NBWL taking up the matter of denotification
of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanct‘uary and recommending the same in its
50™ meeting dated 07.09.2018 is illegal and beyond the scope of its

powers and thus the said recommendation is liable to be quashed.
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B. POWERS OF THE SBWL

14, With regard to the SBWL, it can be seen that the mandate of the

SBWL according to the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 is limited to
render advice to the State Government regarding matters of wildlife
protection. Section 8 of the Act reads as follows —

“8. Duties of [State Board for Wild Life].—It shall be the
duty of 1 [State Board for Wild Life] to advise the State
Government,—

[(@) in the selection and management of areas to be
declared as protected areas;]

[(b) in formulation of the policy for protection and
conservation of the wild life and specified plants;]

(c) in any matter relating to the amendment of any
Schedule;

[(cc) in relation to the measures to be taken for

harmonising the needs of the tribals and other dwellers of

the forest with the protection and conservation of wild life;

and]

(d) in any other matter connected with the protection of

wild life, which may be referred to it by the State

Government.”
The SBWL can advise the State Government in selection and
management of the areas to be declared as a protected area, and
formulation of policy for protection and conservation of wildlife and
specified plants. Further, as per Section 8(d), it can advise the State
Government on any matter connected with protection of wildlife. The
powers of the SBWL are far more limited, as compared to the NBWL,
as it is confined to render advice to the State Government. It can be
seen that, similar to the NBWL as elaborated upon by the Applicant
above, a plain reading of Section 8 shows the SBWL has no power to
advise the State Government to denotify an existing wildlife

sanctuary, and such an action would be beyond its mandate as per the

Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.
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IV. NO ACTUAL CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSAL FOR
DENOTIFICATION ON MERITS HAS BEEN CARRIED OUT
BY THE STATE BOARD FOR WILDLIFE

15. Without prejudice to the previous submissions made above, it is
submitted that the Uttar Pradesh State Board for Wildlife has made no
actual consideration of the proposal for denotification of the Kachhua
Wildlife Sanctuary. The Uttar Pradesh State Board for Wild Life
(“SBWL”) discussed the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary and the WII
Report on the stretch of the river Ganga flowing through the
Sanctuary, in its meeting dated 30.08.2018. Following this meeting of
the SBWL, the Chief Conservator of Forest (Wild Life), Kanpur, on
05.09.2018, directed the DFO, Kashi Wildlife Division to submit a
proposal to the National Board for Wild Life (“NBWL”) for
denotification of the Sanctuary. It can be obseived from the Minutes
of the Meeting dated 30.08.2018 of the SBWL, that no actual
consideration of denotification of the Kachhhua Wildlife Sanctuary, or
any discussion of the environmental impact of such denotification, or
adherence of such denotification to the principle of sustainable
development has been cartied out by the SBWL.

16.The Minutes show that the State Board for Wildlife has made
reference to the report titled Assessment of the “Wildlife Values of The
Ganga River from Bijnor to Ballia including Turtle Wildlife
Sanctuary, Uttar Pradesh” published by the Wildlife Institute of India
in July, 2018 (“WII Report”). However it is important to note that the

SBWL has only selectively quoted the said report to arrive at
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misleading conclusions, whereas the report itself has nowhere
recommended or even contemplated the denotification of the Kachhua
Wildlife Sanctuary, The extracts from the WII Report that can be
found quoted by the SBWL in their minutes are produced below —

“3. During the survey at Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary, only
3 of total 13 species were seen.” [At pg. 3 of the Minutes
of the SBWL]

“ds evident from the assessment, the creation of protected
areas does help in species conservation, along the Ganga
River. However; the area should be large, covering diverse
habitat types and minimal threats. "

[At pg. 4]

“Based on the combined score the stretch from downstream
Newada in Allahabad district to Adalpur in Mirzapur
district, a total of 140 km may be considered as
conservation priority area. It is suggested that this area
may be brought under the purview of Wild Life (Protection)
Act, 1972 by declaring it as a wildlife sanctuary for the
conservation of aquatic biodiversity of the Ganga River in
Uttar Pradesh. Since the ecological characteristics and
wildlife values vary along this 140 km stretch on account of
anthropogenic  pressures, harmonization for excluding
some areas having high anthropogenic pressures on
account of intense cultural-religious uses may be required,
and to be done by the Uttar Pradesh Forest Department.”

[At pg. 5]
Other than the two paragraphs quoted above, there has been no
consideration or discussion regarding the need to denotify the
Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary and no reasons have been put forth for
the said proposal. There was also no consideration of the impact of
denoctification of the Sanctuary on the several endangered and
threatened species whose survival greatly depend on the protections
that are accorded to a Wildlife Sanctuary under -the Wildlife
(Protection) Act, 1972. No measures regarding the mit.igation of the

abovementioned impact or movement of these endangered and
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threatened species that will be affected by the denotification of the
Sanctuary have been stated by the SBWL.

17.Further, it is important to note that WII Report that has been referred
to by the SBWL has highlighted the crucial role the Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary plays in the conservation of the several threatened. and
endangered species within the Sanctuary and also specifically the
importance of the protections accorded to the area by virtue of it being
a designated Sanctuary under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.
Parts of the WII Report that highlight the same have been reproduced
below —

“The Sanctuary is providing a refuge to the biodiversity of
this riverscape especially to the scavenging turtle species.
These turtles help to reduce the organic load of the river in
the form of unburnt/partially burnt bodies.

“Sand bars situated on eastern banks are crucial for the
survival of the birds and reptiles in terms of their nesting
and basking requirements. The sediment dynamics of the
Sanctuary is one of the most important factor that governs
the distribution of aquatic biodiversity. Any change in the
river channel and sand bar may drastically affect the
existence of ancient ghats along the western banks as well
as the biodiversity of this region... " [p. 5]

“Freshwater turtles are considered as keystone species
Jrom which other animals and plants benefit (Noureen et
al., 2007) and as indicator species which get seriously
affected by any modification in habitat. ”

[p- 9]

“Higher CPUE of 1.36/hr in the TWS indicates the
sanctuary is effective in maintaining a diverse population of
Jish and this might be due to the effects of the fishing ban
inside the Sanctuary limits.” [p. 20]

“The sand bar in the right bank of the Sanctuary, though is
an excellent habitat for turtles and breeding birds, is also
under severe anthropogenic pressure,” [p. 20]

27



et e e AN Y b AL e ks . i = e e

904

L

Therefore it is clear that the SBWL has not made an adequate or
thorough consideration of the proposal for denotification of the
Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary, and has not considered or given any
reasons for the need to denotify the Sanctuary. The SBWL has merely
cherry-picked select paragraphs from the WII Report to give the
illusion that the WII Report has recommended the denotification of
the Sanctuary, whereas it is clear from a perusal of the Report and the
extracts reproduced above that the WII Report has not even once
mentioned the denotification of the Sanctuary, and has also not made
any kind of implied suggestion that the denotification of the Sanctuary
would be beneficial. On the contrary, the WII Report has highlighted
the important role that the Sanctuary plays in the conservation of the
endangered and threatened species of turtles and several other species

that are found in the Sanctuary.

. THE STANDING COMMITTEE OF THE NBWL HAS

BLINDLY ACCEPTED THE SUBMISSIONS OF THE STATE
GOVERNMENT & SBWL WITHOUT ANY APPLICATION OF

MIND

18.As has already been submitted by the Applicant, the NBWL does not

have the power to recommend the denotification of an already existing
sanctuary. However, without prejudice to the abovementioned
submission, the Applicant also submits that the consideration of the
denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary by the Standing
Committee of the NBWL in its 50" Meeting dated 07.09.2018 was

wholly inadequate, as the Standing Committee of the NBWL has not
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made even a cursory examination of the submissions that were made
by the State Government and the SBWL, and has blindly accepted the

same without any application of mind.

19, With regard to the functions and duties of the NBWL, this Hon’ble

Court in Centre for Envirommental Law, World Wide Fund-India v.
Union of India, (2013) 8 SCC 234 has stated as follows —

“NBWL is, therefore, the top most scientific body

established to frame policies and advise the Central and

State Governments on the ways and means of promoting

wildlife conservation and to review the progress in the field

of wildlife conservation in the country and suggesting

measures for improvement thereto.”
Therefore, being the topmost scientific body in the country for the
promotion of wildlife conservation, it is a duty incumbent upon the
NBWL to delve into every proposal before it to the utmost depth to
discern whether the proposal would have a beneficial impact on the
conservation of wildlife in the country. However in the present case,
the Standing Committee of the NBWL has breached this duty by
blindly accepting the submissions of the State Government without
delving into the veracity of the claims before it. It is clear to see from
even a cursory examination that the proposal for the denotification of
the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary would in no way be beneficial to the
conservation of wildlife in the region, but in fact be vastly detrimental
to the wildlife within the sanctuary. The Applicant submits that the
Standing Committee of the NBWL has not applied its mind to the

following glaring inadequacies in the submissions made by the State

Government.
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(i) No justifiable reasons for the denotification of the Kachhua
Wildlife Sanctuary have been provided by the State Government

20.The proposal for denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary
was taken up for consideration by the Standing Committee of the
NBWL in its 50" Meeting dated 07.09.2018. However a perusal of the
Minutes of the said Meeting of the Standing Committee of the
National Board for Wild Life (“SC of NBWL”) shows that no real
consideration of the merits of the proposal, or any examination into
the submissions made by the State Government of Uttar Pradesh was
carried out by the Standing Committee of the NBWL. The Standing
Committee of the NBWL has just blindly accepted the submissions of
the SBWL, which as pointed out above, were in itself wholly
inadequate and misleading,.

2L.In the Minutes of the Meeting, the reasons given by the State
Government for the denotification of the Kachhua Sanctuary have

been recorded as follows —

“While submitting the justification Jor the proposal for de-
notification of the existing Kachua Wildlife Sanctuary the
State government highlights the following findings of the
WII study:

Only five freshwater turtle species were encountered in
TWS out of the 13 species reported from the Ganga river.
Capture rates for turtle species were low in the TWS,
indicating low abundance of turtles during the sampling
period and high anthropogenic disturbance within TWS. "
The State Government also highlights the following
conclusion of the study about efficacy of Kacchua wildlife
Sanctuary

“3.1.5 very low encounter rate of turtles in TWS indicate
high human disturbance leading to habitat alteration within
a very small Protected Area. Sites along the TWS in left
bank are seen to have Jeast suitable habitat Jor turtles with
high anthropogenic presence such as cemented ghats,
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intense ferry and boat activity, pollution and human
. presence along the river. The sand bar in the right bank of
the sanctuary though is an excellent habitat for turtles
and breeding birds, is also under severe anthropogenic
pressure. Higher diversity and catch of fish species from
the TWS is indicative of restriction on fishing in the
sanctuary”
While pointing to the findings of the study where Kacchua
Wildlife Sanctuary receives the score of 1(one) in overall
aquatic habitat quality the State Government conchides
that “it is clear from the above that 7 km stretch was
observed to have high anthropogenic disturbance
throughout the day and night due to motor boat and tourist
activities in certain areas of the sanctuary and is ranked as
‘No habitat-1°. This shows that Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary
has been classified into no habitat class. Hence, due to high
human disturbance leading to habitat alterations within a
very small protected area, Kacchvua Wildlife Sanctuary is
SJound to have least suitable habitat for turtles with high
anthropogenic disturbance and aforesaid area is no longer
is of .adequate ecological, faunal, floral, geomorphological,
natural or zoological significance, for the purpose of
protecting, propagating or developing wildlife or its
environment” [Emphasis Supplied]

22.As visible above, it has been recorded that only 5 of the 13 reported
species of Turtles were sighted or captured, indicating a low
abundance of turtles during the sampling period. While at first glance
this may seem to indicate a low abundance of turtle species in the
Kachhua Sanctuary, an examination of the sampling procedure used
by WII in their report ShOV\;S that this is due to the fact that the
sampling was carried out during the summer season when the
sightings of turtle species are generally low and therefore in no way
indicates the actual conclusive number of turtles species that may be
found in the Kachhua Sanctuary. The relevant portion of the sampling
procedure in the WII Report is produced below —

“3.1.2.1 In-stream sampling procedure
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Survey methodology for turtles is highly variable and visual
surveys is one of the easiest, efficient and cost effective
methods of documenting presence of turtles in an area.
They can be conducted via boat or walking along the river
bank; scanning for presence of turtles through binoculars.
Turtles can alternatively be caught using a wide variety of
trapping methods each suitable for a specific habitat or
species. Gill mesh nets, Hoop traps, Basking traps are
commonly used for many turtle ecological studies across
the world. To increase the likelihood of species detection,
multiple trapping methods are deployed in a variety of
depths (Glorioso et al., 2010) and to reduce bias towards
certain species or size classes. When working with
assemblages of species that differ in behaviour, a suite of
capture techniques may be required (Liner, 2006).
Extensive literature survey and questionnaire based surveys
were conducted to know the kind of species occurring in the
area. Boat surveys were carried out to record dolphin,
birds and turtles. However due to summer season the
sightings of turtles were very low.”

Furthermore, it can be seen in the portion of the WII report that has
been quoted in the Minutes of the Meeting itself that though the
anthropogenic pressure on the area is high, the sand bar on the right
bank of the sanctuary continues to be an excellent habitat for turtles
and breeding birds. Therefore it is plain to see that on even the most
basic examination of the WII Report which has been relied on by the
State Government, the assertions of the State Government as to why
the Kac’hﬁua Sanctuary has been proposed to be denotified, fail to hold
up.
23.This Hon’ble Court has in severa] judgments highlighted the
importance of wildlife and biodiversity, and the need to protect the

same. In Centre for Environmental Law, World Wide Fund-India v,

Union of India, (2013) 8 SCC 234, this Hon’ble Court has stated that
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“It was noticed with the mounting agricultural, industrial
and demographic pressures, wilderness areas, which are
the richest repositories of wildlife and biodiversity have
either shrunk or disappeared and their continued existence ,
is crucial for the long-term survival of the biodiversity and
the ecosystems supporting them. NWAP, inter alia,
highlighted the necessity to protect the long-term
ecological security of India and to identify and protect
natural ecosystems from over-exploitation, contamination
and degradation. NWAP has also urged the necessity to
give primacy to in situ conservation which is a sheet anchor
of wildlife conservation.”

In the same case, this Hon’ble Court has also stated that in matters of
wildlife conservation, an eco-centric approach and not an
anthropocentric approach should bé followed. This Honble Court has
further stated that a “species best interest standard” must be applied
whilst approaching matters of wildlife conservation —
“Our approach should not be human-centric or family-
centric but ecocentric. “Scientific reasoning” for its re-
location has to supersede the family bond or pride of the
people and we have to look at the species best interest
especially in a situation where the species is found to be a
critically endangered one and the necessity of a second
home has been keenly felt.”
But in the present case, the State Government is proposing to denotify
a wildlife sanctuary which plays a crucial role in species conservation.
Such a move would not be ecocentric and on the contrary, would
undoubtedly be against the best interests of the animal species within
the sanctvary, and the State Government has failed to give any
justifiable reasons for the proposal.

Despite all of these glaring inadequacies in the proposal that was

su]amitted, the Standing Committee of the NBWL has blindly accepted

£ .
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the assertions of the State Government and recommended the proposal
without any application of mind.

(if) Notification of another area as a Sanctuary would not
counterbalance the impact of the Denotification of the Kachhua
Wildlife Sanctuary

24.1t is submitted that the notification of another upstream stretch of the
River Ganga as a wildlife sanctuary under the Wildlife (Protection)
Act, 1972 would in no way counterbalance the huge devastating
impact that the denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary
would have on the several endangered and threatened species that
depend on the protection accorded to the area under the Wildlife
(Protection) Act, 1972 for their survival. Furthermore, the very
purpose of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 is to provide for
protection of wild animals, birds and plants. The long title of the Act
reads as follows —

“An Act to provide for the protection of wild animals, birds
and plants and for matters connected therewith or ancillary
or incidental thereto with a view to ensuring the ecological
and environmental security of the country.”
The Statement of Objects and Reasons of the Wildlife (Protection)
Act, 1972 read as follows —
“The rapid decline of India’s wild animals and birds, one
of the richest and most varied in the world has been a cause
of great concern. Some wild animals and birds have
already become extinct in this country and the others are in
the danger of being so. Areas which were once teeming
with wild life have become devoid of it and even the

Sanctuaries and National Parks the protection afforded to
wild life needs to be improved.”
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Section 18 of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 which relates to the
declaration of wildlife sanctuaries speaks as follows —

“18. Declaration of sanctuary—2 [(I) The State
Government may, by notification, declare its intention to
constitute any area other than an area comprised withif:
any reserve forest or the territorial waters as a sanctuary if
it considers that such area is of adequate ecological,
Sfaunal, floral, geomorplological, natural or zoolt.)gical
significance, for the purpose of protecting, propagating or
developing wild life or its environment.]”

Therefore it is clear that the intention of the legislature was that areas
of adequate ecological significance are to be declared as wildlife
sanctuaries, by virtue of their own ecological significance, rather than
as a compensatory measure for the denotification of another existing
wildlife sanctuary, which itself is of great ecological significance.
25.This Hon’ble Court in the matter of Sansar Chand v. State of
Rajasthan, (2010) 10 SCC 604 has stated the following with regard to

the maintenance of ecological balance in nature —

“9. Preservation of wildlife is important for maintaining
the ecological balance in the environment and sustaining
the. ecological chain. It must be understood that there is
interlinking in nature. To give an example, snakes eat frogs,
Jrogs -eat insects and insects eat other insects and
vegetation. If we kill all the snakes, the result will be that
the number of frogs will increase and this will result in the
Jrogs eating more of the insects and when more insects are
eaten, then the insects which are the prey of other insects
will increase in number to a disproportionate extent, or the
vegetation will increase to a disproportionate extent. This
will upset the delicate ecological balance in nature, If we
kill the frogs the insects will increase and this will require
more insecticides. Use of much insecticide may create
health problems. To give another example, destruction of
dholes (wild dogs) in Bhutan was intended to protect
livestock, but this led to a greater number of wild boar and
to resultant crop devastation causing several cases of
abandonment by humans of agricultural fields. Destruction
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of carnivorous animals will result in increase of
herbivorous animals, and this can result in serious loss of
agricultural crops and other vegetation

10. It must be realised that our scientific understanding of
nature, and in particular of the ecological chain and the
linkages therein is still very primitive, incomplete and
fragmentary. Hence, it is all the more important today that
we preserve the ecological balance because disturbing it
may cause serious repercussions of which we may have no
idea today.”

26. Therefore as highlighted by this Hon’ble Court, the maintenance of
ecological balance is a very delicate issue, of which the human
scientific understanding is still very primitive. Destruction of even a
few species may have a profound and unimaginable impact on the
entire ecosystem of a region and may even lead to irreversible
consequences, and therefore it is of even more importance to maintain
whatever ecological balance exists as of today.

27.However it is clear from the Minutes of the Meeting of the Standing
Committee of the NBWL that the State Government has moved an
additional proposal to notify an upstream stretch of 30 km (from 940
km to 970 km) stretch of river Ganga near Newada as a seemingly
compensatory measure for the denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary, which has nowhere been envisaged in the enacting of the
Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972, as is rather contrary to the very
purpose for which the Act was enacted. The relevant portion of the

Minutes has been produced below —

“While justifying their intention Jor notification of
upstream stretch of 30 km (from 940 km to 970 km) stretch
of river Ganga near Newada in lieu of existing Kacchua
Wildlife Sanctuary the state government refers to Jollowing
conclusion of the WII report regarding habitat suitability

36
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Jor the purpose of finalizing conservation priority areas in
river Ganga.”

The Standing Committee of the NBWL has then made reference to the
following paragraph of the WII Report —

“10. Based on combined score the stretch from downstream
Newada in Allahabad district to Adalpuwr in Mirzapur
‘district, a total of 140 km may be considered as
conservation priority area and notified as wildlife
sanctuary under provision of Wildlife (Protection) Act,
1972. Since the ecological characteristics and wildlife
values vary along the 140 km stretch on account of
anthropogenic pressure, harmonization for excluding some
areas having high anthropogenic pressures on account of
intense cultural religious uses may be required and to be
done by the Uttar Pradesh Forest Department.”

28.The WII Report has in no way, explicitly or impliedly, stated that the

abovementioned upstream stretch (940 km to 970 km) may be notified
as a compensatory measure for the denotification of the Kachhua
Wildlife Sanctuary. The WII Report has merely highlighted the
ecological significance of the said area and therefore recommended
the notification of the area as a wildlife sanctuary under the Wildlife
(Protection) Act, 1972 in addition to the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary
to ensure a greater protected area for the survival of the endangered

and threatened species that can be found in the area.

29.1t is clear to see that the State Government has completely ignored the

provisions of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 and the dictum of
this Hon’ble Court and contorted the findings of the WII Report. It has
suggested the completely baseless and unscientific measure of

notifying another area upstream near Newada as a wildlife sanctuary

37
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in lieu of denotification of the already existing Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary, which would in no way counterbalance the devastating
effect that the denotification of the Kachhua Sanctuary would have.
What is even more appalling is that this measure has been accepted,
and thus the denotification of the Kachhua Sanctuary has been

recommended by the NBWL, which is supposed to be the topmost

| scientific body for the promotion of conservation of wildlife in the

" country. Therefore this recommendation to denotify the Kachhua

Wildlife Sanctuary is completely unscientific, untenable and liable to
be quashed. |

HIGH ANTHROPOGENIC PRESSURE 1S OBSERVED
UNIFORMLY ACROSS THE STRETCH OF THE RIVER

GANGA WHICH WAS STUDIED IN THE WII REPORT

30.The Applicant has observed that in both the Minutes of the Meetings

of the SBWL and the Standing Committee of the NBWL, several
references have been made to the parts of the WII Report indicating a
high anthropogenic pressure exerted upon the area covered under the
Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary. The State Government has also
specifically stated that the proposal for denotification of the Kachhua
Sanctuary is due to high anthropogenic pPressure in the region, before
the Standing Committee of the NBWL. The relevant part of the
Minutes of the 50™ Meeting of the Standing Comnmittee of the NBWL

reads as follows —

“Hence, due to high human disturbance leading to habitat
alterations within q very small protected area, Kacchua
Wildlife Sanctuary is found to have least suitable habitar
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SJor turtles with high anthropogenic disturbance and
aforesaid area is no longer is of adequate ecological,
SJaunal, floral, geomorphological, natural or zoological
significance, for the purpose of protecting, propagating or
developing wildlife or its environment”

31.Therefore the State Government is attempting to create the illusion

that the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary has been sdught to be denotified
because of high anthropoggnic pressure in the area covered under the
Sanctuary. This is an enti;rely misleading submission made by the
State Government as a pe}usal of the WII Report shows that high
anthropogenic pressure is observed uniformly across the entire stretch
of the River Ganga that was under study in the WII Report. Produced

below is the table which shows the overall habitat scores of stretches

of the River Ganga studied in the WII Report, which can be found at

| Appendix — IV of the WII Report. The same has also been produced in

the Minutes of the Meeting of the SBWL. Column 5 of the Table
shows the anthropogenic scores of different stretches of the River
Ganga, Serial Numbers 94 to 97 in the table correspond to the
upstream stretch of 30 km (from 940 km to 970 km) stretch of river
Ganga near Newada which the State Government seeks to notify as a
wildlife sanctuary in lieu of the denotification of the Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary. Serial Numbers 94 to 107 correspond to a “high priority”
conservation stretch, as has been stated by the SBWL ‘in their meeting

dated 30.08.2018.
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Sl. No. Stretch Biolog Habitat Anthro Final
(from ical Score pogenic Score
Bijnor Score (out of Score (Out of
Barrage) (Out 3) (Out of 10)

of 5) 2)

94 . 930-940 0.10 0.75 1.15 2.00

95 940-950 0.00 2.13 1.35 3.48

96 950-960 0.30 1.13 1.40 2.83

97 960-970 0.90 1.75 1.40 4,05

98 970-980 0.00 1.13 1.40 2.53

99 980-990 0.10 1.25 1.25 2.60

100 990-1000 0.10 0.75 1.35 2.20

101 1000- 0.88 1.00 1.35 3.23
1010

102 1010- 0.05 0.50 1.20 1.75
1020

103 - 1020- 0.10 0.63 1.50 2.23
1030

104 1030- 0.60 2.25 1.35 4.20
1040

105 1040- 0.05 0.88 1.35 2.28

1050

40
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106 1050- 0.00 0.75 1.40 2.15
1060

107 1060- 0.40 1.50 1.40 3.30
1070

In comparison to this “high priority” conservation stretch that

correspond to Serial numbers 94 to 107,

the stretch of the River

which is part of the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary which corresponds to

Serial Numbers 112 and 113 is produced below —

Sl Stretch Biologic Habitat Anthro Final

No. (from al Score Score pogenic Score
Bijnor (Out of (out of Score (Out of
Barrage 5) 3) (Out of 10)
) 2)

112 1110- 0.00 1.25 1.30 2.55
1120

113 1120- 0.05 0.75 1.30 2.10
1130

Therefore it is clear that the anthropogenic pressure is uniformly high

across the entire stretch of the River Ganga studied by the WII Report

and that the anthropogenic pressure in the Kachhua Wildlife

Sanctuary, and the 30 km (from 940 km to 970 km) stretch of river

Ganga near Newada which the State Government has proposed to

notify as a wildlife sanctuary in lieu of the denotification of the
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Kachhua Sanctuary, are also similar. Hence it is clear that the State
Government has made a false and misleading submission that the
Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary is being proposed to be denotified due to
high anthropogenic pressure in the region when there is clearly a
similar high anthropogenic pressure in the area that they have
proposed to notify as a new wildlife sanctuary near Newada.

32.Thus it is submitted by the Applicant that the high anthropogenic
pressure that is felt across the abovementioned stretches of the River
Ganga is placing a great stress on the species that inhabit the region,
especially the ones that are threatened or endangered. This is a very
alarming issue, and one that needs to be considered with utmost
caution and diligence. Therefore this places a higher responsibility on
the State Government to ensure that a higher degree of protection is
afforded to the threatened and endangered species that inhabit the
stretch, rather than attempting to denotify the wildlife sanctuary,
which would have a devastating effect on the area and the river as a
whole. |
THE UTTAR PRADESH STATE GOVERNMENT HAS
CONCEALED THE REAL PURPOSE FOR WHICH IT HAS
SOUGHT TO DENOTIFY THE KACHHUA WILDLIFE
SANCTUARY

33.There has been no indication anywhere in the min;ltes of the meeting
of the SBWL, or of the Standing Committee of the NBWL, of the
reasons for the proposal to denotify the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary.

As highlighted above, the WII Report has clearly shown that the
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Kachhua Sanctuary plays a crucial role in the preservation of the
endangered and threatened species in the area, and hence there is
clearly no ecocentric reason for the denotification of the Sanctuary.
However it is patently visible from releases of the Press Information
Bureau and several newspaper reports that the Sanctuary is sought to
be denotified so that the area of the sanctuary can be used for
development work as a part of the Jal Marg Vikas Project which seeks
to construct a waterway along the Rivetl Ganga from Varanasi, where
the Sanctuary is located, to Haldia in West Bengal. Hence it is clear to
see that the SBWL has merely rubber-stamped the proposal for
denotification without any real consideration of the issues involved or
the adverse impact on the wildlife in the Sanctuary, so that the land
area of the Kachhua Sanctuary can be used to develop the Jal Marg
Vikas Project. Such construction on the site of the Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary would cause a devastating impact on the several threatened
and endangered species located in the Sanctuary, and thus the State
Government has concealed this material fact before the Standing
Committee of the NBWL.,

34.Hence in light of the facts and circumstances that have been placed
before this Hon’ble Court, it is submitted that the proposal of the State
Government to denotify the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary and the
recommendations of the SBWL and the NBWL for the same are

illegal. Hence the Applicant is filing the present Application for

Directions before this Hon’ble Court,
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PRAYER

In view of the above facts and circumstances it is respectfully prayed that

this Hon’ble Court be pleased to:

(i) Set aside the recommendation made by the Standing Committee of
the National Board for Wild Life to proceed with the denotification of
the Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary, and declare the same to be illegal
and contrary to the provisions of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.

(ii) Declare that a proposal to denotify an existing wildlife sanctuary is
not permissible under the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.

(iii)Direct that status quo will be‘maintained regarding the Kacchua
Wildlife Sanctuary, and thus no action will be taken in furtherance of
the denotification of the sanctuary until the disposal of this present
Application,

(iv)Pass such order or orders as this Hon’ble Court may deem fit in the

facts and circumstances of the case.

DRAWN BY:
Ritwick Dutta, Rahul Choudhary & Sharan Balakrishna
Advocates

FILED BY:

SRISHTI AGNIHOTRI
ADVOCATE FOR APPLICANT

Place: New Delhi
Drawn on:
Filed on:
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,mcrcase in nvcrbank agr culture, rtver tra_mc, water pollution

evaluate its eﬁic,ac

their protection dnd re&t(;ratton.tf Thcyv are. bemg tmpacted globally by tltve:gent but ﬁ'equently

concurrent processe cludmgwater poIIutton over-fishing, alteratton of natttral flow regitiie,.invasive-
species, climate change‘ nd . hmnan-fnduced habitat -loss.. These dynamlc Systems-are oftén poorly

protected, and reqi ir Aconservatwn measuresdhrough systematic plannmg S)'stematic Conservation

Planning (SCP)'is’ wcdely cons:dered as; the most-influential, pamdtgm toidentify and-bring areas wider -

effective plannmg and: spatial prtarttt’att‘on The'SCP. requiires ai evaluation of sites

protection throug

Jor their biodiversity values.fhabitat teterogenerq’, habtta dynamics. -and--existing himian-indiced " .
habitat alteration actor. 'WteGanga River.is- the:li felme {6.more: than 500 million.people as-it ﬂows-'"

‘through five rtparitm‘states. Italso harboiirs a uiique assemblage of bwdtversity due 1o ils.passage
through three distif ,t?bzogeographw zones and tnique: habttat mosaics Apart from iurturing umbrella

species like the Gangettc rtver dolph in otters -gharial aml m ugger the Ganga Rn'er basinis recognized

as a Global Turtle Priortty Area and’a*Twrtle: Brodn’erstty Ifotspot ‘With the-aim- of protecting and
riay of btota'alnd thetr Imbttats» a 7 km stretch of the Ganga Rn'er between

‘posmg a threat to t e'btodtvers:ty of TWS and tIte rwer-rtparian ltabttats Htglt human disturbance in

I )?am evalnated followmg
I i f this study were (1):Asséssment of habitat
structure of, TWS‘ rmd “to.détect: change.\' ‘over: tmte. 02)- Evaluatton of eﬂ‘ icacy-of TWS and adjoining
riverscape as a teﬂtgm for species of conservatton concern; and: 3 Prtortttzatton of the Ganga River
stretches with mosatcs iverine liabitats, for conservatton plannmg

Aispatial ass'essment usmg remate ‘.'éensmg datafor the penqd !974 10" 20!6 revealed no significant

changes iu river cltatmel did sand'deposition insthe “THS. Ho;i“'e'ver ~28%.inicreasé - the vegetation

cover was observed WhIEH-could’ be attributefl 1o:the.pr atecttan : ccorded 10-the riparian areas by the

Forest Departmenit. campared wttlt an e.\'bam ion-of. agrtcultural ‘aréas on'the landward side.
.. e
Out of 13 species of turtle reported from Ganga Rtver; only 53 spec:es were encountered durlng the field

Saltlpllng with the combmed cﬂorts oj‘ Visual: encozmter Suryeys: “and.in-streaiiy sanipling using gill nets

‘ TWS and upstream and downstream of the Sanctuary litit. Very low encounter
rate of tuitles m TWS in :cates!ht&h«hm n(d:sturbance leadmgrto habttat alterations within a vet;v

.~ e

tlze left bunk are; seen to‘ltave the least.

Stretch of the G'a

by
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Out .of 64 speciés ofjish )eporlerl froi lhe ‘Middle Ganga; srrétch, a total of 45 species belonging to 38

genera, 16 faniily ndlfive orders weré Fecorded during the samplmg period. The fish catch was higher
inside TWS.a$ compa d (o upstréam.and dovnstream of the:sanctuary and.this could'be attributed 1o

prohibition of i shmg w:lhm the Sancmary llm:ls

A total of 28 speci of birds were observe(l of which four species were of tliréatened categories as per
the IUCN Red"List’ Nesls of br eedmg birds were not observed from the TIVS due to high biotic
disturbance. A nésting site of the Inlian’ Sktmmer was identified.at approximately 6 km:upstream of the
Sanctuary. Five pairs of hidian Skmpmer;and H pdirs of Little:tern, 4 pairs of River Lapwing a Near
Threatened Species were observed from thie vicinity. -

A rapid assessment- pf wildlife valiles was conducted in-the entire stretch of the Ganga.River fallmg'

within Uttar Pradesh and- priority areas -were: identifi ed: through a scoring watrix, Kruskal's
Multidimensional Scale analysis descnbetl the habitat parameters that iifluence species distribution.
These parameters were sand mmmg. ‘channel depth, fishing attivities, presence of village/town and

riverbed agriculture, ‘Channel deplh YIs the .only factor wluch {is positively -influencing species
distribrition. Based on'the’s scoring matrix, xthe highest lnologlcal ‘value was attributed to a river stretch
within the Hastinapur Wldl;ﬁa Sancmary, followed by the stretch from Brijghat to Narora, which is a
tiotified Ramisar Slte. ]n addition to tlxe\e, moderate b;olog:cal value was assigned to the stretch

- downslream .of Newada till Ballia. Hab[lal characlerlsncvscore (channel depth, meunders and river
- “lslamls) was lugl; m the down.stream of Allahabad ﬂll Ballza a.\ tlm slrelch persr.slemly maintains high

v
R

The anthropogemc ifltience Scores”was alitost similar in"the entire stretch JSrom :Bijnor barrage to
Ballia as the river:béd.agriculture was promlnem in the-upper. strerch whereas fi slung. sand mining,

and human seltlements were prevalenl in.the lower stretch o/‘tlte river: The stretch between Hastinapur
Wildlife Sanctiary and: Narm a alrcady enjoys the protected areastatus. In spite of the protected status,

TWS scored low due toits small size and’lxlgh human dtsmrbance :Based on the combined scores, a 140
ki stretch downstream Newada in -Allahabad district’ to Adalpur in Mirzapur district has been
considered as the priority stretch Jor conservation, It is suggested that this area may be brought under
the purwew of Wild' Life (Protection)Act, 1972 by declarlng it as a wildlife sanctuary for the
conservation ‘of aquatic’ bzodlverslly of the-Ganga: River -in*Ultar> Pradesh: Siiice: the ecological
charucteristics. and svildlife wvalues, vary along fhis 140 la' strétch on' accomnf’ ‘of ‘anthropogenic
pressures, harmonization for exchiding soine areas having l:lgl; anthropogenic pressnres on account of
intense cultw al-religlous uses “may -be“required, .and. 10’ be' done by the Uttar- Pradesh Forest
Department.

i

:
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CHAPTERI.
1.1 Back'gromt"d“ j ;

Recogmzmg the ecologlcal soclal natural and cultural: su,nlf' cance of a7 km'stretch of Ganga

River between. Rajghat (Malvnya Bndge) to Ramnag,ar ‘Fort, for the. coniscrvation, propagation

and - development -of wildlifé and: their ‘environment was declared ds the.Kachhua Vanyajiv
Abhyaranya (Turtle Wlldllfe Snnctuary) vide Govcrnmcnt of Uttar Pradesh notification-No.
4170/04-3-62/89 dated 21-12-1 989 (Annexure X) under- the provisions of the Section 18 of the

U3

Indian Wild Life (Protectlon) Act 1972 ‘The main. objectnves for the creation of this sanctuary .

‘were to:

e Conserve:and-promote ot'représ"entative'ecosystetifand biodiversity of Gangetic plains.
¢ Develop and-nurture'the blodlversuy as (m ‘the form of) live museums or Gene banks.
e Conservation of wildlifé and their natural hnbltnts.
- Create favorable’ condltlons especlally to conserve natural ecosystem.’
e Provide an- opportumty forittié commori masses.to study the aquntlc flora and fauna of
the region.
" e Creaté conservation’ awareness among vnllugers, ‘administration and polltlcal leaders.
"+ = "Conservation of. protccted areas with:the partucxpatlomof the people residing in and
‘around the.afea:
Promote env:ronmentally conscious tounsm and develop the protected areas as a
natural ecologlcal tourlsm destlnzmon
¢ Promote: ecolo;,tcal nnd envuromnental researchstudies in and>around’ the protected
areas,

<

'One of the objecttves of declarmg this.area ‘@s a. Turtle Wildlife Sanctunry (TWS) was to
conserve the’ G'mgetlc softshell turtle Nilssonia gangehca, a camlvorous turtle abundant in this
region whlch helps in.Scavenging lmlf burnt corpses dumped in this section of the river
eventually aid gn cleamng the. Gang,a River arnd |mprove water quallty As part of the
management medisures:the’ Kasht l‘orest Division stnrtcd reurmg N gangenca at the Sarnath
Turile Centre and: relea51m, them:in. the Sanctuary from-1987:The Centre also acted as a rescue
and rehabilitation facility (for._contls'cated turtles, fromrillegal trade and released them in the
Sanctuary enharicing the sourcé population genetic diversity: Over 41, 000 turtles have been
released till date-in the Sanctuary by, the Kashi Forest Departmerit (estlmnted from Kashi
Wildlife DlVlSlon log ‘books): }Iowcver, the’ effectlvcness of thiesé released’ population in
establishing the: ,se populatlon of turtles inthe Sanctuary and outside the: Sanctunry boundary
hasnot been assessed “There are lcw surveys conducted prlmnnly based on ‘visual encounters’.
This'method is: fot'c ns'ldered -as.an accurate representatlon of alli the turtle species-present or
their abundance and is. blased lowards busklng spectes -and- certainsize classes. The Sanctuary
area is also hu,hly dlsturbed due to rellgtous ntuals, boat tmﬁ' ic, holy” ablut:ons, cremation.and
puja offerings as this ‘section of the’ Gan;,a Rlver is Known-to be onezof the highest cultural-
religious SIgnlﬁcance.

SO -
P
r. .
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_ ecosystem services (Schioterét
- restoration, However, these ecosystem,
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"“ctor ‘Wildlife Institute of India vide

, 32/dated ! nd' recommendattons on an ongoing
Public Interést.Li vigatlon No 3443 Wf 2017 betwéen: :Bharat-Jhiunjhunwala vs- Union of India
and 3 others regardtng stoppmg th pl&rng of vessels in thie- Sanctuary Thie PCCF (Wlldltfe)
Uttar Pradesh vi t : ;l2ILucl\now/dated' 16-3-2018 also requested ‘Wildlife
Instituté of India ment eﬂectweness of TWS. In response 10 thie above,
the Wlldllﬁ. Institute. fIndia conducted?a rapid-ecological assessment of" t'rcshwatcr turtles and
associated | spectes i, the desrgnated stretch of River Gang,a in‘Uttar Pradesh iricluding the TWS.
from March to- July, 2018 '

1.2 Introduction

Freshwater ecosystems especmlly rivetine systems, are: lmpacted g,lobally by quite a few
divergent but- trequently concurrentf processes mcludmg water pollution, over-fishing,
alteration of" natural flow i reglme, mvaswe 'species, “climate: change and human-induced habitat
loss (Richter et d[., 1997 Abelt; A‘llan & Lehner, 2007): Thése dynamic systcms give rise to
unique habitat mosaics- whlch support distinctive brodrversrty and -provide substantial
005), creatmg a strong‘rmperatwe for their protéction and
refglobally poor protected and contmumg declmes

*

2000; Knigl'lt"ét;a!.v
protécted areas i t’

human=induced h'abltat alteration” factors The* holrstlc p radlgm would ensure. parttclpatory
planning and collaboratlve lmplementatlon of strategle cisions and actions that'secure the
long-term survwal and' favourable conservatlon status oft blodiversuy in-general.

The Ganga River is;th %largest*rg er.inIndia and f]ows through five states, The River is the
lifeline. of over 50 mll,lton people‘?fr 11-basin statesf;' fd: provrde habitat for numerous flora
and fauna. The Ganga RiverHarboursa i unique assemblagj of brodrversrty due-to its passage
through three dtstmc brogeographt nes, namely Hlmatuya (West Hrmalaya ZB), Gangetrc

f

>

)
W

Ly
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vecies of endemlc freshwater crabs (Bashlr el al. 2010);

‘1ree-smped roofed turtle Balagm

Chiira indica- (EN) and- Gangetic -
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1.3 Study Area:

throug,h Varanast isa part of the mlddle Ganga that: extend from the Harldwar to Farakka with
typical ;,eomorphic and blottc charactenstlcs.

Wlldhfe Sanctuary under the thd,' ife(
0 'the Sanctuary

'o-'m cleaning the. river'system. HOWever the mam aim’ of ereatmg this Sanctunry \as to conserve -

‘and propagate the aguatic. wﬂdhfe and thclr envnronment’ in Gangenc plams

s 438 "5
—y-
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. (LULC) was assessed in the Sanctiary boundary.
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CHAPTER IL
2.1 Spatial asséai;li)cilt- of habitat dynsmics of TWS

2.1.1 Introduction ~

The turtle wildlife sarictuary is a 7 km river stretch starting from upstream .Ramnagar fort to

Malviya Bridge, The Varanasi city lies on the western bank of the sanctuary. The bank is almost
concretized with more than 80 Ghats witnessing thousands of pilgrims every day. This stretch
is forming a large meander with huge sand bar on the eastern side (Figure 2.1).

The Sanctuary is*providing a refuge to the biodiversity of this riverscape especially to the
scavenging turtle species. These turtles help to reduce the organic load of the river in the form
of unburnt/partially biirnt bodies.

Sand bars situated on edstern banks are crucial for the survival of the birds and reptiles in terms
of their nesting and basking requireménts. The sediment dynamics of the Sanctuary is one of
the most important factor that governs the distribution of aquatic biodiversity, Any change in
the river channel and sand .bar may drastically afTeet the existence of ancient ghats along the
western banks as well as the biodiversity of this region, and therefore the Land use/Land cover

=4

B3

” J .
e, L pd ™y

Figure 2.1 Qutline of Turtle Sanctuary. (Source: ArcGIS 10.2 Base map Imagery)
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2.1.2 Methodology

Remote sensmg lma;_.,es .of*the- Sanctuary area were.obtained for the period of 1974 to 2016.
The images wcre clussnl‘ ed] usmg ERDAS IMAGINE 2015 (Debnath et'al 2017). The data used
inthe classnﬁcatlon mcluded ‘Landsat sitellite i images of thie year 1974,°1988, 1994, 1998, 2000,
2003, 2008, 2011, 2013 and 2016 “The water and the land area were calculated using change
detection.

The area is very dynamic as landscapc pattern keeps on ‘changing throughout the year. Hence
the images were classified into three’ categories i.e. Watér, Sand and Vcgetation (Mishra et al.,

2017). Land transformation from. oné LULC ¢lass. to another is oné of the most important
aspects of LULC-dynamics. The proportional clmnbes in 'the .sand bar and -river width are
calculated to know.the dynamics.of the river-channel and:sand deposition in the Sanctuary. .

2.1.3 Findings

Analyses of ¢hange“in LULC from 1974 to 2016 revealed that there is no regular trend and
significant cllang,e in the Sanctuary interms of sand bar dynamlcs and water area. All the minor

" changes in the area of sand bar c 23,29 to+3.93) were. due the -dynamic nature of rivér depending

upon the seasonal- ﬂuctuatlons and variations in annual rain fall. The végetation cover showed

mcreasmg trend’ from 1988 10 2003 wnth more than. 10 times-increase in tlie vegetation area.

Increase. in, the*vcgetutlon cover (28 38%) may be due 1o the agricultural exparisions and the
plantation in’ the area After a sudden-decrense durmg 2008, the area under végetation cover
was observed to.be. stable till 2016 Table 2.1, 2.2 and" Flgurc 2 2 highlight the area under
different LULC classes.

2.1.4 Conclusioits

The spatlal assessment usmg rernotc scnsmg data t’or the perlod 1974 to 2016 revealed no

in the vegetation cover was observed which could be attrlbuted to the protection -accorded to

the rtparlan areas by the Forest Dcparlment and expanswu of agncultural areas on the landward

side as the boundary’ of the Sanctuary-is not clear. The trregular trend in water-and sand area
are product of i in-stréam scasonal’ ‘patterns of channél.-flow, However, the hydro-dynamics and
the bar formation in-the Sanctuary.area-is-stable over. the years ‘and could provide suitable
nesting ‘and basking; hab:tatr for turtles,- ‘Cl‘OCOdlleS and nestmg riverine birds, if adequate

~ protection is provndcd

08
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Table 2.1 Area- undcr duﬁ‘erent Land ‘wse/Land cover classes between 1974 and 2016 in the

Turtle Wl!dllfe Sanctuary, Uttar Pradesh
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“Table 2.2 . Change (%) in dlff‘erent Land use/Land cover classes bétween 1974 and 2016 in the

Varanasi 'l’urtle Sancluary, Uttar Pradesh
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Figure 2.2 Mapshiowing Land use / Land cover change between 1974 to 2016 at the Turtle
Wildlife Sanctuary, Uttar Pradesh
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The declining popul'tltion of freshwater turtles in the middle and lower Ganga stretches,
including the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary necessitates baseline data collection for the abundance
and distribution Q'f’athéfresh’wnter";tuftlés; '

: 3

3.1.2 Mctltotlolog)

A reconnmssance survey had been carried out earlier inside the Turtle Wlldllfe Sanctuary,
Varanasi in the. ﬁrst~week of October 2017 for freshwater turtles using Visual Encounter
Surveys and semi-stfuctured questionnaire surveys. The respondents were fishermen who
demonstrnted ecologlcal knoWledge of turtles, their ‘scasonal’ activity and nesting patterns.
Information was, also collected - on perceptlon of locals towards. turtles, areas with turtle
presence, fishing: mtcnsnty, nest predatlon and poaching for trade.

The depth proﬁlevof the 25 km Ganga fiver stretch was assessed th’l"'Otig’h bathymetcy surveys
conducted by motor'boat using a hand held depth sounder (Hondex PS-7), along the stretch in

-and around the- Turtle Wlldllfe Sanctuary, A data point was created at every 50'm interval on

transects along the:éntire cross section of the river as wcll as on transects diagonally between
two cross sections of the river..The dtstance between two cross sections was maintained at

approximately 1 Km. A balhymetrtc map, was-then generated in a GIS system from the geo-
coordinates and-datd on the depth profile: of the sanctuary,

A rapid ecological assessment for freshwater turtles and associatéd aquatic species in the same

stretch was conducted ‘from April to May 2018. Since the TWS-is longitiidinally connécted in

which turtles mu,ht be movmg, i and out of the sanctuary,this study-was conducted in the TWS
as well as 5 km. buﬂer ‘areas upstream gnd downstream. oﬁlhe sanctuary The river stretch from
Sehwar till Mtrzaéur was divided ilito/twérity segments. of 1 km length, which.iwere intensively
monitored for tlie’présence of turtle species and other aquatic wildlife'such as fish and riverine
birds. Sampling lo¢ations Within each stretch were cliosen on the basis of -accessibility,
suitability to deploy-nets and probability of encountering-turtles based on habitat quality and
least anthropogenic disturbances, -

3.1.2.1 ln-strcam:si?mipling proccdure

Survey methodology for turtles js,'higllly wvariable and, visual surveys is one of the easiest,
efficient and cost éffeétive methods of documenting pi'esehee of turtles in an area. They canbe
conducted via boat or walking along the river bank; scanning for presence of turtles through
binoculars. Turtles can altcmattvely be caught using a wide variety of trapping methods each

suitable for a spectf‘ ¢ habitat or species. Gill mesh nets, Hoop traps, Basking traps are

commonly used for.i .many turtle: ecological'studies across the world. To increase the likelihood

-of species detectton,nmultlple trappngmcthods are. deploycd in a variety of depths (Glorioso

et al., 2010) and~to reduce blas towards certain specics. or size_classes. When working with
assemblages of specles that differ-in behawour, a suite of capture techmques may be required
(Liner, 2006) Extenswe*ltterature survey and questionnaire based-surveys were conducted to
know the kind of's spec:es occurrmg inthe area..Boat surveys wére carriéd out to récord-dolphin,

b

‘birds and turtles. However due to summcr season the sightings of turtles were very low. Hence

10
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. "Morphometrlc data: such as. Stl‘ﬂlf lit
.. weight were:
- -Das (1995);...

‘factors.

e

! h-s ensions 50-m. leng,th ‘and.3.m bieight were deployed inall

the'ség'i_hén'tﬂs_:i"b'rftfi*hours‘ ' _he.day and 6 hours i iny the night.

iii. Box tmps - Two box traps,wnlh wooden’ framesmnd dimensions 1 x. | x 0.5 m were
deployed! ;n’?ﬁt‘;ﬁtégiq_‘;'l ditions in the 'site :with- sufticiént- water depth and low
disturb ce=in all -the ‘ségments. for 4. and
respecuvely They were., bmted wnth clucken mtestmes hanging: from the top-tied with
- rope to: the frame. tas :

"Car'lpaee Lenglhs, Wldth, Plastron Leng,th Width; and
capturet .»Ag§=cIhészhnd:sex;was.al‘so:"'répdrded following

efficiency in fa‘. flowi

was combined f‘or all glll nets zind was calcutated as: the number of fi sh catch per total samplmg
ctlort. ’ ‘

oy

N - 3 - " .
. .
. « .
ia 2 DA 11 .
) . . ——
.o .
- o,

. ”‘ 6" and 8”) Four nylon-moriofi Iamenl gill nets of

hour ‘periods -in the day and night

6/
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-c. Morphometric measuremient-of Turiles

Figure 3.1 Samplmg methods urmg the study i in and’around TWS from April to May
"' . 2018(a-to.c);,
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3.1.3 Findings

During the study. penod from Aprll to- May 2018 samplmg ‘was conducted for 32 days with a
combined efiort of 1648 hours including all samplmg méthods,

3.13.1 Depth‘proﬁle

A bathymetric map was visualised in'a GIS system from the bathymelr:c samplmg conducted
for a 25 km stretch from Chunar to downstréam of-the TWS, in the monlh of March 2018
(Figure 3.2). The middle part of thé Sanctuary show very few shallow areas of' 0-5 feet depth.
The depth i increase towards both the. Sanctuary boundarics'and overall depthremain more than
10 feet in lhe surveyed section of the river.
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3.1.3.2 Encounter.of Tirtles

",Questlonnatre survey: (n~12) ‘conducted. Wlth fisliermen across the study area revealed that a
majority of them' identified up to t‘our specncs of freshwater turtles from plctures provided and
all fishermen’ corififried the prcsence ot' the Gangcs softshell tuitle erssoma gangenca in the
TWS. Most fishermen reported seemg large-sized individuals of the: Gan;,es .sofishell turtles
which they refer to ds’ “katenwa” -in; “their’ Iocal Hindi Janguage, -at sites close-to-Assi and
Manikamika Ghat in the TWSas well'as. at ites near the mouth of rivers Varuna and Assr Nala.
Fishermen also ‘reporti dr-occaswnal nesung of turtle specres ifi sand banks-upstream of-the
sanctuary. Many: rinen: reported thie 1nablltty to captute large sized-Ganges Sofishell ‘turtles
as they often b r fi shlng net, and & escape, if captured ifi’ the nets: The'threats to turtles
were identifiéd:
captures t‘or~cons_umpuon.

&

A total of five species. of freshwater turtles (n=9) were encountered during the study period as
shown in thure 3:3,with the combined -efforts of Visual Encoiinter: Surveys and [n water
sampling of USI!‘Ig‘Ql,ll; néts.and Box .traps.

.

: fday and three: turtle spect €s (n=7) were encountered in foursites from thie mttlal reconnaissance

‘survey and intensive: survey . The total-Encounter Rate was0: 27 turtles'per km during the entire

L study area: (Table 3.2).

)

- . ’l‘able 3 2 VES data for freshwater. turtlcs from reconnalssnnce and intensive surveys duririg
- - the study pertod .

~

Total Effort i nco v
Individuuls (hrs) ]

.30/09/2017 VI - Nilssonia gangetica
02/10/2017 V1 . Nilssonia gangetica
17/05/2018 - V2: - Panigshurd smithii
21/05/2018. "V12°  Nilssonia gangetica,
30/5/2018 V1 Pangshuratecta

12.5 0.27 per km

. Y

56

as, occasional aceidentil: -captures’ in-nets-followed " by. intentional hook line-

te

Gillnet and Box trap.sanipling: During:the study period, ifi-a total of 32 days of sampling- Two
individuals of two" specres Indian Tent Turtlé Pangshura’ tenforia and Indian Flapshell Turtle
Lissemys punctata: (Schedule 0% were captured (T able 3. 3) Morphometrlc data such as Curved
and Straight Carapace Lengths anch'dth Plastron- Leng,th and Wldlh were measured for each
turtle. Age class, séx was-also recor d':(Appendt\t 1).-Déspite-siifficiént: tntenswe efforts low
CPUE can be attributed:due to thé low abundance of turtles'in.the study-area.
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F-9

~

NO: OF INDIVIDUALS ENCOUNTERED
- w

P.fentorfa P, ticta -
SPECIES ENCOUNTERED

..;';'ﬁ;‘,,si:‘m‘hu -

N. ganbe'ﬂm L. punctata

......

Wlldllfe Sanctuary

Table 3.3 Catch Per Umt Effort (CPUE) of different samplmg gear for freshwater turtles

during intensive surveys durmg 1 the'study penod

| 'lotnl Etfort
(hrs)

. . [N
S A P S )

A map was wsualized 1n QGIS software and prcpared showing - the 20 sampling locations
during the study as’ well as-the capture or sighting locations-of all turtle species encountered

during the study-as shown in Flgure 34.

A5

3” gill net 2 "330:¢ MY W 0
“4” gill-net 330« 'Liskenwspzmdmm 0.003
6” gill net - B 330 - - . 0
8 gillnet, 330 - . - -0
{Boxitraps X2 .. .. 400 - . ‘Pangshura tentoria 0.0025
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Figure 3.4 Map o' Sltes sam e durmg ecological dss ssment of freshwater turtles in and
around TWS and*specnewencountered diring thé- study period April to May 2018

3.133Fish -+ - o . | .

A total of 45 fi sh specnes belong ‘«to 33 'geﬁera, l’6‘r‘?aﬁ1'fily a‘hd f' ive orders’ 'we're recorded




‘Specifically sutes
“the maximum CPUE;for fish with CPUE of 172 arid 1175 réspectively,

949
59

lClupccdae
lepnnidac,
lCobitldae
i Bagndae
o lSchilbeldae -
w Dt 1. i lSisondae )
e -notcropnoustidacr
BRAREET ltoncamdac
"~n Ec!omdac
Narididacf;-’ .
Sciaemdac -
- Cichlidae. |
‘ n‘fMugmdae
‘Gobildae®,
S j:r(‘.hannidac:'.,.
2 Mastacembelidae’

.

. Famiiliés of fish-diversity in the entire stidystretch (25 kim)

L e W

~mClupcidae
lcvpnn]dae
lCobmdaou
: - )W Bagtidae-
< .0 'MSchilbeidae,
y - WSisoridde-
) . .rgllct«opncusudoc
- M LBfiCaNIdagh.
' W Nindidaey .
T, M Sciaenidae
Tw Cfchlidac
. ﬂMugnladae~
w8 Gobudae %
.o h(hannldae “
nMastacembchdac

b, Faiilies‘of fish divéisityin TWS.

~

Figure 3.5 Represcntatton of famllres of fish dlvcrsny captured inRiver Ganga during
ecological assessment in.and around TWS for the: study pcrlod April to-May.2018 (a-& b)

CPUE for fish’ capture »durmg thc stud”!"penod is gwcn in 'I‘ablc 3. 4 CPUE was higher.inside

the Turtle Wlldllfc anctliary as: compared o' upstream nd downstrcam ‘of tlie sanctuary.
‘and- V5 which aré in close: proxnmlt he'Bummg Ghats of Varanasi had
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‘Table 3.4 CPUEof fish captured durmg ecologtcal assessment in and around TWS for 20
samplm;, sites durmg the.study penod Apnl to;May 201 8

. w ., s No 0 Rt .
abundance (hrs) (E) nets (n) (fish/hr)
D0\vnsti‘ealﬁ;o{’-l"lf,‘\i’_$=, 't'20'7: ' 40 — 25 200 ©1.04
Upstream of TWS: -~ 329 . 64 40 320 1.03

_ 3.1.3:4 Riverine bicds

Achecklist of all rivéring birds 'c;bSen'ied:duriﬁg the motor boat surveys during the study period
April to May 2018 was prepared: (Appendix 111).’A total of 28. species were observed of which
four species are- in' Threat ‘Cdtegones. A nesting site of “the Indian . Skimmer (Rynchops
albicollis) was: identified: at° sne V18.(25. 203380°N 83. 005940°E) ‘approximately 6 kn
upstream of the":TWS‘ii_long the’ Rlver Ganga Five pairs.of Indian- Skimmet and 14 pairs of

Little tern (Srermll"‘alb:ﬁon.s) and thelr nests wére found:to be bréeding at the'samie site on a

single sand islarid at'a.dlstance of 250 m frorii the rlght river'bank. A-breeding and nesting site

of four palrs of chr Lap\vmg (Vanellus divauceliiy a Near Threatened Species was found at
site V16 (25 238538°N 83 028424°E)

3.1.3.5 Aquatlc»mammals;,

During the study,;; pnesence of thié: Gangetlc Tiver dolphin: (Platanista gangetica) which is an
Endarigered and Scl edule [ specles protected under The: Wild'Life (Protectlon) Act, 1972, was
observed in'stretcliés V. 13 toVIg: upstream of the TWS., Groups comprising of 2-4 individuals
were encountéred-oii.two’ occasions-duririg :miotdr- boat. surveys. .and were observed to be
surfacing for 5- 10 n”nnutés The- sites. wiieré the: Ganges nver Dolphin were encountered had
low fishing actlwty and- less anthropogemc dlsturbances -

3.1.3.6 Habimt'asséss'iné‘nti 1 ,

A habitat matrix (Table 3.5) was prepared for:all the 20 sites sampled for the parameters
riverbank slope, rlver “width, perccmagc ‘cover-of ri nparlan vegetatlon land-cover types of river

"bank. The sites were graded form:1-to:5- based of their riesting habitat quality and overall

Y

aqiatic habitat-qualit {akmg into account various anthropogemc dlsturbances at each-site as
inpur,” V19 Adalput-and: V20 ‘Chunar were recorded to-have the best

Aa dt"qualny“\s; :combmanon of sulmble aquatu, habitat parameters,

18
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Table 3.5 Habitat characteristics at,20 saripling sites during ecological assessment in and
around TWS during study period April-to May-2018.

Overall

. - - . Landcaver type Nesting
R?w: Riv cf % river No, of (agriculture, habitat aquatic
Site width bank bank sand ) . habitat
() slope (9)  vegetation  islands serub, grassland, quality quality
y siop sand) (1-5) (1-5)
Vi o3 . s s 0 Sand. i !

g V2 340 5 . .5 0 ~ Sand 1 1

€ {v3 268 10 5 0 Sand © 1 1

£ |vs 300 s 5 0 Sarid 2 ]

z | vs 3477 15 10 0 Sand | I

0 — = n - 0 -

E V6 370 . 5 5 0 Sand 2 i
V7 42 20 20 -0 . Saad 2 t

w | V8  s60- 10 40 0 Scrub 2 2

E vo 6718 35 60 0 Serub 3 3

E [vio 315 0. % ! Grassland+scrub 3 3

[ - ———

§ Vi 542 25 -5 ! Sand 3 3

° ~ .‘; - - - i - o -

8 |viz 354 5 10 2 Sand 3 3
via 62 15 80° 0 Grassland -+ | 1
Vi4 423 15 90 0 Grassland+scrub 1 1

é’ VIS - 400 15 90 0 . Grassland .3 2 .

T [vie 42 10 70 ! Sand 3 2

g Iviz w2- s . 1o 3 Sand 4 3

S (vis 200 25 ° s 2 Sand 5 . 4
VIo 384 15 5 4 Sand 5 4
V20 -400. 40 10 2 Sand T4 <4

Score for nesting, habitat asseSémeh(:. 5— very good, 4 — good, 3 —moderate, 2 — poor, 1 — No habitat
3.1.4 Discussion

During this study pcrlod desplte robust sampling in the summer season usmg avariety of survey
methods, capture: rates for turtle spcc:es was low, iridicating a low abuidance of turtles in the
TWS as seen front the total CPUE <0.005. This-study recorded oiily five out of I species of
freshwater turtles and three species encountered within the TWS P, tecta, N gangetica and- L.

punctata ate Schedule I speciés: VES indicate that theré area few adult mzed Ganges.Softshell

19
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N. gangetica species that are’ ‘often séen‘insites inside; th 'TWS Low ericounters rate of 0.27
turtles/km is attributed. to poor aquattc Itabttnt qualtty and: htgh anthropogenic disturbances
within the TWS. There.were rio capturcs of. the liead started species which‘have been. released
into-the sanctuary;suclt.as B. dhonigoka: and B, kachugq. ovér.the years.

Sites upstream of the:- sanctuary haVe ldeal sand tsland habttats for the nesting of freshwater
turtles as well-as riverine btrds such’as: lndtan Slummer, Ltttle ‘Tern, River Lapwings, in areas
of low human disturbance. 28 spec f riverine btrds was observed from the study area, with
nesting of five species; tncludtm,tl of threatened ‘birds_stich as- ‘Indian ‘Skimmer and River

Lapwings. Presence-of the endang,eredﬂGangettc river, dolphm is also reported from the same’

sites upstreami: of'the sarictuary, m ‘areas of low anthropogentc disturbances: -

A total of 45: flsf ""pectes belongmg 38, genera, 16 mtly were recorded within the study
arca. Moreover, “}.dtstrtbutton of three fish-species Sisor: rhabdophor us, Silonia silondia and
Badis badis were: récorded which; were ‘not prewously reported in this stretch: Earlier studies
by Sarkar et al: (2012) had reportedva totnl of 64 species: belongtng to 13‘ t‘amtltes from middle
stretch of river Ganga Allahabad 1 to Varanas: (140 km, approx. ): Higher CPUE of 1.36/hr in the
TWS indicates the- sdrictuary s’ eft‘ectlve in mamtmnmp, a: -diverse population of fish and this
might be due to the effects. of‘ the fi shmg, ban mstde the Sanctuary limits.

- The bathymetric: map of the- study area suggésts low water depths upstream of the TWS during

summer months; but sufficient water depths downstream; which can be.diie to' the large stable
sand bank on'thé. ght_bank of thie: TWS which, mamtatns' he hydrology and the channel width
' ltght fluctuations i in ‘water depth throughout the-year, The pooragquatic habitat
-quality in the: TWS ¢ éan' be'attributed to the large footfall.of tourists visiting Varanasi especially
for the tourist att ctton ‘of Ganga’ Aartl. The 7 km:stret of TWS on the left bank has high
levels of huma terventtons and*moditication; with- upproxtmately 80-Ghats causing high
anthropo;,emc di hces. 'I?ht’:_ rig _ank of the: TWS; lias-inténsive cuciirbetacéous crop
cultivation. Ltvelth ,od of péople_liv g ‘in villages along the banks of the TWS depends on
fishing ‘and: theré i ts inténsive fi shtng in: the :study “area” wuth ‘large gill nets and drag nets of
various mesh sizes, :

u.E.

3.1.5 Coneclusions

Very low encounteér rate of turtles Aan: TWS indicates htg,h hiian disturbance ‘leading to habitat-

alterations withina very small Protectéd Area, Sifes: dlong:the TWS-in the:left-bark are seen to
have the least suitable habitat: for turtles ‘with hlgh 'anthropogentc -disturbances such as
cemented ghats, intense ferry: and,, acttvuy, pollutton tand human presénce along thé.river.
The sand bar in‘the: rn,ht bank-of the Sanctuary, though iS-an excellént habitat for turtlés and

breeding birds, is also: under severe“"nthropo;,emc pressure. Hn,her diversity and catch of fish

species from: the TWS IS ‘indicative ot«restrtctton on ttshtm= ‘in'the sanctuary.

/6
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CHAPTERI1VY

4.1 Prio¥itize the river stretches forcoliservation planning

4.1.1 Introduction

Rivers -harbour .a- fich diversity of species, complex ‘mosaic of habitats and substantial
ecosystem services (Schroter et al., 2005), creating a strong imperative for their protection and
restoration. Woefully escalatm;, hurian demands has.1ed to overexploitation; watér pollutlon
flow modifi catlon,
their condition demonslrate an. urt,ent need for’ incréased Conservation measures (Abell, 2002;

Rodrigues et’ aly; 2004 ngsford &Nevnlle 2005; Revengl et al., 2005): River conservation
and managemeént.is- mtegral to the’ mterests of all humans nations-and governmeénts (Dudgeon
et al., 2006), The Ganga Rlver, due to its varied geo-morphologlcal -features (mosaic of
habitats) and fluvial_processes - supports various life forms, and acting as a repository of
substantial ecosystem services. However; . the Ganga-River is subject to severe competition

. among multiple ‘stakeholders. leading to drsmptlon of its physncal habitat and biodiversity.

Recognizing the fact, it:is imperative to: adopt anew. parndn;,m for protectlon of'its biodiversity
and habitat that may be successf'ully achieved .through prlorltlzanon of conservation areas
through systemafic conservation planning (Moilanen et al. ,-2008). -

Riverine landscape are. heterogenous in'space. and timé. (comple! mosaic of habitat types), that
is widely believed to sustain various - faunal asscmblages and influence species richness
(Rahbek&Gruves, 2001 Robmson& Ward 2002). To: evaluate the conservation value-of such
dynamic and heterogenous systems, snte-scormg approaches “currently dominate the

. methodology (Boon, 2000; Dunn,- 2003) The present study’in the’ dynamic Ganga River

ecosystem addressmg conservatton prioritization-of stretches, adopted a similar approach based
on individual srte’ (sampllng, blocks) scores. Stretches or sampling blocks are evaluated
independently from each other using: multlple criteria 'such as biological parameters, habitat
composition and. blOth ‘paramieters- wrth ;scores: then combined into an index (score) of the
conservation. valie -ofi:éach’ segment or blocks of the ‘Ganga- River. Stretches with top
conservation values; are’ ‘then taken into. consnderutlon for' prtorlttzatlon

The study was carried?dut.with the .follo,wlng objectives: (a) To prepa‘re'a biodiversity profile
the Ganga River betwéen Bijnor and. Ballia, (b). Genérate a-score matrix for these stretches
through multiple scalmg of biological, habitat-and anthropogenic parameters, and (c) prioritize
the stretches between Bijnor and Ballia for the conservation ot aquatic wtldhfe of Ganga River.

4

4,1.2 Mt.thmlolol,y

4.1.2.1 Rapid ec"olo’gical nsscssmcnt"” 3

The Wildlife lnstltute of India under its NMCG sponsored Jproject “Blodlversny -Conservation
and Ganga- Rejuvenatton” is carrylnf, out the’ rapld ecologtcal assessment of" the Ganga River
for its brodtvcrsnty value The assessment covers five Ganga River-States, Under this.project,

l.i?.
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egradation.of habltat of ihese vital ecosystems and COﬂlanlnf, 1 declines in,
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the data generated: f‘or thie State ot‘ Uttar Pradesh was: used to derive: the sites. for conservation
based on the occurrence’ of species.c of: conservation: concern.

In Uttar Pr’ades’lifS’f,~ te; f)oat sin'veS/:",Were carried out durmg the month of: May to_June 2018
from Bijnor to ‘Ballia usmg an‘tnﬂatable ‘tubber: boat drtven ‘by- 40 1P’ Oistbbard: Engine,
travelling downstreaw ata constant épeed of 8-10: km/hr. 26: dtstrtcts of. Uttar Pradesh covering
approximately 1390 Kity' stretch of Ganga River was covered in this' survey (Figure 4.1). Duri ng
the survey, to charactenze the rlver Strétches data’on habttat ‘paratneterssuch-as water depth,

“channel \thth" presence~ of : sand banks and sund barc and water quallty was collected

of* specles suclt as sand tmmng, ﬁshlng actlvmes if terms of number of nets deployed, ﬁslung
boats, riverbed agnculture,.pomt source ‘water pollution: and rnumber of township along the
Ganga River were collected.. :

x

developed. On- the baisi3 of scores obtatned by each: tdenttﬁed stretches the pl‘lOl’lty stretches-

4

were identifi ed e e T -
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Three different sampling: units such as.1 km (for TWS), 5 km and 10 km linear blocks were
initially selected for assessment of ‘biological values of the Ganga River between Bijnor and
Ballia. All 3 units were thoroug,hly evalunted taking inito’ constderatlon specres'dnversuy, habitat ,

E heterog,enelty ‘and-conservation’ |mportance to decidc the minimum viable umts that will be

effective in conservation of major aquatic taxa of the Ganga River. Lmear blocks of T km and
5 'km were spatlally very short. to represent comiplex habitat mosaics and diverse faunal
assemblages of the river. Consndermg this, the-entirc survey stretch was divided into 10 km |
linear blocks and..cach ‘block - was considered as a sampling unit for "aquatic habitat :
characterization. Three parameters 1e - (a) Biological, (b) Habitat characteristics and (c)
Anthropogenic. pari 'meters were selccted and sampled within each samplm;, units to-asséss the
efficacy score of the blocks, A I' X scale was allocated to'each-parametef and was given scorés !
on the basis of its *phys:cal and ecolo;,rcal attributes. ,

All three parametérs'were scored from a total score of 10, Biological paraméter was assigned
a highest score of 5 (50%' weightage) as-high biodiversity define good habitat quality. It was
followed by habitat’ chamcterlstlcs whnch were assigned a'score of 3-(30% weightage). Least
score of 2 (20% welghtage) was ass!g,ned to anthropogenic. parameters.

4.1.2.2 Assess‘ing"iﬁﬂiieiltial hnbit’nt drivers

Kruskal’s Multldlmensmnal Scale analysrs was carried out to predict thé pattern of proximities
(i.e., similarities’ or dtstance) among set ‘of objects such as presence of dolphm, gharial, mugger,
turtles and nestmg brrds with habitat parameters such as channel depth rlver bed agriculture,
sand mining, - of, towns/ v:llugcs boat” and: fishing net to dssess concurrently
influencing habitav_ Irivers.

4,1.2.3 Seore mistrixi-

L}

Biological r’ndic‘dt@n‘-’i

Five parameters were sltortltsted wrthm blologlcal ‘indicators sitch as (a) dolphin individual

- count, (b) Nests i nt,’ot brecdm[, blrds (c) :Gharial. mdwndual count-(d) Mugger individual
count and (e)’ lurtl species count along W|th individual’ count. I‘urther, these parameters were
ranked based on tllelr -ecological roles.and consérvation unportance and weighed against a total
score of 50(in multlpllc_'\tlon of 10 1o avoid decimal valug).

The highest score \‘v"xfs assigned to'dolphin ¢ount (1 6)as it is the. umtfr‘ellﬂ species and indicator !
of the aquatic system thealth.of the Ganga'River. Individual couints of dolphin was divided into :
five -categories «(1-5; . ‘6-10; 11-15,716-35 and >36) and scormg was gwen accordmg to
congregation. Second ghest wen;,hlage was given to.gharial" presence (I3 out of 50) as their '
presence indicates’ habitat quality of the Ganga River, The-ranking was based on. threé ‘group
sizes (4 mdtv:dua]s, 2 mdwnduals and single, tndrv:dual) The resident brecding birds of the
Ganga River mdlcates awide array of habitats therefore nést and chiicks count of breeding birds
was assigned a third: hr[,hest rzmk (11 ot of 50) i in score matrix: ’[‘otal Nest: (Nest +Chicks) was
classlf'ed into.1¥ elasses (0 15; 16-30 31-45 46-60, 61-75, 76-90 91- 105 106-120, 121- 135,
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136-150 and >150) and ranking ‘was given accordingly. Mugger and turtlé presence was
assigned a lowest score (5-out of 50) for both the groups in ranking as they are generalist species
and adds more to diversity of GangaRiver. The'best scores-of three biological parameters were
pooled and standardized into a single score ranging from 1-5 scale.

Habitat characteristics

The parameter included the crucial hydrology factors such as water depth, meanders and mid-
channel islands as they influence-species abundance and-distribution of the Ganga River. The
factors (water depth; meanders. aind ‘river islands) were ranked and their.weightage was
calculated from a total score of 30;‘Water depth was-assignied a highest score of 20 (out of 30)
as it is an essential requirement for the.survival of aquatic species. Further, water depth was
categorized into 9-depth classes (0-1 m,1.1-2m, 2.1-3 n, 3.1-4 m, 4.1-5 m, 5.1-6 m, 6.1-7 m,
7.1-8 m and 8.1<9'm):and percentage of each depth classes:were culculnted Meanders and river
istands are typical geo-morpholog,lcal features of Ganga River and provnde suitable habitats to
diverse array of aquatic species. Therefore, both the factors-were assigned a score-of 5 each out
of 30.

Anthropogenic influences

Four human-induced factors were identified such as (a)-presence of river bed agriculture (b)
the number of fishing nets and boats, (c) riverside villages and ghiats and (d) presence of mining
sites and ranked based on their impacts -on biodiversity of Ganga River. All factors were
inversely scored -and least weightage was given to ﬁshing activity (fishing' nets and fishing
boats) as they are :most degradative and' pose direct threat to the survival of aquatic species.

Fishing nets and fi shing boats count was categorized into six classes i.e., (0- no fishing and
boating, <50, 51-100, 101-150, 151-200-and 201-250) and was calculated from a total score of
6. Similarly, rwer3|dc villages and ghats were divided into 6 classes (0 -No town/village and
ghats; 1-3, 3-5, 5:7-and >7). Thie other factors such as presence of riverbed agriculture and
mining pose similar threats to nesting tuitles-and breeding birds and given similar scores in the
matrix. The presence of riverbed agriculture-and mining sites was classified into four classes
(0-No agriculture; 1-Moderate; 2-High disturbance) ‘and -(0- no mining; 1-2; 3-4 and >5)
respectively.

For the final score, Biological indicator score, Habitat characteristics score and Anthropogenic
influence scores were added to get a total score out of 100. The sites were thien ranked and
plotted based on its final score. A conservation score graph was also generated based on
adjacency matrix.

4.1.3 Findings
4.1.3.1 Biodiversity profilc of the study stretch

Gangetic river dolphms were. encotntered in considerable numbers between Hastinapur
Wildlife Sanctuary and the followmg Ramsar site from Brijghat to Narora, Due the lack of
connectivity to the ‘IOWer stretch ¢aused by the Narora Barrage, the dolphin populations remain
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Figure 4.2 D:strnbutlon of Gan;,etlc river dolphm, gharml nesung nverme b:rds, mugger and
turtles based of mpld ccologlcal assessmem from Bijnorto Ballia

uhlformly,su ghted*"" .

i

blrds were found m {Ntsltes in the llustmapur W'Idhfe Sanctuary and also in the Ramsar site.
reglon. The next stretch wnth ground nestmg b:rds was. sightedin the river islands before

channel depth, fi t‘ ‘shmg actwmes, presence ot‘ -vnllage/town “and_ riverbed az,rlculture Only
channel depth posmvely mﬂuences ihe spec:es dnstnbutlon. The mfluencmg habntat drlvers
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irrespective of sand mining, and tlshmg and* boatmg Agnln dolphm presence 'was affected by
riverbed agriculture and presence: of: vnllages and town at ‘the close proxtmlty -of the river.
Presence of gharial, mugger, turtle spectes‘and birds: nest was ‘negatively: tnﬂuenced by presence
of boats and fishing néts and. there Was no posmve 1mpacts ot.chaunel depth on:turtle presence
(Figure 4.3). . S

o |3 Tt
’ 01_m1.

¢ 1owing: representatlon of similatities’ between set. of
. ob_|e s;:(dependent &mdependent)

L

4.1.3.3 Biological: mdlcntor score

About 97% of the., stret'cli (')th"" b’_iblbgi'éal score’ of Tess ‘than"1. This was because the
abundance of species’ Yvas less thal edt, owing:to vatious restrains in terms of the habitat
parameters of water. and steady anthropog,emc pressuré Table 4, l)

v'vin‘g"to the-presence.of dolphins,
e'species in htgh numbers. None of
e explalned due'to the fact-that no.
' ‘Fickinéss.of ali spectes (Figure 4. 4).

Only 2.8% of the stretch secured a score- between I-an

bird nestings and: url[es ;,hdnal muggers and-other iy jer.
the stretches. obtained:the. hlghest scote: of 2. Thls could
ideal stretches wer found fo exist. on i grotind. with abunda

.-
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4.1.3.4 Habitat characteristic scorc

The scoring assessment revealed lhnt 74% of the ‘Stretch (103 samplmg blocks) fall ‘within the
scale of | .This could be. altrtbuted to the fact that thesé strétchés’ were devord of high water
depth classes, meanders and river |slands 23.74% 33 sampllng blocks)dfthe: stretch lie within
the scale of 2. nnd only 2.16% stietch (3 sampling blocks) hold biological vilue-above 2
attributing to lugh water.depth classes, presence of meanders and island aid Tow anthropogenic
pressure (Table 4.7, Flg,ure 4.5).

4.1.3.5 Anthropogenic lnﬂuence score

All the sites scored ‘more than 1 in terms of: anihropogenic’ pressures as no site was found on
field without any’ d|sturba_nce Hence all the sampling blocks fell in. the range of 1 ~ 2 (Table
4.1, Figure 4.6).
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Our analyses revealed-thit‘the ovérall.prioritization score of sampling units. fall within the range of
1.55 to 4.20 (Table 4. 4). The score of 4-or >4 was represented by only two sampllm_, units followed
by 18 units within the fange of 3-4, 80-units within thie ranige of 2-3 and 39-units.Jie within the range
of 1-2 score (Flgure 4.7 10 4.10). The reason behind getting s¢ore of 4.20 (léss than 45%) could be
attributed to presence of nnthropog,enic pressures, absence of ‘suitable hdbitat- parameters and
minimum representation- of all taxa in each sampling units. ‘

Table 4.4 Combined:matrix score

“Scores ~Sampling,blocks - Length-(km) - Proportion of total stretch in |
S, UP (%)

>4 C 2 20 1.44

34 T 18, 180 - 12.95

2-3 - .80 800 5755

<2 39 . 390 - 28.06
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1t is evident from:
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*

4.1.4 Conclhs’ions -

ey

e results that: each stretch has its umque set-of habttats _characteristics, species
compositionand threat Tevels, Ina broader prospecuve the study reinforcesthe idea that the syncrgies
between species rlchness, Habitat heterogcnelty and biotic pressure plays central rolé'in prioritizing
conservation vulue of select stretches of Ganga River. As evident from the assessment, the creation

of protected areas does helpin spec:es ‘conservation, along the Ganga-River. However; the area should

be large, covering dlverse habitat types and minimal threats. Baséd on the combined score the stretch
from downstrearn Newada.in Allahabad district to Adalpur in Mirzapur dlStl‘lCl atotat of 140 km may
be considered as conservatton priority area. It'is suggested:that. this area may be'brovight under the
purvnew of Wild Life (Protectton) Act; 1972 by declaring itas a wildlife sanctuary for the conservation

«of g aquuuc bxodwcrs:ty of the’ Ganga Rwer in Uttar Pradesh, Since’ the ecologlcal characteristics and
Cwildlife: values vary: along this l40 ki ‘stretch on account: of: unthropogemc pressures, harmonization

for exdudtng some; areas havmb hlgh authropo!,emc pressures-on account of i intense cultural-religious
uses may:be requlrcd and to be done’ by the Uttar Pradésh: Forest Departmient.
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CHAPTERY

1

5.1 Summary of ﬁi’iiliiig‘e,-

The spattal assessment usmg Témote sensmg data for the period 1974 10 2016 revealed no
significant changés in river: ¢hannél and the extent-of sand depos:tlon in:the TWS,

V { i 'egetatlon cover vas observed which: could be attributed
to the protectlon accorded ‘to'the riparian areas by the Forest Department and expansion of
agricultuilareas on thie: landward side. -

Only five l' reshiwater turtle spectes were encountered in TWS out.of the 13 species reported

from the: Ganga River. Capiure rates for turtle. specles were low in the TWS, indicating low
-abundanceof tuitles. duirinig: the sampling period aiid high anthropogenic disturbance within
TWS,

A total of' 45 fish Spééiesi”i’)el'hnging to 38 gedera, 16:family were recorded from the TWS
and adjacent stretches. . New ‘record of three fish species Sisor rhabdophorus, Silonia

silondia an" Badis badlis were made i in this'stretch, Higher CPUE of 1.36/br in the TWS

indicatesthe sanctuary is eﬂ'ectwe in malntammg a:diverse popu!atlon of {ish and this might
be due to {he: eﬂ‘ects of the ﬁshtng ban inside:the Sanctuary limits, :

Presencé of the e'itdanééred Gangetic river dolphin was confirmed from the same site
upstream ‘of- the Sanctuary, in‘areas-of low anthropog,enlc disturbances. Sites upstream of
‘the sancluary have ideal sand island. habitats for the nesting of freshwater turtles as well as
rwerlne birdssuch as lndlan Kimmer, Little Tern, River Lapwings, in areas of fow human
n 8 species of riverine birds wads observéd from the study-area, with nesting of
five specles including that of threatened birds suchas Indian Skimmer and River Lapwings.

. The bathymetrlc ‘map-of: the study area suggests-low water depths upstream of the TWS

during simimer-months, but-adequate water- depths towards downstream.

The habitat parameters that’ mﬂuence _species occurrence and distribution in the studied
stretch are sand mining, channe! depth fishing: actlvrtles, presence of vrllage/town and
riverbed“agriculture. Only channe! depth positively influenceés the species occurrence and
distribution.. .

Based on the scormg matrlx, the highest b:ologlcal score was recorded at Hastinapur
Sanctuary. followsng ‘Ramsar-site from Brughat to Narora, due to its protected status
accorded undér. Wlld Life (Prote(.tlon) Act, 1972 and Environment {Protection)Act, 1986
(Ramsar Slte)

‘s

Habitat cha ctensnc score- “(channel depth; ednders and river islands) was hq,h
downstream*of Allahabad fill'Ballia-as the stretch jpersistently maintain high depth classes
due to water avallablhty, meanders and river islands representing complex mosaic of
habitats. :

a7
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9. The nnthroﬁofgenic paranieter-scores were almost similar in the entire stretch from Bijnor
barrage to- Ballia as river bed. agriculture was _prominent in-the upper stretch whereas
fishing, sand mining and villages & towns were prevalent in the lower part of the stretch.

i

10. Based on'the:combined score'the stretch from déwstream Newada in. A‘llahabad district to
‘Adatpur iri ermpur districtya total of 140 km. may be considered’as conservation priority
* area and notlf‘ edas:a Wildlife 'Sanctuary under the prowsnon of Wild Life (Protection) Act,
1972, Sirice: the ecolo;_.,lcal characteristics andwnldltfe values vary along this 140 km stretch
on: au.oum ‘of" anthropo;_,cmc [pressures, harmomzatlom for excludmg some’ areas having
high anthropogemc pressures on account-of i intenise.cultural-religious uses'may be requnrcd

and to be done by the’ Uttar‘Pmdesh Forest Department.
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APPENDIX I

Morphometric data of freshwater turtles encountered by sampling through VES, gill nets and box
traps during ecological assessment in and around TWS from April to Amy 2018,

Agc Class
(A/SA/Juv)

Capture

Site  Species Sex

Date

11/05/2018 VS5  Pangshura lenioria SA M 7793 5979 78.81 37.93 40.97 -

17/05/2018 V2 Pangshurasmithii  SA(Dead) M 6550 51.54 58.80 29.10 2798 6.17

21/05/2018 V12 Lissemys punctala SA M 9430 7747 94.86 - 3210 -

A- Adult, SA- Sub-Adult, Juv- Juvenile, )
SCL- Straight Carapace Length, SCW- Straight Carapace Width, PL- Plastron Length,
PW- Plastron Width, SH- Shel! Height, TL- Tail Length :
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Fish diversity in-and around TWS during-ecolo‘gical assessment from April to May 2018

074 | 9 8i
. o |

APPENDIX 11 i

Clupeidae Gudusia chapra 9 30 62
2 Gonialosa manmina 8 8 7
3 Setipinna phasa 2 l 2
4 Cyprinidae Labeo rohita 0 0 |
5 Labeo calbasu 0 0 2 ‘
6 Labeo bata 3 0 3 :
7 Bangana dero | 0 0 !
8 Cirrhinus reba 2 I 0
9 Chagunius chagunio 3 6 0 ’
10 Cyprinus caprio 67 I8 46 .
i1 Crossocheilus latius I 2 0
12 Systomus sarana 2 0 0
13 Puntius sophore 0 0 24
14 Puntius chola 23 7 57
L 15 Pethia conchanius 3 2 9 :
16 Puntius genus unidentified 0 0 3 i
17 Osteobrama cotio 0 0 4
18 Salmophasia bacaila 7 3 0
19 Amblipharyngodon mola 0 0 2
20 Aspidoparia genus UID 6 0 0
21 Aspidoparia morar 2 1 20
22 Cobitidae Botia dario 3 0 0
23 Bagridae Sperata aor 1 1 0
24 ‘ . Sperata seenghala 85 33 7
25 Mpysius cavasiis 3 2 0
26 Rita rita 0 0 2
27 Rita genus UID 0 0 |
28 Schilbeidae Eutropiichthys vacha 29 10 0
29 'Clupisomfu garua 6 2 ’ 0
30 Silonia silondia 1 0 0
31 Sisoridae Buagarius bagarius 0 0 1
32 Sisor rhabdophorus 4 0 0
33 Heteropneustidae  Heteropneustes fossilis 1 1 0 ’
34 . Loricariidae Pterygoplichthys 1 0 0
disjunctivus
35 Belonidae Xenentodon cancila 0 2 1
36 Nandidae Badis badis 3 1 0
37 Sciaenidae Johnius coiter 51 7 63
38 Cichlidae Oreochromis niloticus 6 55 0
39 Mugilidae Rhinomugli corsula l 0 0
40 Gobiidae Glossogobius giuris 3 - 0 6
41 Channidae Channa gachia 34 13 0
42 Channa striata 2 0 0
43 Mastacembelidae Mastacembelus armatus 5 1 6
44 Macrognathus aral | 0 0
45 Macrognathus pancalus 3 - 0 0
Total Abundance 382 207 329
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APPENDIX III

Check list of riverine birds observed during motor boat surveys from March to May 2018,

Common name

Scientific name

Conservation Stafus
(RLI 2018)

1 Bar-headed Geese Anser indicus

2 Ruddy Shekduck Tadorna ferruginea LC
3 Little Grebe Tachybaptus ruficollis LC
4 Painted Stork Mycteria leucocephala NT
5 Asian Openbill Anastomus oscilans _ - LC
6 Indian Pond Heron Ardeola grayii LC
7 Grey Heron Ardea cinerea LC
8 Cattle Egret Bubulcus ibis LC
9 Little Egret Egretta garzetia LC
10 Indian Black Ibis Pseudibis papillosa LC
11 Indian Cormorant Phalacrocorax fuscicollis LC
12 Litle Ringed Plover Charadrius dubius LC
13 Lesser Sand Plover Charadrius mongolus LC
14 Red-Waittled Lapwing  Vanellus indicus LC
15 River Lapwing Vanellus duvaucelii NT
16 Common Sandpiper  Actitis hypoleucos L.C
17 Common Greenshank  Tringa nebularia LC
18 Spotted Redshank Tringa erythropus LC
19 Small Pratincole Glareola lactea LC
20 Indian Skimmer Rynchops albicollis VU
21 Brown-headed Gull Chroicocephalus brunnicephalus LC
22 River Tem Sterna aurantia NT
23 Little Tem Sternula albifrons LC
24 Osprey Pandion haliaetus LC
25 Egyptian vulture Neophron percnopterus EN
26 Black kite Milvus migrans LC
27 Pied Kingsfisher Ceryle rudis LC
28 White-Breasted Halcyon smyrnensis LC

Kingfisher
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__ APPENDIX IV
Scores for all parameters from Bijnor barrage to Sitab Diara in Uttar Pradesh
Si (‘.r‘?;:‘;;;;; or Biological Score Habitat Score Anthropogenicchore. Final Score
No. Barrage) (Outof 5) - (out of 3) (Out of 2) (Out of 10) !
. ge :
1 0-10 0.13 . 0.67 1.40 2.20
2 10-20 0.23 0.25 1.40 1.88
3 20-30 0.60 0.25 1.40 2.25
4 30-40 0.10 0.75 1.40 2.25
5 40-50 1.08 - 0.75 1.40 3.23
6 50-60 0.50 0.63 1.40 2.53
7 60-70 1.43 1.00 1.40 3.83
8 70-80 0.00 0.50 1.40 1.90
9 80-90 0.13 ¢ 0.63 1.40 2.15
10 90-100 0.50 0.75 1.40 2.65
1 100-110 0.45 0.88 1.50 2.83
12 110-120 0.30 0.50 - 1.40 2.20
13 120-130 0.45 0.38 1.40 2.23
14 130-140 0.90 0.50 1.40 2.80
15 140-150 ' 0.35 025 1.40 2,00
16 . 150-160 1.23 0.50 1.40 3.13
17 160-170 0.30 1.13 1.40 2.83
18 170-180 0.58 0.75 1.40 2.73
19 180-190 0.30 0.88 1.40 2.58
20 190-200 0.43 1.00 1.50 2.93
21 200-210: 0:00 0.50 1.45 1.95
22 210-220 0.10 0.25 1.35 1.70
- 23 220-230 0.28 0.25 1.40 1.93
24 230-240 0.15 0.25 1.40 1.80
25 240-250 0.18 0.25 1.40 1.83
26 250-260 0.30 0.38 1.40 2.08
27 260-270 0.13 . 0.50 1.50 2.13
28 270-280 0.25 1.63 1.35 3.23
29 280-290 0.08 0.50 1.50 2.08
30 290-300 0.18 0.25 1.40 1.83
31 300-310 0.23 0.38 1.40 2.00
32 310-320 0.03 0.25 1.40 1.68
33 320-330 0.08 0:25 1.45 1.78
34 330-340 . 0.08 0.25 1.40 1.73
35 340-350 0.08 0.38 1.35 1.80
36 350-360 0.05 0.50 1.40 1.95
37 360-370 0.15 0.38 1.45 1.98
38 370-380 0.00 0.63 1.40 2.03
39 380-390 0.13 . 038 1.35 1.85
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Stretch

Sl (from Bijnor Biological Score | Habitat Score | Anthropogenic Score Final Score
No. (Out of 5) (out of 3) (Out of 2) {Out of 10y
Barrage)
40 390-400 0.08 0.25 1.35 1.68
41 400-410 0.08 0.38 1.40 1.85
42 410-420 0.00 025 1.40 1.65
43 420-430 0.05 0.25 1.40 1.70
44 430-440 0.08 0.50 1.65 2.23
45 440-450 0.13 0.63 1.35 2.10
46 450-460 0.10 0.75 . 1.35 2.20
47 460-470 0.48 0.63 1.35 2.45
48 470-480 0.13 0.38 1.40 1.90
49 480-490 0.03 0.25 1.35 1.63
50 490-500 0.13 0.38 1.40 1.90
. 51 500-510 0.13 0.38 1.40 1.90
‘52 510-520 0.15 0.25 1.45 1.85
53 520-530 0.13 0.38 1.40 1.90
54 530-540 0.15 0.50 1.40 2.05
55 540-550 0.23 0.38 1.40 2.00
56 550-560 0.30 0.88 1.40 2.58
57 560-570 0.33 0.63 1.45 2.40
58 570-580 0.15 0.25 1.40 1.80
59 580-590 0.00 1.00 1.45 2.45
60 590-600 0.00 113 1.35 2.48
61 600-610 0.00 0.38 1.40 1.78
62 610-620 0.00 0.75 1.35 2.10
63 © 620-630 10.00 0.50 1.40 1.90
64 630-640 0.08 0.25 1.40 1.73
65 640-650 0.00 0.50 1.40 1.90
66 650-660 0.05 0.38 1.40 1.83
67 660-670 0.05 1.00 1.40 2.45
68 670-680 0.25 0.50 1.45 2.20
69 680-690 0.80 0.63 1.40 2.83
70 690-700 0.00 0.75 1.40 2.15
71 700-710 0.18 1.00 1.35 2.53
72 710-720 0.18. 0.75 1.35 2.28
73 720-730 0.15 0.50 1.45 2.10
74 730-740 0.25 0.25 1.35 1.85
75 740-750 0.45 0.38 © 1.40 . 2.23
76 750-760 0.28 0.75 1.40 2.43
77 760-770 0.28 0.88 1.40 2.55
.78 . 770-780 0.10 0.25 1.40 1.75
79 780-790 0.23 0.50 1.35 2.08
80 790-800 0.10 0.50 1.45 2.05
81 800-810 0.18 0.38 145 2.00
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Sl (fr(?:l:‘;;‘i:j[:lor Biological Score | Habitat Score | Anthropogenic Score Final Score
No. (Out of 5) (out of 3) (Out of 2) (Out of 10)
Barrage)

82 810-820 0.25 0.75 1.45 2.45
83 820-830 0.05 0.63 1.45 2.13
84 830-840 0.15 0.50 1.40 2.05
85 840-850 0.23 0.50 1.45 2.18
86 850-860 0.05 0.50 1.40 1.95
87 860-870 0.10 0.63 1.40 2.13
88 870-880 0.35 0.63 1.15 2.13
89 880-890 0.00 0.50 1.25 .75
90 890-900 0.40 1.38 1.30 3.08
91 900-910 0.60 0.63 1.25 248
92 910-920 0.05 0.25 1.25 1.55
93 920-930 0.60 1.13 1.10 2.83
94 930-940 0.10 075 - 1.15 2.00
95 940-950 0.00 2.13 1.35 3.48
96 950-960 0.30 1.13 1.40 2.83
97 960-970 0.90 1.75 1.40 4.05
98 970-980 0.00 . 1.13 1.40 2.53
99 980-990 0.10 1.25 1.25 2.60
100 990-1000 0.10 0.75 1.35 2.20
101 1000-1010 0.88 1.00 1.35 3.23 -
102 1010-1020 0.05 0.50 1.20 1.75
103 1020-1030 0.10 0.63 1.50 2.23
104 1030-1040 0.60 2.25 1.35 4.20
105 1040-1050 0.05 0.88 1.35 2.28
106 1050-1060 0.00 0.75 1.40 2.15
107 1060-1070 0.40 1.50 1.40 3.30
108 1070-1080 0.20 0.75 1.35 2.30
109 1080-1090 0.05 .13 1.35 2.53
110 1090-1100 0.00 0.88 “1.30 2.18
111 1100-1110 0.05 0.50 1.30 1.85
112 1110-1120 0.00 1.25 1.30 2.55
113 1120-1130 0.05 0.75 1.30 2.10
114 1130-1140 0.00 1.75 1.30 3.05
115 1140-1150 0.90 0.75 1.35 3.00
116 1150-1160 0.00 0.88 1.35 2.23
117 1160-1170 0.60 1.13 1.35 3.08
118 1170-1180 0.20 1.25 1.30 2.75
119 1180-1190 0.20 1.88 1.30 3.38
120 1190-1200 0.00 1.50 1.35 2.85
121 1200-1210 0.30 1.38 1.45 3.13
122 1210-1220 0.70 0.88 1.45 3.03
123 1220-1230 0.00 0.88 1.40 2.28
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SL (I'rgr‘t:e[tlgjhnor Biological Score | Habitat Score | Anthropogenic Score Final Score
No. Burrage) (Out of 5) (out of 3) (Out of 2) (Out of 10)
124 1230-1240 0.30 0.75 1.40 2.45
125 1240-1250 0.00 1.00 1.30 2.30
126 1250-1260 1.00 1.38 1.35 ‘3.73
127 1260-1270 0.00 1.00 1.50 2.50
128 1270-1280 0.05 1.00 1.35 2.40
129 1280-1290 0.50 0.50 1.50 2.50
130 1290-1300 0.40 0.88 1.40 2.68
131 1300-1310 0.50 1.38 1.40 3.28
132 1310-1320 0.00 1.00 1.35 2.35
133 1320-1330 0.00 0.25 1.40 1.65
134 1330-1340 0.10 0.88 1.40 2.38
135 1340-1350 0.00 1.38 1.30 2.68
136 1350-1360 0.00 1.88 1.45 3.33
137 1360-1370 0.15 2.00 1.45 3.60
138 1370-1380 0.00 1.13 1.55 2.68
139 1380-1390 0.20 0.75 1.25 2.20
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PHOTO PLATE 1

Freshwater Turtles encountered during the study

f
Indian Tent Turtle Pangshura tentoria Flapshell Tuntle Lissemys punctate
captured in TWS ' : captured in TWS

Brown Roofed Turtle Pangshura smithii Ganges Softshell Tunle Nilssonia gangetica
(Dead) encountered during VES encountered during VES
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PHOTO PLATE 2

Significant Fish species captured during the study
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Labeo calbasu
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PHOTO PLATE 3

Significant Riverine bird species and their nesting recorded during the study

Nest of Indian Skimmer

River Lapwing chick

51

107
a3



984 -

PHOTO PLATE 4

Anthropogenic pressures observed during the study area from April to May 2018:

W
Iy
View of Ghats inside the TWS Fishing boats near Suzabad
t
N

Pilgrims bathing inside the TWS Construction of Jetty near Ramnagar
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Notification for declaration of Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary, Varanasi, Uttar Pradesh

ITae g6,
Py T B

dEuray 170/ (4= 62/09
:’HM ‘o, Zl :’:(;EI{ I'JBI..

. . '

ottt - =

o s Nt

Ufs RT9T iwBTY a ¥ra £ fe ug 35 Pawr zater Ay ul""lr-
nf nm A fear war 2, @0 Ay ate I qutaRs ar dede, 4l :“
sl fani an) & ;uh: : Ay -;tu'fa 'rrﬁ'r‘rzrmx Jriwara, JrERw

AN HETL Ur ¥
e Tr£:$4$ 4.::1 e l\:R’J‘lj il ﬁmn 1972 v ﬁ::;; ;Tr-u:csa
a3 19728 K1 urer (o °F d’l’d[g.r 1B 3n{’r'—| ez m; g::".? .m:.:'
Tregy@ arerd) e & e aiar AgT 9 ea Jer &7 “rﬁ
T 7 'f":Fﬂ' teT 7T 3 I ('r oy rﬂnr " dry e, W

i rr‘i ¢ .:L

—---un-u-n-.a-.n — P et R Py 2 A T ey A Y S D P et PO Tt s O el . e it Y
o ot
- ovonas
Y ke

TS@r A e - gEarfm 3r-u Ay few or

" .
Lad e Y e L R Y Ty sy
— o g —

mr . 4 (Fursg dinr 2t
ur‘rrwrﬂ‘ mr . %rr::br.r Jr aey .1__5‘} arg e

' urn 'f‘m{‘lﬁ“'!' PIE|

.-

o r.rh- Jud Targ atar- -.-trnmlr e 1_
I JHrE ATHF- amdla ¥ d uzs T
¥rara,
dro 2
afauy

*

HELIH S!.l?D.U §/14-3-62, R9TNLEANGS
Fhefly FfLamr & B arare ef" lufrPr aflen 24
ALTES, Yz vd du= acyl 1’61[‘4 #8475 G gie arita & 6y Yo fis .
¥ grar wfdigAr of fourdy ‘Tﬁ‘fﬂ"t’ ATy uvj.: i mrmr‘
Tz & feafs 23, 12. ;9:19 ¥ iy mrﬁu T ¥ ur 3y so

T AnA &t Wah ar sse 6Yy -.,:u\.w )

; - r.;'(\/
1 wun ato Tufesarn
E NI A2 B T TN
Mo

..‘,..2/._..—-

53

'll,’



986 110’
b

" 1120} ;
t 21

GHITT )00 111/ V30270907 00 )

. it P 6 aunl v arares sl gy
Pt L -

I~ Py e B, AU YR LR ,

2- PO el EAdTdn, IT0T TR, HeETs)

=L s R TR, JTuT gR, AUy !
Y- B 4820, WOl DA, urerdr ‘

5=’ g tes, WA P s, T3l §n, 0, 10 ety

6= . Ruarfla e, wrermiy
7~ Ryl oeri-g

ARYT A,
. \(,)']/
R T O { O A TR S TR
SUANNE afien

— —

— ——— -

54



’ . 987 ) :
Lo \‘ ; ~
/ o i - ..
~. ‘i MAP OF - .
' . PROPOSED CLOSEP S A
) . AREA FOR
. : REHABILITATION OF
. ' TURTLES NEAR S

o VARANASI - |

- .
; :
; 1 ;
. . ) " Lefersrcer. : - .
Secpesed Ciried area for rabRéilitaten clTEors
N X . N the €a-§x FIICe, e A (epenas tBavaledns




112

988

56

e e e ——



089 1113

Anngrope A

1 'mo-gmﬁ%’t‘rvﬁ,Wuéwaﬁéwmﬁﬁﬂmso.oa.zomaﬁ
SGR_Ya¥ 99 qYElg §IS 9] T34l 996 @l Briga

1. 468 ¥ IURIT AN/ ARHRAT B Fd HereT 2|

2. SR U UG goilg 916 @ IATod] 48P FAT 6, TARN 99, YgH dd,
IR WY Aiarcrd § H g3 | 963 9 TRga Yovel/URIE ) A0 918
ERT &g [ar el frar mar qer e Aok foR) -

qoiveT favg w1 ¢ SR To¥T Y gRIelg e @ 90 [l
17.08.2016 & Briqwr @ gie—
moaﬁéﬁwmmwﬁsawmmaw&maﬁéaﬁw

do5 faAi®m 17.08.2016 & dRigw I & w0 wewdl P yd # uRenferd v
mar o, R W wewl gRT A8 fewel 72 @1 i 8

A0 9 §RT PG A e B =

vovel favg W= 2 f&si® 17.08.2016 @) A0 T4 HAI W, 99 g Iv9 wig
| W, Sodo WHR P SE¥EAr H IwN WU I
T W9 98 @ 99 Soo ¥ fomw R flg w

feegar U ameT—

IR Uo¥ T ]G dle @l 9adl 966 QG 17.08.2016 # oy U
fofa /fcell @ &8 4§ Ga BdaE @ Jo 98 Hea geml w0 € 7
Wﬁmmmwwwﬁﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁ—

o YT YOIHWR TR ¥ # Yhed T AT gxC B 9§ 1970 H 5 The
g 9 @ o Wiga of T o, o sRagR W @ o @ g
o | 39 T gRT RN U@ q_ellg WRev @ 99§ SolEiy
B fohar < ver 81

¢ I WG Gl FI B doP i 26.05.2015 H 3H uyawer ¥ fAfga
Al BT JYUlel B §Y ARG WHR B Vol W 3 ARG @ w4
off | I9Y WRAR GRT IR YdeoT # Ao #HA-IRYE F7 SFgAIGT ura
fosdr ST T Aot form o |

o 3 18 7 fAy fRar & A0 #@fF-uRvg &1 agAET W &R gaEe
TS Tguig 918 @ el 9Rg Wwer o My IR fear g

=

- —— i o= e — = -




qﬁmﬁﬁgﬂ@ra

990

114

)

mwﬁaﬁmﬁmﬁm’cﬂawvﬂa

WX, QENgd §RT TR RUiE W far—famet aw
TS 99 o9 98 @ Wl 9y o gwg S

SIHR—

RAE g aWiid WM, 289159 gRT IRgd RUie &l fRga wu 4 7o 9 &
e Ud far | favga Ruid & & o Sgvvr g € -

ARG g O WM gRT 9deoT @} 77 98] & ye9r &

qof feRaR

(AR ok aferar @) # 9@ 10 &0 Waw &e1g o 1@ 3B D w9 § 79
PR Told Wl & A @l YU Bl 7 03 Hahad! D AR G qedid

fepar -
wifaw sans Wipd N fa9garg S@aw (Habitat AFA qad Waas
(Biological indicators) characteristics indi¢ators) (Anthropogenic indicators)
gifew WAl (Dolphin | o/ @) &g (Water depth) T ad PN B IYRUM

individual count)

(Presence of river bed

agriculture)

TEd gieal @ awdl o
wrorr (Nests count of
breeding birds)

741 & ga/9 (Meanders)

Al Gdhed & W g ABmRi
@ " (Number of fishing
nets and boats)

gfgzre woer  (Gharial
individual count)

AR AT aY G ddii 9 yentadl ot
Tgaa AR feRw @ wnfRE wwa €
Mid & channel islands as they
influence species abundance and
distribution of the Ganga River)

Y @ feIR ma W =e] @
wea (Number of Riverside
Villages and Ghats)

FRA™ Aol (Mugger
individual count)

SURYRY AR ST g fafdwar
R ged qd WE @ AR
gofiRor (Presence of mining
sites and ranked based on
their impacts on biodiversity
of Ganga River)

HYIA WA/ Sifay]
#t wrAr (Turtle
species & individuals

count}
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| (%) S WS D AWK R T o T g RER 87 (1115-1122 o)

T el WIEiiE Ead § -

B, |7 LY AR | WA Al | Uewae | A9 wia | s grais
(SFR R | & TR W | A9 D | <919 AT | (@Reas 10)
q) PG IR | | & AWK K
@R@Em 5) | wwiw I
(e 3) | (it 2)
112 | 1110-1120 0.00 1.25 1.30 2.55
113 | 1120-1130 0.05 0.75 1.30 2.10

faf= doael & IMR R ARAG IGg GF 7 o e fewr

. I9HT GRiY e € —

I- aﬁwm—zmézﬁWﬂ'ﬂzﬁéaa%amm?ﬁganwﬁmﬁmaﬁaﬁ
&Y @l ORT T T Sl @ AR A og Seorag uRacs e g & |

- Taf T&ae a3 § safm 3 @ 26% o weffid 1 € @ 5 @
faTT gRT AT U gRem QU T Y &9 A iR & @R §

NI HY3T 99 ofig fAgR &7 ¥ wder & SRF Fgell A B 13 yonfaar §
q1A 5 Wil & gt 1)

PYAT T4 ST I8N &% 4 A\q Wiig &a9 e 8 & SR Wpadrd d
3MQ Iaeld | Fgal & G ¥ safie st ang €

PEI T W RER 3 a6 AR W Wids T, el @ TRk
HgyY 9 Aq SURUY & SR oaflid o g & wieaN & Jgfd g

IR W X el &y H§ ASE WiFaa™ SUAe § W 98 Al 7MY cald

| wfad € |

3 .F E
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" %Al 9IuIg fa8R & Overall Aquatic Habitat Quality @1 fdqvur f=rar 8~

River | River | %river| . = . lang,;gver Nesting g"ggfﬂ:
site | width | Bank | bank | ‘LG (agriculture, habitat habitat
siope | vegetatl| . © scrun, uali H
(m) (92) tgon islands grassland, q(1-5) q(lia_ls'}y
sand)
§ V1 | 403 5 5 0 Sand 1 1
Ea V2 | 340 5 5 _ 0} _ Sand 1 I
s5 | V3| 268 10 5 0 Sand ] 1
s | V4| 300 15 5 0 Sand 2 1
g3
2 | V5| 347 15 10 0 Sand 1 1
[
k] Ve | 370 5 5 0 Sand 2 1
V7 | 442 20 20 0 Sand 2 1

Score for nesting & habitat assessment: 5 — very good, 4 — good,
moderate, 2 — poor, 1 — No habitat

Source: WII report dated 06-07-2018 page No. 19.

o TGS WRAG AT WA, qEWIGH 5N BT T areggd # v gl
& gt qoaAM HBsl g9viig fIER o8l & 3fade & o sFugaT (no
habitat) 9RIT 74T B |

3 -

(E)moﬁ#wmw%ww@wﬁmmwmm
T ghd 8 7

mmﬁmoaﬁéaﬁwmmwﬁﬁmeﬁuwﬁﬁaw
IR f6d U srerem # f=) a2y woerer § eman—

1- “..... as evident from the assessment, the creation of protected areas does help
in species conservation, along the Ganga River. However, the area should be
large, covering diverse habitat types and minimal threats.”

2- PYIT g99ilg B8R & upstream ¥ TART (FMEMEE) W SGayR (fAGYR)
T Adddl B Hof WB & AMR TR IYGG f[AgR 9911 1 T4
UGS WA BT & |
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59 99 A [ R geer 8-

FATeEIg forell & -araT | ﬁmfgv forel @ EAR ww(e30—1070 fH.HAL)
B, | 7y 78 g | R ANE | WGadE 9Fd | AFG |G | @ WI9i®
AEoEIR e @) | PIER R | @ AER W | G99 A B (@frmT 10)
‘ id qIlich JER W
(T 5) | (ifiemad 3) WIig
: (@fereaH 2)
94 930-940 0.10 0.75 115 2.00
95 940-950 0.00 2.13 1.35 3.48
96 950-960 0.30 ©LI3 1.40 2.83
97 960-970 0.90 1.75 1.40 4.05
98 970-980 0.00 1.13 1.40 2.53
99 980-990 ° 0.10 1.25 125 2.60
100 990-1000 0.10 0.75 1.35 2.20
101 1000-1010 0.88 1.00 135 323
102 1010-1020 0.03 0.50 1.20 1.75
103 1020-1030 0.10 0.63 150 2.23
104 1030-1040 0.60 225 1.35 4.20
105 1040-1050 0.05 0.88 135 2.28
106 10501060 0.00 0.75 1.40 2.15
107 1060-1070 0.40 1.50 1.40 3.30

oﬁmmﬂw,w&ﬁ@éﬁwaﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁupsﬁeamﬁ
AT (FeEEE) A sEagR (NR) 7@ SWEagaR A= ga wwie!
@ Tal ¥ §Y I8 o9 &7 & {5 Based on the combined scores, 140 km
stretch downstream Newada in Allahabad district to Adalpur in Mirzapur district
has been considered as the priority streich for conservation. It is suggested that
this area may be brought under the purview of Wild Life (Protection) Act, 1972
by declaring it as a wildlife sanctuary for the conservation of aquatic biodiversity
of the Ganga River in Uttar Pradesh. Since the ecological characteristics and
wildlife values vary along this 140 km stretch on account of anthropogenic
pressures, harmonization for excluding some areas having high anthropogenic

s 5 | \\m\‘%
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pressures on account of intense cultural-religious uses may be required, and to be
done by the Uttar Pradesh Forest Department.

¢ 3 {AE W T TAl g8 TAT WO 4 | SWiga W@l | AR
faror—fawel forar dom o8 JEafa o & fArgar 30 fo @1 o= ©lig

foerR @ wu ¥ T far S Suged B, w@ifd 3 & @1 Sifde A,
Soft #
wIoo—1
mE | T T AR Gifdd AP & | WEHTAN AT | A Wi ST | gl Wi
(Ao R Q)| FER R Adis @ (MR W | AFDl B (MR |(@HfErae 10)
: (@R®HT 5) Idid ] Ui
(@b a) (arm )
05 940-950 0.00 2,13 L35 3.48
96 950-960 0.30 1.13 1.40 2.83
97 960-970 0.90 175 1.40 4.05

I8 I8 ety ¢ P ARl 9= Sf v, JERige F e R
# %9 do—104 (1030—1040 f&Hl0) & wNeT FHor WwAid 4.20 AT farar #
TaA D AU D YT B AR e &

w2
. | T T fare | SfAF AFH B | AIGAE WA | A S S99 | Gl A
U | R e Q)| IR R AWIE | @ FER W | HE D AER (@ 10)
(frewa 5) I ISIES R WISl &
(@frHaH 3) (Y 2)
102 1010-1020 0.05 0.50 1.20 1.75
103 1020-1030 0.10 0.63 1.50 2.23
104 10301040 0.60 2.25 135 4.20

g WIRTY & fageryor 31 I8 9 & 7 f& \WiReit—2 # aifha @9 <o
102, 103 UG 104 (1010-1020, 1020~1030, 1030—1040 f&#l0) ®T AT 8.28
3T & wiafd ARU—1 Sifdd $9 Wo 95, 96 TT 97 (940—950, 950-960 U
960—970 fdb#l0) T AT 10.36 AT B | a1t WR—1 afT F[ot Wi @

6

e
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IR T fin W
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Toel faeg AT 6 ¢ moawﬂs‘taua%alarrﬁrﬁ
IfaRew fawg 7 e 1 : ST Taod fER & w4
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(1) SoY0 INPGR, T AJAN—3 B ATAAQI HE—3782 / 14—3—57—84
fe<tir 30.07.1986 BRT I Wg (W=ewn) affaam, 1972 (@,
HEAT—53 | 1972) B GN—18 6] SUURI(1) B 3rl< 2073 T fdHHio
R 5 SFYsl A bl &3 B gRAAYY IRYY & w9 A ifdsgfa [
T o |

(2) SoW0 WH B IMHAIRY HE&IT—4301 / 14—4—97—852 /97 fa=id 13.11.
1997 §RT BRI 90 W9 flER & RN &g 9 & Aftusw &
T a8 ide o g0 & 9@ 97 o feR @ fRom @ fog
TAE ¥ @ A A 9T ARI-9N Tig [T/ WREN @
srfrfRe faredt ot fAell FrRaaRE & 4R T off oy |

(3) TR UMDY A GAIF 22022018 & FH H WHF A 9 GED 3R
frTETeT, SoWo AETS: & N HeAT—4183 /23—7—1 [QHIE 27.06.2018
ERT 99 oid (GReqvr) Jfeifas 3 gRT—26V & ia gRATgR a9
g faER ) sk ARG I XA @ W W T B SR
R @l T, ed 99 qff, o wema 4 vd U A o
4035227 20 &3, 9 f& &3 gdel H Bl §Y & B WA A g
AR 999 W9 faer o s eiftRgeen ot o @ TRara, 3fEa
fepar Tmar |

SWRIGT & PR SRAATQR g1 99 [I8R &1 &5 fafed (fragmented)
B9 @ G § e o fory W aifes g ohg fQER @1 87 9wy st

& AR 5g FGERG /W 9 99 G ugEd & gfiedlr & W Sa
Tige eyt <3|

2. qGG fI8R &1 &F%d 2073 I fFoMo ¥ "erax 403 ot fhodo B
feam = B¢ pending further orders, no dereservation of

forcsts/sanctuaries/National Parks shall be effected”
(Supreme Court Order dated 13-11-2002 I.A. No. 2-Writ Petition No. 337/1995)

This order was reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court on 09-02-2004

ILA. No. 16.
mﬁﬂﬂﬁm%gaﬁamwwmaﬂq%ﬁaﬁww

& Sfq wRefor &g A0 91 A A fAofa forr -
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(i) qRIFHET (swamp deer) W f& SoWo &7 ¥ g ot ®, @l
W& U4 9@ AU (migration) e dT S 9
W & &F B AT B PIRSR B FHERE HRd 8
g9 grIEE B HHEE T URW FR4 R R fha
WYl 39 B @ 9w @1 W e BYM - 8g
ARG TS e,  (Wildlife Institute of India)

. SERIGA P ged forar sy |

() 39 &3 § TR o U UE IR @ 8 g@ B
a7, 39 UfedT @ g GRF BT B Fa R BM W
A0 U R a@Ro (NGT) # Sfag kg o
TRaet BR R RR A [ IhIEw (B8 ST BT AT
yIT T W g 9 Ue 9Adds ade | g e
WY | OWE [T gREE W 94 99 Wi fdER @l
AT &7 WSS (rationalization) U§ UWMEI YaA
ol gfte & fFar W |

sfaRed frg 75 &7 2 : IR ToW # SHIUIST 201819

<o 2R @ feareemt & waw ¥ Ao 9IS B IoM0 91 A B
TEIBROT QT HRIAT T |

ST W Ao 91 WA gen Ug e fofa form war—

1. One District One Tourism Spot &I STGIRUIT @ T T & =g |
o, forar Sy |

2. Wiee! B T8N B 99 U4 geig &3 @ qe} Giau fdeRa @ S|

3. 99 Uq qoig & @ fiar 3 gl o ggerad [Har 9 Ry ua
<igferd =9 A g1 oA fasfra faar S we |

4, gual egR Ruid v deinfla es Red & Wi gm-) @ [dom @
G ¥ AGeId HIYAe] dl W |

5. saﬁquéﬁégm H ATATEAT BT Faui~d (convergence) TASH fIUTT
g1 T SR |

Jo% YaE & YT T 8 | .
e
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MIN'UTES OF MEETING OF EIGHTH MEETING OF
‘UTTAR PRADESH STATE WILDLIFE BOARD UNDER®
THE CHAIRMANSHIP OF HON’BLE CHIEF MINISTER,
UTTAR PRADESH ‘'ON DATED 30. 08.2018.. ‘

1. List of the members/officers present in the meeting

1

is enclosed.’

2. Eighth meeting of the.Uttar Pradesh State Wildlife

‘Board concluded in the’ Assembly;. Room, Annexe
Building, Fii-”th 'Floor, U.tiar Prade'sh Secretariat.
Details discussion madé by Hon’ble Board on the

Agenda/Proposal submitted in the meeting.

Agenda Point No.1: Confirmation of minutes of
meeting of the meeting of Uttar Pradesh State

- Wildlife Board dated 17.08.2016.

It Wa‘é infomie& ~1‘:’o'._thc=;- Hon'ble board that the minutes of
meeting of seventh meeting of Uttar Pradesh . State
_Wildl‘ijfé Board dated 17.08.2016 was earlier circulated to
. the Hon'ble Members, on which no cofnmerits-haire been
made"by the Mcmbers. o

Minutes of M’ee‘tliixg confirmed by. the Hon'ble Bpard.
Agénda P‘oi‘r;t No.2: Point;;vise Compliance report on

flie; decision - taken under i:he Chairmanship .of

‘;27
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Hon’ble Forest Minister, Forest and Wildlife
Department, Govt. of Uttar Pradesh in the meeting of
Uttar Pradesh State Wildlife Board concluded on

dated 17.08.2016,

Hon’i:ie Board got cognizant from the action taken in
sequence of the decision/instructions taken in the
seventh meeting of Uttar Pradesh State Wildlife Board.
Hon’ble Board recommended the action taken and gave

. following instructions in the matter.

. e In the year 1970 Lease of 5 Acre Forest land was
approved to Sh. Shukdev Ashram Seva Trust in
District Muzaffar Nagar. Remarkable work is being
done by this trust in rega.rd to Education and

Wildlife Protection.

e While making compliance of the terms vested in
this matter approval was made in the Sixth Meeting
of State Wildlife Board dated 26.05.2015 to send
this matter to Govt. of India. Decision was taken by
the State Govt. for taking~ approval of the Hon'ble

Council of Ministers in the present matter.
‘ .
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» Hon'ble Board Instructed that after obtaining the
approval of the Hon’ble Council of Ministers the .
matter should be ﬁromptly forwarded to the Govt.
of India for the consideration of National ‘Wildlife

- "Board.

Agenda Poitﬁ: No.3:- Send the proposal to the
Standing Committee of the National Wildlife Board
after discussing on the report submi{:ted by the
Wildlife Institute of India, Dehraduﬁ in respect of the

Turtle 'Wildlife Sanctuary:-

Report submitted by the Wildlife Institute of India,
Dehradun was submitted before the Hon’ble Board in

detail. Major quotes in the details report is as follows-

After making survey by the Wildlife Institute of India, the
-quality of authenticity of aquatic orgaﬁisms assessed on
the basis of tlﬁe following 03 indicators by assuming each
10 kilometer linear length as a unit in full extension in

the state of Ganga River (Upto Bijnor and Baliya).

Biological "~ [Habitat Anthropogenic
Indicators Characteristics Indicators

| Indicators
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Dolphin Water Depth Presence of River,
Individual Count bed agriculture
Nests Count of | Meanders Number of

breeding birds finishing nets and
' boats
Gharial Mid & . Channel |Number =~ of
Individual Count |island as they [ Riverside Villages
influence species | and Ghats
abundance and
distribution of the
Ganga River
Mugger Presence Of |

Individual Count

mining sites and
ranked based on
their impacts on

biodiversity of

Ganga River

Turtle species &

individuals count

(2)

On the basis of above indicators ‘total score of

present Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary (1115-1122 k.m.)t

are as follows:-

SNo. [ Ganga  River
Extension (from

Bijnor Barrage)

Score based | Score

on biological { based  on

standards Habitat
(Max. 5) Standards

(Max. 3)

Score based on
Human
generated
pressure

standards

Total
Score

(Max.10)
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14 31

(Max.2
(M2 11101120 | 0.0 125 130 2.65
113 | 1120-1130 0.05 0.75 130 210

The summary of the conclusions taken by the Wildlife
Institute of India on the basis of various indicators is as

follows:-

I.. On the basis of Remote Sensing Data year 1974-
2016, no significant changes have occurred in the

expansion of river stream and sand dunes.

II. Although there is an increase of about 28% in
vegetation in the river basin, which is due to the
safety measures done by the forest department and

the éxpansion of agriculture.

III. During survey in the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary only

amongst total 13 species 5 species of the turtles
seen.
Due to high- human-caused pressure in the turtle wildlife
sanctuary, the change in nature has resulted in a

significant reduction in the number of turtles.

Y
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Due to Cemented wharf, activities of the boats, pollution
and human presence on the left edge Turtle Wildlife
Sanctuary there are habitat of very low quality. Although
the ideal habitat is available in the form of sand dunes on
the right edge but it is highly affected by human

pressure.

Details of Overall Aquatic Habitat Quality of Turtle

Wildlife Sanctuary are as follows:-

Site | River | River | % river bank | No. of | Land cover | Nesting | Overall
Width | bank | vegetation sand | type Habitat | Aquatic
(m) | slope islands | (agriculture | quality | Habitat
(%) scrub, (1-5) | Quality
grassland, (1-5)
sand)
Vi |403 (5 5 0 Sand 1 1
§ [V |30 [5 |5 0 Sand 1 1
(V3|28 (10 |5 0 Sand 1 1
oo
@< [v4 |300 |16 |6 0 Sand 2 1
52 :
ST |V6 |347 |15 |10 10 Sand 1 1
£ [V6 (30 [5 |5 0 |[Sand 2 |1
'—
V7 |442 (20 |20 0 Sand 2 1

Score for nesting & habitat assessment: S5-very good, 4-

good, 3-moderate, 2-poor, 1-No habitat

Source WII report dated 06.07.2018 Page no.19
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¢ In the study done by above Wildlife Institute of
India, Dehradun present Turtle Wildlfie Sanctuary
has been found No habitat for turtles in view of the

above points.

(b) Hon’ble Board wanted to know what other measures

can be taken for protection of turtle?

In this regard Hon’ble Board informed that in the study
done by Wildlife Institute of India following fact came to

light:-

1. “..... as ’evidencé from the ~assessment, the
creation of protected areas does help' in species
conservation, along the Ganga River. However, the
area should be large, covering di\}erse habitat types

and minimal threats.”

2.  On the basis of the total scores of indicates in the
Upstream of Turtle Wildlife Santuary from Newada
" (Allahabad) to Adalpur (Mirzapur) making wildlife

sanctuary seems to be most appropriate.

In this regard following table is visible:-

S.No. | Ganga ~ River | Score based | Score Score based on | Total
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Extehsion (from [ on biological | based on | Human Score
Bijnor Barrage) | standards Habitat generated (Ma'J_(.10)
(Max. 5) Standards press;ure |
(Max. 3) standards
(Max.2
94 930-940 0.10 0.75 1.15 200
95 940-950 0.00 213 1.35 348
96 950-960 - 1030 113 1.40 2.83
97 860-970 0.90 1.75 140 4.05
98 970-980 0.00 - 1143 1.40 2.53
89 980-990 .0.10 1.25 1.25 2.60
100 | 990-1000 0.10 075 135 2.20
101 | 1000-1010 0.88 1.00 1.35 3.23
102 | 1010-1020 0.05 0.50 1.20 1.75
103 [ 1020-1030 0.10 0.63 1.50 223
104 | 1030-1040 0.60 2.25 135 420 .
105 ; 1040-1050 '0.05 0.88 1136 2.28
106 | 1050-1060 . |0.00 0.75 1.40 215 -
107 | 1060-1070 0.40 1.50 1.40 3.30

This suggestion has given in thé report of the Indian
Wwildlife Institue, Dehradun while discussing on the
various scores as above in the upstream of Turtle
Sanctuary from Newada (Allahabad) to Adalpur
(Mirzapur) that Based on the combined scores, 140
kn'l stretch downstream Newada in Allahabad

District to Adalpur in Mirzapur district has been
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co-nsidered as the priority stretch for conservation.
It is suggested that this area may‘ be brought under
the purview of Wild Life (Protection) Act, 1972 by
declaring it as a wildlife Sanctuary for the :
conservation of aquatic biodiversity of the Ganga
River in Uttar ‘Pradesh. Since the ecological
characteristics and wildlife values vary along this.
140 km, stretch on account of anthropogenic
pressures, harmonization for excluding some areas
having high anthropogenic pressures on accouﬁt of
intense cultural-religious uses may be required, and

to be done by the Uttar Pradesh Department.

e There was a thorough discussion on this suggestion
and‘ Hon’ble Board done detailed discussion on the
abo!ve scores and it was agreed that it will be
appropriate to declare 30 k.m. as Wildlife Sanctﬁary
as follows, because .in view of the biological
standard, habitat standard and anthropogenic

pressures standards the total scores are in the

category of more.

'_I‘able- 1

SNo. | Ganga  River | Score based | Score Score based on | Total




——
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Extension (from { on biological [ based  on | Human Score
Bijnor Barrage) | standards Habitat generated ' (Max.10)
(Max. 5) Standards | pressure

(Max. 3} standards

(Max.2
G5 | 940950 0.00 213 13 348
96 | 950060 0.30 113 140 283
o7 | 960970 | 080 175 140 405

It is relevant to mention here that Wildlife Institute
of India, Dehradun in its report has indicated the total
Score 4.20 in proportionate to S1.No.104(1030-1040). The

table of Scores of above upstream is as follows:-

, N Table - 2
S.No. | Ganga  River | Score based | Score Score based on | Total
Extensionl (from { on biological based on | Human Score
Bijnor Barrage) | standards Habitat generated (Max.10)
(Max. 5) Standards | pressure
Max. 3) standards
(Max.2

102 | 1010-1020 0.05 0.50 1.20 1.75.
103 | 1020-1030 0.10 0.63 1.50 223
104 [ 1030-1040 0.60 225 1.35 4.20

It becomes clear from the analysis of these table that the

sum of S1.No.102, 103 and 104 (1010-1020, 1020-1030,

1030-1040 k.m. mentioned in Table-2 comes to 8.28,
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whereas the sum of S1.N0.95, 96 and 97 (940-950, 950-
960 and 960-970 k.m. mentioned in Table-1 comes to
10.36. Since the sum of total scores mentioned in Table-
1 is greater, this area was approved to be declared as a
Wildlife Sanctuary. It is also relevant to mention here
. that the area of newly proposed 30 kms Turtle Wildlife
Sanctuary (length of which is 7 km) more thaﬁ 4 times of
the length of Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary proposed for
- denotify situated at Varanasi comes under extended

" category.

In this after intensive discussion, Hon’ble Board took

following decision- .‘

!
(1) On the basis of various standards “Turtle Wildlife

Sanctuary” found very below in the category of
suitabﬂity hence proposal to denotify be sent to the
Govt. of India for the approval of the Sfanding
Committee, of National Wildlift Board” and

instructed that under the exist legal arrangement

. permission be obtained from the ‘Central

Empowered Committee(CEC)/Hon’ble Supreme °

Court.

vaz137

e e e = e——
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(2) Proposal to declare 30 k.m. area near “NAVADA
(Allahabad) as Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary be sent to
Govt. of India for the approval of the Standing
Committee of National Wildlife Board” .and as well

as following action be also taken:-

1. Social Impact Assessment be conducted in the
area of Proposed Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary and
measures of intigation measures should also

be ensured for this.

9. Opinion be also obtained from the Chief Naval

Hydrographer.

Agenda Point No.4:- In respect of declaring national

wildlife sanctuary as Tiger Reserve:-

According to the suggestion to declare Ranipur Wildlife
Sanctuary as National Tiger Reserve in place of National
Park, Hon’ble Board recommended the proposal to
declare it as Tiger Reserve, from which this area would be

fully developed for Tiger Conservation.

238
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Agenda Point No.5:- Proposals in respect of Wildlife

.clearance for various projects outside the Wildlife

Protected Area/Protected Area-

Hon'’ble Board made comprehensive discussion on the
submitted proposals and decisions on the préposa.ls in
respect of the land transfer/wildlife clearance for various
projects outside the Wildlife Protected Area/Protected

Area, taken as follows:-

S. | Project/ Proposer Concemed Concemed | Required | Distance
No. | Proposal Depariment | Division/District | protected | forest land | of project
) area for project | from the
‘ boundary
of
protected
‘ area
1 Construction | Executive Divisional Hastinapur | Forest Project is
of 11 KV. | Engineer, Director, S.V. | Wildlife land- proposed
transmission | Electrical Division, Meerut Sancutar-y 0.0575 under
line proposed | Construction hectare protected
by Electical { Block, U.P. Non- area
Construction | Power Forest
Block, Meerut | Corporation -Land-
(Under Lid., Meerut 0.60325
UPP.CL) of ' Hec.
Hastinapur (PWD)
Wildlife
Sanctuary for
electrification
of various
religious
places from
the point of
view of
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development
of tourism in
Dist. Meerut

Following decision taken by the Hon'ble Board:-

Include the terms imposed/suggested by the Chief

Wildlife Conservator in Part-IV of the proposal.

Alongwith above inclusion, it will .be sent for the

acceptance to Govt. of India for the approval of Standing

Committee of National Wildlife Board.

Construction
work for
laying
underground
OF.C.
proposed by
Bharat
Sanchar
Nigam under
National
Chambal
Witdlife
Sanctuary
Area in 344
km. on left
track  from
74560 k.m.
(Udi tum) to
78.00
(Chambal
Bridge)  for
itawah-Bhind
O.F.C. in Dist
Itawah

k.m.

Divisional

Engineer,

Bharat Sanchal
Nigam Ltd.
Office of Dy.
General

Manager, Tele
Communication
Project, Fourth
Floor, Tax

Building, Agra

Dy. Forest
Conservator,
National
Chambal
Sanctuary

Project, Agra

National
Chambal
Wildlife
Sanctuary

Forest
Land-
0.1548
hectare

Project is
proposed
under
protected
area
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Approval of the above proposal made by the Hon’ble
Board alongwith the terms imposed/suggested by the

Chief Wildlife Conservator in Part-IV of the proposal.

3 | Proposal for { M/s Indian | Divisional ’ Hastinapur | 0.1225 Project is
establishment of | Oil Co. Ltd. | Director, ~ S.V. | Wildlife Hectare | proposed
'pmposal Kisaan | ( Marketing | Meerut Division Sanctuary | (Private under
Seva Division) Land) protected
Kendra/Retail | Noida, 005405 | area
outlet Gautambudh (Other
(Petrol/Diesel Nagar Gout. land
Pump) on Khasra PWD)
No.188/3 of
Village Rathora
Khurd on the
edge of left track
of 6 km.
(Chainej 6.680)
on Tehsil- |
Mawana,
Ramraj-
Hastinapur Road
(Nayagaon-
Makdoompur
Road) in Dist.
Meerut

Following decision taken by the Hon’ble Boérd:-

Include the terms imposed/suggested by the Chief
Wildlife Conservator in Part-IV of the proposal.
Alongwith above inclusion, it will be sent for the

acceptance to Govt. of India for the approx"al of Standing

Committee of National Wildlife Board.
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Project is

3.504849
hectare
(Private
Land)

Hastinapur
Wildlife
Sanctuary

Divisional Forest
Officer, Amroha,
Forest Division,
Amroha

MWs
Frozen
Foods Pwt.
Ltd, Town
Bachraun,
Tehsil
Dhanora,
Dist. Amroha

4] AQ.
granting ex-post

approval

respect of
proposed
factor under
for the operation
of Slaughter
House/Meat

Processing  Unit
established by
M/s A.Q. Frozen
Foods Pvt Ltd.
.on Khasra
No.1464, 1465,
1466, 1467, 1471
& 1472 (Private
land) on Town

protected
area

Bachraun, Tehsil
Ghanora, Kunda
Feeder Road in
Dist. Amroha

Hon’ble Board did not approve this proposal for sending

to National Wildlife Board and gave this instruction to do

effective arguments before the Hon’ble Court in the

matter.

5 | Construction of | Chief Bivisional 1.Pilibhit Tiger | 287.43 Project is
proposed road | Engineer, | Forest Reserve, hectare proposed
on 287.43 | Indo  Nepal | Officer/Dy. 2.Dudhva (Forest | under
hectare  forest | Boarder Director Tiger Land) protected
land of | Road (Public | 1. Pilibhit Tiger | Reserve, area
protected area | Words Reserve 3 Katniryaghat
(Pilibhit  Tiger | Department) | Division, Pitibhit | Wildlife
Reserve, UP., 2. Dudhva | Division,

Dudhva  Tiger | Lucknow Tiger Reserve | 4. Sohelava
Reserve, Division, Wild Life
Katniryaghat Paliya-Khiri- * | Division
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Wildlife Division, 3. Katniryaghat | 5.Sohagibarva
Sohelava Wild Wildlife Division: | Wildlife
Life Division and Bahraich Division,
Sohagibarva 4,  Sohelava
Wildlife Division) Wildlife
under Indo- Division,
Nepal Boarder Balrampur
Road Project in 5. Sohagibarva
District-Pilibhit, Wildlife Division
Lakhimpuri- Maharajganj
Khiri, Bahraich,
Shravasti,
Balrampur and
Maharajganj - .

Instructions given by Hon’ble Board that-

1.

Within 15 days the team of Chief Forest Conservator
of Forest Department/Officers of  Forest
Conservator, Officers of Border Security Force and
Public Words Department, jointly inspect those
route, - which are already existed on India-Nepal

Boundary.

After this inspection, strengthening of pre-existed
routes be done by making required changes in the
alignment, so that less fall of trees happen amongst

marked 55000 trees, amongst which many trees are

' 200 years old and minimum impact on wildlife and

S(.) to resolve the difficulties reiated to the fall of
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trees and fragmentation of forest area for the

protection of forest and wildlife.

Addifional Point No.1: In respect of Hastinapur

wildlife Sanctuary:-

1.  Honble Board informed about the difficulties in
issuing final notification in respect of Hastinapur
Wildlife Sanctuary. To solve problems following facts

submitted before the Hon’ble Board during

discussion:-

(1) Vide Govt. Order No.3782/14-3-57-84 dated

30.07.1986 of Govt. of U.P. Forest Division-3, the

e e ————— ——— ——

area spread over 5 District in 2073 sq.mtr. was
. declared as Hastinapur Sanctuary under Section 18
| Sub-Section-1 of Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 (Act

No.53 of 1972).

1

i (2) Vide Govt. order of U.P. Govt. bearing No.4301/14-
4-97-852/97 dated 13.11.1997 following
instructions issued in respect of acquiring the land-
for the development of Hastinapur Wildlife
Sanctuary that for the development of above wildlfie

sanctuary land will not be taken from any of the
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private farmers apart from the submerged land and

nearby Gram Sabha/Govt. land only.

In sequence of above Govt. Letter dated 22.02.2018
report U/s 26A of Wild Life (Protection) Act- sent by
Principal Forest Conservator and Head of the
Department, U.P. Lucknow vide letter No.4183/23-

7-1 dated 27.06.2018 to the Govt. in respect of

issuing final notification of Hastinapur Wildlife -

Sanctuary, in which while including the forest land,
other Govt. land and 403.5227 hectare of Gram
Samaj, which are spread in many pieces, proposal
was passed to issue final notification of Hastinapur
Wildlife Sanctuary.

Due to above, the area should be examined in

relation that the area of Hastinapur Wildlife Sanctuary is

fragmented area so that the area of wildlife habitat is

practiced for the variance of wildlife and the said

arrangement remains reasonable from the point of view

of wildlife management.

2.

The area of wildlife Sanctuary as has been reduced
from 2073 square kilometers to 403 square

kilometers. “...... pending further orders, no

5
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_dereservation of forests/ sanctuaries/National Parks

“shall be effected”.

(Supreme Court order dated 13.11.2002 LA. no.2-Writ

Petition N0.3371/1995)

This order was reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court

on 09-02-2014 L.A. No.16.

So, in view of the various legal aspects and forest
management, Hon’ble Board took following decision for

the proper protection of Wildlife:-

(i) By incorporating the number of Swamp deer, who is
also State Animal of Uttar Pradesh and by
incorporating their migration pattern and by
marking their' habitat, consideration should be
made to resume the proceeding of forest
arrangement. Assistant of Wildlife Institute of India,

Dehradun should be taken to get this done

scientifically.

(ii) Process of endowment in the area has been
completed once. Therefore, if the vote to resume this -
process is frozen, then a fresh order for re-

settlement be obtained by filing a proper application
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beforé the Honble National Tribunal and this
should be completed with a time bound manner.
From the above re-settlemeht, rationalization of the
boundary of above Wildlife Sanctuarj should be

done with the point of view of effective management.

Additional Point No.2:- Ecotourism 2018-19 in Uttar

Pradesh.

Hon’ble Board made aware about the presentation of U.P.
Forest Corporation in respect of the activities of Eco

Tourism.

Hon’ble Board got cognizant from above and following

decision was taken:-

1. Concept of One District One Tourism Spot should
be implemented with the coordination of tourism
department. »

2. . To ~fac'i]jta.te tourists, outside facilities of forest and
wildlife areas should be developed.

3. The facilities of forest and wildlife areas éhoﬁld be
strengthened so that eco-tourism can be developed

* in a balanced way.
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Necessary action should be taken in respect of the

development of Home-stay near Dudhwa Tiger

Reserve and Pilibhit Tiger Reserve.

'Convergence of budget requirement for Eco-Tourism

will be done by the Tourism Department.

Meeting ends with thanks.
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List of the members/officers present in the meeting
of State Wildlife Board, from 10.30 AM, in the
Assembly Room, Annexe Building, Fifth Floor of U.P.
Secretariat under the Chairmanship of Hon’ble Chief
Minister.

S.No. | Name & Post Mobile No. ' Signature

1
2 Dara Singh Chauhan 94550673877 Sd/-
3| Anil Parashar, MLA 941227511 Sdr-
4 Dr. Arun Kumar, MLA 8765954623 Sdl-
5 Raghvendra Pratap Singh-MLA 8887151106 Sd/-
6 S.K. Upadhyay, 9415016617 Sd/-
7 Dr, Ancop Kumar Singh 9415126765 Sd/
i dr.anoopsinghdev@gmail.com
8 Dr. Devanshu Gupta, Scientist-C 9415288413 Sdf
divanshugupta364102
@gmail.com
9 Beeresh Kumar Dy. Director | 9411027610 ' Sd/
Tourism, beppt. dgeept1@gmail.com
10 Prem Chandra Pandey, Project Head | 9452448855 Sd/
brem@wti.org.in
1 Dr. G.P. Sinha, Scientist E & Head | 9956250352 : Sd/
drgpsinha@gmail.com
12 | Sunil Kumar Singh, Director Fishery | 9450063183 Sd/
sksinghjd@gmail.com
13 | Khudana Ram, Retired Forest Officer | 7839349761 Sd/
Village Ramdaspur, Post Bhimapat, .
14 Dr. V.K. Singh, Asst. Director, Animal | 98385470309 Sd/
Husbandary Department
15 | Sanjay Kashyap, Secretary, Aruna | 981105024 Sd/
Rainforest ECONGO




1026

7k50

16 | Raman Kant,- Manager MEER | 941676951 - Sd7
Foundation
17| Dr. PX. Singh, Deptt, Of Zoology, — | 9837021832 Sd/
Life Science Dr. Bhimrao Ambedkar
Univ. Agra
18 | Aarti Rana, Vilage Gubrai, Post | 7376322537 Sdf
Charan Chori, Lakhimpur Khiri
19 | Prof. Manju Agarwal (Retd,) Depl. of | 9451723146, Sd/
| Maths & Astronomy, Lucknow | manjuah@yahoo.com
University (HIG-79 Sector-E, Aliganj)
20 |KE.___DIGCBCD 9454400399 Sdf
21 | Dr. Rajnish Chaturvedi, CSJR-IITR, | 9450418445 Sdf
Lucknow -
22 Dr. D.P. Singh, BBA University, | 9415576735 _Sdl
1 Lucknow
23 Bi'resh Kumar, Dy. Director, Tourism | 9411027610 Sd/
Depariment
24 | Shravan Kumar Singh 9454798732 Sd/
25 Sudama Ram 7839349761 Sd/
26 | Dr. Anoop Kumar Singh 9415126765 Sdf
27 |C.P. Singh, Secretary, Social | 9457101468 Sd/
Welfare
28 Dr. Sumit KMishra, Sr. Scientist [ 991920419 Sd/
“(SIR-NPL, New Delhi
29 | AK Dwivedi, MD, UPFC 9415124922 sd/
30 | Eva'Sharma, GM, UPFC 9415010818 Sdf
31 | Pawan Kumar, PCEF(W) 9450502027 Sdf
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Press Information Bureau
Government of India
Ministry of Shipping

03-January-2018 02:3LIST

Cabinet npproves Jal Marg Vikas Project for enhanced navigation on the Haldia-Varanasi stretch of National
Waterway-1

The Cabinet Committee on Economic Affairs, chaired by the Prime Minister Shri Narendra Modi has given its
approval for implementation of the Jal Marg Vikas Project (JMVP) for capacity augmentation of navigation on
National Waterway-1 (NW-1) at a cost of Rs 5369.18 crore with the technical assistance and investment support of

the World Bank. The Project is expected to be completed by March, 2023.

Major Impact;
o Alternative mode of transport that will be environment friendly and cost effective. The project will contribute

in bringing down the logistics cost in the country.
« Mammoth Infrastructure development like multi-modal and inter-modal terminals, Roll on - Roll off (Ro-Ro)

facilities, ferry services, navigation aids.
« Socio-economic impetus; huge employment generation.

No, of beneficiaries:

e NW-1 develapment & operations will tead to direct employment generation to the tune of 46,000 and indirect

employment of 84,000 will be generated by vessel construction industry.

-

» States: Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Jharkhand, West Bengal
= Major Districts:  Varanasi, Ghazipur, Ballia, Buxar, Chhapra, Vaishali, Patna, Begusarai, Khagaria, Munger
Bhagalpur, Sahibganj, Musrhidabad, Pakur, Hoogly, Kolkata.

Project details;
e Funding pattern:

o [BRD loan component: Rs. 2, 512 crore (US$ 375 million).

o Govermment of India counterpart funds: Rs. 2,556 crore (US$ 380 million), to be sourced from budgetary
allacation and proceeds from bond issue.

Private sector participation under PPP mode: Rs. 301 crore (US$45 million).

o

Major Components:

i Fairway Development
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ii. Construction of the n.1ulti-modal terminal at Varanasi.
iii. Construction 6f the multi-modal terminal‘at Sahibganj.
iv. Construction of the multi-modal terminal at Haldia.
v. Construction of an inter-modal terminal at Kalughat .
Vi, Construction of an inter-modal terminal at Ghazipur.

vii. Construction of a new navigation lock at Farakka.

viii. Provision of navigational aids.
ix. Construction of five pairs of Rolf on-Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminals.
X. IConstruction of Integrated Ship Repair and Maintenance Complexes.

) Provision of River Information System (RIS) and Vessel Traffic

X Management System (VTMS)

xii. Bank Protection works

Background;

One of the major problems for a commercially viable and safe navigation on NW-1 is low depth upstream of
Farakka due to low discharges from tributaries and difficult hydro morphological characteristics of river
Ganga. .

A pilot study on the Allahabad-Ghazipur stretch was commissioned by Inland Waterways Authority of India
(IWALI) to tind solutions to this problem.

Based on the findings of this study, a proposal for development of NW-1 at an estimated cost of Rs. 4,200
crore (US$ 700 million) was taken up for seeking technical assistance and investment support from the
World Bank (o the tune of US$ 350 million in three Phases. .

Finance Minister announced JMVP in Budget Specch in July 2014, to enable commercial navigation of at
least 1500 tonnes vessels in Ganga.

BACKGROUNDER NOTE
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Implementation strategy/ and fargets: l ?ﬂ

« Fairway development through performance based contract for least assured depth of 2.2 metres to 3 metres
and bottom channel width of 45 metres, bank protection works, and provisions of navigation aids.

Funding Pattern:

« IBRD loan component: Rs. 2, 512 crore (US$ 375 million).

« Government of India counterpart funds: Rs. 2, 556 crore (US$ 380 million), to be-sourced from budgetary
allocation and proceeds from bond issue.

« Private sector participation under PPP mode: Rs. 301 crore (US$45 million).

Mpjor interventions and their completion timeline:

Time  Frame  for

S.No |Major milestones completion/ Target
date

1 Fairway Development March, 2023

2. Construction of Phase-1 of multi-moda! terminal at Varanasi.  {November, 2018

N Construction -of Phase-1 of the multi-modal terminal at March, 2019

Sahibganj.

4. Construction ‘ot' multi-modal (ennfnal at Haldia, March, 2019
5. Construction of inter-tnodal terminal at Kalughat. March, 2020
6. ° |Construction of inter-modal terminal at Ghazipur. March, 2020
7. Construction of intermodal tenninal at Tribeni/Kalyani March, 2020
8. Construction of new navigational lock at Farakka. . [March, 2019.
9. Integrated Vessel Repair & Maintenance Complexes March, 2020
10. Construction of Ro-Ro jetties . March, 2020

11, Vessel Procurement March, 2019
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12. Land Acquisition and R&R/RAP ] March,2019 \L‘ D
0. Provision of River Infonmation System (RIS) and Vessel March, 2020

Traffic Management System (VTMS).
4. Bank protection works. December, 2019

Details and progress of scheme already running:

a. Construction of multi-modal terminal at Varanasi:

Contract for construction of Phase-1 (A) of the terminal at an estimated cost of Rs.169.59 crore awarded in

May, 2016. Physical progress of work: 25%.

b. Construction of multi-modal terminal at Haldia:

Contract awarded for constructing a Rs 517.36 crore state-of-the-art multi-modal terminal at Haldia, West
Bengal, Work initiated.

¢. Construction of multi-modal terminal at Suhibganj:

Contract for construction of phase-{ (A) of the terminal at.an estimated cost of Rs. 280.90 crore awarded in

October, 2016. Physical progress of work: 25.62%

d. Construction of a new navigation lock at Farakka Barrage:

Contract for construction of a new navigation lock at an estimated cost of Rs 359.19 crore awarded in
November, 2016. Physical progress: 22.30%

e. Least Assured Depth (LAD):

Tender process for fainvay development thrbugh Performance Based Maintenance Dredging Contract for
Provision of Least Assured Depth and quantity based dredging to provide a depth of 2.2 i to 3 metres
between Farakka and Varanasi is being completed for awarding.

f. Development of Kolkata and Patna terminals under PPP mode:

.In order to scale up private investment in the IWT sector, IWAI has identified Kolkata terminal (GR Jetty-1,
GR Jetty-I1 and BISN) and Patna terminal (Gaighat and Kalughat) for their development and operation under
the Public-Private-Partnership (PPP) mode.
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‘Construction of Ro-Re terminals: Locations: —Rajmahal and Manikchak;Samdaghat  and

Manihari;Kahalgaon and Tintanga;Hasnapur and Bakhtiyarpur; and Buxar and Saraikota.

. Ferry terminals in six cities :

Contract awarded to a joint venture of Thompson Design Group (TDG), Boston (USA) and Infrastructure
Architecture Lab of Massachusetts [nstitute of Technology (MIT) (USA) in December 2016 for idemifying
suitable locations for construction of ferry terminals in six cities - Varanasi, Patna, Bhagalpur, Munger,
Kolkata and Haldia on NW-1. ' '

. Design of inland vesscls:

IWAI in August, 2016 signed a contract with M/s DST, Germany to design vessels, especially suited to
navigate on NW-1. Consultancy completed with submission of stipulated 13 designs. Designs accepled by
the Vetting Comunittee. Vessel testing is going on.

. River Information Services (RIS) on National Waterway -1:

IWALI has taken up a technologically challenging project of setting up of River Information Service.System
on NW-1 for the first time in India. River Information System (RIS) are equipment, hardware and software
information technology (IT) related services designed to optimize traffic and transport processes in inland
navigation.

eEERBERRE
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In Modi's Constituency, a
Wildlife Sanctuary i is Quietly
Being Erased

If the Centre approves the proposal to denotify the Kachhua Sanctuary
in Varanasi, this will be the first protected area to be completely wiped
off the map of India since the introduction of the Wildlife Protection
Act, 1972. |

File photo of the Indian tent turtle (Pangshura tentoria tentoria), of the kind found in the Ganga'and at the Kachhua Sanctionary
at Varnasi. Credit: Charles J. Sharp/CC BY-SA 4.0

Bahar Dutf
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EMVIRONMENT  24/SEP/2018

New Delhi: Freshwater turtles may be small, but they are proving to be a big
stumbling block for the government’s plans to dredge the Ganga for a multi-
crore inland waterways project that will pass through Varanasi, Prime Minister
Narendra Modi’s constituency, and end in Haldia in West Bengal.

The ‘Kachhua’ or Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary (TWS), the world’s only protected
area dedicated to freshwater turtles, is now set to be wiped off the conservation
map of India. The state government has submitted a proposal to the Government
of India asking for the Kachhua sanctuary in Varanasi to be ‘denotified’
following a meeting of the State Board of Wildlife of Uttar Pradesh on August
30, 2018.

Documents available with The Wire reveal how grounds are being prepared by
Yogi Adityanath’s government to denotify the 210-hectare area of the sanctuary.
The reason stated by the DFO Kashi wildlife division in a written submission to
the National Board for Wildlife states that “sence (sic) the sanctuary is not
fulfilling its purpose hence it being denotified”. Another letter, by chief
conservator of forests S.K. Awasthi on September 5, 2018, asks the DFO Kashi
wildlife division to submit a proposal for denotification of the ‘Kachhua Wildlife
Sanctuary’ since the State Board of Wildlife has cleared this in a meeting held
on August 30,2018.
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Authorization Letter \L\\A

‘M. Manoj Khare, DFO, Kashi Wiidiife Division is hereby authorized
to submit proposal regarding denotification of Kachua Wildlife Sanctuary,
in view of the decision taken in the 8" meeting of SBWL UP dated
;}QQg 2018 after due consideration and diligence exercised in the matter.

Chief Conservator of Forest,
Wildlife (Westem) Kanpur,

Office of the Chief Conservator of the Forest Wildlife (Western), Kanpur
Letter No: 506/26-11 dated 05.09.2018 Kanpur

Copy to following for information and necessary action:
1- Principal Chief Conservator of Forest Wildlife, UP.
2- DFO, Kashi Wild Life Division, Varanasi.

{

ChiefConservator of Forest, j
Wwildlife (Western) Kanpur, |
|

Letter from chief conservator of forests to subordinate officer asking that a
proposal for denotifying the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary be summited. The letter
is dated September 5, 2018.

While there has been much media speculation about the turtle sanctuary proving
to be a stumbling block for the NDA government’s plan for big infrastructure
projects on this stretch of the Ganga, papers available with The Wire are the first
documentary evidence that conveys the government’s intent to actually destroy
the wildlife sanctuary.

If the Centre approves the proposal to denotify the Kachhua Sanctuary, this will
be the first protected area to be completely wiped off the map of India since the
introduction of the Wildlife Protection Act, 1972.

A similar attempt was also made under the UPA government when the then chief
minister of Haryana, Bhupinder Singh Hooda, had tried to denotify the Saraswati
wildlife sanctuary. However, due to a public outcry it was only down-listed as a .
conservation reserve. Requests have been made from time to time by various
state governments to reduce the size of wildlife sanctuaries but this is definitely

a first.

Selective use of scientific report

The supporting document to justify the destruction of the wildlife sanctuary isa
scientific report prepared by the country’s apex wildlife body, the Wildlife
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The July 2018 report titled ‘Assessment of the Wildlife Values of the Ganga
River from Bijnor to Ballia including Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary (TWS), Uttar
Pradesh’, states that in a field survey conducted in the sanctuary “only five of
the 13 species of turtles found in the Ganga were observed”. This observation
about the presence of fewer species of turtles has been used to justify the acfion
by the state government to denotify the wildlife sanctuary.
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Location of the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary, Varanasi. Credit: WII

The Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary is a 7 km river stretch starting from upstream
Ramnagar fort to Malviya bridge in the state of Uttar Pradesh. The city of
Varanasi lies on the western bank of the sanctuary. The bank is almost totally
concretised, with more than 80 ghats drawing tens of thousands of pilgrims
every day.

The WII report has been used to justify the state government’s order for
denotification even though the report clearly states, “Sand bars situated on
eastern banks are crucial for the survival of the birds and reptiles in terms of
their nesting and basking requirements. The sediment dynamics of the sanctuary
is one of the most important factors that govern the distribution of aquatic
biodiversity. Any change in the river channel and sand bar may drastically affect
the existence of ancient ghats along the western banks as well as the biodiversity
of this region”.



It further goes on to observe that durﬂlgﬁﬁ field survey conducted, “a total of 1
45 fish species belonging to 38 genera, 16 family were recorded from the TWS
and adjacent stretches”. It notes: “The sand bar in the right bank of the
Sanctuary, though is an excellent habitat for turtles and breeding birds, is also
under severe anthropogenic pressure”, but then adds, “Higher diversity and catch
of fish species from the TWS is indicative of restriction on fishing in the
sanctuary,” thus implying that the sanctuary in fact has helped protect
biodiversity, thereby contradicting the claim of the state government.

Oddly, the Wildlife Institute report then goes on to recommend that the stretch
from “downstream Newada in Allahabad district to Adalpur in Mirzapur
district, a total of 140 km may-be considered as conservation priority area and
notified as a Wildlife Sanctuary under the provision of Wild Life (Protection)
Act”.

So the creation of a new sanctuary close to Allahabad is being used as a
justification for destruction of the existing sanctuary at Varanasi, which the WII
report notes is “an excellent habitat for turtles”.

If a sanctuary faces anthropogenic-pressure, as the TWS is, then the logic surely
must be to secure it and not denotify it. The Kachhua sanctuary was declared in
1989 to save the biodiversity of the river Ganga. In order to check pollution in
the Ganga and restore its biodiversity, a unique turtle-breeding project with its
breeding centre at Sarnath was started with the objective of releasing the then
bred turtles in the Ganga. The idea was that this would help remove bio-
pollutants like partly cremated and dead bodies directly thrown in the river while

at the same time bringing back species that were once part of the river
ecosystem.

‘60




QVAR/q“)ASIQ :"" ‘f{
' & CH Uﬁﬁ

Wﬁ?ﬁvﬁwmz Mw/
o BM 739 / .

ﬁﬁ.

T telg
: Bhagmqnpw W m% \
MMNWW i B .\ tfél"" ’\_,

M’ ‘- y ‘ ”‘:.y.'.::. , ._~ . ”
' Gartithanpur. ! m’?\m\ "3 e ovils INE U STl
Map of the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary in Varanasi. The sandbars that make uo the TWS may seen
clearly in the satellite image insct. Credit: MoEFF and W11

% Pamnva /’/?\h

To protect these turtles and secure their habitat, the Kachhua Sanctuary,
spreading over seven kilometres, was declared under the provisions of the
Wildlife Protection Act 1972. The Ganga River basin is recognised as a Global
Turtle Priority Area with over 13 species of freshwater turtles, classified into
nine genera. Of these, nine species are under the threatened categories such as
Red-crowned roofed turtle Batagur kachuga (CR), the Three-striped roofed
turtle Batagur dhongoka (EN), and the Indian narrow-headed softshell turtle
Chitra indica (EN).

The Wildlife Institute of India also interviewed several fishermen in Varanasi as
part of its study and observes in its report, “Most fishermen reported seeing
large sized individuals of the Ganges soft-shell turtles which they refer to as
‘katawa’ in their local Hindi language, at sites close to Assi and Manikarnika
Ghat in the TWS as well as at sites near the mouth of rivers Varuna and Assi
Nala. Fishermen also reported occasional nesting of turtle species in sand banks
upstream of the sanctuary and further that “five freshwater turtle species were
encountered in TWS out of the 13 species reported from the Ganga River «



In spite of these findings, the Yogl A(?igérgath govemment has sent a proposal %2
the Standing Committee of the National Board For Wildlife at the Centre asking
for ‘denotification’ of the entire wildlife sanctuary.

'I\lrtles in the way of Modi’s mega-plans

So why should a turtle sanctuary cause any harm to a government that has as its
key election promise a commitment to saving the Ganga?

A oanoramic view of Varanasi and the Ganes. Credit; Jack Zalium/Flickr CC BY-NC.2.0

The NDA government has grand plans for this section of the river, and this tiny
sanctuary was proving to be a big thorn in the way of those plans. Nitin
Gadkari’s shipping and water resources ministries want to turn this section of the
river into a part of a 1,620-km long national waterways project being funded by
the Centre and World Bank at an estimated cost of Rs. 5369.18 crore. The
pro;ect proposes to build multi-modal terminals at Varanasi, Uttar Pradesh,
Sahibganj, Bihar and Haldia in West Bengal. It will also involve roll-on roll-off

~ (Ro-Ro) ferry passenger services. A series of thermal power plants are also

A

' being planned in Uttar Pradesh along the river that could be the main

beneficiaries of the Ganga waterways programme

'Ecological impact of dredging

In order for the big plans to be operational, dredging of the Ganga would be

-required.

Many environmentalists and ecologists have raised objections to the inland
waterways project that is being developed and the impact the proposed dredging’
will have on the fraglle ecology of a river already under enormous stress.

In an interview to thlS writer, Hlmanshu Thakkar of the South Asia Network for
Dams Rivers and People (SANDRP) further states that “this waterways project
hasn’t gone through a credible environment appraisal followed by the necessary
monitoring and compliance process. The decisions being taken as a result are not
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scientifically informed, nor are they I;Ie%Qaken democratically. The whole \‘1663
attempt seems to be to push a commercial venture without looking at how this
will affect the Ganga rejuvenation process”.

Wild Life Report
Form for seeking recommendation of Standing Committee of NBWL/SBWL.

PART -1 & 11
(To be filled up by User Agency)

A, General Details

A-1. Praject Details

(). Forest Clearance Required?: No
(i). Proposal No. : FP/UP/Others/2691/2018
-.illl); Nnm-c of Project: Denotification of Kachua Wildlife Sunciuary, Voranasi

(iv). Shart narrative of the Project : The Kachua Wildlife Sactuary was notificd is 2009, Sence it is not .
fullfilling the purposc hence it needs denatification

{v). State : Uttar Pradesh

The DFO, Kashi’s submission to denotify the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary

That the state and the Centre want to ensure there are no green hurdles for this
mega project was obvious when the National Board for Wildlife gave permission
in June 2017 for ships to pass through the Turtle Wildlife Sanctuary. The NBWL
did, however, impose severe restrictions that not more than one ship per day
would be allowed and that the dredging activity should not disturb any wildlife.
But clearly this was not enough.

A retired professor from IIM Bengaluru, Bharat Jhunjhunwala, filed a PIL in the
National Green Tribunal arguing that the Ganga Waterways project had not taken
into consideration its impact on the river’s biodiversity that included the
freshwater turtles, the Gangetic dolphins and fish species. “The impact of the
sound, the wave wash and the direct hits from the ships that will ply on these
waters, has just not been considered,” he told this writer.

The simple solution the BJP-led governments at the Centre and the state has
discovered is to just remove the entire sanctuary from the list of protected areas.

The ball is now in the court of the NBWL. The state government has instructed
its forest officers to remove the sanctuary from its list of protected areas and



with mounting pressure from the MllgﬂQ of Road Transport and Highways \?%4
(which include inland waterways), the decks are being cleared for India’s only
turtle sanctuary to make way for shipping vessels on the Ganga

Bahar Dutt is an award winning environment journalist and the author of Green
Wars: Dispatches from a Vanishing World.

| —— )
Support The Wire :
Z500 31000 ¥2400
I&C Privacy
Join The Discussion Total Comments (4)
ALSO READ

e~

3 HOURS AGD

, How Can You Tell When a Glacier Is Dead?

—— g s e



——— - .

1041 5165

Awngxore A6

_'_-__—-——""'——
) Government of India
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change

(Wildlife Division) :
6" Floor, Vayu Wing
Indira Paryavaran Bhawan
Jor Bagh Road, Aliganj
New Delhi 110 003
FNo.6-111/2018 WL Date: 26™ September 2018
To
All Members :
Standing Committee of NBWL

Sub: Minutes of 50™ Meeting of the Standing Committee of National Board for Wildlife- reg.

Sir / Madam,

Kindly find enclosed copy of the Minutes of 50™ Meeting of thé Standing Committee of National
Board for Wildlife held on 7" September 2018 through Video Conference under the chairmanship
of Hon’ble Union Minister of Environment, Forest and Climate Change.’

Yours faithfully,

/
\((m&@w\

(br. Pasupala Ravi)
Scientist C

E-mail: ddwlmef@gmail.com

Encl: As above

Distribution

(1) Secretary, MOEF&CC

(2) DGF&SS, MoEF&CC

(3) Member Secretary, NTCA

(4) ADGF(FC), MoEF&CC

(5) ADGF(WL), MoEF&CC

(6) Director, WII, Dehradun

(7) Director, GEER Foundation, Gandhinagar, Gujarat

(8) Prof. R. Sukumar, Member, NBWL

(9) Dr. H.S. Singh, Member, NBWL

(10)Pr. Secretary (Dept. of Envi., Forest, Science & Tech.), Govt. of Andhra Pradesh

Copy to

(1) PS to Hon’ble MoEF&CC
(2) PPS to DGF&SS, MoEF&CC
(3) PPS to Addl.DGF(WL), PPS to IGF(WL) it

————
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MINUTES OF 50" MEETING OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE OF NATIONAL BOARD
FOR WILDLIFE WAS HELD OF 7" SEPTEMBER 2018

The 50" Meeting of the Standing Committee of National Board for Wildlife was held on 7
September 2018 through Video Conference under the chairmanship of Hon’ble Minister for

Environment, Forest & Climate Change. List of participants are placed at ANNEXURE- L.

Hon’ble Chairman welcomed all the participants to the 50™ Meeting of the Standing Committee
of National Board for Wildlife and asked the IGF(WL) to initiate the discussions on the Agenda ltems.

AGENDA ITEM No. 1

Confirmation of the minutes of the 49" Mceting of the Standing Committee of National Board for
Wildlife held on 13" June 2017

The IGF(WL) mentioned that the minutes of the 49" Meeting of the Standing Committee of
National Board for Wildlife held on 13™ June 2017 were circulated to all the members of the Standing
Committee on 29" June 2017. However representations were received from the State Government of
Maharashtra to amend the minutes of 49™ meeting of the Standing Committee on the following

proposals:

49.4.2.1 © Proposal for thc construction of residential and commereial complexes by M/s,
" Reliable Housing India Pvt. Ltd. at Village Achole, Ta. Vasai, Dist. Palghar. Sy.No.
153-B,154 (pt)

49.4.2.2 Proposal for the construction of residential and commercial construction project by
M/s. Rashmi Ameya Developers Housing and Estate Realtors Pvt. Ltd. at Village
Gokhivare, Ta. Vasai, Dist. Palghar Sy.No.62 H.No.1&7, Sy.No 63 & others Sy.Nos.

49.4.2.3 Proposal for the construetion of residential and eommereial complckcs by M/s. Ameya
Townhome Private’ Limited at Village Sandor, Ta. Vasai, Dist. Palghar Sy.No.230
H.Neo. 1,2,34,5,6,7,8; Sy.No.231 H.No.1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8&9; Sy.No.235 H.No.1/2,2,3,4,
5,6,7,8,9,10,11/1&11/2 and Sy.No 236-H.No.1,2,3,7,8,11,12,13,14, 15,17,18,19,20,21,22,
23-part, 24,25A,25B,27,28 & 29

49.4.24  Proposal for the construction of residential and commercial complexes M/s. Navkar
Estate & Home Private Limited in Village Juchandra Ta. Vasai, Dist. Palghar
Sy.No.332/1,2,3,4,6A,6B,7,B,333/1,2,335/1,2,336/2,3C,3D,3F & 351/1,2

1|Page
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(4) The instructions/orders passed by the. State Govt./ Central Govt. and the directions passed by
Hon’ble High Court/Supreme Court from time to time regarding such project shall be complied
with. )

(5) User agency will ensure that the project personnel engaged in the project shall observe the
provisions of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 & Rules made thereafter.

(6) Construction waste materials will not be thrown inside the sanctuary area or movement corridor
of wildlife. '

(7)  User agency will take all precautions including technical measures to contain the noise and air
pollution, protcction' from fire due to construction activities.

(8) The project proponent shall obtain consent t6 establish and to operate from U.P. Pollution
Control Board and effectively implement all the conditions stipulated therein.

(9) Two GPS sets shall be provided for the survey and demarcation of the sanctuary boundaries to
the Bijnor forest division.

(10)  No labour camp shall be established in the sanctuary/forest area or other sensitive area.
The State Board for Wildlife has recommended the proposal in its'meeting held on 26/05/ 2015.

After discussions the Standing Committee decided to recommend the proposal along with the

conditions and the wildlife mitigation measures stipulated by the State Chief Wildlife Warden.

The annual contpliance report on the stipulated conditions should be submitted by the User Agency
to the State Chief Wildlife Warden and an annual compliance certificate shall be submitted by the State
CWLW to Gol.

50.3.12.2 De-notification of Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary from 940 km to 970 km

i The IGF(WL) briefed the Standing Committee on the proposal and stated that the proposal is
for the de-notification of Kachhua Wildlife Sanctuary having an area of 7 km of mid stream of river
ganga from both the banks notified vide no. 1485/14-4-2008-823 dated 21-03-2009 and to notify
upstream stretch of 30 km (from 940 km to 970 km) stretch of river Ganga near Newada.

Proposal for denotification of the existing sanctuary and notification of new stretch of the river
as sanctuary is based on the study “Assessment of the wildlife values of the Ganga River froﬁrBijnor to
Ballia including turtle wild life sanctuary, Uttar Pradesh” conducted by the Wildlife Institute o“f India,
Dehradun on the reciuest of the UP State Government. The report was submitted to the State
Government vide WII no. WII/SAH-TWS-UP/2018 dated 6™ July 2018,

——— p——bin e e w—— e e e s
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While submitting the justification for the proposal for de-notification of the existing Kachua

Wildlife Sanctpary the state government highlights the following findings of the WII study:

“Only five freshwater turtle species were encountered in TWS out of the 13 species reported
from the Ganga river. Capture rates for turtle species were low in the TWS, indicating low abundance

of turtles during the sampling period and high anthropogenic disturbance within TWS.”

The State Government also highlights the following conclusion of the study about efficacy of

Kacchua wildlife Sanctuary

“3.1.5 very low encounter rate of turtles in TWS indicate high human disturbance leading to
habitat alteration within a very small Protected Area. Sites alo;ig the TWS in left bank are seen to have
least suitable habitat for turtles with high anthropogenic presence such as cemented ghats, intense ferry
and boat activity, pollution and human presence along the river. The sand bar in the right bank of the
sanctuary though is an excellent habitat for turtles and breeding birds, is also under ‘severc
anthropogenic pressure, Higher diversity and catch of fish species from the TWS is indicative of

restriction on fishing in the sanctuary”

While pointing to the findings of the study where Kacchua wildlife Sanctuary receives the

score of 1(one) in overall aquatic habitat quality the State Government concludes that-

“it is clear from the above that 7 km stretch was observed to have high anthropogenic
disturbance throughout the day and night due to motor boat and tourist activities in certain areas of the
sanctuary and is ranked as ‘No habitat-1'. This shows that Kacchua wildlife Sanctuary has been
classified into no habitat class. Hence, due to high human disturbance leading to habitat alterations
within a very small protected area, Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary is found to have least suitable habitat
for turtles with high anthropogenic disturbance and aforesaid area is no longer is of adequate

ecological, faunal, floral, geomorphological, natural or zoological significance, for the purpose of

“protecting, propagating or developing wildlife or its environment”

While justifying their intention for notification of upstream stretch of 30 km (from 940 km to
970 km) stretch of river Ganga near Newada in lieu of existing Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary the state
government refers to following conclusion of the WII report regarding habitat suitability for the

purpose of finalizing conservation priority areas in river Ganga.

“10. Based on combined score the stretch from downstream Newada in Allahabad district to
Adalpur in Mirzapur district, a total of 140 km may be considered as conservation priority area and

notified as wildlife sanctuary under provision of Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972. Since the ecological
40|Page
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characteristics and wildlife values vary along the 140 km stretch on account of anthropogenic pressure,
harmonization for excluding some areas having high anthropogenic pressures on account of intense

cultural religious uses may be required and to be done by the Uttar Pradesh Forest Department.”

For the purpose of identifying suitable stretch for declaring as Wildlife Sanctuary from the
stretch of 140 km suggested by the WII study the state government has analyzed the cumulative score
of stretches and concluded that cumulative score of 3 stretches (940-950, 950-960 and 960-970) comes

out to be 10.36, which is highest in all the stretches. Accordingly state government concludes that

“considering the high conservation suitability of this particular stretch of 30 km near Newada near
Allahabad ( 940-970 km), it is considered appropriate to notify it as a Wildlife Sanctuary under the
provision of Wildlife (Protection) Ac_t, 1972 for conservation of turtles and other aquatic fauna. This
would sufficiently compensate/mitigate the existing Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary, which is only 7 km
stretch length, while the aforesaid area being proposed as sanctuary would cover 30 km length in an

areas which is more than 4 times and of much higher conservation value as per WII report.”

This proposal was discussed in the State Board for Wildlife of Uttar Pradesh in its meeting on
30™ August 2018.

The board while seeking information about the efforts being made for turtle conservation, noted
“the following conclusion of the WII study “...... As evident from the assessment, the creation of
protected arcas does help in species conservation, along the Ganga river. However, the area should be

large covering diverse habitat type and minimal threats.”

The SBWL recommended the proposal of de-notification of Kacchua wildlife sanctuary along with

compensatory/mitigation measures as per details below.

(1) Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary, Varanasi was found to be very low on the basis of different
parameters for suitability. Hence the proposal for de-notification may be forwarded to
MoEF&CC for approval of the standing committee of the NBWL and as per prevailing legal

provisions the permission be obtained from CEC / Hon’ble Supreme Court.

(2) Proposal for notification of 30 km (940 km to 970 km).stretch near Newada (Allahabad) as wild
life sanctuary may be forwarded to MoEF&CC for approval of standing committee of NBWL

and following action may also be taken simultaneously:

(a) The social Impact assessment of proposed Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary will be

conducted and mitigation measures would also be adopted.

'-4i|Page‘
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(b) Opinion of Chief Naval Hydrographer would also be obtained.
The State Chief Wildlife Warden has recommended the proposal with following conditions:

(i) Social Impact Assessment of the proposed Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary will be conducted
and mitigation measures would be adopted.

(ii) Opinion of Chief Naval Hydrographer would be obtained.

The State Government has recommended the proposal for de-notification of Kacchua Wildlife
Sanctuary and notification of 30 Km (940 km-970 km) stretch near Newada (Allahabad) as wild life
sanctuary in view of recommendations made by SBWL, UP in its meeting dated 30.8.2018 under the

chairmanship of Hon’ble Chief Minister Uttar Pradesh.

After discussions the Standing Committee decided to recommend the proposal of the State
Government of Uttar Pradesh along with the conditions stipulated by the State Chief Wildlife Warden
and State Board for Wildlife.

The State Government may proceed with the process of notification of proposed Wildlife
Sanctuary and de-notification of existing Kacchua Wildlife Sanctuary as per the prevailing instructions

and relevant provisions of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972.

The annual compliance certificate on the stipulated conditions should be submitted by the State

Chief Wildlife Warden.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 4
(Any other item with the permission of the Chair)

'50.4 AGENDA ITEMS OF RAJASTHAN
50.4.1 Bhaisrodgah — Borav Water Supply Project in Mukundara National Park, Kota

The State Chief Wildlife Warden has requested the board to consider the proposal i‘or
construction of Bhaisrodgah — Borav Water Supply Project for the benefit of village people of District
Kota. .

The IGF(WL) stated that the said proposal is falling in Mukundara Tiger Reserve and the
proposal was referred to the NTCA for their recommendations. He also stated that the NTCA has not
submitted the report and therefore as per procedure the proposal was not placed before the Standing
Committee. However the Standing Committee may like to take a view regarding inclusion of this

agenda at this stage. The Standing Committee considered the fact that proposal is related to drinking

'42|Page



IN THE SUPREMBA7COURT OF INDIA g ; 1
{CIVIL/CRIMINAL ORIGINAL/APPELLATE JURISDICTION] \ '

S.L.P./W.P./T.P./Review Petition (Civil/Crl.) No.(8) ....ccveurerennnnn. /2019
et e e ettt e et ete st eteue ettt ete e ettt eatete e ettt et etn et et eeeere et e et e e aeanennas Petitioner(s)/
Appellant(s)
VERSUS
..Respondent(s)
VAKALATNAMA
LA T OO POT PP Appellant(s)/

Petitioner(s)/Respondent(s)Opposite party in the above SultlAppeallPet|t|oaneference do hereby
appoint and retain , Advocate of the Supreme Court of India to act and

appeal for me/us in the above SuitlAppealIPetitionIReference and on my/our behalf to conduct and
prosecute (or defend) the same and all proceedings that may be taken in respect of any application
connected with the same or any decree or order passed therein, including proceedings in taxation
and applications for Review, to file and obtain return of documents and to deposit and receive money
)n mylour behalf in the said Suit/Appeal/Petition/Reference and in application of Review, and to
represent me/us and take all necessary steps on-my/our behaif in the above matter. {/\We agree to
ratify all acts done by the aforesaid Advocate in pursuance of this authority.

Dated thisthe ........ccovevnviieniinnineday of e 2019

Accepted :

] /

APPELLANT(S)/PETITIONER(S)/RESPONDENT(S)

Advocate, Supreme Court

MEMO OF APPEARANCE

To
The Registrar
Supreme Court of india,
New Delhi
Sir,
Please enter my appearance on behalf of the Petltloner(s)lAppelIant(s)l Respondent(s)
Opposite Parties/Intervener No.............ccocooviieverveeriiinnaninnn in the matter above.
Yours faithfully,
NEW DELHI: Y
FILED ON:
( )
[CoDE NO - ]

Advocate for Petitioner/Respondent
102, New Lawyers Chamber

Opp. Supreme Court of India,
M.C.Setalvad Block, New Delhi-110001
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ITEM NO.2 COURT NO.1 SECTION PIL-W

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Writ Petition(s)(Civil) No(s).337/1995

CENTRE FOR ENVIRONMENT LAW WWF 1 Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. Respondent(s)

(ONLY I.A Nos. 192/2017, 26080 & 26088/2018, 173956 & 173962/2018

ARE TO BE TAKEN UP FOLLOWING ADVOCATE NAME TO BE SHOWN "MR. T.V.S.

RAGHVENDRA SREYAS, ADV., MR. A.D.N. RAO, ADV., MR. SIDDHARTHA

CHOWDHURY, ADV., MR. HARISH N. SALVE, SR. ADV., MS. APARAJITA

SINGH, ADV. (A.C.), MR. G.S. MAKKER, ADV., MR. L. R. SINGH, ADV.,
MR. V.N. RAGHUPATHY, ADV., MR. V.D. KHANNA, ADV, MR. M.K. MARORIA,

ADV., Mr. LAKSHMI RAMAN SINGH, ADV. MR. NISHANT R.
KATNESHWARKAR, ADV, SRISHTI AGNIHOTRI,ADV, URMILA SIRUR, ADV, VISHWA
PAL SINGH, ADV"
[NTU 14.1.20]

(With

I.A. No.192/2017 - FOR DIRECTIONS

I.A. No.26080/2018 - DIRECTIONS AND I.A. No. 26088/2018 - FOR
IMPLEADMENT

I.A. N0.173962/2018 - FOR DIRECTIONS AND I.A. No0.173956/2018 - FOR
INTERVENTION

I.A. No0.117425/2019 - FOR INTERVENTION AND I.A. No0.117429/2019 -
FOR DIRECTIONS

WITH
W.P.(C) No. 1032/2013 (PIL-W)
(With IA No. 158416/2018 - PERMISSION TO FILE ADDITIONAL

DOCUMENTS/FACTS/ANNEXURES)
Date : 28-01-2020 These matters were called on for hearing today.
CORAM

HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE B.R. GAVAI

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SURYA KANT

Counsel for the parties

%ﬁiﬁwmd Mr. T.V.S. Raghvendra Sreyas, Adv.
%@ﬁﬁ%@ Ms. Gayatri Gulati Sreyas, Adv.

17:05:49|
Reason:

Mr. A.D.N. Rao, Adv., (A.C.)

Mr. Siddhartha Chowdhury, Adv.


harsh vardhan singh rajawat
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Harish N. Salve, Sr. Adv.,(AC) (N.P.)

Aparajita Singh, Adv. (A.C.)

ANS Nadkarni, ASG

A.K. Sinha, Sr. Adv.
Prashant Singh, Adv.
Suhasini Sen, Adv.

S. S. Rebello, Adv.
Arzu Paul, Adv.
Neeleshwar Pavani, Adv.
Riya Soni, Adv.

D.L. Chidananda, Adv.
Shraddha Deshmukh, Adv.
Binu Tamta, Adv.

A.K. Sharma, Adv.

Swati Ghidiyal, Adv.
G.S. Makker, Adv.

Prashanto Chandra Sen,
S. Wasim A. Qadri, Adv.
Zaid Ali Subzposh, Adv.
Tamim Qadri, Adv.

Saeed Qadri, Adv.

Sr.

Lakshmi Raman Singh, Adv.

V.N. Raghupathy, Adv.
Apzal Ansari, Adv.
Manendra Gupta, Adv.
V.D. Khanna, Adv

M.K. Maroria, Adv.

Adv.

Nishant R. Katneshwarkar, Adv.

Anitha Shenoy, Sr. Adv.
Srishti Agnihotri, Adv.
Sanjana Thomas, Adv.
Kanika Sood, Adv.

Sharan Balakrishna, Adv.

Urmila Sirur, Adv.

Aishwarya Bhati, Sr. Adv.

Rajeev Dubey, Adv.
Ashiwan Mishra, Adv.
Anurag Tiwari, Adv.
Vishwa Pal Singh, Adv.

N. Ganapathy, Sr. Adv.
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Mr. Aniruddha Deshmukh, AOR
UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

I.A. No.192/2017 - FOR DIRECTIONS

This is an application filed by the applicant viz., National
Tiger Conservation Authority (for short, the ‘NTCA’) for permission
to re-introduce Cheetahs from Africa to suitable sites in India.

We have heard Mr. Prashanto Chandra Sen, learned Senior
Counsel for the applicant, Mr. ANS Nadkarni, learned Additional
Solicitor General for the respondent-Union of India, Mr. A.D.N.
Rao, learned Amicus Curiae and Dr. M.K. Ranjit Sinh (IAS Retd.)-
in-person, Former Director of Wildlife Preservation, India.

At the outset, we find that the word ‘re-introduce’ has been
erroneously applied since it is an admitted fact that the African
Cheetahs never inhabited in India. Therefore, if an attempt is made
to relocate the African Cheetah within the territory of India, it
will amount to an ‘introduction’ of the African Cheetah and not a
‘re-introduction’.

Be that as it may. We find that in the case of Centre for
Environment Law, World Wide Fund - India vs. Union of India & Ors.
- (2013) 8 SCC 234, this Court struck down an order of the Ministry
of Environment, Forest & Climate Change (MOEF&CC) to introduce the
African Cheetahs in Kuno in Madhya Pradesh on the ground that
MOEF&CC had not conducted any detailed study before passing the
order of introducing ‘foreign species’ to the territory of India.

The instant application presumably seeks to remedy the defect

that was noticed earlier. In that, it is submitted that African
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Cheetahs would be introduced on an experimental basis in a careful
chosen habitat and nurtured and watched to see whether it can adapt
to the Indian conditions. In case there are some difficulties
noticed about the 1location in which it is 1introduced, we are
informed that the location would be changed to another forest which
is more habitable for the animals. It is not desirable that this
action of introducing the African Cheetahs into India be left to
the sole discretion of the NTCA but we consider it appropriate
that NTCA be guided and directed by the Committee of Experts in the
field who would carry out the survey for the best location for
introducing the African Cheetahs 1in India and take a careful
decision about the viability of introducing this animal on a larger
scale. The expert committee shall also supervise the entire process
and NTCA shall be guided to act in co-ordination with the expert
committee. The expert committee shall comprise the following
members
(1) Dr. M.K. Ranjit Sinh (IAS Retd.),
Former Director of Wildlife Preservation, India.
Cell : 9868888456
(2) Dr. Dhananjai Mohan, Chief Conservator
of Forests, Wildlife Admn. Protection & Intelligence,
Nainital, Uttarakhand.
(3) DIG (wildlife)
Ministry of Environment, Forest & Climate Change,
Government of India,
New Delhi.
The said expert committee shall submit a report to this Court
every four months.

List the matter after four months with the report of the

expert committee.
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I.A. No.26080/2018 - DIRECTIONS AND I.A. No. 26088/2018 - FOR
IMPLEADMENT

List the instant applications on 04.02.2020 (a non-
miscellaneous day).

In the meantime, the applicant is directed to serve a copy of
these applications wupon Mr. ANS Nadkarni, learned Additional
Solicitor General for the respondent - Union of India to enable him

to file reply, if any.

I.A. N0.173962/2018 - FOR DIRECTIONS AND I.A. N0.173956/2018 - FOR
INTERVENTION

Heard.
As prayed for, the following persons are impleaded as party
respondents in the instant application for directions
(1) Dr. Dhananjai Mohan, Chief Conservator
of Forests, Wildlife Admn. Protection & Intelligence,

Nainital, Uttarakhand.

(2) Wwildlife Conservation Trust
Rajkot.

Issue notice to the respondents as also to the newly added
party respondents returnable four weeks.

Waive service on the respondent-Union of India since Mr. G.S.
Makker, learned counsel, is appearing on behalf of the Union of
India.

In the meantime, as prayed for, Mr. ANS Nadkarni, learned
Additional Solicitor General for the respondent - Union of India,

is allowed to file reply affidavit.
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I.A. N0.117425/2019 - FOR INTERVENTION AND I.A. No0.117429/2019 -
FOR DIRECTIONS

Issue notice returnable four weeks.

Waive service on the respondent-Union of India since Mr. G.S.
Makker, learned counsel, is appearing on behalf of the Union of
India.

In the meantime, as prayed for, Mr. ANS Nadkarni, learned
Additional Solicitor General for the respondent - Union of India,
is allowed to file reply affidavit.

(SANJAY KUMAR-II) (INDU KUMARI POKHRIYAL)
COURT MASTER (SH) ASSISTANT REGISTRAR





