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Mivaa

OBEJECTIONS ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT — LUCKNOW
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

1. I,G’l%ﬂx/_.{éu!.\aq.aged about...33...... years,  presently

posted

as.Qﬂ;mm'!f.ﬁr.@lo.hﬁﬂ..ﬂl.mfl.dml..C@H.P.O#M!?.h.h&.k{éh.m]

............ P do hereby solemnly affirm and state on oath as

under:

2. That the present Reply/Objections are being filed on behalf of
Respondent — Lucknow Municipal Corporation (hereinafter "LMC")
in compliance with the directions contained in the order dated

04.07.2025 passed by this Hon'ble Tribunal in O.A. No. 836/2024,
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whereby LMC was directgitgo file Its response tg he Joint
Committee report dated 03.07.2025 submitted b
- That pursuant to the above, and in conti y'CPCB/UPPCB.

/ ntinuation of |etter No.
D/338/PA/25 dated 12.08.2025, LMC conducted a field inspection
of the ponds situated at Khasra Nos. 1211, 1250, 1251, 1653 ang
1681, village Aurangabad Khalsa, Tehsil Sarojini Nagar, District
Lucknow. The status of each pond has been separately recorded
and documented with photographic evidence. True copy of
photographs are marked herewith and annexed as
Annexure R/1
4. That the Joint Committee report, as well as the supplementary
affidavit of respondent no. 6, claims that the restoration and
rejuvenation of all five ponds has been carried out solely by M/s
Omaxe Ltd. This statement is factually incorrect and misleading.
Restoration works were undertaken under the supervision and
monitoring of LMC in coordination with local authorities. Omaxe
Ltd. has not produced any evidence of execution of works such as
sanctioned work orders, invoices, oOr technical reports.In
Paryavaran Suraksha Samiti v. Union of India [(2017) 5 SCC 326],

the Hon'ble Supreme Court emphasized that compliance reports

must reflect verifiable and bona fide actions, not unsubstantiated

claims. The report here fails that test.




5. That the Joint Committee r%ézgnored that LMC issyeq r

| €peateq
notices to respondent no. 6

requiring Ccompliance with

environmental obligations. Despite such notices, respondent no. 6
has not submitted any reply. This deliberate omission paints 3

misleading picture of compliance.In Meghwayr Samaj Shiksha Samiti
v. State of Rajasthan [NGT, OA 175/2015], this Hon’ble Tribunal
held that non-disclosure of material facts in inspection reports

vitiates their credibility.

. That the Committee generically records the ponds as “restored and

functional” but omits that regular maintenance and monitoring are

being carried out by LMC, not respondent no. 6. Public funds and
administrative machinery are continuously engaged in upkeep.The
Hon'ble NGT in K.2 Singh v. Union of India [OA 156/2015] held
that “mere one-time restoration is insufficient; continuous
rejuvenation and upkeep are mandatory obligations.”

- That the Committee failed to consult independent stakeholders
such as local residents, ward officers, or the Corporation. Its
conclusions rest disproportionately on the claims of respondent no.
6, making the report one-sided. In Shailesh Singh v. State of U.R
[OA 200/2014], this Tribunal stressed that inspection reports must

be impartial, evidence-based, and verified through multiple

stakeholders.
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respondent ngq. 6's Project (159, VS. 33%).
failed to €Xamine this Crucial aspect

» Tendering jtg findings

Feports amounts tq non-
application of ming and undermines the rule of law.

Reply to Recommendations

A. On Fencing of Demarcated Ponds:1t is respectfully

submitted that while fencing around ponds is desirable to

Prevent encroachment and ensure safety, the ponds in
question have not been formally handed over to LMC. Unless
ownership, possession, and maintenance responsibilities are

duly transferred by the competent authorities, LMC cannot

unilaterally undertake fencing or permanent construction.

B. On Display Boards:The Committee has recommended that
display boards be maintained by LMC. However, this
recommendation ignores the fact that Respondent No. 6 has
not discharged its statutory obligations towards
environmental safeguards. The responsibility to put in place

| i ject
permanent markers and signage vests with the proj




| the land "€Maing
until s i it j |
uch  time as it js transferred o the Municipa)
Corporataon
. On

Re]uvenation of  Aquatic Ecosystem:The
reCommendation o “rejuvenate the aquatic €Cosystem” s

both generic ang Unsubstantiated. In fact, as already placed
On record, LMc has continuously superviseq and maintained

the ponds using public resources —

including plantation,
|andscaping, water

maintenance, and community-use

pathways. The claim in the report, as reiterated by

Respondent No, 6, that rejuvenation was Carried out solely
by them, is factually false and unsupported by work orders,

invoices, or technical reports. As held in Paryavaran Suraksha

Samiti v. Union of India [(2017) 5 SCC 326], compliance

must be verifiable and bona fide, not based on

unsubstantiated assertions.Further, CPCB Guidelines (2019)
may be referred, but the Committee has overlooked that
these are applicable depending on the size and nature of the
water bodies. The present ponds, being relatively small and
locally managed, are already rejuvenated and in active

community use, including religious functions such as Chhath

Puja at Khasra No. 1211.
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10. The recommend

11,

D. On

ervatio. 950

Conscrvatlon and Protection of  Pongs.
LMC reiteratog that IS nlrcn(ly thgaged i regular
nminlmmmi(\,

ang MOnitoring of the

Ponds, (t(mlrmy o the
one-time restoration Claim of Responden No. 6. The Hon'ble
NGT in K.P

Singh v, Union of India |OA 156/2()15’] has
caleg()rically held that continuous

5 upkeep is mand

atory, LMC
has bee

N fulfilling this obligation despite not being the formal

Custodian of the ponds.

ations of the Committee appear to be founded
primarily on the Misleading and self-serving  affidavit of
Respondent No. @ (M/s Om

axe Ltd.), who has sought to falsely
project itself as the sole restorer of the ponds and has failed to

produce any sanctioned work orders, invoices, or technical reports
1o substantiate its claims.

That despite repeated notices issued by LMC, Respondent No. 6
has not responded or complied with its environmental obligations.
Such omission amounts to deliberate non-disclosure of material

 Shiksha
facts, vitiating the credibility of the report (Meghwal Samaj Shiks,

Samiti v. State of Rajasthan, OA 175/2015, NGT).

[ i se bald
12. That the Joint Committee has erred in accepting the

. . . . I l l | |
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14. The inspection conducted by LMC establishes that:

five ponds are demarcated with boundary pillars.

Water is present in all ponds.

Plantation and landscaping, including grass and trees, have

been undertaken.

Pathways have been developed for community use.

Pond at Khasra No. 1211 has been partially developed as

Chhath Puja Sthal for religious/publicfunctions.

15. The above clearly demonstrates that the ponds are functional and

in active public use. The credit for their rejuvenation cannot be

falsely attributed to respondent no. 6, as suggested in the Joint

Committee report.

16. That it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal may

kindly be pleased to take this affidavit on record and to pass such

other order(s) which may be deemed fit and proper.
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VERIFICATION:-

Verified at Lucknow on this ;57 day of August, 2025. That the

contents of the above Affidavit are true and correct to the best of
my knowledge and are based on the official records of the

Respondent. No part of it is false and nothing material has been

concealed therefrom.
JJ/

DEPONENT

Dated: 15/08/2025 Filed by

Place: New Delhi Priyanka Swami

Counsel for Lucknow Municipal

Corporation
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GPS Map Came

Lat 26.756887° Long 80.92127°
15/08/2025 11:09 AM GMT +05:30
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S ' GPS Map Camera

Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh, India

453, Omaxe City, Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh 226025, India

Lat 26.757992° Long 80.92301°
15/08/2025 11:15 AM GMT +05:30




L ucknow, Uttar Pradesh, India

363, Omaxe City, Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh 226025, India

Lat 26.757423° Long 80.923601°
15/08/2025 11:01 AM GMT +05:30
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ENAR &) GPS Map Camera

% Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh, India

+ E-1179, E-block, Omaxe City, Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh
226025, India
Lat 26.754522° Long 80.925573°
15/08/2025 11:23 AM G 05:30
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