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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPLE BENCH, NEW DELHI
APPEAL NO. 15 of 2025
IN THE MATTER OF:

Vasant Kunj RWA, Sector-B, Pocket-1 ...Appellants
-Versus-

Ministry of Environment, Forest & Climate Change & Ors. ...Respondents

REJOINDER AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF VASANT KUNJ RWA,
SECTOR B, POCKET-1 (APPELLANT) TO THE REPLY FILED BY
RESPONDENT NO. 5 (RR TEXKNIT LLP) TO THE APPEAL NO. 15
OF 2025 AS WELL AS THE REPLY DATED 01.09.2025 BY
RESPONDENT NO S. TO THE IA NO. 451 OF 2025

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH:

1. That the present Appeal was filed by the Appellant herein, challenging the
Environmental Clearance dated 13.01.2025 bearing EC Identification No.
EC24C3801DL5556057N (hereinafter referred to as the “Impugned EC”)
obtained by RR Texknit LLP (Respondent No. 5), based on a plagiarised
Environment Impact Assessment Report, forged tree felling permissions, a
deficient and misleading traffic impact assessment, and submission of
incorrect information in Form 1, which is in blatant violation of the
Environment Impact Assessment Notification, 2006 and ,which has been
glossed over by the SEIAA as well as the EAC of the MoEF&CC. Further,
the Respondent No. 5 had also concealed that 80% of the project is situated
in a morphological ridge, thereby requiring Forest Clearance, as per the
Directions of the Hon"ble High Court of Delhi, this Honble Tribunal, as
well as the Hon"ble Supreme Court.

2. That on 21.02.2025, this Hon ble Tribunal was pleased to issue Notice and
directed Respondent No. 1, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate
Change, to produce the original record of the Environmental Clearance.
Subsequently, on 04.04.2025, the Respondent No. 5 was granted four
weeks to submit their response to the Appeal. On 01.07.2025, the
Respondent No. 5 had filed its response, inter alia stating that the grounds
raised in the Appeal challenging the Environmental Clearance dated

13.01.2025 are frivolous and without any merit.



I.

That on 03.07.2025, this Hon"ble Tribunal granted liberty to the Appellant
herein to file its Rejoinder to the Reply Affidavit dated 01.07.2025 of
Respondent No. 5. Accordingly, the present Rejoinder is being submitted,
highlighting the blatant disregard for the provisions of law by Respondent
No. 5, plagiarism in the Environmental Impact Assessment Report,
misrepresentation of facts and technical data, for obtaining the
Environmental Clearance. The Appellant seeks to submit Preliminary
Submissions on the maintainability of the Appeal and the bonafides of the
Appellants which has been raised by the Respondent No. 5, before
submitting the objections on the merits of the Environmental Clearance

dated 13.01.2025, for a holistic adjudication of the case.
Preliminary Submissions on Maintainability of the Appeal

That M/s R.R. Texknit LLP (hereinafter referred to as “Respondent No.
5”) has challenged the maintainability of the present Appeal, questioning
the locus of the Appellant as well as the bonafides by wrongly stating that
the Appellant has engaged in forum shopping.

That the Appellant, being a Resident Welfare Association, is directly
affected by environmental degradation in their immediate vicinity,
especially when the project of Respondent No. 5 seeks to impact the
quality of life of 5000 residents, and thus has a clear locus standi under
Section 18(2) of the NGT Act, 2010. This Hon"ble Tribunal, in a catena of
cases, has clarified that under Section 18, the term “Aggrieved Person”
has to be widely construed and involves all legal entities, so as to enable
them to prefer an Appeal [Ms. Medha Patkar & Ors. v. MOEF&CC & Ors.
Appeal no. 01 of 2013, Goa Foundation and Anr. v. Union of India and
Ors. O.A. 26 0f 2012, M.C. Mehta v. UGC & Ors. O.A. No. 12 of 2014].
That further, the Respondent No. 5 is misleading this Honble Tribunal by
incorrectly submitting that the same allegations pertaining to the challenge
to Environmental Clearance have also been raised before the Hon'ble
High Court of Delhi and the Hon*ble Supreme Court. The proceedings
before the Hon"ble High Court as well as the Supreme Court are distinct
causes of action. It is humbly submitted that the Resident Welfare
Association, in pursuance of the advice received and aggrieved by the

conduct of the Respondent No. 5 who had engaged goons for breaking
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inside the colony, which also led to the altercation between the residents
and the personnel of the builder approached different forums with respect
to different permissions. However, the issue of Environmental Clearance
is not sub-judice before any of the forums and has neither been discussed
or deliberated upon either by the CEC, the High Court or even the
Hon‘ble Supreme Court. It is also pertinent to mention, apart from the
Resident Welfare Association, some residents, as well as other third
parties had also filed petitions before the Hon"ble High Court as well as
the Honble Supreme Court. The details of each proceeding and cause of

action are being clarified below.

a) Details of the Proceedings before the High Court — Challenging
the MCD Sanction and violation of tree felling embargo in
Bhavreen Kandhari Case [Cont. Case (C) No. 1149/2022]

1. The W.P(C) No. 11283/2024 filed by the Appellant herein
challenged the MCD building sanction granted to Respondent No. 5
for violation of the Building Byelaws of Delhi, which is not the
jurisdiction of this Honble Tribunal.

1. CM Application No. 52907/2024 and 52908/2024 were filed by the
Appellant herein against the illegal felling of trees and violation of the
Order dated 13.08.2023 of the Hon"ble High Court in the case of
Bhavreen Kandhari v. Shri C.D. Singh and Others [Cont. Cas(c) No.
1149/2022]. The matter was disposed of on 06.12.2024 with
directions to the Respondent No. 5 to ensure maintenance of the 19
trees and to restrict any further felling of the said trees. The same was
raised before the Hon'ble High Court of Delhi, as this Hon"ble
Tribunal does not have the Delhi Preservation of Trees Act, 1994, in
the Schedule to the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, and therefore
does not possess the subject matter jurisdiction to deal with issues
arising out of the same.

ii1. Recall Application (CM No. 5956/2025) has been filed in the Cont.
Cas. (C) No. 1149/2022, requesting recall and clarification of the
order dated 06.12.2024, as the Status Report of 19.09.2024 was not
brought to the notice of the Hon"ble High Court and contains
contradictory statements with respect to the Report dated 04.10.2024
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of the DCF on the same issue. Notice was issued in the Application on
25.04.2025, and the matter is pending consideration.

Writ Petition No. 352/2025 was filed by one of the residents of B-1,
Colonel Ajay Yadav, without consulting the RWA. The said Writ
Petition was dismissed by the Single Judge Bench on 20.01.2025 in
view of the pendency of the similar Writ Petition of RWA before the
High Court and the said Order was upheld by the Division Bench on
07.02.2025. However, liberty was granted to take recourse to legal

remedies depending upon the outcome of the CEC proceedings.

b) Details of the Proceedings before the Ld. CEC

1.

11.

1il.

Mr. Rajeev Ranjan, in October 2024, before becoming the president
of the Resident Welfare Association, had approached the Ld. Central
Empowered Committee to raise grievances against the
commencement of the construction of the project in the morphological
ridge without clearance from the Ridge Management Board.
Thereafter, on 26.10.2024, the Appellant herein also submitted a
Letter Petition to the Ridge Management Board against
commencement of construction in the morphological ridge in
contravention of existing orders. In this regard, a copy of the said
Letter Petition dated 24.10.2024 has been appended herewith as
ANNEXURE A/1.

Subsequently, in response to the Letter of CEC dated 25.02.2025, the
Ridge Management Board wrote to the CEC on 24.03.2025 clarifying
that no permission has been given to Respondent No. 5 for
commencing the construction of the Project. Further, in view of the
Order dated 16.05.2024 of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Bindu
Kapurea v. Subashish Panda [Contempt Petition (Diary No.)
21171/2024 in W.P.(C) No. 4677/1985], the Ridge Management
Board will not be able to share its views as the Board has been
restricted from clearing the project without seeking permission from

the Hon"ble Supreme Court.

iv. Subsequently, the Ld. CEC on 14.05.2025 has recommended the

project subject to conditions with respect to tree plantation, restriction
on felling of trees, remedial measures for waste management and

quarterly compliance report to CEC. The Ld. CEC had also
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recommended that all conditions 1imposed while granting

Environmental Clearance should be strictly adhered to.

c) Details of the Proceedings before the Hon’ble Supreme Court

1. Ms. Bhavreen Kandhari filed a Contempt Petition[Diary No.
57901/2024] titled Bhavreen Kandhari v. Rakesh Sharma in the
Hon"ble Supreme Court in W.P.(C) No. 4677/1985] alleging violation
of the 09.05.1996 Order of the Hon"ble Supreme Court in W.P.(C)
No. 4677/1985 whereby all encroachments were directed to be
removed by the Hon‘ble Supreme Court from the ridge area and
mandated continuance of its protection and maintenance. Notice was
issued by the Hon"ble Court against the alleged contemnors and the
matter is pending consideration before the Hon"ble Supreme Court
and 1s listed for further consideration post the hearing on the CEC
Report.

1i. The Report No. 25 of 2025 of the Ld. CEC was placed for
consideration before the Hon"ble Supreme Court on 12.08.2025 and
the Hon"ble Supreme Court noted that the recommendations of the

Ld. CEC are accepted subject to compliance with conditions of the

Ld. CEC.

7. That the above-mentioned clarifications pertaining to the cases before the
Hon‘ble Supreme Court and the Hon'ble High Court clarify that the
Appellants herein have not challenged the Environmental Clearance dated
13.01.2025 in any other forum, and neither has the said right been
restricted by the Hon"ble Supreme Court. Further, specifically with
respect to the violation of the Environmental Impact Assessment
Notification, 2006, O.A. No. 1171/2024 was filed as the Respondent No.
5 had commenced construction activities without Environmental
Clearance. Subsequently, when the Environmental Clearance was granted
to the Respondent No. 5, the Appellant withdrew the said O.A. and filed
the present Appeal, in pursuance of the liberty granted by this Hon"ble
Tribunal. Hence, the allegations of forum shopping are baseless and
without any merit. The abovementioned clarifications vis-a-vis existing
litigations clarify that the relief sought in a particular Court could not have

been granted by another Court or by this Honble Tribunal and vice versa.



II. Preliminary Submissions on the Bonafides of the Respondent No. 5

8.

10.

That it is surprising that the Respondent No. 5 is casting aspersions on the
Resident Welfare Association, when in fact there have been confirmed
reports of forgery by the Respondent No. 5 in obtaining tree felling
permissions, apart from numerous other contradictions and
misrepresentations in the Form 1 as well as in the Environmental Impact
Assessment Report. Infact, the Respondent No. 5 has gone to the extent of
collusion with some of the government authorities leading to
contradictory reports and the subsequent issue of forgery of tree felling
permissions, which is now pending adjudication before the High Court
and the Hon'ble Supreme Court (Contempt Petition Diary No.
57901/2024 titled Bhavreen Kandhari v. Rakesh Sharma).

That further on 13.12.2024, the Deputy Conservator of Forest, West
Forest Division, has written to the Station House Officer, Vasant Kunj
Police Station for registering complaint regarding forgery of government
documents and impersonation, which has been recovered from Mr.
Rakesh Kumar Sharma. Another letter was written by the DCF West
Division, on 06.03.2025, to the Deputy Conservator of Forest (P&M),
Department of Forest and Wildlife stating that fake permission has been
issued for tree felling/transplantation/pruning in the name of this office.
The Station House Officer, Police Station, Vasant Kunj has been directed
to take cognisance of the issue and register FIR under Section 173 of
Bhartiya Nagarik Suraksha Sahinta. The copy of the Letters dated
13.12.2024 and 06.03.2025 is marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/2.
That further, this is not the first case of misrepresentation by the
Respondent No. 5. In the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, there
are numerous instances of incomplete and plagiarised information, in
blatant violation of the Environmental Impact Assessment Notification,

2006, which include —

a) Verbatim copying of the Air Pollution Dispersion Report from Gulabi
Bagh project, wherein the project description incorrectly states
Construction of Group Housing at Khasra n0.219/220 part at Sindhora
Kalan Village, Gulabi Bagh, despite the present project of Respondent

No. 5 being in B-1 Vasant Kunj. The relevant extracts are annexed in
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the IA for Additional Documents at Annex A3, Page No.(s)
1839,1840.

b) Concealment of the existence of Adhrang Nath Pond, a water body
located 128.18 meters from the project site. The distance of the pond
from the site of Respondent No. 5 is mentioned at Annex A7, Pg.
1871 along with photographs at Annex A6, pg 1868 and recognition
of the pond as a wetland is mentioned at Annex A8, Page 1908.

c) Discrepancy in the reported number of trees in the Status Report dt.
23.10.2024 (A/8, Pg. 416-435) and 19.09.2024 (A/7, Pg. 399-415) of
the Forest Department listing 23 and 38 trees, while the Respondent
No. 5 mentioned 11 trees in Form 1 [Refer, Para 7.22, Pg. 39 & A/2,
Pg. 88 of the Appeal] and 19 trees in the EIA Report.

d) Incomplete and incorrect traffic and population assessment, including
the carrying capacity of the colony and the consequent pollution load.

e) Lack of information /details about the presence of the project in a
morphological ridge [Refer Form 1 at page 1449 and 1450 along with
reply to ADS at page 335 of Appeal No. 19/2025].

f) False undertaking regarding felling of trees at page 334 of Appeal No.
19/2025 among others.

Thus, the Respondent No. 5, from the very start, has been obtaining
forged permission and submitting incomplete information for
commencing the present residential project. This Honble Tribunal in the
case of Save Mon Region Federation v. Union of India and Others
[Appeal No. 39/2012] has clearly stated that the procedure laid down in
the Environmental Impact Assessment Notification, 2006 or the
information /data furnished by the Project Proponent in their Application
form, is the basis of the entire process stipulated for the grant of
Environmental Clearance and thus has a cascading effect on the final
outcome [Refer Para 12 of the Judgment]. This Hon"ble Tribunal may
take strict note of the conduct of Respondent No. 5, who has been
submitting incomplete information, plagiarised assessments and obtaining
forged permissions, thus vitiating the entire integrity of the procedure as

envisaged in the Environmental Impact Assessment Notification, 2006.
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11.

It is also pertinent to highlight that Respondent No. 5 and their associates
have also engaged in maligning the image of the Appellant and also
spreading false information regarding the pendency of the present Appeal
amongst the residents of B-1 Vasant Kunj. This is another instance of the
Respondent No. 5 engaging in misleading practices and misrepresentation
of information. The photograph of the pamphlets, as well as of the
associates of the Respondent No. 5 distributing the same, is marked and

annexed herein as Annexure A/3.

Preliminary Objections to the grant of Environmental Clearance in
violation of the Environment Impact Assessment Notification, 2006,

as well as the Orders of this Hon’ble Tribunal.

That the Respondent No. 5, in their Reply Affidavit, have submitted that
the allegations and grounds for challenging the impugned Environmental
Clearance dated 13.01.2025 are frivolous and the Environmental
Clearance has been obtained in accordance with the law. Specifically, on
the merits of the grounds raised in the Appeal as well as the supporting
documents submitted in IA No. 451 of 2025 on 01.07.2025, by the
Appellant herein, it is submitted that the Respondent No. 5 has utterly
failed to substantiate the grant of Environmental Clearance as per the

procedure as established under the Environmental Impact Assessment

Notification, 2006.

A. Plagiarism of Information submitted in the Environmental Impact

Assessment Report

12. That the application submitted by Respondent No. 5, M/s R.R. Texknit

LLP for obtaining prior clearance (prepared by consultant - Perfact Enviro
solutions Pvt. Ltd.) contains several similarities to an application for EC
prepared by the same consultants for an entirely different project i.e., a
Group Housing Project at Khasra No. 219/220 in Sindhora Kalan Village,
Gulabi Bagh. The similarities between the EC application for the instant
project and the Gulabi Bagh project are as below:

a) Firstly, in the Air Pollution Dispersion Report (Refer Form 1A at
Annexure A-2, Page 361-384 of the Appeal), it is noted that the
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“project is located on flat terrain in a rural area” in Paragraph 2.2.2
Dispersion Parameters.

b) Secondly, in Paragraph 2.2.3 of the Air Pollution Dispersion Report,
the stability classification pertaining to rural areas has been adopted
instead of urban areas for calculating ambient air quality ground level
concentration, even though the project of Respondent No. 5 is located
in Vasant Kunj, which is an Urban Area.

c) Thirdly, in Paragraph 2.3.1 of the above Report, while describing the
project, the Report notes — “The proposed project is a Construction
of ‘Group Housing” at Khasra no.219/220 part at Sindhora Kalan
Village, Gulabi Bagh by Sanjay Surana, Suraj Mal Surana &
Chandrika Surana”

d) Fourthly, the Urban Heat Island Effect (UHID) & Daylight
Compliance Report also contain various similarities with the Urban
Heat Island Effect Report of the Gulabi Bagh project, including the
period of parameters and the longitudes and latitudes in the chart

containing weather data summary.

That the wrong description of the project, including khasra numbers and
the name of the village, leaves no manner of doubt that the application for
EC has been callously prepared by taking values and parameters
mentioned in the Gulabi Bagh project. This not only raises serious doubts
about the accuracy and reliability of the said Report, but also defeats the
entire purpose behind carrying out these scientific studies before granting
EC. It is pertinent to note that the Office Memorandum dated 05.10.2011
[Refer Pg. 1855 of IA No. 451 of 2025] issued by the Ministry of
Environment, Forest and Climate Change, has clarified that where
contents of the EIA Report have been copied from other EIA Reports, the
Environmental Clearance will be withdrawn and the procedure for
obtaining Environmental Clearance will be initiated de novo. Thus, in
view of the above-mentioned plagiarism, the present Environmental
Clearance dated 13.01.2025 should be cancelled by this Honble
Tribunal, which ought to have been done by MOEF&CC itself. It is also
pertinent to mention that neither the SEAC, SEIAA, nor the EAC perused
the report in detail to notice that the contents of the report have been

copied and pasted in the Respondent No. 5°s EIA Report [Refer Annex
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A4, page 1855 of the IA No. 451 of the Appellants in Appeal No. 15].
Infact, a False Plagiarism Certificate was provided claiming Dupli checker
evaluation and compliance with good scientific practice. That in
University of Delhi v. MoEF&CC, Appeal No. 17/2021, Para 62, this
Hon'ble Tribunal observed that, the information provided in Form 1 serves
as a base upon which the process stipulated under the EIA Notification,
2006 rests. Missing or misleading information in Form 1 significantly

impedes the functioning of the authorities.

B.Incomplete and Incorrect Information Submitted in Form 1 - Absence

13.

14.

of Additional Load of Pollution in terms of population, traffic, air and

noise levels.

That the entire project, from the very beginning, is riddled with
inaccuracies and misrepresentations. It is pertinent to note that the DDA"S
1987 scheme envisioned the development of four-storey walk-up flats, as
per the layout plan at that time. However, the present project is being
taken up for 9 storey's, apart from the creation of a stilt and 3 basements,
in complete contravention to the original layout plan for Sector B, Pocket
1, Vasant Kunj. This is evident from the Minutes of the Screening
Committee, which records that the initial plan/scheme of the DDA is four
storeys. In fact, the Regulations for enabling the Planned Development of
Privately Owned Lands, 2018 themselves clarify that for development of
land in already approved DDA schemes should be in conformity with the
surrounding development. This shows the lack of application of mind by
SEIAA/EAC as the environmental impact of such huge discrepancy from
the earlier layout plans would invariably have an adverse environmental
impact on the surrounding household in the Appellants Colony. No such
discussions have been found in the Minutes of the Meeting of the
SEIAA/EAC either. The relevant extracts of the screening committee
meeting dated April,2019 are marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/4.
The Regulations for Planned Development of Privately Owned Lands,
2018 is marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/S.

That it 1s pertinent to mention that the previously approved layout plan of
the DDA for the group housing project was prepared after an assessment

of the carrying capacity of the area. However in the present case, the
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increase in the height of the project to 33.25 mts as well as the increase in
the number of floors has been undertaken by Respondent No. 5 in
contravention to the existing building bye laws as well as without
undertaking any carrying capacity assessment of the increase in the
number of population, floors, cars in an area where only four storeys were
initially envisaged in the DDA"S layout plan. The additional pollution load
in terms of air or noise levels in the area has clearly not been taken into
consideration by the Respondent No. 5 and more importantly by the
SEAC/SEIAA/EAC. This Hon‘ble Tribunal in the case of Delhi
University v. MoEF&CC & Others [Appeal No. 17/2021] had
categorically noted that permitting a project adding load to the pollution in
the absence of any carrying capacity is against the principles of
Sustainable Development and Precautionary Principle. From the Minutes
of the EAC as well as the Environmental Clearance dated 13.01.2025, it 1s
evident that the said aspect has been completely overlooked at the time of
appraisal. It is therefore urged that unless such a carrying capacity study
by an independent agency confirms the fact that there shall be no adverse
impact of such a project, this Hon"ble Tribunal may direct the Respondent

No. 5 to not proceed with the project until such time.

B.1 Incorrect and incomplete information submitted in the Traffic

Assessment Report

15. That further, the submission of the Respondent No. 5 with respect to the

requisite assessments pertaining to traffic assessment in Form 1 and 1A is
incorrect and misleading. In Form I, at page 314, the Respondent No. 5
has merely stated that internal roads will be developed for proper
circulation of traffic and to avoid congestion. The number of residents
proposed in the project is 792, which includes residents, staff, and visitors,
among others. Form 1A of the Project also states that the total parking
requirement of the project is 227 Equivalent Car Spaces, and parking
provision of 290 will be developed. However, no traffic or population
analysis has been undertaken with respect to the number of residents as
well as visitors proposed in the project of Respondent No. 5 vis-a-vis the

existing residents in the said area, and the number of cars already in
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existence utilising the said area. The photographs taken on 26.09.2025 of
the road congestion are marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/6.

That on one hand, the Traffic Analysis Report has noted on page 1709 that
the traffic density along the approach of the road is significant, however,
on the other hand the report concludes at page 1720 that the incremental
traffic from the proposed site is insignificant. Further, on page 1712, the
traffic assessment notes that the Level of Service (LOS) of the roads is
between LOS A i.e., 1200 cars on a 2-lane one way and LOS B i.e., 1714
cars on a 2-lane one-way and arbitrarily concludes the capacity of the road
as 2400 LOS. It 1s also pertinent to mention that the traffic is bidirectional
and hence the capacity of the road vis-a-vis Bidirectional traffic has not
been estimated in the report. The recent statistics from 19.09.2025 —
24.09.2025, which have been retrieved from the My Gate App installed in
B-1, Vasant Kunj reveals that on an average day, there are almost 2600-
2900 visitors including 1800 deliveries/cabs. It is pertinent to mention that
this figure does not include the vehicles of the residents, which will be in
addition to the present figure. Approximately 1848 wvehicles (four-
wheelers) of B-1 residents have been issued “Park Plus” Radio Frequency
Identification (,RFID®) Tags by the Appellant for the seamless entry and
exit of residents” vehicles. This figure is not surprising as there are 1021
flats in the B-1 Colony. In fact, the vehicles figures may exceed as some
residents do not avail facilities of RFID installed by Park Plus (vendor) in
B-1 Colony. Thus, the road capacity for the visitors in a week is already
beyond the maximum capacity of 2400. Infact, the ingress and egress for
PCU (Parking Car Units) at Page 1711 of the EIA Report have been
calculated as 234 and 105, which is completely contrary to the figures of
the My Gate App. This clearly highlights the manipulation in the traffic
analysis of the report of the Consultant. In addition to the present number
of visitors and residents, the Masonic School is visited by 2300 students
and 130 staff and the DAV school is visited by 1983 students and 117
staff. The said statistics, despite being readily available with the Appellant
and in the My Gate App, have not been considered by the consultant of
Respondent No. 5 or the EAC. This clearly shows non application of mind
and the resultant air pollution that will be caused due to a huge increase in
traffic. The statistics from the My Gate App are marked and annexed as
ANNEXURE A/7.

2404



2405 14

B.2 False declaration regarding the absence of any water bodies in the

vicinity of the Project of Respondent No. 5

17. That the Respondent No. 5 has failed to mention the existence of a
notified wetland, i.e., Adhirang pond, in its Form 1 and Form 1A [ refer
page 101 and 111 of the present Appeal]. It is pertinent to mention that the
said wetland is mentioned in the List of Wetlands/Ponds in South Delhi
issued by Delhi Parks and Gardens Society as well as in the Affidavit of
the Wetland Authority in the case of Curious Case of Delhi"s
Disappearing Water Bodies (O.A. No. 633/2024) [ Refer page 1864, Pg
1908 of the IA No. 451].

B.3 Absence of analysis on the impact on groundwater levels, nearby

houses due to the creation of three basements

18. That the Form 1 mentions that approximately 30,000 m3 of soil will be
excavated for the purpose of foundation and development of 3 basements.
The Soil Investigation Report states that trapped or perched water could
occur within low-permeable strata (Refer to Page 1661 of the IA for
Additional Documents). Contrary to this statement, the Soil Analysis
Report, as well as the Respondent No. 5 in his Affidavit, have stated that
there will be no impact on the groundwater level as the same was not
encountered at a depth of 15 mts. Further, as per the Respondent No. 5,
the basements will be developed till a depth of 10.52 mts however the
depth of the basements has not been mentioned either in the soil analysis
report or in Form 1 or 1A. Any conclusion on the status of groundwater,
its aquifers have to confirmed by the competent authority which is either
the Central Ground Water Board for Delhi or the State Groundwater
Authorities. The same has not been done and neither any
SEIAA/SEAC/EAC have directed the Respondent No. 5 to do the same.
This clearly shows lack of application of mind by the EC granting

authorities.

B.4 Incorrect and incomplete information submitted in the EIA Report

with respect to Air Pollution Load and Noise Pollution Parameters

19. That the additional load of air pollution due to the increase in population,

construction activities as well as traffic have also not been factored in the
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EIA Report. The Air Pollution Analysis Report at page 1739 and 1740
notes the increased parameters of PM 10 and PM 2.5 compared to the
standards prescribed in the law. Thus, the additional load of vehicles as
well as population is bound to adversely impact the air quality of the said
area. The Special Bench of this Honble Tribunal in the case of Delhi
University has clarified that the sustainability of the housing project has to
be evaluated by undertaking carrying capacity assessments in terms of —
estimation of existing PM load, total assimilative capacity with respect to
the PM Load, and estimation of total supportive capacity of the PM Load.
The August 2025 DPCC Air Pollution Monitoring Report also notes
increased levels of PM10 and PM2.5. Thus, the existing, total assimilative
and supportive PM load should have been analysed and assessed in the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report, especially since the carrying
capacity of the said area is sought to be increased in comparison to the
original layout plan. The same has not been done and neither discussed by
the EC granting authorities, which clearly shows lack of application of
mind.

That further, the EIA Report mentions on Page 1515 that the sound levels
during the construction phase will be in the range of 80-100 dB(A). This
is despite mentioning the presence of schools within 100 mts of the
project, thereby making the site location of the project of Respondent No.
5 a silent zone as per the Noise Pollution Rules, 2000. It is pertinent to
reiterate that the Noise Pollution Rules, 2000 clarify that the sound levels
are required to be maintained at 50db(A) in the morning and 40db(A) in
the evening. In the Reply Affidavit dated 01.07.2025, the Respondent No.
5 has merely stated that no construction will be undertaken during night-
time and anti-vibration pads will be utilised for an insertion loss of 25dB.
There is not a whisper regarding the Noise Pollution measures and their
effectiveness in achieving the prescribed standards as per the law in the
EIA Report or in the conditions of Environmental Clearance. The
additional load of Noise post the construction of the project has also not
been factored in. In University of Delhi v. MoEF&CC, Appeal No.
17/2021, Para 245, this Hon'ble Tribunal held “A holistic approach is
required in such matters instead of taking the impact of the project in

1solation”.
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C. Misrepresentation and Suppression of the presence of the project in the

Morphological Ridge and unauthorised felling of trees by Respondent No.

5

21.

22.

That at the outset, reliance had been placed on the Regulations for
Planned Development of Privately Owned Lands, 2018 for allowing
private group housing project in an already established group housing
project by the Respondent No. 5 before the DDA and MCD in the
Technical Screening Committee for obtaining permission for the project.
The Regulations itself mentions that the said Regulations will not be
applicable on land which is categorised as “Ridge”. However, despite the
presence of the Project in morphological ridge, the said fact was
conveniently suppressed by the Respondent No. 5. It is also important to
emphasize that the implementation of the abovementioned Regulations
will be a case precedent for the entire NCT of Delhi and if such faulty
project is allowed to mushroom then the entire NCT of Delhi would bear
the brunt in every colony. It is therefore important to err in caution than
repent later. This also clearly would be aligned to the Precautionary
Principle as enumerated in Section 20 of the NGT Act, 2010.

That approximately 80% of project land is located on the South-Central
Morphological Ridge as per the E-Vanlekh portal, which has also been
admitted by the Forest Department in their Reply dated 16.12.2024 before
the Ld. CEC as well as by the Ld. CEC in their Report No. 25 of 2025.
However, the presence of the project in the morphological ridge was
concealed and in fact categorically denied by the Respondent No. 5 in
Form 1 and 1A, as is evident from their response at Pages 1449 and 1450
of the TA for Additional Documents. It is also pertinent to note that the
EAC in their 132nd Meeting dated 23.10.2024 deferred the proposal of
the Respondent No. 5 in view of the pendency of the cases before this
Hon‘ble Tribunal as well as the Hon"ble High Court and requested for
further information and evidence that the project of Respondent No. 5
does not require NOC from the Ridge Authority of Delhi [Refer Page 331
of Appeal No. 19]. However, on 14.11.2024, the Respondent No. 5 in
response to the said ADS of the EAC dated 23.10.2024, has merely stated
the distance of the Southern Ridge from the project and falsely submitted
that the area falls outside the Ridge area [Refer to page 335 of the Appeal
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No. 19]. This again shows that the EC granting authorities have not
applied their mind with regard to a Stage I Forest Clearance of such a
morphological ridge. The OM dated 11.04.2022 also states that in any
grant of EC in forest land (Morphological Ridge in the present case), the
Stage I clearance is a prerequisite.

That it is the settled position of law by the Hon"ble Supreme Court in the
case of T.N. Godavarman that utilisation of any land from the ridge area,
including morphological ridge, would require clearance under the Forest
Conservation Act, 1980 as morphological ridge has to be accorded the
same level of protection as a notified ridge [Order dated 08.02.2023 of the
Hon"ble Supreme Court in T.N. Godavarman case at Page 1962 of the 1A
No. 451 of 2025]. Subsequently, the developments in the Oversight
Committee meetings are being considered by this Hon"ble Tribunal in the
case of Sonya Ghosh v. GNCTD & Ors [O.A. No. 58 of 2013] wherein it
has also been recommended that any area forming part of the
morphological ridge would require clearance under the Van Sanrakshan
Evam Samvardhan Adhiniyam, 1980 [Refer Annex A17, Pg 2049 and
2051 of IA No. 451 of 2025].

That the EAC, without verifying the response of the Respondent No. 5
with the E-Vanlekh portal or the Forest Department, proceeded to
consider the project for the grant of Environmental Clearance. This is
clearly in violation of the law as laid down by the Hon"ble Supreme Court
in the case of Lafarge Umiam Mining v. Union of India [(2019) 8 SCC
465], as well as in the Office Memorandum dated 11.04.2022 clarifies that
Environmental Clearance can be granted only after Stage I Forest
Clearance. Since it is a settled position of law that any non-forestry
activity in the morphological ridge would also require clearance under the
Van Sanrakshan Evam Samvardhan Adhiniyam, 1980, the grant of
Environmental Clearance without obtaining Stage I Forest Clearance is
clearly in violation of the law as laid down by the Hon"ble Supreme Court
in the Lafarge case and in the latest Office Memorandum dated
11.04.2022 of the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change. It
is also pertinent to mention that the Respondent No. 5 is yet to obtain
clearance from the Ridge Management Board as well for commencing

their project.

2408



2409

25.

26.

18

That further, the EAC in its 132" meeting had also enquired from the
Respondent No. 5 whether any illegal or unauthorised tree felling has
been undertaken. However, in the response dated 14.11.2024, the
Respondent No. 5 stated that no unauthorised tree felling has been
undertaken despite the High Court Order dated 10.09.2024 and report of
the Beat Officer, Mchrauli, dated 13.09.2024 wherein unauthorised tree
felling has been observed. Further, forged permissions for tree felling
were also obtained from the Respondent No. 6. This again shows lack of
application of mind by the EC granting authorities.

That the abovementioned facts and position of law clarifies that from the
very start, the project approvals have been obtained based on
misrepresentation of information, incomplete data about the project site
and plagiarism with respect to environmental considerations and absence
of any carrying capacity assessments as per the law laid down by this
Honble Tribunal with respect to group housing projects in the case of
Delhit University. In University of Delhi v. MoEF&CC, Appeal No.
17/2021, this Hon'ble Tribunal held "Missing or misleading information in
Form 1 significantly impedes the functioning of the authorities”. The
Appellant urges this Hon'ble Tribunal to take strict note of the
discrepancies in the EIA Report, especially vis-a-vis the plagiarised
portions, which have clearly been prepared as a formality to get their
Clearance processed and to mislead the Expert Appraisal Committee in

granting the same and accordingly set aside the EC.

PARA WISE RESPONSE/REJOINDER TO THE REPLY DATED
01.07.2025

27.

28.

That the contents of para 1 needs no reply except the fact that the EC has
been granted on plagiarised information, false information and non-
application of mind by the granting authorities.

That the contents of para 2-4 are denied as wrong, false and devoid of all
merit. The Respondent No. 5 has misrepresented, submitted plagiarised
information and suppressed vital information for processing its application
for Environmental Clearance. The only response and reasoning for
justifying such suppression has been that the project is being developed

around a developed residential area, which cannot be any reason for
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failing to address vital environmental concerns and carrying capacity
assessment as per the Orders of this Hon"ble Tribunal, as well as the
Environmental Impact Assessment Notification, 2006. The
characterisation of the present Appeal as ,frivolous™ is an attempt to
deflect from systematic violations committed by R-5 as well as the EC

granting authorities.

Response to Preliminary Submissions — A. Categorisation as Category B

in Form 1A.

29. That in response to the contents of Para (A) (i-1v), it is submitted that the
EIA Amendment Notification dated 22.12.2014 whereby category 8(a)
and 8(b) projects were granted exemption from General Conditions was
set aside firstly by the Kerala High Court in the case of One Earth One
Life v. MoEF&CC & Others[ WP (C) No. 3097 of 2016] on 06.03.2024.
Thereafter, this Honble Tribunal [Central Bench] in OA No. 93/2024 on
09.08.2024 clearly noted that after quashing of the Notification dated
22.12.2014, the General Conditions are clearly applicable to building and
construction projects. Accordingly, MoEF&CC was directed to issue a
clarification regarding the same. In pursuance of the Order of the Hon"ble
High Court of Kerala and this Honble Tribunal, the MOEF&CC issued a
Draft Notification on 17.11.2024 and final Notification on 29.01.2025,
again exempting Building and Construction Projects from the applicability
of General Conditions. However, the Hon*ble Supreme Court in W.P.(C)
No. 166/2025 titled Van Shakti v. Union of India and Others vide Order
dated 24.02.2025 stayed the EIA Amendment Notification dated
29.01.2025 and Clarification dated 30.01.2025. It is only recently, vide the
Judgment dated 05.08.2025, that the Hon"ble Supreme Court has upheld
Note 2 of the EIA Amendment Notification dated 29.01.2025, whereby
General Conditions remain non-applicable to Building and Construction
projects. However, it is pertinent to mention that the Environmental
Clearance dated 13.01.2025 for the project of Respondent No. 5 has been
obtained based on plagiarised data, suppression of vital information, thus
vitiating the entire process based on which the Environmental Clearance
has been obtained by the Respondent No. 5. Further, it is pertinent to

mention that in the site visit itself the court commissioner had stated that
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there were marks from JCB movement and the guard room had been
constructed by the Respondent No. 5. Thus, the Court Commissioner had
not given a clean chit to the Respondent No. 5 vis-a-vis commencement of

the construction without clearance.

Response to — B. The project site does not violate the Forest

Conservation Act

30. That the contents of Para 5(B)(i-ix) are denied as wrong, false and devoid

31.

of all merit, save what are matters of record. At the outset, it is pertinent to
mention that the Respondent No. 5 has misrepresented the contents of the
CEC Report as well as the submissions of the Forest Department. The Ld.
CEC at Page 1118 of the Reply of Respondent No. 5 has clearly stated
that the area of the project falls within the morphological ridge. It is also
pertinent to note that the Forest Department in their reply to the Ld. CEC
dated 16.12.2025 have also stated that the 90% of the Project falls in the
morphological ridge. Thus, the conclusion of the Respondent No. 5 that
the project is not part of the morphological ridge is devoid of all merit and
is another attempt to mislead this Hon"ble Tribunal.

That further, it is reiterated that the Honble Supreme Court, as well as the
Oversight Committee constituted under the aegis of this Hon"ble Tribunal
in the case of Sonya Ghosh v. GNCTD and Others [O.A. No. 58/2013],
have clearly stated that the morphological ridge would require the same
level of protection as a notified ridge and thus would require Forest
Clearance under the Van Sanrakshan Evam Sanvardhan Adhiniyam, 1980.
Infact, the Hon"ble Supreme Court on 07.05.2025 has also initiated
contempt proceedings in the case of Bhavreen Kandhari v. Rakesh
Sharma due to the commencement of construction on the morphological
ridge without requisite clearance. Thus, the blatant disregard for the
provisions of the law by suppression of the facts clearly highlights the
conduct and intention of the Respondent No. 5 to mislead this Hon"ble
Tribunal. It is reiterated that Stage 1 Forest Clearance is a prerequisite to
the grant of the Environmental Clearance as stated earlier. It is therefore
clear that there is non-application of mind and this is a ground alone to

quash the EC.
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Response to — C. Claim that the water body is within 100 meters of the

project site is false.

32. That the contents of para 5C clearly highlight that the Respondent No. 5 is
unaware of the law which clarifies that both natural and man-made water
bodies can be categorised as wetlands. Further, the requirement in Form 1
and 1A does not distinguish between manmade or natural water bodies,
thus the blatant disregard for the procedure established by law by
Respondent No.5 should be taken strict note of by this Hon"ble Tribunal.
In Form 1A at S. No 1.8, Respondent No. 5 falsely stated that there are no
low-lying areas and wetlands that exist in and around the project site. In
University of Delhi v. MoEF&CC, Appeal No. 17/2021, Para 62, this
Hon'ble Tribunal held that "Deliberate concealment and/or submission of
false or misleading information shall make the application liable for

»

rejection”. The contents of para .. of the preliminary submissions are
reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity. Moreover, the
universe of Environmental Impact Assessment that has to be mandatorily
carried out is 15 kms and the projects impact within that zone of
influence as per Form 1 and 1A of the EIA Notification, 2006. This again
demonstrates the lack of application of mind by the EC granting
authorities who have not followed their own manual which is supposed to

guide their informed decisions.
Response to — D. Groundwater Analysis and Soil Analysis

33. That the contents of para D(i-iv) fail to clarify how the creation of three
basements will not impact the soil percolation as well as the groundwater
levels, which fluctuate depending upon the season. The creation of three
basements is bound to impact the natural aquifer, leading to flooding in the
area and impacting the roads as well as the houses of the nearby residents,
especially when the Soil Analysis report itself notes water may be present
in the lower soil strata. It is surprising that the recommendations and
observations of the report are contrary in many places and thus could not
have been relied upon as a reliable assessment. In any case following the
precautionary principle, the competent authority which is the Central
Ground Water Authority need to assess this situation and inform

accordingly. The EC granting authority ought to have consulted the
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CGWA in this regard. Yet again a case of non-application of mind which is

a ground for quashing authority.
Response to — E. Water Supply

34. That in response to the contents of para E(i)-(ii1), it is stated that the DJB
permission clearly states the supply of water is dependent on the
availability of the same with the DJB and there is no guarantee for meeting
the demand of the Respondent No. 5. Further, non-potable water
arrangements have to be made by Respondent no. 5.Thus, the supply of
water by DJB and whether the supply to Respondent No. 5 would disrupt
the supply to the existing residents of B-1 colony have not been taken into
consideration at the time of preparation of the report. These false water
sourcing claims demonstrate a complete lack of sustainable water

management planning.
Response to F. - Traffic Impact Assessment

35. That the contents of Para F(1)-(vii) with respect to adequate arrangement
for traffic management and insignificant impact of the additional cars on
the existing roads is completely devoid of all merit. At the outset, it is
reiterated that the traffic assessment itself has presented contrary
statements by stating on one hand that there is significant traffic movement
during peak hours and on the other hand concluding that the additional
load of 790 vehicles is insignificant and will not create additional traffic
load or congestion on the roads. Further, the correct picture of the existing
number of vehicles entering and exiting the colony has not been provided .
There are around 1200-1500 cars of residents inside the colony apart from
daily inflow of cabs, deliveries and other visitors, which has not been taken
into consideration at the time of traffic assessment. However, the EIA
Report has failed to compile and analysis the existing data and has given
speculative figures as the basis of calculation. The replies in paras of the
preliminary submissions are reiterated and are not being repeated for the

sake of brevity.
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Response to G. - Tree Felling

36. That the contents of Para G(i) to (vi) is denied as wrong, false and devoid
of all merit. At the outset, the Appellant's tree count of 11 trees was
clearly misleading and due to the complaint of unauthorised tree felling
filed before the Honble High Court of Delhi by the Appellant, inspection
by the Forest Officials was undertaken in September 2024. The EAC
132nd Meeting minutes also note unauthorized tree felling activities. The
reports of the forest officers clarify that unauthorised tree felling was
undertaken, and one tree was found to be missing. The said report and
affidavits have also been submitted before the Hon"ble Supreme Court by
the Principal Secretary of the Forest and Wildlife Department Delhi,
clearly highlighting that prima facie the Respondent No. 5 has been
engaged in unauthorised felling of trees and forging of tree felling
permissions. The response in the preliminary submissions is reiterated

and 1s not being repeated for the sake of brevity.
Response to H. — Silence Zone

37. That this Hon'ble Tribunal may take strict note of the submissions of
Respondent No. 5 in para(s) G(i-iii) , whereby casual remarks pertaining to
noise pollution measures have been made by Respondent No. 5 without
addressing how the parameters of 50db(A) will be maintained during the
construction phase, especially with presence of three schools within 100
mts of the project site apart from residential apartments around the site.
The additional load of the project vis-a-vis the noise pollution has been
given a complete go by in the assessment as the minimum level of noise
pollution has been taken as 80db(A) in clear violation of the standards for
silence zone as per the Noise Pollution Rules, 2000. The contents of the
preliminary submissions are reiterated and are not being repeated for the

sake of brevity.
Response to — details of mandatory compliances by Respondent No. 5

38. That the contents of para 6-12 pertain to other compliances obtained by
Respondent No. 5. It is reiterated that when the first sanction was obtained
by the Respondent No. 5 from the DDA as per the Regulations for
Planned Development of Privately Owned Lands, 2018, the
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misrepresentation was blatant in the said minutes of the Screening
Committee whereby the presence of the land on morphological ridge was
purposefully suppressed as the said Regulations is not applicable on ridge
area. Thus, the subsequent permissions of Fire Department, Airport
Authority height clearance, undertaking of implementing the dust
mitigation measures are questionable given that the permissions have been
obtained based on false claims and without any proper geotechnical
studies. The Respondent No. 5 is put to strict proof vis-a-vis the height of
the building, which has been proposed without any detailed geo-technical
studies, in an area where the rest of the housing layout was restricted to
four storey“s by the DDA. The environmental norms and compliances have
thus been given a casual go-by merely on the premise that another
residential complex exists in the same area without clarifying that the
present project was also part of the said complex and envisaged a four-
storey capacity building in contravention to what is proposed at present.
The payment of various fees does not cure fundamental environmental law
violations. The rationale for increasing the number of floors and residents
has nowhere been justified either on technical or environmental
considerations, thereby undermining the carrying capacity of the entire
colony and creating potential risks to the safety of the existing residents in

the future.

Response to the Conduct of the Appellant

39. That the allegations pertaining to the bona fides of the Appellant in Para(s)

13-15 are denied as baseless and constitute an attempt to deflect attention
from their own systematic violations and fraudulent submissions. The
Appellants have been bonafide in their approach to highlight the illegality
in the conduct as well as permissions obtained by Respondent No. 5
through plagiarised and misrepresented information and accordingly
approached the different forums based on their jurisdiction vis-a-vis a
specific permission. The Appellant being a Resident Welfare Association
represents the interests of 5000 residents of B-1 Vasant Kunj, whose quality
of life will be adversely impacted by the project of Respondent No. 5. Itis a
settled position of law by this Hon"ble Tribunal as well as the Honble

Supreme Court that right to a clean and healthy environment is a
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fundamental right under Article 21 of the Constitution of India.
Development of a housing project within an existing housing project,
especially over an area where the capacity envisaged was one fourth of
what the new project proposes, clearly requires detailed carrying capacity
studies, which has been ignored by Respondent No. 5 in their haste to
obtain all the requisite permissions as well as the non-application of mind
by the EC granting authorities. After obtaining the sanction and clearance
from the DDA and MCD in 2024, the project went on to obtain all other
permissions in less than a year including conducting an Environmental
Impact Assessment Study. This clearly highlights that the present project
has least consideration towards the environment and the safety, well-being
of the existing residents. It is for this reason that plagiarised information in
the EIA Report and forged permissions are now coming to the fore on
detailed inspections, and clearly highlights the malafide conduct and
intention of Respondent No. 5.

That the contents of Para 16(a) to (d) are denied as wrong, false and devoid
of all merit. The contents of Preliminary Submissions are reiterated and are

not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

Response to Para Wise Reply to Brief Facts

41.

That the contents of Para 6(6.1 to 6.23) reiterate the submissions of
Respondent No. 5 vis-a-vis their alleged compliance with the provisions of
the law, forum shopping by the Appellant and the same is vociferously
denied as wrong , baseless and without any backing in facts or law. The
Appellants have approached this Hon'ble Tribunal challenging the
Environmental Clearance and no other permissions or issues have been
raised herein which are sub judice before the High Court or the Supreme
Court. The right to Appeal where an individual or any other legal entity is
aggrieved by the grant of an Environmental Clearance under Section 16 of
the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 cannot be equated to the challenging
the sanction plan of MCD or alleging unauthorised tree felling before the
Hon'ble High Court of Delhi. The false and misleading submissions
challenging the bonafide of the Appellant is nothing but an attempt to
mislead this Hon"ble Tribunal with respect to the merits of the present

Appeal, whereby material omissions and suppressions have been
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highlighted, which were missed by the statutory authorities at the time of
processing their proposals and have come to light at a belated stage leading
to issuance of contempt proceedings against the Respondent No. 5. The
denial of the presence of the project in ridge area, the unauthorised tree
felling, commencing levelling of land prior to Environmental Clearance,
submitting plagiarised information, are but some of the misdemeanours of
Respondent No. 5 that have come to light and require urgent consideration
and adjudication by this Hon"ble Tribunal. The contents of the Preliminary
Submissions are reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of

brevity.

Response to Para Wise Reply to Grounds

42. That the contents of para 17(7.1-7.60) reiterate the submissions of

Respondent No. 5 vis-a-vis compliance with the provisions of law and are
vehemently denied as false assurances ,without any backing in facts or law.
The Environmental Impact Assessment Notification, 2006 in para 8(vi)
clearly states that deliberate concealment and/or submission of false or
misleading information or data which is material to screening or scoping
process shall make the environmental clearance liable for cancellation. In
the present case as well the deliberate concealment and, in fact false and
plagiarised information is evident prima facie from the extracts of the EIA
Report placed on record before this Hon'ble Tribunal. This Hon"ble
Tribunal in a catena of cases has cancelled and quashed environmental
clearances where the project proponent has failed to submit the complete
information, vital for processing the Environmental Clearance [ Delhi
University v. Union of India and Others and Save Mon Region Federation
v. Union of India and Others , Appeal No. 39/2012]. The conduct of the
Respondent No. 5 along with the statutory authorities shows lack of basic
consideration towards the life of the residents as well as towards the
environment. The Appellants have no objections to development however
where the area sought to be developed is saturated in terms of residents and
traffic and additional load of population and cars is being imposed on a
saturated colony, in excess of the originally envisaged capacity and without
any carrying capacity assessment is in contravention to the principles of

Sustainable Development and Precautionary Principle.
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43. That the Appellant urges this Hon‘ble Tribunal to take strict note of the
practice of DDA and MCD as well as the Ministry of Environment, Forest
and Climate Change in giving clearances and sanctions without any
assessment of carrying and assimilative capacity which leads to flooding,
increase in pollution and decreases the quality of life as well as adversely
impacts the environment. It is pertinent to note that this is not a project for
creating housing accommodation for homeless or low income category but
a luxury project intended for profiteering and should be judged on strictest
environmental considerations. Furthermore, where the illegality is blatant
and the contrary reports leading to evidence of forged permissions is
highlighted, urgent intervention is required on behalf of this Hon‘ble
Tribunal vis-a-vis the Environmental Clearance, which has been granted
based on such forged permissions. The grievance of 5000 residents cannot
be held to be questionable, especially when substantial allegations and
reports of violations in obtaining the Environmental Clearance are prima
facie available on the public forum. In view of the abovementioned facts
and position of law, it is humbly prayed that this Hon*ble Tribunal quash
the present Environmental Clearance dated 13.01.2025 granted to
Respondent No. 5 in view of the plagiarised reports, forged permission and
suppression of vital information as per para 8(vi)of the Environmental
Impact Assessment Notification, 2006 as well as the orders and judgments
of this Hon"ble Tribunal. Further, this Hon"ble Tribunal quash the present
EC as it has ignored the salient features of any such project where carrying
capacity studies, impact on existing residents, population increase, traffic
situation analysis, impact on ground water, impact on nearby waterbodies,
green belt and rationale for going beyond the existing four storey residential
flats have not been explained and clearly shows the non-application of mind

by the EC granting authorities.

Para Wise Response to the Reply dated 01.09.2025 to the IA No. 451 of
2025 for Additional Documents

1. That the contents of Para 1 need no reply.
2. That the contents of para 2 -3 are wrong, false and devoid of all merit. It is
submitted that the IA for additional documents merely supplements the

Questions of Law and Grounds which have been raised in the Appeal,
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specifically the Question of Law at serial No. 5 (iv) at page 15 of the
Appeal, wherein it has been clearly highlighted that there is material
suppression and non-disclosure of critical facts by the Respondent No. 5

herein.

. That contents of Para 3 are denied as wrong, false and devoid of all merit.

The blatant misrepresentation and suppression of material facts are evident
right from the beginning when the initial clearance/permission was
obtained for the sanction plan/scheme by failing to mention that the area is
situated in a morphological ridge. The contents of the Preliminary
Submissions are reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of

brevity.

. That the contents of para 4 -7 are denied as wrong and clearly showcases

another attempt by the Respondent No. 5 to mislead this Honble Tribunal.
From the submissions of Respondent No. 5 in para 5 specifically whereby
a casual attitude towards comparison of rural and urban parameters for AQ
modelling has been undertaken to showcase that the same parameters are
applicable, clearly establishes that wrong parameters for the Air Quality
modelling study were undertaken by the EIA consultant. The same has
been surprisingly missed out not only by the SEAC and SEIAA but also by
the EAC. It is evident that a lackadaisical attitude was adopted in clearing
the project of the Respondent No. 5, in clear violation of the statutory
mandate under the EIA Notification, 2006. The contents of the Preliminary

Objections are reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

. That in response to the contents of para 8, it is submitted that the Form 1

and 1A [Refer Pg. 1463 and 1464 of the I.A. No. 451 of 2025] requires
project proponents to adjudicate upon the impact of the project in a 15 km
radius. However, the Respondent No. 5 and their Consultant have
conveniently ignored this mandate and failed to mention the presence of
Adhrang Nath Pond, which has been duly identified as a wetland. The
existence of the wetland is duly corroborated with the List of
Wetlands/Ponds in South Delhi issued by Delhi Parks and Gardens Society
as well as in the Affidavit of the Wetland Authority in the case of Curious
Case of Delhi‘s Disappearing Water Bodies (O.A. No. 633/2024) [Refer
page 1864, Pg 1908 of the IA No. 451]. The identification of the pond as a
wetland was much before the Respondent No. 5 received the

Environmental Clearance. Further, arguendo, it is in the process of being
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rejuvenated, it is all the more imperative that the adverse impact of the
construction on a wetland in the process of being rejuvenated is duly
captured in the EIA Report.

6. That the contents of para 9-11 are denied as wrong, false and devoid of all
merit, save what are matters of record. The Ld. CEC as well as the Hon"ble
Supreme Court has not allowed the construction in violation of the law and
the requirement of Forest Clearance as well as the NOC from the Ridge
Management Board, before commencing the construction is required as per
the law, as well as the Judgments/orders of the Hon"ble Supreme Court,
High Court and this Hon"ble Tribunal. Further, Stage 1 Forest Clearance is
required to be obtained prior to the grant of Environmental Clearance as
per the Office Memorandum dated 11.04.2022. The Ld. CEC, as well as
the Hon"ble Supreme Court, merely decided the limited issue of a project
on a morphological ridge. There are no other Directions vis-a-vis other
permissions obtained by the Respondent No. 5 herein, including the
Environmental Clearance. It is also pertinent to mention that the
Respondent No. 5 herein has already commenced with the clearing of
ground, establishment of the project, despite the pendency of the present
proceedings before this Hon'ble Tribunal to create a fait accompli
situation.

Response to Para-Wise Reply

7. That the contents of para 12-15 are denied and the submissions in the
abovementioned paras along with the Preliminary Submissions and
Objections are reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

8. That the contents of para 16-18 are vociferously denied as wrong, false and
are a clear attempt by the Respondent No. 5 to misrepresent the facts and
the documents before this Honble Tribunal. The Respondent No. 5 cannot
claim that the results of the AQ modelling study, as well as the urban heat
island effect of a project situated inside an existing group housing project
in an urban area, will be similar to a project situated in a village. Further,
the Respondent No. 5 has claimed that the mention of the details of the
Gulabi Bagh project is a clerical error and there are no further similarities
and the results of the AQ modelling are different. However, even the
emission characteristics of the proposed stack sources includes mention of
DG sets and vehicles and the number is exactly the same as that mentioned

in the Gulabi Bagh project. Thus, the claim that there is no other similarity
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on merits is false, as the sources of pollution have been taken to be the
same, including the number of vehicles. Specifically with respect to Urban
Heat Island & Daylight Compliance Report, the data or results cannot be
the same across projects given the difference in the sources of the pollution
at each location. The contents of the Preliminary Submissions are

reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.

. That the contents of para 19 are denied as wrong and false, and the

contents of the Preliminary Objections and the contents of para-wise
response are reiterated and are not being repeated for the sake of brevity.
That the contents of para 20 are denied as wrong, false and devoid of all
merit. The EIA Report of Respondent No. 5 has failed to clarify the
adverse impact on the availability of the water for the 792 residents, when
there are numerous instances of DJB failing to provide water to the
existing residents due to shortage of water. Any conclusion on the status of
groundwater, its aquifers have to confirmed by the competent authority
which is either the Central Ground Water Board for Delhi or the State
Groundwater Authorities. The same has not been done and neither
SEIAA/SEAC/EAC have directed the Respondent No. 5 to do the same.
This clearly shows lack of application of mind by the EC granting
authorities.

That the contents of para 21 to 27 are denied as wrong, false and devoid of
all merit. The insistence on the CEC Report as well as the Order dated
12.08.2025 of the Hon‘ble Supreme Court by the Respondent No. 5,
without clarifying the context of the said Report clearly highlights the
malafide intent of the Respondent No. 5. The Ld. CEC as well as the
Hon'ble Supreme Court have not directed the Respondent No. 5 to
continue with the project without the Forest Clearance. The reliance on the
minutes of Ridge Management Board, the decisions of the Hon"ble
Supreme Court as well as the Hon"ble High Court and pertinently even this
Hon‘ble Tribunal, clarifies that no construction can be undertaken on the
morphological ridge without any Forest Clearance. Further, the issue of
Contempt and forgery is pending adjudication before the Hon"ble Supreme
Court and has not been closed by the Hon"ble Supreme Court till date.
However, the Environment and Forest Department have submitted in the
Honble Supreme Court that there was forgery in obtaining the tree felling

permissions.
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12. That in view of the abovementioned facts and position of law, the IA for
Additional Documents provides supporting documents to the contentions
raised in the Appeal and cannot be rejected. Moreover, there cannot be any
bar to putting on record Judgments of this Hon"ble Tribunal or of this
Honble Tribunal as well as the EIA Report of the Respondent No. 5,
which is a crucial factual document and the basis of the challenge of the
present Appeal. Additionally, all the grounds of material suppression of
facts and law has been raised in the Appeal and thus the present supporting
documents squarely fall within the ambit of the Appeal. It is also pertinent
to add that the plea of the present Appeal and the IA for Additional
Documents delaying the project is baseless as the Respondent No. 5 has
commenced with the construction of the project and clearly establishes that
they hold no regard to the rule of law or the decisions of the Hon"ble
Courts or this Hon"ble Tribunal. The recent activities by the Respondent
No. 5 have already enhanced traffic and pollution issues in the colony and
the same can be verified from the photographs annexed at ANNEXURE
A/5 of the present Rejoinder. It is humbly reiterated that the present
Environmental Clearance dated 13.01.2025 granted to Respondent No. 5 in
view of the plagiarised reports, forged permission and suppression of vital
information is clearly in violation of para 8(vi) of the Environmental
Impact Assessment Notification, 2006 as well as the orders and judgments

of this Hon"ble Tribunal and deserves to be quashed.

Date: 27.09.2025
Place: New Delhi
DRAWN AND FILED BY:

Mansi Bachani, Gitanjali Sanyal & Surya Gupta
Advocates for Appellant

29, LGF, Presidential Estate,

Nizamuddin East, New Delhi- 110013

Email: eldflegal(@gmail.com; +91- 8600531203

SETTLED BY:
Sanjay Upadhyay
[Senior Advocate]


mailto:eldflegal@gmail.com

2423

32



33

2424

ANNEXURE A/1

B-1 Vasant Kunj Residents’ Welfare Association A

Sector - B, Pocket - 1, Vasant Kunj, New Delhi - 110070 y
Tel. : 011 - 2612 5704, 4177 5283 Bhag
’ (Regn. No. S/26006)
E-mail : rwabl.vasant@gmail.com

idari

THE CITTEN GOV RNMENT PARTNER

To,

Date: 26.10.2024

Ridge Management Board
Through its Chief Secretary,

2d Floor, A-Block, Vikas Bhawan,
[P Estate, New Delhi — 110002

Subject: Objections to proposed construction of Group Housing Scheme at
Khasra No. 1230/2 (New), admeasuring 6 Bighas and 7 Biswa, located in Sector-
B, Pocket-1, Vasant Kunj Housing Scheme, New Delhi in morphological ridge
of Delhi

Respected Sir/Madam,

1.

[

The undersigned, are writing to bring to your urgent attention the concerns
related to the proposed construction of a Group Housing Complex at
Khasra No. 1230/2 (New), admeasuring 6 Bighas and 7 Biswa, located in
Sector-B, Pocket-1, Vasant Kunj Housing Scheme, New Delhi (“Subject
Property”).

It has recently come to our attention that one M/s R.R. Texknit LLP having
its office at 137, Jor Bagh, Lodhi Road, New Delhi-11003, claiming to be
the owners of the Subject Property, have obtained a sanction from the
Municipal Corporation of Delhi (MCD) dated 13.05.2024 for the
construction of a group housing society on the Subject Property. The total
built up area for this project is approximately 25,650 sq. mtrs., as per the
approved area chart. The sanction plan explicitly mandates obtaining the
necessary environmental clearance prior to commencing any construction
activities. It has also come to the knowledge of the undersigned that the
M/s R.R. Texknit LLP has started construction of the Group Housing
Scheme including the levelling of land in the subject property.
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. That it has recently come within the knowledge of the Petitioner that the

area in question is a critical ecological zone that falls within the
Morphological Ridge of Delhi. A true copy of the subject property situated
within the morphological ridge of Delhi as mentioned on the official
website is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure 1

. The Government of National Capital Territory of Delhi by Notification

dated 24-5-1994 under Section 4 of the Forest Act, 1927 notified 7777 ha
of Delhi Ridge Area as Reserved Forests commonly referred to as Notified
Ridge Area. The Delhi Ridge serves as the green lungs for Delhi and acts
as a buffer against rising pollution levels. The pressures of rapid
urbanisation in Delhi have, over the years, threatened and adversely
affected the forests in Delhi Ridge Area. The ridge area thus identified
needs to be conserved with utmost care and should be afforested with the
indigenous species with minimum of artificial landscape

. That the Ridge Management Board (RMB) was constituted pursuant to the

orders of Hon’ble High Court dated 29.09.1995 in [IA No. 1820-21 in
WP(C) 4677/85 titled ‘M.C. Mehta vs. Union of India & ors.’ in order to
protect and conserve the Ridge Forests. The Board has been assigned
various functions, relating to conservation and protection of Ridge. These
include execution of the management scheme for the Ridge Forests,
protection of boundaries, of the ridge and preparation and execution of
detailed plans for upgradation of the ridge

. Morphological Ridge is defined as that part of Ridge area which is not

falling under any notifications, but has similar features as the Notified
Ridge, and form part of the extension of the Aravallis

. That by order dated 3-11-2011 in Ashok Kumar Tanwar v. Union of India,

2011 SCC OnLine Del 5733 the Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in Writ
Petition (Civil) No. 3339 of 2011, held that lands situated outside the
notified Ridge Areas but which have morphological features conforming
to the ridge should be given the same protection as is given to the notified
areas. Consequently, all the agencies concerned were restrained from
carrying out construction works on such lands (morphological ridge) also
referred to as “extended Ridge Area” till necessary clearance from the
Ridge Management Board and through CEC the permission of this Hon'ble
Court is first obtained. The relevant extract is as under,




35

“It is clear from the aforesaid that the area in question is given the
character of a ‘Geological Ridge’ though falling outside the Notified
Forest Ridge Land. Even in respect of such a land, clearance from the

Ridge Management Board or the Hon’ble Supreme Court through the
Central Empowered Committed is to be obtained before carrying out
any construction. Such permission is a pre-requisite in view of the
directions of the Supreme Court.”

8. That this position was reiterated by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in DDA v.
Kenneth Builders & Developers (P) Ltd. (2016) 13 SCC 561.

9. It transpires that there was initially some difficulty in identifying the areas
of morphological ridge. In Re : T.N. Godavarman Thirumulpad v. Union
of India, 2023 SCC OnLine SC 1951, the Hon'ble Supreme Court was
pleased to pass directions to work out the modalities for identifying the
said areas which needs to be protected as notified ridge —

13. The High Court of Delhi vide order dated 30.11.2011 in Writ
Petition No. 3339/2011 (Ashok Kumar Tanwar v. Union of Indial,) and
this Court in DDA v. Kenneth Builders & Developers (P) Ltd.2 [(2016)
13 SCC 561] has held that land falling outside the demarcation of
notified ridge but having similar ‘morphological features’ of ridge
should be given same protection as is given to the notified areas and
no construction should be permitted thereon. It cannot be doubted that
the ridge in Delhi acts as a lung, which supplies oxygen to the citizens
of Delhi. The necessity to protect the ridge, therefore, cannot be
undermined.

14. It appears that there has been some difficulty in identifying the areas
of ridge, which are not notified but also have the same features.

15. We, therefore, find it appropriate that the Ministry of Environment,
Forest and Climate Change (MoEFCC), appoints a Committee
consisting of the following officials/officers, to work out the modalities

2426




2427

36

for identifying the said area which has similar 'morphological features’
as that of a notified ridge and which needs to be protected as a notified
ridge: —

i) A senior officer of the MoEFCC, not below the rank of Jomnt
Secretary.

ii) A representative of the Forest Department of the NCT of Delhi.

iii) A representative of the Geological Survey of India.

iv) A nominee of the Rigde Management Board

v) A representative of the DDA

10.Subsequently, the Morphological Ridge has been notified and uploaded on
the website: https://evanlekh.eforest.delhi.gov.in/moroho.html

11.In light of these facts, construction on the subject property without
obtaining the necessary approvals and without obtaining sanction from the
Hon'ble Supreme Court would constitute a violation of the orders passed

12.by the Hon'ble Supreme Court, but also the Delhi Preservation of Trees
Act, 1995, and the Forest Conservation Act, 1980

We respectfully request that no environmental clearance or construction
permission be allowed in this area taking necessary approvals without following
due process of law and without the permission of the Hon'ble Supreme Court. We
look forward to your prompt action in this matter and request that we be informed
of any decisions or developments regarding the same.

Thanking you,
Yours sincerely,

\/Q\‘\»./Q/

)

Manju waminathan,
President,
RWA, B-1, Vasant Kunj

Preeti Vohra
General Secretary
RWA, B-1, Vasant Kunj

Vasant Kunj
New Delhi-70
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Copy To,

\l/f{idge Management Board Through its Chief Secretary,2™ Floor, A-
Block, Vikas Bhawan, IP Estate, New Delhi — 110002

2. The Secretary, Ministry  of Environment Forest and Climate
Change, Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, Jor Bagh Road, New Delhi-110003.

3. Government of National Capital Territory of Delhi. Through Land &
Building Department B Block, Vikas Bhawan, New Delhi-110002.

4. Delhi Development Authority Through its Vice Chairman Vikas Sadan,
INA, New Delhi-110023

5. Municipal Corporation of Delhi Through its Commissioner 24th Floor,
 Dr. S.P.M. Civic Centre, Minto Road, New Delhi-100002

6. The Chairman, Delhi Pollution Control Committee, 4th & Sth Floor
ISBT, GT Karnal Rd, Kashmere Gate, New Delhi, Delhi 1 10006
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Photographs taken on 21.09.2025 depicting the Pamphlets shared by M/s R.R.
Texknit and its associates amongst the residents of B-1, Vasant Kunj

~ Rs. 20,000
4 Dismissal by Hon'ble Division Bench of Delhi High Court by Order
~ dated 07.02.2025 - Appeal being LPA No. 92/2025 filed by the resident
- J ‘against above judgment ulso dismissed. ) )
5. Dismissal by Hon'ble High Court Order dated 10.09.2024 — in RWA s
application being CM No. 529072024 in Cont. Case (¢) No. 11492022
falsely alleging cutting of trees at vacan! i
ssal by NGT Order dated 13.09.2024 - in RWA's OA
17172024 opposing construction on vacant land by falsely alle

ivolous grounds,
ORMATION
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Photographs taken on 21.09.2025 depicting M/s R.R. Texknit and its associates distributing the
above shown pamphlets amongst the residents of B-1, Vasant Kunj




2437

46



a7 2438

-TRUE COPY -


SAMEER
Typewritten Text
-TRUE COPY-


- F 4 | ANNEXURE A/4
9 Puapw e T

' f
e T LA Oe  Labi
» LG 2019
11 o '
Yy s  EOR SCREENING COMUMTTEE MEETING -

Screening Cpgnr‘ni{tt;eéi;Meéting No. '3 £¢ .

Jtem No. Li_Ul " ’Gf

of orivitely gwnad land in the approved Laycut Plan of
at, Seator -8, Pocket-1, Vasant Kunj New Delhi ﬁ‘v!c‘.; of
s for enabling the Plarne! DPV‘:' opinent of Privaisly

e

fﬁwaiaéylawaed jand, khasra.No. 1230/2 inthe approved
. Pocket-1, Vasant> Kunj New Delhi, in view of the case
> and Notification No. S.0.3249(E) dated. 41 July 2018 l
& Pianﬂed Deveéapment of F’rwate]y Owned Land', E

SYROPSIS - Proposal is for inee
|lLayout Pian of SFS Houst

refarred by Chisf Enginesr
garding “The reg guigtions &

r';

EADKGROUND:

)

1.1 Asapan ofdl

n-'rhra:'ac% R ;
tanproved from the wmparent suthorily on >! 9'2_,?
of Khasre No 123072, in the reaam.xe sulate

L)"E' Rt 110

Mahraull, megs 3454 sq. m., DDA could not fudly implem emt""- acherng,

1.2 Since the land
vide notificst]
to MCD cin-28

A 14 h
B N i
- Jutiger .’—‘-ﬂ‘t 0atf‘d 6.5 20 ‘O . it

&2 11172008 of stardi “1;; commiiias T einr

e

saloy o ﬂf"‘ i;;a‘i‘ o Jm nzhc matar 1f !J"% e #Eaf{'z-:;h


SAMEER
Typewritten Text
ANNEXURE A/4


A

1.6

1.7

1.8

Ch

LOCA

2.0

The reguiations forer;qh _g the Planned Devalopment of | Drjua*z'- Ouwr {_”«
were notified \ude No{fitation No. SOG?anE) dated A" July 204
Annexure-{lfy .. 2T

The applicant subml‘ted plans to Scuth DMC, SOL.h DMC after verificatin
documents referred the matter to DDA for incorporation of the said land in ¢
approved layout pian,

The case was put up in the 867" Scraening Committes Meeting vide lem & _23
2019 dated -28.02.2019. The Agenda-was withdrawn with the foficning
obm—wahr\ns -{Refer Annexure l\f) ‘

kP

land-in case.of argas where IuyOJt pjar's are. ayau'abfe or to be prepared &/
. these cases have.certain unique fssies vis a vis variable plot sizes/ ha;:a
unplanned devefopmﬂ-nf -around such -plots, accessibility for such piols
- fanduse' either thie: foad f?efwork a:raa_y estabfished is too narrow orin scine
15ES, ff‘ha‘é an Gacéssibility for the exiling plarnsd development.
2 ff was a’sa pofru:d oua‘ that ir.cazs of the faciity corricon no detadsiolans aro
" feadily avwiab{e of the a!reguy O’E‘ve:”u,_ 2d piots with the Planning Departrent
‘(sanctioned- by oncermed. agencies). In addilion, there are certain Jamz
parcels falting in the designatad Gmen/ '?e:reew"af Areas as perthe 14PD-
20?1 which may elso have i
nonditions.
- 3: The issus regarding the'exarinatio
© the step l-as per the SOP {1.@. v
“applicabiiity eic.) has also rdi' béan prow
4. After datalled: d;scucs;ws and defiberstions, it was decided that DD
‘only' examing and limiit #s roles-fo ex! wmal planning in case of
prepared Leyaut‘ Plans, incase of pockets. and land parcels, whare no La
F’Ian is afﬁadbfn a Qet of SG""E generic ,crf'*cz, es nesd to be formuia
¢ture and La ne Depariments, These Gul:
be put up a.r‘d be pfaf:ea‘:m fﬁe"ne::n Technical Commities Mssting

=
=2y SE

id rgGlied (o be dasl

o)L S

.,:er.frd UL S8t

a o
, I8

In view of the dec.s on at1 7’tfl) above a r..enting was held in the chamb SF VD
DDA and itwas d&-dcd to put up all tha cases for approval of Laysut Flnw wHens

. an approved Layout plan . aiready availg Lielexisly, in the nexl Scieernng
Cammittes ,All oiher compliance of statutory ragulations notified with SO 3249 (&)

JLGS
dated 04,07.2018 alengwith. fulfiimant of ali the raquirernants as lald downin =2

standard eperaiing procedure for grant of permission for planned develoomest o)
privately cwned. land igsued by DDA and other charges shall be sean by tho
CD"\FF‘?l’zcd MCD be;ore the caucfanlng of Bul iu:f‘g Plans.

+

12440

ng

1..ltwas pou*fed out z‘hat while: prepariig 4 18 layout plan far ihe privataly ciiicd

f--;OC}{=

.

sy LI



2.0

3.0

' Pocmt—‘l Vas;

32 T

50 4%

LOCATION; e

The piot under Teh

by buiit up DDA

North West -
South

East

West

EXAMINATION. s

3.1 DDA prepsmss:
- B, Pocket

the plot gag

“ approved:

" "SCMarer

g psannad deuelop'nent of area mcluding
enosal forlD;

23 The -
© 7 No.O2/LPIS
" owners

- mayhs
frc’n the F

na+e" d-:ded ;2918'“'-3?‘?;% Fﬂe '

s, beha!f shoul’d als'_;;be obfamﬂd >
CD ;(Refer Annexure iy o

PR o

34 " Director(Plg
F15(12)201
regar dng iy
_privalsly owg

rel ,‘2018/24 daied '15 .01, 20115 & vfde ng,
019 has’ lssued et nu,tes of meetmg

nevo. enable: i planned. deve apment of
'1, (ReferAnnexure-Vli) '

(B P, ) the requ~s’c fory g*‘ant of parm Ission
for pianns 'gateay {med Jand is 4o be examinad i two: stages.
Inthe first st fntisto Sdbﬁlt all th& duCu”nEﬂ*h :aslisted in the: S0,
and tﬁe ééné arined by DDA Lacal body with respectt6ard detafls
ardZonal. Pian and lisé premisss of the Ianﬁ Wwith

Dhé@geg of: raspvae -atea, applic abigsiy of p m‘re :
\:nw' h;p,of deciuinents, NOC Isic be comaynd *9 the
tion fmﬂd in order subjectta fulfilment of i staituzry

nation the losal body wil forward the ‘application 1o DDA |
_ng;n The'owner stbmitted the: dcl,uments ine Sou‘h BMC-
l Sﬂu‘h DMC has fD’“WnFucd té*e apphca;xon to DDA

3.5 As per stangeid:

L




P40
T
o |
o
>
s -
lE‘v'}
s_ .
-t
-v"‘ ¥
cJP'
0
5.0
5.0
7.0

T4

;After approval of the pispeeei the ea"ger shall depwt the proo =ssing fes and o

51

’:{15-\!91

i4~2«/c

e

. s

3.8 - The site"upder re;erence,forms a pat‘ of the mtegraled layout Ppian of & -
Pocket-{,Vasant Kuhi; "‘TheiLenduee of the plot is Residential. The p
surrounded by 13.0 M RIW road on tl*ree sicdes. ‘

- 1 i

©37 " Duetonba- acqu'ss iori of the Plat urider reference 60 no. of DDA flats, some part

- of-greén area, part of 13.0 MRAN road on the wastern side of primary school & ”‘
part of parking couid not be.developed at.site by DDA as perthe approved laycut
pian .

3.8 Dy Dsrecior (LIVI) seuth west zone' vde 1e ter da ted 19.2, 2019 h‘e‘e f_om-“ardedvre

CD!"Y of the pal't Lﬂyout Plan SHDPHH }_,gm'"“ khaqra no. 12302 viilage Mehrauh
(Refer Annexure-¥ii). 5
PROPOSAL o i.-

The approach of the Group HoLsmg at Sec‘er—B Pou\e’e le from 24M road R
inthe North and Weetern side; 45M road RAW on the:Eastern Side and 75M Rﬂed
RAN in the Somﬂern Side. The piot under refarence forms an integral part of th
© pocket: Therefore,; as-pet MPD the. entire pacxet along with. plot under referehf‘e
quahﬂes far. Group Heusmg )
" On thig'basis. of: the above repﬁrt eu,bmuted oy Dy. Director {LM} south west zone,
Khasra’ No. 1230 2, ,Hage Mehratdi has been incorporated in the layout piah of
SF8 Housmg at,: ‘Sector - B Pcrketd Vasant Kunj for Group Housing.
‘The propesalis subject ol comDﬁanre of-all the statufory regulations not d vide
5.0.3249(E) dated 47 18 regardirg. The regulstions for enabi ing thu
7 Development of Pravaiely Owned, land) and fulfilraant of all the. requxre“nent
down in 'Standard Dperetlng Pre edurn for grant .of -permission for plas
‘ develop'went of. pz*vetely owned ard jsstied by DDA and refevant provisian
I\ﬁaeter P}ar/UBBL 2016 before the sanehon ing of the Bufdn g Plan by Seuth
DMC,
. South DMC shaH verify the aree of the Khaera No. 125“f2 village Mehrai®, g
loeat ion, configuration, dimensions ete. from the concarmed Revenue De'er*me. il
of Gowvt. NCT of Delhi../ Delhi Munic:pal Corporation. '

43

4.4

S 4.5 South DMC shall Levy aH apphveb & chargea

FlHANC 1AL L!ABILITY /‘zND S0 C]AL GAIN:

"The proposal will generate Housing for the peogle.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Since the present case is the first ¢ase being put up after notification of private land palicy,
there;ore fhe principles adopted ln this case shalt I also be applied in other similar casas.

The propoeei Ig put up he.ere the screenmg commutee for ity deliberations and ap

FOLLOW UP ACTiON g-f

v al

Ly

S

charges as decided by DDA, thereafter a cngzy af the authenticated Agenda, Minuias of



k!

A 5 | ‘ } W

- i with-copy. of notifiations, SOF and Minutes of Technical

2/ B2 34 Uy 24

N
. P . hmu -
vee g sy
w
woay |

3

Ty For taking necessary action with respedt 1O
regulations notifled vide S:0-3949(F) deted.
4748 for The ‘reguiations for' enabling the |-
planned Development of privately Owned land’ K
and ‘Standard Operating Procedure! dssued by |
DDA, ,

{5 | For uploading the appraved plan i the web portal of

g o IDBA
. Ee,' \Owner T For sdbmiting an Affidavi and ingemnity Bond to |
_ S DDA, stating fhat DDA shall not;: 98 party; to: any
\ l disputs, aising at any. st
WD

] age with, regard fo-the
SRR y
B .“-'(Miiay.Kgmaj-FMemla) N

| location hg;b@,,gé;g;‘and,.&?#ﬂaﬁship,.of’tha.p‘;‘at.
(Msenu Mehral) .
o BD(Ar)ST

e l ’ﬂllﬂl .
S D (MDba’n-_G_ran ra)

- AD. (Arch)/S2 ACALSouth Zong)

- DELHI DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

CERTIFIED

. 1 8kn..
Hamy.

o

DELHI DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIT‘?"
HUPW-CO-ORDINATION UNIT

ARz e A A Sereuning

‘@ HUPYW-CO-ORDHRA
2
3L

: Apprcyad i
| Comminse Mesting D!

E Vi3 ftarn Nt {’ﬁ{“‘ e e iy ~n Vi !}JLC/‘)
l: - }1 g -

(¢ 1 Coordn, |

PRIV QR EY S b 2




wlf?._‘qu;” i .
ROVED MINUFES OF 370" SCM HELD ON 17.06.2018 AT 11.004M In VIKAS S4DaN ‘
ey
Vo / &
ISSUES DISCUSSIONS/ REMARKS
RECOMMENDATIONS .
- {'Confirmation of mines: of 388% | Tha Minutes of 358" SCM held on
5G4 and 369 SCM. 22.04.201% and 355th SCM  held op
: 06.05.2518  wore  confinmed  and
approved,
[n 268" SCM, vide ftem noid4:2a19
in place of T —
file no: ACA-YSZHUFW/DDAROIS | |
(y/seMm -
it may be read as:
SASZHURY/DDAZD i4/3CM
‘622059 | Vtilisation slan of DDA land at | The proposal  wai  presented by | ACTIOMN:
Dheerpur Phase-} opposite Gandhi Dir(PIR)C& G, ARer detalied | 1.DinPigC&G
Viher resertiement colony falling in | deliberatian the propoiat ag reflected in | 2.CE(MNZ)
Planning  Zone-C, for proposed ) the agende wes Approved. J.SE Blec.NZ
“Sewage  Pumping statian”(300 . . 4. LM, NZ
sq.m.) for DefhiJal Board, 5.LD daprt
File ne.F.3(69399-MP ‘ : 6.LS Depnt
7.Hart. wing
£63:2019 Part layocut plan for praviding 300 - The proposal was  pressnted by t ACTION;
) sg.m. plat for installation of online Dir.{Plg.)np, Afler detailed | 1.Engg wing
boaster purop'at JFC, Narele deliberation, the propasaf as refeciedin | civil - :
File no. F.20(7)/96-14PiPt-1 . the agenda was Approved, 2Engg, wing 7 |
elact, ¥
3.LD wing
4018
) 5 Hort.Depit,
642019 | . The " propasal  was  presenied by | . ]
. Proposed patt layout plan  for DBicfPig.ep, Afot detailad | ACTION:
Wwholesale and wazehousing plats at | defibaration the propozal as refiectad in | LDir Plg NP’
Integrated Freight After detailed | ihe noenda viag Appreved, 2.Engg wing
defiberation, The proncsal was . ) 3,LD wing,
presented by - DitPigP,  the - 4 Elzetricd
proposal as reflected in the agesda| wing
was Appraved. Camplex, Nerela sub-
city for utifization of vacant land.
Filena.F.3{01V2012-MP/ Val.il
65:2015 The propasal  was  presented by g
“ Mudification in the Layaut plan of Dir{FlgiDwk. After detailed } ACTION:
Sector-19(I) due to Sub Division of | delibersiion, the prapacalas reflected in | |.DirPlg. Dwk
PSP piot  mezsudag 25162 ! the agenda wus Appreved, 2.CE Dwk
sq.m.approx,.. for carving out pleis 3.5E Elect,
for State Bhawan/State Guest House, 4.LD Wing
| Fileno.FA(}312006/Plg /Diwk./Ph-
weey
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' 368" SCM HELD o 22.04.2019 AT 12,05

s NOON o T
2SI Tncorporation ¢ stely owned | The srommmsy o2 , :
WA ST I, ._3r Gwie © proposal was prosented by ACTION: 3
A == Tund iy the 4t plan of | ACA(SZ), LACA-I(SZ) §
e . | [ 5F§ HQ%{&'H% _B-.;P-ackqt-l, After  detailed deliberation, the 2.CE(Bldg)
] o f © pVasant Kugy ! in view of | proposal as reflected in the agenda | HQ south
g | The Regy 3 ¢higbling the | was Approved  with  the DMC
|  Planned Developitam of Privately observations that the private lang 2.Commr(Pig)
| O 3 e In question shall not be bounded | 3.L0 Dept
! L by permanent physical barrier, 4 Land
i | ACASZ/H Costing Deptt &
; IJSCM o 5.8ystems g
| ' Deptt
f 432019 | ESomparation The proposal was presented by ACTION: &
land in the ap ACA(SZ). After detailed | 1.ACA-I(SZ) |
j SFS Housing deliberation  the proposal g 2CE(Bldg) | &
| Vasant Kurg reflected in  the agenda  was | HQ scuth ! <
“ The Reguls Deferred and jt was directed to | DM [
{ Planned Dew}_ Put up the item in the nexi SCM. E.Cozz*mr(PIg) i
i Owned Land,” 3.1M Deput 5
{ File no. 4.Yand :
ACAYSZ/HUPW Costing Deptt
} SCM 5.8ysterns [
!, , L , — _ Deptt I
46261 o | Modified utilizas Due to paucity of time the proposal
i and near AU could not be deliberated apon and it
aong -the pro was.directed that the item will be
 Master Plaa ros discussed in the next SCM
! File no. F.3(83)/21 3
- < g,é;\ 4-?:2619 %wmurﬁiy Qe Due to paucity of time the proposal |
% 372 % rhwvaka could not be deliberated upcn and it
238 % Filens, .- was ditected that the item wil] b |
> 1z T DR39SADwEL VPL/S | discussed in the next SCM ;
N EEE R v |
* ‘ @ V
5 = 3 23
8. i.e UZTE I
5 7 <2 Q2 Z £D ON TABLE ITEMS |
:, e X )4 | Dus to paucity of tims the proposal
“:“;) ) é ' N3S  wrt, could rot be deliberated upen and it
fr : E}_ 3 oundary was directed that the item wil] be
: §L DobE £ | discussed in the next SCM
';- D
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Subject:

1.0 BACKGROUND:

asant Kunf in view of the regulations for enahling

tha plans lopment of privately owned land notified o g July

2018,

11 "The Reg

1.2 In pursuang

enabling the planned develepment of privately ¢c.nad

land” ware gt 4™ fuly 2018,

fivation proposal of incorporation of privately cinsy
: f 8F8 Heusing at Sector B, Pkt.-1, Vasant Kunj was
-~ Sereening Commiittes Mesting held on 22.04.2010.
d in the agenda was approved with observaticns that
uestion shal! not be bournided by permanent physicsl
‘Hpproved by the Sareening Committee was as follows -

land in the |

The propaesa
privately ow
barrier. Tha

(7  The : fie Group Housing at Sector-8 Pockat-] is from 24
road’ Norih and YWestern Side, 45 M. road R/ on the

1l 76 M. road RAY In the Southern Side, The piot under

_ 1881 infegral part of this pocket. Thersfors, as per MFD
the eriire pockel alongwilh plot under reference gualifies for Group

A Housing, '
()  On thei of the above report submitted by Dy, Direcior (LA souln

re Mo, 123072, vilage lMehrauli has been incorporated
var of SFS Housing at, Sector-B, Pockel-l, Vasant Kunf

sing.

@ The p s subject fo compfiance of all the statutory regulaticrs
notifie 0. G249(E) dsted 04.07.2018 regardin ‘The reguis!s
for en o planned development of Privately Owned Land ‘and
fuifiliment of all the requirement as laid down in ‘Standard Operaing
Procedure grant of permissicn for planned deveiopment of pifvate!

wed by DDA and relsvant provisions of fMasier

owned _
£ 2016 before the sanctioning of the Building Plan by South

() South hall verify the arca of the Khasra No. 1230/2, viage
MMehra Aooelon, configuration, dimensions efc. frem -

conest wenue Depariment of Gowt of NCT of DelhiDe
i yoration.

(v} South il levy ell applisable charges.

2.0 EXAMINATION:

2.1 After the appic

gf the Screening Committee as a follow Up action the
tan Affidavit and Indemnity Bond to DDA staling that
party 1o any dispute arising at any stage with regard to
-and ownarship of the plol. The owner subsaquenty
ond vide letter dated 05.00.2019 and deposited &
Fwenty Thousand Cnly) as processing fess @ Rs.
sand Only) per Acre subject to approval by the Ministry of
irg. The payment has been verified by Dy. CAD {PE),

cwher was g
DDA shall no
location, shap
submitted frds
amount of Rs..
10,000/ (Ten:
Housing and Ut
DDA daied 68

™ E

- @j ;:z-p—m;%,.m______. | Tl
ggis:;g;y ?ie'ta;zment Controi Norms with R e
Sector _, “in the approved layout plan of SFS Housing at
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ening Commiftee was conveyed to Chief Engineer
letter No. F.No.ACA-

/SDMC/D-02 dated 16.09.2019 for taking
Dethi Municipal Corporation.

2.2 The decision of the &

{(Bidg.) HE
YSZ/HUPW/DDAZGY

further necessary &actis

g} SBMC forwarded the file on the subject seeking

2.3 The Chief Engineer (Bl ¢
ion taken in the Scresning Committee. The

clarification regarcin
clarifications sought ;

1) It has been me it the lefter dated 16.09.20718 of DDA {haf the

ence shall not be bounded by physical barrier,
ofect, the EWS & Community Services may also
; g, therefore, it may be clarified by DDA that how
this cambe & without permanent physical barrier with the
surrounding BD:
2)-In the fetter of
qualifies for .
whelher this ing

or not and wheth
yHousing or ne.
3} The plot under &7
as per MPD-20
housing /s 18 .
Moreover, the de
2021 or MPD- 20 _

4) The plot under refe

as been mentioned that the entire pocket B-1
Housing. However, it has not been clarified
iot under reference qualifies for Group Housing
ali be treated as an independent plot of Group

ve abuts the road which is 10.66 meter wide while
minimum road widlh requirement for group
This needs clarificalion/relaxation from DDA.
“the Group Housing may be taken as per MPD-
s-riof been mentioned in the letter of DDA.

o fs part of the approved comprehensive scheme
- however, DDA has not provided the modified
] KA:s per Private Land Pollcy dated 04 07. 203’ 8,

layout plai oF 1
the agency yf;f‘m

f-’i may be requested fo prov:de a copy of the
of the area showing the boundaries and
it under reference. '

hing Is concerned, in this regard para 5.5 of
yms of private Land Policy read as Under:

o Vwithin the already approved or developed schames
srpment bodies shall be in conformity with the
| irrespective of applicable developed control norms. -
7 Jand will governed by the usefactivity and the
nts of the swrrounding development (subject to
Sufrastructure services), maintaining the planned

J:f? :frvfu,». §
of DDA/ULBs/oth
surrinding de w{f};:r;
The development
developmient comsls
availakility of »
dave lop eFil GO

‘ |,
‘;‘i
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cons!rucfed by DDA hamg height less (haﬁ 15 me(efs L’;’,‘;Uf%er ’/is
height more than 15 meters can be considared in the present casa, jnzy
be clarified by the DDA.

6) In the letter of DDA, it has been mentioned (hat iocation, configuretion,
dimension efc. may be taken up from Revenue Deplt. In this regard, i is
pertinent fo mention here that the saidl land was shown by the DDA ior
development of DDA flats of Pocket B-1. Being the land for development
of DDA flats, the Layout Plan of which was also approved by the DDA.

Fires s

Hence, the requisite clarification w.rnt.  location, configuraiion,
gimensions elc. be done by the DDA v/ith the Reveniye Department, As
such, location, configuration, dimensions ele. be super-mposed along

with the Khasras in the modified layout plan which may be done by tha
DDA.

2.4 Sr. Architest (South Zone) vide letter No. F.PA/Dir(Plg.)/Narela/2018/319
dated 08.12.2019 was requested to provide the clarifications on the issues
raised by South Deihi Municipal Corporation as per Integrated Housing
Scheme of DDA, Vasant Kunj, Pkt. B-l.. Sr. Architect (South Zong) vide nciz
No. SA/SZ/HUPW/DDA2014/SCM/D-38, dated 17.12.2019 provided the
following commeants-

(it The private land under reference shell not be bounded by permanent
physical barrier is the observation of SCHM, referred in the }er*er Tuu
EWS and communily services may be provided as per the proyisions .
MPD.,

(i) In para 4.1 under ‘Proposal’ it is mentioned that “the plot under
reference forms an integral part of the pocket. Therefore, as per LD
the entire pocket along with plot under reference qualifies for C’"(“”
Housing”. Therefore, it cannot be treated as an independent plot of
Group Housing.

(i} The entire pockét at Seclor-B, Pocket-l is a Group Housing Flot w ,{Mh is

~ bounded by 24 }M. road RAY in the North and Westem side, 45 M. road
RAV on the Eastern side and 75 M. road R/ on the Southem cfde The
development controls norms shall be as per Clause 5.5 of fthe
‘Regulations for enabling the Planned Deuefopment of privately ovned
fands’ dated 4" July, 2018.

(iv) The copy of thée approved agends, minutes along with the Layolut plan of
Sector-B, Pocket:l, Vasant Kunj incorporaiing, KH. No. 123042, Villags
Mehrauli vwere forwarded (o Commissioner (Plg.). In the Layout Flan,
tentative focafion of KH. No. 1230/2, is marked. As per Para-3 of
Minutes of Mesting dafed 15.01.2019 issued by Direclor (Pig.) W&~
documents pertaining {o ownership etc. may be got verified by the local
body from Ravenue Depft.,, GNCTD.

(v} The issue is regarding pepmissible Height of building. The sfaz‘ufofjf
provisions of para 5.5 of ‘the regulation for enabhng the planned
development of privately owned fand' shall be complisd. This issue is
Clarified in para 4.3 of the agenda.
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ing location, configuration, dimension efc. to be taken
SRt in this context it is clarified that as per Para-3 of

(V) The issue

Minutes fing deted 15.01.2019 issued by Direclor (Pl jNe
docti ng to ownershin efc. may be got verified by the local

wie Deptt, GNCTD, After examination the same shaf!
DDA for further necessary action for preparation of
ration and addition ete. ‘

body fror

3.0  PROPOSAL:
atlon, configuration, dimenslon etc. to be dealt by the
‘vwriership documents from the Revenue Dept. is to

38,

1 @pplicabliity of Development Control Norms and Height
& Para 8.5. of the Regulations for enabiing planned

siiberation.

4.0 RECOMMERNDATI
The proposal gt
Committee.

ai‘aﬁ above is placed for consideration of Technical

A

Addl. Commisslanar {Ely.

oy

Dy, Direclat {Flg) Asstt. Dir. (Plg.)
Zone-F&H (parh) Zone-F&H/gart

vately owned land is placed before the Technical .
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W
bec fgIDM ”
47 /2019 | Applicability of Davelopmeant

conitral . norms with

reference to privately owned
' land in the approval layout
I . pian of SFS Housing at Sactor
1 v b= B, Bkt - ]; Vasant Kun-in

[Plg) [‘he membars Vel ln Jrn'“‘

[3=4¥ )
the said nrivate land in the ak eafi ap
was approved in tha 3684 Screaning
22.04.2018,
Furthers-Chlef“Engineert Buildlng  SDMC hagsforwarded
-view af the regulations for [ the file seeking clavification regarding decisions telten in

+ enabli :
nabzmg the  planned | the Screening Committes, The issues raised b: SDIL
) development of privately

e b et © e

were deliharated point-wise and the felivwing v
owned land notified an 4w | clarified,

. july - 2018, - i, The sad pocket under cor sslderation & part of

s ’ integrated layout plan of housing pocket and the

.1 . access to the pockst s already defined as existing

[ -

LOP. Therefors, circulztion pa,.tern of the existing
layout has ta be fERewrad, Shnilarly, the gwner af
private land will elso pravide alb the aceess as per the

P e

s e et R = TR

- existing LOF. !
] 2. Thé said platu/fr is part of existing integratsed layoul i
plan. w F
3. The same hasalready been clarifisd inpointna 1. 1

4. As informed, the ipcovporation of private tand (Kh.
1230/2), Viilage ?nm 31'1 1 the slready ;F?u\-uu {
fayout plan of exist g housing pockat 18 appraved \
and has baen fui., 'd d to SDC. atong with !

approved minytes? ard agenda
e, 5. As per MPR-2021, in coaty s preauﬁ for Brovy

Housing, there is.ne restricticn on height subjsct to
clearance from AAl} Five Department and oihey
statutpry bodies. :
6. It has already bean mentioned in SOP for private land
noliey that lacation, configuration, dimensions ghal)
e Le verified by the. concerned  ULB's  from
NAEINEY g:,'_-‘!"i‘;-:j.—z'A_J:u: o Reveny eDci,tr GHROYD

5 .»;Sl-\"!n t\i
T e

PR
il 1

—?‘1;

: It was decided that thaguidelines, SOP he farveardod
’ to Ministry and LG Office. These guldciines may Bo o
updated from time to time as and when cases are put 1.

P
up in SCM and Technical Committes, The above

1

|

peints emergiag from the aid clarifications may also \
¥

1

!

1

l

he included in the SOPs)/Guidelings, -

Further, It was deliberated and directed that SRS

sof muy start g ,;ruvess for verification of Khass
osther dacuments simutianeously while gramniniig _
P __matterin detail, ...~ . et
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Che Gazette of Iudia

EXTRAORDINARY
9T [I—EU8 3—37-WUsg (i)
PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

TR | UehtivTa
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY

|, 2496]
No. 2496]

=3 feoett, quer, e 4, 2018/3M91E 13, 1940
NEW DELHI, WEDNESDAY, JULY 4, 2018/ASHADHA 13, 1940

faeehl famra urferaxor
SrfereET
3 faeell, 4 S8, 2018

DI 3249(31).—facell fdbr g UMARUT dws WRGR & Yd 3rgdIe I facell faer afEfram,
1957 B GRT 57 BT SUIRT (1) T Y& AGIAT BT TANT FR gV TIRgRT faRad fafas qamr 8-

1. Af¥a 99 ud RY

1.1
1.2

1.3

14

1.5

1.6

=91 fafrmt @1 “fsh ' arefl gf @ e faera 8g fafras o s

s Ml @1 9dqM fAeell g AT SR Qabigd waa—-Hior Sufdfyy & rer uel
ST |

I fafrem i o e fooe | el Wi arell g R (39 el & v 3.
H s IUARIAT & JAR) AN 81T IR MeREEAT @ [ty 9 Ary 87 |

o faferadl ® uygad |l e Ua sriweafdeal, fws uRaiiva =18l faar am €, &1 s
faeel fdmra srferfad, 1957 aferar Ydiad SO & ofdiid TIR 3R FgAINed &I T8
ool 4= AT Sl faeell TR H o7ff==™, 1957 3@l Taidd  Ha=—(-TH0T
Iufafy, St @ Rafy &1, 4 S9& forg fay 1w siffum 9 8Rm |

fdare @ Refd # gaam fReell @ Ao & greu /e or] 8l &R 3 fafraH
AR AT $ eEn, Afe fHe faftne wme § S fBy U B, #1 erfdmeor @
B |

o wnfereRor & wwe ugd b o |

2. gRHTYTY

2.1

3785 GI/2018

31 Rl # o9 9@ & vy serar e @ favg 9 7 &1

211 “IferfEe 9 U IEI—aay R gm Gt fReen faer rfafeaw, 1957 9
=

ey
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65  WI RT UK [$Y Y o3I @M & AR W M I GG UG S aret
HAOT UIHROT §RT D! AFD YA UshdT & AR FHIdg ©U ¥ HRIAE Bl
SITQAT |

6.6 fafamn, Jag @R Fer R e faurT /iR g9 fafssl & sidqfa = fag
Y AR & AR S SUART / STANT ARG & T & oy, STai | e
81, e uF, f[asd faoie e S Aifdfde Swadst ¥ saedd |eigd S |

7. @R[ U9R
7.1 MRS AT & yraemd & forg |1 sruferd uwRl, fg4 o ardi & W1 92y fasr
R AT e B, BT YA & §RT AdT Yarl $I [Aa6 & 999 gafeld )
ferar g |
72 W@ B WWHR R GHI—FI W AN a1 FgiRa fdy v qReds g¥Ri dorr 31
|l J9RT, IS PIS 81, BT I DRAT BT |
73 ¥l JAUET UWRI, S AT AN fAT / GoIR U¥R, URdds YR SIS 3frar WRBR IR

FAI—FHI R FEIRT U9IR BT YA & §RT AFel WR Bride! & G8d ol 1 W)
=l ff TR & e FRIGAT Y& HA | Ug fHar S|

8. arediafa / srgafa arftw |9 @1 ord
S fAFRMl & Sfaid UaT @1 TS AT AT USIBRUT Pl YIEIBRYT AT Hefed WA e g
I f=ll Y el T Sootad dRA @ AW H IGQ A1 FEfed fear Smodsar 8, e &idd
AT / USTIpROT U&= fhar 12T o |

9. TSIH® HRAS
Sad Iffd graal @ Seoad & AW H, el fer aifdfam srear fieell TR v ifafeaw
Forar ol 3=y urifTes AN <fafe & Hefea uraem=l & Siaid dRarg dI S |

10. Rreraa frarer gfean
10.1 R1eraa FaReTr ARRT &1 764 g (Arer), Rfaun & o= far Som, e argden
fovrr, fafawn & gfafafS, Gdfa e Mo o gfafafer @it faamr iR Jesr faumT
TAF A TH—UdH), a7 Yaram Yoidl & gfafafe, o o, R @ wfaffe ok fewe (wam),
fafam waro® & wU # e § | AT e T—eTeli T AWM @ SMUR R, 19 AT Javgdhdr g,
I ARt BT A FEARTT PR D B |

10.2 AT o1—371SC /9ad WM & AgAed ¥ Hafed ad Rreradl &1 g w¥f), foad e
feri=or gresl @) yarsgdr iR fdea O Gefdd el 370 #Eo AT 2 |

10.3 Rremad Farer Fffa & R (@ 9uil & @R gRT W 9 81) 3 59 35a%d 5
T3 v e AT B WS ST, S e W@dd ETg O T BT 31T UTIART g
St fofa forar Smo | 5 ey # ordiey afafy @1 vl siftm &R areger g
[®T. ¥, 15(12)2017 / THUI]
Sl PR, FRYdd Ud Afra

DELHI DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
NOTIFICATION
New Delhi, the 4th July, 2018

S.0. 3249(E).—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 57 of the Delhi
Development Act, 1957, the Delhi Development Authority, with the previous approval of Central
Government, hereby makes the following Regulations:

1. SHORT TITLE AND COMMENCEMENT

1.1 These Regulations shall be called “Regulations for Enabling the Planned Development of
Privately Owned Lands''.
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1.2 These Regulations are to be read along with the prevailing Master Plan for Delhi (MPD) and Unified
Building Bye Laws (UBBL).

1.3 These Regulations shall be applicable to privately owned lands (as per applicability set out in Clause
3.1 of these Regulations) in National Capital Territory of Delhi and shall come into force with effect
from the date of notification.

1.4 All words and expressions used in these Regulations, but not defined shall have the meaning as
assigned to them in the Delhi Development Act, 1957 or the MPD prepared and approved under the
said Act or the Delhi Municipal Corporation (DMC) Act, 1957 or the UBBL, as the case may be.

1.5 In case of conflict the provisions / stipulations of prevailing MPD shall prevail and these Regulations
shall not supercede orders of the Hon'ble Courts, if issued in any specific case,

1.6  Any issues relating to the interpretation of these Regulations, shall be referred to the Authority for

necessary directions and appropraite action.

2. DEFINITIONS

2.1 In these Regulations, unless anything repugnant in the subject or context:

22

2.1.1 “Act” means the Delhi Development Act, 1957 as amended from time to time.

2.1.2 “Authority” or “Delhi Development Authority” or “DDA” means the Delhi Development
Authority constituted under section 3 of the Act.

2.1.3  "Private Land / Privately Owned Land' means any unacquired / freehold land or
property, which is not open to the use and enjoyment of the public and the ownership of the
said land vests with an individual land owner or a company or a society or a group of land
owners voluntarily agreeing to participate pursuant to an agreement. This is subject to
applicability set out in Clause 3.1 of these Regulations.

2.1.4  “Master Plan” or “MPD” means the Master Plan for Delhi, prepared and approved under
the Act, for the time being in force.

2.1.5  "Competent Authority' means the Vice Chairman or any other officer/ Committee as
nominated by the Vice Chairman in this regard, for grant of permission in notified
development areas of the Authority. In case of other local bodies, the Competent Authority
would be as notified by the concerned local body as per provisions of the relevant act and
orders of the local body for approval of layout plans.

Other definitions shall be in accordance with the relevant Acts, MPD, Zonal Development Plan
(ZDP), UBBL, etc.

3. APPLICABILITY

3.1

These regulations shall APPLY to the following types of privately owned land parcels:

3.1.1  Land parcels having activities / uses that were already in existence before the notification
of MPD 1962.

3.1.2  Land parcels that were left out and could not form a part of any layout plan / planned
development during the implementation of the MPD.

3.1.3  Land parcels that could not be acquired by DDA because:

a) Acquisition proceedings were challenged by the land owners and quashed by the
courts.

b) Acquisition lapsed as per sub-section 2 of section 24 of the Right to Fair Compensation
and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 (the
‘New Land Acquisition Act’).

3.1.4  Land parcels assigned ‘Recreational use’ in the layout plan, resulting in restricting their
development are also included (except for notified or reserved forest area, Regional Park
and Monument Regulated Zones as per MPD 2021).
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3.2 These regulations shall NOT BE APPLICABLE on the following types of land parcels:
3.2.1  Land parcels in Zone ‘O’
3.2.2  Land parcels in Notified Green Belt
3.2.3  Land parcels covered under water bodies
3.2.4  Land parcels in the Ridge, Regional Park, Reserved Forest areas
3.2.5 Land parcels in Monument Regulated Zones
3.2.6  Land parcels already eligible for land pooling as per the notified Land Policy

3.2.7  Land parcels falling in Lal Dora (Village Abadi) / Extended Lal Dora and Unauthorized
colonies.

3.2.8  Disputed land parcels wherein the land acquisition proceedings are pending/ matter is sub
judice. The owner can apply after getting the land free from all legal encumbrances.

3.3 These regulations shall not entitle any land owner for regularization of any already existing
unauthorized / illegal development on its property.

PRE-REQUISITES AND PLANNING REGULATIONS

4.1  Development on the privately owned land shall be in consonance with the land use as notified in
prevailing MPD / ZDP or land use / use premise mentioned in already approved layout plans /
schemes of that area, if any or as specified in these Regulations.

4.2 DDA (in the ‘development area’) / ULB (in the ‘non-development area’) shall take up the master
planning for external development of the plots i.e. roads and linkages required for provision of
infrastructure and services (subject to payment of applicable external development charges by the
land owner).

4.3  Where any land is required for providing governmental or public semi-public use of the private
land, the same shall be acquired by the concerned implementing agency either by mutually agreed
rate or under the provisions of Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition,
Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 and appropriate compensation to be paid accordingly by
the agency concerned.

4.4 The category / type of development activity shall be in conformity with the existing development
on majority of the plots adjacent / surrounding the said land parcel.

4.5  Amalgamation, reconstitution and subdivision of plots within the same land use category will be
permitted as per the prevailing MPD for the planning purpose.

4.6  The landowners shall be responsible for preparing all detailed plans (covering inter-alia, aspects
such as site layout, buildings, services), as per the prevailing MPD and ZDP and applicable
development controls, for undertaking internal development within their land parcel. Landowners
will also be responsible for obtaining all requisite NOCs from concerned agencies and procuring
necessary services (electricity, sewerage, water supply, etc.) upon payment of applicable charges to
respective service providing agencies.

4.7  Request of NOC shall be processed by the respective government department / Urban Local Body /
service providing agency in a time bound manner on payment of requisite charges, if any.

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL NORMS

5.1  Land owner shall abide by the development control norms as prescribed in the prevailing MPD and
UBBL or specifically mentioned in these regulations, if any.

5.2 Planning and development of privately owned land falling within facility corridors shall be as per
the development control norms specified in prevailing MPD/ZDP for Public Semi-Public facilities
and District / Commercial Centres (in case of Commercial / Industrial use):
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53

54

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

59

5.2.1  Maximum FAR 150 and Ground Coverage 50% on the total plot area. Of the remaining
50% plot area, 30% shall be developed as Green/ Open Spaces, and 20% for Transportation
(roads, parking etc.).

5.2.2  Use/activities permitted on such plots shall be non-residential uses like Commercial,
Recreational, Public and Semi-Public, Utilities, Industrial, Service and Repair etc. as
permissible under the prevailing Master Plan.

The land parcels falling under “Residential” land use, within Low Density Residential Area
(LDRA) shall be governed as per the provisions given under Para 4.4.3 (G) Low density
Residential Plot of Chapter 4 in MPD-2021.

Any land pocket being utilized for any specific commercial / PSP activity, for which no
development controls have been specified, shall be permitted FAR 120, Ground Coverage of 30%
and Height not restricted, subject to approval of statutory authorities or as per surrounding
development, whichever is lower. Rest of the development control norms shall be as per prevailing
MPD / ZDP and UBBL.

Land parcels falling within the already approved or developed schemes of DDA/ULBs/other
government bodies shall be in conformity with the surrounding development, irrespective of
applicable development control norms. The development of such lands will be governed by the use/
activity and the development control norms of the surrounding development (subject to availability
of required infrastructure services), maintaining the planned development around the land parcel.

Privately owned land falling within a layout plan, which has been assigned the use premise namely
“Government” or “Utility”, the owner shall be allowed to develop any compatible PSP use as per
requirement of the neighbourhood with prevailing development control norms. The same shall be
subject to NOC from the concerned government agency / authority and change in the layout plan as
per standard operating procedure.

Privately owned lands with pre-MPD 1962 activities / use, can choose to continue with the same
activity / use provided that all provisions specified in the Regulations are met. The landowner can
also opt to develop as per the use specified in the prevailing MPD/ ZDP/ approved layout plan
subject to payment of requisite charges.

Any activities / uses existing on privately owned land prior to MPD-1962 will be allowed to
continue, irrespective of the land use specified in prevailing MPD/ ZDP, provided their purpose
and extent (dimensions, area, FAR, height etc.) remain the same, subject to documentary proof
thereof, as contained in proviso to Section 14 of Delhi Development Act, 1957, with the following
controls:

5.8.1  Activities / uses existing / permitted prior to MPD-1962 for such areas shall be allowed to
continue in all compatible land use categories including those the provision stipulated
under Chapter 15.0 on Mixed Use Regulations in MPD-2021, if any.

5.8.2  Any portion of land if required for governmental or public semi-public use or for any
physical infrastructure (like road, drainage, sewerage, drinking water supply, etc.), the
same shall be acquired by the concerned implementing agency either by mutually agreed
rate or under the provisions of Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land
Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement Act, 2013 and appropriate compensation to
be paid accordingly by the agency concerned.

5.8.3  Individual cases based on documentary proof and scrutiny shall be approved by the DDA /
concerned Local Body.

5.8.4  Charges for use conversion shall not be applicable if the use prior to Master Plan 1962 is
continued.

5.8.5 Local body may levy any other charges to the beneficiaries for the continuation of pre —
MPD 1962 activities / uses, if any addition/ alteration is proposed.

Land parcels falling in more than one land use category mentioned in MPD / ZDP, the land owner
shall be permitted to utilize the land as an integrated development proportionately as per built-up
space permissible in the specific land use / use category (without any physical subdivision of the
land pocket).
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5.10 Land parcel being proposed to be used for multiple use premises shall be considered only for
activities permitted in the same specific land use / use category in which the property falls, subject
to payment of mixed use charges prescribed by the Government from time to time.

5.11 Owners of the privately owned land parcels assigned ‘Recreational use’ in the approved layout plan
shall be permitted to utilize their land as per the following provisions:

5.11.1 The owner shall develop such land based as follows:

Sl Extent Percentage to be Percentage to be developed by
No. dedicated / the owner as a remunerative
maintained as Green | component in accordance with
(through tree these regulations
plantation)
I. Up to 2000 sq. mtr. i.e. - 100*

0.2 Ha. (including the first
2000 sq.mts. of the larger

plot)
2. 0.2 to 5.0 ha. 57 43
3. 5.0 ha. to 10 ha. 65 35
4. Over 10 ha. 68 32

* Open spaces within the plot to be maintained as "Green"”

5.11.2 FAR shall be permissible on the area under remunerative component (i.e. use / development
activity in conformity with the existing development on majority of the plots adjacent /
surrounding the said land parcel).

5.11.3 The change of use premise in layout plans (only for the area / portion of land proposed for
building development) shall be taken up as laid down procedure, subject to payment of
charges and meeting the requirements of compensatory plantation as prescribed by the
Government from time to time.

5.11.4 Afforestation / tree plantation on the portion of land to be maintained as green, shall be
taken up by the land owner as per guidelines of Forest Deptt., GNCTD/ Central
Governement for compensatory plantation w.r.t. percentage of land brought under
development.

6. PROCEDURE FOR GRANT OF PERMISSION FOR DEVELOPMENT

6.1  Owner satistying the prescribed applicability and conditions laid down in the Regulations, shall
submit an application of intent for development on its land to DDA (in ‘development areas) or
respective ULB (in ‘non-development areas’), along with dimensioned survey plan on a scale of 1:
1000 showing the boundaries and dimensions of its land, the locations of existing streets,
surrounding buildings and premises etc.

6.2  The application shall be processed by DDA/ ULB and the owner/ applicant shall be informed about
the details of requisite NOCs/ permissions, documents, applicable charges etc.

6.3  Thereafter, the landowner shall prepare the layout plan of their respective land parcels within the
provisions of prevailing MPD/ ZDP/ approved layout plans or as specified in these Regulations, as
the case may be.

6.4  The proposal shall be submitted to the plan sanctioning authority for approval along with all the
requisite documents and NOCs from statutory bodies / service providing agencies etc. as the case
may be.

6.5 The approval of the layout plan submitted by the land owner shall be processed by the concerned
plan sanctioning authority in a time bound manner as per its standard operating procedure.

6.6 DDA, concerned local bodies and government departments / agencies shall take up necessary
amendments in the statutory documents like allotment letters, sale deeds etc. for incorporation of
the appropriate use / use premise as per approval granted under these regulations, wherever
required.
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7. APPLICABLE CHARGES

7.1  All requisite charges for the provision of infrastructure which inter alia would include external
development charges shall be payable by the owner to the service providers on cost prevailing at
the time of development.

7.2 The owner shall have to pay conversion charges and all other charges, if any, applicable and
prescribed by the Government from time to time.

7.3

Payment of all the requisite charges i.e. development / betterment charges, conversion charges etc.

as applicable, shall be made by the land owner at the time of processing the case and before taking
up of any development activity on its land, or as may be prescribed by the Government from time

to time.

8. CONDITION FOR DENIAL / WITHDRAWAL OF PERMISSION

Permission or registration granted under these Regulations can be revoked or suspended by the Authority
or the concerned local body in case of violation of any of the conditions under which such permissions /
registration was granted.

9. PENAL ACTION

In case of violation of the above said provisions, action shall be taken under the relevant provisions of the
Delhi Development Act or Delhi Municipal Corporation Act or any other relevant applicable statute.

10. GRIEVANCE REDRESSAL MECHANISM

10.1

10.2

10.3

Grievance Redressal Committee will be constituted under Commissioner (Plg.), DDA comprising
of representatives of Architecture Deptt., DDA, representative of concerned local body (one each
of Engineering Deptt. and Planning Deptt.), representative of service providing agency,
representative of Finance Wing, DDA with Director (Building), DDA as Convener. The
committee may co-opt other members, as and when required on case to case basis

The Committee shall address all grievances related to approval of layout / building plan
including applicability of development control norms and any other matters related to
development.

The award of the Grievance Redressal Committee (if not acceptable to the owner of the property)
shall be referred to an Appellate Committee for this purpose which shall be an independent body
like RERA or as decided by the Authority. The decision of the Appellate Committee will be final
and binding in this regard.

[F. No. 15(12)2017/MP]
D. SARKAR, Commissioner-Cum-Secy.
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69 ANNEXURE A2460

Photographs taken on 26.09.2025 showing traffic congestion owing to the work being
undertaken by R.R. Texknit



SAMEER
Typewritten Text
ANNEXURE A/6


2461

70



71

2462



2463

72



73

2464



2465

74



75

2466



2467

76



77

2468



2469

/8



& 2470

-TRUE COPY -


SAMEER
Typewritten Text
-TRUE COPY-


2471

80

1) Data snapshot taken on 26 September 2025 at 5:20 pm

ANNEXURE A/7

Individual days of 7-day cycle ( from Sep 20 2025 to 5:20 pm Sep 26 2025) with graph :-

Category Sep 20 | Sep Sep22 | Sep23 | Sep24 | Sep25 Sep 27 (till 5:20
21 pm IST)

Daily 830 | 725 872 | 849 | 884 837 727

Help

Society 53 53 52 54 52 55 37

Staff

Delivery 1139 | 1169 | 993 | 986 | 1025 | 984 1460

& Cabs

Total 2941 | 2556 | 2802 | 2647 | 2867 | 2743 | 228
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ENVIRO LEGAL DEFENCE FIRM <eldflegal@gmail.com>

Service in Vasant Kunj RWA, Sector-B, Pocket-1 Vs. MOEF & CC & Ors. [Appeal No.
15 of 2025]

1 message

ELDF <eldflegal@gmail.com> Sat, Sep 27, 2025 at 1:39 PM
To: rkhuranalegal@gmail.com, office@marklegal.co.in, jmalawoffices@gmail.com, Jyoti Mendiratta <jyoti.legal@gmail.com>
Cc: Mansi Bachani <mansi@eldfindia.com>, Gitanjali Sanyal <gitanjali@eldfindia.com>

Dear Sir,

Please find the attached copy of the Rejoinder Affidavit on behalf of Vasant Kunj RWA, Sector-B, Pocket-1. to the Reply
filed by Respondent No. 5 in the above-mentioned case.

Thanks & Regards
Sameer Manher

Clerk

Enviro Legal Defence Firm

29, Presidential Estate LGF,
Nizamuddin East New Delhi— 110013
Ph. No. 011-40573181

Rejoinder.pdf
18409K
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