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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

Original Application No. 911/2024
vikash . Applicant
Versus
State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors. .., Respondent(s)

Rejoinder to the Replies filed by Respondent Nos. 3, 7,8 & 9 and in
respect of I.A. No. 414 of 2025

CIZIERSIN

formares faed & foh ST weor § AEHE iR g
widenfeat st Mo s forg o o 3% Afew F srpeRa ° widenft s seqd
STETSl/ST TSR T2 i [SUTd Y, UTH, STE T AR oh feef & o
T TR T B SRl qedl Ue 3ucTeY Wiedl o TR W AT Sfderiadt &
Aiie-sEE & foeg 39 et (3T oA 9fdd) & AT ¥ IAeEh
formraTyetes frfcrfiad e Teqd o 1 &:-

It is most respectfully submitted that in the above-mentioned matter, the
Hon’ble Tribunal had issued notices to the respondents. In pursuance of the
said notices, the replies/answers submitted by the respondents have been
deliberately filed by suppressing material facts and are misleading,

incomplete, and beyond the actual factual position. On the basis of these
facts and the available evidence, the Applicant, through this Rejoinder

(along with English translation), most respectfully submits the following

statements in response to the replies filed by the respondents to the notices:-

. IE Toh I e TR o HIEHH ¥ STageh SR I8 qed T &9 ¥ Al qied
ST foraT I @ o witT Uiy Uiy, deetet Tel fSTett et ot STrrsht dead 11,
12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 75 & 79 HiH HERISH-2021 H T UTeh/Ged & o &Y
T AR &, T TS AT 17 Ui AMIdl § 91a7 o &9 1 3iferd &, S 9w
fordlt off werR o1 STraTE sterET STEER fFmier faf stew wia: Ffe @
U STe[e 3tk HATISAT hl TSI SRR, TATEoi ot Ta i 3T
TEE shl SR Hd Y, IaErdr FiEl foshre wriereror & stfeepriat 6
TeTTd & 3t iU 1 AT @S & &9 ¥ fosha &t 3taeg Fmior for 5
2

1. That through the aforesaid Original Application, the Applicant has clearly
established on record, along with documentary evidence, that Arazi Nos. 11,
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12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 75 and 79 situated in Mauja Pichhor/Pichaur, Tehsil
and District Jhansi, are reserved as Nagar Park/Open Spaces under the

Jhansi Master Plan—2021, and that Arazi No. 17 is recorded as a drain
(Nala) in the revenue records, upon which any kind of residential or
commercial construction is completely prohibited under law. Despite this,
the said lands are being falsely shown as residential, and in blatant violation
of environmental norms and land-use provisions, the said land is being sold

as residential plots and illegal constructions are being raised thereon in

collusion with the officers of the Jhansi Development Authority.

2. Ig Toh 3 AT (STRTSTT HEAT-17) h AW T I 30 W 3o FHior = forn
1 €, TSTEeh ST U= & H B dTetl ol o1 9 STet, ST 9 § 3h ATl o JTeq
H TEH e | ST o, 319 TeHS e qo & ugd uT W 21 ATl W SAfrshHor
foRT ST % & UK &5 o1 aNl STol g U TU-3UX Sgeht o9 Y &l W@ g,
SRR IS CREEERCRRICIUIR R GRS Re N R ICRCRGRIRS CEiC}
WIS H @ TR 2| S ATt o S0 fHehredt 8 off|

2. That the land of the said drain (Arazi No. 17) has been filled up and illegal
construction has been carried out thereon, as a result of which the rainwater
of the Pichaur area, which earlier used to flow into Garhmao Lake through
the said drain, is no longer able to reach Garhmao Lake. After encroachment
upon the drain, the rainwater of the Pichaur area 1s flowing here and there on
the road and is being wasted, thereby causing an adverse impact on water
management and environmental balance in the area. The same is shown in

the photographs given below, which were taken during the rainy season.
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} GPS Map
:

O FJC3+FJJ, H8RI0m uaia 97, fOsix, i), S« udsr 284128, WRd

Latitude Longitude

25.47095779° 78.60383729°

Local 02:14:06 pm Altitude 222 #ex
GMT 08:44:06 am Fguar, 11.09.2024

3. 7% foh I 19 Evel W SR il #e U aedl” T U Sty
I forehfid ht ST & & T SRS Hean-23, S foh et Ferisa-2021
ATl T UTeh/GeT & ol ST W &, W T o e faadia ugie we
TTfore fohe ST sht TSI |TTSTRT sht ST 26T 81 56 q2d o T98 AT Siderel
HEAT-7 AT Ui TR IO & CAALEL S foRy ST % deiy 0 s g
FEaTE ¥ T 8, ST Al E. 476/20-30.5. Adiferem/aT. 3 e 2024 feqien
28.06.2024 % &9 § HMRG T I9eY 2| (JTTHh €. 1)

3. That unauthorized construction is being carried out on the said illegal plots
and an 1illegal colony named “Green Valley” is being developed, and further,
a well-planned conspiracy is being hatched to establish a petrol pump in
complete violation of the rules on Arazi No. 23, which is an integral part of
the Nagar Park/Open Space under the Jhansi Master Plan—2021. This fact is
clearly revealed from the action taken by Respondent No. 7 in relation to
1ssuance of N.O.C. for establishment of the petrol pump, which is available
on record vide Letter No. 476/20-Sh.Li./Petroleum/N.O.C.—2024 dated
28.06.2024. (Annexure No.-1)
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4. Ig for fdamd g 3, 7, 8, 3T 9 & Guft I 1 TGk e HLdl @ ik I
I I, YT, 3TqUT T qeAT o forodia 81 3t I 1 e ~ARATHL0T Y
TS 3L TR UTeh 3T AT 2T U o STer AT bt ST 2l

4. That the Applicant denies all the replies filed by Respondent Nos. 3, 7, 8

and 9, as the same are false, misleading, incomplete and contrary to facts.
The purpose of the said replies is to mislead the Hon’ble Tribunal and to
protect the illegal constructions raised over the land of the Nagar Park and
the drain.

Rejoinder of the Applicant to the Reply filed by Respondent No. 8

5. I for SoRerar gt 8 @il faemra witrentor 3 319 ST ¥ e @ o A
fustt, @itdt &t IS g=ATd 11, 12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 75 Ud 79 ] qRET
TH-2021 H “SAETEE” 2 I8 Fo Pla: F6 21 S foh areataendr a8 & 6
T Tk, ATAT, Tel TR oh &9 H 3ifehd 2

5. That Respondent No. 8, namely the Jhansi Development Authority, has
stated in 1its reply that Arazi Nos. 11, 12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 75 and 79
situated at Mauza Pichhor, Jhansi, are shown as “Residential” in the Jhansi
Master Plan—2021. The said assertion is wholly false and incorrect. In fact,
the true and correct position is that the said parcels of land are recorded in
the Master Plan as well as in the official government records as meant for
public utility purposes, namely Municipal Park, Drain (Nala), and
Road/Pathway, and not for any residential use.

6. Ig Toh STETaT HAT-8, i forenmar Tiferemor 3 319+ ST o 91y HoA™ U ST
2249/ B1W,/(2024-25) T 25.10.2024 (AT TE&AT-140) H @ I8
Wi form @ o disn Ui, dediar wd e #ie i a3 & Tqan
ST WEAT-11, 12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 75 T 79 1 3G “TR qreh T
TEATIr 24 WS <iIgT /1P 81 S SATeigeh S Y ¢ Fel ST ol ¥ e 8

6. That Respondent No. 8, Jhansi Development Authority, in its reply, has
itself admitted vide Letter No. 2249/JDA/(2024-25) dated 25.10.2024
(Document No. 140) annexed therewith, that as per the Sajra Sheet of Mauja
Pichhor, Tehsil and District Jhansi, the land use of Arazi Nos. 11, 12, 15, 21,
22, 23, 24, 75 and 79 1s “Nagar Park and proposed 24-meter wide road,”

which confirms the correct allegations made by the Applicant.

7. 9% Tor suah faudia, SOiEMr §=-8 T 3199 ST H I8 F9F fohar s 6
WERIISHI-2021 % AHIA o SFER 3th SRISAT 1 Y-SR “HEEE” &, T
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Fa IH U (AN TE&AT-140) T Teaera: forRiemret 7, sfcss ag gviiar & &
IAETAT GEAT-8 T AT ITTIAET o Tl STE TS Yo & 3791 &7 2

7. Contrary to this, the statement made by Respondent No. 8 in their reply
that, according to the Master Plan—2021 map, the land use of the said plots is
‘residential’, is not only directly contradictory to the aforementioned letter
(Record No. 140), but also indicates that Respondent No. 8 himself is taking

an inconsistent and misleading stance with respect to his own records.

. I Top wTor 3ME wel Wt S et st Afviera forelt it i o smeafores we

T rasi-eh SIS sl Feiig s ared areifies v grATes 3Tferd 8id 2,
TSI 3% {1 o1 R UTeh, AT T /1T o &9 H Siferd 81 a8 g e ¢ o 3
WTH R TRt +ft SehTE T ST STere TR fmior fafer foeg 2

8. That the original revenue records, such as the Saajara Sheet and Khatauni,
are the primary and authentic documents which determine the actual nature
and public purpose of any land, and the fact that the said land is recorded
therein as a city park, drain, and road proves that any kind of residential or

commercial construction on such land would be contrary to law.

. I8 Toh 3TTdesh g fore R Ureh T Seoig R TR 2, SiET #EEISET 2001 T

2021 H It T UTeh ol el &hel T &G U 198,38 BT (AT 490 THS)
3feret fora T 8

9. That the city park referred to by the Applicant is clearly recorded in the
Jhansi Master Plans of 2001 and 2021 as having a total area of 198.38
hectares (approximately 490 acres)."

IT ToF WREISAT-2001 % I8 H&AT-44, TR 2.3.5 (AT & 3TY-ATesi-h
o) T Y8 HE@AT-45 % W-2.3.5.1 H Ih AR UTeh T el &b T8 &9 4
198.38 TFIT (STHT 490 THS) 3ifehd 2, forod g Ffdae wv o fag arar 2 fo
It {0 TP ¥ &1 ATeiSITeh ST 8q T UTeh & &9 H STAd & 2l (e
-2-3)

10. That on page 44, Clause 2.3.5 (Public and Semi-Public Facilities), and on
page 45, Paragraph 2.3.5.1 of the Master Plan—2001, the total area of the said
city park is clearly recorded as 198.38 hectares (approximately 490 acres),
which conclusively proves that the said land has been reserved as a city park
for public use from the outset. (Annexure No.-2-3)

7% fo ST AETAISMT-2021 % I8 HE&AT-7, T&L-5.5 (UTeh T shIST €, Gt U
HARSH Gfomd) % 90-5.5.1 H A SUUh TR Uk 1 &6 JAEd 198,38
TR & AT T 2, 9T 9E Ty grar @ fF mErie-2021 W oft TR Utk 6
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T QEE N TRl T 3t e et STea TR b shig ST T fohalT TRIT
2| (ST €.-4)

11. That in the Jhansi Master Plan—2021, on page 7, Clause 5.5 (Parks and
Playgrounds, Open and Recreational Facilities), Paragraph 5.5.1 also shows
the area of the said city park as unchanged at 198.38 hectares, which clearly
indicates that the Master Plan—2021 contains no provision for any lawful
reduction or alteration of the total area of the city park. (Annexure No.-4)

78 o FEl AERISMT-2021 % U8 HE&AT-62, T&R-2.10.6 (6 T Tl €4A),
TE-6.1 (Fifa Freton & 9u-1 # 7w wy Ay faifa i 16 2 6 <aafaa &
Tene ferd @rell & =l qd o1 wifd [T ureh o &9 H F91ed Her™Is-2021 3
wedTterd TR s, o/ I fog, giar © for aefiarer uel Suw deg, 7R ureh &
! GETT T o HETAIST1-20211 3t BiNa i 81 (STIereh €.-5)

12. That in the Jhansi Master Plan—2021, on page 62, Clause 2.10.6 (Parks
and Open Spaces) and Clause 6.1 (Policy Formulation), Paragraph 1, it is
clearly stated as a policy that 'the vacant area near Lakshmital shall continue
to be proposed as a city park in the Master Plan—2021 as before,'" which
establishes that the preservation of Lakshmital and its adjoining city park
area 1s itself a declared policy of the Master Plan—2021. (Annexure No.-5)

% foh ST WERITSMI-2001 T HETAISHT-2021 & ST o €k ST I8
TIT AT 8 Toh T UTeh 1 el &1 198,38 BHA FATT ST AT SAard
oI, 3AQ: 38 ool Toret it v i STTeTeflr SRTRAT ST, AT WTeh/ et &1 o Tehel
1 ST ST, 7 Shacl HETAISHT %1 BNd A1 o Yidshet & sfces S i,
yierviiy fagidt ua adsies =ma fgid (Public Trust Doctrine) 3T ot T
Seto 2

13. That a combined study of the provisions of the aforementioned Master
Plan—2001 and Master Plan—2021 makes it clear that maintaining the total
area of the city park at 198.38 hectares was mandatory; therefore, depicting
any part of this land as residential, or reducing the area of the park/open
space, is not only contrary to the declared policy of the Master Plan but also
constitutes a grave violation of planning laws, environmental principles, and
the Public Trust Doctrine.

I foh TH YehI TR Teh o &l shl STTHTE! H shH ST ST 3k H-3TFNT
! aREfdd AT 2| gUAT S1Y, AT T Gi-aiioid el &, Fordet 39 R
qTeh shl H T 31 0T Ue il shi S0 T AT Tt gielt &1

14. That, in this manner, depicting a reduced area of the city park in the

records or altering its land use is prima facie illegal, arbitrary, and deliberate,
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appearing to be intended to provide protection to unauthorized constructions

and colonies on the city park land.

Tg Toh 3tk v ¥ I forrams e I8 T8 ohtar ® foh geie-2021 § R uTeh U
Gl &1 1 W{H T ATATHI SRTRAT STHT STeh{cieh =1, FRIST I o wferoiy
fogiat o foreg ¥ ot 9w giwifsa o wdta grar 7, foress areem & R
ek ol W T A hicll -1 o forehTe shl e Ta&d T fofart ST T 2

15. That the contradiction arising from the aforementioned letter clearly
indicates that depicting the city park and open space land as residential in the
Master Plan—2021 is contrary to natural justice, planning laws, and
environmental principles, and appears to be a deliberate attempt to legalize

the development of unauthorized colonies on the city park land.

I foh ITETAT §8AT- 6, 7, 8 U 9 FNT HERISHT-2021 | ARfdd 7R uteh Te
et & hl i o STl H 39 TR T Tierd/8t-W TR STHT, STt JesT TR
st wel forenmer sferfrm, 1973 oI ST vt Wik, ©e o HEH SR gl #IH
(eteaor ud ferfreree) stfifRm, 1975 1 wE Seetee 8 a9 I8 | % e
21 UH 48-A o JFdTld (HTed TATaoT HLETUT & Tfeal o off o 2

16. That the alteration/manipulation of the records of the land reserved as
city park and open spaces in the Master Plan-2021 by Respondents No. 6, 7,
8, and 9 constitutes a clear violation of the Uttar Pradesh Town and Country
Planning Act, 1973, and the Uttar Pradesh Parks, Playgrounds, and Open
Spaces (Preservation and Regulation) Act, 1975, and is also contrary to the
environmental protection obligations enshrined under Articles 21 and 48-A

of the Constitution.

g foh 3 aet 4 g Ffdare &9 9 fag 2ran & foh SaiaTar den-g =1 I8 e foh
|l i ST 2, TRATCHe T H AU, WIHe T WA SATHRIT T THE
F AT 8, I ST HEA-8 A 3T He(Id ISl & Iy
SFEtenTt forT ST I )

17. That from the aforementioned facts, it is conclusively established that the
statement of Respondent No. 8 claiming that the entire land is residential is
factually false, misleading, and intended to misguide the Hon’ble Tribunal;
therefore, the replies/claims of Respondent No. 8, along with those of the

other concerned respondents, are liable to be rejected.

Reply of the Applicant regarding the Response of Respondent No.—9

Ig foh ST GEAT-9 S0 31U I o 91 ST BIUTE G fohy 7Tq &, It
IR TRl ST o ST 31 ¥ Fd €, 7 o I TS| T Bl |
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AT ST AT 17 To 24 H el Wl 7T, Tedt Y sisi i ol Ty
YERId T BIl 8, Sfosh ST §9 § Qe W, Tk S, AT T ue forhfer
AT fomTs 3 @ 2

18. That the photographs annexed by Respondent No.—9 with their reply in
fact confirm the Applicant’s allegations rather than refute them. The attached
photographs do not show any drain, stones, or wasteland in the alleged plots
No. 17 and 24; instead, they clearly depict levelled land, permanent

structures, construction materials, and developed constructions.

78 T I e H Ieh i Toied SAMerEl o SITER ATl T Geel o &9 |
qUEa ft, a1 vt T o BT § U WTehfdeh e WY €Y ¥ NErid
BT T ITETAT SEAT-9 FRT T SIS § 7 at foreft A1t o1 g, 7 3uehl
G S T & e I A hig e foeme 2, s I T g @ b
aTdiforeh ferfer shT T o1 SR fora T 8

19. That if the said land were indeed protected as drains and rocky areas in
accordance with the revenue records, the photographs from the site
inspection would clearly show its natural condition. However, in the
photographs submitted by Respondent No.—9, neither the flow of any drain,
its structure, nor any sign of rocky land is visible, which clearly indicates an
attempt to conceal the true condition.

7 foh wiewms 4 fawrs & w i i, q-awdelior @ fawiia e 7 fag
FLd & T 3t oW A H SATTSHHOT T [T 6T Tl i afafdd foram w2, s
wataeiter e, T tfveiat aur it WEESHT-2021 % Y Joied
SeTH 2l

20. That the construction works, land leveling, and developed structures
visible in the photographs demonstrate that the said land has previously been
encroached upon and its nature altered, which constitutes a direct violation of

environmental regulations, revenue records, and the provisions of the Jhansi
Master Plan—2021.

I Toh STETAr SEAT-9 0 I8 hA foh TS &7 17 Ud 24 § i Sfdshuor
T R, ShaT TSt ARG 9T AT B, Selfeh Tore Y areafaen feufa sa@
quic: T4=1 2, fotereht qfE 3eh ST et Sl Tl 3 @ &

21. That the statement by Respondent No.—9 that there is no encroachment in
plots No. 17 and 24 is based solely on paper records, whereas the actual
condition of the site is entirely different, as is confirmed by the photographs
annexed by them.
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22. I% o 3t IR I8 i 3id & foh SATashmu/ae FHuivn ohi oY 380H & I

23.

24.

25.

T qATHT EHTRT T B! (SS/AEET fuer) shaet ST=ierdr Td TSt
FRIETE! 1 WM & &9 7 6l 73 8, o gai 4 forg g sfeswron, 4w 6t 9
T H ST e qoT R-STgH= ol T U S Wkl g Ul HreTel
qutemTqet, forfer foreg, vl qeameen Rearfer ot forpa st et 21

22. That the photographs further show that the so-called demarcation and
fencing  (boards/RCC  pillars) carried out to legalize the
encroachments/illegal constructions were only a formality and a paper
exercise, intended to cover up previous encroachments, unlawful alteration
of the land’s natural state, and unauthorized constructions. This entire course

of action i1s malicious, unlawful, and distorts the factual situation.

Ig foh 99 TR ITRETAT SEAT-9 T IoX foriemvTell, YTHeh U dedi o foudid &
qAT EF BT HTEGH 6 36 AT sl I(¥ Fd & [ Hafed SRS 9
AfasRHoT oL 313 fuior foru e € fored varieror v TR RSt e st it
& g 2l

23. That, in this manner, the response of Respondent No.—9 is contradictory,
misleading, and contrary to the facts, and the annexed photographs
substantiate the Applicant’s allegation that the relevant plots have been
encroached upon and illegal constructions made, causing serious harm to the

environment and urban planning regime.

Reply of the Applicant regarding the Response of Respondent No.—7

Ig o STETar wA1-7 ST SRR I9AYSA Gdel, SNu=ieh quT arkdideh fodre &
TS T = A A A 2] e g gy o Seerd e | wid
TERISHT-2021, TR AT T AT =RITREhOT o fHeel & STeiish |
uﬁr%wﬁﬁ ﬁ—?q?ﬁﬂ (Land Use)ﬁﬁmmﬁﬁ,gﬁ%mw

TRIcdl T TcdeT SooieH 2l

24, That the affidavit filed by Respondent No.—7 is superficial, formalistic,
and merely an attempt to avoid addressing the core issues of the dispute.
Despite being the District Magistrate, Respondent No.—7 has failed to
conduct a legal verification of the actual land use in light of the Jhansi
Master Plan—2021, environmental laws, and the directions of the Hon’ble

Tribunal, which constitutes a direct violation of their statutory duties.

Ig for SIEMT g=A1-7 T AU IUAYA H had TS AT 9T AT
Tedieer Y fard ot fviear fewrs 2, seifer ag faftr s wonfua fagia @ f&
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WETIATST H ARSI TR UTeh/Glel &1 sh WIW T HIEA0T TSTeAT Srorrer <t
arframd e &, ol & o i st @l § @St 8 38 Ayt a2 i quia:
SEIEARIER

25. That Respondent No.—7 has relied solely in their affidavit on the
Tehsildar’s report based on revenue records, whereas it is an established
legal principle that the district administration has a mandatory duty to protect
land reserved as city parks/open spaces in the Master Plan, even if the land is

recorded in private accounts. This vital fact has been completely ignored.

I o ITRETAT SAT1-7 7 I8 TR T ® T otmrst €@ 11, 12, 15, 21, 22,
23, 75 W& 79 ST HERISHT-2021 H T qTeh o AT SReqnferd €, $6eh sters(g A al
Wwﬁﬁu’mﬂ%ﬁ(smp Work)ﬁﬂﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁqiﬁﬁqaﬁﬁ
“fi e o foreg IS queTcRsh wRIaE! 6 TS, ST fob T eeTE
FaeaqTel H fashetdr sl asriar 1

26. That Respondent No.—7 has admitted that plots No. 11, 12, 15, 21, 22,
23, 75, and 79 are proposed as city parks in the Jhansi Master Plan—2021;

yet, no Stop Work proceedings were initiated, nor was any punitive action
taken against the illegal colony “Green Valley,” demonstrating gross
negligence and failure to discharge their duties.

I foh I H IE T foh AT I (AT, Yoo, SiofT) TT “ohlg SATCshAOT &l
T TR, S SALETdT H&AT-9 ST Sl BT O Gied &l Sirar ®, fsd T at
e s 3t @ o7 7 € geer il S Urehfaen JTae, dfesh Ty ®9 @ fHi0r
niafaferat et 2t € o8 aediaer $i fard £t g ud fogeiaar g
% BT AT R

27. That the statement in the affidavit claiming that “no encroachment was

found” on government land (drain, rocky, wasteland) is contradicted by the
photographs annexed by Respondent No.—9, which show neither any drain
nor any natural rocky condition, but clearly depict construction activities.
This casts serious doubt on the impartiality and reliability of the Tehsildar’s
report.

7 for IS TEAT-17 & oY H W STET §&A1-7 3 I8 Wi fomar 2 R
0.101 BFAT W T AT ITHTE (Shortfall) B, ST W Al & BgoTS
TS SATAhHUT shi ST TIT Fohel FIAT €, FHeh STAS[G (STeAT iSRS ST ot
GI&IUTTCHeF Ud GUSTcHeh ShidaTal = fehaT ST 3ok shdod hl 79T B

28. That with respect to plot No. 17, Respondent No.—7 has himself admitted

a shortfall of 0.101 hectares, which clearly indicates tampering with land
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30.
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records and encroachment, yet the District Magistrate did not take immediate

protective and punitive action, constituting disobedience of duty.

TE foh SATUSH TeAT1-24 o Gaer 1 off 31fafieh el (0.048 2HER) T UTAT STHT AT
S WA SqET, fH Al aredfaes YeRld G Tt shi sitfdes feerf i g
ST €, AT @relt i o o Fle o T Teh/ el & AT YedUATeT o F9 H &S
2, 1 38 7 forelt +ff et Sfir SR fvend farfer o 2

29. That regarding plot No. 24, the finding of additional area (0.048 hectares)
and describing it as “vacant” is an attempt to conceal the actual nature of the
land and the site’s physical condition, because even if the land is recorded as

city park/open space or rocky/drain land, any change in land use is unlawful.

Fg foh ITHETAT HEAT-7 SR € hedAT {oh ST @rai | &St | 9 T sl hig
R Ud U gt et g1 I8 S-aX W foham T @ foF R Uk,
T &, AATHTT T TATeRuiTE A T SEA07 9 0 et womeas st
AT {eh =T (Public Trust Doctrine) % 3idid Fded 2l

30. That the statement by Respondent No.—7 that the administration has no
responsibility over land recorded in private accounts is entirely
unconstitutional and illegal, as the Hon’ble Supreme Court and the National
Green Tribunal have repeatedly clarified that the protection of city parks,
open spaces, water bodies, and environmental lands is a duty of the State and

District Administration under the Public Trust Doctrine.

I8 fop fSrenTfirenry, SMue o Haiea Ui Ud YT ek TSR B o ATd, 38
AT, 0 ST TR, TierT &fd Te HEESHT Secie i Uehd o g
FRATA T 8§ ITERT 2, T 3k AT § Ig IRATEA Bral & foh I8 kot
Fefiey ARt At ol W st ®e o9 dawnfaws, Suifie w
R fereRi aTRRicat St SR il Rl

31. That being the highest revenue and administrative officer of the district,
the District Magistrate is personally responsible for preventing illegal
colonies, land use changes, environmental damage, and violations of the
Master Plan; yet, the affidavit reflects that Respondent No.—7 merely relied
on subordinate officers’ reports, thereby neglecting their constitutional,

statutory, and tribunal-mandated responsibilities.

Ig for S IUUT AR ARITTRIERT o TS fadieh 04.11.2024 At WTeHT T
3e¥ o TTEY T &, H(Toh 300 A A 3T Fmion o1 gg= 61 75 & AR T @
37 Toreg, foreft Tl swrlarel o1 Seorg foram TR R
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32. That the said affidavit is not in accordance with the spirit and purpose of
the Hon’ble Tribunal’s order dated 04.11.2024, as it neither i1dentifies illegal

constructions nor mentions any effective action taken against them.

33. 3d: I8 TT ¢ foh SAEar G®AT-7 R AU Faedl & [Hegd | TR ATaaETEd,
TATEROT TETUT o STfIcal shl STaqT T STAe FHivn ohl ST9cTey TRar Y foham
T 8, foreh g A =Amaerertor gRT STeErn §edn-7 & fotg S e
To ITETRicd q {3 STHT STTar%arh B

33. Therefore, it is evident that Respondent No.—7 has exhibited gross
negligence in discharging their duties, ignored obligations of environmental
protection, and has indirectly facilitated illegal constructions, for which the
Hon’ble Tribunal should issue appropriate directions and fix accountability
against Respondent No.—7.

Reply of the Applicant regarding the Response/Affidavit of Respondent No.—3

34. 9% for STTET HEA1-3 g SRR SFT YUY HIE 9= TR d% Hiid &
AT TTH TATT G § Gaiferd foreft oft Term <Y e fareh, Taa-SaiiT 31ea
AT FHRIATE] T Seoi@ 8! fohaT TRIT 2, S I8 «um gar © for Soarar 4
37U Tk hiodT ohT Tl el fomam|

34. That the two affidavits filed by Respondent No.—3 are merely formal
correspondences and do not mention any actual, on-site, or statutory action
relating to environmental protection, clearly indicating that the Respondent
has failed to discharge their statutory duties.

35. I8 for Ierar W3 3 @ wleR e ® foh Amer R ureh A it w
stfershuor, STfereRa fAmior, 31der SRictHT foshmar T Ugiet Uv TIToHT & Helford 2,
T8k STTaISIE 7 Al T [HerT fopam T ST A € A1, S, eaf e 3 iy
0T o GIThIVT ¥ oI5 T ATeher fohm T, ST foh STet (Srgor femor wel
forateron) srferform, 1974 e oy (seor famor we frion) sttt 1981 %
Jiarla Saeerar o1 e 2Tl 21

35. That Respondent No.-3 has himself admitted that the matter pertains to
encroachment on city park land, unauthorized constructions, development of
illegal colonies, and establishment of a petrol pump; yet, no site inspection
was conducted, nor was any environmental assessment carried out in terms
of air, water, noise, or solid waste pollution, which is a mandatory obligation
of the Respondent under the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution)
Act, 1974 and the Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1981.

P.T.O. 13



156

36. Ig for STETAT G&AT-3 ST S-St forenTe Tieremor hl et ot <Y oIrd el

37.

38.

39.

T $Heh STESE IALEl UEAT-3 N T Al fohel TR T SJeTieR STTEH

(Statutory Reminder), 9 &l SITSIhRT EEH) (Direction under Section 33A/31A)
SR TR T, ST 3k et hl H STaReT 2

36. That Respondent No.—3 has repeatedly stated that letters were written to
the Jhansi Development Authority, but it has been admitted that no response
was received from the Authority. Despite this, Respondent No.—3 did not
issue any statutory reminders or binding directions (under Section 33A/31A),

which constitutes gross negligence of their duties.

Ig for STeTar @waT-3 5 I off Tl SIarn foh I ol AT AT TS 66T
23 9T gEqTiaa /i ﬁ-@a 7T % T FI5 Consent to Establish (CTE) 1
Consent to Operate (CTO) ST TR T © reran ﬁqTWﬁTUﬁ'JEﬁTf%
Td UgHfd o 39 JhI i NidfaftEt Wy w9 9 A9y 2, 9 W wEa ==
UPPCB &I J&ITiHeh e o]

37. That Respondent No.—3 has also failed to clarify whether any Consent to
Establish (CTE) or Consent to Operate (CTO) was issued for the
proposed/established petrol pump in the Green Valley Colony or plot No. 23.
Activities conducted without environmental clearance and consent are

clearly illegal, and it was the statutory duty of the UPPCB to take action.

I o ITETAT FEAT-3 G T T foh I8 “3Teeaeh AT G2 2 fer
&, TOATCH T § 3T U 9T 2, Fiifen foreft oft wapme oft fordeor feae, g
qliequr, AIfeE, HROT TAHAT AIEH ST JUSTeH HRIATE AT T I Tl
EORIER]

38. That the statement by Respondent No.—3 claiming that they have
“ensured necessary compliance” is factually false and misleading, as no
inspection report, sample testing, notice, show-cause notice, or punitive

action has been placed on record.

I foh TR UTeh, AT Uel et &1 1 i 0T 3rae Fmior we fi ST aied |
(AT ITETAT TEAT-3 T HALTH aTrIeel (ITo87 48-A T 51-A(g)) 8, Tl
ITLETAT ST 59 {30 1 IS TTe hed el 33T 74|

39. That illegal constructions and changes in land use on city parks, drains,

and open spaces cause serious harm to the environment, green cover,
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41.

42.

43.
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groundwater recharge, and urban ecology, which the Respondent is
constitutionally obligated to prevent under Articles 48-A and 51-A(g); yet,
no effective steps have been taken in this regard.

Tg T STREMT §&1-3 7 A I9UA § Faet 31 fovmn o fisfar awfE R,
STelfoh TR TdToe =TT Ud G- TS gied 3fershior gir Ig wum fopa
T @ foh SENOT 0T SIIE Uk @lohe e YTl (Enforcement Authority) @,
7 o Ol WA SR et wee|

40. That in the affidavit, Respondent No.—3 has merely shown dependency

on other departments, whereas the Hon’ble Supreme Court and the Hon’ble

National Green Tribunal have repeatedly clarified that the Pollution Control
Board is an active enforcement authority, not merely a correspondence-

based body.

IE for ITET F&AT-3 TR gHY 9T g9 hriael 9 fohu S % RRor 319y
Fmtor s iR sereT et 2 e yaieeir erfq dmar Bt @ R, e g
SETAT GAT-3 TcIe] ®Y9 ¥ IR ]

41. That due to Respondent No.—3’s failure to take timely and effective

action, illegal constructions have continued to proliferate, and environmental

damage has continued, for which Respondent No.—3 is directly responsible.

IE Tor STETAT TEAT-3 T AT R =—ATATIRISHIT oF AT faieh 29.07.2024 T
04.11.2024 T AT o foudiq 8, Tifeh AR 1 I Jrd aeh TIA-FaiT
ST, 3T IR shl U= Ud Uehel T o, 7 foh a1 forvmfiar vwemem

42. That the response of Respondent No.—3 is contrary to the spirit of the
Hon’ble Tribunal’s orders dated 29.07.2024 and 04.11.2024, as the purpose
of the orders was to conduct actual on-site inspections, identify illegal
activities, and prevent them, not merely to engage in departmental

correspondence.

Ad: I8 WY 2 foh SIETAT TA1-3 g0 3194 Sen{aeh, GATeh Ua =Afeemuiia
el 1 ST h1 TS & T Sy O we i TN afterd i AT
TTEIOT e foram T &, o WX AR =T gy et fovft ue srraves
dwr i forarm ST =Imafed W qrienr fad o streraes 2

43. Therefore, it is evident that Respondent No.—3 has disobeyed their
statutory, constitutional, and tribunal-mandated obligations, and has

indirectly facilitated illegal constructions and changes in land use, warranting
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45.

46.

158

strict commentary and necessary directions from the Hon’ble Tribunal in the

interest of justice and environmental protection.
Reply of the Applicant regarding (I.A.) No. 414 of 2025

Ig for Sfafm e & forw MU s qead, yme wd ardfas Afiial &
fodia €1 STae® S A AR H T Y AR W ATEMG T8 8, afeeh
JETAT HEAT-7, 8 FR 9 o IR W AT 8| S 76, e, T U AT o
forodi & ForerenT Sevar =ATATTRIsRoT i THUE L TR UTeh, ATt T Feol ST sfioit
1 ot o A WO ol S=T ST 34 38T &

44. That the statements made in the interim application are factually
incorrect, misleading, and contrary to the actual records. They are not based
on the allegations raised in the original application, but solely on the replies
of Respondents No.—7, 8, and 9, which are false, misleading, incomplete, and
contrary to facts, and appear to be intended to mislead the Tribunal and
protect or legitimize illegal constructions on city park, drain, rocky, and

wasteland areas.

7 T ST T G AT FeT foh Iv (o1 HTHR AHIE fhAT TIT 2, Ui
T B T foreRTe JTiRreRTor gRT ST U T 2249/31.€1.0,/(2024-25) Toien

25.10.2024 (AT TEAT 140) H @2 I8 TR foram T € foh dis fugr 6
G 3ME H Hel T SASTET 3 -3YFNT TR UTeh Tei T&Tierd 24 Hie 7 EfRia
2, ST e SATeIE § @Y 1Y ST 3ht qf¥ e 2l

45. That the claim by the interim applicant that they have been named
without basis is entirely false. In letter No. 2249/]J.D.A./(2024-25) dated
25.10.2024 (Record No. 140) issued by the Jhansi Development Authority, it
is explicitly acknowledged that the land use of the relevant plots in the Moja
Pichhor Saajara Sheet is recorded as city park and proposed 24-meter road,

confirming the allegations made in the original application.

g foh Siaft eTaes gRT I8 deh <1 foh 378 Oul AT Urdls | aftafera 78 foram
w,aﬁééaﬁmg%ﬁ%,a%ﬁﬁm:ﬂa@agﬁﬁaﬁwwaﬁmm rem
SRId ShT Bidt & T STay fwfor, stfashHor ud gaiawoiie &fa § dicty safwar i
TGS ST o SR oh ST 2

46. That the argument by the interim applicant that they were not included in

the Memo of Parties does not constitute any legal error, as proceedings
before the Hon’ble National Green Tribunal are im rem in nature, and
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identification of individuals involved in illegal construction, encroachment,

and environmental damage is carried out during the course of investigation.

IE foh SIANH STTageh o U Ao H A T8 aaqrn ¢ T weiferd sfsrit w
foramfrer <t < &t Rt “off Jett it 3 for fora Senfeer sferoor & -
HT3Z WH(d, HqH ST GREd (CLU), Faiaweiiy wiishia steran fasmme smfa
ST 31 718 2, 16 918 T7E B & fof S1roee STawae qeAt &l 991 R

47. That the interim applicant has failed to disclose in their application
whether any statutory authority granted layout approval, land use change
(CLU), environmental clearance, or development permission for the so-
called “Green Valley Colony” being developed on the relevant plots,
indicating that the applicant is deliberately concealing necessary facts.

Ig Tor faf oTee® /T audi alteram partem bl BATAT ST 9T 8, Hifh
AT STARH TS o AW § 376 ST 987 Ta T Y01 TG W & T §
qAT 5 STTE T2t 36 T 1 T & FoF 3= T s @ 2

48. That the reference to audi alteram partem by the interim applicant is
misleading, as they have already been provided a full opportunity to present
their case through the current interim application, which itself demonstrates

that they are being heard.

7 T SHARH AT S0 qet HATeF T “FeA dg8” 7 Bl AN (9w 2|
3Eh foImlid, IoT STEeeh §R HEESHT-2001, HEESHI-2021, TSRS A,
i forerrer STTreRtoT o T STerst e i 118 ST HETISHT 2021 o STTER -
s, qedicr o et Sieh o T areh Tel AT ot TedTiard i STt | 6
! AT S I SEATaISH oh TR UK & A ATForehT ST Al T8 2

49. That the interim applicant’s allegation that the original applicant does not
have “clean hands” is baseless. On the contrary, the original applicant filed
this petition based entirely on the Master Plan—2001, Master Plan—2021,
revenue records, the publicly issued Jhansi Master Plan—2021 by the Jhansi
Development Authority, lists of plots proposed for city parks and roads in
Moja Pichhor, Tehsil and District Jhansi, and other government records.

7 for Sfaf sTroaes g1 98 we T s yatawi afa 78 5 2, Teumers §7
Y T R, iR TR UTeh, AT G Gol &5 2hl 9 0T SATere i el s i,
AT e T Ugiel WP shi TTOAT o § ORITeRve &ffd ud of| S9anT
e sl WY 3SR R
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53.
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50. That the claim by the interim applicant that no environmental damage
has occurred 1s factually incorrect, as construction of residential plots, colony
development, and establishment of a petrol pump on city park, drain, and
open space land constitutes clear environmental damage and land use

alteration.

I8 for Siafy emaees g g oft =& s e § T R 3ok 91 39 deg, el
S et SRl Wy g fmion 8 S yew AR RS we fow
HEEH, 1973 TAT THTe0T 0T SAAfEH, 1986 o Sicia Trerwaeh il
T <1 TS &

51. That the interim applicant has also failed to disclose whether the
constructions carried out by themselves or their associates on the relevant
plots have obtained the necessary permissions under the Uttar Pradesh Town
and Country Planning Act, 1973, and the Environment Protection Act, 1986.

I foh IFANH AT T LT AREAToIeh TSI ohT WS AT 81, slfeoh shIAT! ol
foreiferd shAT Ul ST shl THTTerd shiAT Tdid BidT ©, STifeh =T ~ATATIErehoT o
que Tect ¥ & T qariarofi 1R s 8

52. That the purpose of the interim application appears not to refute the

actual facts but to delay proceedings and impede the investigation, whereas
serious environmental issues are already pending before the Hon’ble

Tribunal.

7% o STTaIge ol IHANH STToaeh o AT SR LA T IS ST L 2, T I8
e 2 o 32 haet Slionfes &9 ¥ T o s fmior, vff swm
uiterd e et arfd H SFeh! aredfosh YiHeRt sl @RI S o IUd €l

SAEEIT 3T S

53. That the applicant has no objection to the interim applicant filing a reply,
but it is necessary that they be held accountable only after a proper inquiry
into their actual role in 1illegal constructions, land use changes, and

environmental damage, and not merely on a formal basis.

31q: I8 e & foh AT =manfereror Siafe 3rded ° fohu T uder st
TR A gU, T e IR & 9 €@ 2249/51 81T, /(2024-25)
feieR 25.10.2024 (SAMTRIE . 140) \fEad ot s Aol & ATelis |
feaer ST )

54. Therefore, it is submitted that the Hon’ble Tribunal may reject the

misleading statements made in the interim application and order a fair
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56.

57.

58.
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investigation in light of all government records, including the letter No.
2249/J.D.A./(2024-25) dated 25.10.2024 (Record No. 140).

7 foh TATeRuT TV, TR UTeh WS WTestieh H o T warai 8 37 TRt o
it safer ot deneieht STTafc o ATeaH @ Hrasien fed o ATHAT sl HASIT A
k1 1wt &t < ST Eedil

55. That the protection of the environment, city parks, and public land is of

paramount importance, and no private individual can be permitted to weaken

matters of public interest through technical objections.

g Toh foret ufStede, et g ot W&t 476/20-TT0/S9ma Heh /U, 31T, /2024
foties 28.06.2024 & TTEAH ¥ WY &Y ¥ I qeF ANRad @ T diem fisy,
dedier ua forar gt feerd It HeaT 23 W /g T iy fehe St
% SEarer o derer 8 fafire foramt @ wurefia feror we aeateres stmen it S 2,
e a1g g Bia & o 36 wiiW oX samemTRier wifcferfer sretferay/sis i S =eht
21 (ST €.-1)

56. That it is recorded in letter No. 476/20-Gati/Administrative/N.O.C./2024
dated 28.06.2024 issued by the District Magistrate, Jhansi, that for the
proposed establishment of a petrol/diesel pump on plot No. 23 in Moja
Pichhor, Tehsil and District Jhansi, site inspections and factual reports were
requested from various departments, indicating that commercial activity has

been proposed/initiated on the land. (4nnexure No.-1)

g foh 3 o T fore wemen grn I oft e foram man @ TR ueiferem Seutet &
WESRUT Ud foeha 2 TS SR 6 qHY AT, W-3UdN, AT W,
FTATATA THTS, AT T, HRTITHT SISEAT, TATRUIT THTe T
SATIET TS S Hgea ol forg 3Tl o wieror SATeRaeh €, S 56 ded ! I8 il &
foh 718 W= ST S AT AT TE sicsh Soel qiawiia uE Aresie
SiifeH | g1 forer 21

57. That the said letter further directs that for storage and sale of petroleum
products, site selection must take into account land ownership, land use,
master plan conformity, traffic impact, public safety, fire protection,
environmental impact, and disaster management, confirming that this is not a
simple residential plot matter but involves high environmental and public

risk.

7 foh Sef Tl fSreTT wisTege, el ST Ugied TP shl TATOT B St o H-394HT,
HTE WA STEUAT T Gl GegsAl W Sie g S @ 8, q9 SidiH
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ATdEHh RT I§ el Toh forel Toh ohl ST TIATaTe AT GATSOIT Socds Tl
T &, qUid: YA, T Ud Afeal o foadid 2|

58. That when the District Magistrate, Jhansi, himself is conducting
investigation regarding land use, master plan conformity, and environmental
aspects for the petrol pump, the claim by the interim applicant that no illegal
activity or environmental violation has occurred is entirely misleading, false,

and contrary to records.

g for e afseee % 3 o & a8 +ft T & @ fop weifia ofr o s e
TR A U S AT am, 1973, UITawor G707 ATef-aw, 1986, T
geiferam Fammaet & Sidia stemas SHiaar & fomm forelt «ft SR =
Torehrer/fomtor Tra: 37w 2, Sfsh Siaft Tiaes 9 Tud STTaeT o W feRw
ST STTT T Ieeie e 96T 2

59. That the letter from the District Magistrate also makes it clear that any

development/construction on the relevant land without necessary
permissions under the Uttar Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1973,
the Environment Protection Act, 1986, and the Petroleum Rules would be
illegal, whereas the interim applicant has made no mention of such statutory

permissions in their application.

e fob 1STetl Sorem g 3k et T, et ferehrer Smfereraor, Sigwor
fresror &S, Stfiere e, forera wee, <iter fmtor form stfe—w AT wim
ST $6 G2 1 T Tehd ¢ foh Tt il wahfar foranfad wa doesfiar 2, o 38
| ST I ST Qe i ST T ST foRAT ST 3T 2

60. That the request by the district administration for factual reports from
multiple departments—Municipal Corporation, Jhansi Development
Authority, Pollution Control Board, Fire Department, Electrical Safety,
PWD, etc.—clearly indicates that the site is disputed and sensitive, and an
attempt is being made to conceal facts by treating it as ordinary private land.

Iz foh 3 o e off T Far 2 To ot e 23 afed 3= Geifera st
R Tiafaferat et strard i oo Hifta 72 2, afesw arfifsaes suam (G2
o) o fE # srers ST Tt &, ST R e/ &5 % wey & g faudia 2

61. That the letter also demonstrates that activities on plot No. 23 and other
relevant plots are not limited to residential construction but are being
expanded towards commercial use (petrol pump), which is entirely contrary
to the character of city park/open space.
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62. IE fob iafm 3TaeH /T clean hands Wd false implication T STr ek fe=m TR

63.

64.

65.

2, ae oo afsege, =ieh & erftrntiies oo fedish 28.06.2024 % el ¥ i
&1 A B ST &, Aok TR T X Y I e sh STi-ehaT, 9-3IiT U
TSR TS sh ST SAT9eh |1 778 2|

62. That the arguments by the interim applicant regarding “clean hands” and
“false implication” are automatically refuted by the official letter of the
District Magistrate, Jhansi, dated 28.06.2024, as administrative investigation
into statutory compliance, land use, and environmental impact has been

deemed necessary.

I8 Toh o1a: a8 W ® o siaf smaeq arafas aeai &1 Wed & & fog 72,
sfeen ST T e 3= Jenfes WIS g <Al ST T ST shl AT ol
o7 hrdaTe! shl forciferd s o Sevr @ SRR fomam TR R

63. That therefore, it is evident that the interim application has been filed not
to refute actual facts but to weaken the investigation being carried out by the
district administration and other statutory authorities and to delay

proceedings.

7 o T ek, ATCAT Tl et & ol S[{H U ST it forehre Tel Ugiet ord Siet
I Siftgw At anfurisass wfafafedt i Safa <41 T e 7l W
SCEN €, Sfoeh WU o ATo08 48A T 51A(g) o JdTid Tsd T ARTHEHI o
TR ETRica s o 9T Seetod B

64. That permitting illegal colony development and high-risk commercial
activities such as petrol pumps on city park, drain, and open space land not
only violates the Master Plan but also constitutes a grave breach of the
environmental duties of the State and citizens under Articles 48-A and 51-
A(g) of the Constitution.

FE foh qarteroit SfEhIvr & Ui afvld i o Gsiftrd SRSt Jai W oy 7Tg
HET SATTRAVI Td STo/Thd AV hT Aokl ST STHT Hdid ST o,
TR TRATauiy T shi 1T 1 Eeh T MfH ST § Heilerd STk YT i ua
TATerOii Tt 1 STelt SFHTer YT T S gl

65. That from an environmental perspective, it is imperative that all

encroachments and illegal/unauthorized constructions on the relevant plots
be removed immediately to preserve ecological balance and ensure effective
compliance with statutory land use provisions and environmental

regulations.
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66. I foh STETAT G&AT-7, 8, 9 T JAINH ATdesh T 36 AT ~ATATRIHIT 6
U ST, WTHF, AU e qet o forodia e e forg g 21 |rer &, wehor &
aE W g o Heilerd | o qaiata i, iy Wi yaeei qor sTraws
TR STATET ST TR UE Ed Soote foRT T 8w it |, qet
T, urel us e ST & U o Ud S ST |iHid o1 T3 o ST
rafed § Afd-3Tawaes 81 S Tt o1 Wifaes Femon, srfvreiater gietor, dimie
X et ety o foeqa Nuie AT =ITafRrsrtor o JHeT Sed

66. That Respondents No.—7, 8, 9, and the interim applicant have made false,
misleading, incomplete, and factually incorrect statements before this
Hon’ble Tribunal. It is evident from the record that environmental
regulations, land use provisions, and necessary statutory approvals have been
seriously and continuously violated on the relevant land. Under these
circumstances, it is absolutely necessary in the interest of justice to constitute
an independent and joint inquiry committee to conduct on-site inspections,
examine records, verify demarcations, assess land use changes, evaluate
environmental impact, and scrutinize statutory permissions, and to submit a

detailed report to the Hon’ble Tribunal within a fixed timeframe.

(SITHT)

Ha: IwAeh qeT, aRikfaat e TRl o Tl H 98 AT =it
FYAT ITUE -

1. SidiE SreeT (LA, No. 414 of 2025), St foh qedl sl FUTHRT, WiHeh Tdl (€I
T 9T S FohaT AT &, ! /it st sht T

2. I YA A 6T FUT L foh TR EEAT-3, 7, § T AN 3Telash F T&d
IAYITTAS Tk qeT ohl SelTeohd el WTHeh ShefFl 9T AT &, 5 1S Ted
va e STHT =g =2 2

3. ¥ fob AR ATATRIFIOT HoRT TR Eqer 1 L& U forferen ST o
A % fed H weifed ATSH Foi W fopy T wweq safaskEoll wE
3Fer/3FARIRd IV 2l deehlet 8 B Hsiferd STiereron ol T i sht
T

4. I foh ITLETAT €E&AT-7, 8, 9 T SHANH HTgeh FIU T ST Tl WTH HAA
AT AH IHANT T FAIaOM i o T Soeie o o, T Wi o 6
St |t o T3 o1 AT Ui foharm ST, STt e &t iifder fieror, stfeeia
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X et ety o foqa Nuie AT =IafRreRtor o JHeT S

. g Top Gaifera werH STTRIeRoT/STfRrspTiat bt fafRra s st st e foh o 3tk
T o H-IPAN, HIEEL WA STEYT, GG el Uel JelTieh Sriaai o
it W 6h Ue sqer St faid At =rmafRreror o eHer e Staftn § wegd
g

. 39 e ot ftfurfaai wl gfEd wd gY, WM e S
aTeT/a aTia ST 3o we =mfad aHer, ITiRa S 3T T

Sk ToTU ATTaehTohd ! HaT TSR STTHTH T

(Prayer)

In light of the foregoing facts, circumstances, and records, it is most
respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal may kindly be pleased to:

1. Dismiss/Reject the interim application (I.A. No. 414 of 2025), which has
been filed on misleading, false, and baseless grounds, concealing the actual

facts.

2. Declare that the replies/applications submitted by Respondents No.-3, 7,
8, and the interim applicant are based on suppression of relevant facts and

misleading statements, and that no relief should be granted thereon.

3. Direct the concerned authorities to immediately remove all encroachments
and 1llegal/unauthorized constructions on the relevant plots in the interest of

environmental balance and compliance with statutory provisions.

4. Constitute an independent and joint inquiry committee in view of the false
and misleading statements submitted by Respondents No.—7, 8, 9, and the
interim applicant, and the serious violations of land use and environmental
regulations, to conduct physical site inspections, examine records, verify
demarcations, assess land use changes and environmental impact, scrutinize
statutory approvals and submit a detailed report to this Hon’ble Tribunal

within a specified timeframe.

5. Direct the concerned authorities/officers to submit before this Hon’ble
Tribunal, within the prescribed timeframe, a joint and impartial report
regarding the land use, master plan conformity, environmental impact, and

statutory approvals of the said site.
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6. Pass such other orders/directions as this Hon’ble Tribunal may deem fit
and proper in the interest of justice, considering the circumstances of the

present case.

For this act of kindness, the Applicant shall ever remain obliged.

feieR 20.01.2026
greft

7

forsprer o oft = féim
153 Ui, Sriefl, 3T JaeT-284128
30 vikasyadav09898@gmail.com
AT, 8115101078
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