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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

Original Application No. 249 OF 2025

IN THE MATTER OF:

Narendra Kushwaha & Ors ......Applicants
Versus

Union of India & Ors .. Respondents

Rejoinder on behalf of the Applicant to the
reply/affidavit filed by Respondent Nos. 2, 4, 5, and 6

e S,

ferTaaTgeieh foeT & foh SWIh TR0 § AR =R g
Sfcrerteat sl Aifed ST TR 1T 2| 3 A1fed % STsRH | Sidaiedl R Seqd
STSTTST/IT TSR T2 ol feouTd BT, YTHeR, TR T ST oreh Teorfd &
SR TR T B WcraTel WEdT 2, 4, 5 3R 6 4 AU AeH-SEe 7 Y
EefTenR fora & fob Esiferd aretsli/siett o it wishtegw fmior, srfasemor,
T 2, TSTEeh! qfY 3R+ Her BIIITh o HTead § Wi 3l 8| qemty, Sfdatea
o Sredfeeh &t ! STCATHeh W ek GRIT & TT T STTel/3T | 3ol
fwTor, SAfsRAYT, S STARTE, Sl o 1= TaTaRon &1oT Sl e 37T
Uehd B ol ot JerR o6l SRTIATEY, TRTEATSAT AT THTEG, JAEATIATHh

AT [ Sooid el foram 2|

SATIEHITIT T 33T U IE & for Heifera aretran/ghent st 37 fawrf=r
nfafafert va srder geaedt | wifya forar wme, ek Fror yrpfasw
STAfeRTar ht Tireerfrehl o T fdeher T 9 T 8 STTaEe 1 TS
forell SRR 2T ShTefeT Ueiterft ST ST R ©, dfoeh arerTal/stett o Wiaw
fer T wishie Fmion, STiaskuur, e, ote ST, ToraT U g
I AT 3Ivg U TEY | T TETA HUAT 8| FHIAT, TSGR ST
Fd ® fob AT =mnfersRtor yeor o qea, etfireren, «itfaes areat ua
Ttaarieat hr TR RITRAT & AR W &Y 4 I At ATaeIh (&90-
fAaeT, SATaRT qT TATEROT HRETUT B IWITh R iid A T FHAT A
3l deT U U {1 o SATIR YT AT Tldariedt o AeH-SaTe oh
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foreg, 39 TSIEe o HIEeAW ¥ A [oHdTqee MR e Tedd
W%z-

Hon’ble Sir, It is most respectfully submitted that in the
above-mentioned matter, the Hon’ble Tribunal had i1ssued notices to
the respondents. In pursuance thereof, the replies submitted by the
respondents are deliberately misleading, incomplete, factually
incorrect, and intended to conceal the true state of affairs. Respondent
Nos. 2, 4, 5 and 6 have themselves admitted in their reply that
concrete structures, encroachments, excessive proliferation of water
hyacinth, and irregular dumping of solid waste inside the concerned
ponds/lakes have indeed taken place, which they have also affirmed
through the photographs annexed with their reply. However, the
respondents have grossly understated the actual extent of damage, and
in their reply they have not mentioned any action taken, action
proposed, restoration plan, or time-bound steps for removal or
prevention of illegal constructions, encroachments, solid waste, water
hyacinth, or other environmental degradation.

The sole objective of the applicants is to protect the concerned
ponds/lakes from departmental activities and unlawful interventions
that are causing serious adverse impact on the ecology of these natural
water bodies. The applicants do not intend to engage in unnecessary
legal complications; rather, the purpose is to ensure removal of
concrete constructions, encroachments, water hyacinth, solid waste,
debris and silt from the ponds/lakes and to restore them to their
original natural condition.

Therefore, the applicants humbly pray that the Hon’ble
Tribunal may kindly take suo motu cognizance as well, on the basis of
the facts, records, physical evidence, and admissions made by the
respondents, and issue appropriate directions, orders, and necessary
measures for protection and restoration of the environment.

On the basis of the above facts and available evidence, the
applicants respectfully submit the following statements through this

Rejoinder in response to the reply filed by the respondents:-
(google translate)

. &feh TG T AT =TI o THET qeT AT (., €. 249/2025)
ATRE 3L I TGIT oh SIS STRTsiehl H R 12 Heedqui secigq/STe el
W R ATThAuT 3T TAT hshie fAmior st o geia § fSremmra iy of,
SHH ORI, WUEl, WL, "eshicl, =N, frall, smern gens,
SHTETRER, FARYL, HHTET S HIGeeA gL TS MU €| ATelesh 5 3
HTAEH o6 ET Hel WIITE (T8 21 § 32) o HIEIH H ST {3 9T gTel-
A, Yot UTEE TS o whshie T Fmtor et w0 foamn o, e s
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T o ShehIRToT il T T8 Bt 81 WIS ~ATATIERUT 5 3799 719t
i 21.05.2025 & 980 I8 WHR T foh 78 211U, "ugiaRur a=Eel &
FTATAT R T THehTal o E@ReT0T & Haiferd Teh wgeaqut Jer" I3[4T &
I 39 foeTq |eft fafeat sl SaTel STRaet st o Aifed ST foham T ol

1. That the applicant had filed the Original Application (O.A. No.
249/2025) before the Hon’ble Tribunal regarding the encroachment
and permanent concrete construction activities taking place on 12
important wetlands/water bodies situated in District Barabanki, Uttar
Pradesh, which include Saraybarai, Sarahi, Bhagahar, Natkauli,
Chakaura, Bhitri, Banaganwa, Khurdamau, Baina Tikahar, Salarpur,
Kamarawan and Sadullapur etc. The applicant, through the
photographs annexed with the application (Pages 21 to 32), had shown
the concrete constructions such as pathways, selfie points, etc., on the
waterlogged land, indicating the ongoing concretization of the water
bodies. The Hon’ble Tribunal, through its order dated 21.05.2025,
acknowledged that this O.A. raises “an important issue relating to
environmental compliance and conservation of water bodies” and

issued notices to all respondents for filing their respective replies.
(google translate)

. IE o TI (Rejoinder) WiqaTdt €@&am 2 (CPCB), 4 (UPPCB), 5
(SIeTTerepTd, sITrsiehl), 3T 6 (TH T aeeis e §R0 IRR fhy g
Heiferd SETe/Y-TAl % Wed % ®9 H T&qq fopar mar 81 widenfeat
ST, foRIY &9 § Fiderel €T 5 S 6 | shael JATaeeh shi Hol R1ebra i
qfS Sd &, Sfceh A =TT o GHey qedi i (Ut T JaTe
Hd 2

2. That the present Rejoinder is being submitted in rebuttal to the
respective replies/affidavits filed by Respondent No. 2 (CPCB),
Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB), Respondent No. 5 (District Magistrate,
Barabanki), and Respondent No. 6 (UP State Wetland Authority). The
replies of the respondents, particularly those of Respondent Nos. 5 and
6, not only substantiate the applicant’s original grievance but also
attempt to conceal material facts before the Hon’ble Tribunal.

(google translate)

. % Toh ST1zRiSTe w9 w9, wiaane g 5 (Mefererl, ssihl) 3R 6 (It
T ecie AU R ATAshAur IR TUTAT Haior o deiy 7 fdu 10 @iy
Ted & faudia, @ ufaaret @A 4 (UPPCB) ST gRR detor foad
(ANNEXURE R4/1) 3{1dee i qo1 Riebrrd <l gig Xl 81 uget, I8
e WITER AeeiE & HeH U T €9 ¥ "ATAUS &k GHIT fAmior St v
TRT" T ool Lt &, ST ST (R-5) & "ohis STTAshAUT 71" & gl
o1 EiTel ShTedT B] SO, ATeeeh shi Seild qTiefdehl d o TiviT Johar st
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TTepTad =l W&l 38U §C UPPCB J AT €t 12 deeied o Siet FH1 i
Class D IT Class E (ST & 7 TRUNE 3TN o o18 | 6 o6 fIT 1w
2) o &9 § afiehd fopam 31 ey, feaid 7 foradt Jeeie o g 9 iR st
et Y Tttt ST 81, SfasRAur SR ST Jeeaw o AT H
THTIOTT AT Bl 39 Wb TfdaTel HEAT 4 hT qeATcHeh STaTd cael & 4
il €& 5 3R 6 §RT AT Hl TUM 6 FAE Hl IANK HAT & IR
3TeIE o T AT i 9 odT 2

3. It is surprising that, contrary to the categorical denials made by
Respondent No. 5 (District Magistrate, Barabanki) and Respondent
No. 6 (UP State Wetland Authority) regarding encroachment and
permanent construction, the inspection report (ANNEXURE R4/1)

submitted by Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB) itself confirms the
applicant’s original complaint.

First, the report clearly mentions with respect to the Bhagahar
Wetland that “comstruction activity was found near the wetland,”
which directly contradicts the District Magistrate’s (R-5) claim of ‘no
encroachment’.

Second, supporting the applicant’s grievance regarding severe damage
to the aquatic ecosystem, the UPPCB has classified the water samples
of almost all 12 wetlands as Class D or Class E (which is unfit for
bathing or even for drinking after conventional treatment).

Third, the report’s observation that the Bhitari Wetland had dried up
and that agricultural activities were taking place there substantiates the
allegations of encroachment and improper management.

Thus, the factual reply of Respondent No. 4 indirectly exposes the
attempts of Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 to conceal facts and reinforces
the applicant’s original case.

(google translate)

. I8 T ufearet d@w=ar 4 (UPPCB) 510 et & S fofe 7w wienms
3ToIGe o hEhTETERTUT STIX STTSHAUT & STRIMT o1 Teed IfY Fid &: WTer
ATAVE o eI § T8 Y § "deive & gHIT FHTT SRRl 9T T st
forar T B, S 3Tdew  shehie famiur ot Rerrd o gmeds s ?) g
Y, AT AEAUE o Hoel 7 off fuie § =y ® fF "aecivg & gy
Tah! Tt 8¢, ASeh & o1+ (ATUT ST aTaT 71| 36eh A h, Tars
YTAUE T T(g & Tt g0 31T AUADTE (Solid Waste) T FEamur
ot S 3T RETEt Aeeive H HiHSE W A% IR -9 Tt ht
Trfarfarerat =T T ST 98 &9 § §7 STeA 1 R o geuiT ST Stfdshuor
<1 HT0T &, TSEd fieral ST 5 ST 6 %1 'Shig STTAshoT &' ol ara quf
&9 4 fem fag gar 2|
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4. That the photographs taken during the inspection by Respondent
No. 4 (UPPCB) directly substantiate the applicant’s allegations
regarding concretization and encroachment: In the inspection of the
Bhagahar Wetland, it has been clearly recorded that “construction
activity was found near the wetland”, which supports the applicant’s
complaint regarding concrete construction. Similarly, with respect to
the Saraibarei Wetland, the report clearly states that “a permanent
round hut, road, and other construction works were found near the
wetland.”

In addition to this, the disposal of solid waste by the village
residents at the Khurdmau Wetland, and the presence of cemented
run-off and agricultural activities around the Kumarawan Wetland,
clearly demonstrate the misuse and encroachment of these water
bodies. This conclusively proves that the claim of Respondent Nos. 5
and 6 that “there is no encroachment” is completely baseless.

(google translate)

. I Toh feptE v 47 W gfdard @& 4 (UPPCB) = WTeR aeaive o faderor
" TY &9 ¥ "dZive & gHig Ao sl g = S STeees o shehle
i & f3rerrara o1 gmelq AT Rl

5. That on record number 47, Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB), during the
inspection of the Bhagahar Wetland, clearly found “construction work
underway near the wetland,” which supports the applicant’s complaint

regarding concrete construction. (google translate)

1D 5 e

ﬁ GPS Map Camera T

. Umri, Uttar Pradesh, India

Fatehpur - Suratanj - Ramnagar Rd, Umri, Uttar Pradesh

7175103° Long 81.367822°
07/08/2025 04:55 PM GMT +05:30
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6. Fg To ThT< HeaT 54 W ufcerel €%am 4 (UPPCB) A GeH: o e § wqg
&Y G "ITATS H T G Hehers It 319 3TUIRTE o6l IRIT T S 3T1aeeh shi
fRTeRrara h1 gmelq AT R

6. That at record number 54, Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB), during the
inspection of Khurdmau, clearly stated that ‘solid waste discharged
from households was found in the wetland’, which supports the

applicant’s complaint. (google translate)

; r,-_“'l I
Sl | GPS Map Camera

S o

¢ Khurdmau, Uttar Pradesh, India
% Xfx5+pgv, Khurdmau, Uttar Pradesh 225207, India

v, & Lat 26.999116° Long 81.459198°
Googlesis, w 12/08/2025 03:13 PM GMT +05:30

7. I for i€ d@ar 107 @ 110 R gfdaret @@ 5 (Rrefeed, smeen) 3
WTEL ITAVE o I § T ®Y G "IEAVE o GHIT AT k™ IR =" i
TS o shshie fmior sh fTehrard sht @ele LT R

7. That, in the records from page numbers 107 to 110, Respondent

No. 5 (District Magistrate, Barabanki) has clearly stated during the
inspection of Bhagahar Wetland that “construction activity was found
near the wetland”, which substantiates the applicant’s complaint

regarding concrete construction. (google translate)
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8. I To wicamel €& 4 TE 5 ZT UG BT H S decieq/siar |
ST Td TAaR 1 ST Jhg T8 §9 4 @l 1 e 8| ST T shae
ST YATE U STt TeIf-He ol 3196, L R <, Afoeh Sl shl TUrardT i 71 &9
Y T o Sficr/aecie T aHy aTiRefeehl sl 98 T ® 8| 39 HR
it STHEISH T &R 9 T 2, Sl Sial 31 STehieh Aame T8 8 & ¢
T Jeciga/aiie 1 Tepfaes Tsior ud St fafererar it &9 & wfoa &
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T B 37 iaTfaat SR Her I @ guiid § foh deifed decigd i
fearfer STei aafkrared @ oI AeahTel GRICHe: ShIaTs ohl STTaRehdT 2

8. That the photographs submitted by Respondent Nos. 4 and 5 clearly
depict the excessive growth of water hyacinth and weeds in the
aforesaid wetlands/lakes. Such growth not only obstructs the natural
flow and exchange of water but also severely deteriorates the water
quality, thereby destroying the overall ecology of the lake/wetland.
Due to this, the level of dissolved oxygen is decreasing, the natural
habitat of aquatic organisms is being destroyed, and the natural
recharge capacity and biodiversity of the wetlands/lakes are being
gravely affected. Hence, the photographs annexed by the respondents
themselves reveal that the condition of the concerned wetlands is
highly degraded and requires immediate remedial action. (google
translate)

. g foh gldaral €A1 4 Td 5 g0 UfNd IR § SWh aeciga/Far i

ST MfH W Shshiedeh ATV il T8 &9 © 9W ST @ehd &, ST A1
= AT qUT A1 TSR g 1fereRtor & feem-feen ud stmeem &t
R Ieio 2

9. That in the photographs submitted by Respondent Nos. 4 and 5, the
concrete construction activities on the inundated land of the aforesaid
wetlands/lakes are clearly visible, which constitutes a gross violation
of the directions and orders of the Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as
the Hon’ble National Green Tribunal. (google translate)

o

Ig foh STreiah! fSTet shl THATR dedilet ohl gL 15T H T&ord Wit giiet ST
T U foreTret rehfaek it B, ST AT 74 R H Sheft € o7 et i gew
S el | W T 2| S O Tyoiat § 46 % 19§ gt 2

10. That the Bhagahar Lake, situated in the Fatehpur Range of
Ramnagar Tehsil in Barabanki district, is in fact a large natural lake
spread over approximately 74 hectares and is one of the biggest lakes
in the district. It is recorded as a “river” in the official government
records.

Ig o HTAgeh Te LA 8 foh decied (TReT0T iR weierm) fem, 2017 &
FHarld forell Siet b st {Rer Yo i & foTu il ftenie | gfter =
AT o &9 7 fafire Wity g s1famd 7€t 81 39k ki, et i i
B T oft, I U Feftar urifRarfaeht 9 (aquatic ecosystem) 3T 2@ 2,
e ox ferddt oft wepm o1 et femtor 3 Srfershmor afasifer R, o 39 yohR
TS T Rl SaaTeRt JATIShATT Rl <RI T8l SeaT ST EehdT|
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3eeh I ot feed #ar § fof UPPCB <t Raie & umem mam for st
TS Freqor éaaﬁrr:m;@waﬁt '@'cﬁ'ﬁ"lﬁiﬁl%(farming activities)
W@ﬁ,ﬁéﬁ@qmﬁ@mWWW%ﬁTWeﬂands
Rules, 2017 3T €eT Iecied 2

11. That the applicant denies the contention that, under the Wetlands
(Conservation and Management) Rules, 2017, a waterbody must
mandatorily have a specific entry as a ‘lake’ or ‘pond’ in the revenue
records in order to receive protection. Furthermore, even if it is
classified as ‘river land’, it still forms an integral part of the aquatic
ecosystem, upon which any kind of permanent construction or
encroachment is prohibited; hence, no change or interpretation of
revenue classification can justify such encroachment. The applicant
further submits that the UPPCB report records that the Bhitari
Wetland was found dry during inspection and farming activities were
being carried out therein, which is clear evidence of encroachment and
neglect of the wetland and constitutes a direct violation of the

Wetlands Rules, 2017. (google translate)

Tefer gfdame! @@ 4 (UPPCB) it fftetor feaid, fremd safersmist st fHemman
&1 IR Class D 3T Class EWW%,WWW@%&G%%HS
T T AU FHt © foh decieq it uritfufahir srdedr s 1t &9 9
THH TN 7T 8 Class D STl S (bathing) % foTT ot TR 81T 2,
HN Class E 17 Uik U= o a1e ot di o foTg 7quareh giar &, S
379} § foh TR 3 Gawss S deeigd § Jeguor i feurfa sreafaren e
2 3R STt S o foTg @awr 21 g8 3fdfch, UPPCB i faid 4 g oft
TSl ¢ foF decieq # STHU™ & AT ¥ W-31T® (S WTEL, SHIETHER,
HARYY) 3T T&T =, ISTe Ggor o/ BT 7, AN I S YeferT qeim Afashuor
T HieT Iiomm 2|

12. That the inspection report of Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB),
wherein most of the water bodies have been classified as Class D or
Class E, clearly supports the applicant’s primary allegation that the
ecological integrity of the wetlands has been severely compromised.
Class D water is unfit even for bathing, and Class E water is unfit for
drinking even after conventional treatment, which indicates that the
pollution levels in wetlands such as Salarpur and Khurdmau are
extremely severe and pose a threat to aquatic life. Furthermore, the
UPPCB report also records that run-off from nearby villages (such as
Bhagahar, Bainatikhar, and Salarpur) is entering the wetlands, thereby
increasing pollution, which is a direct consequence of mismanagement

and encroachment. (google translate)
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Tz T 3traes 1 faeT ® o afaret @@ 4 (UPPCB) &t fcteor frald,
fored wvft Secied o Siet AT sh1 forswor fora e, 3T1eesh 36 ot AT
1 ufy it 2 for deciew it witRufadh swesar i ik 7 @ afq og=h
®, Fifeh JeeRisT SiA fHehtay st aFffehtr Class D AT Class E 9T =T 8
(ﬁClassEWWWﬁWW%WW@W%@W
foh T 3T @eH: | ?)| 39k JAfdfth, UPPCB ot Rd1e | &sf 7iiai | 311
QT -3 T Y01 2 Y JHI0T €, ST i Ssferd b1 aiom ) o,
et ST 2 (CPCB) T SIS shadl Ueh UTshaTcHeh shad g, fSad 3=
ehacl UPPCB 3! STUTer B T WSl € I8 39 2 shi TTiUd el € foh
JEO fR0T ST SAfsRATT BEH T ARl T Tl S TS Tl
JAfeRIET (UPPCB, DM, UPSWA) gRT & foham 71T 8, 3T CPCB & I
T A T Bl 18 TATET o T ol Ukl H STHEE T8 &

13. That the applicant submits that the inspection report of
Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB), wherein the water samples of all the
wetlands were analyzed, unequivocally confirms the applicant’s
primary allegation that the ecological integrity of the wetlands has
been severely damaged, as most of the water bodies have been
classified as Class D or Class E (Class E indicating severe pollution
and a threat to aquatic life, as seen in the case of Salarpur and
Khurdmau). In addition, the run-off entering the wetlands from the
villages mentioned in the UPPCB report is clear evidence of pollution,
which is a direct consequence of improper management. Moreover,
the reply of Respondent No. 2 (CPCB) is merely a procedural
formality, wherein they have only issued letters to UPPCB for
compliance; this establishes that the actual and effective work of
pollution control and removal of encroachment has not been carried
out by the State authorities (UPPCB, District Magistrate, UPSWA),
and that the letters issued by CPCB have failed to prevent the ongoing

environmental degradation on the ground. (google translate)

Igfch SWRh qedl SR Ufaamer €& 4 (UPPCB) &1 Fderor faid =+
foRramTet |t o HTUR 9, I8 WE ¢ o SaTn aRieiehl & dedga/se
et ur srfasruuT SR shshidtentoT it swdarEt oer W@ ?, iS5 swron
et urfeRerfaehia feafa iR wa & wefira it erfoarea €1 715 21 e qwifan
2 for et (R-5) iR Tt e decie 7iifedt (R-6) 1 S et
319 SR & T (avoiding liability) 37T AT =TT & q2AT Y
f5aTr o 3299 9§ o foRar T 2|

14. That, based on the above facts and the contradictory evidence
contained in the inspection report of Respondent No. 4 (UPPCB), it is
evident that encroachment and concretization activities are ongoing
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over the wetlands/water bodies of District Barabanki, resulting in
severe pollution and ecological degradation. This clearly demonstrates
that the replies submitted by the District Magistrate (R-5) and the
Uttar Pradesh State Wetland Authority (R-6) have been filed merely to
evade their statutory responsibility and to conceal the true facts from

this Hon’ble Tribunal. (google translate)

qEieh I8 IcciEH & Toh Ticramal Eear 5 (SeTTferen i, ssiehl) 3R 6 (I
TT decie AR 7 T FATE | Jecigd TX ATTshuuT S T FHHT0T
o |1 T (T €, STelfeh 3TToideh 370 el STTee H Hord qeeiilt (I8
20 § 32) % WM § A I T ST i W ®9 § 7w ) hehle
e TAATOTTElT ShTat (S8 I19-o), Wewhl UTSe) ol |Tes SR fohalt o, fSTereh
AT =TT 39 STTe9T fadieh 21.05.2025 ¥ +ff Icer@ fora o
AR O A, It d@ar 5 R 6 7 A Fegor foaqret & g7
HECIU T IITItheh TTeAT ! T a8 | Teiars fohan 8 31N 56 Joaet
THTOT o Heiel § hlg W (rebuttal) AT T2ATeHR 30 Ta1 {37 B, ST 37k
"R 18 STTTsHIUT Tl o TTa bl HGTEIE ST 2

15. That it is noteworthy that Respondent No. 5 (District Magistrate,
Barabanki) and Respondent No. 6 (UP State Wetland Authority) have
categorically denied the existence of encroachment and permanent
constructions on the wetlands in their replies, whereas the applicant,
through the photographs annexed with the original application (pages
20 to 32), had submitted clear evidence of concrete construction
activities (such as pathways and selfie points) visibly taking place on
the inundated land of the water bodies, which had also been
acknowledged by this Hon’ble Tribunal in its order dated 21.05.2025.
Surprisingly, Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 have completely ignored these
crucial photographic evidences in their inspection reports and have
offered no rebuttal or factual response regarding this direct proof,

rendering their claim of “no encroachment” doubtful. (google

translate)

Ig b gfdamel 9 1 Ue 3 g0 319 doh U ARl g7 ST il
FT I IW SIRGA el fohaT TR 8, ST AR o AT i TR

AT T STFHTHT o THIH 2l

16. That Respondent Nos. 1 and 3 have not filed any reply to the
notice issued by the Hon’ble Tribunal till date, which amounts to a
serious disregard and contempt of the orders of the Tribunal. (google
translate)
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18.

19.
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ATARE _UT

Additional Statements

T% Tor STRIE aTeTTai/giiert hY TR e €xerut o fae ®, fcardimor e
2,4, 5 Td 6 GRT ARG SAYMTYT, S 16, 37901, ATHF T T2 <, i
fEq sreat vt Jifva fomam ST STcaTawes R, SRiifer Ufdemeor 3
TR qeEt i SHegeR [T § qur ardtaes wieeiE giH/afd
AL ST 2

17. That, in the interest of protecting and conserving the aforesaid
ponds/lakes, it 1s 1imperative that the reply/affidavit filed by
Respondent Nos. 2, 4, 5, and 6—being false, incomplete, misleading,
and devoid of material facts—be quashed or rendered ineffective, as
the respondents have deliberately concealed relevant facts and
understated the actual environmental damage. (google translate)

I8 o STk drerrsii/Fiel 9 g SAdshH, shshledch/deeh A0 qer
SIcTeRHT, TATReeh, Hefell, 36 STURTE T 1= el ol ardiaeh [Rufd
WA TRl & EHe 98 &9 ¥ giquried i 8, T 3 Wl
QT T TS TohT STHT TR &, TSrad qeai o1 fsaey, Aaien Td awieh
AT & ||

18. That, in order to clearly present before this Hon’ble Tribunal the
actual situation regarding the encroachments, concrete/pucca
constructions, and the presence of water hyacinth, plastic, debris, solid
waste, and other garbage in the aforesaid ponds/lakes, it 1s necessary
to constitute a high-level committee so that the facts may be
impartially, scientifically, and thoroughly verified. (google translate)

Ig foh HeT Aol | 0T q2AT Qo HeT BIEIATHT TAT HTGETEHTOT ST &
ST, AVCHET T ITET T T FHeqor ot foeqa @ FHsaer e dar
A B U ool Tl WA AT TS {oha STHT STEeeh €, dlieh Srioreh

Teafa g =Rt o a9er Ty w9 9 yfdquifed 8 gl

19. That, in order to conduct a site inspection of the facts stated in the
original application and the annexed photographs, as well as the
replies, records, and claims submitted by the respondents, and to
prepare a detailed and impartial report, it is essential that a high-level
committee be constituted, so that the actual situation may be clearly
presented before this Hon’ble Tribunal. (google translate)
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20. a% Tor ST ATeTTai/SAT ht gaTaRuita FRaT e TRer0T it gt

21.

22.

23.

H T, ARl TAHM TSk Te warieeofty Reerf 1 Asies Td s
ATHAT HU T ST Geiferg Gerd AFTi-ieh TSiET hl &I STHT STTa9aeh 2

20. That, to ensure the environmental protection and conservation of
the aforesaid ponds/lakes, it is necessary that a competent scientific
agency be directed to conduct a scientific and independent assessment
of their current ecological and environmental status. (google translate)

g Toh ST ATATAI/SEAT SRt QAT TS BRI T o 399 |, 30
ST, TATIEEsh, AT, 319 STURTE U 31 e hl TR STk TGId
¥ TF%ER (Restoration) TohT ST shl e ShREISHT TTdaTERTI gRT 49/
L AT ATATRIRTOT o SHET S i okl (HaxT fom ST s1fer 2

21. That, with the objective of rejuvenating and preserving the
aforesaid ponds/lakes, it is essential that the respondents be directed to
prepare and submit before this Hon’ble Tribunal a detailed restoration
plan, which shall include the removal of water hyacinth, plastic,
debris, solid waste, and other garbage, and the scientific restoration of
these water bodies. (google translate)

a% Toh Iulieh arerTai/giieit sht Wet Wimifersh T st wRfera @A o
foret ot TR & SATAHAUT T THTA €T & Aok 7, TfcramaiTor
TR forarm STQ foh o Tt HAfrer@t o SIER GPS/GIS e fafer &
qui ©HishT (Demarcation) TR €AY U TTfid sl qem EiHishT o=
T =ITATIR0T o THeT AT Rad il

22. That, in order to preserve the original geographical boundaries of
the aforesaid ponds/lakes and to effectively prevent any form of
encroachment, the respondents may be directed to carry out complete
demarcation using GPS/GIS-based methods in accordance with the
revenue records, to install permanent boundary pillars, and to place
the demarcation map on record before this Hon’ble Tribunal. (google
translate)

Tg foh STk ATTE/Se st Ior TEd W Werd T a9r Iqh!
AR FESAT TRTA H o, Tfaraior shi (MR foan sme fo o
IWIE AT/l o Wit T ¢ el shehlegeh/deeh HHT0T, 7o
TEEATY Ud ATTSHAUT ohl deohTed BeToht STRSAT HIAHIT =TTl o THeT
NTeiRad &l
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23. That, in order to preserve the aforesaid ponds/lakes in their
original form and to restore their environmental integrity, the
respondents may be directed to immediately remove all
concrete/pucca constructions, illegal structures, and encroachments
made within these ponds/lakes, and to place the action-taken report on
record before this Hon’ble Tribunal. (google translate)

78 foh IUIh aTerTat/gitett i folererd HiHieh, J-Usra ATl i T
W fyam qur fFafrafasfaa & o difas w9 9 i 7 fve S9 &
HIUT, 3 ST feRril X faiar e1ay famtor ue stfasmaor g1 w1 21 Hdie 3t
Sfcrsifera &= ol T8 &9 | YaRid i 2 IR forvmTi gRT ArorEe] sia
T ohale ATcTTsll o TTehiceh ST Y &l 18T 8, sifceh Juisict Sera &eem off
TR &9 8 g9 &1 @1 8, S Teas ®9 § G ieid STeder S s
SIAT-Ehe 1 TG I & &, S Tfdanedt g Iia SEme/sw R a9
AEeT H g™ BIEU® § WE @ ST GohdT 2l fagaqr g ® 5 f’vm
ARt W arerei/sial & weer o e # et 8, 98 3%
HTshIIehT0T oL T8 L T8 B

24. That due to the failure to properly demarcate the aforesaid
ponds/lakes, to verify the land revenue records on site, and to
physically mark the construction-prohibited zone, continuous illegal
construction and encroachment are taking place on these water bodies.
Owing to the negligence of the concerned departments in clearly
displaying the demarcation and the restricted zone, not only is the
natural character of the ponds being destroyed, but their rainwater
retention capacity i1s also being severely affected, which directly
contributes to environmental imbalance and the local water crisis—
facts which can be clearly observed in the replies submitted by the
respondents as well as in the photographs annexed with the original
application. Ironically, the very officials entrusted with the protection
and conservation of these ponds/lakes are themselves destroying them
by carrying out concretization. (google translate)

TTAT

A A EEEer @ foam aredar @ fF Suine ae ud
gitfefiat sl dEd gC SidaTeiTer 6T 2, 4, 5 T 6 §R iad 316ed T
W TV hl e foram SiTe, 3utich drarrsii/sfiet ot 8T sfashu,
frmior wef seor ot aredtaen ot o fer geaos 8 S sl wttd
TiSd T ST, HeT HTAe T STqaraiTor o el st s fder s
AT IR 5 SC, qrensi/siar sht aqae qaiaeia Rl w0 s
Uik Heferd TSTEt § ST S, STcishvll, TeTieesh, Hefell Td 3ie TUfRTe
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BT ST TGid | JASiiear hl HRIFISHT Sfdeelmor § dam g S,
TS HA@! o ATER GPS/GIS AT HiHieh T Tmell fUer wemfud
T HHRT TR AMARGT HUAT W, qAT ararsi/Eiar & diar g+
Shehiegeh 0T, ST HTeATE Us HATTSRA deohled BTt Shl TTE hILaTg ohl
HTEHT TATTHTT o qHET T LA hl G Y T SITe, @y & o7
JYTH TR T TR SITE ot AT =ITTTreRaeT =rmif=rd |wel

Prayer

Therefore, it is most respectfully prayed before this Hon’ble
Tribunal that, in view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances, the false
and misleading reply/affidavit filed by Respondent Nos. 2, 4, 5, and 6 be
quashed; that a high-level committee be constituted for an impartial
verification of the actual condition of encroachments, constructions, and
pollution affecting the aforesaid ponds/lakes; that a site inspection of the
original application and the records submitted by the respondents be
conducted and a factual report be prepared; that the current environmental
and ecological status of the ponds/lakes be scientifically assessed by a
competent agency; that the respondents be directed to prepare a scientific
restoration plan involving the removal of water hyacinth, plastic, debris,
and solid waste; that GPS/GIS-based demarcation be carried out as per the
revenue records and permanent pillars be installed, and that the
demarcation map be placed on record; and that the respondents be directed
to immediately remove all concrete constructions, illegal structures, and
encroachments within the ponds/lakes and to file an action-taken report
before this Hon’ble Tribunal.

It is further prayed that any other appropriate order(s), as this
Hon’ble Tribunal may deem fit and proper in the interest of justice and
environmental protection, may also kindly be passed. (google translate)
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Bhagahar Wetland
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Bhagahar Wetland
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Sarai Barai Wetland
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Sarai Barai Wetland
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Sarai Barai Wetland
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