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REJOINDER TO REPLY FILED BY RESPONDENT NO. 4 – UTTARAKHAND 

POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 
The Petitioners respectfully submit this rejoinder to the reply filed by Respondent No. 4 

(Uttarakhand Pollution Control Board). 

(1). With reference to Paragraph 7 of the reply, the Petitioners agree with the Respondent’s 

submission that the project proponent has not obtained Consent to Establish (CTE) for the 

construction of the cold storage facility, which falls under the 'Green Category' of CPCB 

classification. It is further submitted that the construction work order was issued on 

04.12.2023 (Annexure B of the Original Application), and the project proponent had not 

even applied for CTE until 28.04.2025. This clearly establishes that the project commenced 

unlawfully without mandatory permissions. 

(2). The Petitioners also agree with the Respondent’s statement that 18 out of 32 mango 

trees have been felled. However, such inconsistency in the reported figures of trees (32 in 

earlier reports and then 18) raises serious concerns about transparency and procedural 

regularity. 

(3). Therefore, the Petitioners submit that the Respondent’s own reply supports the case of 

the Petitioners and demonstrates that the project has proceeded without lawful approvals, 

causing environmental damage and violating mandatory legal safeguards. 

(4). The Petitioners respectfully clarify that they agree only with (i) the admission in Para 7 

of the Respondent’s reply that the project proponent had not obtained Consent to Establish 
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(CTE), and (ii) the factual statement that 18 out of 32 mango trees have been felled. With 

respect to the other assertions made in the Respondent’s reply, including the report on the 

condition of felled trees (Annexure 2 page no.8), the Petitioners neither admit nor deny the 

same at this stage and reserve their rights, as they are not in a position to independently 

verify such observations. 

Prayer 

In light of the above, the Petitioners respectfully pray that the Hon’ble Tribunal may kindly 

take on record the admissions of Respondent No. 4, which corroborate the Petitioners’ 

grievance that the project was commenced illegally without mandatory clearances, and pass 

appropriate orders in the interest of justice. 

 

 

Place: Dehradun 

Date: 15.09.2025 
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