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AFFIDAVIT IN REJOINDER TO THE SAY OF RESPONDENT NO. 4

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:-

I, Saiprasad Mangesh Kalyankar, the Applicant herein, do hereby solemnly

affirm and state as follows:-

I. That I have examined the affidavit submitted by Respondent No. 4
(MSRDC), Maharashtra State Road Development Corporation Ltd. and
as per direction of the Hon’ble tribunal dated 18/12/2024, herewith [ am
humbly submitting this rejoinder to address the misrepresentations and
inaccuracies concerning the afforestation undertaken as part of the

ompliance with the Tribunal’s directive dated 10.09.2014 in Original

Application No. 28 of 2014.

2. That while the initial afforestation as mandated by this Hon’ble Tribunal
was executed, the subsequent failure to maintain the plantation has
resulted in severe environmental degradation, thereby defeating the very

purpose of the compensatory afforestation initiative.
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II. FAILURE TO ENSURE POST-PLANTATION MAINTENANCE
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I3. That the failure to ensure proper aftereare has resulted in an alarming

decline in tree survival rates and has severely undermined the e
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cological

III.  NON-COMPLIANCE WITH PAYMENT OBLIGATIONS AND
LEGAL DISPUTES

14.That it is a matter of record, as acknowledged by Respondent No. 4
(MSRDC) in its affidavit, that under the Compromise Decree dated 6th
June 2022 in Reg. Civil Suit No. 126/2021, the Subcontractor of the
Concessionaire namely Suwarna Buildeon Pyt Ltd (Hercafter referred to
as Subcontractor) was contractually entitled to receive the agreed-upon

payments for the exccution of the afforestation project and ultimately
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achicving COD. This contractual entitlement was legally binding and

was agreed upon in judicial proceedings, making it imperative for the

e Concessionaire and their EPC Contractor (o honor its obligations. 1Us
—Q}\ Ry also decreed that the sand Banda BCP site will remain in the possession
“ of the Subcontractor of the Concessionaire namely Suwarna Buildcon
/ Pyt Ltd untl the final payments is done. Due to dispute between the

partics the matters are subjudice.

5. That as per the express terms and conditions of the decree passcd by the
Hon ble Court, it was uncquivocally stipulated that the possession of the
afforestation site by the Subcontractor shall remain undisturbed until the
final settlement of duces as decreed. Furthermore, it was mutually agreed
through mediation decree between the partics that until the formal
handover of the site, the Subcontractor shall continue to undertake post-
plantation maintenance activities. In consideration thercof, the EPC

Contractor of the Concessionaire shall be liable to remit a sum of

21,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh Only) per month to the Subcontractor.
This = stipulation was incorporated to ensurc compliance with
environmental obligations, maintain the ccological sustainability of the
project, and uphold the effective execution of the maintenance phase in
accordance with the terms of the decree.

16. Those upon achieving the Commercial Operation Date (COD). the
Concessionaire and its EPC Contractor were legally obligated to settle
the pending dues of Subcontractor, as this payment was a prerequisite
for Subcontractor to formally hand over the site to the Concessionaire.
However, in blatant contravention of the contractual terms and
obligations, the Concessionaire, immediately after receiving the COD,
willfully failed to discharge its financial responsibilities towards
Subcontractor. This failure to fulfill the agreed financial commitments
has resulted in protracted legal disputes, severely hindering the progress
of the afforestation initiative and causing further environmental and
legal complications, thereby violating the principles of contractual
performance and good faith.

BEFORE ME

awan)

S.S. SAWANT
B.ALL.B.
ADVOCATE .&r‘ {OTARY
Snivales'a. C 3 o HGJ"”C

Chira Mandys Lhotwadi Saa antwadi
Tet: Sawantwadi, Dist: bl.xdnudu'g

2490)




392

fiion o the agreed-upon payments, j was furthe, Stipy
m addition e

‘ that until the possession of the SIC wyg !‘”'”Hl”y -
" O oUW

beontactor o the ('nm-cs.\'!()”f“f't'. a lll()n!hly
\\H{‘\‘\ \

Hhom Mmc
1L,00,000 (Rupees One Lakl only) would e paud ¢ Subcontmc
NG U . OVOR e .

the mamtenance of the plantation, Howey CrLas pey the C()mmun

vid by (he \ppheant from .\‘uhcmlu‘ucmr and g
AR AR j {

Prtes, it has been unequivocally CStablishe that the ¢

LELEL U\ I8
and EPC Contractor has failed to comply With this ﬁnzmciul ohh'g
D <

Wpermediation deerec, Fhe failure 14 Mak ¢ these p,
anandue fnancjgl burden on Suhumlrucmr, Which
e madequate maintenanee of the plunluli(m, ultim;

survival of the attorested (rees, S

I8 That despite thege legally binding obh’gutions, neither RCSpondcm N
0..

(MSRDQ) noy the Concessionajre and his pe Contractor has taken 15}
aki

“Aﬁ

to Subcontractor. hé
maintcnanccs Charg

has rendered Subcontractor incapabe of ArTying o, essenti
< (¢

MEPS 10 release (e Outstanding Payments gy,
retusal to elegr these bavments including Mmonthly
mantenanee activities syely a8 irrigatjon, pest ¢
of m\n-sur\i\'ing saplings.  “This Hagran disreg,
\\E‘Iig;nions angd cn\‘ironmcnml rcsponsibi!itics constitutes

a grave

vViolation of the Nationg) Green Tribung] Act, 2010, the Environmen
Protection ACL 1086, and the Principles Of sustainap|e developmeny and

polluter-pays, o feeognized by he Honple Supreme Couyge of India,

19, That g Qdiregy Lonsequence of the Concessionaire*s failure to make
Pyments POS-COD, Subcnntmc[or. having incurreq substantial costs iy

CXecuting e ;1t?i)x°cslulion project, s unwilling to vacate the site,

5 R 5 . AV hi h'lS
ASserting g lien over the Projeet area due (o non-payment. This h;

.'r
~ : - : ion is left wi tructured |
resulted in g IMpasse Wherein (e plantation is left without struc ;

/

. . . T nvironmental
m;lln[cn;mcc. turther c.\il&‘crbaumu the dc(crmrdllng cnviron i

\‘\‘Kl\iili\‘ll.\‘.

2 ) : ; cen
-U.lh;l( d\\\‘pnc the has b

ﬁnunci;xl constraints, Subcontractor o
. . ) ) .o -esources. as th
m.nm.nmng the nﬂorcslanmn Project witp its limited resources,

A ‘ivee N . 3 ’ > ']Qrccd
L\‘nus.\nm;nrc has 1o ven fulfilled g obligation to pay the ag

g



93

- ayments, was iy B e
17. That in addition to the agrecd-upon pay ‘ Wrther g
‘(h deeree that until the possession of the SIEC wy
L‘ .

| Dlllalc
N lormull\' lramr

Al Qe arye \ b : ‘ crr‘
from Subcontractor  to the (()nuhhmn.mt, a Month)y, | .
I ' |

aid 1o Sy
paid 1o Suhmnlr;,cmr
the maintenance of the plantation. However, 46

1.00.000/- (Rupees One Lakh only) would be

received by the Applicant [rom SlthOnll‘ucl()r
parties, it has been unequivocally establighe

and EPC Contractor has {

1o
and Other o b
d thyy the Con .
. | . . Illrc
Ith thig Imancml obJ;
these p
ontractor, which ip tu

ance of the plantation, ullimatcly C“dilnﬂerine
survival of the afforested trees,

ailed to comply vy
as per mediation decree, The failure 1o make
anundue financial burden on Subc

in inadequate Mainten

dymengg hag

™ hag |

18. That despite these
(MSRDC) nor the
Sleps to release

refusal to ¢e

legally binding oblig

ations, neithe
Conccssionairc

and hig EPC Cont

the Outstanding Payments duye o
ar these payments incl
has  rendered Subcontr,

Maintenance

r Rcspondc
ractor has gy,

Subconlractor_
uding monthly mg;
actor  incapab|e of
activities such

Carrying oy

Cssentiy)
ation, pest control, and e

placemem

as irrig
non-surviving saplings. This
obligations

of flagrant disregard o
responsibilitjeg constitute
en Tribunal A
986, and the principle

ays, as recognized by the Hop

contractygy|
and cnvironmenty|

violation of the Nationg] Gre
Protection Act, |

polluter-p

S a grave

L, 2010, the Enviromnent

s of sustainab]e developmen and

1’ble Supreme Court of Indjq.
19. That as g direct consequence of e
payments post-COD, Subcontrae
CXxecuting the 4

Conccssionairc’s failure to make
tor, having incurred substantial costs in
fforestation, project, is unwilling 10 vacate (he site,

tthe proje arca due (o non-payment. This has
¢ Wherein (e plantation s |ef

asserting its lien ove

resulted in gp Impass

without structured
maintenance,

further cxaccrbating the dcterioraling environmental
conditions,

20. That despite the

financiy]
mainlaining the affoy

: cen
constraints, Subcontractor has b

: R the
ON project with its limited resources, as
Ol evep fulfy

estatj
Conccssionaire has

lled its obligation to pay the ag



. That, as the situation stands today, the :

394

monthly sum ot T1,00,000/- for maintenance. The burden of maintaining
the plantation, which was a collective responsibility as per the judicial
deerce, has thus been unjustly shifted entirely  onto Subcontractor,
leading to inadequate upkeep of the planted trees and endangering the

alTorestation objectives,

SThat due 1o the failure of both parties to resolve the financial dispute

amicably, the matter has esealated into prolonged legal proceedings,
with both Subcontractor and the Concessionaire and his EPC Contractor
cngaging in mutual blame and filing civil cases across various judicial
plattorms. This impasse has resulted in a deadlock, which is dircetly
detrimental to the objectives of the compensatory afforestation mandate
issued by this Hon'ble Tribunal, obstructing the effective implementation
of the afforestation  plan  and contravening  the  principles  of
environmental justice as enshrined under Section 20 ol the National
Green Tribunal Act, 2010.

- That should this Hon'ble Tribunal dircct the Respondent No. 4

(MSRDC) and Concessionaire to carry out Replantation, it is likely that
the Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and Concessionaire w

of ongoing legal disputes to evade its responsibility, thereby further

ill use the pretext

delaying the remedial measures required to restore the afforested site,

Such a situation would not only render the aflorestation order ineffective

but would also sct a precedent for concessionaires and his EPC

Contractor to exploit legal loopholes to avoid environmental obligations.

alforestation site remains in the
possession of Subcontractor as per the judicial decree, while the
Concessionaire and his EPC Contractor continues (o w

ithhold payments
under the guise of legal disputes. On onc hand,

the Concessionaire
refuses to assume maintenance responsibilities, and on the other hand, it
is not fulfilling its financial obligations to

Subcontractor for the
maintenance of the plantation,

thereby placing the entire project in
Jeopardy.
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1' b / ¢ LT H . H e 4 . y -
e duty to protect public and environmental interests, and is driven by a
v ' * . . . . -
commitment to uphold the rule of Taw and the fundamental rights to

healthy environment,

27. That the financial non-compliance by the Concessionaire and his EPC

Contractor has had a direct and adverse impact on the afforestation

project. The lack of funds has made it impossible for Subcontractor 1O
conduct essential maintenance activities, leading to an ccological

sctback that must be rectified through immediate remedial measures.

.That Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and the Concessionaire, despite being
fully awarc of these financial obligations, have failed to take any
corrective steps to rectify the situation, thereby violating contractual
obligations, the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, and environmental
jurisprudence as laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in
landmark judgments such as M.C. Mchta v. Union of India (1987) and

Vellore Citizens Welfare Forum v. Union of India (1996).

PLANTATION AT OTHER 23 BCP SITE

29. The present matter pertains specifically to the Banda Border Check Post
(BCP), which is governed by the Concessionaire Agreement executed
between the concerned parties i.e. Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and the
Concessionaire Maharashtra Border Checkpost Network Ltd. The said
agreement contains explicit provisions mandating the development and
maintenance of tree plantations and garden arcas at all BCP sites.
Furthermore, substantial financial allocations have been incorporated
within the project cost to ensure the effective execution of afforestation
and landscaping activities in compliance with environmental and

contractual obligations.

30.1t is submitted that there exist a total of 24 BCPs under the present
concession agreement, the majority of which are strategically located
near national and state highways. As per the terms of the Concessionaire
Agrcement, the development of these BCPs was to be undertaken in an

EF cnvnrcmlﬁ'nm]ly sustainable manner, ensuring minimal disruption to the

$50L0(l S

S.S. SAWANT
8.A.LL.B.
ADVOCATE & NOTARY
Shivaleeia: C-242Q Meer Govind
Crutra Mandir Bhatwadi Sawantwadi
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However, in complete arpe.

seale destruction and removal of existing trees and vegetation hyye beey

carried out at multiple BCP locations under the pretext of Projec,

implementation. Shockingly, while sipnificant funds have been allocatey

re
has been an absolute failure on the part of the Respondents 1o exeey(g

for atforestation and the development ol landscaped garden areas, e

these crucial components ol the project.

31.The Applicant, in furtherance of due diligence and to asccrtainm
factual position, has personally visited all 24 BCP sites. It iy with
immense dismay and concern that it is placed on record that, L\‘C(:p[“[@
Banda BCP, the requisite tree plantation and garden dwd()pmmﬁgc
activitics have been entirely neglected at the remaining 23 B(@\s §*ph

Startlingly, at several BCP sites, not a single plant has been prov c{]?‘

.OF

and the designated garden arcas, as per the approved project design

’

remain completely barren and non-existent. This blatant non-compliance
is not only a material breach of the Concessionaire Agreement but also g

flagrant violation of statutory cnvironmental norms, including but not

limited to:-

e The Environment Protection Act, 1986, which mandates the
implementation of necessary safeguards to mitigate environmental
damage caused by developmental projects;

« The Maharashtra (Urban Areas) Protection and Preservation of
Trees Act, 1975, which imposes a legal obligation to undertake
compensatory afforestation and tree conservation measures; and

« The conditions stipulated in the environmental clearances and
regulatory approvals granted for the project, which require the
implementation of sustainable landscaping and green cover measures

as part of the overall project design.

32.1t is imperative to highlight that the deliberate omission of afforestation

and landscaping activitics at these remaining 23 BCPs nol only
. < . 2 o or1OUS
compromiscs  cnvironmental  sustainability but also raiscs serio
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CONCCIy fimancinl
HIIS ]

tepnding mismanagement  and possible

“”'11] URINRTE)
PRTOPration of funds allocated for these essential activitics. I'he

ln||||\|.~|'. ke .
wnee ol preen cover at several BCP sites has rendered these

LIS \'lI“ ’
Ay unappenting, ceologically vulnerable, and contrary 10 the

VLY P ‘i L | .
I Iples of sustainable infrastructure development.

Given the N E—— ‘ ‘
vty ol the situation and the evident non-compliance on the
Wt ol the Concewd ‘ g i
P the Concessionaire and the concerned authoritics, the /‘\ppllcum
Mot : ; A i —
humbly and strongly urpes this Hon'ble Tribunal to direct

Respondent No, d (MSRIDC) (o

Submit a comprehensive status report detailing the provisions

made in the Concessionaire Agreement regarding tree plantation

and parden area development at all 24 BCPs, along with the

corresponding financial allocations for the same;

i Provide a detailed compliance report specifying the present
status of plantation and alforestation activities undertaken at each
ol the 24 BCPs, supported by photographic and documentary
cvidencee,

i, Clarify the reasons for non-execution of the mandated
alforestation and landscaping measures at the remaining 23 BCPs
and furnish an explanation for the utilization of the funds allocated
for these purposes; and

iv. Take immediate remedial action to ensure the exccution of the

plantation and garden arca development at all BCP sites in

accordance with the approved project design and contractual

commitments.

interest  of  environmental  preservation, contractual

accountability, and public interest, the Applicant further prays that
this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to issue stringent directions
against the erring parties for willful non-compliance with environmental
and contractual obligations and to take nccessary measures 10 rectify this

grave lapse at the carliest.
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: ient Protection Act, 1986, .
Code, 19606, the ovironn
\ .

and the Minc\ oy
ottt . 0% T )
NMincrals (Development and Regulation)  Act, 1957 Ihe Appﬁ

knowledges that while the royalty for the CXCavateq Material hyl 15
JURNO LU ¢ L

i and o No Duce Certificate has been ISsuc by
pard and g

' ]l||'”l. ‘Pl““‘“l“ H”(IQ'[- lhp 1\,1“]](“-‘]\'"
) » L ] ' I
\\'\l“l“\l l 1!

‘D » » 1¢y Yoot
department for the Banda BCP, the requisite st
obtaining prior approvals and clearances Was noy duly fﬂllm\cg

Consequently, the Applicant lodged g forma complaing With N
Revenue Department regarding this procedural lapse, RCCOgnizing the
violation, the  Tehsildar, Sawantwadi, imposed 4 Penalty on
s Subscqucmly heard before
the Sub-Divisional Magistrate (SDM), Sawantwagdi. whe

was adjudicated, and the penalty imposed by the Tehsilda
While the Applicant acknowledges the said order, a

concerned partics. The said penalty order w

re the marger
I Was upheld.
n appeal challcnging

appropriate appellate
authority, and the matter remains under judicial cons;

the same has alrcady  been filed before the

deration.

30.However, (his instance s only a fraction of the larger issuc—the
. = 1

Road Development Corporation (Respondent No. 4)

\ . . Y ok Pocte ‘l,s
and the (,onccssmmurc have constructed 24 Border Check Posts (BCPs)
across Mulmrzlshlru,

Maharashirg State

T are of their legal
and despite being fully aware of their leg

obligations, royalty has been paid only for the Banda BC.P: Ihl\‘\
compliance, 100, wyg enforced solely due to the relentless \‘1g|lan~tn’;
legal inlcrvcnlion, and persistent follow-ups of the Applicant, \\-hu,‘;li:
social activigy, has riskeq his own safety to expose these lrrcgl;l::l)c)
Slmckingl_\', for the Femaining 23 BCPs, Respondent No. 4 ([\.‘;mc,us.
and e C()nccssiomlirc have deliberately cvaded royalty pa:
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Il i A a . o s H '(\Il.
Mlepal excavation, environmental degradati
TCSO1 s,

CON g AT Atlicley Ay
Whiv, e

N 'Hll”li[l i

| LI TITRTIEN
gy

uloy, |
HI ! | o 1

] and  severe  ecological  imbalance. g

' o ~ 1a.

A ind 51A(g) of the Constitution ol it
Wandnte (1

Qi t ¢ 1" ! | l]c
v olitle and citizens to protect and Improve |
n\hnnnu'nl
RITE I

CONSL o

¢ i . alties
Lo Obtain statutory clearances and pay applicable royaltic:

Principle :”::|’:'|”‘“l" cnvironmental offense, violating the Prccau:imi‘i‘
R l'i olluter Yays Principle as laid down by lhca} on
o u. W ML Molita v, Kamal Nath [(1997) 1 SCC 388] and
,‘HI' /*h|m|‘|'”m“l”/,”r Lnviro-Legal Action v. Union of India [(1996) 3 SFC
o Wuthorized excavation without environmental clearance 1S @
direet violation of Scetions 3 and 5 of the Environment Protection Act.
FORO, and attraery penal consequences under Section 21 of the Mines and
Mincraly (Development and Regulation) Act, 1957. Given the scale of
this violmtion and s far-rcaching cnvironmental conscquences. the
mtervention of this Hon'ble Tribunal under its swo motu jurisdiction 1S
hotonly warranted but necessary in the interest of environmental justice.
The Applicant, therefore, respectfully prays that this Hon’ble Tribunal
isue immediate directions to Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) to furnish No
Objection Certificates (NOCs) and proof of royalty payments for all 23
remaining BCPs and to initiate environmental restoration measures in
accordance with Section 20 of the National Green Tribunal Act. 2010.
Additionally,  stringent  penal  action must  be  taken against  the
Concessionaire and responsible government authorities for willful non-
complianee, failing which this unchecked exploitation will continue to

cause irreparable damage to the environment and public interest.

CSThat as per the communication received by the Applicant, the payments

towards Dapoli University have been made by Subcontractor. In one
such communication, Subcontractor has explicitly stated that it has paid
a sum ol 225,000 on multiple visits to Dapoli University. This directly
contradicts the statement [iled by Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) before
this Hon'ble Tribunal, wherein false claims have been made under oath

through an aflidavit. Such deliberate misrepresentation and submission

BEHQOREsMEmcents before a judicial authority amount to perjury, which

Prereant
S.S. SAWANT

pBaLl i3

ADVOCATE & NOTARY

L)

alaey |

wid N

Y100 Hoeat Gavind
Wit 1 Sawantwad

Yal Soawaowat et tindhudued
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P91 and 193 of 1) Indiag I'unl(
mder Section

s ollense

] P SCTHTOUS |«

i .l!dt
”””'ML‘

‘. (‘ \WATTranis | 8 A action .\‘l'\lﬂ .l(h”‘. l'
’ <
ln\(‘“ n

nh.,,m|
g false declyy,

il facts and making cclar Mion |

ral 1

SSIe male

I suppres !

» “[]h
v . 1 | .\ . : : )
ol i““”cc but also under Nine lhk S “ltlu'\ 0] |\‘;'.l|
‘18 the course .
obstructs

' It l(‘(‘(h”}“\
. l 115 x4 N1 ‘ ' (

Flurioys qc
lent No. 4 (MSRDC) to furnish complete .
Responde ¢

. 1Vore: ’ [,‘u thc [h .
« ()ll JI]I\L . Il'\. & ¢

L 1mpose  stringent penalties  ang Mitiate
mus SCstring

approprmlc gal
dings against Respondent N, 4 (MSRDC) Fiic \\i||}(
procee S ag; - e S
misrepresentation and filing false affidavitg

. in aCcordanee \\'ilh/lhc
enshrineq und
' the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, ang the
(

Principle ¢stablished by the Hon’ble Supre

principles of transparency and accountability er Seetigh i

Prccuulimmrv

me Court iy AP, Pol/un‘moo :
Control Board v, Prof. M.y, Nayud L(1999) 2 5EC 7131 Such b;
¢

[raudulent conduct not only erodes the credibility of judiciy] procccdings\
I'¢

vent any further

but also necessitates exemplary action g pre

abuse of
process.

PRAYER

In light of the foregoing submissions, the Applicant res
Honble Tribungl may be pleased to:-

essionaire to submig g
4. Direct Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and the Concessionaire to suby

inancial transactions undertaken.

RDC) for
b. Initiate strict legal action against Respondent Nf"- .4 ('r\:s'l:‘l])(illlmg
willfully filing a false alfidavit before (his l~[0n'bl.c ll'l)b‘“"“l‘ .C:)dc. -
(o perjury under Seetions 197 and 193 of the lncpzm lu,m-l'rihunul ud
and impose approprigte Penalties for mislcading the |
SUPPTESSing matery| fact, BEFORE ME
cuwant
S.S. SAWANT
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Ivoke
AT arisdiet; "
. MOl jurisdiction 1o investigate large-scale unauthorized
ANation i ) \
e W mulliple 23 Border Check  Posts  (BCPs)  across
SIRTASTG f1 vialegs i ! .
No. | (MS) ! Violation of environmental laws and dircet Respondent
¢ L ) \‘ N ) \ 1 i | |
o4 € DC) 10 furnish all No Objcction Certificates (NOCs) and
VO rovalty 1va t .
MUY paviments for the remaining 23 BCPs.
lmpose sy
SCOSte : i ‘ '
YICt penaltics on Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and the
are  for
cn\'imnmcmul

Concessio
sson i i ini '
blatant non-compliance  with  mining and

| regulations, as mandated under the Environment
Protection Act, 1986

N : and the Mines and Minerals (Development and
Repulation) Act, 1957

Direet  Reg ionay

U Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and the Concessionaire 10
mmediately prelens - ' | -
wediately release gl outstanding payments against maintenances ol

it Bl . . . . .
¢ plantation dye lo Subcontractor in accordance with the Compromise

Decree dated Oth June 2022,

T N b Jre Yy i i i
Direct Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and concessionaire to appoint
Subcontractor to continue the maintenance of the afforestation project

for 4 minimum period of five years to ensure the survival and
sustainability of the plantation.

Mandate additional compensatory afforestation at the project site by
directing Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and concessionaire to appoint
Subcontractor, being in possession of the site and having demonstrated
expertise in aftorestation, to execute the Replantation and additional
plantation.

Impose strict penalties under Sections 26 and 28 of the National Green
Tribunal Acte 2010, against the Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and
Concessionaire  for willful  non-compliance with the Tribunal’s

directives.

lssue an injunction restraining the Respondent No. 4 (MSRDC) and

Concessionaire from delaying afforestation and maintenance efforts
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# ’ 11):41643 7 o AT -

I ””| ’[‘““““‘, l'l' ‘!",'/]',J”“' ,”;/ i ‘ ' o

' {ation and ;/::ffi';h arca CCYCIOTTN 28 2
Aptcorient pepanding tree planta

y o
i ey 032000,
IS idd it { ',;/ v

y v with the corresnondss
Y barder Clheck Posts (BCPs), along w) hth e

' Hi11E,
o Wans s tioned for I '

' A PEUTYI Y. P 7 e L
) OVIUC 4 ACiaNCd Compli
l ‘ '“” “l”’“ l"“'l”’”‘"’“l IJ”_‘ 4 (’A';I,l)( ) '(’ I” )1 j of } 4 !

-

nee /
> /
1 ’ 1124 1—<"‘~.-';L.— !
i (wd by photographic and documentary evidd k
epoitduly sippor , Cailon metokis
peckying the present status ol plantation and afforestation zctisi
RN / '
‘ > L , ‘ t;,r- 1‘1 > 6..,_,_
undertnken ut ench of the 24 BCPs, along with particulars of the
‘ H v TP 1 - - 1,’,7 > ea-atl
namber, wnd Tocation of the plantations carried out in accordance W 11H N\

the approved project desipng

Sl Direet Respondent No, 4 (MSRDC) to furnish 4 written explanation
d N

| YO ! . atrreloites 4ffc ctatieyn e d
. - I./“‘ cparding the non-execution  of the  mandated afforestation

i

\
’
1

- ’ ' R T I e setyife vl e
- ‘E:‘}-‘ &'/;Jn idseaping. measures at the remaining 23 BCps, despite  explicit
’ B | 'Bm tractual provisions and financial allocations, along with an account of

(= e tUn utilization of funds designated for these purposes;

~,1/ - "/ Q’Q
\' F *‘ Mo lssue necessary directions (o Respondent No, 4 (MSRDC) to take

3

1 Ly

medinte and effective remedial action 1o cnsure the execution of the

tree plantation and parden arey development at all BCP sites in strict
complinnee withh (e Concessionaire Agreement,  applicable

NVironmental repulations, and approved project design;

v
1 O
‘ E Ass such other and fuyher orders as this Hon ble

Tribunal may deem
Geand proper in (e inte

rest ol environmental protection, contractual
complianee, financiyl accountability, and public welfare.

Lo Me Saiprasad Manges)y Kalyankar, Charte

ttioner pe
Distriey Sind
ation thy

red Accountant, Age 61 years.
siding at House No.1442B at village Banda.

hudurg, State Maharashtra, Pin 416511 state
all inform

Indian Inhabitant, an e
Taluka Sawantwaddi,
on the solemn allirm

ation provided in above reply is true
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sae
e Dite: 08/03/2024 (
{ e 5
',L, Place: Pune/ Sawantwidi / On ///
l S PR
” | My tlr/l dy Foalyank
X() rA/\ CA Bulpritie /l | ”' T VI
Q‘ /\ /_ \
DVOCAT, \ o
& 8. Saw, VERIFICATION
Muhuduy. - !
i o Ape O yeirt
;5/”5/1/),)'?, I/Mr. Saiprasad Manpesl) Kalyankar, Chartered Accountant, Ape 6 Y X '
, Y ‘ , , A
OI/~ — “Indian Inhabitant, ap Petitioner residing at House MO 4215 ut villagre

\\" 4165 e
\_r Taluka Sawantwadi, District Sindhudurg, State Maharas ditra, Pin 416511 sial

o

on the solemn affirmation that all information provided in ubove reply s true
and corregf Lo, the b}sl oF my knowledge and belief, | am stpning this affidayvil
)ﬁ(dy on W(Hf—’»“(ﬁﬁ‘hl Punce/ Sawantwadi,

Date: 0802/2025

Place: Puney/ Sawantwadi e

CA Saiprasad Muny fesh Kalyankar
05:0) om0y F

AM:. /m IPRF YL gy,

Wilnese, b —'Sd(’rJ“Ued b:]

[}
L)

NV Gishravy $ P leg
A QO‘ J‘\mfr No £T

S 79613 60p
BEFORE ME This docurnont has been perg sonally presene
awant & signed by BCUPWQVQCI Jlonae [t an)- ae
S.S. SAWANT o Banda., g, Ha wua worey O
B.ALLB. who I1s ld(‘”tlfl(’i{{ hu \fri o

AM\/APATE 0 siATs e
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fuﬁ» am lea v
A(l(.“‘w/r L T 44

Accountant,

YO }41‘?

Age 6] years,

B at village Banda,

arashtra, Pin 416511 «

fat
LtdiC

the best of my knowledge and beliel, |
2 /5001«

on 0470112024 41 I'un

J

VIERIIIC

Sindhudurg, State Maharashtra, Pin 416511

P s thie sl it

Sawanntwadi

)
( \“)M" \(%[
\I‘l'“‘ )Ill

dy IS alyanko

O™ T R BN

CA Saiprasad Mo

|

ATION

l_, M Saiprasad Mangesh Kalyankar, Chartered Accountant, Age 61 years

v»,«'lnrh;m Inhabitant, an Petitioner residing at House No 144288 at village Banda

laluka Sawantwadi District

Jda

solemn affirmation (hat all intormation provided in above reply st

wand correct to (he l)j".l ol my knowledge and beliefl, T am signing this altidavit
/ 9800 207y :

today on 84/4/2625 3 Punc/ Sawantwadi

CON )

Applicant
CA Saiprasad Mangesh Kalyanko
65 0)
"Al, /“/‘ P K ."1’.1' ’ f./,

Y 9 B

579683 601)

ded in above reply is true

c{a ayont 1
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ao CA ANT
S.S. SAWANI

BEFORE ME This
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iment has been per onally presented
i by s3cu prasad.. Mang esh lw\\)’
Tad . S coe s el (
I by \((U,‘,‘.’»rm\,. Q2 L"Q\i‘
of pages. [} °
Dated B\ 21209 g
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