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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

APPEAL NO. 112 OF 2018 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

UNIVERSITY OF DELHI  … APPELLANT

VERSUS 

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FOREST 

AND CLIMATE CHANGE & ORS   … RESPONDENTS

SHORT AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 4 

(YOUNG BUILDERS (P) LTD.) 

The Respondent No.4 states as under: 

1. The Appellant has filed the captioned Appeal impugning the grant of

Environment Clearance (“EC”) by the State Environmental Impact

Assessment Authority (“SEIAA”) (Respondent No. 2) to Young Builders

Pvt. Ltd., Respondent No. 4 herein, on 23.03.2018, for the construction of a

multi-storey residential complex at Delhi. The Respondent No. 4 is

undertaking a residential group housing project (“the Project”) near the

Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station on the land leased by the Delhi Metro Rail

Corporation (“DMRC”), Respondent No. 3 herein, pursuant to an open

public auction conducted in 2008, on payment of Rs. 218.20 crores.
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2. By way of the Order of this Hon’ble Tribunal dated 27.02.2020, an

Independent Expert Committee (“the Committee”) was formed by this

Hon’ble Tribunal to assess the environmental viability of the Project. In the

aforesaid Order, this Hon’ble Tribunal observed as under,

62. While prima facie the project does not appear to be viable for
the reasons already mentioned, we are of the view that least which 
ought to be done is to suspend the EC, consequential Consent to 
Establish and further activities of the project proponent and have an 
independent evaluation conducted in the interest of environment and 
public health.  

We have already noted the stand taken by the DPCC that SEIAA is 
not functional and DPCC is only a secretariat for SEIAA without 
any SEIAA member available. Thus, the evaluation will now have 
to be done by an independent Committee to ascertain viability of 
the project having regard to the existing environmental status and 
realistic impact of the project on the recipient environment, 
including in terms of the ambient air quality.  

The assessment may be made independent of the observations made 
herein above within two months from today.  

The Committee will comprise a senior representative of 
MOEF&CC; a senior scientist from the Indian Council of Forestry 
Research and Education, Dehradun; a scientist/engineer from the 
Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; a senior 
scientist/engineer from the Central Pollution Control Board; a 
representative of National Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of 
India; representative of School of Planning and Architecture, New 
Delhi, senior scientists on each from Wadia Institute of Himalayan 
Geology, Dehradun, G.B. Pant Institute, Almora and IIT Kanpur. 
The Nodal Agency for compliance and coordination will be Member 
Secretary, CPCB. First meeting of the Committee may be held 
preferably within two weeks from today. The Registry may furnish a 
copy of complete set of paperbook to the Member Secretary, CPCB 
forthwith. 

(Emphasis Supplied) 
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A Copy of the Order passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal dated 27.02.2020 in 

Appeal No. 112 of 2018 is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE 

A-1. (From Pgs.1611 To 1666).  

3. That thereafter, the Order of this Hon’ble Tribunal dated 27.02.2020 was

appealed to the Hon’ble Supreme Court, which passed an Order on

10.06.2020 in Civil Appeal No. 2485 of 2020 (Young Builders Pvt. Ltd. v.

University of Delhi & Ors.) observing as follows,

(6) We direct the Committee to examine various aspects including 
the viability of the Project without being influenced by any of the 
opinions expressed by the National Green Tribunal in the impugned 
order. The appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail 
Corporation are at liberty to file their respective representation 
along with requisite documents before the Committee within the 
period of two weeks. The Committee before it starts its first 
deliberation shall afford an opportunity of preliminary hearing to 
the appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail 
Corporation. Likewise, the Committee shall also afford a further 
opportunity of hearing to the appellant, University of Delhi and 
Delhi Metro Rail Corporation before it submits its final report 
before the Tribunal.  

(7) The Committee shall complete the deliberation and submit its 
final report within two months from the date of the representation 
being filed by the appellant and University of Delhi and Delhi Metro 
Rail Corporation. The Member Secretary, Central Pollution Control 
Board, shall coordinate and take necessary steps for convening the 
meeting of the Committee. The meeting of the Committee shall be 
conducted by virtual hearing, or video conferencing, and afford an 
opportunity of hearing to the representatives of the parties, 
mentioned above. 

(8) After submission of the final report by the said Committee, the 
appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation are 
at liberty to raise all the contentions/points before the National 
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Green Tribunal. 

A Copy of the Order dated 10.06.2020 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court in C.A. No. 2485 of 2020 is annexed herewith and marked 

as ANNEXURE A-2. (From Pgs.1667 To 1671) 

4. Pursuant to the Order of this Hon’ble Tribunal, the Committee held

meetings on 13.03.2020, 08.07.2020, 14.07.2020, 05.08.2020, 08.10.2020

and 01.12.2020. The Appellant, the Respondent No.4 and the DMRC

(Respondent No.3 herein) made submissions before the Committee in the

Second Meeting held on 08.07.2020.  The Ld. Committee also noted the

objections of the University of Delhi qua the composition of the Ld.

Committee as is evident from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd Minutes of the Meeting of

the Committee dated  08.07.2020, 14.07.2020 and 05.08.2020. Further, the

Committee Members visited the Project site on 17.08.2020 to physically

verify the points of contention and earmark areas of influence, with respect

to the environmental impact of the project.

5. The Committee uploaded its Rapid Indicative Environment Assessment

Report dated 10.12.2020 on 11.12.2020 (“the Report”) wherein it was

concluded by the Committee that,

“In view of the impact analysis, the project seems viable as 
environmental impacts, including impact on traffic congestion and 
urban infrastructure/services, are minimal/nominal.” 
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(Emphasis Supplied) 

A Copy of the Rapid Indicative Environment Assessment Report of the 

Independent Committee dated 10.12.2020 is annexed herewith and 

marked as ANNEXURE A-3. (From Pgs.1672 To 1874)  

6. After a detailed analysis of the objections raised by the Appellant as well as

the issues pointed out by this Hon’ble Tribunal in its Order dated

27.02.2020, the Ld. Committee has rendered a clear finding to the effect that

the Project is environmentally sustainable and viable.

7. The Report analysed the following aspects of the Project,

A. Impact on population density,  

B. Incremental Air Pollution Load From the Project,  

C. Estimating Additional Water Requirement,  

D. Waste Water Generation,  

E. Solid Waste Management, 

F. Existing Noise Levels, 

G. Impact on Traffic Congestion  

H. Stability of Structure with respect to Earthquake 

I. Compliance Status  
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8. The following findings were rendered by the Committee on each of the

aforesaid facets of the Project,

A. Impact on population density

Timarpur ward is the largest ward in the grid and an incremental 
increase in the population was estimated in this ward. The estimated 
increase in the population density in the Timarpur ward will be 6777 
persons per sq. km. The percentage increment in the ward will be 14%. 
This increaseis significant; however, tall residential buildings do give 
higher population density. This increase in density is not likely to 
impact the urban infrastructure/ services, as noted above. 

B. Incremental Air Pollution Load From The Project  

Being a high-income group residential project, the likely source of air 
pollution is vehicular emissions from estimated additional 615 cars on 
road during occupancy phase. During assessment, it was assumed that 
these additional cars would be BS IV compliant and driven by petrol or 
CNG. The applicable emission limits for CO, HC and NOx were used 
to estimate additional pollution load. The BS IV 4 wheelers do not 
generate particulate matter and thus no likely addition to existing PM 
levels is expected. 

Further, the annual pollution load data from ARAI-TERI, 2018 study 
for Delhi was used to estimate additional pollution load in Timarpur 
ward due to additional 615 cars on road due to proposed project, using 
area as proportionating factor. Statistically insignificant increment is 
noted in CO (0.25%), HC (0.09%) and NOx (0.1%) emissions due to 
proposed project. 

C. Estimating Additional Water Requirement 

It is understood that no ground water will be extracted during 
construction & occupancy phase of the project. The water requirement 
during construction will be met through private tankers and during 
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occupancy by Delhi Jal Board for which necessary permission have 
been obtained. Further, 0.003% increase in water requirement in the 
grid is anticipated.  

D. Waste Water Generation  

As total 34% of daily water requirement is proposed to be met through 
recycling (flushing & horticulture) the daily fresh water demand is 
lower. Further, a 0.002% percentage increase in existingload of 
municipal sewer is anticipated due to discharge of treated wastewater 
from the project. 

The proposed STP capacity is adequate with wastewater estimation 
based on @4 persons per household as indicated by the project 
proponent. However, it will be inadequate to suitably treat daily 
wastewater generated when quantity is estimated @4.75 persons per 
household.  

E. Solid Waste Management 

An increase of 1.27% from the present generation of solid waste in 
the grid is estimated due to the project. 

F. Existing Noise Levels 

As it is a group housing project, miniscule impact on noise 
environment during occupancy phase is anticipated, except during 
intermittent operation of the DG sets as backup power. 

G. Impact on Traffic Congestion 

Based on analysis, it is inferred that the inclusion of additional 615 
passenger cars on the road from the project will result in marginal 
increase in volume to capacity ratio (ranging 0.04 to 0.16). For the 
various section of roads, it is also observed that increase in volume to 
capacity ratio during the morning peak hours (0.04-0.06) and evening 
peak hours (0.05-0.08) is less, as compared to the ratio during 
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afternoon time (0.09-0.16). Overall, there will a marginal degradation 
in level of service. 

H. Stability of Structure with respect to Earth Quake  

University of Delhi's north campus falls under the 'high hazard zone' 
having worst category of "very high" risk index. Thus, seismic stability 
of 37 storeyed project was taken into consideration during project 
assessment and the structural stability certificates were verified. It is 
noted that following approvals have been obtained from concerned 
authorities, It is noted that following approvals have been obtained 
from concerned authorities, 

1) FORM 07 (Structural Stability Certificate) dated 04.07.2017 – This
certificate was submitted to North DMC along with building plan 
approval application 
2) STR certificate dated 10.01.2018 – This is the detailed structural
stability certificate issued by structural engineer. 
3) A detailed foundation recommendation report of Prof. VS Raju, Ex.
Director, IIT, Delhi dated 17.04.2018 - In order to keep building 
structure safe with respect to earthquake. 

I. Complaince Status  

The National Capital Territory Delhi has been divided into 15 planning 
Zones (Divisions). The proposed development lies in Zone 'C', subzone 
13, also known as 'Civil Lines Zone and lies in redevelopment area along 
metro corridor and not in the Civil Lines Bungalow Area. The proposed 
project has been formulated as per the provisions of its location within 
the redevelopment zone of MRTS corridor – the land use is residential 
and the proposed project is group housing. The aspects related to an 
urban design study to support the proposed built form as suggested in 
the ZMP has been fulfilled by scrutiny of the proposal by the Delhi Urban 
Arts Commission on 16th August 2017. A list of approvals obtained from 
various Departments is as below,  

Sr. 
No. 

Approval 

Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) NOC dated 
08.05.2009 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Tree removal/transport permission dated 25.05.2011- 
Department of Forest & Wildlife
National Monument Authority of India (NMAI) NOC dated 
26.12.2012 
Electric Sub Station approval from Tata Power Delhi dated 
14.08.2013 
Water supply approval from Delhi Jal Board (DJB)dated 
07.10.2015 
Storm water Drainage scheme approval from North DMC 
dated 24.11.2015

 Sewerage Scheme Approval from DJB dated 11.01.2016 
Delhi Urban Arts Commission (DUAC) approved dated 
16.08.2017 
Delhi Fire Services (DFS) Clearance dated 08.09.2017 
Layout Plan Approval 17.11.2017 issued by Standing 
Committee of North
Building Plan Sanction (Form B-1) dated 31.07.2019 issued by 
North DMC 

9. The Ld. Committee has made certain suggestions qua the implementation

of the Project and the answering Respondent undertakes to comply with the

same. However, the answering Respondent has an objection to the

suggestion (c) made by the Committee regarding restricting the Project to

one basement instead of the planned two basements.

10. The following are the suggestions made by the Ld. Committee and the point-

wise reply of the answering Respondent therein:

a. The project proponent must ensure that all necessary approvals have
been obtained and are valid.
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Response of the Respondent No.4 – The Respondent No. 4 will ensure that 

all necessary approvals are obtained and are valid. As listed by the 

Committee in pg.30 of the report, various approvals have already been 

obtained for the project and the same shall be reviewed once the 

Environmental Clearance as obtained is finally upheld by the Hon’ble 

NGT. 

 
b. It is noted that the project proponent has calculated the proposed STP

capacity as 200 KLD based on  the assumption of @4 persons per
household. However, based on Census data, 2011, Delhi's average
population density is @4.75 persons per household (range 4.6 – 4.9).
Thus, the corresponding sewage generation of 225 KLD during the
occupancy phase will exceed the proposed STP capacity. Therefore, the
project proponent is advised to upgrade STP capacity to 225 KLD or
restrict water supply so that peak sewage generation must not exceed
200 KLD.

Response of the Respondent No.4 – The Respondent No. 4 appreciates the 

concern of the Committee for providing an enhanced capacity of 225 KLD 

for the Sewage Treatment Plant (“STP”). In this connection, it is pertinent 

to note that the Environment Clearance was issued to the Project vide letter 

no. DPCC/SEIAA-III/C-353/DL/2018/6908-6919 dated 23.03.2018. The 

Respondent No. 4 submitted before the State-Level Expert Appraisal 

Committee (“SEAC”) that it would provide an STP with a capacity of 275 

KLD, based on a waste-water discharge of 249 KLD, and the SEAC had 

acknowledged that the total waste-water generation shall be 249 KLD which 

will be treated at onsite STP of 275 KLD (point 2 on page 1 of EC). The 
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Respondent No.4 assures this Hon’ble Tribunal that, as prescribed by the 

EC in point no.2 (at Pg.52 of the present appeal), it would design the STP to 

cater to 249 KLD effluents and provide a capacity of 275 KLD. 

c. Considering that the project area is part of groundwater discharge zone,
it is advised to restrict construction to only one underground basement
and one stilt parking, instead of the proposed two. The parking plan may
accordingly be revised and necessary approvals obtained.

Response of the Respondent No.4 –  

i. At the outset, it is submitted that there is no legal restriction on the

construction of two undergrounds basements in the Municipal

Codes, Environmental Laws or the rules appended thereto.

ii. In any case, it is submitted that there will be no obstruction to the

flow of ground water. Once the basement is constructed, the ground

water level would recover to its original level and there would be no

hindrance in the regional and local ground water flow direction.

iii. It is critical to note that the Ld. Committee did not raise the issue of

two basements with the Respondent No.4, otherwise, the

Respondent would have sufficiently addressed the concerns of the

Ld. Committee regarding the obstruction of groundwater. Since the

aforesaid query was not put to the Respondent No.4, it could not

apprise the Ld. Committee of the following facts,

a. The National Building Code prescribed for construction of

basements does not prescribe any restriction with respect to

stoppage of ground water flow and its management. It prescribes
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methods for recharging ground water, rainwater harvesting, etc., 

for effective water management. The Code has not recognized 

the issue of obstruction of flow as an area of concern. It also 

prescribes provisions for ventilation, fire and smoke outlets, first 

aid, corrosion management, sprinklers, and other facilities 

permissible or non-permissible. Additionally, the General 

Building requirement of the Ministry of Housing and Urban 

Development also does not prescribe any such restriction or any 

mandatory provision with regards to obstruction of ground water 

flow.  

b. The IS 16700:2017 code for “Criteria for Structural Safety of

Tall Concrete Buildings” prescribes that “9.4 Depth of

Foundation - The embedded depth of the building shall be at

least 1/15 of height of building for raft foundation…” The

maximum height of towers in the Project is 139.6 meters and in

order to comply with the IS code, the depth of foundation must

at least be 9.3 meters. In order to have two basements, the depth

below the ground will be 10.05.mtrs and 2.4 mtrs for the raft

against the 9.3 mtrs minimum requirement under the IS

16700:2017 code. Thus, as it is for the Project Building, the

foundation should be a minimum of of 9.3 mtrs (i.e. atleast 1/15th

of the height of the building) and hence it is submitted that the

additional depth will not adversely impact the ground water.

c. As noted by the Ld. Committee in its Report, the Respondent

No.4 has obtained all statutory approvals from the authorities

including the  Layout Plan Approval dt. 17.11.2017 issued by

Standing Committee of North and the Building Plan Sanction

(Form B-1) dated 31.07.2019 issued by North DMC both of

which have sanctioned the construction of 2 basements in the
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Project. Further, the subject EC was issued to the Respondent 

No.4 on the condition that Ground Water discharge shall be 

subject to prior approval of Delhi Jal Board in terms of 

Notification dated 12.07.2010 (refer to Condition No 16 under 

Construction Phase.) 

A Copy of the Delhi Groundwater Regulation Directions dated 

18.05.2010 is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A- 

4 (From Pgs. 1875 To 1880) 

d. Further, the National Building Code for Substation and

Switchrooms prescribes that, “4.2.1(3) In case there is only one

basement in a building, the substation/switchroom shall not be

provided in the basement. Also, the floor level of the substation

shall not be lowest point of the basement” In the Project,

substation is planned in the upper basement. In case the

Ld.Committee’s suggestion of only 1 basement is to be followed

then the substation cannot be provided in the basement as per

NBC and the same will have to be planned in open areas thereby

reducing the green areas and severely affecting the aesthetics.

e. The area of one basement in the Project is 15,870.13 sqm

whereas the stilt area available for parking is only 610.7 sqm,

which is only 3.85% of basement area. Obviously, this smaller

stilt area cannot accommodate the number of parking available

in one basement area. Respondent No.4 will necessarily have to

comply with the parking norms as per MPD / UBBL which

works out to 852 Equivalent Car Space (ECS). (Refer to Layout

Plan – Annexure A-5  of the present Affidavit) Reducing the
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project to only one basement will require major design changes 

with respect to parking, fire safety as well as the requirement for 

a green area and will further delay the project leading to huge 

escalation in costs.  

f. In the Project, services like STP, pump room, electrical panel

room, transformers, DG sets etc. are planned in basements along

with parking. The depth of the planned STP is 8 meters to take

care of the required capacity which cannot be achieved in a

single basement.

A Copy of the Layout Plan of the Respondent No.4’s Project is 

annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-5 (From 

Pgs.1881 To 1890) 

iv. In any case, as suggested by the Ld. Committee, the Respondent No.

4 has applied to the District Advisory Committee on Ground Water

of the Govt. of NCT Delhi before dewatering and seek a No

Objection Certificate on 30.12.2020. This clearance is granted by

the Authority after an assessment of the ground water situation in

the area and the impact of the Project on ground water. Thus, the

said Authority can independently analyse the impact of second

basement also, and if considered necessary, may also impose

appropriate conditions.  It ought to be noted that the said NOC is

granted as per the “Guidelines to regulate and control ground water

extraction in India” (“the Guidelines”) dated 24.09.2020 issued by

the Ministry of Jal Shakti, Union of India pursuant to the Orders of

this Hon’ble Tribunal and the Hon’ble Supreme Court. The

Guidelines contain an exhaustive and detailed list of measures to be
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adopted by the Applicant for monitoring and safe use of ground 

water. Further, specific conditions are mandatorily to be followed by 

the Applicant such as regular monitoring of dewatering discharge, 

installation of a STP and payment of abstraction charges/ground 

water restoration charges depending on the level of ground water in 

the area. Further, the Applicant must submit an impact assessment 

report prepared by an accredited consultant on the ground water 

situation in the area giving detailed plan of pumping, proposed usage 

of pumped water and comprehensive impact assessment of the same 

on the ground water regime. Therefore, the entire process enshrined 

under the Guidelines ensures that environmental risks are considered 

and management strategies to overcome any significant 

environmental issues such as ground water level decline, land 

subsidence are proposed and implemented. The Respondent No. 4 

has filed its Application for seeking NOC from the Executive 

Engineer, Delhi Jal Board on 30.12.2020. Therefore, since there is 

an existing legal regime to assess and secure the ground water levels, 

the aforesaid suggestion of the Committee qua the two basements 

and ground water levels would be adequately addressed by the 

Authority. Further, the Guidelines do not prohibit dewatering but 

regulate the same taking into consideration various factors.  

A copy of the “Guidelines to regulate and control ground water 

extraction in India” dated 24.09.2020 issued by the Ministry of Jal 

Shakti are annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-6 

(From Pgs.1891 To 1919)  

A Copy of the Application of the Respondent No. 4 to the Delhi Jal 

Board dated 30.12.2020 is annexed herewith and marked 

as ANNEXURE A-7 (From Pgs.1920 To 1921) 
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v. As may have been observed by the Ld. Committee, the land use of

the area  in which the Project is being built is predominantly under

Public and Semi-public, Residential and Government facilities. It is

crucial to note that in the vicinity of the Project, there are several

built up or under construction high rise structures with multiple

basements including the following:

1. The Delhi Metro Rail corporation has a station and subway

hardly 30 meters from the Project and in the direction of the

River Yamuna. The facilities there are more than 15 meters

deep below the ground.

2. The North Delhi Mall with 4 basements is situated about 700

meters away from the Project in the direction of the River

Yamuna.

3. Parsavnath Developers is constructing a group housing

project with 3 basements at about 1500 meters from the

Project site and towards the River Yamuna.

4. On the upstream side, the Delhi Flour Mills is constructing

a group housing project with 3 basements.

5. Further, apart from the above, a number of other high-rise

projects with multi basements exist very close to river

Yamuna. Prominent amongst these are the ‘Supernova’

project, which is about 300 meters high, Jaypee Greens

‘Wish Town’, J.P. Greens Aman I and II and many other

high-rise projects.

It is imperative to note that none of the projects in the Project vicinity 

/ along river Yamuna seem to have presented any problems of 

obstruction of ground water flow and the construction activities have 
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been permitted by the appropriate authorities for the said 

constructions. 

d. An undertaking may be submitted that no groundwater will be extracted
during the construction phase.

Response of the Respondent No.4 – The Respondent No. 4 shall submit 

an undertaking that it will not extract any ground water for construction 

activities. 

e. NOC may be obtained from the District Advisory Committee on Ground
Water of Govt. of NCT Delhi before dewatering during construction.

Response of Respondent No.4 – The Respondent No. 4 has already applied 

on 30.12.2020 to the District Advisory Committee on Ground Water of the 

Govt. of NCT Delhi to take the appropriate No Objection Certificate before 

dewatering.  

f. An inlet digital flow meter shall be installed at DJB freshwater supply
line.

Response of the Respondent No.4 – The Respondent No. 4 shall install 

digital flow meter at the Delhi Jal Board fresh water supply line. 

g. All environmental norms should be strictly adhered to during
construction and occupancy phase of the project.

Response of the Respondent No.4 – It is submitted that all environmental 

norms will be strictly adhered to during the construction and occupancy 

phase of the Project. 
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11. Furthermore, it is pertinent to note that all the concerns / recommendations

made by the Ld. Committee were already examined by SEAC and

communicated to the Project Proponent. This proves that SEAC had duly

applied its mind and granted EC after thorough assessment of the project

and thus, EC should now be validated. The points raised were considered

by SEAC as under:

i. That EC shall be subject to all necessary approvals;

ii. STP capacity – Impugned EC itself records in Point No 2 that the STP

of 275 KLD shall be installed on site as revised plan were sought,

submitted by YBPL and examined by the SEAC;

iii. Ground water discharge – EC issued with a Specific condition that

Ground Water discharge shall be subject to prior approval of Delhi

Jal Board in terms of Notification dated 12.07.2010 (refer to

Condition No 16 under Construction Phase.)

iv. Digital flow meter installation - EC issued with Condition No 7 under

“Other Specific Conditions”.

12. The Respondent No. 4 has also filed its representation before the Member 

Secretary, CPCB raising the aforesaid points qua the Report of the 

Committee.

A Copy of the Representation of the Respondent No.4 dated 24.12.2020 is 

annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-8. (From Pgs.1922 To 

1927)

1605

Aglaw
Stamp



21

13. It is submitted that the Respondent No. 4 undertakes to abide by the Report

of the Committee in letter and spirit, however, it would be suitable for the

Committee to only reconsider the suggestion no. (c) regarding the restriction

on two underground basements since the same would impinge on the

structural safety of the Project. Further, the Respondent No. 4 has already

sought an NOC from the Delhi Jal Board for dewatering which is pending

consideration and therefore any apprehension of the Committee qua the

obstruction to groundwater would be adequately and holistically considered.

14. The Ld. Committee has also noted that one of the points of contention raised

by the Appellant which forms a part of the Order of this Hon’ble Tribunal

dated 27.02.2020 relates to the distance between the Project and Critically

Polluted Areas in the region, i.e. the Ridge, Delhi-UP Border and other such

areas. The Ld. Committee noted in the Report that GIS web tools were used

to calculate distance of project from these landmarks and it is noted that

shortest aerial distance from Northern Ridge is 500 m, the nearest interstate

border is 14.9 km near New Friends Colony and with respect to distance of

project site from critically polluted areas, it is 37 km from Najafgarh drain,

5 km from Wazirpur, 10 km from Naraina and 5 km from Anand Parbat.

Therefore, the Ld. Committee has duly considered any risk which maybe be

posed due to proximity with a critically polluted area and negated the said

apprehension.
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15. In light of the aforesaid analysis conducted by the Ld. Committee, it is clear

beyond an iota of doubt that the Project of Respondent No.4 does not pose

any threat to the environment and ecology of the region.

16. The Respondent No. 4 has also been advised at page 21 of the Report, to

estimate the total water requirement during the construction phase and

submit an agreement with private tanker for supplying the calculated

quantity of water during construction phase. This is on the understanding

that the embodied water quantity is 27.6 KL/M2. Reference has been cited

to a paper titled “Assessment of water consumption in building

construction in India.” By S. Bardhan from the Deptt. Of Architecture,

Jadhavpur University, India, published in 2011.   In this connection it is

humbly suggested that the said paper, at Page 99 Paragraph No. 4.4 titled

Results and Discussion states that:

“Inferring from the above calculations, the embodied water of the 
major building materials together works out to be 25.604 KL/Sq.m 
while the water consumed during the actual construction was 2 
KL/Sq. M. Hence the total embodied water in typical urban 
construction in Calcutta was found to be 27.604 Kl/sq. m.------.”  

The paper also indicates that the water consumption during the actual 

construction process was found to be only 8% of the total embodied water 

of the materials together, which is the water consumption within the 

respective industries at the material production stage.  

1607

Aglaw
Stamp



23

17. Embodied water is generally regarded as the amount of water which goes

into making something (environmentvictoria.org.au/uploads/2016/067>

embodied-water.pdf.) and is defined as the amount of water required to

manufacture products, including the extracting the raw materials,

transporting those materials and processing them into the final product

(Illustrated Dictionary of Architecture, 2012, The McGraw-Hill

Companies).

18. Understanding that within the 27.604 KL/Sq. Meters, 25.604 KL is the

embodied water with respect to the major building materials like cement,

brick, steel etc. and that only 2 KL/Sq. Meter is indicated as the actual water

requirement during construction stage, Respondent No. 4 has already made

a provision of 238 million litres to be actually used during the construction

phase of the Project (as mentioned in the EC dated 23.03.2018, Point 2 at

Page 1) and for which the Respondent No. 4 has entered into an agreement

with an approved contractor to supply treated tanker water.

19. It is submitted that the Ld. Committee at Page 24 has made observations

regarding the quantity of construction and demolition wastes (“C&D

Wastes”) likely to be generated and its management. However, the same

has been found to be nominal at Page 31. In this regard, even otherwise, as

per the estimates on C&D wastes likely to be generated and as given by the

Technology Information Forecasting and Assessment Council (“TIFAC”),

1608

Aglaw
Stamp



24

it is expected that the C&D waste will not be more than 50 kg/m2 of built-

up area (Total 1,17,733.82 m2 x 50 kg = 5886.7 Tons). There are 04 

construction and demolition waste processing facilities in Delhi, located at 

Burari, Jahangirpuri, East Kidwai Nagar and Shastri Park. The Respondent 

No. 4 will enter into an agreement with one of these units for handling and 

disposal of C&D wastes, as and when required. The Respondent No. 4 

further undertakes that hazardous wastes such as paint, varnish, solvents, 

adhesives carrying containers will be kept in separately designated, fully 

lined and covered sheds with a garland drain, and will be handed over to the 

recyclers authorized by the State Pollution Control Board / Committee.  

20. The present Affidavit is preferred bona fide and in the interest of justice.
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Item No. 01 Court No. 1 

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

Appeal No. 112/2018 

University of Delhi Appellant(s) 
Versus 

Ministry of Environment Forest and 
Climate Change & Ors.  Respondent(s) 

Date of hearing: 10.02.2020 

Date of uploading on the website: 27.02.2020 

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ADARSH KUMAR GOEL, CHAIRPERSON 

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE S.P WANGDI, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON’BLE DR. NAGIN NANDA, EXPERT MEMBER 
HON’BLE MR. SIDDHANTA DAS, EXPERT MEMBER 

ORDER 

Introduction 

1. This appeal has been preferred against the order of the State

Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA), Delhi dated 

23.03.2018, granting Environmental Clearance (EC) for “Group 

Housing Complex located at 1 and 3 Cavalry Lane and 4 Chhatra 

Marg at Civil Lines Delhi” by Young Builders (P) Ltd. The project is 

proposed on an area of 20,000 sq.m. with built up area of 

1,17,733.81 sq. m. with four towers of 139.6m. height having 410 

dwelling units. The total floors proposed are S+G+37 with 31,740.26 

sq. m. of basement area.  The EC was earlier granted in 13.08.2012. 

An application was submitted for amendment of the EC on 

12.02.2018. According to the appellant, as per requirement of 

notification dated 14.09.2006, prior to its amendment on 22.12.2014, 

the project was to be treated as Category A to be dealt with by 
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MoEF&CC. To avoid such procedure, the project proponent prayed 

for treating the application as a new project after 20.12.2014.The 

SEIAA declared the earlier EC to be null and void and treated the 

application for amendment as a fresh application. 

 
Pleadings and contentions of the appellant   

 

2. Case of the appellant in the memo of appeal, written submissions and 

during arguments is that the land on which project has been 

proposed originally belonged to the Ministry of Defence.  The same 

was acquired for development of Delhi Metro Rail project vide award 

dated 19.09.2001 passed by the Land Acquisition Collector, Delhi.  A 

parcel of land admeasuring 3.05 hectares situated at Mall Road, 

Cavalry Lane and Chhatra Marg, falling in Zone – C (Civil Lines Zone) 

of the MPD-2001 was handed over to and mutated in the name of 

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation (DMRC). The land use was categorized 

under the MPD – 2021, as “public and semi-public facility”. The land 

use was later changed to residential purpose.  DMRC proposed to 

develop a part of the land for group housing for which Lease 

Agreement dated 15.12.2008 was entered into with the project 

proponent – M/s Young Builders Private Limited for 2 hectares of 

land.  Possession of the site was given on 23.01.2009 to the said 

builder.    

 

3. The appellant University objected to the project on the ground that it 

will affect ambience and character of the university.  The project 

proponent has removed/ transported 156 trees at the construction 

site in question on 25.05.2011 after permission from the Forest 

Department.  The University represented to the State Expert 
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Appraisal Committee (SEAC) and DPCC on 08.02.2012 against the 

project.  The matter was also raised before the High Court against 

transfer of public land to a private builder but the High Court did not 

interfere with the transfer of land for the project vide judgment dated 

27.04.2015 in W.P. (C) No. 2743/2012. The Division Bench dismissed 

the appeal as barred by limitation which order was affirmed by the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court on 17.12.2019 in C.A. No. 9488-9489 of 

2019. It is submitted that even if in view of the said judgment, the 

transfer of the land may have become final, validity of grant of 

Environmental Clearance (EC) is open to challenge which issue needs 

to be gone into by this Tribunal.  

 

4. Main contention in support of the challenge to the grant of EC is that 

the same is vitiated as essential facts have not been disclosed in the 

application of the project proponent. SEAC and SEIAA have not 

applied mind to various facets of impact of the project on the 

environment particularly carrying capacity in terms of air quality, 

noise level, ground water etc. Reliance has been placed on judgment 

of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Hanuman Laxman Aroskar Vs. Union 

of India, 2019 SCC Online SC 441 to submit that in such 

circumstances, EC is liable to be set aside by this Tribunal in 

exercise of power of merit review on the anvil of Sustainable 

Development and Precautionary principles. 

 

5. It is stated that the project is within 10 kms. of interstate boundary 

(Delhi – UP) and critically polluted areas (Najafgarh drain, Wazirpur, 

Naraina and Anand Parbat area) which would have rendered the 

project to be categorized as Category A as per EIA Notification dated 
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14.09.2006, prior to amendment on 22.12.2014. Even if the project is 

to be treated as category B and dealt with by SEIAA, evaluation of 

carrying capacity of recipient environment to sustain project of such 

magnitude which is said to be tallest building of more than 37 floors 

having 410 dwelling units was required to be conducted thoroughly. 

On the subject of suppression of material facts, it is submitted that 

the area is covered by the notification of silence zone under the Noise 

Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 being Notification 

dated 03.04.2008 issued by NCT of Delhi1 being within 100 meters 

from Delhi University and Vallabhbhai Patel Chest Institute which is 

a super specialty hospital.  Apart from the university and its hostels, 

there are also schools in the area. The project is within 500 mtrs. of 

the Northern Ridge and no consent from Ridge Management Board 

has been taken. Reference has also been made to the provisions of 

the Master Plan of Delhi (MPD), 2021. Prohibition against 

construction is applicable not only in the Ridge as such, which is 

notified as a reserved forest, but also for a project very close to and 

impacting the Ridge in view of Sustainable Development principle.  

 
 Morphological Ridge includes area falling outside the 

notification but having features of the Ridge and forming part of 

extension of Aravali. In the present case, even the DMRC took 

permission of the Ridge Management Board for the DMRC project but 

no such permission has been sought for the present project. 

                                                           
1 “…….the Lieutenant Governor of the National Capital Territory of Delhi hereby declares the following areas as "Silence 

Areas/Zones" for the purpose of the said Rules, in the National Capital Territory of Delhi, namely:- 
1.  An area of 100 meters around all Educational Institutions having more than one thousand students; 
2.  An area of 100 meters around all Courts; 
3.  An area of 100 meters around all Government Office Complexes; 

4.  An area of 100 meters around all 100-bedded and above hospitals.” 
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According to the appellant, the Delhi Ridge is made of quartzite rocks, 

of which Stone Age tribes used to make tools. In fact, archaeologists 

have discovered Stone Age ‘factories’ along the Delhi Ridge, evidence 

of the widespread production of tools. Stone Age tribes were also 

drawn to the dense forest cover of the Ridge, which provided food 

(both plant and animal) and shelter. Further, there was plentiful 

water, a point still relevant today. Delhi is one of the most historic 

capitals in the world, finding mention in the ancient epic 

Mahabharata. Two natural features of the city, the Ridge and river 

Yamuna, have made it a protected and favourite place for rulers over 

the ages. Therefore, the battle for protecting Delhi’s “Green Lungs” 

started long ago. In the 14th century, the Ridge forest was covered 

with thorny shrubs with very little green cover. Emperor Feroze 

Tughlaq, who was very fond of hunting, afforested the rocky southern 

part of the Ridge on which Ghiyasud-Din Tughlaq built the fort city of 

Tughlaqabad. The efforts for betterment of the Ridge continued post-

independence and it has become more pressing, regard being had to 

the incremental change in pollution level. Therefore, for the effective 

maintenance of the Ridge, the Ridge Management Supervisory 

Committee was constituted that gave various recommendations, 

including: 

“1. All areas of the ridge should be declared as Reserved Forest 

under Section 4 of the Indian Forest Act, 1927. The 
Environmental (Protection) Act, 1986, should be invoked at 
the time of notification of the area as a Reserved Forest.” 

 

6. The appellant has thereafter referred to the provisions of the Master 

Plan prohibiting tall buildings in the University area. Clause 11.3 and 
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Clause 1.4.4 of the Zonal Development Plans have been referred to as 

follows : 

“Clause 11.3 imposes a restriction on the height of tall building 
 as under:- 

“The height of buildings (above and below ground) needs 
to be seen in the light of modern technology with due 
consideration for natural disasters like earthquakes, 
floods etc. Restrictions on tall buildings would be 
necessary in important areas like Lutyen’s Bungalow 
Zone, Civil Lines and North Delhi Campus. In case of 
urban extension, areas for specific Urban Design Projects 
and tall buildings should be indentified.” 

“Clause 1.4.4 of the Zonal Development Plan for Zone-C (Civil 

 Lines) under the  MPX-2021 provides as under: 

“The Delhi University was established in 1924 and it has 
a number of old historical buildings, colleges, Viceroy’s 
lodge etc. of the Colonial period and therefore efforts shall 
be done to preserve this character. Also efforts shall be 
done to make it an Integrated Campus (Without 
thoroughfare) and self-sufficient in terms of modern 
infrastructure and residential requirements like hostels, 
staff quarters, security arrangements etc., by optimum 
utilization of the land. Attempt shall be made to 
accommodate all institutional requirements within the 
Campus. 
 

Therefore, an Urban Design study shall be 

taken up for this sub-Zone. MPD-2021 has restricted 
this area for tall buildings. Delhi University has a large 

chunk of land allotted in Sub-Zone C-15, (opposite 
Dushehra Ground) and it is being utilized as Hostel and 
staff quarters. Optimum utilization of this land shall be 
done to meet the requirements in future. Listed Heritage 
buildings, some residences and Colleges of historical 
importance prepared by DDA, INTACH, ASI and GNCTD 
are given.” 

 

7. It is submitted that no study has been carried out in respect of 

impact of the project on the noise levels. Noise levels are already 

beyond the permissible limit in the silence zone.  The project 

proponent did not mention the existence of the University and the 

Vallabhbhai Patel Chest Institute in the application.  Deliberate 

concealment of vital information rendered the application for grant of 
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EC liable to the rejected under the Regulation 8(vi) of the EIA 

Notification, 2006.  Probable increase in the noise level due to 410 

dwelling units proposed will be more than a Leq of 70 dBA over a 24-

hour period. This factor has not been taken into account.  Given the 

peculiar location where the project site proposing the tallest building 

in Delhi is located at Chhatra Marg, University of Delhi, adjoining the 

Vishwavidyala Metro Station on the one side and the University 

residences/ departments / schools on the other sides, the SEIAA has 

failed to take into account the probable adverse impact qua noise 

that this project will generate.  

 
8. With regard to air pollution, it is submitted that project proponent 

concealed a report on Group Housing at Mall Road in July 2011 

(prepared by Engineering and Planning Consultants, New Delhi). 

Detailed Traffic Management Plan Report prepared by Professor 

Geetam Tiwari, IIT Delhi has been relied upon. The report states that 

between 2011 and 2018 traffic in the area, congestion and pollution 

figures have varied/ increased considerably which has not been 

considered.  On the subject of impact on traffic, it is stated that the 

traffic in the area remains high because of the large movement from 

Vishwavidalaya Metro Station to Kamla Nagar, Shakti Nagar, 

Malkaganj and other nearby residential and commercial locations. 

This traffic figure is in addition to the volume of commuters to and 

from the University and its various colleges/departments/ 

faculties/schools on the North Campus area. Currently, about 

50,000 people use other modes of transport to connect with these 

places apart from large vehicular movement on daily basis. Entry to 

Vishwavidyala Metro Station due to the current project is itself a 
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hindrance as the space connects the Metro Station and Chhatra Marg 

and Cavalry lane is less than 8.50 meters. Due to no parking being 

available outside the Metro Station, vehicles are parked randomly 

which occupy almost the whole of service lane for Metro. Due to this 

peculiar feature, the DMRC itself has used the land of the proposed 

project as parking site. According to the DMRC website, the 

ridership/footfall at the Vishwavidyalaya metro Station alone is 

around 25,000 persons. In fact, during the admission season in the 

University of Delhi, in June 2011, the ridership was around 42,000 

persons. Increment of at least 900 vehicles is expected due to the 

operation of the proposed project. It has the potential to cause 

appreciable increase in vehicular pollutant in the atmosphere of the 

area which is already polluted. The increase in traffic congestion will 

make an already congested area totally non-commutable. Even the 

parking stipulated at the project site in question is insufficient for its 

own occupants and no yardstick has been adopted by the SEIAA to 

determine if the parking proposed by Respondent No.4 is capable of 

catering to the needs of its inhabitants during the operation phase. 

The width of Chhatra Marg and Cavalry Lane are 10.80 m and 8.5m 

respectively. Large number of vehicles and about 50,000 people 

commute on it on a daily basis. Due to the proposed project, there is 

an estimated addition of 900 vehicles and commuters on existing 

public infrastructure of two roads which are disproportionately high 

and make the area risk prone. 

 

9. With regard to the water requirement, it is submitted that the Delhi 

Jal Board is stated to have given water supply clearance and it states 

that the total water requirement shall be restricted to 2,57,029 liters 
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per day. For 1,785 persons, this translates to 144 liters per person 

per day according to the Delhi Government’s Water policy for Delhi 

(2016), the domestic water demand. Having no cogent indication of 

the basic norms, the whole burden for meeting water requirement will 

shift to ground water which will hamper the environmental protection 

afforded to this area. In such a case, the ground water extraction 

would be made, which will have deleterious impact on existing water 

bodies located in the Northern Ridge which is within 500 meters from 

the proposed project. Central Ground Water Board (CGWB) notified 

the areas for control and regulation of ground water which includes 

South Delhi, south West Delhi and Yamuna flood plain area in Delhi 

with effect from 2000. Chemical constituents in ground water beyond 

BID norms have been reported from Delhi as follows (contaminated 

areas, CGWB):- 

 

Fluoride 

(above 1.5 

Nitrate 

(above 45 mg/1) 

Heavy metal: Lead (above 

0.01 mg/1) 

m/g1)  Cadmium (above 0.003 
mg/1) 

East Delhi, 

New Delhi, 
North West 
Delhi, 

South 
Delhi, 
south West 

Delhi, 
North 

Delhi, 
West Delhi  

East Delhi, Central 

Delhi, New Delhi North 
Delhi, North West  South 
Delhi,  

Delhi, South West Delhi, 
West Delhi   

Lead: Along Najafgarh 

drain in North, West and 
South-West districts 
Cadmium: Southwest 

Chromium: Northwest, 
South, new Delhi, East  

 

As per information supplied by CGWB (Ground Water 

Information Booklet of North District, NCT, Delhi, published by 

CGWB, Ministry of Water Resources, State Unit office, New Delhi, 

1619



 

10 
 

2013), the entire North Delhi district is a ‘notified area’ by the 

Government of NCT of Delhi for regulating extraction of ground water. 

Major ground water problems identified by the Board in this area are 

as follows: 

i) Ground water in deeper zones is saline. Depletion of 

ground water levels is attributed to over-exploitation of 
ground water. Example, higher Fluoride content at 

Kingsway Camp (500 meter away from the site in 
question). 
 

ii) North District is bounded by the Yamuna River. The 
district falls in Yamuna sub-basin and forms part of the 
Ganga basin. The entire district forms part of Yamuna 

River water shed. The river Yamuna, bordering eastern 
part of the district, controls the entire drainage system. 

Parts of western Yamuna Canal, Najafgarh drain and 
other minor drains flow through North district. This 
district has prestigious Delhi University, Northern Ridge, 

ISBT and Tis Hazari Courts. The forest cover of the 
district is 4.81 sq. Km. Approximately, 0.24 sq. Km. Area 

of the district is under water bodies.  
 

iii) Around 40% of the North district is under Yamuna Flood 
Plain, which is further divided into Active flood plain and 

older flood plain. The southern part of the district has a 
thin alluvium cover over Quartzite rock, which is 
extension of Delhi Ridge near Wazirabad Barrage. 

Though the development of ground water is not much in 
the district, in view of the depleting water levels, 

sustainable management of this precious natural 
resources is extremely important. The slope of the district 
is towards sought by 0.40 m/km but at places adjoining 

Delhi Ridge, it gets elevated. Due to this, just northern 
adjoining areas along the Delhi Ridge form depressions 
and have been converted into the water logged area.  

 
 

 

 
10. The appellant has referred to the order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

in M.C. Mehta V. Union of India2 wherein observations have been 

made about the groundwater scenario in Delhi. After perusal of the 

Report submitted by the CGWB for its consideration, the Court 

observed that there is over exploitation of ground water in south 

                                                           

2
  (2019) 12 SCC 546 
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District, New Delhi district, South East District, East District, 

Shahdara, North East District, and almost rest of Delhi is in a semi – 

critical state.  

Thus, the use of ground water for such large project as one 

proposed by Respondent No.04 will cause depletion of ground water 

level and thus the same should not be allowed. Depleted ground 

water conditions will seriously damage the vegetation in the Ridge 

and also the North Campus of Delhi University.  

In such circumstances, the grant of EC is improper when the 

water requirement cannot be met and it affects the overall capacity to 

sustain such project.  

11. With regard to waste management, the stand of the appellant is that 

the Respondent No.4 has not provided any details of STP plants, use 

of technology, location of plant, the area required for its installation, 

and the location and mode of disposal of discharge after the 

treatment. Therefore, the information provided by Respondent No.4 in 

column II (5) (6) of Form I of appendix I relatable to solid waste and 

release of pollutant is grossly inadequate for the grant of 

environmental clearance. In fact, no approval from SPCB has been 

taken so far.  

 

12. With regard to fire safety standards, it is submitted that availability of 

space for conducting a fire-fighting operation is highly questionable 

in the light of extremely narrow and congested Cavalry Lane on the 

one side and Chhatra Marg on the other, which is stipulated as the 

only emergency passage in the impugned EC.  Congested Cavalry 

Lane, which is mentioned as the entry and exit of the proposed 
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project, is too narrow to cope with the situation of any firefighting 

operation in the proposed housing complex. 

 
13. The appellant has then referred to the Geo – Technical Investigation 

and Liquefaction Potential. Reliance has been placed on the studies 

conducted by L. Thoithoi, P.S. Ningthoujam, R.P. Singh, D.P. Shukla 

titled “Liquefaction study of Subsurface Soil in part of Delhi University, 

North Campus”. International Journal of Advancement in Earth and 

Environmental Sciences, 2013, Vol- I, No. 1. Pp.14-22 records:- 

 

“Any high-rise or mega building project will be susceptible to 

subsidence and liquefaction during a medium to major 

Earthquake in DU north campus area which lies in Seismic Zone 

IV.” 

 
Pleadings and contentions of the project proponent and other opposite 
parties 

 

14. We may now refer to the stand of the project proponent.  The project 

proponent has filed its counter affidavit on 13.08.2018. It is 

submitted that project does not fall in silence zone.  It is also 

submitted that the University itself has undertaken several 

construction projects and therefore there will be no violation of the 

noise norms.  The project proponent has submitted traffic 

management report.  There will no impact on increase of traffic on the 

air around the project.  The DJB has already given clearance on the 

issue of water availability. Ground water problem has no relevance.  

The project proponent will comply with the waste management rules.  

Fire safety norms will be met.  There will be no negative impact on 

the Northern Ridge. It is further stated that the distance of the project 
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from the interstate border (Delhi-UP) is 15 kms. Moreover, vide 

notification dated 22.12.2014, EIA Notification dated 14.09.2006 has 

been modified and project cannot now be taken to be Category A. 

Permission for felling trees was rightly granted. There is no violation 

of the Master Plan. Due permission has already been granted for 

construction of the group housing complex. Closeness of the project 

to Super Specialty Hospital and Delhi University is well known and 

was not required to be mentioned in the application. It is wrong to 

assume there will be high density of transport. Air pollution has been 

duly considered. There is neither any increase of the traffic because 

of the project nor addition to vehicular pollution.  The Geo Technical 

Registration and Liquefaction Potential has been properly assessed.  

The project proponent has annexed a copy of the report dated 

09.02.2012 of five Members sub Committee constituted by SEAC to 

consider objections of the Delhi University to the project. On the 

subject of objection of high rise building, it was observed that the 

project has been approved by the Chief Town Planner. There is no 

restriction against construction of tall building in the area.  This 

objection has been negated by the High Court.  SEAC may assess the 

traffic load. With regard to the change of land use, it was submitted 

that the land use was as per Notification dated 23.09.2005. On the 

subject of seismic threat, it was submitted that for the area in seismic 

zone IV, structure designs may be looked into by the sanctioning 

authority.  With regard to the traffic impact, it was observed that the 

contentions are based merely on apprehension and the matter is 

covered by the Court judgment.  Any deviation will amount to 

contempt of Court.  Environmental concern may be appraised by the 

1623



 

14 
 

SEAC.  However, one of the members Shri Chinmaya R. Gharekhan 

held a different view to the effect that the project will have adverse 

effect on the general environment. 

 

15. We may also refer to the pleadings of other opposite parties. Stand of 

the DPCC in its affidavit filed on 07.08.2018 which is now Secretariat 

to the erstwhile SEIAA is that tenure of SEIAA was ended over on 

31.03.2018. There is no officer who can present SEIAA now. Stand of 

the North Municipal Corporation of Delhi in its affidavit file on 

13.08.2018 is that the building plan has been rejected on 

10.04.2018. Objection of the University are to be referred back to 

SEIAA. The project proponent has filed WP (C) No. 5574/2018 against 

rejection of the building plan. Affidavit of CPCB dated 13.08.2018 is 

formal and does not deal with the merits. Reply of the MoEF&CC 

dated 13.08.2018 is also on similar lines. So are the replies of DMRC 

dated 05.10.2018, Delhi Govt. and Delhi Fire Services 10.10.2018. 

DDA, in its reply dated 15.10.2018, has referred to the order of Delhi 

High Court dated 18.05.2011 in W.P. (C) No. 3135/2010 that 

development control norms for Metro Station will apply to the land 

developed for Metro and for land leased out, development norms as 

per MPD – 2021 will apply, including 200 FAR without restriction of 

height. Reply of the Ministry of Defence dated 01.02.2019 is that 

commercial use of the land by the DMRC by transfer to a private 

builder is not permissible. Reply of the DJB filed on 01.03.2019 is 

that it has no role in the matter of EC. Delhi University has filed 

rejoinder to some of the affidavits.  The project proponent has also 

filed additional affidavit on 19.08.2019. It is not necessary to mention 

the details thereof for dealing with the issue herein. 
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Proceedings till date 

16. The appeal was filed on 10.07.2018.  Notice was issued on 

12.07.2018.  The matter was adjourned on 14.08.2019, 13.09.2018, 

11.10.2018, 01.11.2018, 20.12.2018, 11.01.2019, 24.01.2019, 

20.02.2019, 06.03.2019, 27.03.2019 for completing pleadings.  On 

08.04.2019, 29.04.2015, 29.05.2019, 15.07.2019 and 22.07.2019, 

the issue of condonation of delay was dealt with and by the last 

mentioned order the delay was condoned and main matter was 

directed to be listed for hearing. On 19.08.2019 and 09.10.2019, the 

matter was adjourned on the request of one or the other party.  On 

11.10.2019, the matter was deferred to await proceedings in Hon’ble 

Supreme Court (on the issue of validity of transfer of land in favour of 

the project proponent). The matter was further adjourned on 

18.11.2019 and 02.12.2019.  It was for the first time that the appeal 

was taken up and heard on merits on 08.01.2020. The Tribunal 

observed that earlier EC granted in 2012 having been declared null 

and void, there was no adequate data base for granting EC on 

23.03.2018. Accordingly, the Tribunal constituted a joint Committee 

to undertake carrying capacity study of the area with reference to the 

project in question based on relevant data within two months and 

directed maintenance of status quo till then. 

 

17. At the instance of the project proponent, Civil Appeal No. 341/2020 

was filed in the Hon’ble Supreme Court with the grievance that all 

aspects had already been considered by SEIAA in its meeting held on 

22.03.2018. A detailed counter affidavit had been filed which was not 

considered by this Tribunal before seeking evaluation by a joint 
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Committee and granting status quo order.  Reliance was placed on 

Minutes of the 57th meeting of SEIAA while granting EC.  Accordingly, 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that a detailed consideration is 

necessary by this Tribunal before constituting a joint Committee and 

passing an interim order.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court observed:- 

 

“Though it is premature for this Court to advert to the correctness 

or otherwise of the same, while considering the correctness of 
the environmental clearance dated 23.03.2018 the material 
relied upon will have to be taken note at the outset by the NGT 
even before requiring any other report but there is no reference to 
all these aspects in the order. Further when the counter affidavit 
along with the documents were available on record a detailed 
consideration was necessary and only thereafter if any further 
report was required by constituting a committee the same would 
have arisen. However, in the order impugned such consideration 
is not indicated before requiring the constitution of a Joint 
Committee for evaluation. The consequential interim order 
passed would also, therefore, not be sustainable. In that view, 
the appropriate course would be for the NGT to take note of the 
contentions put forth by the appellant herein through their 
counter affidavit and the environmental clearance dated 
23.03.2018 and take a decision in the matter. On referring to the 
contention and materials, the reason for the same not 
being sufficient or reliable would be an aspect to be recorded 
and take such further action. To enable such exercise the order 
impugned dated 08.01.2020 is liable to be set aside, which we 
accordingly hereby do. 
 

In the result the appeal is allowed, the order dated 
08.01.2020 is set aside. The NGT shall take note of the counter 
affidavit and the documents of the appellant and consider the 
matter on its merits and pass orders in accordance with law. The 
same shall be done in an expeditious manner. All contentions of 
the parties are left open.” 

 

 Further consideration of the matter  
 

18. The matter was accordingly taken up 03.02.2020. On account of 

absence of counsel for the project proponent, it was deferred to 

10.02.2020. The appellant expressed apprehension that the project 

proponent may continue with the project after taking adjournment. It 

was also stated that the stand of the project proponent before the 
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Hon’ble Supreme Court that detailed counter affidavit covering all the 

aspects had already been filed was not correct as the project 

proponent  has filed further affidavit and documents after the order of 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court. This Tribunal, while granting a short 

adjournment, directed that the project proponent may not proceed 

with further activities till consideration of the matter by this Tribunal. 

The matter was accordingly heard on 10.02.2020 and order was 

reserved.  

 
Additional documents after order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court  
 

19. We may at the outset mention that the project proponent has filed 

I.A. No. 75/2020 on 06.02.2020, after the order of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court dated 28.01.2020, to place on record eight additional 

documents, including the minutes of 57th meeting of SEIAA. The 

appellant has also filed an I.A. No. 67/2020 on 01.02.2020 along 

with ten additional documents. We are however not making any 

comment on the issue whether the stand of the project proponent 

before the Hon’ble Supreme Court was factually correct.  

 

20. We may now make a brief reference to the additional documents filed 

by the both the parties.  The documents filed by the appellant are:- 

 

1. Copy of letter dated 25.10.1943 by the Joint Secretary, 

Government of India to the Chief Commissioner of Delhi 
prohibiting high rise building in the neighborhood of 
Delhi University and its colleges, shown in the map 

covering 582.44 acres of land.   
 

2. Copy of study conducted by Prof. Geetam Tiwari, IIT 

Delhi, regarding sustainability of high rise building in the 
area. 
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3. Copy of the opinion of Dr. K.S. Rao dated 23.01.2020 on 
the subject of earthquake vulnerability of the area.  

 
4. Copy of the office memorandum dated 10.11.2015 of 

MoEF&CC on the subject of parameters and thrust areas 
of environmental sustainability while appraising the 
Building and Construction and Township and Area 

Development projects. 
 

5. Copy of the chart showing requirement under the office 
memorandum dated 10.11.2015 and compliance done by 

the project proponent.  
 

6. Copy of the MoEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017 to 

comply with the recommendation of CAG with regard to 
process of EC.  

 

7. Copy of the minutes of the meeting dated 24.02.2018 by 

SEAC.  
 

8. Copy of the office memorandum dated 04.01.2019 of 
MoEF&CC. 

 

9. Copy of the letter/article of Dr. Suman Lakhanpau who 
was member of the SEIAA and had expressed dissenting 

opinion with regard to the clearance of the project. On 
the ground that the high rise building was not viable in 
the area and Ridge will be adversely affected and there 

will be adverse effect in depleting the ground water. 
 

10. Copy of the letter/article of Dr. Anupam Chattopadhyay 

 had expressed the opinion that construction of high rise 
 buildings were not viable on account of earth quake 
 potentiality.   

 

21. The documents filed by the project proponent are:- 

1. Copy of Form – I (application of EC dated 31.01.2018) 

seeking amendment of the EC granted on 13.08.2012. 
 

2. Copy of the presentation made by the respondent No. 4 
before the SEAC on 24.02.2018. 

 

3. Copy of the minutes of the 95th meeting of SEAC held on 

24.02.2018. 
 

4. Copy of the letter dated 09.03.2018 by respondent No. 4 
to SEAC. 

 

5. Copy of the presentation by respondent No. 4 to SEAC 
dated 13.03.2018. 
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6. Copy of the letter dated 13.03.2018 by respondent No. 4 
to SEAC seeking amendment to the EC. 

 
7. Copy of the minutes of the 96th meeting of SEAC held on 

13.03.2018 and 17.03.2018. 
 

8. Copy of the minutes of the 57th meeting of respondent 
No. 2, SEIAA on 22.03.2018.  

 
 

 
22. Even though the appellant raised objection to filing of certain 

documents by the project proponent at this stage, without going into 

any technicality, we have considered all the documents filed by both 

the parties.   

 

Issues for consideration  
 

23. Several arguments have been raised on behalf of the appellant- 

University but we find it necessary to focus only on matters which we 

have found to be crucial having bearing on the validity of EC and 

impact of the project on the environment. This Tribunal has to 

conduct merit review in exercise of its appellate power to consider the 

validity of grant of EC as held in the judgment of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court in Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India3 

(supra). As observed in the said judgment, the EIA notification 

intends to ensure that any project complies with the norms for 

protection of environment.  Environment is essential facet of 

development. EAC and SEAC/SEIAA have to evaluate the information 

furnished by the project proponent in Form I which is crucial and 

serves as a base upon which the process of evaluation rests. 

Deliberate concealment or false or inadequate and misleading 

                                                           
3
Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India, (2019) SCC online SC 141, para 172 
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information renders an application liable for rejection.  EIA process is 

directly linked to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

 
24. Thus, following issues arise for consideration:- 

(i) Whether full disclosure of relevant facts had been made by the 
project proponent in Form-I and I A which are the formats for 
application for EC.  

 
(ii) Whether SEIAA has dealt with the matter, in granting EC, 

holistically, after due application of mind in appraising the 
environmental sustainability of the project.  

 

(iii) Whether a case is made out for interference by this Tribunal 

with the impugned order. 
 

Observations and Analysis  

 
25. Before we proceed to consider the above issues, we may make certain 

observations about the approach to be adopted in dealing with such 

matter. A holistic approach is required in such matters instead of 

taking the impact of the project in isolation on standalone basis. The 

Tribunal has to keep in mind crucial features of the project having 

bearing on the environment like size, height, location, background 

data of environment including air, water and noise and likely impact 

of the project on the environment, including the environmentally 

pristine area – the Northern Ridge which is in the nearby vicinity.  

 
The project is said to be the tallest high rise building in the city 

comprising S+G+37 floors containing 410 dwelling units in the 

vicinity of educational institutions, hospital, Metro Station and the 

Northern Ridge. We have to accordingly consider the impact on the 

recipient environment, including air quality, noise, traffic congestion, 

water requirement, waste management, fire safety, earthquake and 

liquefaction potential and compliance with the Master Plan. 
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26. As already noted above, the appellant has relied upon office 

memorandum dated 10.11.2015 issued by the MoEF&CC laying 

down Guidelines for Appraisal of Building and Construction Sector 

Projects mentioning following thrust areas of environmental 

sustainability: 

 

a. Brief description of the project in terms of location and 

surroundings. 

 
b. Environmental impacts on project land and its surrounding 

developments and vice-versa. 

 
c. Water balance chart with a view to promote waste water 

treatment, recycle, reuse and water conservation. 

 

d. Waste water treatment and its details including target 

standards. 

 

e. Alternations in the natural slope and drainage pattern and 

their environmental impacts on the surroundings.  

 

f. Ground water potential of the site and likely impacts of the 

project. 

 

g. Solid waste management during construction and post 

construction phases. 

 

h. Air Quality and Noise Levels; likely impacts of the project 

during construction and operational phases. 

 

i. Energy requirements with a view to minimize power 

consumption and promote use of renewal energy sources. 

 

j. Traffic Circulation System and connectivity with a view 

to ensure adequate parking, conflict free movements, 

Energy efficient public transport. 

 

k. Green belt/ green cover and the landscape plan. 

 

l. Disaster/ risk assessment and management plan. 

 

m. Socio Economic Impacts and operational phases. 
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n. EMP during construction and operational phases. 

 

o. Any other related parameter of the project which may 

have any other specific impact on environmental 

sustainability and ecology.  

 

27. As laid down in Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India (supra), 

all material information, must be furnished in Form - I to enable 

evaluation of all possible impacts of the project. As required by the 

guidelines issued by the MoEF&CC, information must be given and 

evaluated particularly with regard to issues covered under ‘h’, ‘j’ and 

‘o’ above.  

The notification itself mentions that concealment or misleading 

renders an application liable to rejection. SEIAA must factor in 

specific features of the area encompassing all environmental 

concerns including air quality, water quality, noise quality, traffic 

congestion, flora and fauna. Recommendation of SEAC must be 

based on reasons on every relevant aspect. Such reasons are the live 

link between its process and outcome of adjudicative functions. The 

whole exercise must lead to environmental sustainability which is the 

basis of environmental rule of law.   

 

Issue wise consideration  

 
28. With above background, we proceed to deal with issues which have 

arisen for consideration.  

 
29. Re: Issue No. (i) – Whether there was due disclosure of 

information by the project proponent  

According to the appellant, Forms– I and IA do not mention closeness 

of the project to Delhi University and Viceroy Building (heritage site). 
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Najafgarh drain nearby is highly polluted. No information has been 

given about the natural slope and drainage. No mention has been 

made that the area is semi critical as per Dynamic Ground Water 

Study of 2017 requiring clearance from Central Ground Water 

Authority. The project proponent has mentioned that there is no 

impact on ground water. What is mentioned is that source of water is 

municipal supply. There is no evaluation of the additive effect on air 

quality on account of such high rise building in the area which is 

already far beyond its carrying capacity.  

 
 As against the above, stand of project proponent in its counter 

affidavit is that there was no need to mention that the project was 

close to Super Specialty Hospital and Delhi University which fact is 

well known.  There is also no suppression in relation to traffic 

analysis. There is no requirement of underground water. Clearance 

has been taken from DJB.  All relevant facts have been duly 

disclosed.  

 
In the written submissions filed on 12.02.2020 by the project 

proponent, it is mentioned that all necessary approvals have been 

taken. The project proponent has paid Rs.218.20 crore for the land 

for a lease for 90 years. Earlier EC dated 13.08.2012 was never 

challenged. Present challenge is malafide as the project is adjacent to 

bungalow of the Vice Chancellor. Fresh EC was sought in the year 

2018 on account of amendment to building by laws in 2016 which 

required seeking revised lay out plan. Revised lay out plan was 

granted on 17.11.2017.  The project is B2 category project and for 

such project stages of screening, scoping, public consultation etc. are 

1633



 

24 
 

not required.  There is no restriction on construction `in silence zone.  

Noise source is only from generator which will be highest quality 

having no significant impact. Information about air monitoring points 

was given to SEAC. Baseline data of noise generation exceeds the 

limits on account of vehicular movement, the project proponent will 

use wind and noise barrier during and after construction and a thick 

brick wall with plantation after construction. Air quality data 

submitted by the project proponent to the SEAC and online air 

quality data of the nearest station from the project shows that air 

quality is higher than the standards.  Air dispersion modelling results 

show that increase will be marginal for which mitigation measures 

will be adopted during construction and operation. Traffic 

management plan has been submitted to SEAC on 09.03.2018. 

Traffic volume is 423 pcu at Cavalry lane, 1310 pcu at Chhatra Marg. 

Traffic growth is 10% in the year 2020, 20% in 2025 and 30% in 

2030. Documents of the appellant are authored by vested interests 

within the University. Parking norms have been followed. Water 

requirement will be met by the DJB. Revised sewerage scheme has 

been approved. There are facilities for waste management. 

Liquefaction potential has been analyzed. Soil evaluation survey has 

been done. There are other high rise buildings in the vicinity, fire 

safety standards have been looked into. There is no impact on the 

Northern Ridge. There is no violation of MPD. As a result of the 

project, water table will increase on account of rain water harvesting 

pits.  Tree cutting permission has been validly granted.  
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30.  We have taken into account rival stands on the subject of disclosure.  

The stand of the project proponent itself shows that most of the 

information given by it was in response to questions by the SEAC 

without the same being originally given in the Form I and IA. In Form 

I and IA, there is no mention of data on air quality or impacts of the 

project on air quality. In Form I, it is mentioned that air quality 

monitoring will be carried out during EIA/EMP studies (which would 

have happened if the project was treated as Category A as per the 

Notification, 2006. However, since the project was treated as Category 

B2 on account of notification dated 22.12.2014, no such study was 

conducted).  It is further submitted that contribution of vehicular 

emission will be marginal and within the ambient air quality 

standards.  Green belt will be developed which will act as a barrier. 

Nothing is mentioned about the impact on air quality during 

construction and afterwards. Parking has been proposed for 840 

vehicles. It is further stated that there will be no significant impact of 

noise due to provision of wide roads. 

 

On the above material, it is difficult to conclude that requisite 

disclosure was made by the project proponent.  Since air quality is 

one of the most significant environmental aspect, even if we do not 

consider other aspects, it can certainly be said that no information 

was furnished on the subject of air quality in Form I and IA and 

information furnished later was highly inadequate and not supportive 

of sustenance of high rise project of such magnitude. A reference to 

the minutes of the SEAC dated 24.02.2018 shows that the project 

proponent was required to furnish information with regard to 
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ambient air monitoring points, traffic management, revised EMP, 

water mass balance chart etc. There is no consideration of initial 

non-disclosure in the impugned order of SEIAA or by SEAC which by 

itself may vitiate the EC. 

  
31.  Re: Issue No. (ii) – Whether SEAC and SEIAA applied before 

granting EC 
 

We may now consider whether there is due application of mind by the 

SEAC and SEIAA in granting EC. The stand of the appellant is that 

SEIAA has not applied its mind in granting EC. There is no 

consideration of the ambient air quality status of the area for 

sustenance of the project in question.  The sample test report of air 

quality submitted by the project proponent itself and placed for 

consideration before SEAC show that air quality is far beyond 

permissible limits both in terms of PM2.5 and PM10. Against prescribed 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards of 60 µg/m3 and 100 µg/m3 

per day for PM2.5 and PM10 respectively, the data shows PM2.5 in the 

range of 134.62 to 240.6 and PM10 to be in the range of 242.72 to 

436.8. Similar is the position with regard to NO2.  

 
 A perusal of the impugned order shows that decision to grant 

EC is based on recommendation of SEAC in terms of minutes of 

meeting dated 24.02.2018 and 13.03.2018. The said minutes do not 

contain any discussion on the subject beyond mentioning that 

recommendation for granting EC was based on the information 

furnished, documents shown and submitted, presentation made by 

the project proponent and appraisal done by Committee. Documents 

furnished have already been referred to above.  
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32.  Minutes of meeting of SEAC dated 24.02.2018 and 17.03.2018 are as 

follows:- 

  24.02.2018 

“Based on the information furnished, documents shown & 

submitted, presentation made by the project proponent SEAC 
sought the following information: 

1. Revised water mass balance chart with minimum excess 
waste water discharge in rainy and non-rainy season and 

with action plan to re-use/ recycle the excess treated 
water. 

 
2. Schematic drawing of proposed STP of enhanced capacity. 
 
3. Plan for handling the excavated earth is required to be 

submitted along with revised EMP (Environment 
Management Plan) for dust mitigation measures as per 
MoEF Notification No. GSR 94 (E) dated 25.01.2018 
incorporating the provisions of spraying nozzles for dust 
suppression and frequency of spraying. 

 
4. Details/location of ambient air monitoring points in 

basements including the ventilation cycle of fresh and 
recycle air. 

 
5. Point wise comments on the issues raised vide circular no. 

J-11013/71/2016-IA.I(M) dated 25 October, 2017 are 
required to be furnished. 

 
6. Traffic management plan taking into consideration the 

latest traffic scenario. 
 
7. Landscape plan with demarcation for total green area and 

soft green area. 
 
8. Proposed plan for implementation of renewable energy.” 
 

17.03.2018 

“The project proponent has applied for amendment in EC under 
the head of fresh case on OSMEC portal stating that wrt EC 
letter no DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/I/2012 dated 13th August, 
2012 construction has not been started.  Therefore present 
proposal is considered as a fresh case and Office Memorandum 
No. J-11011/618/2010-IA-II(I) dated 30.05.2012 for expansion 
projects is not applicable. Earlier EC issued vide letter no. 
DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/I/2012 dated 13th August, 2012 be 
withdrawn and treated as null and void.  With respect to the 
present application, based on the information furnished, 
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documents shown & submitted, presentation made by the project 
proponent and appraisal done by committee.  SEAC 
recommended the case to SEIAA for grant of Environmental 
clearance imposing the following specific conditions: 

1. Chhatra marg should be used for pedestrian and non-
motorized vehicle or only in case of emergency with 
restricted motorized vehicles. 

 
2. Treated water of DJB STP should be used for construction 

purposes up to the maximum extent possible.  
 

3. Packages/mobile STP shall be provided for labour camp 
during construction phase. 

 

4. Ground water should be extracted only after the 
permission from DJB. 

 

5. Boring for Rain Water Harvesting system should not be 
permitted/done before completion of structure work.  All 
recharge should be limited to shallow aquifer. 

 

6. STP should be adequate to treat the waste water so that 
BOD level should not exceed 10mg/l in treated water. 

 

7. Flow Meters should be installed to monitor consumption of 
fresh water as well as treated water and log book for 
these flow meters be maintained in a regular manner.  
Flow meters shall be installed at Inlet of STP, outlet of STP, 
inlet of flushing tanks, inlet of cooling water tanks and 
reuse line for horticulture purposes. 

 

8. The project proponent, before starting the construction, will 
reconfirm the nonexistence of any water body in and 
around (within 500m) the project site.  It will be ensured 
that water body/bodies) identified as per guidelines MPD 
2012) in and around the project suite shall not be affected 
due to proposed development work. 

 

9. Minimum 1 tree for every 80 Sq. Mt of plot area should be 
planted within the project site in accordance with the 
landscape plan submitted. 

 

10. Solar Photovoltaic (SPV) system should be installed to meet 
electricity generation equivalent to 1% of demand load or 
as per the state level/local building bye-laws, whichever is 
higher.  Solar water heating shall be provided to meet its 
hot water demand as far as possible. 

 

11. Only LEDs should be used. 
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12. Green building norms should be followed with a minimum 
3 star GRIHA rating and Gold rating should be followed 
up. 

 

13. Total capacity of DG sets should not exceed 50% of the 
total load. 

 

14. Construction & Demolition waste should be disposed of at 
authorized C & D waste processing unit. 

 

15. Wind-breaker of appropriate height i.e. 1/3rd of the 
building height and maximum upto 10 meters shall be 
provided all around the project site before the start of 
construction. 

 

16. During the Construction Phase for control of dust pollution 
all precautionary measure should be ensured in 
compliance of Hon’ble National Green Tribunal order dated 
4.12.2014 & 10.04.2015 in O.A. No. 21 of 2014 and O.A. 
No. 95 od 2014 in the matter of Vardhaman Kaushik vs. 
Union of India & others and Sanjay Kulshreshtha Vs 
Union of India  7Ors. And as per MoEF&CC, GOI 
Notification no. G.S.R.94(E) dated 25.01.2018 regarding 
mandatory implementation of dust mitigation measures for 
construction and demolition activities. 

 

17. Project proponent shall be responsible for establishment, 
operation and maintenance of all common facilities and 
also for compliance of EC conditions during operation 
stage. 

 

18. In view of MoEF&CC Office Memorandum No. 21-
270/2008-IA.III dated 19.06.2013 read with MoEF&CC 
Office Memorandum No. 22-154/2015-IA.III dated 
10.11.2015, this environmental clearance is granted 
focusing only on the environment concerns.  The project 
will be regulated by the concerned local Civic Authorities 
under the provisions of the relevant provisions of the 
extant MPD-2021, Building Control Regulations and Safety 
Regulations. 

 

19.  The Project Proponent shall obtain water assurance form 
NDMC/Delhi Jal Board/ authorized source during 
construction/operation phase for the proposed 
development work.  It must be obtained before starting the 
construction. 

 

20. The Environmental Clearance is subject to the condition 
that concerned local civic agencies will give the permission 
for use/occupation of the building only after the written 
assurance of DJB/New Delhi Municipal Council/other 
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such local civic authority (as the case may be) regarding 
supply of adequate water for residents/occupiers. 

 

21. Grant of environmental clearance does not necessarily 
implies that water/power supply shall be granted to the 
project and that their proposal for water/power supply 
shall be considered by the respective authorities on their 
merits and decisions taking. 

 

22. The investment made in the project, if any, based on 
environmental clearance so granted, in anticipation of the 
clearance from water/power supply angle shall be entirely 

at the cost and risk of the project proponent and 
SEAC/SEIAA, Delhi shall not be responsible in this regard 
in any manner. 

 

23. Green area should not be less than 25% of the plot are out 
of which minimum 15% should be of soft green area, so 
that there should be sufficient recharging of ground water.  
Further along boundary wall, minimum of soft green space 
of 2m width be kept for better tree growth & ground water 
recharge, based on area of 6'×6'/tree being a norm.” 

 

33. Minutes of 57th meeting of SEIAA dated 22.03.2018 are as follows:- 

 
 “After due deliberations, in its first sitting of 96th meeting 

held on 13.03.2018 the SEAC observed that the project 

proponent has applied for amendment in EC under the head of 

fresh case on OSMEC portal stating that w.r.t. EC letter no 

DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/1/2012 dated 13th August,  2012 

construction has not been started. Therefore, present proposal is 

considered as a fresh case and Office memorandum No.J-

11011/618/2010-IA-II(I) dated 30.05.2012 for expansion project 

is not applicable. Earlier EC issued vide letter no 

DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/2012 dated 13th August, 2012 be 

withdrawn and treated as null and void. With respect to the 

present application, based on the information furnished, 

documents shown & submitted, presentation made by the project 

proponent and appraisal done by committee, SEAC 

recommended the case to SEIAA for grant of Environmental 

clearance imposing the specific conditions. 

The SEIAA in its 57th meeting held on 22.03.2018 approved the 

recommendations of SEAC that earlier EC  issued vide letter no 

DPCC/SEAC/50SEIAA.1/2012 DATED 13TH August, 2012 be 

withdrawn and treated as null and void, and granted fresh 

Environmental Clearance to the project with the following 

additional specific conditions.  
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1. Adequate ventilation should be provided in the basements 

and during the operation phase the concentration levels of 

Carbon dioxide, Carbon Monoxide should be monitored 

periodically and also be reported in periodical compliance 

reports to be submitted. NOx, SOx and PM are also be 

maintained in basement as per EPA norms.  

 

2. About 202 KLD of fresh water for operational phase will be 

met by DJB, hence this project will increase the demand of 

fresh water from DJB by 202 KLD. 

 

3. Sign board be placed at project site indicating the Khasra 

No.  of the land as per revenue record.” 

   

34. As already mentioned, the application did not give any data of 

ambient air quality. Vide subsequent letter dated 09.03.2018, in 

response to minutes of 95th meeting of SEAC dated 24.02.2018, the 

project proponent gave point wise reply. Annexure IV thereto is 

pointwise response to MoEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017. Appendix 

I thereto is test report dated 27.01.2018 for ambient air quality 

analysis as follows: 

 

“ S. 

No. 

Date Particulate 

matter 

(PM2.5; ug/m3 

GRC/ 

LAB/STP/AIR/
03, 

Gravimetric 

Method 

Particulat

e matter  

(PM10; 

ug/m3 IS  

5182  
(Part 23): 

2006 

Sulphur  

Dioxide  

 (PM10; 

ug/m3 

IS  5182  
(Part 23): 

2001 

Reaff.2006 

Nitroge

n  

Dioxide  

 (PM10; 

ug/m3 
IS  

5182  

(Part 

23): 

2006 

Carbon 

Monoxide  

(CO); 

ug/m3 

IS  5182  
(Part 10): 

1999 

Reaff.2003 

 1. 03.01.2018 240.6 412.3 9.3 71.6 1580 

 2. 05.01.2018 237.4 396.2 17.7 74.1 2110 

 3. 08.01.2018 195.7 368.4 20.4 82.3 2060 

 4. 11.01.2018 146.2 324.5 18.9 63.4 1510 

 5. 14.01.2018 227.9 436.8 29.7 84.5 2470 
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 6. 17.01.2018 210.5 419.4 11.4 89.5 2780 

 7. 20.01.2018 183.4 318.9 18.3 84.0 1050 

 8. 24.01.2018 134.6 242.7 15.9 77.6 1010 ” 

 

Ambient Noise level as per test report dated 12.01.2018 annexed thereto 

which is as follows:- 

“ S. 

No. 

 

Location 

 

Zone 

Limit for As per EP 

Act, 1986; Leq, DB 

(A) 

Observed value 

Ledq, dB (A) 

 1. Day 
Time 

Night 
Time 

Day 
Time 

Night 
Time 

  Project Site Residential 
area 

55 45 63.4 49.8 

  * Day Time 6.00 a.m. to 10.00 p.m. 

  ** Night Time  10.00 p.m. to 6.00 a.m.  ” 

 

35.  Another document which is part of letter is titled Traffic Analysis for 

proposed group housing at DU Metro Station (page 663 of the paper 

book) is as follows:- 

“EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 CAVALRY LANE: 

According to recent traffic survey conducted in February 2018, 
traffic volume on Cavalry Lane is 423 pcu during AM peak hour. 
The ADT is recorded to be 3284 pcu comprising of 1087 two 
wheeler, 707 autos, 926 cars and 2 buses on Cavalry Lane. 
Over a day, 7 good vehicles, 198 cycles, 45 cycle rickshaws and 
926 E-Rickshaws have been noted. In the afternoon peak hour 

(14:00-15:00 hrs, the recorded traffic volume is 208 pcu. The 
annexure-1 give the details of pedestrian and vehicular traffic 
volumes in tabular and graphic form for easy comprehension. It 
will be noted that the surrounding roads have adequate capacity 
to absorb traffic generated by the proposed development. Further 
the placement of access position on Cavalry Lane is not likely to 
cause any traffic concerns in the context. 

CHHATRA MARG: 

Similarly traffic survey conducted in February 2018, traffic 
volume on Chhatra marg is 1310 pcu during AM peak hour. The 
ADT is recorded to be 14801 pcu comprising of 4999 two 
wheeler, 1668 autos, 4092 cars and 19 buses. 
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Over a day, 44 good vehicles, 412 cycles, 1217 cycle rickshaws 
and 4376 E-Rickshaws have been noted. In the afternoon peak 
hour (14:00-15:00hrs), the rerecorded traffic volume is 1167 pcu. 
The annexure 2 give the details of pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic volumes in tabular and graphic form for easy 
comprehension.  

 

ESTIMATE OF GENERATED TRAFFIC 

It is estimated that the housing scheme will generate some 320 
pcu of vehicular traffic under a peak period of four to five hour 

duration. Critical peak hour traffic volume is estimated at 192 
pcu egress and 25 pcu/h ingress traffic volume during AM 
period. The flow patter will reverse during PM peak period 
though the duration of PM peak period is generally longer than 
the AM peak period. It must be stated that considerable 
proportion of person trips will be made by Metro. Reliance on 
other modes of transport like cycle richshaw is not expected to be 
high as the site offers by virtue of its location, excellent 
conditions for walking and nearness to the metro station. 
Cavalry Lane accordingly is envisaged to provide the access to 
motorized vehicles. On adding incremental traffic to the existing 
traffic on Cavalry Lane, the aggregate traffic works out to be 640 
pcu per hour. The existing v/c ratio considering local two lane 
two-way carriageway configuration works out to be 0.56, and 
the emerging v/c ratio with project estimated to be 0.857 as per 
IRC 106. This v/c has built in facility of right turn traffic, parked 
vehicles and frontage access from the road under consideration. 
With v/c ratio of 0.85, congested conditions are not expected on 
Cavalry Lane. Further there is likely to be diversion from car to 
public transport especially to Metro for essential trips and this is 
likely to reduce the generated vehicular traffic volume from the 
proposed development. Walking to Metro Station for travel 
purposes is likely to find favour with the residential population.” 

 
36. As already noted, SEIAA has based its decision dated 22.03.2018 on 

the recommendation of SEAC, while SEAC has based its decision on 

Form – I, Form-I A followed by letter and presentation by the project 

proponent. There is hardly any tangible and substantive discussion 

either by SEAC or by SEIAA analyzing various environmental aspects 

and impacts of the proposed project. Conditions have been laid down 

which are very generic without any analysis of issues which are 

patent. Thus, the whole exercise by SEAC or SEIAA is based on non-

application of mind which vitiates the EC. Mere imposition of general 
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conditions that Air (Prevention and Control) of Pollution Act, 1981 

(Air Act) and Water (Prevention and Control) of Pollution Act, 1974 

(Water Act) norms will be followed is of no consequence when air 

quality norms are already exceeded and there is not carrying capacity 

assessment to sustain the project in question. 

 
37. It is undisputed that the land on which the project is proposed 

belongs to the Ministry of Defence. The same was acquired for Metro 

Rail Project in 2001.  The land use was characterized as public and 

semi- public as per MPD 2021 which was changed at the instance of 

DMRC in the year 2008 for group housing project. Proposal for grant 

of EC was moved initially on 21.08.2009 which was granted on 

13.08.2012 for 324 dwelling units with total built up of area 

10,265.90 sq.m. The appellant University raised objections on 

08.02.2012 which are said to have been considered by the sub-

Committee constituted by SEAC. Amendment in the project was 

sought on 12.02.2018 for covering more area. Prior to 22.12.2014, 

the requirements of EIA Notification dated 14.09.2006 were as laid 

down in a note against Entry VIII of the Schedule as follows:- 

 

“General Condition (GC): 

 

Any project or activity specified in Category ‘B’ will be 

treated as Category A, if located in whole or in part within 

10 km from the boundary of: (i) Protected Areas notified under 

the Wild Life (Protection) Act, 1972, (ii) Critically Polluted areas 

as identified by the Central Pollution Control Board from 

time to time, (iii) Eco-sensitive areas as notified under Section 3 

of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, such as, 

Mahabaleshwar Panchgani, Matheran, Pachmarhi, Dahanu, Doon 

Valley, and (iv) inter-State boundaries and international 

boundaries:  
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Provided that the requirement regarding distance of 10 km of the 

inter-State boundaries can be reduced or completely done away 

with by an agreement between the respective States or U.Ts 

sharing the common boundary in case the activity does not fall 

within 10 kilometres of the areas mentioned at item (i), (ii) and (iii) 

above.” 

 

38. The said note was deleted by the notification dated 22.12.2014. The 

condition shows that the project located in 10 kms. of critically 

polluted areas or of interstate boundary was treated as separate from 

any other projects. The location of the present project is within 10 

kms. of interstate boundary and also within such distance from 

critically polluted areas. Thus, on the date earlier EC was earlier 

granted i.e. 13.08.2012, the project was wrongly treated as Category 

B.  To avoid this legal hurdle, the application appears to have been 

treated as for grant of a fresh EC though the application was for 

amendment of the earlier EC, which amendment was not legally 

permissible without following procedure for Category A project 

entailing detailed EIA study and accordingly preparation of EMP.  

 

Even for evaluation as Category BI project, appraisal was 

required to be based on carrying capacity of the area in terms of air 

quality, noise level and traffic congestion apart from other important 

environmental considerations. In absence thereof, it is not possible to 

hold that there is application of mind by SEIAA as claimed by the 

project proponent.  

 

39. We find merit in the contention on behalf of the appellant that there 

was hardly any application of mind by SEIAA or SEAC to the 

available data and to the impact of the project on environment, before 

granting EC. To give effect to Sustainable Development and 
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Precautionary principles, EC cannot be granted without such 

assessment and evaluation, which is also known as ‘Carrying 

Capacity Assessment’.  Such assessment becomes all the more 

necessary when the available data shows that environmental norms 

are in excess of prescribed parameters. We may consider this aspect 

in the light of earlier orders of this Tribunal.  

 
Carrying Capacity Assessment for the Project 
 

40. The data furnished by the appellant has been quoted above showing 

that norms of air quality as well as noise levels are already beyond 

the prescribed standards. There is, thus, no carrying capacity of the 

area to sustain any additive load in terms of air or noise levels which 

undisputedly will happen, even according to the project proponent. 

 

41. This Tribunal has earlier considered the issue of carrying capacity on 

certain occasions. Reference may made to the order dated 

26.10.2018, in O.A. No. 568/2016, Ajay Khera Vs. Container 

Corporation of India Limited & Ors. as follows:-  

 

“15. Delhi is over polluted and figures quite high in the 

ranking of most polluted cities.  There is no study about the 
capacity of the city in respect of the extent of population 
which can be accommodated and number of vehicles 

which can be handled by the roads of Delhi. The Master 

Plan for Delhi 2021 also does not assess the 
urban/physical carrying capacity of the NCT of Delhi 
despite noting a reduction in the carrying capacity of 

amenities such as drainage.  However, no specific emphasis 
is laid on determination of carrying capacity of the city on the 
basis of factors such as availability of land, air and water 
resources for the increasing population in the light of principles 

of sustainable development and Intergeneration equity.     

16. Conscious of the threat posed to limited natural resources 

due to their overuse, this Tribunal in Metro Transit Pvt. Ltd Vs. 
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South Delhi Municipal Corporation & Ors.4 directed the Ministry 
of Transport to take initiative to assess the number of vehicles 

to be permitted proportionate to the capacity of the roads in the 
city in the larger interest of environment.  This Tribunal has 
also directed in SPOKE Vs. M/s. Kasauli Glaxie Resorts and 

other connected matters5 to frame guidelines with respect to 

carrying capacity assessment for similarly placed hill stations 
as Kasauli and Eco-Sensitive Zone (ESZ) notified by MoEF&CC 
to check hazards of unregulated development threatening the 
fragile ecology. In D.V. Girish v. Union of India & Ors.6 this 

Tribunal has directed the Ministry of Urban Development and 
MOEF& CC to conduct detailed carrying capacity study to 
assess the impact of factors such as construction of resorts, 

new civil structures, availability of water resources, power 
lines, soil erosion, extraction of ground water, waste generation 
and handling, road traffic and pollution and evolve a 
management plan for preservation of Chikkmangaluru district. 

Further, in Social Action for Forest and Environment (SAFE)  & 
Ors. v. Union of India and Ors.7 it was observed that the 
relevance of the concept of carrying capacity to the concept of 
sustainability adds to its value for organizing the management 

framework. In the light of the current scenario, a similar 
assessment is necessitated in NCT Delhi. 

17. As a yardstick of sustainability, urban carrying 

capacity is an important conceptual underpinning that 
must guide a welfare state in promoting sustainable 

urban development. The concept of “carrying capacity” 
addresses the question as to how many people can be 
permitted into any area without the risk of degrading 
the environment of the area. A dynamic city policy based 

on carrying capacity assessment is essential to 
ameliorate the conditions for urban development and 
residents living quality. Urban carrying capacity is 

needed to be developed to balance the demands on the 
resources on the one hand and the capacity of such 
resources consistent with the need for environment 
protection.  This is the need for sustainable development. 

Severely straining and degrading the available natural 

resources of a particular area without regard to capacity 
assessment is causing irreversible damage to the ecology 
in terms of pollution of air, water and earth.  What 

would happen to the traffic flow if all roads become 
parking?  What happens to the road travelers, if there is 
no adequate oxygen in the air on account of excessive 

vehicles and congestion? How would unlimited housing 
be provided to people if the land resources are exhausted 
at particular place?  How will water and waste disposal 

                                                           
4
 Order dated 23.10.2018 in OA No. 773/2018 

5 Order dated 05.10.2018 in O.A. No. 218/2017  
6 Order dated 30.07.2018 in O.A. No. 462/2018 
7 Order dated 10.12.2015 in O.A.No. 87/2015 
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needs be met, if there is unplanned population density in 
a particular city? These questions require serious 

consideration.  “Urban disease” frequently besetting the 
cities such as traffic congestion, housing shortage, lack 
of amenity, pose actual challenges and impediments to 
sustainable development. While emergency measures 

such as the odd-even scheme, limiting the flow of tourist 
vehicles and restraining the timing of fire crackers may 
help momentarily such as is contemplated under the 
‘Graded Response Action Plan’, long term assessment of 

physical and environmental carrying capacity and 

devising measures to restrict overuse on reaching 
optimum capacity is inevitable to ensure sustainable 

development.  Without such assessment and action, the 
very survival of people is threatened what to talk of 
working towards Sustainable Development Goals, 2030 
to tackle climate change may remain only a dream.  

Sustainable development is essential policy and strategy 
for continued economic and social development without 
detriment to the environment and natural resources on 
the quality of which continued activity and further 

development depend8. Natural resources have got to be 
tapped for the purposes of social development but one 
cannot forget at the same time that tapping of resources 

have to be done with realistic approach to capacity of a 

city or area so that environment may not be affected in 
any serious way; so that there may not be depletion of 
water resources. Long-term planning must be undertaken 

consistent with capacity assessment.  It has always to be 
remembered that the air and water are not without 
limitation9.   

18. Accordingly, we consider it necessary to direct 
assessment of carrying capacity for the NCT Delhi as 

well as other major cities particularly 102 “non-
attainment cities” within reasonable time preferably in 
one year. Such study can be in phases depending on priority 
areas having pollution hot spots.  Such assessment must 

specifically study capacity in terms of number of vehicles, 
extent of population, extent of different nature of activities – 
institutional, industrial, commercial etc. 

19. The Ministry of Urban Development in coordination with 
the Central Pollution Control Board, Ministry of Transport and 
other concerned Ministries, the Authorities such as Planning 

Commission as well the States may carry out such study with 
the assistance of experts in the field.  Methodology to do so may 
be worked out within two months. 

                                                           
8
 (2002) 10 SCC 606 T.N. Godavarman Thirumulpad Vs. Union of India, , dated 30.10.2002 

9
 1986 Supp (1) SCC 517 Rural Litigation & Entitlement Kendra, Dehradun Vs. Stat of UP (Doon Valley Case), AIR 1987 

SC 359, dated 18.12.1986 
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20.  As a result of such study, further policy decisions 
may be taken by concerned Authorities for comprehensive 

action for checking air pollution in the interest of public 
health.  This may also result in regulation of logistics 
and infrastructure. The CPCB may act as nodal agency.”  

 

42.  In the same matter i.e. Ajay Khera Vs. Container Corporation of India 

Limited & Ors., supra, further order dated 08.03.2019 is as follows:- 

“4.  …. As per report of the WHO, Delhi is one of the 10 

most polluted cities in the world. This called for a study 

about capacity of the city in respect of extent of population and 

number of vehicles to be permitted. Urban carrying capacity 

assessment was an essential part of urban planning for 

giving effect to the concept of sustainable development. It 

was observed:- 

“Severely straining and degrading the available natural 

resources of a particular area without regard to capacity 

assessment is causing irreversible damage to the ecology in 

terms of pollution of air, water and earth. What would happen to 

the traffic flow if all roads become parking? What happens to the 

road travelers, if there is no adequate oxygen in the air on 

account of excessive vehicles and congestion? How would 

unlimited housing be provided to people if the land resources are 

exhausted at particular place? How will water and waste 

disposal needs be met, if there is unplanned population density 

in a particular city? These questions require serious 

consideration. “Urban disease” frequently besetting the cities 

such as traffic congestion, housing shortage, lack of amenity, 

pose actual challenges and impediments to sustainable 

development. While emergency measures such as the odd-even 

scheme, limiting the flow of tourist vehicles and restraining the 

timing of fire crackers may help momentarily such as is 

contemplated under the ‘Graded Response Action Plan’, long 

term assessment of physical and environmental carrying 

capacity and devising measures to restrict overuse on reaching 

optimum capacity is inevitable to ensure sustainable 

development. Without such assessment and action, the very 

survival of people is threatened what to talk of working towards 

Sustainable Development Goals, 2030 to tackle climate change 

may remain only a dream. Sustainable development is essential 

policy and strategy for continued economic and social 

development without detriment to the environment and natural 

resources on the quality of which continued activity and further 
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development depend. Natural resources have got to be tapped for 

the purposes of social development but one cannot forget at the 

same time that tapping of resources have to be done with 

realistic approach to capacity of a city or area so that 

environment may not be affected in any serious way; so that 

there may not be depletion of water resources. Long-term 

planning must be undertaken consistent with capacity 

assessment. It has always to be remembered that the air and 

water are not without limitation.” 

8. As regards the direction to prepare carrying capacity 

assessment report, we find from the interim report submitted by 

the CPCB that the Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs is in 

the process of developing a methodology for the study. The study 

is to be carried out through Urban Mass Transil Company 

(UMTC) as a pilot study. Since the order of the Tribunal is more 

than four months old, the study had to be done in a time bound 

manner. The same cannot be delayed beyond a point in view of 

urgency of the situation. Tackling air pollution cannot 

remain pending. Let Central Pollution Control Board furnish 

such study report, as far as possible, within one month from 

today.” 

 

43.  Again in Anil Tharthare v. Secretary. Envt. Dept. Govt. of 

Maharashtra, 2019 SCC Online NGT 876, it was observed:- 

“25. Carrying capacity is integral to the principles of 

Sustainable Development and Polluter Pays principle. As a 

yardstick of sustainability, urban carrying capacity is an 

important conceptual underpinning that must guide a welfare 

state in promoting sustainable urban development. “Urban 

disease” frequently besetting the cities such as traffic 

congestion, housing shortage, lack of amenity, pose actual 

challenges and impediments to sustainable development. 

Severely straining and degrading the available natural 

resources of a particular area without regard to capacity 

assessment is causing irreversible damage to the ecology in 

terms of pollution of air, water and earth. In light of serious 

threat, this Tribunal in Original Application No. 568 of 
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2016, Ajay Khera v. Container Corporation of India Limited vide 

order dated 26.10.2018, posed the following questions: 

 

(a)What would happen to the traffic flow if all roads become 
parking? 

 

(b) What happens to the road travelers, if there is no 
adequate oxygen in the air on account of excessive 
vehicles and congestion? 

 

(c) How would unlimited housing be provided to people if the 
land resources are exhausted at particular place? 

 

(d) How will waste water and solid waste disposal needs be 
met, if there is unplanned population density in a 

particular city? These questions require serious 
consideration. 

26. Natural resources have got to be tapped for the purposes of 
social development but one cannot forget at the same time that 

tapping of resources have to be done with realistic approach to 
capacity of a city or area so that environment may not be 
affected in any serious way. It has always to be remembered 

that both the air and water as resource are not without 
limitation. 

 

44.  In appeal against the above order in Hon’ble Supreme Court in 

Keystone Realtors Pvt. Ltd. v. Anil v. Tharthare, 2019 SCC Online SC 

1543, it was observed:- 

 

“21. …….The procedure set out under paragraph 7(ii) of the EIA 
Notification exists to ensure that where a project is expanded in 
size, the environmental impact on the surrounding area is 

evaluated holistically considering all the relevant factors 
including air and water availability and pollution, 
management of solid and wet waste and the urban 

carrying capacity of the area. This was not done in the case 
of the appellant's project. It was not open to the third respondent 
to grant an ‘amendment’ to the EC without following the 
procedure set out in paragraph 7(ii) of the EIA Notification.” 

 

 
45. This Tribunal got carrying capacity study conducted in respect of 

Manali and Mcleodganj in Himachal Pradesh by a Committee inter-
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alia representing G.B. Pant Institute, Almora; Chief Town Planner, 

Shimla/senior Architect (Planner); A senior Scientist from MOEF&CC; 

A senior Scientist from the Indian Council of Forestry Research and 

Education, Dehradun; Senior Scientist from Wadia Institute of 

Himalayan Geology, Dehradun; Scientist/ Senior official from the 

Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; Scientist/ Senior official 

form the Central Pollution Control Board, New Delhi; Representative 

of National Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of India and 

Representative of School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi. 

Based on such study, the Tribunal directed restriction on 

constructions.10 The Tribunal observed:- 

“13. With regard to Manali, the report makes following 
recommendations on the subject whether any construction can 
be allowed at Manali:  

 
“Whether construction in Manali be permitted or whether 

any restrictions need to be imposed, if so, the nature of 
restrictions which are to be laid down. 

As per the findings of this study, Manali MC has no capacity left 
to accommodate or sustain additional population/tourist.  
Allowing any construction would mean Govt. is officially 
encouraging and making provisions for more population/tourists. 

In view of above it is recommended to enforce a complete 

ban on construction activities in Manali MC except the 

construction of residential houses for their own 

uses/purpose and government buildings. The construction 

of other types should only be permitted unless and until 

adequate provisions for solid waste management and 

water supply are put in place.” 

 

15. With regard to McLeodganj, a separate report has been 

submitted. After examining various parameters, the Expert 
Committee recommended as follows: 
 
“In view of above it is recommended to enforce a complete 

ban on construction activities in McLeodganj except the 

construction of residential houses for their own uses/pur1 
                                                           
10

  Order dated 29.07.2019 in O.A. No. 635/2017, Ramesh Chand v. State of H.P.  
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and government buildings. The construction of other types 

should only be perm] unless and until adequate provisions 

for solid waste management is put in place.” 

 

20. The three templates of ‘carrying capacity 

assessments’ - two in the present case i.e. Manali and 

Mcleodganj and one in case of Kasauli which was dealt with 

by order of this Tribunal vide order dated 05.10.2018 in Original 

Application No. 218/2017, Society for Preservation of Kasauli 

and its Environs (SPOKE) v. M/s Kasauli Glaxie Resorts, may be 

taken into account by the MoEF&CC and CPCB while 

carrying out further carrying capacity assessments as 

required in terms of orders of this Tribunal”. 

 

 
46. In view of above, it is difficult to uphold sustainability of the project 

in terms of carrying capacity and permissibility of grant of EC without 

a proper assessment which has not been done. 

 

47. Sustainability of the project has been questioned inter-alia having 

regard to deteriorated air and noise quality, underground water level, 

traffic congestion, location close to Northern Ridge, height of the 

building. In Form–I, against the heading Environmental Sensitivity, 

distance from Yamuna is shown to 1.5 km., from Northern Ridge 

Reserve Forest (RF) 0.5 km., interstate boundary is mentioned as 6.5 

km., densely polluted area is 1.5 km., sensitive man made uses are 

mentioned as 0.5 to 2.5 km. Area already subject to pollution is 

mentioned to be none.  It is mentioned that site is in Seismic Zone IV. 

In Form IA, against air environment, it is mentioned contribution of 

vehicle emission will be marginal. It is further stated that there will 

be no significant impact of noise. 

 

48. It has been pointed out by the appellant that University and 100 m. 

from educational institutions having more than 1000 students is 

‘silence zone’ as per Notification dated 03.04.2008.  These factors 
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make the project to be environmentally vulnerable, sensitive and 

critical which aspects have not been duly evaluated. There is no 

serious consideration of these vital environmental issues.  

 

Air Quality, Noise Level and Traffic Congestion 

 

49. As already mentioned, the data furnished by the project proponent 

itself shows that air quality in the area has no carrying capacity to 

permit any additive load in terms ambient air. In absence thereof, 

permitting a project adding to load of pollution will be against the 

Sustainable Development and Precautionary principles which are 

tenets of right to life. Similar is the position with regard to noise levels 

and traffic congestion. On this aspect there is no consideration 

whatsoever by SEIAA/SEAC. EC has been granted mechanically, 

overlooking this crucial aspect. There is no consideration of 

estimation of total existing PM load, estimation of assimilative 

capacity with respect of PM and estimation of supportive capacity 

with respect to PM by SEAC/SEIAA.  

 
Additional load of pollution on account of the project to already 
deteriorated air quality, noise level and traffic congestion 

 
50. Coming to the additional load of pollution on account of added traffic 

on account of the project, traffic report submitted by the project 

proponent in the year 2011 mentioned the estimated traffic data to be 

320 Passenger Car Equivalent (PCU) during peak hour. Report of 

Prof. Geetam Tiwari, IIT Delhi relied upon by the appellant is that 

since the project is for high income group, there will be about 900 

motorized trips. The project may be non-complaint of Transit 

Oriented Development Guidelines (TOD) prepared by DDA. Traffic 
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report 2011 filed by the project proponent mentions volume to the 

capacity of 0.7 but the same will exceed 1.  Since motorized and 

pedestrian traffic and road surrounding the project are running to 

the capacity, any addition on account of the project will be un-

sustainable.   

Second report relied upon by the project proponent of the year 

2018 mention width of Cavalry lane as 24 m. According to the 

appellant, the width of Cavalry lane is 8.5 m.  Similarly width of 

Chhatra Marg is 10.5m and not 24m. The 2018 report mentions 

number of cars to 925 against 1091 cars in 2011 report.  Average 

Daily Traffic (ADT) as per 2003 report is 3484 PCU as against 1844 

PCU in 2011 report. The 2018 report is that traffic volume had 

dipped from 226 PCU to 208 PCU.   

 

Air Pollution Levels in Delhi  
 

51. Delhi is one of the 122 identified non-attainment cities, based on 

ambient air quality data compiled by CPCB with reference to the air 

quality standards under the Air Act, 1981 and EP Act, 1986. This 

Tribunal is considering the remedial action in the matter in O.A. No. 

681/2018. After noting that the identified causes of air pollution 

include vehicular pollution11, industrial and construction sector 

pollution12,  reference was made to the Graded Response Action Plan 

                                                           
11 M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1985)2 SCC 431, M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (2001) 3 SCC 756, 

M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1998) 6 SCC 63, M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (2002) 3 SCC 356, 
M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1998) 6 SCC 60 

12 M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1997) 2 SCC 353, M.C. Mehta v. Union of India and Shriram 

Foods and Fertilizer Industries and Anr.  (1986) 2 SCC 235, Rural Litigation and Entitlement 

Kendra, Dehradun v. State of U.P. (1985) 2SCC 431, Mohd. Haroon Ansari v. District Collector 

(1998) 6 SCC 60, Union of India v. Union Carbide Co. (1989) 1 SCC 674, M.C. Mehta v. Union of 

India (1992) 4 SCC 256, Sterlite Industries (India) Ltd. etc. v. Union of India & Ors.(2013) 4SCC 
575 , M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (2004) 6 SCC 588, M.C. Mehta v. Kamal Nath (2000)6 SCC 

213 
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(GRAP) notified by the MoEF&CC on 12.01.2017 stipulating specific 

steps for different levels of air quality such as improvement in 

emission and fuel quality and other measures for vehicles, strategies 

to reduce vehicle numbers, non-motorised transport network, 

parking policy, traffic management, closure of polluting power plants 

and industries including brick kilns, control of generator sets, open 

burning, open eateries, road dust, construction dust, etc.13. The 

Tribunal noted that on account of air pollution, India is ranked at 

177 out 180 countries in Environmental Performance Index.14 As per 

the World Air Quality Report, 2019 prepared by IQAir Air Visual, 

Delhi has been reported to be having t worst air quality amongst all 

the capital cities of the World for the 2nd consecutive year.15 It is also 

well known that air pollution contains greenhouse gases which have 

potential to lead to climate change having serious consequences on 

human existence.  The Tribunal noted that air pollution has 

enormous impact on public health particularly children, senior 

citizens and the poor who are more vulnerable. We have already 

noted the data given by the project proponent showing that air 

quality norms are exceeded at the location in question.  The data is of 

the date of application. There is no improvement claimed till date. In 

fact the situation is further deteriorating which is a well known fact. 

 
52. The Tribunal also directed carrying capacity study of all the 102 non-

attainment cities (which number went up to 122) vide order dated 

08.10.2018 and evolving mechanism for review of Master Plans and 

                                                           
13

 S.O.118(E), Notification, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
14

 https://www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/energy-and-environment/india-ranks-177-out-of-180-in-

environmental-performance-index/article22513016.ece 
15

 World Air Quality Report, 2019 prepared by IQAir Air Visual 
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shifting polluting activities identified in a study. Similar directions 

were issued for control of noise pollution.  The Tribunal, vide order 

dated 08.10.2018, directed steps for bringing air quality within 

prescribed norms by taking steps to prevent polluting activities. The 

Tribunal directed that action plans be prepared indicating steps to be 

taken to check different sources of pollution having speedy, definite 

and specific timelines for execution. The Action Plans should be 

consistent with the carrying capacity assessment of the non-

attainment cities in terms of vehicular pollution, industrial emissions 

and population density, extent of construction and construction 

activities etc. Depending upon assessed carrying capacity and source 

apportionment, the authorities may consider the need for regulating 

number of vehicles and their parking and plying, population density, 

extent of construction and construction activities etc. Guidelines may 

accordingly be framed to regulate vehicles and industries in non-

attainment cities in terms of carrying capacity assessment and 

source apportionment. The matter was last reviewed on 20.11.2019 

and further directions were issued for installing sufficient number of 

air quality monitoring stations, completing carrying capacity study, 

reviewing Master Plans to give effect to such study, prepare action 

plans to bring the air pollution and noise pollution within norms, 

carry out afforestation drive, clear legacy waste dump sites and 

finalise emergency response systems etc. The matter is still pending 

further consideration as carrying capacity study reports are awaited. 

This fact is being mentioned to demonstrate that carrying capacity 

assessment is crucial for sustainable development which is integral 

part of right to life guaranteed under the Indian Constitution and any 
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activity beyond such carrying capacity is not permissible. In the 

present case, it has already come on record that there is no carrying 

capacity in the area in terms of air quality to sustain the project in 

question.  

 
53. The Tribunal has also found that at times EC granted subject to 

general conditions of compliance of air, water and other 

environmental norms without effective monitoring mechanism has 

not been found to be effective mitigation of damage to the 

environment.16  

 
High Rise Building  

 

54. We may also consider the grievance against height of the building 

without considering its impact on the environment especially on 

account of closeness to the Ridge. We are of view that restrictions on 

the height of the buildings in such scenarios are inevitable to give 

effect to the Sustainable Development and Precautionary principles. 

In an article titled ‘The Sustainability of Tall Building Developments: 

A Conceptual Framework’ by Kheir-Al-Kodmany, Department of 

Urban Planning and Policy, College of Urban Planning and Public 

Affairs, University of Illinois at Chicago, Chicago, IL 60612, USA, 

published on 05.01.2018, sustainability of tall buildings on account 

of potential for fire incidents, adverse impact on micro climate due to 

                                                           

1. 16 Order dated 22.11.2019 in O.A. No. 837/2018, Sandeep Mittal v. 

MoEF&CC & Ors.  

Para 14. No satisfactory mechanism exists at present, as shown by the 

above affidavit itself.  It is stated that, at present, it takes 4.5 years for 
monitoring which means that for such long period the non-compliance 

continues making mockery of law.  There has to be speedy monitoring and 

speedy action, wherever necessary. There has to be a robust plan for the 

purpose which is the responsibility of the concerned Government 

Departments.  We place on record our disapproval for the present sorry 
state-of-affairs and expect meaningful improvement.  
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wind funneling and turbulence around their bases generation of 

carbon dioxide because of heavy machinery and equipment and 

waste management has been studied. It may be appropriate to refer 

to some of the observations:- 

 

“Fire Incidences 

Tall buildings are prone to massive losses of lives and valuable 
properties caused by fire. High-rise buildings present several 
unique challenges not found in traditional low-rise buildings, 
including greater difficulties for a firefighter to access a 
smoldering high-rise building, longer egress times and distances, 
complex evacuation strategies, and smoke movement and fire 
control. Typical dangers at a fire incidence involve flame, smoke, 
heat, toxic gases, flashover, and backdraft explosions. However, 
the multiple floors of a high-rise building create the cumulative 
effect of needing greater numbers of firefighters to travel great 
vertical distances on stairs to evacuate the building. 
 
Environmental Dimension 

 
Further, tall buildings exert an adverse effect on the microclimate 
due to wind funneling and turbulence around their bases, 
causing discomfort to pedestrians. They cast a shadow on 
nearby buildings, streets, parks, and open spaces, and they 
may obstruct views, reduce access to natural light, and prevent 
natural ventilation. 
 
Energy and Carbon Emission 

 
Also, tall buildings’ construction requires great energy and 
generates considerable carbon dioxide because of operating 
heavy machinery and equipment such as powerful cranes and 
pumps (e.g., pumping water and concrete to upper floors) and 
dump trucks. Transporting building materials from far distances 
(sometimes across the globe) also consumes energy and 
produces immense carbon dioxide. 
 
Bird Collision 

 
Bird-glass collisions are an unfortunate side effect of tall building 
developments throughout the world. Billions of birds perish from 
collisions with glass yearly, making it the second largest human-
made hazard to birds after habitat loss. The U.S. alone is 
responsible for up to a billion birds yearly. To make matters 
worse, countless victim birds belong to already declining 
population species, including Canada Warbler (Cardellina 
Canadensis), Golden-winged Warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera), 
Kentucky Warbler (Geothlypis Formosa), Painted Bunting 
(Passerina ciris), Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) and Worm-
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eating Warbler (Helmitheros vermivorum). Clear and reflective 
glass result in killing birds because birds perceive clear glass as 
an unobstructed passageway; and consequently, they attempt to 
fly through. On the other hand, reflective glass reflects the sky, 
clouds, and nearby vegetation reproducing a perceived habitat 
familiar and attractive to birds. Since the majority of modern tall 
buildings are clad in glass, tall buildings become a prime killer. 
Approximately 98% of flying vertebrates (birds and bats) migrate 
at heights below 500 m (1640 ft), and today, tallest buildings in 
the world reach or come close to the upper limits of bird 
migration paths. Although bird migration happens in fall and 
spring seasons, their collision into tall buildings occurs year-

round [88]. At night, skyscrapers’ lights lure birds in search of 
navigational cues. Birds usually use stars and the moon, and 
illuminated windows often divert them from their original flight 
paths. As such, birds can be attracted to artificially lit tall 
buildings resulting in collisions. This problem manifests on 
evenings of inclement weather, when the cloud’s altitude is low, 
which forces birds to fly at lower heights. Attracted by the 
artificial light rays, some birds collide into the buildings’ facades. 
 
Waste Management 

 
Tall buildings generate large volumes of waste because they 
house large population. On average, the disposal rate of an 
apartment unit is about one ton per year. While this amount of 
waste is not different from a low-rise residential unit, the method 
of waste collection in high-rises is more complicated than that in 
low-rises. One popular disposal method for tall buildings is the 
chute system, which consists of vertical shafts that transfer 
waste to a central location bin in a lower level of the building via 
gravity. Nevertheless, the large amount of waste accumulated on 
the ground floor poses a challenge to management systems.” 
 

 

55. We may note that initially the stand of DDA was that Master Plan of 

Delhi did not allow more than 8 floors. The project proponent filed 

W.P. (C) No. 3135/2010 before the Delhi High Court where the DDA 

repeated the said stand as noted in the order of High Court dated 

07.03.2011.  However, the High Court, considering the argument of 

the project proponent that project proponent will not able to achieve 

adequate coverage which was permissible, directed DDA to consider 

the representation of the project proponent for relaxing the height. 

Thereafter, on 18.05.2011, the DDA made a statement before the 

High Court that there will be no restrictions on the height of project.  
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The environmental issues were however not subject matter of 

consideration in the said proceedings. Even if there is no legal 

restriction on height by development authority de hors environmental 

consideration, environmental sustainability issues, in this context 

which are presently the subject matter of these proceedings, cannot 

be ignored. Assessment of impact of such tall building on the 

environment has to be independently done which has not been done, 

rendering the impugned EC vulnerable on that ground.  

 

Location of the Building – Closeness to Northern Ridge 

56. As per data furnished by the project proponent, the distance of the 

project from the Norther Ridge is within 500 meters. Vide order dated 

30.11.2011 Delhi High Court in W.P. (C) No. 3339 of 2011, Ashok 

Kumar Tanwar v. Union of India, held that clearance of Ridge 

Management Board in required for construction in the Ridge area. 

This view was affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court (2016) 13 SCC 

561, DDA v. Kenneth Builders & Developers Pvt. Ltd. No doubt, in the 

present case, the project is said to be 500 meters away from the 

Ridge and not in the Ridge as such, the impact of development of 

project of such magnitude close to the Ridge, which is a Reserve 

Forest of immense importance and also ecological lifeline of Delhi, 

was required to be considered which has not been done.  

 
57. As already observed, object of requirement for environmental 

clearance is to ensure that no project adversely affecting environment 

comes up. Thus, EC can be granted only after ensuring that project 

will not have adverse impact on environment and not otherwise.  This 

places responsibility on SEIAA and SEAC to conduct meaningful 
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appraisal of impact of the project on the environment. Mitigation 

measures can be prescribed where the project is otherwise viable.  In 

the present case, EC has been granted without adequate appraisal. 

There are conditions for mitigation, including compliance of Water 

Act and Air Act. However, once there is no carrying capacity in terms 

of air quality norms, merely laying down of such general conditions is 

merely a formality and not adequate safeguard.   

 

58. Considering that carrying capacity of the area to sustain such high 

rise building has not been conducted and that the air and noise levels 

are already beyond permissible limits, the building is located very 

close to reserve forest, river Yamuna, premier educational institutions 

and hospitals and areas with high traffic density, we find it difficult to 

hold that there is application of mind in granting the EC. We are of 

the view that sustainability of this project was required to be  

evaluated by undertaking carrying capacity assessment in terms of:- 

 

 Estimation of total Existing PM load (both PM2.5 and PM10). 

 Estimation of total Assimilative Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both 

PM2.5 and PM10). 

 Estimation of total Supportive Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both 

PM2.5 and PM10). 

 
As already observed above, the SEAC has not examined the 

above aspects and also Isopleth of predicted ground level 

concentration of pollutants because of additive effect of such high rise 

project, in terms of  increased traffic load on recipient air has not 

been predicted which vitiates the impugned EC.  We also do not find 
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Windrose diagram of air pollution on record as apparently no 

pollution Windrose analysis has been conducted.    

 
59.  In view of above, we conclude that the EC granted is without 

application of mind.  

 

60.  Re: Issue No. (iii) – Whether case is made out for directions by 
this Tribunal. 

 
In view of our conclusion that the EC has been granted without 

proper evaluation and the project cannot be allowed without such 

proper evaluation about its sustainability or otherwise in the light of 

available data, a case is made for interference by this Tribunal for 

having an evaluation done from an independent Committee of 

experts. As already noted, existing air and noise levels do not permit 

any further additive load in the area, particularly a high rise building 

having adverse impacts on environment, including potential for fire 

incidents, adverse impact on micro climate due to wind funneling and 

turbulence around their bases, generation of particulate matter 

because of heavy machinery and equipment and waste management. 

There will be unmanageable impact on traffic density and adverse 

impact on the flora and fauna and groundwater regime of nearby 

pristine Ridge.  

 As noted earlier, the site in question was originally parking for 

the Metro Station. Once the site becomes a group housing complex, 

the parking which was to be at this site will now be on public roads, 

causing further congestion and consequent pollution. Delhi is already 

grappling with the problem of parking and it is a matter of  common 

knowledge that most of the public roads have been converted into 

parking lots on account of ever increasing number of vehicles without 
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adequate carrying capacity of road infrastructure. Present location is 

equally affected, if not more, as already discussed. 

  
61.  As already mentioned, it is well settled that Sustainable Development 

and Precautionary Principles are part of right to life.17  The same are 

also enforceable under Section 20 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 

2010. The polluting activities have to be prevented for clean 

                                                           
17 (1996) 5 SCC 647 

Para 10. The traditional concept that development and ecology are opposed to each other is no longer acceptable. 
“Sustainable Development” is the answer. In the international sphere, “Sustainable Development” as a concept came to be 

known for the first time in the Stockholm Declaration of 1972. Thereafter, in 1987 the concept was given a definite shape 
by the World Commission on Environment and Development in its report called “Our Common Future”. The Commission 
was chaired by the then Prime Minister of Norway, Ms G.H. Brundtland and as such the report is popularly known as 
“Brundtland Report”. In 1991 the World Conservation Union, United Nations Environment Programme and Worldwide 

Fund for Nature, jointly came out with a document called “Caring for the Earth” which is a strategy for sustainable living. 
Finally, came the Earth Summit held in June 1992 at Rio which saw the largest gathering of world leaders ever in the 
history — deliberating and chalking out a blueprint for the survival of the planet. Among the tangible achievements of the 
Rio Conference was the signing of two conventions, one on biological diversity and another on climate change. These 

conventions were signed by 153 nations. The delegates also approved by consensus three non-binding documents namely, 
a Statement on Forestry Principles, a declaration of principles on environmental policy and development initiatives and 
Agenda 21, a programme of action into the next century in areas like poverty, population and pollution. During the two 

decades from Stockholm to Rio “Sustainable Development” has come to be accepted as a viable concept to eradicate 
poverty and improve the quality of human life while living within the carrying capacity of the supporting ecosystems. 
“Sustainable Development” as defined by the Brundtland Report means “Development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of the future generations to meet their own needs”. We have no hesitation in holding that 

“Sustainable Development” as a balancing concept between ecology and development has been accepted as a part of the 
customary international law though its salient features have yet to be finalised by the international law jurists. 

11. Some of the salient principles of “Sustainable Development”, as culled out from Brundtland Report and other 

international documents, are Inter-Generational Equity, Use and Conservation of Natural Resources, Environmental 
Protection, the Precautionary Principle, Polluter Pays Principle, Obligation to Assist and Cooperate, Eradication of Poverty 
and Financial Assistance to the developing countries. We are, however, of the view that “The Precautionary Principle” and 

“The Polluter Pays Principle” are essential features of “Sustainable Development”. The “Precautionary Principle” — in the 
context of the municipal law — means: 

(i) Environmental measures — by the State Government and the statutory authorities — must anticipate, prevent 

and attack the causes of environmental degradation. 

(ii) Where there are threats of serious and irreversible damage, lack of scientific certainty should not be used as a 

reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation. 

(iii) The “onus of proof” is on the actor or the developer/industrialist to show that his action is environmentally 

benign. 

Para 13 The Precautionary Principle and the Polluter Pays Principle have been accepted as part of the law of the land. 
Article 21 of the Constitution of India guarantees protection of life and personal liberty. Articles 47, 48-A and 51-A(g) of the 

Constitution are as under: 

“47. Duty of the State to raise the level of nutrition and the standard of living and to improve public health.—The 

State shall regard the raising of the level of nutrition and the standard of living of its people and the improvement of 

public health as among its primary duties and, in particular, the State shall endeavour to bring about prohibition of 
the consumption except for medicinal purposes of intoxicating drinks and of drugs which are injurious to health. 

48-A. Protection and improvement of environment and safeguarding of forests and wildlife.—The State shall 

endeavour to protect and improve the environment and to safeguard the forests and wildlife of the country. 

51-A. (g) to protect and improve the natural environment including forests, lakes, rivers and wildlife, and to have 

compassion for living creatures.” 

Apart from the constitutional mandate to protect and improve the environment there are plenty of post-independence 

legislations on the subject but more relevant enactments for our purpose are: the Water (Prevention and Control of 
Pollution) Act, 1974 (the Water Act), the Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1981 (the Air Act) and the 
Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 (the Environment Act). The Water Act provides for the constitution of the Central 
Pollution Control Board by the Central Government and the constitution of the State Pollution Control Boards by various 

State Governments in the country. The Boards function under the control of the Governments concerned. The Water Act 
prohibits the use of streams and wells for disposal of polluting matters. It also provides for restrictions on outlets and 
discharge of effluents without obtaining consent from the Board. Prosecution and penalties have been provided which 
include sentence of imprisonment. The Air Act provides that the Central Pollution Control Board and the State Pollution 

Control Boards constituted under the Water Act shall also perform the powers and functions under the Air Act. The main 
function of the Boards, under the Air Act, is to improve the quality of the air and to prevent, control and abate air pollution 
in the country. We shall deal with the Environment Act in the latter part of this judgment. 
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environment, particularly right to breathe fresh air. Citizens of Delhi 

are already facing threat to their health on account of air, noise and 

other pollution. No additive load thereto can be permitted by such 

unviable mega project. 

 
62.   While prima facie the project does not appear to be viable for the 

reasons already mentioned, we are of the view that least which ought 

to be done is to suspend the EC, consequential Consent to Establish 

and further activities of the project proponent and have an 

independent evaluation conducted in the interest of environment and 

public health.  

 

We have already noted the stand taken by the DPCC that 

SEIAA is not functional and DPCC is only a secretariat for SEIAA 

without any SEIAA member available. Thus, the evaluation will now 

have to be done by an independent Committee to ascertain viability of 

the project having regard to the existing environmental status and 

realistic impact of the project on the recipient environment, including 

in terms of the ambient air quality.  

 

The assessment may be made independent of the observations 

made herein above within two months from today. 

 

  The Committee will comprise a senior representative of 

MOEF&CC; a senior scientist from the Indian Council of Forestry 

Research and Education, Dehradun; a scientist/engineer from the 

Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; a senior scientist/engineer 

from the Central Pollution Control Board; a representative of National 

Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of India; representative of 

School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi,  senior scientists on 
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each from Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, Dehradun, G.B. 

Pant Institute, Almora and IIT Kanpur. The Nodal Agency for 

compliance and coordination will be Member Secretary, CPCB. First 

meeting of the Committee may be held preferably within two weeks 

from today.  The Registry may furnish a copy of complete set of 

paperbook to the Member Secretary, CPCB forthwith.  

 

Interim order dated 03.02.2020 restraining the project 

proponent from proceeding with any further activity will continue till 

the next date.  

  

A copy of this order be sent to Secretary, MOEF&CC; Director 

General, Indian Council of Forestry Research and Education, 

Dehradun; the Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; the Central 

Pollution Control Board; National Disaster Management Authority, 

Govt. of India; School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi, Wadia 

Institute of Himalayan Geology, Dehradun, G.B. Pant Institute, 

Almora and IIT Kanpur by e-mail so that their representatives are 

nominated immediately.  

 

List for further consideration on 09.07.2020. 

 

 

Adarsh Kumar Goel, CP 
 
 

S.P Wangdi, JM 
 

   
   Dr. Nagin Nanda, EM 

 

 
Siddhanta Das, EM 

February 27, 2020 
Appeal No. 112/2018 
A 
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NON-REPORTABLE

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

CIVIL APPEAL NO.2485 OF 2020

M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. …Appellant(s)

versus

University of Delhi & Ors. …Respondent(s)

O R D E R

(1) We have heard Mr. Shyam Diwan, learned senior counsel

appearing for the appellant.  We have also heard Mr. K.V.

Vishwanathan,  learned  Senior  counsel  appearing  for

respondent No.1-University of Delhi and Mr. Tushar Mehta,

learned Solicitor General appearing for respondent NO.4-

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation.

(2) By  Order  dated  27.02.2020  the  National  Green

Tribunal, Principal Bench, New Delhi, has constituted a

Committee  as  to  the  viability  of  the  Project  having

regard  to  the  existing  environmental  status  and  the

impact  of  the  Project  on  the  recipient  environment

including ambient air quality.

(3)  Mr. Shyam Diwan, learned senior counsel appearing

for the appellant, inter alia raised various contentions
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2

that  the  appellant  earlier  obtained  environmental

clearance  on  13.08.2012  which  was  challenged  by

University of Delhi which was rejected up to the Supreme

Court.   Therefore  because  of  change  of  laws,  a  fresh

environmental clearance was obtained on 23.03.2018 which

is the subject matter of the present appeal.  He has

further contended that the National Green Tribunal was

not  justified  in  constituting  a  Committee  de  hors  the

rules, and the appellant is therefore aggrieved by the

impugned order.

(4) Mr.  K.V.  Vishwanathan,  learned  senior  counsel

appearing  for  respondent  no.1-University  of  Delhi,  has

submitted  that  the  earlier  clearance  dated  13.08.2012

does not survive on account of change of law, and the

appellant has obtained a fresh clearance on 23.03.2018

which  is  the  subject-matter  of  challenge  by  the

University  of  Delhi.  The  National  Green  Tribunal  has

rightly constituted the Committee to examine the various

aspects of the project.

(5) By the impugned order, the National Green Tribunal

has constituted a Committee comprising of various experts

and also representatives of the Ministry of Environment

and  Forest  (MoEF)  and  Climate  Change  (CC)  and  other
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experts.  

(6) We direct the Committee to examine various aspects

including  the  viability  of  the  Project  without  being

influenced  by  any  of  the  opinions  expressed  by  the

National  Green  Tribunal  in  the  impugned  order.   The

appellant,  University  of  Delhi  and  Delhi  Metro  Rail

Corporation  are  at  liberty  to  file  their  respective

representation along with requisite documents before the

Committee within the period of two weeks.  The Committee

before it starts its first deliberation shall afford an

opportunity  of  preliminary  hearing  to  the  appellant,

University  of  Delhi  and  Delhi  Metro  Rail  Corporation.

Likewise,  the  Committee  shall  also  afford  a  further

opportunity of hearing to the appellant, University of

Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation before it submits

its final report before the Tribunal.

(7) The  Committee  shall  complete  the  deliberation  and

submit its final report within two months from the date

of the representation being filed by the appellant and

University  of  Delhi  and  Delhi  Metro  Rail  Corporation.

The  Member  Secretary,  Central  Pollution  Control  Board,

shall coordinate and take necessary steps for convening

the  meeting  of  the  Committee.  The  meeting  of  the
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Committee shall be conducted by virtual hearing, or video

conferencing, and afford an opportunity of hearing to the

representatives of the parties, mentioned above.

(8) After  submission  of  the  final  report  by  the  said

Committee, the appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi

Metro Rail Corporation are at liberty to raise all the

contentions/points before the National Green Tribunal.

(9) Since we have directed the Committee to examine the

issue  without  being  influenced  by  any  of  the  opinions

expressed  by  the  National  Green  Tribunal,  it  is  not

necessary  to  pass  any  further  direction. The  civil

appeal  is  accordingly  disposed  of  with  the  above

direction and observation.  

…………………………………………..J.
(R. BANUMATHI)

………………………………………...J.
(INDU MALHOTRA)

……………………………………....J.
(ANIRUDDHA BOSE)

NEW DELHI
DATED : 10.06.2020
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ITEM NO.7       Virtual Court 5 SECTION XVII

S U P R E M E  C O U R T  O F  I N D I A
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Civil Appeal  No(s).  2485/2020

M/S YOUNG BUILDERS PRIVATE LTD Appellant(s)

VERSUS
UNIVERSITY OF DELHI & ORS. Respondent(s)

(IA No. 50783/2020 - EX-PARTE STAY
 IA No. 50787/2020 - EXEMPTION FROM FILING AFFIDAVIT
 IA No. 50784/2020 – EXEMP.FROM FILING C/C OF THE IMPUGNED JUDGMENT
 IA No. 51043/2020 – PERM.TO FILE ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS/FACTS/ANNEX.
 IA No. 50782/2020– PERM.TO FILE ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS/FACTS/ANNEX.)

Date : 10-06-2020 This matter was called on for hearing today.

CORAM : 
HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE R. BANUMATHI
HON'BLE MS. JUSTICE INDU MALHOTRA
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ANIRUDDHA BOSE

For Appellant(s) Mr. Shyam Divan,Sr.Adv.
Mr. Manish Agarwal,Adv.
Mr. Kishore K.,Adv.
Mr. Anirudh Bhatia,Adv.
Mr. Rohan Talwar,Adv.
Mr. E. C. Agrawala, AOR

For Respondent(s) Mr. Tushar Mehta,SG
Mr. Tarun Johri,Adv.
Mr. Chirag M. Shroff,Adv.

Mr. K.V. Vishwanathan,Sr.Adv.
Mr. Sanjay Upadhaya,Adv.
Mr. Mohinder Jit Singh, AOR

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
O R D E R

The Court is convened through video conferencing.

In terms of the signed order, the appeal is disposed of.

Pending applications, if any, shall also stand disposed of.

(MAHABIR SINGH)   (BEENA JOLLY)
  AR-cum-PS BRANCH OFFICER

(Signed order is placed on the file)
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In The Matter of: -

University of Delhi

MoEF&CC & Ors.

BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

Principal Bench, New Delhi

AppealNo.112/2018

Applicant(s)

Vs.

Respondent(s)

Index

Sr. No. Particulars Page No.

1. Rapid Indicative Environment Assessment Report of the

Independent Committee constituted for Evaluating Viability of

Group Housing Complex Project by M/s Young Builders (P) Ltd. at

Cavalry Lane, University of Delhi in compliance of Hon'ble NGT

order dated 10.02.2020 in Appeal No. 112/2018 titled University of

Delhi Vs. MoEF&CC & Ors.

2. Annexure-l: A copy of Hon'ble NGT order dated 10.02.2020.

3. Annexure-11: A Copy of minutes of meetings.

4. Annexure-111: Copies of document pertains to Rapid Indicative

Environment Assessment.

5. Annexure-IV: Copies of approvals obtained from various

Agencies/Organizations for proposed project.

#
(Prashant Gargava)

Member Secretary

Central Pollution Control Board

Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar

Delhi- 110032

Dated: 10.12.2020

Place: Delhi
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Rapid Indicative Environment Assessment Report of the Independent Committee constituted by 

Hon'ble NGT for Evaluating Viability of Group Housing Complex Project by M/s Young Builders 

(P) Ltd. at Cavalry Lane, University of Delhi 

 

Appeal No. 112 / 2018, University of Delhi vs. MoEF & CC & Others 

 

  

 

SECTION I – BACKGROUND 

 

1.1 Background in the matter  

 

Hon'ble NGT vide its Order dated 10.02.2020 in the matter of Appeal No. 112 / 2018 directed: 

 

"While prima facie the project does not appear to be viable for the reasons already mentioned, we are of 

the view that least which ought to be done is to suspend the EC, consequential Consent to Establish and 

further activities of the project proponent and have an independent evaluation conducted in the interest of 

environment and public health. We have already noted the stand taken by the DPCC that SEIAA is not 

functional and DPCC is only a secretariat for SEIAA without any SEIAA member available. Thus, the 

evaluation will now have to be done by an independent Committee to ascertain viability of the project 

having regard to the existing environmental status and realistic impact of the project on the recipient 

environment, including in terms of the ambient air quality. The assessment may be made independent of the 

observations made herein above within two months from today.  

 

The Committee will comprise a senior representative of MOEF&CC; a senior scientist from the Indian 

Council of Forestry Research and Education, Dehradun; a scientist/engineer from the Central Ground 

Water Board, New Delhi; a senior scientist/engineer from the Central Pollution Control Board; a 

representative of National Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of India; representative of School of 

Planning and Architecture, New Delhi, senior scientists each from Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, 

Dehradun, G.B. Pant Institute, Almora and IIT Kanpur. The Nodal Agency for compliance and coordination 

will be Member Secretary, CPCB. First meeting of the Committee may be held, preferably within two weeks 

from today".  

 

In pursuant to the order of Hon'ble NGT, representations and relevant documents from the aggrieved party, 

University of Delhi (hereafter referred as 'DU') and builder M/s Young Builders (P) Ltd., (hereafter referred 

as 'YBL') of the proposed group housing complex at 1 & 2 Cavalry Lane and 4, Chhatra Marg, Civil Lines, 

Delhi (hereafter referred as 'project') were sought.  
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The University of Delhi appealed before the Hon'ble Supreme Court contending that the constitution of 

fresh Independent Committee is not justified. Hon'ble Supreme Court passed an order on 10.06.2020 stating 

that,  

 

"(6) We direct the Committee to examine various aspects including the viability of the Project without being 

influenced by any of the opinions expressed by the National Green Tribunal in the impugned order. The 

appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation are at liberty to file their respective 

representation along with requisite documents before the Committee within the period of two weeks. The 

Committee before it starts its first deliberation shall afford an opportunity of preliminary hearing to the 

appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation. Likewise, the Committee shall also afford 

a further opportunity of hearing to the appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 

before it submits its final report before the Tribunal".  

 

"(7) The Committee shall complete the deliberation and submit its final report within two months from the 

date of the representation being filed by the appellant and University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail 

Corporation. The Member Secretary, Central Pollution Control Board, shall coordinate and take necessary 

steps for convening the meeting of the Committee. The meeting of the Committee shall be conducted by 

virtual hearing, or video conferencing, and afford an opportunity of hearing to the representatives of the 

parties, mentioned above". 

 

A copy of Hon’ble NGT order dated 10.02.2020 is annexed at Annexure-I. 

 

As per the submissions made by concerned parties, the following main facts have emerged in the matter: 

 

 The total area of said plot is 3.05 hectare, out of these 2 hectares was lease agreed to M/s. Young 

Builders Pvt Ltd. for the project. 

 The location of the project is 1 & 3 Cavalry Lane and 4 Chhatra Marg. It falls in Zone – C (Civil Lines 

Zone) of the MPD-2021.  

 The cost of land is ₹218.20 crore and it is leased for 90 years. 

 The first Environmental Clearance (EC) for the project was accorded on 13.08.2012 for 324 dwelling 

units with a total built-up area of 10,265.90 sq.m. 

 The second EC for the project was accorded on 23.03.2018 for 410 dwelling units with built-up area of 

1,17,733.81 sq.m. and four towers of 139.6m. 

 Floors proposed in the project: S+G+37 

 In 2000 - 01, DMRC acquired 3.05-hectare land from the Ministry of Defence under Land Acquisition 

Act, 1894 for constructing Vishvavidyalaya Metro station. 

 On 23.09.2005, on the request of DMRC, DDA changed land use from 'Public and semi-public facility' 

to 'Residential'. 
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 In 2006, in view of adequate parking space at Metro Station, surplus land (02 hectare) was agreed to be 

used for revenue generation. 

 On 28.07.2008, pursuant to public notice, an open auction was conducted and norms of residential plot 

group housing MPD 2021 providing 33.3% ground coverage & no restriction on height were followed. 

 On 23.01.2009, lease deed was executed in favour of Young Builder Pvt Ltd. 

 

1.2 Constitution of Independent Committee& deliberations 

 

The constitution of the committees comprised senior officials from Ministry of Environment, Forest & 

Climate Change, Central Pollution Control Board, Indian Council of Forestry Research & Education, 

Central Ground Water Board, School of Planning & Architecture, Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, 

G B Pant Institute, Almora, IIT Kanpur and National Disaster Management Authority.  

 

The name and designations of concerned officials is as below,  

 

Table 1.1: Constitution of the Committee 

Sl. 
No. 

Name & Designation Organization Committee 
Members 
 

1. Dr. Prashant Gargava, MS CPCB Coordinator  
2. Dr. Vinod K. Singh, Scientist - ‘E’ MoEF&CC Member 
3. Mr. N Bala, Scientist - ‘ F’ Indian Council of Forestry Research 

and Education, Dehradun 
Member 

4. Mr. Jyoti Kumar Nalli, Scientist - ‘D’ Central Ground Water Board, New 
Delhi 

Member 

5. Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, Professor School of Planning and Architecture, 
New Delhi 

Member 

6. Dr. Vikram Gupta, Scientist - ‘F’ Wadia Institute of Himalayan 
Geology, Dehradun 

Member 

7. Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist - ‘E’ G.B. Pant Institute, Srinagar-Garhwal Member 
8. Dr. Mukesh Sharma, Professor IIT Kanpur Member 
9. Mr. Shambhu Sharma, Joint Adviser National Disaster Management 

Authority, Govt. of India 
Member 

 

Summary of deliberations held during meetings of Independent Committee is presented below, 

 

 First meeting (March 13, 2020) – The matter was briefed to the members and an impact assessment 

approach was discussed and finalized. It was agreed to circulate the documents in the matter to the 

members, visit the site and finalize issues requiring detailed assessment along with the methodology to 

be adopted. 

 

 Second meeting (July 08, 2020) – M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of Delhi and Delhi 

Metro Rail Corporation presented their submissions before the Committee. Representatives of M/s 
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Young Builders Private Ltd. made the presentation before the Committee and informed about the 

project, permissions/approvals obtained along with the control measures proposed during construction 

and operational phases   to achieve the environmental compliance. Representative of DU objected to 

the nomination of Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, School of Planning & Architecture, New Delhi as member of 

the Committee on the grounds that she was member of the State Environmental Assessment Committee, 

which granted the environmental clearance to this project. Representatives of Delhi Metro Rail 

Corporation (DMRC) presented title and land-use plan of the land. DMRC stated that the project is in 

public interest. 

 

After hearing the concerned parties, the members deliberated and agreed that(i) Mrs. Meenakshi Dhote 

shall continue as member of the Committee (ii) DU, YBL & DMRC will submit additional relevant 

documents and (iii) Members will ensure completion of respective specific tasks assigned to them. It 

was informed that DU shall present its submissions on 13.07.2020. 

 

 Third Meeting (July 14, 2020) – Representatives of DU did not participate in this meeting and filed an 

IA before the Hon'ble NGT against nomination and continuation of Prof Meenakshi Dhote. It was 

agreed to wait till the outcome of the hearing of IA and matter was brought to knowledge of Director, 

School of Planning and Architecture, Delhi for information and necessary action. 

 

 Fourth Meeting (August 05, 2020) – It was agreed that site visit will be held on 17.08.2020 by the 

Members of the Committee residing in Delhi and area around the project site will be considered for 

examining air quality, water quality, ground water levels, etc. Members will provide inputs to CPCB. 

 

 Fifth Meeting (October 08, 2020) – The documents in the matter were examined and members were 

requested to forward their comments within a week for timely submission of the report. 

 
 Sixth Meeting (December 01, 2020) – The draft report was circulated to all members of the Committee. 

The observations of the members with respect to compliance status to approvals, incremental pollution 

load due to proposed project and recommendations were deliberated. The report was finalized with 

consensus for submission in Hon’ble NGT.  

 

Copy of minutes of meetings is annexed at Annexure II. 

 

1.3 Site visit by Independent Committee 

 

Delhi based members of the Committee visited site on 17.08.2020 to physically verify the points of 

contention and earmark area of influence of environmental impact of the project (Pics 1 to 7). The following 

members were present during the site visit:  
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Table 1.2: Constitution of Site Visit Team 

 

 Name & Designation Organization  

1. Dr. Prashant Gargava  CPCB 

2. Dr. Vinod Kumar Singh MoEFCC 

3 Dr. (Prof.) Meenakshi Dhote SPA 

4 Shri Dherya Saraswat, Consultant EQ NDMA 

 

During the visit, the following observations were made:  

 

 The site is located at Chhatra Marg and Cavalry road and on the backside of Vishwavidyalaya Metro 

Station. 

 The site is located in the North-east of University of Delhi.  

 The nearby buildings include Vice Chancellor residence, School of Open Learning, Women's Hostels 

(2 nos.), University residences, departments, etc. 

 

Figure 1.1: Satellite imagery of project area grid 2km x 2km 

 

 

 

 The site was found fenced up to sufficient height (approx. 30 feet) as shown in Pic - 2.  

Project Site 
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 As evident in Pic nos. 1, 6 and 7, no site work was going on at the project location. The nearby buildings 

are Meghdoot Hostel for Women, Gandhi Bhawan and School of Open Learning (Pic nos. 3, 4 and 5).  
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Pic-5: Gandhi Bhawan 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pic-3: School of Open Learning Pic-4:Meghdoot Hostel for women 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pic-2:Fencing towards Chhtra Marg Pic-1: Site barricaded/fenced all throughout   
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Pic-6: Project Site                                                                                    Pic-7: Site visit 

 

Pic 6.: Project Site     Pic 7: Project Site 
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SECTION II – SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FROM DU, YBL, DMRC 

 

 

2.1 Submission of DU 

 

The submission of DU was examined. The main points of disagreement with proposed project are presented 

below. 

 

 The project is within 500 m of the Northern Ridge and no consent from Ridge Management Board has 

been taken. 

 It has potential to cause appreciable increase in vehicular pollution in the area as at least 900 vehicles 

will be added to current load. 

 The width of Chhatra Marg and Cavalry Lane are 10.80 m and 8.5m respectively, contrary to 

submission of YBL. 

 The proposed area falls under the silence zone under the Noise Pollution (Regulation and Control) 

Rules, 2000 being within 100 meters from University of Delhi and Vallabhbhai Patel Chest Institute. 

 The land use was categorized under the MPD – 2021, as "public and semi-public facility". The land use 

was later changed to residential purpose. 

 The project will affect ambience and character of the university. 

 The project is within 10 km of interstate boundary (Delhi – UP) and critically-polluted areas (Najafgarh 

drain, Wazirpur, Naraina and Anand Parbat area)  

 The project is going to be the tallest building in Delhi with 37 floors and requires thorough assessment.  

 The provisions of MPD, 2021prohibit construction in the Ridge and close by areas. In the present case, 

necessary approvals were not taken from Ridge Management Board. 

 

The following documents were presented by the DU in support of their submission, 

 

1.  Order of Hon'ble Supreme Court dated 10.06.2020 passed in CA 2485/2020 titled M/s Young, 

Builders Private Ltd. Vs. University of Delhi & Ors. 

2.  NGT Order dated 10.02.2020 passed in Appeal 112/2018  

3.  Supreme Court Order communicated to NGT 

4.  Email - SC Order dated 10.06.2020 Communicated to DU 

5.  Notification Constituting SEIAA and SEAC 

6.  95th Minutes of Meeting of SEAC 

7.  Meeting Notice of CPCB dated 03.07.2020 

8.  Ministry of Defence Affidavit filed before NGT in Appeal No. 112/2018 

9.  Letter dated 25.10.1943 of the Joint Secretary Department of Education, Health and Lands to the 

Chief Commissioner, Delhi 
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10.  MPD 2021 Clause 11.3 reg Tall Buildings & Zonal Development Plan for Zone-C - Clause 1.4.4  

11.  Report of Engineer Member, DDA 

12.  Form IA of M/s Young Builders 

13.  AAQ Sample Tests 

14.  NAAQ Notification - AAQ Standard  

15.  Traffic Analysis Report 2011  

16.  Report on Persons with Disabilities  

17.  Traffic Analysis Report 2018  

18.  Prof. Geetam Tiwari’s Report  

19.  Noise Pollution - Test Reports Noise  

20.  Water Supply Scheme Clearance dated 07.10.2015 

21.  Brief Project Summary submitted by M/s Young Builders to SEIAA/SEAC 

22.  Water Balance Chart dated 13.03.2018  

23.  MoEF&CC OM dated 10.11.2015  

24.  Water Balance Chart 09.03.2018  

25.  Young Builders Response to SEAC Query reg. OM dated 25.10.2017 among others 

26.  Solar Panel Details submitted by M/s Young Builders to SEAC 

27.  MoEF&CC Circular dated 25.10.2017  

28.  Ms. Suman Lakhanpaul’s Letter  

29.  Shri Anupam Chattopadhyay’s Letter dated 31.01.2020 

30.  CPCB Affidavit filed before NGT dated 09.08.2018 

31.  HC Order passed in Vikas Singh Vs. Lieutenant Governor and Ors dated 20.01.2016 

32.  Fire Clearance dated 08.09.2017  

33.  Shri KS Rao’s Report dated 25.01.2020  

34.  HC Order passed in Arpit Bhargava & Anr. Vs North Delhi Municipal Corporation & Ors dated 

18.06.2020 

35.  Soil Investigation Report 2011  

36.  Soil Investigation Report 2018  

37.  Foundation Report 

38.  Letter dated 11.01.2020 of Civitech issued to M/s/ Young Builders 

39.  Department of Forest and Wildlife, Government of NCT 10.10.2018 filed before NGT dated 

10.10.2018 filed before NGT 

40.  Form 1 - application for EC submitted by M/s Young Builders 

 

2.2 Submission of M/s Young Builders Pvt. Ltd. 

 

M/s Young Builders Pvt. Ltd. submitted information about the project, permissions and approvals obtained 

along with the measures proposed to be taken during construction and operational phase. The following 
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documents were submitted by YBL in support of their perspective. The documents were examined and 

observations of the Committee are presented below. 

 

S. 

No. 

Subject Remarks 

1.  Environmental Clearance (EC) dated 23.03.2018 

granted by SEIAA-Delhi to YBPL 

Valid till 23.03.2025 

 

2.  NOC from Airport Authority of India (AAI) dated 

16.04.2009 & 28.06.2011. 

Valid for a period of 5 years only and 

expired on 27.06.2016.  

Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) NOC – 

08.05.2009  

Site falls beyond concerned area. 

3.  Department of Forest & Wildlife: Trees 

removal/transplant permission dated 25.05.2011 

It was valid for 3 years.  

4.  National Monument Authority of India (NMAI) 

NOC  

Site falls beyond concerned area as per 

letter dated 26.12.2012.  

5.  Electric Sub Station approval from Tata Power 

Delhi  

Preliminary approval for HT connection 

accorded on August 14, 2013. Final 

approval to be accorded after site visit.   

6.  Water Supply approval from Delhi Jal Board 

(DJB)  

Approved with special & general 

conditions. 07.10.2015 for 257 KLD.  

7.  Storm Water Drainage scheme approval from 

North DMC  

Approved with terms &conditions vide 

letter dated 24.11.2015.  

8.  Sewerage Scheme Approval from DJB  Approved with conditions for discharge 

of 254.5 KLD of sewage vide letter dated 

11.01.2016.  

9.  Delhi Urban Arts Commission (DUAC) approval 

dated 16.08.2016 and Delhi Fire Service (DFS) 

Clearance dated 08.09.2017  

DUAC approval dated 16.08.2017.DFS 

approval available.  

10.  Layout Plan Approval issued by Standing 

Committee of North DMC 

Approval dated 27.11.2017 

11.  Building Plan Sanction (Form B-1) issued by 

North DMC 

Valid till 30.07.2024 

12.  Environmental Clearance (EC) dated 13.08.2012 

granted by SEIAA-Delhi to YBPL 

Revised EC granted.  

13.  SEAC Sub-Committee Report dated 09.02.2012 Matter for record.  

14.  Joint Committee Report dated Feb 2010 ordered 

by Hon'ble Lt. Governor 

Matter for record.  
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Joint Inspection Report dated…March, 2010 Matter for record.  

15.  Form 1 submitted to SEAC on 31.01.2018 Matter for record.  

16.  Form 1A submitted to SEAC on 31.01.2018 Matter for record.  

17.  Conceptual Plan submitted to SEAC on 

31.01.2018 

Matter for record.  

18.  Environmental Management Plan Matter for record.  

19.  Risk Assessment and Disaster Management Plan Matter for record.  

20.  Traffic Analysis of 2011 Matter for record. 

21.  Soil investigation report including liquefaction 

analysis of 2011 

Matter for record.  

22.  EC – 13.08.2012  Matter for record.   

23.  SEAC subcommittee meeting convened on 

24.01.2012  

Matter for record.  

24.  Revised water mass balance chart Seen 

25.  Revised schematic drawing of STP of enhanced 

capacity 

Seen 

26.  Ambient air monitoring points & ventilation 

points for upper & lower basements 

Diagram is unclear. 

27.  Pointwise response to MoEF&CC Circular dated 

25.10.2017 

Matter for record. 

28.  Traffic analysis of February, 2018 (taking into 

consideration latest traffic scenario) 

Matter for record. 

29.  Landscape Plan of total green and soft green area Matter for record. 

30.  Plan showing location of solar panels (renewable 

energy) 

Matter for record. 

31.  YBPL letter dated 13.03.2018 submitting 

additional information to SEAC 

Matter for record. 

32.  YBPL presentation dated 24.02.2018 before 

SEAC 

Matter for record. 

33.  YBPL presentation dated 13.03.2018 before 

SEAC 

Matter for record. 

34.  Minutes of SEAC 95th meeting dated 24.02.2018 

(held on) 

Matter for record. 

35.  Minutes of SEAC 96th meeting dated 13.03.2018 

& 17.03.2018 (held on) 

Matter for record. 

36.  Minutes of SEIAA 57th meeting dated 22.03.2018 

(held on) 

Matter for record. 
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37.  Structural Stability Certificate issued by Prof. V. 

S. Raju Consultants (Report on Foundation 

Recommendations) 

Matter for record. 

38.  List of other projects granted EC in the 

vicinity/Delhi, along with copies of EC 

Matter for record. 

39.  YBPL written submission dated 12.02.2020 

before Hon'ble NGT 

Matter for record.  

 

2.3  Submission of Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 

 

In its submission, DMRC presented facts related to title and land-use of the site. It was stated that the project 

is in public interest. The following documents were submitted by DMRC in support of their perspective. 

 

1.  Hon'ble Supreme Court Order dated 10.06.2020 in Civil Appeal No. 2485 of 2020 

2.  MoUD Decision dated 17.11.1996 

3.  Plans for Parking space 

4.  Joint Inspection Report March, 2010 

5.  Sub-Committee Report, 2012 constituted by SEAC 

6.  High Court of Delhi Judgement dated 27.04.2015 in the WP(C) 2743/2012 

7.  Division Bench Judgement dated 29.10.2018 in +LPA 89/2018, CM Nos. 8651/2018, 

8654/2018, 8651/2018, 8655/2018, 26300/2018 & 412259/2018 

8.  Hon'ble Supreme Court Order dated 10.06.2020 in Civil Appeal No. 9488-9489 of 2019 

(Arising out of SLP (Civil) Nos. 5581-5582 of 2019. 
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SECTION III – RAPID INDICATIVE ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT 

 

For rapid indicative environment assessment of the site, a 2 km by 2 km area was examined for likely 

impact during construction and operational activities of the project. As the project is a group housing 

scheme, the likely environmental impacts are anticipated on air quality primarily due to additional 

vehicular movement, additional water requirement, wastewater disposal, solid waste generation, noise 

generation and traffic congestion. 

 

To assess the incremental changes in environmental media, an assessment of scale of activities and their 

potential impacts was undertaken. Based on the incremental changes and extent of impacts, 

environmental viability of the project is evaluated. Status and validity of various clearances obtained by 

the project proponent is also presented.  

 

(A) Impact on population density 

 

The impact of proposed project on population density of the area was examined.  As evident from the 2 

km x 2 km imagery grid   of the project site, it is a densely habited area. The land use distribution indicates 

that largest land-use in the grid is under Public & Semi-Public facilities (36.5%) followed by residential 

(28.3%) and government (11.5%) facilities. The grid falls in 6 wards and out of these most of the area 

lies in the Timarpur ward (59.7%). 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Imagery of 2Km by 2Km around the Vishwavidyalaya metro station 
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Figure 3.2: Land-use in the 2 km x 2km grid (Master Plan Delhi 2021) 

 

 

Table 3.1: Land-use distribution in 2kmx 2km grid  

 

S. No. Land-use in 2kmx 2km grid Area (sq.km) Percentage 

1 Public & Semi-Public facilities 1.5 36.5 

2 Residential 1.1 28.3 

3 Government 0.5 11.5 

4 Transportation 0.4 9.0 

5 Recreational 0.3 7.7 

6 Commercial 0.1 3.0 

7 Drain 0.1 2.1 

8 Utility 0.1 1.9 

 

The grid falls in 6 wards. Of these wards, most of the area lies in the Timarpur ward (59.7%), followed 

by GTB Nagar (23.9%) and Majnu ka Tilla (14.2%) as shown in Table 3.2. The ward boundaries are 

shown in Figure 3.3 and as evident most of the grid area falls under Timarpur ward (no. 10). The ward 

wise land use distribution is shown in Figure 3.4. 
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Table 3.2: Wards distribution in the study grid 

S No.  Ward Name Ward No. Area (sq. km.) Percentage 

1 Timarpur 10 2.390 59.7 

2 GTB Nagar 12 0.957 23.9 

3 Majnu Ka Tilla 78 0.568 14.2 

4 Kashmiri Gate 77 0.054 1.3 

5 Mukherjee Nagar 11 0.029 0.7 

6 Model Town 72 0.003 0.1 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3: Ward boundaries in the grid (mapsofindia.com) 
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Figure 3.4: Ward wise Land use distribution as per Master Plan Delhi 2021 and Zonal 

Development Plan for Zone C 

 

Table 3.3: Area, Number of households & population in each ward located in the grid 

 

S 

No. 

Ward Name Ward No. Area 

(sq. km.) 

Housing 

Units 

Population (Household 

size@4.75 persons, as 

per Census) 

1 Timarpur 10 2.39 3000 14,250 

2 GTB Nagar 12 0.957 4500 21,375 

3 Majnu Ka Tilla 78 0.5678 600 2,850 

 Total   3.9148 8100 38,475 

 

Since, Timarpur ward is the largest ward in the grid, the increase in population density due to proposed 

project is estimated using present population density in Timarpur ward as baseline. The present population 

density in Timarpur ward is 14250 / 2.39 = 5962 persons per sq.km. 

 

The additional population in the ward due to project site = 410 dwelling X 4.75 household size = 1947 

persons 

The expected increase in the population density in Timarpur ward will be 16197 / 2.39 = 6777 persons 

per sq.km. The percentage increment in the population density of the ward due to proposed project is 

14%. 

 

INFERENCE 
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An increment of 1947 persons per sq. km. is anticipated in ward area due to proposed project, i.e. an 

increment of 14% in the existing population density in the ward, which is statistically significant and 

likely to result in alteration in present conditions.  

 

(B)  INCREMENTAL AIR POLLUTIONLOADFROM THE PROJECT 

 

(a) Construction phase – Emissions are likely from site preparation and general construction 

works, operation of DG sets and vehicular movement. 

 

Table 3.4: Estimation of pollution load during construction phase 

Activity Emission factor  Unit conversion Estimated 

pollution load 

Construction & 

excavation  

TSP (total suspended 

particles) =1.2 

Tons/Acre/ Month of 

activity 

(CPCB SA Study, 

2010) 

Area = 2 hectare = 4.94211 acre 

Months of activity = 36 months 

(approx.) 

 

213.5 tons 

during three-

year period 

or  

Approx. 71 

tons/ yr. 

DG sets As per form 1A, DG 

set will run only as 

back up 

(Capacity = 1500 

KVA). 

Duration of operation: 

intermittent  

 

*Monthly outage data of scheduled and unscheduled 

power outages for Timarpur available on Tata Power 

website was examined. It is noted that power outage 

varies seasonally from approx. 3 hours to up to 18 

hours in a month. Hence, during the construction 

phase of the project only intermittent operation of 

back up DG set will be required.  

 

Vehicular emissions 

(Truck, dumper, JCB, 

etc.) 

TSP: 0.42 g/km 

(model 2006-2010, 

large trucks) 

Nos. of heavy vehicles deployed 

= 30 / day (approx.) 

Internal road length in the grid = 

34 km  

Total distance travelled within 

grid per vehicle per day = 20 km 

(approx.) 

Month of activity = 36 months 

(approx.) 

1.1(or 0.657) 

tons during 

three years 

or  

Approx. 00.22 

tons/ yr. 
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(b) Occupancy Phase 

 

The main source of air pollution during occupancy phase will be vehicular emissions. With respect to 

operation of DG sets, as the power will be supplied by Tata Power Limited, the three nos. of DG sets (3 

X 1500 KVA) are provided as backup. Monthly outage data of scheduled and unscheduled power outages 

for Timarpur available on Tata Power website was examined. It is noted that power outage based on 

season, scheduled power checks and unscheduled outages varies from approx. 3 hours to up to 18 hours 

for a month.  Hence, considering the intermittent nature of operation, the estimated emission (i.e 0.226 

tonnes per year) is insignificant and the same is omitted from this assessment. 

  

With respect to vehicular emissions, the total road length in the grid is 34 km, out of this, major roads are 

4.7 km and minor roads are 29 km. NH-44 passes through the grid crosses having approximately length 

of 2.5 km inside the grid. A snapshot of road length in grid is presented below,  

 

 

Figure 3.4: Roads in the study grid 

 

As per Form 1A, proposed parking is 854 ECs (including visitor parking) 

 

Total road length within the grid = 34 km 

 

Considering one fourth of total road length in grid is travelled by each car per day = 34 /4 = 8.5 km 

 

No. of cars owned by occupants = 410 unit’s x 2 cars per household 

 

Considering 1.5 cars used daily,  
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No. of occupant's cars on road daily = 615 cars (considering all cars on BS IV petrol or CNG) 

 

Considering, car usage 235 days per year 

 

Table 3.5: Estimated pollution load for BS IV – 4W with Petrol or CNG engines 

 

 BS IV 

limit 

(g/km) 

Emission 

load for 

8.5 km 

(g/car/day) 

 

Total emission expected 

due to 615 cars on road 

daily in the grid 

Based on annual emission 

inventory of pollutants  

ARAI-TERI, 2018   

Percentage 

increase in 

pollution load in 

Timarpur ward 

due to 

additional cars  

Daily 

(kg/day) 

Yearly 

(tons/yr) 

Delhi  

(148400 Hac) 

Estimated for 

Timarpur 

(239 hac) 

CO 2.0  17  10.45  2.45  598 kilotons/yr 963 tons/yr 0.25% 

HC 0.55  4.67  2.87  0.67 427 kilotons/ yr 687 tons/yr 0.09% 

NOx 0.25  2.12  1.3  0.3  156 kilotons/yr 251 tons/yr 0.1% 

 

 

Present Ambient air quality  

 

The nearest ambient air quality station to the project site is located at North Campus. The annual average 

concentration for the years 2018 and 2019 for SO2, NO2, NH3, Benzene, PM2.5, PM10 and CO was analysed 

and it is noted that while NO2 was within stipulated norms, PM2.5 and PM10 were exceeding standards during 

2018 and 2019.  The details are as tabulated below. 

 

Table 3.6: Annual Average Pollutant Concentration 

 

Year 
Parameters 

/Location 
SO2 NO2 NH3 Benzene PM2.5 PM10 

 Standard  50 40 100 5 40 60 

2019 North Campus  - 22.0 - - 108 224 

2018 North Campus  - 29.6 - - 109 242 

Note:   

 All concentrations are in µg/m3 

 

The percentage exceedance of CO 8 hourly standard during 2019 at North Campus station was 45.9 %. The 

details are as presented below,  
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Table 3.7: Status of CO at North Campus (2019) 

 

Total number of 8 

hourly average 

counts out of 1095 

No. of exceedance 

(w.r.t 8 hourly 

standard) 

Exceedance (in %) Minimum value 

(mg/m3) 

Maximum value  

(mg/m3) 

934 429 45.9 0.1 8.0 

8 hourly standards of CO = 2 mg/m3 

 

INFERENCE 

 

Being a high-income group residential project, the likely source of air pollution is vehicular emissions 

from estimated additional 615 cars on road during occupancy phase. During assessment, it was assumed 

that these additional cars would be BS IV compliant and driven by petrol or CNG. The applicable 

emission limits for CO, HC and NOx were used to estimate additional pollution load. The BS IV 4 

wheelers do not generate particulate matter and thus no likely addition to existing PM levels is expected.  

 

Further, the annual pollution load data from ARAI-TERI, 2018 study for Delhi was used to estimate 

additional pollution load in Timarpur ward due to additional 615 cars on road due to proposed project, 

using area as proportionating factor. Statistically insignificant increment is noted in CO (0.25%), HC 

(0.09%) and NOx (0.1%) emissions due to proposed project.  

 

(C) ESTIMATING ADDITIONAL WATER REQUIREMENT  

 

(a) Construction phase 

 
As per Form 1A submitted by project proponent, water requirement during construction phase will be 

met through private water tankers and no ground water will be extracted. It is opined that the construction 

of 37 floors and four towers along with basements will require huge quantity of fresh water for material 

preparation, mixing, curing, etc. The proponent has not provided information on quantity of water to be 

used during construction phase.  

 

As per a study, the embodied water quantity of a multi-storied apartment building of steel and RC 

construction is 27.6 KL per sq.m. of built-up area (Assessment of water resource consumption in building 

construction in India S. Bardhan Dept. of Architecture, Jadavpur University, India, 2011). 

 

Hence, proponent is advised to estimate total water requirement during the construction phase and submit 

an agreement with private water tanker provided for supplying the calculated quantity of water during 
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construction phase. Further, an undertaking may be submitted by proponent that no ground water will be 

extracted during construction phase.  

 

(b) Occupancy phase 

The water requirement during occupancy phase is presented in Table 3.8. 

 

Table 3.8: Water requirement during occupancy phase 

 

Type of water 

requirement 

Additional data Water requirement  

Occupants Total occupancy = 410 dwelling @4.75persons 

= 1947 persons 

@ 135 LPCDHIG (NBC, 2016) 

 

263 KLD 

Visitor 194 persons @15 lpcd (NBC, 2016) 

 

2.9 KLD 

Horticulture  -- 10 KLD 

 

Total requirement 275.9 KLD 

 

 

The total domestic water requirement for occupants and visitors will be 266 KLD, 30% of this intended 

to be used for flushing is proposed to be met through recycling of treated wastewater. The horticulture 

requirements will be met by treated wastewater. 

 

Thus, the fresh water requirement will be 182 KLD and will be supplied by Delhi Jal Board during 

operational phase. The proponent has obtained approval for supply of 257.029 KLPD of fresh water.  

 

At present, the estimated water usage in the grid is as follows,  

 

Estimated water usage in the grid = Population (38,475) x 135 LPCD = 5194125 LPCD = 5194 KLD 

Additional fresh water requirement due to project during occupancy = 182 KLD 

 

A percentage increase of about 0.003%in fresh water requirement is anticipated in the grid.  

 

Existing Ground Water Condition 
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The project area is 1.8 km from river Yamuna at an elevation of 217 m MAMSL (Meter Above Mean 

Sea Level). The ground water level as measured in piezometer located in front of Department of Geology, 

Delhi University is 6.1 MBGL (Meter Below Ground Level). The water level ranges between 6.0 to 8.5 

MBGL in the project area. The River Yamuna is flowing in East at an elevation of 202 MAMSL (approx.). 

The Najafgarh drain is flowing in West of the project area at a distance of 500 m (approx.) at an elevation 

of 205 MAMSL (approx.). The elevation difference between Najafgarh drain, Project Area & River 

Yamuna clearly indicate that project area lies at an elevated land between Najafgarh Drain & River 

Yamuna. The subject area is also ground water discharge zone. The Alwar Quartzitic basement is 

encountered in the subject area between depth range of 12 to 30 MBGL. It is understood that the project 

area is part of ground water discharge zone. The construction of double basement may disturb/obstruct 

natural flow line of ground water. Therefore, the project may be modified with one underground basement 

and one stilt parking.  

 
INFERENCE 

 

It is understood that no ground water will be extracted during construction & occupancy phase of the 

project. The water requirement during construction will be met through private tankers and during 

occupancy by Delhi Jal Board for which necessary permission have been obtained. Further, 0.003% 

increase in water requirement in the grid is anticipated.  

 

(D) WASTEWATER GENERATION 

 

During, construction phase domestic wastewater will be generated and community toilet and septic 

tanks are proposed to be provided to handle the same  

 

Occupancy phase,  

 

Quantity of wastewater generated = 0.8 X domestic water requirement (CPEEHO) 

        = 0.8 X 182 KLD + 1 X 79.2 KLD = 225 KLD (peak value) 

 

Proposed capacity of STP operating on MBR technology = 200 KLD 

 

The project proponent has calculated proposed STP capacity as 200 KLD based on assumption for 

population @4 persons per household. However, as per Census data, 2011, the average population density 

for Delhi is @4.75 persons per household (range 4.6 – 4.9). Thus, the corresponding sewage generation 

of 225 KLD during occupancy phase of the project may exceed proposed STP capacity.  
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The treated wastewater is proposed to be recycled for flushing & horticulture and rest will discharged 

through municipal sewer. Provisions for dual pluming have been proposed. 

 

Treated wastewater will be about 180 KLD (0.8 X 225 KLD). With proposed reuse/recycle (recycle for 

flushing 79.2 KLD + horticulture 10 KLD), discharge into municipal sewer will be about 90.8 KLD. 

 

Present wastewater discharge in the municipal sewer in the grid = 0.8X 51, 94,125LPCD= 4.15 MLD 

  

A percentage increase of 0.002% in flow is anticipated on municipal sewer due to discharge of treated 

wastewater from project.  

 

INFERENCE 

 

As total 34% of daily water requirement is proposed to be met through recycling (flushing & horticulture) 

the daily fresh water demand is lower. Further, a 0.002% percentage increase in existingload of 

municipal sewer is anticipated due to discharge of treated wastewater from the project. 

 

The proposed STP capacity is adequate with wastewater estimation based on @4 persons per household 

as indicated by the project proponent. However, it will be inadequate to suitably treat daily wastewater 

generated when quantity is estimated @4.75 persons per household. 

 

(E) SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

 

Construction phase 

 

During the construction phase earthwork will involve soil excavation and cutting of the earth. It is 

informed that the cut and fill material at site is nearly at par and hence movement of soil is unlikely. 

Further, it is informed that construction and demolition waste will be handled by site contractor including 

collection and storage of waste generated. All construction wastes generated will reportedly be consumed 

within site and remaining will be disposed.  

 

However, an estimation of quantity of C & D waste likely to be generated and quantity of excavation 

material expected is not provided.  Further, C & D waste management plan is not submitted by the project 

proponent. It is noted that handling of C & D waste is outsourced to site contractor. Further, hazardous 

wastes such as paint, varnish, solvents, adhesive, etc. leftovers are also expected to be generated.  

 

Occupancy phase 
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In a High-Income Group residential society 0.6 kg/ capita/ day of solid waste is expected to be generated 

(CPEEHO, MoUD). 

 

Total occupants = 194(waste from visitors has not been taken into consideration)  

 

Estimated municipal waste generated per day = 1957 X 0.6 = 1168 kg/ day 

 

Table 3.9: Estimation of types of waste based on SBM Manual II* 

 Quantity (kg/day) Action 

Total municipal waste 1168  

*Biodegradable @47.43% 554 To be treated in organic waste convertor 

*Inert @25.16% 294 Disposed off 

*Recyclable @ 27.41% 320 To recycler 

Horticulture waste (Form 1A) 0.17 To be composted 

STP sludge (Form 1A) 19.5 To be composted 

 

Only Inert waste is to be disposed off from the project site = 294 kg/day 

 

Present generation of solid waste in the grid = 38,475 X 0.6 = 23,085 kg/ day (information on recycling 

or composting not available for the grid) 

 

An increase of 1.27% from the present generation of solid waste in the grid is estimated.  

 

A solid waste management plan for occupancy phase has been examined. It is noted that waste will be 

collected into separate biodegradable and non-biodegradable waste bins. Biodegradable waste will be 

treated in organic waste convertor in the premises, however capacity of convertor and technical details 

are not being provided. The recyclable waste will be handed to recyclers. The horticulture waste and STP 

sludge will reportedly be composted and used as manure.  

 

INFERENCE 

 

An increase of 1.27% from the present generation of solid waste in the grid is estimated due to the project.  

 

(F) EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 
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One of the point of contention is whether the project falls under 'Silence zone', it is defined as area less 

than 100 metres around hospitals, educational institutions, courts, religious places or any other area which 

is declared as such by the competent authority. The nearest hospital to project site is Patel Chest Hospital, 

which is located at an aerial distance of around 600 m and thus silence zone standards are not applicable.  

 

The nearest noise quality monitoring station is Civil Lines which falls under commercial zone with 

standards 65 dB(A) daytime and 55 dB(A) night time. The annual data was analysed and it is noted that 

annual average values during 2018 was 61 dB(A) daytime and 59 dB(A) nigh time. Further, the annual 

average value during 2019 was 62 dB(A) daytime and 58 dB(A) nigh time. 

 

It is noted that daytime annual average value is within stipulated standards and slight exceedance is noted 

in night time values mainly due to plying of trucks towards Delhi Boarder.  

 

INFERENCE 

 

As it is a group housing project, miniscule impact on noise environment during occupancy phase is 

anticipated, except during intermittent operation of the DG sets as backup power. 

  

26

1698



 

(G) IMPACT ON TRAFFIC CONGESTION  

 

The impact of additional cars on road during occupancy phase of the project was assessed on five road 

sections namely, Chatra Marg, Vishwavidyalaya to Vidhansabha Road, Vidhansabha to 

Vishwavidyalaya, GC Narang Road and Cavalary Road. A traffic count survey was done by CPCB on 

October 12, 2020.  

 

The assessment is as presented below,  

 

Table 3.10: Assessment of impact on traffic congestion due to proposed project 
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Road Section Lengt
h of 
road 

section 
(km) 

Time of 
Day (for 

travel 
time data) 

Travel 
Time 
(min) 

Speed, 
v 

(km/hr) 

Car LCV HCV S*-
Car  

S-
LCV 

S-
HCV 

S_avg Capacity of 
road(C)(vehicles

/hour) 
 

Using formula, 
1000 X  

Speed/S_avg) 

Volume (V) 
(vehicles/Hour) 

 
Using formula,  
(No. of vehicle 
X PCU)/ no. of 

lanes X time 
duration 

V/C Increased 
Volume 

after 
addition 
of 615 

cars (V) 

Project
ed V/C 

Data retrieved from google 
map  

CPCB traffic count 
survey 

Center to center spacing of 
vehicles (m) 

Chatra Marg (2) 1.1 10am 3 22 1530 557 6 7.9 8.9 10.4 9.07 2426 666 0.27 819 0.34 

1.1 1:30pm 3 22 611 237 1 7.9 8.9 10.4 9.07 2426 544 0.22 852 0.35 

1.1 7pm 3 22 1442 660 0 7.9 8.9 10.4 9.07 2426 691 0.28 844 0.35 

Vishwavidyalaya 
to Vidhansabha 
Road 
(3) 

1.2 10am 3 24 4256 2546 246 8.3 9.3 10.8 9.47 2535 1681 0.66 1784 0.70 

1.2 1:30pm 4 18 1831 911 117 7.1 8.1 9.6 8.27 2177 1335 0.61 1540 0.71 

1.2 7pm 4.5 16 3926 1521 148 6.7 7.7 9.2 7.87 2034 1235 0.61 1338 0.66 

Vidhansabha to 
Vishwavidyalaya 
(3) 

1.2 10am 6 12 4204 1178 243 5.9 6.9 8.4 7.07 1698 1215 0.72 1317 0.78 

1.2 1:30pm 4.5 16 1772 822 108 6.7 7.7 9.2 7.87 2034 1247 0.61 1452 0.71 

1.2 7pm 5 14.4 4559 2557 263 6.38 7.38 8.88 7.55 1908 1744 0.91 1846 0.97 

GC Narang Road 
(2) 

0.75 10am 2 22.5 888 670 3 8 9 10.5 9.17 2455 559 0.23 713 0.29 

0.75 1:30pm 3 15 571 380 0 6.5 7.5 9 7.67 1957 666 0.34 973 0.50 

0.75 7pm 3 15 856 660 0 6.5 7.5 9 7.67 1957 544 0.28 698 0.36 

Cavalary Road 
(2) 

0.75 10am 2 22.5 236 93 0 8 9 10.5 9.17 2455 106 0.04 259 0.11 

0.75 1:30pm 2 22.5 60 31 0 8 9 10.5 9.17 2455 61 0.02 369 0.15 

0.75 7pm 2 22.5 188 157 0 8 9 10.5 9.17 2455 126 0.05 279 0.11 

*Centre to centre space between vehicles
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Using, 

 

Avg. vehicle length = Car 3.5m, LCV = 4.5 m, HCV = 6 m 

PCU = Car =1, LCV = 2, HCV = 3 

 

INFERENCE  

 

Volume to capacity ratio (V/C) and speed are two main parameters to assess the Level of Service (LoS), 

provided by the road. When the v/c ratio value equals 'one', it signifies the complete saturation of capacity 

of the road, resulting in congestion. Whereas, value towards '0', implies free flow condition.  

 

Based on analysis, it is inferred that the inclusion of additional 615 passenger cars on the road from the 

project will result in marginal increase in volume to capacity ratio (ranging 0.04 to 0.16). For the various 

section of roads, it is also observed that increase in volume to capacity ratio during the morning peak 

hours (0.04-0.06) and evening peak hours (0.05-0.08) is less, as compared to the ratio during afternoon 

time (0.09-0.16). Overall, there will a marginal degradation in level of service. 

 

(H) STABILITY OF STRUCTURE WITH RESPECT TO EARTHQUAKE 

 

As per macro seismic zoning map of India, the Bureau of Indian Standards has classified the entire country 

into four major groups — Zone V (high intensity) to Zone II (low intensity). Delhi NCR falls in Zone IV. 

Zone IV and V fall under "severe" to "very severe" categories respectively. University of Delhi's north 

campus falls under the 'high hazard zone' having worst category of "very high" risk index. Thus, seismic 

stability of 37 storeyed project was taken into consideration during project assessment and the structural 

stability certificates were verified. It is noted that following approvals have been obtained from concerned 

authorities,  

 

1) FORM 07 (Structural Stability Certificate) dated 04.07.2017 – This certificate was submitted to 

North DMC along with building plan approval application 

2) STR certificate dated 10.01.2018 – This is the detailed structural stability certificate issued by 

structural engineer. 

3) A detailed foundation recommendation report of Prof. VS Raju, Ex. Director, IIT, Delhi dated 

17.04.2018 - In order to keep building structure safe with respect to earthquake. 

 

Copies of these documents are annexed at Annexure III.  

 

(I) COMPLIANCE STATUS  
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The National Capital Territory Delhi has been divided into 15 planning Zones (Divisions). The proposed 

development lies in Zone 'C', subzone 13, also known as 'Civil Lines Zone and lies in redevelopment area 

along metro corridor and not in the Civil Lines Bungalow Area. The proposed project has been formulated   

as per the provisions of its location within the redevelopment zone of MRTS corridor – the land use is 

residential and the proposed project is group housing. The aspects related to an urban design study to 

support the proposed built form as suggested in the ZMP has been fulfilled by scrutiny of the proposal by 

the Delhi Urban Arts Commission on 16th August 2017. A list of approvals obtained from various 

Departments is as below,  

 

Table 3.11: List of approvals obtained for proposed project 

S. No. Approval  

  Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) NOC dated 08.05.2009 

  Tree removal/transport permission dated 25.05.2011- Department of Forest & Wildlife  

  National Monument Authority of India (NMAI) NOC dated 26.12.2012 

  Electric Sub Station approval from Tata Power Delhi dated 14.08.2013 

  Water supply approval from Delhi Jal Board (DJB)dated 07.10.2015 

  Storm water Drainage scheme approval from North DMC dated 24.11.2015 

  Sewerage Scheme Approval from DJB dated 11.01.2016 

  Delhi Urban Arts Commission (DUAC) approved dated 16.08.2017 and  

  Delhi Fire Services (DFS) Clearance dated 08.09.2017 

  Layout Plan Approval 17.11.2017 issued by Standing Committee of North DMC  

  Building Plan Sanction (Form B-1) dated 31.07.2019 issued by North DMC  

 

Copies of approvals are annexed at Annexure IV.  

 

One of the points of contention is regarding distance of the project site from Ridge, Delhi –UP border and 

critically polluted areas. GIS web tools were used to calculate distance of project from these landmarks 

and it is noted that shortest aerial distance from Northern Ridge is 500 m 

(https://wikimapia.org/#lang=en&lat=28.691435&lon=77.213480&z=16&m=w).  

The nearest interstate border is 14.9 km near New Friends Colony.  

 

With respect to distance of project site from critically polluted areas, itis37 km from Najafgarh drain, 5 

km from Wazirpur, 10 km from Naraina and 5 km from Anand Parbat. 

 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS ON VIABILITY OF THE PROJECT 
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The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, vide its order dated June 10, 2020 directed the Committee to 

examine various aspects, including viability of the project. Accordingly, the proposed project was 

examined for compliance/approval status for statutory requirements and an independent assessment of 

environmental and other impacts during the construction and occupancy phase was undertaken. 

Specifically, all environmental and other components, water, air, solid waste, traffic congestion, 

population density (representing impact on services), load on urban infrastructure, structural design 

adequacy have been examined.  

 

It is observed that project proponents have obtained necessary approvals/clearances such as electric sub-

station, water supply, sewerage scheme, storm water drainage scheme, Delhi fire services, Delhi urban 

arts commission, layout plan, tree removal/transport permission, etc. (Annexure IV). 

 

To assess the impact on the environment, the incremental impact of the project was examined. It was then 

inferred if the impact was insignificant or otherwise in comparison to baseline status. The impact was 

examined in a grid of 2 km x 2 km (project site at the grid centre) as the maximum impact will be caused 

in the close vicinity of the project.  

 

Air Pollution: An increase in emission was estimated as: 0.25% in CO, 0.09% in HC, and 0.1% in NOx 

and insignificant in PM (particulate matter) during the construction and occupancy phase. The estimated 

incremental increase is insignificant to the baseline emissions.  

 

Water Demand and Solid waste: An increase of 0.003% (of water demand in the grid) in the freshwater 

requirement, 0.002% in discharge of treated sewage into the municipal sewer, an increase of 1.27% in 

solid waste generation from the current generation in the grid was considered nominal.  

 

Noise Pollution: No significant impact of noise on the environment is foreseen except during intermittent 

operation of the DG sets; however, the DG set will be compliant to CPCB noise norms for DG sets.  

 

Traffic Congestion: An on-field traffic count, vehicle speed, volume and capacity of main roads was 

undertaken. Traffic volume to capacity ratio (V/C) and vehicle speed are two main parameters to assess 

the Level of Service (LoS) provided by the road. There was a marginal increase in volume to capacity 

ratio (ranging from 0.04 to 0.16), suggesting that the LoS was acceptable to even during peak traffic 

hours.  

 

Population density: Timarpur ward is the largest ward in the grid and an incremental increase in the 

population was estimated in this ward. The estimated increase in the population density in the Timarpur 

ward will be 6777 persons per sq. km. The percentage increment in the ward will be 14%. This increase 
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is significant; however, tall residential buildings do give higher population density. This increase in 

density is not likely to impact the urban infrastructure/ services, as noted above.  

 

Structural and Earthquake Resistance Design: (i) FORM 07 (Structural Stability Certificate) dated 

04.07.2017 was submitted to North DMC along with building plan approval application by the proponent, 

(ii) STR certificate dated 10.01.2018having the detailed structural stability certificate issued by the 

structural engineer, and (iii) A detailed foundation recommendation report of Prof. VS Raju, Ex. 

Director, IIT, Delhi dated 17.04.2018, were considered as views of experts for structural safety 

concerning earthquake. 

 

The Committee members have suggested the following measures for implementation:  

 The project proponent must ensure that all necessary approvals have been obtained and are valid. 

 It is noted that the project proponent has calculated the proposed STP capacity as 200 KLD based on 

the assumption of @4 persons per household. However, based on Census data, 2011, Delhi's average 

population density is @4.75 persons per household (range 4.6 – 4.9). Thus, the corresponding sewage 

generation of 225 KLD during the occupancy phase will exceed the proposed STP capacity. 

Therefore, the project proponent is advised to upgrade STP capacity to 225 KLD or restrict water 

supply so that peak sewage generation must not exceed 200 KLD.  

 Considering that the project area is part of groundwater discharge zone, it is advised to restrict 

construction to only one underground basement and one stilt parking, instead of the proposed two. 

The parking plan may accordingly be revised and necessary approvals obtained.   

 An undertaking may be submitted that no groundwater will be extracted during the construction 

phase.  

 NOC may be obtained from the District Advisory Committee on Ground Water of Govt. of NCT 

Delhi before dewatering during construction.   

 An inlet digital flow meter shall be installed at DJB freshwater supply line.  

 All environmental norms should be strictly adhered to during construction and occupancy phase of 

the project.  

 

In view of the impact analysis, the project seems viable as environmental impacts, including impact on 

traffic congestion and urban infrastructure/services, are minimal/nominal. 

 

 

The viability of the project is contingent upon adequacy of the environment management plan submitted 

and adherence to the commitments made by project proponent and follow best practices. All EC 

conditions must be complied with at all times.  
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(Vinod K. Singh)   (N Bala)   (Jyoti Kumar Nalli) 

Scientist – ‘E’    Scientist – ‘ F’   Scientist –‘D’ 

MoEF&CC     ICFRE, Dehradun   CGWB, New Delhi 

 

                                                             

 

(Meenakshi Dhote)   (Vikram Gupta)  (S. Tarafdar) 

Professor    Scientist – ‘F’   Scientist – ‘E’ 

SPA, Delhi  WIHG, Dehradun   GBPNIHE, Srinagar-Garhwal 

 

   *                                                      

(Mukesh Sharma)   (Shambhu Sharma)  (Prashant Gargava) 

Professor    Joint Adviser    Member Secretary 

IIT Kanpur    NDMA    CPCB 

 

 

* It is understood that official is no longer working in NDMA, hence his signature could not be obtained. 

The report was shared with NDMA.  
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL  

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 
 

Appeal No. 112/2018 

 
 

University of Delhi      Appellant(s) 
Versus 

 

Ministry of Environment Forest and 
Climate Change & Ors.      Respondent(s) 

 
  

Date of hearing: 10.02.2020 

Date of uploading on the website: 27.02.2020 
 
 
 

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ADARSH KUMAR GOEL, CHAIRPERSON 

  HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE S.P WANGDI, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

    HON’BLE DR. NAGIN NANDA, EXPERT MEMBER 
    HON’BLE MR. SIDDHANTA DAS, EXPERT MEMBER 

 

      

 

 

 
 

ORDER 

 
Introduction 

 

1. This appeal has been preferred against the order of the State 

Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA), Delhi dated 

23.03.2018, granting Environmental Clearance (EC) for “Group 

Housing Complex located at 1 and 3 Cavalry Lane and 4 Chhatra 

Marg at Civil Lines Delhi” by Young Builders (P) Ltd. The project is 

proposed on an area of 20,000 sq.m. with built up area of 

1,17,733.81 sq. m. with four towers of 139.6m. height having 410 

dwelling units. The total floors proposed are S+G+37 with 31,740.26 

sq. m. of basement area.  The EC was earlier granted in 13.08.2012. 

An application was submitted for amendment of the EC on 

12.02.2018. According to the appellant, as per requirement of 

notification dated 14.09.2006, prior to its amendment on 22.12.2014, 

the project was to be treated as Category A to be dealt with by 

Annexure-I

34

1706



 

2 
 

MoEF&CC. To avoid such procedure, the project proponent prayed 

for treating the application as a new project after 20.12.2014.The 

SEIAA declared the earlier EC to be null and void and treated the 

application for amendment as a fresh application. 

 
Pleadings and contentions of the appellant   

 

2. Case of the appellant in the memo of appeal, written submissions and 

during arguments is that the land on which project has been 

proposed originally belonged to the Ministry of Defence.  The same 

was acquired for development of Delhi Metro Rail project vide award 

dated 19.09.2001 passed by the Land Acquisition Collector, Delhi.  A 

parcel of land admeasuring 3.05 hectares situated at Mall Road, 

Cavalry Lane and Chhatra Marg, falling in Zone – C (Civil Lines Zone) 

of the MPD-2001 was handed over to and mutated in the name of 

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation (DMRC). The land use was categorized 

under the MPD – 2021, as “public and semi-public facility”. The land 

use was later changed to residential purpose.  DMRC proposed to 

develop a part of the land for group housing for which Lease 

Agreement dated 15.12.2008 was entered into with the project 

proponent – M/s Young Builders Private Limited for 2 hectares of 

land.  Possession of the site was given on 23.01.2009 to the said 

builder.    

 

3. The appellant University objected to the project on the ground that it 

will affect ambience and character of the university.  The project 

proponent has removed/ transported 156 trees at the construction 

site in question on 25.05.2011 after permission from the Forest 

Department.  The University represented to the State Expert 
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Appraisal Committee (SEAC) and DPCC on 08.02.2012 against the 

project.  The matter was also raised before the High Court against 

transfer of public land to a private builder but the High Court did not 

interfere with the transfer of land for the project vide judgment dated 

27.04.2015 in W.P. (C) No. 2743/2012. The Division Bench dismissed 

the appeal as barred by limitation which order was affirmed by the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court on 17.12.2019 in C.A. No. 9488-9489 of 

2019. It is submitted that even if in view of the said judgment, the 

transfer of the land may have become final, validity of grant of 

Environmental Clearance (EC) is open to challenge which issue needs 

to be gone into by this Tribunal.  

 

4. Main contention in support of the challenge to the grant of EC is that 

the same is vitiated as essential facts have not been disclosed in the 

application of the project proponent. SEAC and SEIAA have not 

applied mind to various facets of impact of the project on the 

environment particularly carrying capacity in terms of air quality, 

noise level, ground water etc. Reliance has been placed on judgment 

of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Hanuman Laxman Aroskar Vs. Union 

of India, 2019 SCC Online SC 441 to submit that in such 

circumstances, EC is liable to be set aside by this Tribunal in 

exercise of power of merit review on the anvil of Sustainable 

Development and Precautionary principles. 

 

5. It is stated that the project is within 10 kms. of interstate boundary 

(Delhi – UP) and critically polluted areas (Najafgarh drain, Wazirpur, 

Naraina and Anand Parbat area) which would have rendered the 

project to be categorized as Category A as per EIA Notification dated 
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14.09.2006, prior to amendment on 22.12.2014. Even if the project is 

to be treated as category B and dealt with by SEIAA, evaluation of 

carrying capacity of recipient environment to sustain project of such 

magnitude which is said to be tallest building of more than 37 floors 

having 410 dwelling units was required to be conducted thoroughly. 

On the subject of suppression of material facts, it is submitted that 

the area is covered by the notification of silence zone under the Noise 

Pollution (Regulation and Control) Rules, 2000 being Notification 

dated 03.04.2008 issued by NCT of Delhi1 being within 100 meters 

from Delhi University and Vallabhbhai Patel Chest Institute which is 

a super specialty hospital.  Apart from the university and its hostels, 

there are also schools in the area. The project is within 500 mtrs. of 

the Northern Ridge and no consent from Ridge Management Board 

has been taken. Reference has also been made to the provisions of 

the Master Plan of Delhi (MPD), 2021. Prohibition against 

construction is applicable not only in the Ridge as such, which is 

notified as a reserved forest, but also for a project very close to and 

impacting the Ridge in view of Sustainable Development principle.  

 
 Morphological Ridge includes area falling outside the 

notification but having features of the Ridge and forming part of 

extension of Aravali. In the present case, even the DMRC took 

permission of the Ridge Management Board for the DMRC project but 

no such permission has been sought for the present project. 

                                                           
1 “…….the Lieutenant Governor of the National Capital Territory of Delhi hereby declares the following areas as "Silence 

Areas/Zones" for the purpose of the said Rules, in the National Capital Territory of Delhi, namely:- 
1.  An area of 100 meters around all Educational Institutions having more than one thousand students; 
2.  An area of 100 meters around all Courts; 
3.  An area of 100 meters around all Government Office Complexes; 

4.  An area of 100 meters around all 100-bedded and above hospitals.” 
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According to the appellant, the Delhi Ridge is made of quartzite rocks, 

of which Stone Age tribes used to make tools. In fact, archaeologists 

have discovered Stone Age ‘factories’ along the Delhi Ridge, evidence 

of the widespread production of tools. Stone Age tribes were also 

drawn to the dense forest cover of the Ridge, which provided food 

(both plant and animal) and shelter. Further, there was plentiful 

water, a point still relevant today. Delhi is one of the most historic 

capitals in the world, finding mention in the ancient epic 

Mahabharata. Two natural features of the city, the Ridge and river 

Yamuna, have made it a protected and favourite place for rulers over 

the ages. Therefore, the battle for protecting Delhi’s “Green Lungs” 

started long ago. In the 14th century, the Ridge forest was covered 

with thorny shrubs with very little green cover. Emperor Feroze 

Tughlaq, who was very fond of hunting, afforested the rocky southern 

part of the Ridge on which Ghiyasud-Din Tughlaq built the fort city of 

Tughlaqabad. The efforts for betterment of the Ridge continued post-

independence and it has become more pressing, regard being had to 

the incremental change in pollution level. Therefore, for the effective 

maintenance of the Ridge, the Ridge Management Supervisory 

Committee was constituted that gave various recommendations, 

including: 

“1. All areas of the ridge should be declared as Reserved Forest 

under Section 4 of the Indian Forest Act, 1927. The 
Environmental (Protection) Act, 1986, should be invoked at 
the time of notification of the area as a Reserved Forest.” 

 

6. The appellant has thereafter referred to the provisions of the Master 

Plan prohibiting tall buildings in the University area. Clause 11.3 and 
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Clause 1.4.4 of the Zonal Development Plans have been referred to as 

follows : 

“Clause 11.3 imposes a restriction on the height of tall building 
 as under:- 

“The height of buildings (above and below ground) needs 
to be seen in the light of modern technology with due 
consideration for natural disasters like earthquakes, 
floods etc. Restrictions on tall buildings would be 
necessary in important areas like Lutyen’s Bungalow 
Zone, Civil Lines and North Delhi Campus. In case of 
urban extension, areas for specific Urban Design Projects 
and tall buildings should be indentified.” 

“Clause 1.4.4 of the Zonal Development Plan for Zone-C (Civil 

 Lines) under the  MPX-2021 provides as under: 

“The Delhi University was established in 1924 and it has 
a number of old historical buildings, colleges, Viceroy’s 
lodge etc. of the Colonial period and therefore efforts shall 
be done to preserve this character. Also efforts shall be 
done to make it an Integrated Campus (Without 
thoroughfare) and self-sufficient in terms of modern 
infrastructure and residential requirements like hostels, 
staff quarters, security arrangements etc., by optimum 
utilization of the land. Attempt shall be made to 
accommodate all institutional requirements within the 
Campus. 
 

Therefore, an Urban Design study shall be 

taken up for this sub-Zone. MPD-2021 has restricted 
this area for tall buildings. Delhi University has a large 

chunk of land allotted in Sub-Zone C-15, (opposite 
Dushehra Ground) and it is being utilized as Hostel and 
staff quarters. Optimum utilization of this land shall be 
done to meet the requirements in future. Listed Heritage 
buildings, some residences and Colleges of historical 
importance prepared by DDA, INTACH, ASI and GNCTD 
are given.” 

 

7. It is submitted that no study has been carried out in respect of 

impact of the project on the noise levels. Noise levels are already 

beyond the permissible limit in the silence zone.  The project 

proponent did not mention the existence of the University and the 

Vallabhbhai Patel Chest Institute in the application.  Deliberate 

concealment of vital information rendered the application for grant of 
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EC liable to the rejected under the Regulation 8(vi) of the EIA 

Notification, 2006.  Probable increase in the noise level due to 410 

dwelling units proposed will be more than a Leq of 70 dBA over a 24-

hour period. This factor has not been taken into account.  Given the 

peculiar location where the project site proposing the tallest building 

in Delhi is located at Chhatra Marg, University of Delhi, adjoining the 

Vishwavidyala Metro Station on the one side and the University 

residences/ departments / schools on the other sides, the SEIAA has 

failed to take into account the probable adverse impact qua noise 

that this project will generate.  

 
8. With regard to air pollution, it is submitted that project proponent 

concealed a report on Group Housing at Mall Road in July 2011 

(prepared by Engineering and Planning Consultants, New Delhi). 

Detailed Traffic Management Plan Report prepared by Professor 

Geetam Tiwari, IIT Delhi has been relied upon. The report states that 

between 2011 and 2018 traffic in the area, congestion and pollution 

figures have varied/ increased considerably which has not been 

considered.  On the subject of impact on traffic, it is stated that the 

traffic in the area remains high because of the large movement from 

Vishwavidalaya Metro Station to Kamla Nagar, Shakti Nagar, 

Malkaganj and other nearby residential and commercial locations. 

This traffic figure is in addition to the volume of commuters to and 

from the University and its various colleges/departments/ 

faculties/schools on the North Campus area. Currently, about 

50,000 people use other modes of transport to connect with these 

places apart from large vehicular movement on daily basis. Entry to 

Vishwavidyala Metro Station due to the current project is itself a 
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hindrance as the space connects the Metro Station and Chhatra Marg 

and Cavalry lane is less than 8.50 meters. Due to no parking being 

available outside the Metro Station, vehicles are parked randomly 

which occupy almost the whole of service lane for Metro. Due to this 

peculiar feature, the DMRC itself has used the land of the proposed 

project as parking site. According to the DMRC website, the 

ridership/footfall at the Vishwavidyalaya metro Station alone is 

around 25,000 persons. In fact, during the admission season in the 

University of Delhi, in June 2011, the ridership was around 42,000 

persons. Increment of at least 900 vehicles is expected due to the 

operation of the proposed project. It has the potential to cause 

appreciable increase in vehicular pollutant in the atmosphere of the 

area which is already polluted. The increase in traffic congestion will 

make an already congested area totally non-commutable. Even the 

parking stipulated at the project site in question is insufficient for its 

own occupants and no yardstick has been adopted by the SEIAA to 

determine if the parking proposed by Respondent No.4 is capable of 

catering to the needs of its inhabitants during the operation phase. 

The width of Chhatra Marg and Cavalry Lane are 10.80 m and 8.5m 

respectively. Large number of vehicles and about 50,000 people 

commute on it on a daily basis. Due to the proposed project, there is 

an estimated addition of 900 vehicles and commuters on existing 

public infrastructure of two roads which are disproportionately high 

and make the area risk prone. 

 

9. With regard to the water requirement, it is submitted that the Delhi 

Jal Board is stated to have given water supply clearance and it states 

that the total water requirement shall be restricted to 2,57,029 liters 
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per day. For 1,785 persons, this translates to 144 liters per person 

per day according to the Delhi Government’s Water policy for Delhi 

(2016), the domestic water demand. Having no cogent indication of 

the basic norms, the whole burden for meeting water requirement will 

shift to ground water which will hamper the environmental protection 

afforded to this area. In such a case, the ground water extraction 

would be made, which will have deleterious impact on existing water 

bodies located in the Northern Ridge which is within 500 meters from 

the proposed project. Central Ground Water Board (CGWB) notified 

the areas for control and regulation of ground water which includes 

South Delhi, south West Delhi and Yamuna flood plain area in Delhi 

with effect from 2000. Chemical constituents in ground water beyond 

BID norms have been reported from Delhi as follows (contaminated 

areas, CGWB):- 

 

Fluoride 

(above 1.5 

Nitrate 

(above 45 mg/1) 

Heavy metal: Lead (above 

0.01 mg/1) 

m/g1)  Cadmium (above 0.003 
mg/1) 

East Delhi, 

New Delhi, 
North West 
Delhi, 

South 
Delhi, 
south West 

Delhi, 
North 

Delhi, 
West Delhi  

East Delhi, Central 

Delhi, New Delhi North 
Delhi, North West  South 
Delhi,  

Delhi, South West Delhi, 
West Delhi   

Lead: Along Najafgarh 

drain in North, West and 
South-West districts 
Cadmium: Southwest 

Chromium: Northwest, 
South, new Delhi, East  

 

As per information supplied by CGWB (Ground Water 

Information Booklet of North District, NCT, Delhi, published by 

CGWB, Ministry of Water Resources, State Unit office, New Delhi, 
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2013), the entire North Delhi district is a ‘notified area’ by the 

Government of NCT of Delhi for regulating extraction of ground water. 

Major ground water problems identified by the Board in this area are 

as follows: 

i) Ground water in deeper zones is saline. Depletion of 

ground water levels is attributed to over-exploitation of 
ground water. Example, higher Fluoride content at 

Kingsway Camp (500 meter away from the site in 
question). 
 

ii) North District is bounded by the Yamuna River. The 
district falls in Yamuna sub-basin and forms part of the 
Ganga basin. The entire district forms part of Yamuna 

River water shed. The river Yamuna, bordering eastern 
part of the district, controls the entire drainage system. 

Parts of western Yamuna Canal, Najafgarh drain and 
other minor drains flow through North district. This 
district has prestigious Delhi University, Northern Ridge, 

ISBT and Tis Hazari Courts. The forest cover of the 
district is 4.81 sq. Km. Approximately, 0.24 sq. Km. Area 

of the district is under water bodies.  
 

iii) Around 40% of the North district is under Yamuna Flood 
Plain, which is further divided into Active flood plain and 

older flood plain. The southern part of the district has a 
thin alluvium cover over Quartzite rock, which is 
extension of Delhi Ridge near Wazirabad Barrage. 

Though the development of ground water is not much in 
the district, in view of the depleting water levels, 

sustainable management of this precious natural 
resources is extremely important. The slope of the district 
is towards sought by 0.40 m/km but at places adjoining 

Delhi Ridge, it gets elevated. Due to this, just northern 
adjoining areas along the Delhi Ridge form depressions 
and have been converted into the water logged area.  

 
 

 

 
10. The appellant has referred to the order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

in M.C. Mehta V. Union of India2 wherein observations have been 

made about the groundwater scenario in Delhi. After perusal of the 

Report submitted by the CGWB for its consideration, the Court 

observed that there is over exploitation of ground water in south 

                                                           

2
  (2019) 12 SCC 546 
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District, New Delhi district, South East District, East District, 

Shahdara, North East District, and almost rest of Delhi is in a semi – 

critical state.  

Thus, the use of ground water for such large project as one 

proposed by Respondent No.04 will cause depletion of ground water 

level and thus the same should not be allowed. Depleted ground 

water conditions will seriously damage the vegetation in the Ridge 

and also the North Campus of Delhi University.  

In such circumstances, the grant of EC is improper when the 

water requirement cannot be met and it affects the overall capacity to 

sustain such project.  

11. With regard to waste management, the stand of the appellant is that 

the Respondent No.4 has not provided any details of STP plants, use 

of technology, location of plant, the area required for its installation, 

and the location and mode of disposal of discharge after the 

treatment. Therefore, the information provided by Respondent No.4 in 

column II (5) (6) of Form I of appendix I relatable to solid waste and 

release of pollutant is grossly inadequate for the grant of 

environmental clearance. In fact, no approval from SPCB has been 

taken so far.  

 

12. With regard to fire safety standards, it is submitted that availability of 

space for conducting a fire-fighting operation is highly questionable 

in the light of extremely narrow and congested Cavalry Lane on the 

one side and Chhatra Marg on the other, which is stipulated as the 

only emergency passage in the impugned EC.  Congested Cavalry 

Lane, which is mentioned as the entry and exit of the proposed 
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project, is too narrow to cope with the situation of any firefighting 

operation in the proposed housing complex. 

 
13. The appellant has then referred to the Geo – Technical Investigation 

and Liquefaction Potential. Reliance has been placed on the studies 

conducted by L. Thoithoi, P.S. Ningthoujam, R.P. Singh, D.P. Shukla 

titled “Liquefaction study of Subsurface Soil in part of Delhi University, 

North Campus”. International Journal of Advancement in Earth and 

Environmental Sciences, 2013, Vol- I, No. 1. Pp.14-22 records:- 

 

“Any high-rise or mega building project will be susceptible to 

subsidence and liquefaction during a medium to major 

Earthquake in DU north campus area which lies in Seismic Zone 

IV.” 

 
Pleadings and contentions of the project proponent and other opposite 
parties 

 

14. We may now refer to the stand of the project proponent.  The project 

proponent has filed its counter affidavit on 13.08.2018. It is 

submitted that project does not fall in silence zone.  It is also 

submitted that the University itself has undertaken several 

construction projects and therefore there will be no violation of the 

noise norms.  The project proponent has submitted traffic 

management report.  There will no impact on increase of traffic on the 

air around the project.  The DJB has already given clearance on the 

issue of water availability. Ground water problem has no relevance.  

The project proponent will comply with the waste management rules.  

Fire safety norms will be met.  There will be no negative impact on 

the Northern Ridge. It is further stated that the distance of the project 
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from the interstate border (Delhi-UP) is 15 kms. Moreover, vide 

notification dated 22.12.2014, EIA Notification dated 14.09.2006 has 

been modified and project cannot now be taken to be Category A. 

Permission for felling trees was rightly granted. There is no violation 

of the Master Plan. Due permission has already been granted for 

construction of the group housing complex. Closeness of the project 

to Super Specialty Hospital and Delhi University is well known and 

was not required to be mentioned in the application. It is wrong to 

assume there will be high density of transport. Air pollution has been 

duly considered. There is neither any increase of the traffic because 

of the project nor addition to vehicular pollution.  The Geo Technical 

Registration and Liquefaction Potential has been properly assessed.  

The project proponent has annexed a copy of the report dated 

09.02.2012 of five Members sub Committee constituted by SEAC to 

consider objections of the Delhi University to the project. On the 

subject of objection of high rise building, it was observed that the 

project has been approved by the Chief Town Planner. There is no 

restriction against construction of tall building in the area.  This 

objection has been negated by the High Court.  SEAC may assess the 

traffic load. With regard to the change of land use, it was submitted 

that the land use was as per Notification dated 23.09.2005. On the 

subject of seismic threat, it was submitted that for the area in seismic 

zone IV, structure designs may be looked into by the sanctioning 

authority.  With regard to the traffic impact, it was observed that the 

contentions are based merely on apprehension and the matter is 

covered by the Court judgment.  Any deviation will amount to 

contempt of Court.  Environmental concern may be appraised by the 
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SEAC.  However, one of the members Shri Chinmaya R. Gharekhan 

held a different view to the effect that the project will have adverse 

effect on the general environment. 

 

15. We may also refer to the pleadings of other opposite parties. Stand of 

the DPCC in its affidavit filed on 07.08.2018 which is now Secretariat 

to the erstwhile SEIAA is that tenure of SEIAA was ended over on 

31.03.2018. There is no officer who can present SEIAA now. Stand of 

the North Municipal Corporation of Delhi in its affidavit file on 

13.08.2018 is that the building plan has been rejected on 

10.04.2018. Objection of the University are to be referred back to 

SEIAA. The project proponent has filed WP (C) No. 5574/2018 against 

rejection of the building plan. Affidavit of CPCB dated 13.08.2018 is 

formal and does not deal with the merits. Reply of the MoEF&CC 

dated 13.08.2018 is also on similar lines. So are the replies of DMRC 

dated 05.10.2018, Delhi Govt. and Delhi Fire Services 10.10.2018. 

DDA, in its reply dated 15.10.2018, has referred to the order of Delhi 

High Court dated 18.05.2011 in W.P. (C) No. 3135/2010 that 

development control norms for Metro Station will apply to the land 

developed for Metro and for land leased out, development norms as 

per MPD – 2021 will apply, including 200 FAR without restriction of 

height. Reply of the Ministry of Defence dated 01.02.2019 is that 

commercial use of the land by the DMRC by transfer to a private 

builder is not permissible. Reply of the DJB filed on 01.03.2019 is 

that it has no role in the matter of EC. Delhi University has filed 

rejoinder to some of the affidavits.  The project proponent has also 

filed additional affidavit on 19.08.2019. It is not necessary to mention 

the details thereof for dealing with the issue herein. 
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Proceedings till date 

16. The appeal was filed on 10.07.2018.  Notice was issued on 

12.07.2018.  The matter was adjourned on 14.08.2019, 13.09.2018, 

11.10.2018, 01.11.2018, 20.12.2018, 11.01.2019, 24.01.2019, 

20.02.2019, 06.03.2019, 27.03.2019 for completing pleadings.  On 

08.04.2019, 29.04.2015, 29.05.2019, 15.07.2019 and 22.07.2019, 

the issue of condonation of delay was dealt with and by the last 

mentioned order the delay was condoned and main matter was 

directed to be listed for hearing. On 19.08.2019 and 09.10.2019, the 

matter was adjourned on the request of one or the other party.  On 

11.10.2019, the matter was deferred to await proceedings in Hon’ble 

Supreme Court (on the issue of validity of transfer of land in favour of 

the project proponent). The matter was further adjourned on 

18.11.2019 and 02.12.2019.  It was for the first time that the appeal 

was taken up and heard on merits on 08.01.2020. The Tribunal 

observed that earlier EC granted in 2012 having been declared null 

and void, there was no adequate data base for granting EC on 

23.03.2018. Accordingly, the Tribunal constituted a joint Committee 

to undertake carrying capacity study of the area with reference to the 

project in question based on relevant data within two months and 

directed maintenance of status quo till then. 

 

17. At the instance of the project proponent, Civil Appeal No. 341/2020 

was filed in the Hon’ble Supreme Court with the grievance that all 

aspects had already been considered by SEIAA in its meeting held on 

22.03.2018. A detailed counter affidavit had been filed which was not 

considered by this Tribunal before seeking evaluation by a joint 
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Committee and granting status quo order.  Reliance was placed on 

Minutes of the 57th meeting of SEIAA while granting EC.  Accordingly, 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that a detailed consideration is 

necessary by this Tribunal before constituting a joint Committee and 

passing an interim order.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court observed:- 

 

“Though it is premature for this Court to advert to the correctness 

or otherwise of the same, while considering the correctness of 
the environmental clearance dated 23.03.2018 the material 
relied upon will have to be taken note at the outset by the NGT 
even before requiring any other report but there is no reference to 
all these aspects in the order. Further when the counter affidavit 
along with the documents were available on record a detailed 
consideration was necessary and only thereafter if any further 
report was required by constituting a committee the same would 
have arisen. However, in the order impugned such consideration 
is not indicated before requiring the constitution of a Joint 
Committee for evaluation. The consequential interim order 
passed would also, therefore, not be sustainable. In that view, 
the appropriate course would be for the NGT to take note of the 
contentions put forth by the appellant herein through their 
counter affidavit and the environmental clearance dated 
23.03.2018 and take a decision in the matter. On referring to the 
contention and materials, the reason for the same not 
being sufficient or reliable would be an aspect to be recorded 
and take such further action. To enable such exercise the order 
impugned dated 08.01.2020 is liable to be set aside, which we 
accordingly hereby do. 
 

In the result the appeal is allowed, the order dated 
08.01.2020 is set aside. The NGT shall take note of the counter 
affidavit and the documents of the appellant and consider the 
matter on its merits and pass orders in accordance with law. The 
same shall be done in an expeditious manner. All contentions of 
the parties are left open.” 

 

 Further consideration of the matter  
 

18. The matter was accordingly taken up 03.02.2020. On account of 

absence of counsel for the project proponent, it was deferred to 

10.02.2020. The appellant expressed apprehension that the project 

proponent may continue with the project after taking adjournment. It 

was also stated that the stand of the project proponent before the 
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Hon’ble Supreme Court that detailed counter affidavit covering all the 

aspects had already been filed was not correct as the project 

proponent  has filed further affidavit and documents after the order of 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court. This Tribunal, while granting a short 

adjournment, directed that the project proponent may not proceed 

with further activities till consideration of the matter by this Tribunal. 

The matter was accordingly heard on 10.02.2020 and order was 

reserved.  

 
Additional documents after order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court  
 

19. We may at the outset mention that the project proponent has filed 

I.A. No. 75/2020 on 06.02.2020, after the order of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court dated 28.01.2020, to place on record eight additional 

documents, including the minutes of 57th meeting of SEIAA. The 

appellant has also filed an I.A. No. 67/2020 on 01.02.2020 along 

with ten additional documents. We are however not making any 

comment on the issue whether the stand of the project proponent 

before the Hon’ble Supreme Court was factually correct.  

 

20. We may now make a brief reference to the additional documents filed 

by the both the parties.  The documents filed by the appellant are:- 

 

1. Copy of letter dated 25.10.1943 by the Joint Secretary, 

Government of India to the Chief Commissioner of Delhi 
prohibiting high rise building in the neighborhood of 
Delhi University and its colleges, shown in the map 

covering 582.44 acres of land.   
 

2. Copy of study conducted by Prof. Geetam Tiwari, IIT 

Delhi, regarding sustainability of high rise building in the 
area. 
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3. Copy of the opinion of Dr. K.S. Rao dated 23.01.2020 on 
the subject of earthquake vulnerability of the area.  

 
4. Copy of the office memorandum dated 10.11.2015 of 

MoEF&CC on the subject of parameters and thrust areas 
of environmental sustainability while appraising the 
Building and Construction and Township and Area 

Development projects. 
 

5. Copy of the chart showing requirement under the office 
memorandum dated 10.11.2015 and compliance done by 

the project proponent.  
 

6. Copy of the MoEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017 to 

comply with the recommendation of CAG with regard to 
process of EC.  

 

7. Copy of the minutes of the meeting dated 24.02.2018 by 

SEAC.  
 

8. Copy of the office memorandum dated 04.01.2019 of 
MoEF&CC. 

 

9. Copy of the letter/article of Dr. Suman Lakhanpau who 
was member of the SEIAA and had expressed dissenting 

opinion with regard to the clearance of the project. On 
the ground that the high rise building was not viable in 
the area and Ridge will be adversely affected and there 

will be adverse effect in depleting the ground water. 
 

10. Copy of the letter/article of Dr. Anupam Chattopadhyay 

 had expressed the opinion that construction of high rise 
 buildings were not viable on account of earth quake 
 potentiality.   

 

21. The documents filed by the project proponent are:- 

1. Copy of Form – I (application of EC dated 31.01.2018) 

seeking amendment of the EC granted on 13.08.2012. 
 

2. Copy of the presentation made by the respondent No. 4 
before the SEAC on 24.02.2018. 

 

3. Copy of the minutes of the 95th meeting of SEAC held on 

24.02.2018. 
 

4. Copy of the letter dated 09.03.2018 by respondent No. 4 
to SEAC. 

 

5. Copy of the presentation by respondent No. 4 to SEAC 
dated 13.03.2018. 
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6. Copy of the letter dated 13.03.2018 by respondent No. 4 
to SEAC seeking amendment to the EC. 

 
7. Copy of the minutes of the 96th meeting of SEAC held on 

13.03.2018 and 17.03.2018. 
 

8. Copy of the minutes of the 57th meeting of respondent 
No. 2, SEIAA on 22.03.2018.  

 
 

 
22. Even though the appellant raised objection to filing of certain 

documents by the project proponent at this stage, without going into 

any technicality, we have considered all the documents filed by both 

the parties.   

 

Issues for consideration  
 

23. Several arguments have been raised on behalf of the appellant- 

University but we find it necessary to focus only on matters which we 

have found to be crucial having bearing on the validity of EC and 

impact of the project on the environment. This Tribunal has to 

conduct merit review in exercise of its appellate power to consider the 

validity of grant of EC as held in the judgment of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court in Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India3 

(supra). As observed in the said judgment, the EIA notification 

intends to ensure that any project complies with the norms for 

protection of environment.  Environment is essential facet of 

development. EAC and SEAC/SEIAA have to evaluate the information 

furnished by the project proponent in Form I which is crucial and 

serves as a base upon which the process of evaluation rests. 

Deliberate concealment or false or inadequate and misleading 

                                                           
3
Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India, (2019) SCC online SC 141, para 172 
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information renders an application liable for rejection.  EIA process is 

directly linked to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

 
24. Thus, following issues arise for consideration:- 

(i) Whether full disclosure of relevant facts had been made by the 
project proponent in Form-I and I A which are the formats for 
application for EC.  

 
(ii) Whether SEIAA has dealt with the matter, in granting EC, 

holistically, after due application of mind in appraising the 
environmental sustainability of the project.  

 

(iii) Whether a case is made out for interference by this Tribunal 

with the impugned order. 
 

Observations and Analysis  

 
25. Before we proceed to consider the above issues, we may make certain 

observations about the approach to be adopted in dealing with such 

matter. A holistic approach is required in such matters instead of 

taking the impact of the project in isolation on standalone basis. The 

Tribunal has to keep in mind crucial features of the project having 

bearing on the environment like size, height, location, background 

data of environment including air, water and noise and likely impact 

of the project on the environment, including the environmentally 

pristine area – the Northern Ridge which is in the nearby vicinity.  

 
The project is said to be the tallest high rise building in the city 

comprising S+G+37 floors containing 410 dwelling units in the 

vicinity of educational institutions, hospital, Metro Station and the 

Northern Ridge. We have to accordingly consider the impact on the 

recipient environment, including air quality, noise, traffic congestion, 

water requirement, waste management, fire safety, earthquake and 

liquefaction potential and compliance with the Master Plan. 
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26. As already noted above, the appellant has relied upon office 

memorandum dated 10.11.2015 issued by the MoEF&CC laying 

down Guidelines for Appraisal of Building and Construction Sector 

Projects mentioning following thrust areas of environmental 

sustainability: 

 

a. Brief description of the project in terms of location and 

surroundings. 

 
b. Environmental impacts on project land and its surrounding 

developments and vice-versa. 

 
c. Water balance chart with a view to promote waste water 

treatment, recycle, reuse and water conservation. 

 

d. Waste water treatment and its details including target 

standards. 

 

e. Alternations in the natural slope and drainage pattern and 

their environmental impacts on the surroundings.  

 

f. Ground water potential of the site and likely impacts of the 

project. 

 

g. Solid waste management during construction and post 

construction phases. 

 

h. Air Quality and Noise Levels; likely impacts of the project 

during construction and operational phases. 

 

i. Energy requirements with a view to minimize power 

consumption and promote use of renewal energy sources. 

 

j. Traffic Circulation System and connectivity with a view 

to ensure adequate parking, conflict free movements, 

Energy efficient public transport. 

 

k. Green belt/ green cover and the landscape plan. 

 

l. Disaster/ risk assessment and management plan. 

 

m. Socio Economic Impacts and operational phases. 
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n. EMP during construction and operational phases. 

 

o. Any other related parameter of the project which may 

have any other specific impact on environmental 

sustainability and ecology.  

 

27. As laid down in Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India (supra), 

all material information, must be furnished in Form - I to enable 

evaluation of all possible impacts of the project. As required by the 

guidelines issued by the MoEF&CC, information must be given and 

evaluated particularly with regard to issues covered under ‘h’, ‘j’ and 

‘o’ above.  

The notification itself mentions that concealment or misleading 

renders an application liable to rejection. SEIAA must factor in 

specific features of the area encompassing all environmental 

concerns including air quality, water quality, noise quality, traffic 

congestion, flora and fauna. Recommendation of SEAC must be 

based on reasons on every relevant aspect. Such reasons are the live 

link between its process and outcome of adjudicative functions. The 

whole exercise must lead to environmental sustainability which is the 

basis of environmental rule of law.   

 

Issue wise consideration  

 
28. With above background, we proceed to deal with issues which have 

arisen for consideration.  

 
29. Re: Issue No. (i) – Whether there was due disclosure of 

information by the project proponent  

According to the appellant, Forms– I and IA do not mention closeness 

of the project to Delhi University and Viceroy Building (heritage site). 
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Najafgarh drain nearby is highly polluted. No information has been 

given about the natural slope and drainage. No mention has been 

made that the area is semi critical as per Dynamic Ground Water 

Study of 2017 requiring clearance from Central Ground Water 

Authority. The project proponent has mentioned that there is no 

impact on ground water. What is mentioned is that source of water is 

municipal supply. There is no evaluation of the additive effect on air 

quality on account of such high rise building in the area which is 

already far beyond its carrying capacity.  

 
 As against the above, stand of project proponent in its counter 

affidavit is that there was no need to mention that the project was 

close to Super Specialty Hospital and Delhi University which fact is 

well known.  There is also no suppression in relation to traffic 

analysis. There is no requirement of underground water. Clearance 

has been taken from DJB.  All relevant facts have been duly 

disclosed.  

 
In the written submissions filed on 12.02.2020 by the project 

proponent, it is mentioned that all necessary approvals have been 

taken. The project proponent has paid Rs.218.20 crore for the land 

for a lease for 90 years. Earlier EC dated 13.08.2012 was never 

challenged. Present challenge is malafide as the project is adjacent to 

bungalow of the Vice Chancellor. Fresh EC was sought in the year 

2018 on account of amendment to building by laws in 2016 which 

required seeking revised lay out plan. Revised lay out plan was 

granted on 17.11.2017.  The project is B2 category project and for 

such project stages of screening, scoping, public consultation etc. are 
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not required.  There is no restriction on construction `in silence zone.  

Noise source is only from generator which will be highest quality 

having no significant impact. Information about air monitoring points 

was given to SEAC. Baseline data of noise generation exceeds the 

limits on account of vehicular movement, the project proponent will 

use wind and noise barrier during and after construction and a thick 

brick wall with plantation after construction. Air quality data 

submitted by the project proponent to the SEAC and online air 

quality data of the nearest station from the project shows that air 

quality is higher than the standards.  Air dispersion modelling results 

show that increase will be marginal for which mitigation measures 

will be adopted during construction and operation. Traffic 

management plan has been submitted to SEAC on 09.03.2018. 

Traffic volume is 423 pcu at Cavalry lane, 1310 pcu at Chhatra Marg. 

Traffic growth is 10% in the year 2020, 20% in 2025 and 30% in 

2030. Documents of the appellant are authored by vested interests 

within the University. Parking norms have been followed. Water 

requirement will be met by the DJB. Revised sewerage scheme has 

been approved. There are facilities for waste management. 

Liquefaction potential has been analyzed. Soil evaluation survey has 

been done. There are other high rise buildings in the vicinity, fire 

safety standards have been looked into. There is no impact on the 

Northern Ridge. There is no violation of MPD. As a result of the 

project, water table will increase on account of rain water harvesting 

pits.  Tree cutting permission has been validly granted.  
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30.  We have taken into account rival stands on the subject of disclosure.  

The stand of the project proponent itself shows that most of the 

information given by it was in response to questions by the SEAC 

without the same being originally given in the Form I and IA. In Form 

I and IA, there is no mention of data on air quality or impacts of the 

project on air quality. In Form I, it is mentioned that air quality 

monitoring will be carried out during EIA/EMP studies (which would 

have happened if the project was treated as Category A as per the 

Notification, 2006. However, since the project was treated as Category 

B2 on account of notification dated 22.12.2014, no such study was 

conducted).  It is further submitted that contribution of vehicular 

emission will be marginal and within the ambient air quality 

standards.  Green belt will be developed which will act as a barrier. 

Nothing is mentioned about the impact on air quality during 

construction and afterwards. Parking has been proposed for 840 

vehicles. It is further stated that there will be no significant impact of 

noise due to provision of wide roads. 

 

On the above material, it is difficult to conclude that requisite 

disclosure was made by the project proponent.  Since air quality is 

one of the most significant environmental aspect, even if we do not 

consider other aspects, it can certainly be said that no information 

was furnished on the subject of air quality in Form I and IA and 

information furnished later was highly inadequate and not supportive 

of sustenance of high rise project of such magnitude. A reference to 

the minutes of the SEAC dated 24.02.2018 shows that the project 

proponent was required to furnish information with regard to 
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ambient air monitoring points, traffic management, revised EMP, 

water mass balance chart etc. There is no consideration of initial 

non-disclosure in the impugned order of SEIAA or by SEAC which by 

itself may vitiate the EC. 

  
31.  Re: Issue No. (ii) – Whether SEAC and SEIAA applied before 

granting EC 
 

We may now consider whether there is due application of mind by the 

SEAC and SEIAA in granting EC. The stand of the appellant is that 

SEIAA has not applied its mind in granting EC. There is no 

consideration of the ambient air quality status of the area for 

sustenance of the project in question.  The sample test report of air 

quality submitted by the project proponent itself and placed for 

consideration before SEAC show that air quality is far beyond 

permissible limits both in terms of PM2.5 and PM10. Against prescribed 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards of 60 µg/m3 and 100 µg/m3 

per day for PM2.5 and PM10 respectively, the data shows PM2.5 in the 

range of 134.62 to 240.6 and PM10 to be in the range of 242.72 to 

436.8. Similar is the position with regard to NO2.  

 
 A perusal of the impugned order shows that decision to grant 

EC is based on recommendation of SEAC in terms of minutes of 

meeting dated 24.02.2018 and 13.03.2018. The said minutes do not 

contain any discussion on the subject beyond mentioning that 

recommendation for granting EC was based on the information 

furnished, documents shown and submitted, presentation made by 

the project proponent and appraisal done by Committee. Documents 

furnished have already been referred to above.  
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32.  Minutes of meeting of SEAC dated 24.02.2018 and 17.03.2018 are as 

follows:- 

  24.02.2018 

“Based on the information furnished, documents shown & 

submitted, presentation made by the project proponent SEAC 
sought the following information: 

1. Revised water mass balance chart with minimum excess 
waste water discharge in rainy and non-rainy season and 

with action plan to re-use/ recycle the excess treated 
water. 

 
2. Schematic drawing of proposed STP of enhanced capacity. 
 
3. Plan for handling the excavated earth is required to be 

submitted along with revised EMP (Environment 
Management Plan) for dust mitigation measures as per 
MoEF Notification No. GSR 94 (E) dated 25.01.2018 
incorporating the provisions of spraying nozzles for dust 
suppression and frequency of spraying. 

 
4. Details/location of ambient air monitoring points in 

basements including the ventilation cycle of fresh and 
recycle air. 

 
5. Point wise comments on the issues raised vide circular no. 

J-11013/71/2016-IA.I(M) dated 25 October, 2017 are 
required to be furnished. 

 
6. Traffic management plan taking into consideration the 

latest traffic scenario. 
 
7. Landscape plan with demarcation for total green area and 

soft green area. 
 
8. Proposed plan for implementation of renewable energy.” 
 

17.03.2018 

“The project proponent has applied for amendment in EC under 
the head of fresh case on OSMEC portal stating that wrt EC 
letter no DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/I/2012 dated 13th August, 
2012 construction has not been started.  Therefore present 
proposal is considered as a fresh case and Office Memorandum 
No. J-11011/618/2010-IA-II(I) dated 30.05.2012 for expansion 
projects is not applicable. Earlier EC issued vide letter no. 
DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/I/2012 dated 13th August, 2012 be 
withdrawn and treated as null and void.  With respect to the 
present application, based on the information furnished, 
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documents shown & submitted, presentation made by the project 
proponent and appraisal done by committee.  SEAC 
recommended the case to SEIAA for grant of Environmental 
clearance imposing the following specific conditions: 

1. Chhatra marg should be used for pedestrian and non-
motorized vehicle or only in case of emergency with 
restricted motorized vehicles. 

 
2. Treated water of DJB STP should be used for construction 

purposes up to the maximum extent possible.  
 

3. Packages/mobile STP shall be provided for labour camp 
during construction phase. 

 

4. Ground water should be extracted only after the 
permission from DJB. 

 

5. Boring for Rain Water Harvesting system should not be 
permitted/done before completion of structure work.  All 
recharge should be limited to shallow aquifer. 

 

6. STP should be adequate to treat the waste water so that 
BOD level should not exceed 10mg/l in treated water. 

 

7. Flow Meters should be installed to monitor consumption of 
fresh water as well as treated water and log book for 
these flow meters be maintained in a regular manner.  
Flow meters shall be installed at Inlet of STP, outlet of STP, 
inlet of flushing tanks, inlet of cooling water tanks and 
reuse line for horticulture purposes. 

 

8. The project proponent, before starting the construction, will 
reconfirm the nonexistence of any water body in and 
around (within 500m) the project site.  It will be ensured 
that water body/bodies) identified as per guidelines MPD 
2012) in and around the project suite shall not be affected 
due to proposed development work. 

 

9. Minimum 1 tree for every 80 Sq. Mt of plot area should be 
planted within the project site in accordance with the 
landscape plan submitted. 

 

10. Solar Photovoltaic (SPV) system should be installed to meet 
electricity generation equivalent to 1% of demand load or 
as per the state level/local building bye-laws, whichever is 
higher.  Solar water heating shall be provided to meet its 
hot water demand as far as possible. 

 

11. Only LEDs should be used. 
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12. Green building norms should be followed with a minimum 
3 star GRIHA rating and Gold rating should be followed 
up. 

 

13. Total capacity of DG sets should not exceed 50% of the 
total load. 

 

14. Construction & Demolition waste should be disposed of at 
authorized C & D waste processing unit. 

 

15. Wind-breaker of appropriate height i.e. 1/3rd of the 
building height and maximum upto 10 meters shall be 
provided all around the project site before the start of 
construction. 

 

16. During the Construction Phase for control of dust pollution 
all precautionary measure should be ensured in 
compliance of Hon’ble National Green Tribunal order dated 
4.12.2014 & 10.04.2015 in O.A. No. 21 of 2014 and O.A. 
No. 95 od 2014 in the matter of Vardhaman Kaushik vs. 
Union of India & others and Sanjay Kulshreshtha Vs 
Union of India  7Ors. And as per MoEF&CC, GOI 
Notification no. G.S.R.94(E) dated 25.01.2018 regarding 
mandatory implementation of dust mitigation measures for 
construction and demolition activities. 

 

17. Project proponent shall be responsible for establishment, 
operation and maintenance of all common facilities and 
also for compliance of EC conditions during operation 
stage. 

 

18. In view of MoEF&CC Office Memorandum No. 21-
270/2008-IA.III dated 19.06.2013 read with MoEF&CC 
Office Memorandum No. 22-154/2015-IA.III dated 
10.11.2015, this environmental clearance is granted 
focusing only on the environment concerns.  The project 
will be regulated by the concerned local Civic Authorities 
under the provisions of the relevant provisions of the 
extant MPD-2021, Building Control Regulations and Safety 
Regulations. 

 

19.  The Project Proponent shall obtain water assurance form 
NDMC/Delhi Jal Board/ authorized source during 
construction/operation phase for the proposed 
development work.  It must be obtained before starting the 
construction. 

 

20. The Environmental Clearance is subject to the condition 
that concerned local civic agencies will give the permission 
for use/occupation of the building only after the written 
assurance of DJB/New Delhi Municipal Council/other 
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such local civic authority (as the case may be) regarding 
supply of adequate water for residents/occupiers. 

 

21. Grant of environmental clearance does not necessarily 
implies that water/power supply shall be granted to the 
project and that their proposal for water/power supply 
shall be considered by the respective authorities on their 
merits and decisions taking. 

 

22. The investment made in the project, if any, based on 
environmental clearance so granted, in anticipation of the 
clearance from water/power supply angle shall be entirely 

at the cost and risk of the project proponent and 
SEAC/SEIAA, Delhi shall not be responsible in this regard 
in any manner. 

 

23. Green area should not be less than 25% of the plot are out 
of which minimum 15% should be of soft green area, so 
that there should be sufficient recharging of ground water.  
Further along boundary wall, minimum of soft green space 
of 2m width be kept for better tree growth & ground water 
recharge, based on area of 6'×6'/tree being a norm.” 

 

33. Minutes of 57th meeting of SEIAA dated 22.03.2018 are as follows:- 

 
 “After due deliberations, in its first sitting of 96th meeting 

held on 13.03.2018 the SEAC observed that the project 

proponent has applied for amendment in EC under the head of 

fresh case on OSMEC portal stating that w.r.t. EC letter no 

DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/1/2012 dated 13th August,  2012 

construction has not been started. Therefore, present proposal is 

considered as a fresh case and Office memorandum No.J-

11011/618/2010-IA-II(I) dated 30.05.2012 for expansion project 

is not applicable. Earlier EC issued vide letter no 

DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/2012 dated 13th August, 2012 be 

withdrawn and treated as null and void. With respect to the 

present application, based on the information furnished, 

documents shown & submitted, presentation made by the project 

proponent and appraisal done by committee, SEAC 

recommended the case to SEIAA for grant of Environmental 

clearance imposing the specific conditions. 

The SEIAA in its 57th meeting held on 22.03.2018 approved the 

recommendations of SEAC that earlier EC  issued vide letter no 

DPCC/SEAC/50SEIAA.1/2012 DATED 13TH August, 2012 be 

withdrawn and treated as null and void, and granted fresh 

Environmental Clearance to the project with the following 

additional specific conditions.  
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1. Adequate ventilation should be provided in the basements 

and during the operation phase the concentration levels of 

Carbon dioxide, Carbon Monoxide should be monitored 

periodically and also be reported in periodical compliance 

reports to be submitted. NOx, SOx and PM are also be 

maintained in basement as per EPA norms.  

 

2. About 202 KLD of fresh water for operational phase will be 

met by DJB, hence this project will increase the demand of 

fresh water from DJB by 202 KLD. 

 

3. Sign board be placed at project site indicating the Khasra 

No.  of the land as per revenue record.” 

   

34. As already mentioned, the application did not give any data of 

ambient air quality. Vide subsequent letter dated 09.03.2018, in 

response to minutes of 95th meeting of SEAC dated 24.02.2018, the 

project proponent gave point wise reply. Annexure IV thereto is 

pointwise response to MoEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017. Appendix 

I thereto is test report dated 27.01.2018 for ambient air quality 

analysis as follows: 

 

“ S. 

No. 

Date Particulate 

matter 

(PM2.5; ug/m3 

GRC/ 

LAB/STP/AIR/
03, 

Gravimetric 

Method 

Particulat

e matter  

(PM10; 

ug/m3 IS  

5182  
(Part 23): 

2006 

Sulphur  

Dioxide  

 (PM10; 

ug/m3 

IS  5182  
(Part 23): 

2001 

Reaff.2006 

Nitroge

n  

Dioxide  

 (PM10; 

ug/m3 
IS  

5182  

(Part 

23): 

2006 

Carbon 

Monoxide  

(CO); 

ug/m3 

IS  5182  
(Part 10): 

1999 

Reaff.2003 

 1. 03.01.2018 240.6 412.3 9.3 71.6 1580 

 2. 05.01.2018 237.4 396.2 17.7 74.1 2110 

 3. 08.01.2018 195.7 368.4 20.4 82.3 2060 

 4. 11.01.2018 146.2 324.5 18.9 63.4 1510 

 5. 14.01.2018 227.9 436.8 29.7 84.5 2470 
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 6. 17.01.2018 210.5 419.4 11.4 89.5 2780 

 7. 20.01.2018 183.4 318.9 18.3 84.0 1050 

 8. 24.01.2018 134.6 242.7 15.9 77.6 1010 ” 

 

Ambient Noise level as per test report dated 12.01.2018 annexed thereto 

which is as follows:- 

“ S. 

No. 

 

Location 

 

Zone 

Limit for As per EP 

Act, 1986; Leq, DB 

(A) 

Observed value 

Ledq, dB (A) 

 1. Day 
Time 

Night 
Time 

Day 
Time 

Night 
Time 

  Project Site Residential 
area 

55 45 63.4 49.8 

  * Day Time 6.00 a.m. to 10.00 p.m. 

  ** Night Time  10.00 p.m. to 6.00 a.m.  ” 

 

35.  Another document which is part of letter is titled Traffic Analysis for 

proposed group housing at DU Metro Station (page 663 of the paper 

book) is as follows:- 

“EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 CAVALRY LANE: 

According to recent traffic survey conducted in February 2018, 
traffic volume on Cavalry Lane is 423 pcu during AM peak hour. 
The ADT is recorded to be 3284 pcu comprising of 1087 two 
wheeler, 707 autos, 926 cars and 2 buses on Cavalry Lane. 
Over a day, 7 good vehicles, 198 cycles, 45 cycle rickshaws and 
926 E-Rickshaws have been noted. In the afternoon peak hour 

(14:00-15:00 hrs, the recorded traffic volume is 208 pcu. The 
annexure-1 give the details of pedestrian and vehicular traffic 
volumes in tabular and graphic form for easy comprehension. It 
will be noted that the surrounding roads have adequate capacity 
to absorb traffic generated by the proposed development. Further 
the placement of access position on Cavalry Lane is not likely to 
cause any traffic concerns in the context. 

CHHATRA MARG: 

Similarly traffic survey conducted in February 2018, traffic 
volume on Chhatra marg is 1310 pcu during AM peak hour. The 
ADT is recorded to be 14801 pcu comprising of 4999 two 
wheeler, 1668 autos, 4092 cars and 19 buses. 
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Over a day, 44 good vehicles, 412 cycles, 1217 cycle rickshaws 
and 4376 E-Rickshaws have been noted. In the afternoon peak 
hour (14:00-15:00hrs), the rerecorded traffic volume is 1167 pcu. 
The annexure 2 give the details of pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic volumes in tabular and graphic form for easy 
comprehension.  

 

ESTIMATE OF GENERATED TRAFFIC 

It is estimated that the housing scheme will generate some 320 
pcu of vehicular traffic under a peak period of four to five hour 

duration. Critical peak hour traffic volume is estimated at 192 
pcu egress and 25 pcu/h ingress traffic volume during AM 
period. The flow patter will reverse during PM peak period 
though the duration of PM peak period is generally longer than 
the AM peak period. It must be stated that considerable 
proportion of person trips will be made by Metro. Reliance on 
other modes of transport like cycle richshaw is not expected to be 
high as the site offers by virtue of its location, excellent 
conditions for walking and nearness to the metro station. 
Cavalry Lane accordingly is envisaged to provide the access to 
motorized vehicles. On adding incremental traffic to the existing 
traffic on Cavalry Lane, the aggregate traffic works out to be 640 
pcu per hour. The existing v/c ratio considering local two lane 
two-way carriageway configuration works out to be 0.56, and 
the emerging v/c ratio with project estimated to be 0.857 as per 
IRC 106. This v/c has built in facility of right turn traffic, parked 
vehicles and frontage access from the road under consideration. 
With v/c ratio of 0.85, congested conditions are not expected on 
Cavalry Lane. Further there is likely to be diversion from car to 
public transport especially to Metro for essential trips and this is 
likely to reduce the generated vehicular traffic volume from the 
proposed development. Walking to Metro Station for travel 
purposes is likely to find favour with the residential population.” 

 
36. As already noted, SEIAA has based its decision dated 22.03.2018 on 

the recommendation of SEAC, while SEAC has based its decision on 

Form – I, Form-I A followed by letter and presentation by the project 

proponent. There is hardly any tangible and substantive discussion 

either by SEAC or by SEIAA analyzing various environmental aspects 

and impacts of the proposed project. Conditions have been laid down 

which are very generic without any analysis of issues which are 

patent. Thus, the whole exercise by SEAC or SEIAA is based on non-

application of mind which vitiates the EC. Mere imposition of general 
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conditions that Air (Prevention and Control) of Pollution Act, 1981 

(Air Act) and Water (Prevention and Control) of Pollution Act, 1974 

(Water Act) norms will be followed is of no consequence when air 

quality norms are already exceeded and there is not carrying capacity 

assessment to sustain the project in question. 

 
37. It is undisputed that the land on which the project is proposed 

belongs to the Ministry of Defence. The same was acquired for Metro 

Rail Project in 2001.  The land use was characterized as public and 

semi- public as per MPD 2021 which was changed at the instance of 

DMRC in the year 2008 for group housing project. Proposal for grant 

of EC was moved initially on 21.08.2009 which was granted on 

13.08.2012 for 324 dwelling units with total built up of area 

10,265.90 sq.m. The appellant University raised objections on 

08.02.2012 which are said to have been considered by the sub-

Committee constituted by SEAC. Amendment in the project was 

sought on 12.02.2018 for covering more area. Prior to 22.12.2014, 

the requirements of EIA Notification dated 14.09.2006 were as laid 

down in a note against Entry VIII of the Schedule as follows:- 

 

“General Condition (GC): 

 

Any project or activity specified in Category ‘B’ will be 

treated as Category A, if located in whole or in part within 

10 km from the boundary of: (i) Protected Areas notified under 

the Wild Life (Protection) Act, 1972, (ii) Critically Polluted areas 

as identified by the Central Pollution Control Board from 

time to time, (iii) Eco-sensitive areas as notified under Section 3 

of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, such as, 

Mahabaleshwar Panchgani, Matheran, Pachmarhi, Dahanu, Doon 

Valley, and (iv) inter-State boundaries and international 

boundaries:  
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Provided that the requirement regarding distance of 10 km of the 

inter-State boundaries can be reduced or completely done away 

with by an agreement between the respective States or U.Ts 

sharing the common boundary in case the activity does not fall 

within 10 kilometres of the areas mentioned at item (i), (ii) and (iii) 

above.” 

 

38. The said note was deleted by the notification dated 22.12.2014. The 

condition shows that the project located in 10 kms. of critically 

polluted areas or of interstate boundary was treated as separate from 

any other projects. The location of the present project is within 10 

kms. of interstate boundary and also within such distance from 

critically polluted areas. Thus, on the date earlier EC was earlier 

granted i.e. 13.08.2012, the project was wrongly treated as Category 

B.  To avoid this legal hurdle, the application appears to have been 

treated as for grant of a fresh EC though the application was for 

amendment of the earlier EC, which amendment was not legally 

permissible without following procedure for Category A project 

entailing detailed EIA study and accordingly preparation of EMP.  

 

Even for evaluation as Category BI project, appraisal was 

required to be based on carrying capacity of the area in terms of air 

quality, noise level and traffic congestion apart from other important 

environmental considerations. In absence thereof, it is not possible to 

hold that there is application of mind by SEIAA as claimed by the 

project proponent.  

 

39. We find merit in the contention on behalf of the appellant that there 

was hardly any application of mind by SEIAA or SEAC to the 

available data and to the impact of the project on environment, before 

granting EC. To give effect to Sustainable Development and 
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Precautionary principles, EC cannot be granted without such 

assessment and evaluation, which is also known as ‘Carrying 

Capacity Assessment’.  Such assessment becomes all the more 

necessary when the available data shows that environmental norms 

are in excess of prescribed parameters. We may consider this aspect 

in the light of earlier orders of this Tribunal.  

 
Carrying Capacity Assessment for the Project 
 

40. The data furnished by the appellant has been quoted above showing 

that norms of air quality as well as noise levels are already beyond 

the prescribed standards. There is, thus, no carrying capacity of the 

area to sustain any additive load in terms of air or noise levels which 

undisputedly will happen, even according to the project proponent. 

 

41. This Tribunal has earlier considered the issue of carrying capacity on 

certain occasions. Reference may made to the order dated 

26.10.2018, in O.A. No. 568/2016, Ajay Khera Vs. Container 

Corporation of India Limited & Ors. as follows:-  

 

“15. Delhi is over polluted and figures quite high in the 

ranking of most polluted cities.  There is no study about the 
capacity of the city in respect of the extent of population 
which can be accommodated and number of vehicles 

which can be handled by the roads of Delhi. The Master 

Plan for Delhi 2021 also does not assess the 
urban/physical carrying capacity of the NCT of Delhi 
despite noting a reduction in the carrying capacity of 

amenities such as drainage.  However, no specific emphasis 
is laid on determination of carrying capacity of the city on the 
basis of factors such as availability of land, air and water 
resources for the increasing population in the light of principles 

of sustainable development and Intergeneration equity.     

16. Conscious of the threat posed to limited natural resources 

due to their overuse, this Tribunal in Metro Transit Pvt. Ltd Vs. 
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South Delhi Municipal Corporation & Ors.4 directed the Ministry 
of Transport to take initiative to assess the number of vehicles 

to be permitted proportionate to the capacity of the roads in the 
city in the larger interest of environment.  This Tribunal has 
also directed in SPOKE Vs. M/s. Kasauli Glaxie Resorts and 

other connected matters5 to frame guidelines with respect to 

carrying capacity assessment for similarly placed hill stations 
as Kasauli and Eco-Sensitive Zone (ESZ) notified by MoEF&CC 
to check hazards of unregulated development threatening the 
fragile ecology. In D.V. Girish v. Union of India & Ors.6 this 

Tribunal has directed the Ministry of Urban Development and 
MOEF& CC to conduct detailed carrying capacity study to 
assess the impact of factors such as construction of resorts, 

new civil structures, availability of water resources, power 
lines, soil erosion, extraction of ground water, waste generation 
and handling, road traffic and pollution and evolve a 
management plan for preservation of Chikkmangaluru district. 

Further, in Social Action for Forest and Environment (SAFE)  & 
Ors. v. Union of India and Ors.7 it was observed that the 
relevance of the concept of carrying capacity to the concept of 
sustainability adds to its value for organizing the management 

framework. In the light of the current scenario, a similar 
assessment is necessitated in NCT Delhi. 

17. As a yardstick of sustainability, urban carrying 

capacity is an important conceptual underpinning that 
must guide a welfare state in promoting sustainable 

urban development. The concept of “carrying capacity” 
addresses the question as to how many people can be 
permitted into any area without the risk of degrading 
the environment of the area. A dynamic city policy based 

on carrying capacity assessment is essential to 
ameliorate the conditions for urban development and 
residents living quality. Urban carrying capacity is 

needed to be developed to balance the demands on the 
resources on the one hand and the capacity of such 
resources consistent with the need for environment 
protection.  This is the need for sustainable development. 

Severely straining and degrading the available natural 

resources of a particular area without regard to capacity 
assessment is causing irreversible damage to the ecology 
in terms of pollution of air, water and earth.  What 

would happen to the traffic flow if all roads become 
parking?  What happens to the road travelers, if there is 
no adequate oxygen in the air on account of excessive 

vehicles and congestion? How would unlimited housing 
be provided to people if the land resources are exhausted 
at particular place?  How will water and waste disposal 

                                                           
4
 Order dated 23.10.2018 in OA No. 773/2018 

5 Order dated 05.10.2018 in O.A. No. 218/2017  
6 Order dated 30.07.2018 in O.A. No. 462/2018 
7 Order dated 10.12.2015 in O.A.No. 87/2015 
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needs be met, if there is unplanned population density in 
a particular city? These questions require serious 

consideration.  “Urban disease” frequently besetting the 
cities such as traffic congestion, housing shortage, lack 
of amenity, pose actual challenges and impediments to 
sustainable development. While emergency measures 

such as the odd-even scheme, limiting the flow of tourist 
vehicles and restraining the timing of fire crackers may 
help momentarily such as is contemplated under the 
‘Graded Response Action Plan’, long term assessment of 

physical and environmental carrying capacity and 

devising measures to restrict overuse on reaching 
optimum capacity is inevitable to ensure sustainable 

development.  Without such assessment and action, the 
very survival of people is threatened what to talk of 
working towards Sustainable Development Goals, 2030 
to tackle climate change may remain only a dream.  

Sustainable development is essential policy and strategy 
for continued economic and social development without 
detriment to the environment and natural resources on 
the quality of which continued activity and further 

development depend8. Natural resources have got to be 
tapped for the purposes of social development but one 
cannot forget at the same time that tapping of resources 

have to be done with realistic approach to capacity of a 

city or area so that environment may not be affected in 
any serious way; so that there may not be depletion of 
water resources. Long-term planning must be undertaken 

consistent with capacity assessment.  It has always to be 
remembered that the air and water are not without 
limitation9.   

18. Accordingly, we consider it necessary to direct 
assessment of carrying capacity for the NCT Delhi as 

well as other major cities particularly 102 “non-
attainment cities” within reasonable time preferably in 
one year. Such study can be in phases depending on priority 
areas having pollution hot spots.  Such assessment must 

specifically study capacity in terms of number of vehicles, 
extent of population, extent of different nature of activities – 
institutional, industrial, commercial etc. 

19. The Ministry of Urban Development in coordination with 
the Central Pollution Control Board, Ministry of Transport and 
other concerned Ministries, the Authorities such as Planning 

Commission as well the States may carry out such study with 
the assistance of experts in the field.  Methodology to do so may 
be worked out within two months. 

                                                           
8
 (2002) 10 SCC 606 T.N. Godavarman Thirumulpad Vs. Union of India, , dated 30.10.2002 

9
 1986 Supp (1) SCC 517 Rural Litigation & Entitlement Kendra, Dehradun Vs. Stat of UP (Doon Valley Case), AIR 1987 

SC 359, dated 18.12.1986 
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20.  As a result of such study, further policy decisions 
may be taken by concerned Authorities for comprehensive 

action for checking air pollution in the interest of public 
health.  This may also result in regulation of logistics 
and infrastructure. The CPCB may act as nodal agency.”  

 

42.  In the same matter i.e. Ajay Khera Vs. Container Corporation of India 

Limited & Ors., supra, further order dated 08.03.2019 is as follows:- 

“4.  …. As per report of the WHO, Delhi is one of the 10 

most polluted cities in the world. This called for a study 

about capacity of the city in respect of extent of population and 

number of vehicles to be permitted. Urban carrying capacity 

assessment was an essential part of urban planning for 

giving effect to the concept of sustainable development. It 

was observed:- 

“Severely straining and degrading the available natural 

resources of a particular area without regard to capacity 

assessment is causing irreversible damage to the ecology in 

terms of pollution of air, water and earth. What would happen to 

the traffic flow if all roads become parking? What happens to the 

road travelers, if there is no adequate oxygen in the air on 

account of excessive vehicles and congestion? How would 

unlimited housing be provided to people if the land resources are 

exhausted at particular place? How will water and waste 

disposal needs be met, if there is unplanned population density 

in a particular city? These questions require serious 

consideration. “Urban disease” frequently besetting the cities 

such as traffic congestion, housing shortage, lack of amenity, 

pose actual challenges and impediments to sustainable 

development. While emergency measures such as the odd-even 

scheme, limiting the flow of tourist vehicles and restraining the 

timing of fire crackers may help momentarily such as is 

contemplated under the ‘Graded Response Action Plan’, long 

term assessment of physical and environmental carrying 

capacity and devising measures to restrict overuse on reaching 

optimum capacity is inevitable to ensure sustainable 

development. Without such assessment and action, the very 

survival of people is threatened what to talk of working towards 

Sustainable Development Goals, 2030 to tackle climate change 

may remain only a dream. Sustainable development is essential 

policy and strategy for continued economic and social 

development without detriment to the environment and natural 

resources on the quality of which continued activity and further 
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development depend. Natural resources have got to be tapped for 

the purposes of social development but one cannot forget at the 

same time that tapping of resources have to be done with 

realistic approach to capacity of a city or area so that 

environment may not be affected in any serious way; so that 

there may not be depletion of water resources. Long-term 

planning must be undertaken consistent with capacity 

assessment. It has always to be remembered that the air and 

water are not without limitation.” 

8. As regards the direction to prepare carrying capacity 

assessment report, we find from the interim report submitted by 

the CPCB that the Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs is in 

the process of developing a methodology for the study. The study 

is to be carried out through Urban Mass Transil Company 

(UMTC) as a pilot study. Since the order of the Tribunal is more 

than four months old, the study had to be done in a time bound 

manner. The same cannot be delayed beyond a point in view of 

urgency of the situation. Tackling air pollution cannot 

remain pending. Let Central Pollution Control Board furnish 

such study report, as far as possible, within one month from 

today.” 

 

43.  Again in Anil Tharthare v. Secretary. Envt. Dept. Govt. of 

Maharashtra, 2019 SCC Online NGT 876, it was observed:- 

“25. Carrying capacity is integral to the principles of 

Sustainable Development and Polluter Pays principle. As a 

yardstick of sustainability, urban carrying capacity is an 

important conceptual underpinning that must guide a welfare 

state in promoting sustainable urban development. “Urban 

disease” frequently besetting the cities such as traffic 

congestion, housing shortage, lack of amenity, pose actual 

challenges and impediments to sustainable development. 

Severely straining and degrading the available natural 

resources of a particular area without regard to capacity 

assessment is causing irreversible damage to the ecology in 

terms of pollution of air, water and earth. In light of serious 

threat, this Tribunal in Original Application No. 568 of 
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2016, Ajay Khera v. Container Corporation of India Limited vide 

order dated 26.10.2018, posed the following questions: 

 

(a)What would happen to the traffic flow if all roads become 
parking? 

 

(b) What happens to the road travelers, if there is no 
adequate oxygen in the air on account of excessive 
vehicles and congestion? 

 

(c) How would unlimited housing be provided to people if the 
land resources are exhausted at particular place? 

 

(d) How will waste water and solid waste disposal needs be 
met, if there is unplanned population density in a 

particular city? These questions require serious 
consideration. 

26. Natural resources have got to be tapped for the purposes of 
social development but one cannot forget at the same time that 

tapping of resources have to be done with realistic approach to 
capacity of a city or area so that environment may not be 
affected in any serious way. It has always to be remembered 

that both the air and water as resource are not without 
limitation. 

 

44.  In appeal against the above order in Hon’ble Supreme Court in 

Keystone Realtors Pvt. Ltd. v. Anil v. Tharthare, 2019 SCC Online SC 

1543, it was observed:- 

 

“21. …….The procedure set out under paragraph 7(ii) of the EIA 
Notification exists to ensure that where a project is expanded in 
size, the environmental impact on the surrounding area is 

evaluated holistically considering all the relevant factors 
including air and water availability and pollution, 
management of solid and wet waste and the urban 

carrying capacity of the area. This was not done in the case 
of the appellant's project. It was not open to the third respondent 
to grant an ‘amendment’ to the EC without following the 
procedure set out in paragraph 7(ii) of the EIA Notification.” 

 

 
45. This Tribunal got carrying capacity study conducted in respect of 

Manali and Mcleodganj in Himachal Pradesh by a Committee inter-
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alia representing G.B. Pant Institute, Almora; Chief Town Planner, 

Shimla/senior Architect (Planner); A senior Scientist from MOEF&CC; 

A senior Scientist from the Indian Council of Forestry Research and 

Education, Dehradun; Senior Scientist from Wadia Institute of 

Himalayan Geology, Dehradun; Scientist/ Senior official from the 

Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; Scientist/ Senior official 

form the Central Pollution Control Board, New Delhi; Representative 

of National Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of India and 

Representative of School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi. 

Based on such study, the Tribunal directed restriction on 

constructions.10 The Tribunal observed:- 

“13. With regard to Manali, the report makes following 
recommendations on the subject whether any construction can 
be allowed at Manali:  

 
“Whether construction in Manali be permitted or whether 

any restrictions need to be imposed, if so, the nature of 
restrictions which are to be laid down. 

As per the findings of this study, Manali MC has no capacity left 
to accommodate or sustain additional population/tourist.  
Allowing any construction would mean Govt. is officially 
encouraging and making provisions for more population/tourists. 

In view of above it is recommended to enforce a complete 

ban on construction activities in Manali MC except the 

construction of residential houses for their own 

uses/purpose and government buildings. The construction 

of other types should only be permitted unless and until 

adequate provisions for solid waste management and 

water supply are put in place.” 

 

15. With regard to McLeodganj, a separate report has been 

submitted. After examining various parameters, the Expert 
Committee recommended as follows: 
 
“In view of above it is recommended to enforce a complete 

ban on construction activities in McLeodganj except the 

construction of residential houses for their own uses/pur1 
                                                           
10

  Order dated 29.07.2019 in O.A. No. 635/2017, Ramesh Chand v. State of H.P.  
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and government buildings. The construction of other types 

should only be perm] unless and until adequate provisions 

for solid waste management is put in place.” 

 

20. The three templates of ‘carrying capacity 

assessments’ - two in the present case i.e. Manali and 

Mcleodganj and one in case of Kasauli which was dealt with 

by order of this Tribunal vide order dated 05.10.2018 in Original 

Application No. 218/2017, Society for Preservation of Kasauli 

and its Environs (SPOKE) v. M/s Kasauli Glaxie Resorts, may be 

taken into account by the MoEF&CC and CPCB while 

carrying out further carrying capacity assessments as 

required in terms of orders of this Tribunal”. 

 

 
46. In view of above, it is difficult to uphold sustainability of the project 

in terms of carrying capacity and permissibility of grant of EC without 

a proper assessment which has not been done. 

 

47. Sustainability of the project has been questioned inter-alia having 

regard to deteriorated air and noise quality, underground water level, 

traffic congestion, location close to Northern Ridge, height of the 

building. In Form–I, against the heading Environmental Sensitivity, 

distance from Yamuna is shown to 1.5 km., from Northern Ridge 

Reserve Forest (RF) 0.5 km., interstate boundary is mentioned as 6.5 

km., densely polluted area is 1.5 km., sensitive man made uses are 

mentioned as 0.5 to 2.5 km. Area already subject to pollution is 

mentioned to be none.  It is mentioned that site is in Seismic Zone IV. 

In Form IA, against air environment, it is mentioned contribution of 

vehicle emission will be marginal. It is further stated that there will 

be no significant impact of noise. 

 

48. It has been pointed out by the appellant that University and 100 m. 

from educational institutions having more than 1000 students is 

‘silence zone’ as per Notification dated 03.04.2008.  These factors 
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make the project to be environmentally vulnerable, sensitive and 

critical which aspects have not been duly evaluated. There is no 

serious consideration of these vital environmental issues.  

 

Air Quality, Noise Level and Traffic Congestion 

 

49. As already mentioned, the data furnished by the project proponent 

itself shows that air quality in the area has no carrying capacity to 

permit any additive load in terms ambient air. In absence thereof, 

permitting a project adding to load of pollution will be against the 

Sustainable Development and Precautionary principles which are 

tenets of right to life. Similar is the position with regard to noise levels 

and traffic congestion. On this aspect there is no consideration 

whatsoever by SEIAA/SEAC. EC has been granted mechanically, 

overlooking this crucial aspect. There is no consideration of 

estimation of total existing PM load, estimation of assimilative 

capacity with respect of PM and estimation of supportive capacity 

with respect to PM by SEAC/SEIAA.  

 
Additional load of pollution on account of the project to already 
deteriorated air quality, noise level and traffic congestion 

 
50. Coming to the additional load of pollution on account of added traffic 

on account of the project, traffic report submitted by the project 

proponent in the year 2011 mentioned the estimated traffic data to be 

320 Passenger Car Equivalent (PCU) during peak hour. Report of 

Prof. Geetam Tiwari, IIT Delhi relied upon by the appellant is that 

since the project is for high income group, there will be about 900 

motorized trips. The project may be non-complaint of Transit 

Oriented Development Guidelines (TOD) prepared by DDA. Traffic 
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report 2011 filed by the project proponent mentions volume to the 

capacity of 0.7 but the same will exceed 1.  Since motorized and 

pedestrian traffic and road surrounding the project are running to 

the capacity, any addition on account of the project will be un-

sustainable.   

Second report relied upon by the project proponent of the year 

2018 mention width of Cavalry lane as 24 m. According to the 

appellant, the width of Cavalry lane is 8.5 m.  Similarly width of 

Chhatra Marg is 10.5m and not 24m. The 2018 report mentions 

number of cars to 925 against 1091 cars in 2011 report.  Average 

Daily Traffic (ADT) as per 2003 report is 3484 PCU as against 1844 

PCU in 2011 report. The 2018 report is that traffic volume had 

dipped from 226 PCU to 208 PCU.   

 

Air Pollution Levels in Delhi  
 

51. Delhi is one of the 122 identified non-attainment cities, based on 

ambient air quality data compiled by CPCB with reference to the air 

quality standards under the Air Act, 1981 and EP Act, 1986. This 

Tribunal is considering the remedial action in the matter in O.A. No. 

681/2018. After noting that the identified causes of air pollution 

include vehicular pollution11, industrial and construction sector 

pollution12,  reference was made to the Graded Response Action Plan 

                                                           
11 M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1985)2 SCC 431, M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (2001) 3 SCC 756, 

M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1998) 6 SCC 63, M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (2002) 3 SCC 356, 
M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1998) 6 SCC 60 

12 M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (1997) 2 SCC 353, M.C. Mehta v. Union of India and Shriram 

Foods and Fertilizer Industries and Anr.  (1986) 2 SCC 235, Rural Litigation and Entitlement 

Kendra, Dehradun v. State of U.P. (1985) 2SCC 431, Mohd. Haroon Ansari v. District Collector 

(1998) 6 SCC 60, Union of India v. Union Carbide Co. (1989) 1 SCC 674, M.C. Mehta v. Union of 

India (1992) 4 SCC 256, Sterlite Industries (India) Ltd. etc. v. Union of India & Ors.(2013) 4SCC 
575 , M.C. Mehta v. Union of India (2004) 6 SCC 588, M.C. Mehta v. Kamal Nath (2000)6 SCC 

213 
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(GRAP) notified by the MoEF&CC on 12.01.2017 stipulating specific 

steps for different levels of air quality such as improvement in 

emission and fuel quality and other measures for vehicles, strategies 

to reduce vehicle numbers, non-motorised transport network, 

parking policy, traffic management, closure of polluting power plants 

and industries including brick kilns, control of generator sets, open 

burning, open eateries, road dust, construction dust, etc.13. The 

Tribunal noted that on account of air pollution, India is ranked at 

177 out 180 countries in Environmental Performance Index.14 As per 

the World Air Quality Report, 2019 prepared by IQAir Air Visual, 

Delhi has been reported to be having t worst air quality amongst all 

the capital cities of the World for the 2nd consecutive year.15 It is also 

well known that air pollution contains greenhouse gases which have 

potential to lead to climate change having serious consequences on 

human existence.  The Tribunal noted that air pollution has 

enormous impact on public health particularly children, senior 

citizens and the poor who are more vulnerable. We have already 

noted the data given by the project proponent showing that air 

quality norms are exceeded at the location in question.  The data is of 

the date of application. There is no improvement claimed till date. In 

fact the situation is further deteriorating which is a well known fact. 

 
52. The Tribunal also directed carrying capacity study of all the 102 non-

attainment cities (which number went up to 122) vide order dated 

08.10.2018 and evolving mechanism for review of Master Plans and 

                                                           
13

 S.O.118(E), Notification, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
14

 https://www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/energy-and-environment/india-ranks-177-out-of-180-in-

environmental-performance-index/article22513016.ece 
15

 World Air Quality Report, 2019 prepared by IQAir Air Visual 
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shifting polluting activities identified in a study. Similar directions 

were issued for control of noise pollution.  The Tribunal, vide order 

dated 08.10.2018, directed steps for bringing air quality within 

prescribed norms by taking steps to prevent polluting activities. The 

Tribunal directed that action plans be prepared indicating steps to be 

taken to check different sources of pollution having speedy, definite 

and specific timelines for execution. The Action Plans should be 

consistent with the carrying capacity assessment of the non-

attainment cities in terms of vehicular pollution, industrial emissions 

and population density, extent of construction and construction 

activities etc. Depending upon assessed carrying capacity and source 

apportionment, the authorities may consider the need for regulating 

number of vehicles and their parking and plying, population density, 

extent of construction and construction activities etc. Guidelines may 

accordingly be framed to regulate vehicles and industries in non-

attainment cities in terms of carrying capacity assessment and 

source apportionment. The matter was last reviewed on 20.11.2019 

and further directions were issued for installing sufficient number of 

air quality monitoring stations, completing carrying capacity study, 

reviewing Master Plans to give effect to such study, prepare action 

plans to bring the air pollution and noise pollution within norms, 

carry out afforestation drive, clear legacy waste dump sites and 

finalise emergency response systems etc. The matter is still pending 

further consideration as carrying capacity study reports are awaited. 

This fact is being mentioned to demonstrate that carrying capacity 

assessment is crucial for sustainable development which is integral 

part of right to life guaranteed under the Indian Constitution and any 
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activity beyond such carrying capacity is not permissible. In the 

present case, it has already come on record that there is no carrying 

capacity in the area in terms of air quality to sustain the project in 

question.  

 
53. The Tribunal has also found that at times EC granted subject to 

general conditions of compliance of air, water and other 

environmental norms without effective monitoring mechanism has 

not been found to be effective mitigation of damage to the 

environment.16  

 
High Rise Building  

 

54. We may also consider the grievance against height of the building 

without considering its impact on the environment especially on 

account of closeness to the Ridge. We are of view that restrictions on 

the height of the buildings in such scenarios are inevitable to give 

effect to the Sustainable Development and Precautionary principles. 

In an article titled ‘The Sustainability of Tall Building Developments: 

A Conceptual Framework’ by Kheir-Al-Kodmany, Department of 

Urban Planning and Policy, College of Urban Planning and Public 

Affairs, University of Illinois at Chicago, Chicago, IL 60612, USA, 

published on 05.01.2018, sustainability of tall buildings on account 

of potential for fire incidents, adverse impact on micro climate due to 

                                                           

1. 16 Order dated 22.11.2019 in O.A. No. 837/2018, Sandeep Mittal v. 

MoEF&CC & Ors.  

Para 14. No satisfactory mechanism exists at present, as shown by the 

above affidavit itself.  It is stated that, at present, it takes 4.5 years for 
monitoring which means that for such long period the non-compliance 

continues making mockery of law.  There has to be speedy monitoring and 

speedy action, wherever necessary. There has to be a robust plan for the 

purpose which is the responsibility of the concerned Government 

Departments.  We place on record our disapproval for the present sorry 
state-of-affairs and expect meaningful improvement.  
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wind funneling and turbulence around their bases generation of 

carbon dioxide because of heavy machinery and equipment and 

waste management has been studied. It may be appropriate to refer 

to some of the observations:- 

 

“Fire Incidences 

Tall buildings are prone to massive losses of lives and valuable 
properties caused by fire. High-rise buildings present several 
unique challenges not found in traditional low-rise buildings, 
including greater difficulties for a firefighter to access a 
smoldering high-rise building, longer egress times and distances, 
complex evacuation strategies, and smoke movement and fire 
control. Typical dangers at a fire incidence involve flame, smoke, 
heat, toxic gases, flashover, and backdraft explosions. However, 
the multiple floors of a high-rise building create the cumulative 
effect of needing greater numbers of firefighters to travel great 
vertical distances on stairs to evacuate the building. 
 
Environmental Dimension 

 
Further, tall buildings exert an adverse effect on the microclimate 
due to wind funneling and turbulence around their bases, 
causing discomfort to pedestrians. They cast a shadow on 
nearby buildings, streets, parks, and open spaces, and they 
may obstruct views, reduce access to natural light, and prevent 
natural ventilation. 
 
Energy and Carbon Emission 

 
Also, tall buildings’ construction requires great energy and 
generates considerable carbon dioxide because of operating 
heavy machinery and equipment such as powerful cranes and 
pumps (e.g., pumping water and concrete to upper floors) and 
dump trucks. Transporting building materials from far distances 
(sometimes across the globe) also consumes energy and 
produces immense carbon dioxide. 
 
Bird Collision 

 
Bird-glass collisions are an unfortunate side effect of tall building 
developments throughout the world. Billions of birds perish from 
collisions with glass yearly, making it the second largest human-
made hazard to birds after habitat loss. The U.S. alone is 
responsible for up to a billion birds yearly. To make matters 
worse, countless victim birds belong to already declining 
population species, including Canada Warbler (Cardellina 
Canadensis), Golden-winged Warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera), 
Kentucky Warbler (Geothlypis Formosa), Painted Bunting 
(Passerina ciris), Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) and Worm-
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eating Warbler (Helmitheros vermivorum). Clear and reflective 
glass result in killing birds because birds perceive clear glass as 
an unobstructed passageway; and consequently, they attempt to 
fly through. On the other hand, reflective glass reflects the sky, 
clouds, and nearby vegetation reproducing a perceived habitat 
familiar and attractive to birds. Since the majority of modern tall 
buildings are clad in glass, tall buildings become a prime killer. 
Approximately 98% of flying vertebrates (birds and bats) migrate 
at heights below 500 m (1640 ft), and today, tallest buildings in 
the world reach or come close to the upper limits of bird 
migration paths. Although bird migration happens in fall and 
spring seasons, their collision into tall buildings occurs year-

round [88]. At night, skyscrapers’ lights lure birds in search of 
navigational cues. Birds usually use stars and the moon, and 
illuminated windows often divert them from their original flight 
paths. As such, birds can be attracted to artificially lit tall 
buildings resulting in collisions. This problem manifests on 
evenings of inclement weather, when the cloud’s altitude is low, 
which forces birds to fly at lower heights. Attracted by the 
artificial light rays, some birds collide into the buildings’ facades. 
 
Waste Management 

 
Tall buildings generate large volumes of waste because they 
house large population. On average, the disposal rate of an 
apartment unit is about one ton per year. While this amount of 
waste is not different from a low-rise residential unit, the method 
of waste collection in high-rises is more complicated than that in 
low-rises. One popular disposal method for tall buildings is the 
chute system, which consists of vertical shafts that transfer 
waste to a central location bin in a lower level of the building via 
gravity. Nevertheless, the large amount of waste accumulated on 
the ground floor poses a challenge to management systems.” 
 

 

55. We may note that initially the stand of DDA was that Master Plan of 

Delhi did not allow more than 8 floors. The project proponent filed 

W.P. (C) No. 3135/2010 before the Delhi High Court where the DDA 

repeated the said stand as noted in the order of High Court dated 

07.03.2011.  However, the High Court, considering the argument of 

the project proponent that project proponent will not able to achieve 

adequate coverage which was permissible, directed DDA to consider 

the representation of the project proponent for relaxing the height. 

Thereafter, on 18.05.2011, the DDA made a statement before the 

High Court that there will be no restrictions on the height of project.  
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The environmental issues were however not subject matter of 

consideration in the said proceedings. Even if there is no legal 

restriction on height by development authority de hors environmental 

consideration, environmental sustainability issues, in this context 

which are presently the subject matter of these proceedings, cannot 

be ignored. Assessment of impact of such tall building on the 

environment has to be independently done which has not been done, 

rendering the impugned EC vulnerable on that ground.  

 

Location of the Building – Closeness to Northern Ridge 

56. As per data furnished by the project proponent, the distance of the 

project from the Norther Ridge is within 500 meters. Vide order dated 

30.11.2011 Delhi High Court in W.P. (C) No. 3339 of 2011, Ashok 

Kumar Tanwar v. Union of India, held that clearance of Ridge 

Management Board in required for construction in the Ridge area. 

This view was affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court (2016) 13 SCC 

561, DDA v. Kenneth Builders & Developers Pvt. Ltd. No doubt, in the 

present case, the project is said to be 500 meters away from the 

Ridge and not in the Ridge as such, the impact of development of 

project of such magnitude close to the Ridge, which is a Reserve 

Forest of immense importance and also ecological lifeline of Delhi, 

was required to be considered which has not been done.  

 
57. As already observed, object of requirement for environmental 

clearance is to ensure that no project adversely affecting environment 

comes up. Thus, EC can be granted only after ensuring that project 

will not have adverse impact on environment and not otherwise.  This 

places responsibility on SEIAA and SEAC to conduct meaningful 
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appraisal of impact of the project on the environment. Mitigation 

measures can be prescribed where the project is otherwise viable.  In 

the present case, EC has been granted without adequate appraisal. 

There are conditions for mitigation, including compliance of Water 

Act and Air Act. However, once there is no carrying capacity in terms 

of air quality norms, merely laying down of such general conditions is 

merely a formality and not adequate safeguard.   

 

58. Considering that carrying capacity of the area to sustain such high 

rise building has not been conducted and that the air and noise levels 

are already beyond permissible limits, the building is located very 

close to reserve forest, river Yamuna, premier educational institutions 

and hospitals and areas with high traffic density, we find it difficult to 

hold that there is application of mind in granting the EC. We are of 

the view that sustainability of this project was required to be  

evaluated by undertaking carrying capacity assessment in terms of:- 

 

 Estimation of total Existing PM load (both PM2.5 and PM10). 

 Estimation of total Assimilative Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both 

PM2.5 and PM10). 

 Estimation of total Supportive Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both 

PM2.5 and PM10). 

 
As already observed above, the SEAC has not examined the 

above aspects and also Isopleth of predicted ground level 

concentration of pollutants because of additive effect of such high rise 

project, in terms of  increased traffic load on recipient air has not 

been predicted which vitiates the impugned EC.  We also do not find 
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Windrose diagram of air pollution on record as apparently no 

pollution Windrose analysis has been conducted.    

 
59.  In view of above, we conclude that the EC granted is without 

application of mind.  

 

60.  Re: Issue No. (iii) – Whether case is made out for directions by 
this Tribunal. 

 
In view of our conclusion that the EC has been granted without 

proper evaluation and the project cannot be allowed without such 

proper evaluation about its sustainability or otherwise in the light of 

available data, a case is made for interference by this Tribunal for 

having an evaluation done from an independent Committee of 

experts. As already noted, existing air and noise levels do not permit 

any further additive load in the area, particularly a high rise building 

having adverse impacts on environment, including potential for fire 

incidents, adverse impact on micro climate due to wind funneling and 

turbulence around their bases, generation of particulate matter 

because of heavy machinery and equipment and waste management. 

There will be unmanageable impact on traffic density and adverse 

impact on the flora and fauna and groundwater regime of nearby 

pristine Ridge.  

 As noted earlier, the site in question was originally parking for 

the Metro Station. Once the site becomes a group housing complex, 

the parking which was to be at this site will now be on public roads, 

causing further congestion and consequent pollution. Delhi is already 

grappling with the problem of parking and it is a matter of  common 

knowledge that most of the public roads have been converted into 

parking lots on account of ever increasing number of vehicles without 
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adequate carrying capacity of road infrastructure. Present location is 

equally affected, if not more, as already discussed. 

  
61.  As already mentioned, it is well settled that Sustainable Development 

and Precautionary Principles are part of right to life.17  The same are 

also enforceable under Section 20 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 

2010. The polluting activities have to be prevented for clean 

                                                           
17 (1996) 5 SCC 647 

Para 10. The traditional concept that development and ecology are opposed to each other is no longer acceptable. 
“Sustainable Development” is the answer. In the international sphere, “Sustainable Development” as a concept came to be 

known for the first time in the Stockholm Declaration of 1972. Thereafter, in 1987 the concept was given a definite shape 
by the World Commission on Environment and Development in its report called “Our Common Future”. The Commission 
was chaired by the then Prime Minister of Norway, Ms G.H. Brundtland and as such the report is popularly known as 
“Brundtland Report”. In 1991 the World Conservation Union, United Nations Environment Programme and Worldwide 

Fund for Nature, jointly came out with a document called “Caring for the Earth” which is a strategy for sustainable living. 
Finally, came the Earth Summit held in June 1992 at Rio which saw the largest gathering of world leaders ever in the 
history — deliberating and chalking out a blueprint for the survival of the planet. Among the tangible achievements of the 
Rio Conference was the signing of two conventions, one on biological diversity and another on climate change. These 

conventions were signed by 153 nations. The delegates also approved by consensus three non-binding documents namely, 
a Statement on Forestry Principles, a declaration of principles on environmental policy and development initiatives and 
Agenda 21, a programme of action into the next century in areas like poverty, population and pollution. During the two 

decades from Stockholm to Rio “Sustainable Development” has come to be accepted as a viable concept to eradicate 
poverty and improve the quality of human life while living within the carrying capacity of the supporting ecosystems. 
“Sustainable Development” as defined by the Brundtland Report means “Development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of the future generations to meet their own needs”. We have no hesitation in holding that 

“Sustainable Development” as a balancing concept between ecology and development has been accepted as a part of the 
customary international law though its salient features have yet to be finalised by the international law jurists. 

11. Some of the salient principles of “Sustainable Development”, as culled out from Brundtland Report and other 

international documents, are Inter-Generational Equity, Use and Conservation of Natural Resources, Environmental 
Protection, the Precautionary Principle, Polluter Pays Principle, Obligation to Assist and Cooperate, Eradication of Poverty 
and Financial Assistance to the developing countries. We are, however, of the view that “The Precautionary Principle” and 

“The Polluter Pays Principle” are essential features of “Sustainable Development”. The “Precautionary Principle” — in the 
context of the municipal law — means: 

(i) Environmental measures — by the State Government and the statutory authorities — must anticipate, prevent 

and attack the causes of environmental degradation. 

(ii) Where there are threats of serious and irreversible damage, lack of scientific certainty should not be used as a 

reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation. 

(iii) The “onus of proof” is on the actor or the developer/industrialist to show that his action is environmentally 

benign. 

Para 13 The Precautionary Principle and the Polluter Pays Principle have been accepted as part of the law of the land. 
Article 21 of the Constitution of India guarantees protection of life and personal liberty. Articles 47, 48-A and 51-A(g) of the 

Constitution are as under: 

“47. Duty of the State to raise the level of nutrition and the standard of living and to improve public health.—The 

State shall regard the raising of the level of nutrition and the standard of living of its people and the improvement of 

public health as among its primary duties and, in particular, the State shall endeavour to bring about prohibition of 
the consumption except for medicinal purposes of intoxicating drinks and of drugs which are injurious to health. 

48-A. Protection and improvement of environment and safeguarding of forests and wildlife.—The State shall 

endeavour to protect and improve the environment and to safeguard the forests and wildlife of the country. 

51-A. (g) to protect and improve the natural environment including forests, lakes, rivers and wildlife, and to have 

compassion for living creatures.” 

Apart from the constitutional mandate to protect and improve the environment there are plenty of post-independence 

legislations on the subject but more relevant enactments for our purpose are: the Water (Prevention and Control of 
Pollution) Act, 1974 (the Water Act), the Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1981 (the Air Act) and the 
Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 (the Environment Act). The Water Act provides for the constitution of the Central 
Pollution Control Board by the Central Government and the constitution of the State Pollution Control Boards by various 

State Governments in the country. The Boards function under the control of the Governments concerned. The Water Act 
prohibits the use of streams and wells for disposal of polluting matters. It also provides for restrictions on outlets and 
discharge of effluents without obtaining consent from the Board. Prosecution and penalties have been provided which 
include sentence of imprisonment. The Air Act provides that the Central Pollution Control Board and the State Pollution 

Control Boards constituted under the Water Act shall also perform the powers and functions under the Air Act. The main 
function of the Boards, under the Air Act, is to improve the quality of the air and to prevent, control and abate air pollution 
in the country. We shall deal with the Environment Act in the latter part of this judgment. 
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environment, particularly right to breathe fresh air. Citizens of Delhi 

are already facing threat to their health on account of air, noise and 

other pollution. No additive load thereto can be permitted by such 

unviable mega project. 

 
62.   While prima facie the project does not appear to be viable for the 

reasons already mentioned, we are of the view that least which ought 

to be done is to suspend the EC, consequential Consent to Establish 

and further activities of the project proponent and have an 

independent evaluation conducted in the interest of environment and 

public health.  

 

We have already noted the stand taken by the DPCC that 

SEIAA is not functional and DPCC is only a secretariat for SEIAA 

without any SEIAA member available. Thus, the evaluation will now 

have to be done by an independent Committee to ascertain viability of 

the project having regard to the existing environmental status and 

realistic impact of the project on the recipient environment, including 

in terms of the ambient air quality.  

 

The assessment may be made independent of the observations 

made herein above within two months from today. 

 

  The Committee will comprise a senior representative of 

MOEF&CC; a senior scientist from the Indian Council of Forestry 

Research and Education, Dehradun; a scientist/engineer from the 

Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; a senior scientist/engineer 

from the Central Pollution Control Board; a representative of National 

Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of India; representative of 

School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi,  senior scientists on 
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each from Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, Dehradun, G.B. 

Pant Institute, Almora and IIT Kanpur. The Nodal Agency for 

compliance and coordination will be Member Secretary, CPCB. First 

meeting of the Committee may be held preferably within two weeks 

from today.  The Registry may furnish a copy of complete set of 

paperbook to the Member Secretary, CPCB forthwith.  

 

Interim order dated 03.02.2020 restraining the project 

proponent from proceeding with any further activity will continue till 

the next date.  

  

A copy of this order be sent to Secretary, MOEF&CC; Director 

General, Indian Council of Forestry Research and Education, 

Dehradun; the Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi; the Central 

Pollution Control Board; National Disaster Management Authority, 

Govt. of India; School of Planning and Architecture, New Delhi, Wadia 

Institute of Himalayan Geology, Dehradun, G.B. Pant Institute, 

Almora and IIT Kanpur by e-mail so that their representatives are 

nominated immediately.  

 

List for further consideration on 09.07.2020. 

 

 

Adarsh Kumar Goel, CP 
 
 

S.P Wangdi, JM 
 

   
   Dr. Nagin Nanda, EM 

 

 
Siddhanta Das, EM 

February 27, 2020 
Appeal No. 112/2018 
A 
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Annexure-II  

List of Participants in the Meeting 

 

First meeting of the Committee in the matter of Appeal No. 112/2018 titled as University of 

Delhi Vs. Ministry of Environment Forest and Climate Change & Ors. 

 

Venue: Conference Hall, 2nd Floor, CPCB, Delhi   Date: 13th March, 2020    

   

Sl. 
No. 

Name & Designation Organization  

1.  Dr. Prashant Gargava, 
Member Secretary 

Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi 

2.  Dr. Vinod K. Singh, Scientist ‘E’ Ministry of Environment, Forests & Climate 
Change,  
Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, Jorbagh Road, New 
Delhi – 110003 
 

3.  Mr. N. Bala, Scientist ‘F’ Indian Council of Forestry Research and 
Education,  
P.O. - New Forest, Dehradun - 248 006  
 

4.  Mr. Jyothi Kumar Nalli, 
Scientist ‘D’ 

Central Ground Water Board,  
Bhujal Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001 
 

5.  Dr. Meenakshi Dhote,  
HOD-LA, 

Delhi School of Planning and Architecture 
4-Block-B, Indraprastha Estate, New Delhi- 
 

6.  Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist ‘E’ G. B. Pant Institute, Almora, 
Kosi-Katarmal, Almora, Uttarakhand 263643 

 

7.  Dr. Mukesh Sharma, Professor 

 
Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, 
Kalyanpur, Kanpur, UP – 208016 
(Attended through Video Conferencing) 

8.  Mr. Rajesh Debroy, Sct ‘E’ Central Pollution Control Board 

9.  Mrs. Divya Sinha, AD Central Pollution Control Board 
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Central Pollution Control Board 
Urban Pollution Control Division-I 

Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar, Delhi-110032 
 

Minutes of Meeting  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
In the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme Court 
titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi &Ors. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Meeting date & time : July 08, 2020 at 3:00 PM onwards through Video 

Conferencing.   
  
Agenda : In compliance with Hon’ble Supreme Court’s Order 

dated 10.06.2020, to give opportunity of preliminary 
hearing to M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of 
Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation before the 
Committee constituted by the Hon’ble NGT in the matter 
of Appeal No. 112/2018 titled as University of Delhi Vs. 
Ministry of Environment Forest and Climate Change & 
Ors. 

 
Participants : The list of Committee Members and Representatives of 

M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of Delhi and 
Delhi Metro Rail Corporation attended the meeting  is 
enclosed as Annexure-I. 

 
Member Secretary, CPCB - the Nodal Agency for compliance and coordination in 

this matter welcomed all the participants. After introduction, Member Secretary, CPCB 
briefed about Order dated 10.06.2020 issued by Hon’ble Supreme Court and requested 
M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation 
to present their views/submissions before the Committee. There were no time 
restrictions for making presentation to allow adequate opportunity for hearing.  

 
Representatives of M/s Young Builders Private Ltd. made a presentation before the 

Committee and informed about the project, Permissions/Approvals obtained and 
measures proposed to be taken during construction and Operational phases (post 
construction stages)  to maintain environmental compliance. They also claimed that, all 
the necessary permissions have been obtained by them to carry out their Project Work 
and necessary studies have also been conducted.    

 
Representative of University of Delhi objected to the nomination of Dr. Meenakshi 

Dhote, School of Planning & Architecture, New Delhi on grounds that she was also a 
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Member of the State Environmental Assessment Committee, which had granted 
environmental clearance to the project. It also sought another date in the next week for 
making their presentation.  

 
Representatives of Delhi Metro Rail Corporation (DMRC) also attended the 

hearing and presented about history of the title and land-use of the land in question, 
sale-contract with M/s YBPL. DMRC also stated that it supports M/S YBPL’ 
submissions. It is stated by them that the project is in public interest and its execution 
has been delayed significantly resulting in project cost has also been increased.    

 
After hearing of M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of Delhi and Delhi 

Metro Rail Corporation, members deliberated and agreed on following: 
 

1. M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail 
Corporation Relevant may be requested to provide relevant papers to all the 
Members of the Committee. CPCB shall circulate the documents, already receive 
by it from all the three parties among the Members. 
 

2. Members will send list of documents/papers, additional information, etc. that 
may be required for deliberations.  
 

3. With regard to continuity of Mrs. Meenakshi Dhote as a member of the 
Committee, members opined that she is a respectable professional, who has been 
nominated by Director, School of Planning and Architecture, and not serving as 
Chairperson or Coordinator. Besides, the Committee also includes other Experts 
as Members. As such, she may continue. However, CPCB may seek opinion from 
its legal department on the issue.    

 
4. As requested by Delhi University, another opportunity of hearing / presentation 

before the Committee will be given to them on 13.07.2020 at 4:00 onwards. 
 

5. Committee Members may visit the proposed project site after completion of 
hearing and submission of papers by the parties.   
 
Meeting ended with the vote of thanks to the members. 
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Annexure-I  
List of Participants in the Meeting 

 
Meeting in the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme 
Court titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi & Ors.  
 
Venue: Through Video Conferencing  Date: July 08, 2020 at 3:00 PM onwards 
 
Sl. 
No. 

Name & Designation Organization  

1.  Dr. Prashant Gargava, 
Member Secretary 

Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi 

2.  Dr. Vinod K. Singh, 
Scientist ‘E’ 

Ministry of Environment, Forests & Climate Change,  
Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, Jorbagh Road, New Delhi – 
110003 

3.  Mr. Surinder Kumar 
Juneja 

Central Ground Water Board,  
Bhujal Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001 

4.  Representative National Disaster Management Authority, Govt. of 
India, NDMA Bhawan, A-1, Safdarjung Enclave, New 
Delhi – 110029 

5.  Dr. Meenakshi Dhote,  
HOD-LA, 

Delhi School of Planning and Architecture 
4-Block-B, Indraprastha Estate, New Delhi-110002 
 

6.  Mr. Vikram Gupta Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, 33 GMS Road, 
Dehradun - 248001, India 

7.  Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist 
‘E’ 

G. B. Pant Institute, Almora, 
Kosi-Katarmal, Almora, Uttarakhand 263643 

8.  Dr. Mukesh Sharma, 
Professor 

Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, Kalyanpur, 
Kanpur, UP – 208016 

9.  Mr. N.K. Gupta, AD & 
DH-UPC-I 

Central Pollution Control Board 

10.  Mr. Rejendra Bhola, 
Mr. Yashpal singh 

Young Builders Private Ltd., Regd. Off. 43, Babar Road, 
Bengali Market, New Delhi - 110001 

11.  Mr. Sanjay Upadhyay, 
Mr. Vipin Tiwary 

University of Delhi, 5, Cavalry Lane, University of 
Delhi, Delhi – 110007 

12.  Mr. Tarun Johri, 
Mr. Sanjay Kute 

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd., Metro Bhawan Fire 
Brigade Lane, Barakhamba Road, New Delhi - 110001 
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Central Pollution Control Board 
Urban Pollution Control Division-I 

Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar, Delhi-110032 
 

Minutes of Meeting  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
In the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme Court 
titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi &Ors. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Meeting date & time : July14, 2020 at 4:00 PM onwards through Video 

Conferencing.   
  
Agenda : In compliance with Hon’ble Supreme Court’s Order 

dated 10.06.2020, to give opportunity of preliminary 
hearing to ‘University of Delhi’ before the Committee 
constituted by the Hon’ble NGTin the matter of Appeal 
No. 112/2018 titled as University of Delhi Vs. Ministry of 
Environment Forest and Climate Change & Ors. 

 
Participants : List of Committee Members having attended the meeting  

is enclosed as Annexure - I. 
 

2nd meeting of the Committee was convened on 14.07.2020 through video 
conference to give preliminary hearing to the Delhi University.  
 

Member Secretary, CPCB welcomed the participants. It was informed that the 
representative of Delhi University did not join and had sent communication that with 
regard to their objection on continuity of Prof MeenakshiDhote, representative of the 
School of Planning & Architecture, Delhi, as mentioned in the previous meeting, the 
University of Delhi has filed an IA (Interlocutory Application) before Hon’ble NGT against 
nomination & continuation of Prof MeenakshiDhote.  

 
The matter was discussed by the Committee and following was agreed: 
 
1. The Committee may wait till the outcome of the hearing of IA filed by 

University of Delhi by the Hon’ble NGT. 
 

2. The matter may be brought to the knowledge of the Director, School of 
Planning and Architecture, Delhi for his information and necessary action in the 
matter. 

 
Meeting ended with the vote of thanks to the members. 
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Annexure-I  
List of Participants in the Meeting 

 
Meeting in the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme 
Court titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi &Ors. 
 
Venue:Through Video Conferencing  Date: July14, 2020 at 4:00 PM onwards 
 
Sl. 
No. 

Name & Designation Organization  

1.  Dr. PrashantGargava, Member 
Secretary, CPCB, Delhi  

Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi 

2.  Mr. N. Bala, Scientist ‘F Índian Council of Forestry Researh and 
Education, P.O. – New Forest, Dehradun-
248006 

3.  Mr. Surinder Kumar Juneja Central Ground Water Board,  
BhujalBhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001 

4.  Dr. MeenakshiDhote,  
HOD-LA, 

Delhi School of Planning and Architecture 
4-Block-B, Indraprastha Estate, New Delhi-
110002 

5.  Mr. Vikram Gupta Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, 33 GMS 
Road, Dehradun - 248001, India 

6.  Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist ‘E’ G. B. Pant Institute, Almora, 
Kosi-Katarmal, Almora, Uttarakhand 263643 

7.  Dr. Mukesh Sharma, Professor Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, 
Kalyanpur, Kanpur, UP – 208016 
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Central Pollution Control Board 
Urban Pollution Control Division-I 

Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar, Delhi-110032 
 

Minutes of Meeting  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
In the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme Court 
titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi & Ors. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Meeting date & time : August 05, 2020 at 4:30 PM onwards through Video 

Conferencing.   
  
Agenda : In compliance with Hon’ble Supreme Court’s Order dated 

10.06.2020, to give opportunity of preliminary hearing to 
‘University of Delhi’ before the Committee constituted by 
the Hon’ble NGT in the matter of Appeal No. 112/2018 
titled as University of Delhi Vs. Ministry of Environment 
Forest and Climate Change & Ors. 

 
Participants : List of Committee Members having attended the meeting  

is enclosed as Annexure. 
 

3rd meeting of the Committee was convened on 05.08.2020 through video 
conferencing to give preliminary hearing to the Delhi University and discuss future 
course of action.  
 

Member Secretary, CPCB welcomed the Members. It was informed to the Committee 
that a communication, in consultation with the members, was sent to the Delhi University 
requesting for personal hearing on 5.08.2020, else Committee may proceed, based on the 
available written submissions, for timely completion of the assignment. Further, Delhi 
University expressed their inability to attend the meeting and communicated the 
following: 

  
i. IA (Interlocutory Application) filed before Hon’ble NGT against nomination & 

continuation of Prof Meenakshi Dhote has been registered on 17.07.2020. 
However, it is still not taken up by Hon’ble NGT and awaited.  

ii. Reiterated their objection on continuity of Prof Meenakshi Dhote, representative 
of the School of Planning & Architecture, Delhi, as already mentioned in the 
meeting dated 08.07.2020 and communication dated 14.07.2020.  
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iii. University of Delhi has requested for postponing of this meeting till the issue is 
decided by Hon’ble NGT.  

  
The matter was discussed by the Committee and following action points were agreed:  
 
1. Committee shall abide by the Order of the Hon’ble Tribunal on hearing of IA 

filed by University of Delhi. However, meantime, the Committee may continue 
its proceedings in the matter for completion of task on-time. 

2. Site visit may be held on 17.08.2020 at 11:00 AM onwards by the Members of the 
Committee staying in Delhi. 

3. Area within five km radius of the project site may be considered for examining 
available data on various environmental parameters, such as air quality, water 
quality, ground water levels, waste management plans during construction stage 
and post construction stage, etc., .though, as informed by the representative of 
MoEFCC, impact zone is defined only for the projects covered under A category. 
The present project fall under B category.  

4. Information/data so far furnished by University of Delhi, Young Builders Private 
Limited and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation may again be circulated to the 
members by CPCB. Members will provide inputs regarding issues required to be 
examined along with requirement of data, documents, etc. to CPCB latest by 
11.08.2020.   
 

Meeting ended with the vote of thanks to the members. 
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List of Participants in the Meeting 

 
Meeting in the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme 
Court titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi & Ors.  
 
Venue: Through Video Conferencing  Date: August 05, 2020 at 4:30 PM onwards 

 
 
Sl. 
No. 

Name & Designation Organization  

1.  Dr. Prashant Gargava,  
Member Secretary, CPCB, Delhi  

Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi 

2.  Dr. Vinod K. Singh, Scientist ‘E’ Ministry of Environment, Forests & Climate 
Change 

3.  Mr. N. Bala, Scientist ‘F Índian Council of Forestry Researh and 
Education, Dehradun 

4.  Mr. Jyothi Kumar Central Ground Water Board,  
Bhujal Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad – 121001 
 

5.  Mr. Javed Iqbal National Disaster Management Authority0 

6.  Dr. Meenakshi Dhote,  
HOD-LA, 

Delhi School of Planning and Architecture 
 

7.  Mr. Vikram Gupta Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, 33 GMS 
Road, Dehradun - 248001, India 
 

8.  Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist ‘E’ G. B. Pant Institute, Almora, 
Kosi-Katarmal, Almora, Uttarakhand 263643 
 

9.  Dr. Mukesh Sharma, Professor Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, 
Kalyanpur, Kanpur, UP – 208016 
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Central Pollution Control Board 
Urban Pollution Control Division-I 

Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar, Delhi-110032 
 

Minutes of 5th Meeting  
 
Meeting date & time : October 08, 2020 at 5:00 PM onwards.  
Mode of the Meeting  : Through Video Conferencing  
  
Agenda : In compliance with Hon’ble Supreme Court’s Order 

dated 10.06.2020, to give further opportunity of hearing to 
M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of Delhi and 
Delhi Metro Rail Corporation before the Committee 
constituted by the Hon’ble NGT in the matter of Appeal 
No. 112/2018 titled as University of Delhi Vs. Ministry of 
Environment Forest and Climate Change & Ors. before 
submitting final Reports before Hon’ble Tribunal. 

 
Participants : The list of Committee Members and Representatives of 

Appellant having attended the meeting is enclosed as 
Annexure. 

 
Background: 
 

With Reference to Hon’ble Supreme Court Order dated 10.06.2020 in the matter 
of Civil Appeal No. 2485 of 2020 titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs 
University of Delhi & Ors. and Hon’ble NGT’s Order of hearing dated 10.02.2020 and 
uploaded on 27.02.2020 in the matter of Hon’ble NGT Appeal No. 112/2018 titled as 
University of Delhi Vs. Ministry of Environment Forest and Climate Change & Ors. 
meeting of the Committee was convened on 08.10.2020 through Video Conferencing to 
give further opportunity of hearing to M/s Young Builders Private Ltd., University of 
Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail Corporation before the Committee before submitting final 
Reports by the Committee before Hon’ble Tribunal. 

 
Record of the Proceedings: 
 

Member Secretary, CPCB welcomed the Members and Representatives of 
Appellant and Respondents. It was observed that the Representative of University of 
Delhi has not preferred to attend the hearing. After introduction of representatives, 
Member Secretary, CPCB briefed about objective of the meeting. The list of documents 
submitted by the appellant and Respondents to the Committee were presented and 
displayed in the meeting. Thereafter, M/s Young Builders Private Ltd. and Delhi Metro 
Rail Corporation were requested to present their views/submissions before the 
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Committee, if any, and also confirm that the documents / representation made by them 
are in order.  

 
Representatives of M/s Young Builders Private Ltd. informed about the project and 

claimed as follows :  

 Necessary permissions have been obtained by them to carry out the Project 
Work.  

 Necessary studies have been conducted and measures will be taken during 
construction and Operational phases (post construction stages) to maintain 
environmental compliance like air quality and waste management.  

 They also requested the Committee for early disposal of the matter.  
 
After their presentation, following quarries have been raised by the Committee to 

the M/s YBPL. 

 Site distance from the sensitive and seismic zone. 

 Design considerations by the builder to make the project earthquake resistant 
and whether the design is in line with ISO specifications.  

 Duration of the construction phase 

 Demand and source of water during construction phase on daily basis or for 
completion of total project and on which basis supplier had been requested 
to supply the same amount of water. 

 

The M/s YBPL representative stated that, the most of the information with regard to 

above queries are available in Form I submitted by them and for remaining they will send the 

information to the Committee as early as possible. 

Representatives of Delhi Metro Rail Corporation (DMRC) also attended the 
hearing and informed about background of the proposed project and designated use of 
the land in question, sale-contract with M/s YBPL. It is stated by them that the project is 
in public interest and its execution has been delayed and requested the Committee for 
early finalization of its report.  

M/s YBPL and M/s  DMRC confirmed that the set of documents submitted by 
them are in order.     

 
After availing the opportunity of hearing, M/s Young Builders Private Ltd. and 

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation left the meeting. The committee members discussed the 
matter further and agreed on following: 

 
1. The Committee members shall intimate about requirement of additional data if 

necessary by 12.10.2020 so that the Appellant and Respondent cab be requested 
accordingly.  
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2. Members shall forward their views /remarks in the matter especially with 
regard to their expertise on priority preferably by 16.10.2020 so that the report 
can be submitted timely.   
 
Meeting ended with the vote of thanks to the members. 

 
******************************* 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Annexure  
List of Participants in the Meeting 

 

103

1775



Meeting in the Matter of CIVIL APPEAL NO. 2485 OF 2020 before Hon’ble Supreme 
Court titled as “M/s. Young Builders Private Ltd. Vs University of Delhi & Ors.  
 
Venue: Through Video Conferencing Date: October 08, 2020 at 5:00 PM onwards 
 
Sl. 
No. 

Name & Designation Organization  

1.  Dr. Prashant Gargava, 
Member Secretary 

Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi 

2.  Mr. Sahidul Haque, Scientist Central Ground Water Board,  
Bhujal Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001 

3.  Dr. Meenakshi Dhote,  
HOD-LA, 

Delhi School of Planning and Architecture 
4-Block-B, Indraprastha Estate, New Delhi-110002 

4.  Dr. Vikram Gupta Wadia Institute of Himalayan Geology, 33 GMS 
Road, Dehradun - 248001, India 

5.  Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist ‘E’ G. B. Pant Institute, Almora, 
Kosi-Katarmal, Almora, Uttarakhand 263643 

6.  Dr. Mukesh Sharma, 
Professor 

Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, 
Kalyanpur, Kanpur, UP – 208016 

7.  Mr. Satish Bansal, 
Ms. Tripti Bansal 
Mr. Balram Chaudhary 
Mr. Shubhankar 

Young Builders Private Ltd., Regd. Off. 43, Babar 
Road, Bengali Market, New Delhi - 110001 

8.  Mr. G. K. Bansal, GM 
Dr. Singh, Advocate 

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd., Metro 
Bhawan Fire Brigade Lane, Barakhamba Road, 
New Delhi – 110001 

9.  Mr. N.K. Gupta, AD & DH-

UPC-I 

Central Pollution Control Board 
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Minutes of Sixth Meeting of the Committee Constituted to evaluate viability of group 

housing project by M/s. Young Builders (P) Ltd., in the matter appeal no. 112/ 2018 

December 01, 2020, through Video Conferencing 

 

Agenda – Finalization of rapid indicative environment assessment report evaluating viability of group 

housing complex project by M/s Young Builders (P) Ltd. at Cavalry Lane, University of Delhi 

 

Member Secretary, CPCB welcomed the participants and informed that the draft rapid indicative 

environment assessment report evaluating viability of group housing complex project by M/s Young 

Builders (P) Ltd. at Cavalry Lane, University of Delhi was circulated for comments and inputs were 

received from Members of the Committee.  

 

The draft report was presented and after detailed discussion following was agreed,  
 

 The members agreed that the project seems viable as environmental impacts, including impact on 

traffic congestion and urban infrastructure/services, are minimal/nominal. 

 The population per household will be calculated as per census data for Delhi ranging between 4.6 – 

4.9 persons per household. An average value of 4.75 persons per household will be considered. 

 It was confirmed that Delhi Fire safety approval has been obtained by the project proponent.   

 It was opined that project being high rise residential building, the fire safety norms should strictly 

be followed and proper implementation ensured by project proponents.  
 

It was agreed that following suggestions of the committee will be incorporated in the final report,  
 

o The project proponent must ensure that all necessary approvals have been obtained and are valid. 

o Since the project area is part of groundwater discharge zone, it is advised to restrict construction 

to one underground basement and one stilt parking, instead of the proposed two. The parking plan 

may accordingly be revised and necessary approvals obtained.   

o An undertaking may be submitted that no groundwater will be extracted during the construction 

phase.  

o NOC may be obtained from the District Advisory Committee on Ground Water of Govt. of NCT 

Delhi before dewatering during construction.   

o An inlet digital flow meter shall be installed at DJB freshwater supply line.  

o All environmental norms should be strictly adhered to during construction and occupancy phase 

of the project. 

**** 
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REPORT ON FOUNDATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Project: Proposed Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro 
        Station, New Delhi 

17.04.2018 

1. Preamble: 

M/s. Young Builders Private Limited, New Delhi is proposing a project in New Delhi. The 

proposed project consists of five multi storied high rise towers (Towers A, B, C, D and 

E) and EWS flats. All the towers including EWS flats have the structural configuration of  

2 B + G + 38 upper floors. 

M/s. Young Builders Private Limited, New Delhi requested the undersigned to review 

the soil investigation reports and give optimum recommendations for foundations.  

A note on foundation recommendations was communicated vide email dated 

29.03.2018. See Annexure 1 for soft copy of the same. 

This report gives the foundation recommendations for the proposed towers and EWS 

flats including safe bearing capacity and settlement calculations. 

2. Review of soil investigation report: 

Soil investigations for the proposed project were carried out by M/s. Rao Engineering 

Enterprises, New Delhi. We have reviewed the soil investigation report titled “Soil 

Investigation work for proposed project “Group Housing project at Vishwavidyalaya 

metro station”, New Delhi”. Soft copy of the soil report is given in Annexure 2. 

Total 10 boreholes (BH 1 to BH 10) have been carried out. Boreholes BH 1, BH 2, BH 3 

and BH 4 have been explored upto a depth of 40 m and BH 5, BH 6, BH 7, BH 8 and 

BH 9 is upto 30 m and BH 10 is upto 20 m below Existing Ground Level (EGL).   

The bore logs are given in Enclosure 1. 

The soil strata predominantly consists of silty sand and sandy silt.  
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The soil investigations were carried out in May 2009. There is a large variation between 

boreholes in terms of Standard Penetration Test (SPT) N values. In view of this, 

confirmatory soil investigations were recommended.  

3. Confirmatory Soil Investigations: 

Confirmatory soil investigations have been carried out by M/s. Ground Engineering Ltd, 

New Delhi in February 2018. We have reviewed the confirmatory soil investigation 

report titled “Soil investigation & soil analysis for Group Housing project near 

Viswavidyalaya Metro Station for Young Builders, New Delhi”. Soft copy of the soil 

report is given in Annexure 3. 

 
 Three confirmatory boreholes (NBH 1, NBH 2 and NBH 3) have been carried out. All 

the three boreholes have been explored upto a depth of 40.45 m below EGL.  

 
The confirmatory bore logs are given in Enclosure 2. 
 
The soil strata predominantly consists of sandy silt and gravelly silt. 

4. Ground Water Table (GWT): 

GWT was encountered at depths ranging from 7.5 m to 7.7 m below EGL during the 

initial soil investigations carried out in May 2009. GWT was encountered in the 

confirmatory boreholes carried out in February 2018 at depths ranging from 8.45 m to 

10.2 m below EGL. It is likely that the GWT has gone down during the last 9 years. 

5. The Structure and Relevant Boreholes: 

The proposed group housing project consists of 5 towers viz., Tower A, B, C, D and E 

and EWS flats. All towers & EWS flats have the structural configuration of 2B + Ground 

floor + 38 upper floors. 

The relevant boreholes Tower-wise are: 

 Tower A - NBH 1  

Tower B - BH 1, BH 6 and NBH 2  

Tower C - BH 3 
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Tower D - BH 7  

Tower E - BH 4, BH 8 and NBH 3  

EWS flats - BH 9 

A site plan showing location of the towers and boreholes is given in Enclosure 3. 

The finished floor level of lowest basement (2nd basement) is 10.05 m. See Enclosure 4 

for the section showing the finished floor level.  

6. Shear Strength Parameters considered in our Foundation Analysis:  
 

In the initial soil report (M/s. Rao Engineering Enterprises, New Delhi), the reported 

shear strength parameters are inappropriate. Taking into account all the data presented 

in the soil report, in particular, the SPT N value and based on our prior experience in 

similar strata conditions in the National Capital Region (NCR), we have considered the 

shear strength parameters as given below: 

 For silty sand layers, angle of internal friction (ϕ) has been obtained from Figure 1 of 

IS: 6403 – 1981, based on average corrected SPT N. However, on a conservative 

side, the value of angle of internal friction is limited to 320. 

 For sandy silt and gravelly silt layers, angle of internal friction (ϕ) considered as 300, 

on a conservative side. 

 Bulk unit weight of soil (Ɣ) is considered as 18 kN/m3 as given in the soil report. 

 
7. Foundation Analysis: 
 
The undersigned carried out an independent assessment of the soil investigation results 

(field and laboratory tests) presented in the reports by M/s. Rao Engineering 

Enterprises, New Delhi and M/s. Ground Engineering Ltd, New Delhi. The purpose of 

this assessment is to arrive at an economical foundation system, which fully satisfies 

the bearing capacity and settlement criteria. 
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7.1 Methodology adopted for foundation analysis: 
 

Allowable bearing capacity is calculated as per IS: 6403 – 1981.  

Allowable bearing capacity is the lowest of: 

(i) Net safe bearing capacity  

(ii) The net soil pressure that can be imposed on the base with settlements not 

exceeding the permissible value of 75 mm for rafts resting on sandy soils as per  

IS: 1904 - 1986.  

On the other hand, as per IS: 16700 – 2017 (Tall structures code), the maximum 

vertical settlement may be relaxed to 125 mm in case of raft foundations, subject to 

maximum angular distortion of raft not exceeding 1 / 500.  

 
7.1.1 Net Safe Bearing Capacity: 

 
The average corrected SPT N value is calculated by considering effective depth from 

founding level to 1.5 times the width of foundation. If average SPT N corrected  

is ≤ 10, Local Shear Failure (LSF) is to be considered. If average SPT N corrected is  

≥ 30, General Shear Failure (GSF) is to be considered. If 10 ≤ average SPT N corrected 

≤ 30, then linear interpolation between LSF and GSF is to be done.  

The ultimate net bearing capacity (UBC) of shallow foundation based on shear criteria is 

calculated using the formula given in IS: 6403 – 1981. 

Ultimate Net Bearing Capacity as per General Shear Failure criteria is given by,  

                       (    )                               

Ultimate Net Bearing Capacity as per Local Shear Failure criteria is given by, 

Net UBC =   WidSNBidSNqidSCN qqqqcccc  111

2

1
1

3

2
  

Where,  

    =  Cohesion, kN/m2 

    =  Effective overburden pressure, kN/m2 
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    =  Width of the foundation, m 

    =  Bulk Unit weight of soil, kN/m3 

            
 =  Bearing capacity factors for general shear failure 

                =         Bearing capacity factors for local shear failure 

            
 =  Shape factors 

            
 =  Depth factors 

    = Water table correction factor 

The net safe bearing capacity is determined by dividing the ultimate net bearing 

capacity with a factor of safety of 2.5. 

7.1.2 Net Soil Pressure / Safe Bearing Pressure: 

The requirement is that the settlements are to be within the permissible settlements. As 

per IS: 1904 – 1986, the permissible settlements for rafts resting on sandy soils are 

75 mm. However, as per IS: 16700 – 2017 (Tall structures code), the maximum vertical 

settlement may be relaxed to 125 mm in raft foundations, subject to maximum angular 

distortion of raft not exceeding 1 / 500.  

Settlements are calculated as per “IS: 8009 (Part 1) - 1976 (Reaffirmed 1998) - Code of 

practice for calculations of settlements of shallow foundations subjected to symmetrical 

static vertical loads” based on soil profile from boreholes. For the purpose of calculation 

of settlements, net bearing pressure is considered as the loading from the foundation on 

the soil.  

The increase in pressure due to foundation load at different layers is calculated from 

Figure 18 of IS: 8009 (Part 1) - 1976, which gives influence factor for uniformly loaded 

rectangular area (Boussinesq theory). 

The settlements are given by the equation: 

Settlement, S  =  (σz / Es) X H 

σz   = Pressure increase at middle of the layer 
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H    = Thickness of the layer 

Es   =  Soil modulus  

σz is calculated from the following formulae, 

σz   = 4 x p x IB 

p   = Net Bearing Pressure  

IB   = Influence factor, a function of L / Z and B / Z    
    (Fig: 18 of IS: 8009) 

L   = Length of the foundation / 2  

B   =  Width of the foundation / 2 

Z                       = Depth from the founding level to the middle of each layer.   
 
For settlement calculations, the layers upto 1.5 times the width of raft from base of raft 

is considered. Boreholes BH 1 to BH 4 have been explored upto 40 m depth. Beyond  

40 m depth, it is assumed that the same strata will continue till the zone of influence (1.5 

times width of raft). Boreholes BH 5 to BH 9 have been explored upto 30 m depth. 

Beyond 30 m depth, it is assumed that the same strata will continue till the zone of 

influence (1.5 times width of raft). Boreholes NBH 1 to NBH 3 have been explored upto 

40 m depth. Beyond 40 m depth, it is assumed that the same strata will continue till the 

zone of influence (1.5 times width of raft). 

After calculating the settlements for each layer, depth factor correction (Fig. 12 of  

IS: 8009 (Part 1) - 1976) and the rigidity factor correction (Ref: Clause 9.5.2 of IS: 8009, 

(Part 1) - 1976) have been applied for estimating the final settlements.  

7.2 Soil Modulus Es: 

For a given loading condition, the soil modulus Es of the strata will govern the 

settlements. Based on our extensive experience, we find that soil modulus for cohesion-

less soils obtained based on correlation between SPT N and Es given by Schultze and 

Muhs is more appropriate. This correlation is based on actual settlement observations 
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of structures and back calculations. Some footing load tests have also confirmed the 

validity of this correlation. 

Schultze and Muhs curve (Enclosure 5) gives the correlation only upto SPT N value of 

50.  

For SPT N > 50, we have extrapolated and used the following equation: 

Es = Es for N = 50 + {(N – 50) * 87.5} in t/m2 

This is on the conservative side, because as the soil becomes denser i.e. SPT N higher 

and higher, the soil becomes less and less compressible.  

7.3 Sub-grade Modulus: 

For settlement calculations, net bearing pressure is to be used, because upto the 

overburden pressure there will be negligible settlements. By definition, sub-grade 

modulus is the ratio of average net base pressure to settlement. However, in the 

structural analysis of the raft, the gross bearing pressure is applied. In view of this,  

sub-grade modulus is calculated as the ratio of gross bearing pressure to settlement.  

8. Foundation Recommendations: 

The proposed group housing project consists of 5 towers viz., Tower A, B, C, D and E 

and EWS flats. All towers & EWS flats have the structural configuration of 2B + Ground 

floor + 38 upper floors. 

Raft foundation is recommended for all the towers and EWS flats.  

The finished floor level of lowest basement (2nd basement) is 10.05 m. The thickness of 

the raft is assumed as 2 m and the actual thickness will be as per structural 

requirements. The founding level of the raft is considered as 12.05 m below EGL. The 

average loading intensity per floor is considered as 1.5 t/m2 as communicated vide email 

dated 12.03.2018 from Civtech Consultants, New Delhi (See Enclosure 6). 

The raft foundation recommendations is based on the assumptions that the water table 

will be lowered ahead of the excavation to 1 m below the bottom of excavation i.e., base 
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of the raft and maintained till enough downward load is mobilized to resist the uplift 

pressure. 

8.1 Tower A: 

The foot print area of Tower A is 599 m2. The raft size based on an offset with  

1 m from the tower foot print is 745 m2. Safe bearing capacity and settlements are 

calculated based on relevant borehole NBH 1. 

8.1.1 Safe Bearing Capacity (SBC) of raft from shear failure considerations: 

As per procedure given in section 7.1.1 of this report, raft SBC from shear failure 

considerations works out to about 80 t/m2 as against net bearing pressure of 35.8 t/m2. 

This shows that rafts of present size resting on sandy / silty strata generally do not fail in 

bearing. Hence, the raft settlements control the allowable soil pressure. Typical safe 

bearing capacity calculations are given in Enclosure 7. 

8.1.2 Raft Settlements: 

Settlements have been calculated as explained in section 7.1.2 of this report. For the 

purpose of calculation of settlements, net bearing pressure is considered as the loading 

from the raft on the soil. An equivalent rectangular raft which has the same area as the 

proposed raft has been considered for settlement analysis. 

The Gross Bearing Pressure (GBP), Net Bearing Pressure (NBP), estimated 

settlements and sub-grade modulus are given in Table 1 below: 

 
Table 1: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower A 

 

 
Relevant 
Borehole 

Offset of 
raft from 
foot print 

(m) 

Area 
of raft 
(m2) 

GBP 
(t/m2) 

NBP 
(t/m2) 

Estimated 
settlement 
of the raft 

(mm) 

Estimated 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

Recommended 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

NBH 1 1 745 56.1 35.8 71 0.79 1.03 ** 
 

** See Para 8.1.3 
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Note: Gross Bearing Pressure is the total load of the structure at the founding level.  

Net bearing pressure is GBP less the overburden pressure i.e. the amount of soil 

excavated. 

The estimated settlements are 71 mm, which are within the permissible limits of  

125 mm as per IS: 16700 - 2017.  

Typical calculations of GBP, NBP and Settlements are given in Enclosure 8.  

8.1.3 Sub-grade Modulus for the structural design of the raft: 

The estimated sub-grade modulus for the raft is 0.79 kg/cm3. 

Based on the actual settlement observations carried out on buildings on similar strata 

conditions in the National Capital Region (NCR), where we were the foundation 

consultants, the observed settlements are less than the estimated settlements by about 

30 %. Hence, recommend increase in estimated subgrade modulus by 30 %. 

With this, the recommended sub-grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is  

1.03 kg/cm3. 

However, it is important to ensure that  

 The raft stiffness of each tower should be such that the angular distortion of the 

raft between any two points should not be more than 1/500. This might mean that 

the raft thickness and with it, its rigidity should be adequate not only from 

structural requirements but also to limit the deformations. 

 
8.2 Tower B and Tower C: 

The foot print area of Tower B and Tower C is same i.e., 510 m2. The raft size based on 

an offset with 1 m from the tower foot print is 641 m2. Safe bearing capacity and 

settlements are calculated based on relevant boreholes BH 1, BH 6 and NBH 2 for 

Tower B and BH 3 for Tower C. 
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8.2.1 Safe Bearing Capacity (SBC) of raft from shear failure considerations: 

As per procedure given in section 7.1.1 of this report, raft SBC from shear failure 

considerations works out to about 80 t/m2 for Tower B and 90 t/m2 for Tower C as 

against net bearing pressure of 37.5 t/m2.  This shows that rafts of present size resting 

on sandy / silty strata generally do not fail in bearing. Hence, the raft settlements control 

the allowable soil pressure. 

8.2.2 Raft Settlements: 

Settlements have been calculated as explained in section 7.1.2 of this report. For the 

purpose of calculation of settlements, net bearing pressure is considered as the loading 

from the raft on the soil. An equivalent rectangular raft which has the same area as the 

proposed raft has been considered for settlement analysis of both the towers B and C. 

The Gross Bearing Pressure (GBP), Net Bearing Pressure (NBP), estimated 

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower B are given in Table 2 below: 

 

Table 2: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower B 
 

 
Relevant 

Boreholes 

Offset of 
raft from 
foot print 

(m) 

Area 
of raft 
(m2) 

GBP 
(t/m2) 

NBP 
(t/m2) 

Estimated 
settlement 
of the raft 

(mm) 

Estimated 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

Recommended 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

BH 1 
1 641 55.5 

37.3 75 0.74 0.96 
BH 6 37.4 76 0.73 0.95 

NBH 2 35.4 57 0.97 1.26 

Average: 69 0.81 1.06** 

 

** See Para 8.1.3 

The estimated average settlements are 69 mm, which are within the permissible limits of 

125 mm as per IS: 16700 - 2017. 
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The estimated average sub-grade modulus for the raft is 0.81 kg/cm3. The 

recommended sub-grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 1.06 kg/cm3. 

However, it is important to ensure that  

 The raft stiffness of each tower should be such that the angular distortion of the 

raft between any two points should not be more than 1/500. This might mean that 

the raft thickness and with it, its rigidity should be adequate not only from 

structural requirements but also to limit the deformations. 

The Gross Bearing Pressure (GBP), Net Bearing Pressure (NBP), estimated 

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower C are given in Table 3 below: 

 
Table 3: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower C 

 
Relevant 
Borehole 

Offset of 
raft from 
foot print 

(m) 

Area 
of raft 
(m2) 

GBP 
(t/m2) 

NBP 
(t/m2) 

Estimated 
settlement 
of the raft 

(mm) 

Estimated 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

Recommended 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

BH 3 1 641 55.5 37.5 80 0.69 0.9 ** 

 
** See Para 8.1.3 

The estimated settlements are 80 mm, which are within the permissible limits of 125 

mm as per IS: 16700 - 2017.  

The estimated sub-grade modulus for the raft is 0.69 kg/cm3. The recommended sub-

grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.9 kg/cm3. 

However, it is important to ensure that  

 The raft stiffness of each tower should be such that the angular distortion of the 

raft between any two points should not be more than 1/500. This might mean that 

the raft thickness and with it, its rigidity should be adequate not only from 

structural requirements but also to limit the deformations. 
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8.3 Tower D and Tower E: 

 

The foot print area of Tower D and Tower E is same i.e., 784 m2. The raft size based on 

an offset with 1.5 m from the tower foot print is 987 m2. Safe bearing capacity and 

settlements are calculated based on relevant boreholes BH 7 for Tower D and BH 4, 

BH 8 and NBH 3 for Tower E. 

8.3.1 Safe Bearing Capacity (SBC) of raft from shear failure considerations: 

As per procedure given in section 7.1.1 of this report, raft SBC from shear failure 

considerations works out to about 90 t/m2 for Tower D and Tower E as against net 

bearing pressure of 37.4 t/m2. This shows that rafts of present size resting on sandy / 

silty strata generally do not fail in bearing. Hence, the raft settlements control the 

allowable soil pressure. 

8.3.2 Raft Settlements: 

Settlements have been calculated as explained in section 7.1.2 of this report. For the 

purpose of calculation of settlements, net bearing pressure is considered as the loading 

from the raft on the soil. An equivalent rectangular raft which has the same area as the 

proposed raft has been considered for settlement analysis of both the towers D and E. 

The Gross Bearing Pressure (GBP), Net Bearing Pressure (NBP), estimated 

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower D are given in Table 4 below: 

 
Table 4: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower D 

 

 
Relevant 
Borehole 

Offset of 
raft from 
foot print 

(m) 

Area 
of raft 
(m2) 

GBP 
(t/m2) 

NBP 
(t/m2) 

Estimated 
settlement 
of the raft 

(mm) 

Estimated 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

Recommended 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

BH 7 1.5 987 55.4 37.4 98 0.57 0.74** 

 
** See Para 8.1.3 
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The estimated settlements are 98 mm, which are within the permissible limits of 125 mm 

as per IS: 16700 - 2017. 

The estimated sub-grade modulus for the raft is 0.57 kg/cm3. The recommended sub-

grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.74 kg/cm3. 

However, it is important to ensure that  

 The raft stiffness of each tower should be such that the angular distortion of the 

raft between any two points should not be more than 1/500. This might mean that 

the raft thickness and with it, its rigidity should be adequate not only from 

structural requirements but also to limit the deformations. 

The Gross Bearing Pressure (GBP), Net Bearing Pressure (NBP), estimated 

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower E are given in Table 5 below: 

 
Table 5: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower E 

 
Relevant 

Boreholes 

Offset of 
raft from 
foot print 

(m) 

Area 
of raft 
(m2) 

GBP 
(t/m2) 

NBP 
(t/m2) 

Estimated 
settlement 
of the raft 

(mm) 

Estimated 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

Recommended 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

BH 4 

1.5 987 
 

55.4 
 

37.2 99 0.56 0.73 
BH 8 37.2 100 0.55 0.72 

NBH 3 36.6 81 0.68 0.88 

Average: 93 0.59 0.77** 

** See Para 8.1.3 

The estimated average settlements are 93 mm, which are within the permissible limits 

of 125 mm as per IS: 16700 - 2017.  

The estimated average sub-grade modulus for the raft is 0.59 kg/cm3. The 

recommended sub-grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.77 kg/cm3. 
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However, it is important to ensure that  

 The raft stiffness of each tower should be such that the angular distortion of the 

raft between any two points should not be more than 1/500. This might mean that 

the raft thickness and with it, its rigidity should be adequate not only from 

structural requirements but also to limit the deformations. 

 
8.4 EWS Flats: 

The foot print area of EWS flats is 663 m2. The raft size based on an offset with  

1 m from the tower foot print is 796 m2. Safe bearing capacity and settlements are 

calculated based on relevant borehole BH 9. 

8.4.1 Safe Bearing Capacity (SBC) of raft from shear failure considerations: 
 

As per procedure given in section 7.1.1 of this report, raft SBC from shear failure 

considerations works out to about 75 t/m2 as against net bearing pressure of 39.8 t/m2.  

This shows that rafts of present size resting on sandy / silty strata generally do not fail in 

bearing. Hence, the raft settlements control the allowable soil pressure. 

 

8.4.2 Raft Settlements: 

Settlements have been calculated as explained in section 7.1.2 of this report. For the 

purpose of calculation of settlements, net bearing pressure is considered as the loading 

from the raft on the soil. An equivalent rectangular raft which has the same area as the 

proposed raft has been considered for settlement analysis. 

 

The Gross Bearing Pressure (GBP), Net Bearing Pressure (NBP), estimated 

settlements and sub-grade modulus are given in Table 6 below (See next page): 
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Table 6: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for EWS flats 
 

 
Relevant 
Borehole 

Offset of 
raft from 
foot print 

(m) 

Area 
of raft 
(m2) 

GBP 
(t/m2) 

NBP 
(t/m2) 

Estimated 
settlement 
of the raft 

(mm) 

Estimated 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

Recommended 
sub-grade 
modulus 
(kg/cm3) 

BH 9 1 796 57.9 39.8 85 0.68 0.88** 

** See Para 8.1.3 

The estimated settlements are 85 mm, which are within the permissible limits of  

125 mm as per IS: 16700 - 2017.  

The estimated sub-grade modulus for the raft is 0.68 kg/cm3. The recommended sub-

grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.88 kg/cm3. 

However, it is important to ensure that  

 The raft stiffness of each tower should be such that the angular distortion of the 

raft between any two points should not be more than 1/500. This might mean that 

the raft thickness and with it, its rigidity should be adequate not only from 

structural requirements but also to limit the deformations. 

 
9. Foundation Recommendations for Extended Basements: 

For extended basement area, isolated footings are recommended. Finished Floor Level 

(FFL) of the extended basements will be same as the tower basement finished floor 

level i.e., 10.05 m below EGL. The thickness of isolated footings is assumed as  

750 mm. The actual thickness will depend as per structural requirements. The founding 

level is 10.80 m below EGL (with 750 mm thickness). The boreholes carried out in the 

extended basements area include BH 2, BH 5 and BH 10. 

Safe Bearing Capacity (SBC) calculations have been carried out for the sizes ranging 

from 2 m x 2 m to 5 m x 5 m and the boreholes-wise summary is given in Table 7 below 

(See next page): 
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Table 7: Summary of Safe Bearing Capacities 

Borehole Number 
Size of isolated 

footings 
 (m x m) 

Safe Bearing Capacity 
(t/m2) 

BH 2 

2 x 2 18 

3 x 3 21 

4 x 4 24 

5 x 5 27 

BH 5 

 

2 x 2 7 

3 x 3 10 

4 x 4 12 

5 x 5 14 

BH 10 

2 x 2 9 

3 x 3 11 

4 x 4 13 

5 x 5 17 

SBC for the intermediate sizes can be obtained by linearly interpolating the above 

values. 

Typical safe bearing capacity calculations for isolated footings are given in  

Enclosure 9. 

9.1 Net bearing pressure from super-structure for the extended basements: 

Net bearing pressure  = Gross bearing pressure - Overburden pressure 

Average loading intensity for each 
Basement     = 1.5 t/m2 

Loading intensity for   
2 basements    = 1.5 x 2 

      = 3 t/m2 

Overburden pressure  =  Founding level x Bulk unit weight of the soil 
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      =  (7.5 x 1.8) + [(10.8 – 7.5) x 1] 

      =   16.8 t/m2 

Net bearing pressure   =  3 – 16.8 
 
      =  -13.8 t/m2 

The estimated net bearing pressure is negative. This means, theoretically there will be 

no settlements. 

The recommended sub-grade modulus for the structural design of the isolated footings 

is 3 kg/cm3. 

10. Lowering of Ground Water Table (GWT) : 
 

The current GWT level is reported at depths ranging from 8.45 m to 10.2 m below EGL. 

With assumed raft thickness of 2 m, the founding level will be at 12.05 m below EGL. 

This means that the founding level will be 1.85 m to 3.6 m below water table level.  

 
It is extremely important to lower the water table 1 m below the founding level in 

advance i.e., before the excavation is done i.e., 13.05 m below EGL and maintained till 

enough downward load is mobilized to counteract the uplift pressure.  

The strata at founding level is predominantly silt and will not give out water easily. This 

aspect is to be kept in mind by the dewatering contractor.  

Dewatering scheme has to be designed by a specialist agency on a design execution 

basis.  

 

11. Shoring for Deep Excavations:  
 

As the final excavation depth is about 12 m below EGL for the towers and about 11 m 

below EGL for extended basements, the shoring system has to be designed properly. 

The following options may be considered: 
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Option 1:  Touch piles with temporary earth anchors and grout columns in the rear and 

         facia wall on the basement side. 

 

  

   

 

 

Option 2: Diaphragm wall with temporary earth anchors and the diaphragm wall will 

        serve as the basement wall.  

Design of shoring system is a specialist job and done by a specialist agency on a 

design execution basis.  

 

12. Design of Basement wall: 
 

The basement wall should be designed to resist the lateral earth pressure due to 

backfill. Based on the value of angle of internal friction of 30 degrees, the coefficient of 

active earth pressure Ka can be taken as 0.33, coefficient of passive earth pressure Kp 

as 3 and coefficient of earth pressure at rest K0 as 0.5. 

13. Precautions to be taken during construction of foundations: 
 
a) The excavation should be done in a controlled fashion, so that the layer below 

excavation is not disturbed / loosened. Even after lowering the water table, if the 

excavation surface is found moist and difficult to compact, it is recommended to 

lay two layers of soling stones (230 mm in thickness in total) on the excavated 

surface and well compacted with a vibro roller before placing the mud-mat. 

b) The excavation should be done in a controlled fashion, so that the layer below 

foundation level is not disturbed / loosened.  

Touch piles 

Facia wall 

Grout columns 
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c) Flooding of the excavation is not permitted and is to be strictly avoided. 

d) Precautions to be taken to ensure that the rain water does not flow into the 

excavation, particularly till the mud-mat is placed. This can be achieved by 

placing a 40 cm earthen bund or 2 layers of sand bags around the excavation at 

top and draining the surface water away from the excavation. 

e) Proper surface drainage away from the excavation should be provided to prevent 

surface water entering the excavation. 

 
14. Settlement Observations: 

 

Settlement observations are highly recommended as they will give valuable information 

on the performance of the foundation system adopted. 

 
The settlement information is also invaluable, as it will significantly contribute to 

improvements in design procedures, ensuring economy along with safety for your 

similar projects in future. 

The following options could be followed for settlement observations: 

a) Option 1: Settlement plates on the floor. The levelling staff can be placed on the 

plates and the Reduced Level (RL) of the floor could be measured at regular 

intervals. 

b) Option 2: 15 cm x 15 cm steel plates with cross lines engraved in them can be fixed 

to columns in case of framed structures and to walls in case of masonry structures. 

For a typical raft, the settlement measurements should be measured in 7 locations. One 

at the centre, four at the edges and two at the sides as shown in Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1: Typical raft showing the locations for settlement observations 

 

15. Recommendations and Conclusions: 

 
 M/s. Young Builders Private Limited is proposing a project in New Delhi. The 

proposed project consists of five multi storied high rise towers (Towers A, B, C, D 

and E) and EWS flats.  

 All the towers have the structural configuration of 2B + G + 38 upper floors. 

 Total 10 boreholes have been carried out by M/s. Rao Engineering Enterprises, 

New Delhi (Initial Soil Investigations).  

 Ground Water Table (GWT) was reported at depths ranging from 7.5 m to 7.7 m 

below EGL in the initial soil investigations carried out in May 2009. 

 
 Three confirmatory boreholes have been carried out by M/s. Ground Engineering 

Private Limited, New Delhi.  

  

  

 

 

  -Location for settlement measurements 
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 GWT was reported at depths ranging from 8.45 m to 10.2 m below EGL in the 

confirmatory soil investigations carried out in February 2018. 

 Raft foundations are recommended for all the towers. The raft foundation 

recommendations is based on the assumptions that the water table will be lowered 

ahead of the excavation to 1 m below the bottom of excavation i.e., base of the raft 

and maintained till enough downward load is mobilized to resist the uplift pressure. 

 For Towers A, B, C and EWS flats, raft with 1 m offset from tower foot print is 

recommended. 

 For Towers D and E, raft with 1.5 m offset from tower foot print is recommended. 

 Isolated footings are recommended for extended basements. The safe bearing 

capacities of the isolated footings are ranging from 7 t/m2 to 27 t/m2 for sizes 

ranging from 2 m x 2 m to 5 m x 5 m. The recommended sub-grade modulus is  

3 kg/cm3. 

 It is extremely important to lower the water table 1 m below the founding level in 

advance i.e., before the excavation is done i.e., 13.05 m below EGL. Dewatering 

scheme has to be designed by a specialist agency on a design execution basis.  

 The final excavation depth is about 12 m below EGL for the towers and about  

11 m below EGL for extended basements. The shoring system i.e., touch piles with 

temporary earth anchors and grout columns in the rear and 

facia wall on the basement side or diaphragm wall with temporary earth anchors 

has to be designed by a specialist agency on a design execution basis.  

 

132

1804



Prof.V.S.RaJ u ConsuttanF

Settlement observations are highly recommended as they will give valuable

information on the performance of the foundation system adopted. This will help in

optimum design of foundations for your future projects.
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16. References:  

 IS 1904:1986 – Code of practice for design and construction of foundations in soils: 

General requirements. 

 IS: 6403 - 1981 – Code of practice for determination of bearing capacity of shallow 

foundations. 

 IS: 8009 - (Part 1), 1976 - Code of practice for calculation of settlements of 

foundations – Part 1- shallow foundations subjected to symmetrical static vertical 

loads. 

 Correlation between SPT N value and soil modulus, Es by Schultze and Muhs – 

Cohesion-less soils. 

 IS: 16700 – 2017 - Code of practice for “Criteria for structural Safety of Tall Concrete 

Buildings”. 
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 ENCLOSURE 1                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

BORE LOGS AS PER INITIAL SOIL INVESTIGATIONS 
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 ENCLOSURE 2                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

BORE LOGS AS PER CONFIRMATORY  
SOIL INVESTIGATIONS 
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 ENCLOSURE 3                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

  SITE PLAN SHOWING THE LOCATION OF 
 PROPOSED TOWERS AND BOREHOLES 
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 ENCLOSURE 4                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

 

SECTION SHOWING FINISHED FLOOR LEVEL OF THE 
LOWEST BASEMENT (2nd BASEMENT) 
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 ENCLOSURE 5                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

SCHULTZE AND MUHS CORRELATION  
BETWEEN SPT N AND SOIL MODULUS (ES)  

FOR COHESION-LESS SOILS 
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 ENCLOSURE 6                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

MAIL DATED 12.03.2018 FROM CIVITECH  
CONSULTANTS PRIVATE LIMITED REGARDING 

 AVERAGE LOADING INTENSITY PER FLOOR 
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Fwd: Residential Project at Viswavidyalaya Metro Station - Information Required 
Yahoo/Inbox 
 
Rajesh Kumar <rkd@civtech.in> 
To:raju vegesna,Rajiv Ranjan 
12 Mar at 2:01 PM 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Saji Antony <saji@civtech.in> 
Date: Mon, Mar 12, 2018 at 1:59 PM 
Subject: Re: Residential Project at Viswavidyalaya Metro Station - Information Required 
To: rajivranjan@youngbuilders.in, Rajesh Kumar <rkd@civtech.in> 
Cc: RK Bhola <rkbhola@civtech.in> 
 

Sir 
 
Please find the drawings  attached. 
1.For 1& 4 Ground floor Plan attached with tower foot print marked. 
2.  for 2&3 Section drawing attached. 
3.  average load intensity per floor is 15KN/SQ M. 
 
Thanks& regards 
Saji 
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 ENCLOSURE 7                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

TYPICAL SAFE BEARING CAPACITY  
CALCULATIONS OF RAFT WITH 1 m 

 OFFSET (TOWER A FOR NBH 1) 
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Project:Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

BEARING CAPACITY BASED ON SHEAR CRITERIA (Based on IS: 6403-1981)

Sub:Safe Bearing capacity for Tower A with 1 m offset and 2 m thick raft as per NBH 1

Bore Hole =  NBH 1

Ground water table location (Dw) = 10.2 m
Unit weight of soil (weighted average) (ϒ) = 1.8 t/m3

Submerged unit weight of soil (g') = 1 t/m3

 Average SPT Ncorrected value = 51
(Considered upto 1.5 B (as per IS 6403 - 1981))

Type of Foundation: Raft Foundation
Founding Level = 12.05 m
Type of Analysis N corrected ≥ 30 General Shear Failure

Thickness of Raft (Df) = 2 m
Length of Raft      (L) = 28.22 m
Width of Raft       (B) = 26.40 m

Angle of internal friction (ø) = 30 deg.

Cohesion (C) = 0 t/m2

Bearing capacity factors
Nc = 30.14
Nq = 18.40
Nϒ = 22.40

Shape factors
Sc = 1.19
Sq = 1.19
Sϒ = 0.63

Depth factors
dc = 1.03
dq = 1.01
dϒ = 1.01

Effective overburden pressure (q) = 2 t/m2

Factor of safety (FoS) = 2.5

Ultimate Bearing Capacity (UBC)

UBC = C *Nc*Sc*dc*ic + q * (Nq - 1)* Sq * dq * iq +0.5 *B*ϒ *  Nϒ * Sϒ* dϒ * iϒ *w

Where, w = Water table correction factor
 w = 0.50

Ultimate Bearing Capacity = 211 t/m2

Safe bearing capacity as per General Shear Failure  criteria,
(SBC) = UBC/FoS = 84 t/m2
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Project:Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

Subject: SPT 'N' Correction for NBH 1

GWT             = 10.2 m 10 kN/m3

18 kN/m3

Depth (m)
Bulk Unit 

weight of soil 
(Y) (kN/m3)

Over burden 
pressure P' 

(kN/m2)
SPT N

SPT N'                 
(Overburden 
Correction)

      SPT N''              
(After dilatancy 

Correction)

12.05 18 202 22 22 22

12.65 18 208 25 25 25

14.15 18 223 32 32 32

15.65 18 238 32 32 32

17.15 18 253 35 35 35

18.65 18 268 39 39 39

20.15 18 283 42 42 42

21.65 18 298 43 43 43

23.15 18 313 47 47 47

24.65 18 328 48 48 48

26.15 18 343 51 51 51

27.65 18 358 53 53 53

29.15 18 373 55 55 55

30.65 18 388 59 59 59

32.15 18 403 61 61 61

33.65 18 418 63 63 63

35.15 18 433 68 68 68

36.65 18 448 69 69 69

38.15 18 463 74 74 74

40.15 18 483 78 78 78

51.65 18 598 78 78 78

Note: No correction has been applied as the reported soil is Sandy Silt and Gravelly Silt.

Average SPT N value 51

Submerged unit weight (γ')

Bulk Unit weight of soil (Y) 
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 ENCLOSURE 8                 ENCLOSURE 1 
 

TYPICAL CALCULATIONS OF GROSS BEARING 
PRESSURE, NET BEARING PRESSURE AND 
SETTLEMENTS OF RAFT WITH 1 m OFFSET 

 (TOWER A FOR NBH 1) 
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Project: Proposed Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

Sub:Calculations of  Net bearing pressure for Tower A (2B + Ground Floor + 38 Floors):

= NBH 1

Area of foot print of the tower = 599 m2

Total area of the raft with 1 m offset from tower footprint = 745 m2

Founding Level of the raft = 12.05 m

Ground water table location (Dw) = 10.2 m

Unit weight of the soil = 1.8 t/m3

Submerged unit weight of soil (γ') = 1 t/m3

Loads:

Load due to each basement = 1.5 t/m2

Load due to each floor = 1.5 t/m2

Load due to water tank = 2 t/m2

Borehole Number
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Total load due to all the floors(G + 34 storeys) = 39 x  { (1.5  x  599)} / {599 }

 per unit area of the tower footprint = 58.5 t/m2

= 58.5 + 3 + 2

= 63.5 t/m2

Load on the raft due to tower  = (Area of foot print of the tower * Load per unit area)
/(area of the raft)

  =  ( (599 x 63.5 )    / 745

= 51.1 t/m2

Thickness of the raft = 2 m

Self weight of the raft = 2.5 x 2

= 5 t/m2

       Total Gross bearing pressure at base of the raft = 56.1 t/m2

Net bearing pressure =

Overburden pressure  = 10.2 x 1.8 + 1.9 x 1

= 20.2 t/m2

Net bearing pressure = 56.1 - 20.2

= 35.8 t/m2

       Net bearing pressure on the raft  is   35.8 t/m2

Total load due to all the floors with 2 basement , roof & water tank (2B + G + 38 storeys)

Gross bearing pressure - overburden 
pressure @ base of footing

158

1830



Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

Project: Proposed Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

Calculation of Settlements of Raft for Tower A based on Boussinesq Equation

Settlements are calculated as per IS  8009 ( Part  1)  1976 for NBH 1

Soil strata Depth Thickness (m) SPT (N) Es (t/m2) Settlement (mm)

L0 12.05 -  12.65 0.6 22 5300 4.06

L1 12.65 - 14.15 1.5 25 5700 9.43

L2 14.15 - 15.65 1.5 32 6500 8.22

L3 15.65 - 16.5 0.85 32 6500 4.61

L4 16.5 - 18.65 2.15 35 6800 10.87

L5 18.65 - 20.15 1.5 39 7200 6.84

L6 20.15 - 21.65 1.5 42 7400 6.33

L7 21.65 - 23 1.35 43 7500 5.31

L8 23 - 24.65 1.65 47 7800 5.83

L9 24.65 - 26.15 1.5 48 7900 4.84

L10 26.15 - 27.65 1.5 51 8087.5 4.38

L11 27.65 - 29.15 1.5 53 8262.5 3.95

L12 29.15 - 30.65 1.5 55 8437.5 3.56

L13 30.65 - 32.15 1.5 59 8787.5 3.15

L14 32.15 - 33.65 1.5 61 8962.5 2.84

L15 33.65 - 35.15 1.5 63 9137.5 2.57

L16 35.15 - 36.65 1.5 68 9575 2.26

L17 36.65 - 38.15 1.5 69 9662.5 2.07

L18 38.15 - 40.15 2 74 10100 2.41

L19 40.15 - 51.65 11.5 78 10450 9.62

Note: For N < 50, Es values are obtained from Schultze and Muhs correlation

For N > 50, Es = Es @N = 50 + [(N - 50) * 87.5] in t/m2

Foundation Level will be @12.05 m for a raft thickness of 2 m.

Gross bearing pressure @ 12.05 m = 56.1  t/m2

Net bearing pressure @ 12.05 m = 35.8  t/m2

Raft size based on   1 m offset from tower footprint         = 745 m2      

For the purpose of settlement calculation, considering an equivalent rectangular raft with same area as 

Raft size (2L x 2B)  =  28.21 x 26.40 745

L x B = 14.105 x 13.2 m
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Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

Layer L0 12.05 -  12.65 0.6 m thickness

Z0 = 0.3 m

L/Z0 = 47.02 B/Z0 = 44.00

IB = 0.2500 (Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 35.85 t/m2

S0= 4.06 mm

Layer L1 12.65 - 14.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 1.35 m

L/Z0 = 10.45 B/Z0 = 9.78

IB = 0.2499 (Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 35.84 t/m2

S1= 9.43 mm

Layer L2 14.15 - 15.65 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 2.85 m

L/Z0 = 4.95 B/Z0 = 4.63

IB = 0.2485 (Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 35.63 t/m2

S2= 8.22 mm

Layer L3 15.65 - 16.5 0.85 m thickness

Z0 = 4.025 m

L/Z0 = 3.50 B/Z0 = 3.28

IB = 0.2458 (Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 35.24 t/m2

S3= 4.61 mm

Layer L4 16.5 - 18.65 2.15 m thickness

Z0 = 5.525 m

L/Z0 = 2.55 B/Z0 = 2.39

IB = 0.2399 (Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 34.39 t/m2

S4= 10.87 mm
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Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

Layer L5 18.65 - 20.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 7.35 m

L/Z0 = 1.92 B/Z0 = 1.80

IB = 0.2290 (Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 32.84 t/m2

S5= 6.84 mm

Layer L6 20.15 - 21.65 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 8.85 m

L/Z0 = 1.59 B/Z0 = 1.49

IB = 0.2177 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 31.21 t/m2

S6= 6.33 mm

Layer L7 21.65 - 23 1.35 m thickness

Z0 = 10.275 m

L/Z0 = 1.37 B/Z0 = 1.28

IB = 0.2056 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 29.48 t/m2

S7= 5.31 mm

Layer L8 23 - 24.65 1.65 m thickness

Z0 = 11.775 m

L/Z0 = 1.20 B/Z0 = 1.12

IB = 0.1922 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 27.55 t/m2

S8= 5.83 mm

Layer L9 24.65 - 26.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 13.35 m

L/Z0 = 1.06 B/Z0 = 0.99

IB = 0.1778 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 25.50 t/m2

S9= 4.84 mm
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Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

Layer L10 26.15 - 27.65 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 14.85 m

L/Z0 = 0.95 B/Z0 = 0.89

IB = 0.1645 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 23.59 t/m2

S10= 4.38 mm

Layer L11 27.65 - 29.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 16.35 m

L/Z0 = 0.86 B/Z0 = 0.81

IB = 0.1518 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 21.76 t/m2

S11= 3.95 mm

Layer L12 29.15 - 30.65 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 17.85 m

L/Z0 = 0.79 B/Z0 = 0.74

IB = 0.1398 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 20.05 t/m2

S12= 3.56 mm

Layer L13 30.65 - 32.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 19.35 m

L/Z0 = 0.73 B/Z0 = 0.68

IB = 0.1287 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 18.46 t/m2

S13= 3.15 mm

Layer L14 32.15 - 33.65 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 20.85 m

L/Z0 = 0.68 B/Z0 = 0.63

IB = 0.1185 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 16.99 t/m2

S14= 2.84 mm
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Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

Layer L15 33.65 - 35.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 22.35 m

L/Z0 = 0.63 B/Z0 = 0.59

IB = 0.1092 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 15.65 t/m2

S15= 2.57 mm

Layer L16 35.15 - 36.65 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 23.85 m

L/Z0 = 0.59 B/Z0 = 0.55

IB = 0.1007 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 14.43 t/m2

S16= 2.26 mm

Layer L17 36.65 - 38.15 1.5 m thickness

Z0 = 25.35 m

L/Z0 = 0.56 B/Z0 = 0.52

IB = 0.0930 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 13.33 t/m2

S17= 2.07 mm

Layer L18 38.15 - 40.15 2 m thickness

Z0 = 27.1 m

L/Z0 = 0.52 B/Z0 = 0.49

IB = 0.0849 (Referring to Fig - 18b of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

σz = 12.17 t/m2

S18= 2.41 mm

Layer L19 40.15 - 51.65 11.5 m thickness

Z0 = 33.85 m

L/Z0 = 0.42 B/Z0 = 0.389955687

IB = 0.06

σz = 8.74

S19= 9.62 mm
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Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

Settlement = 103.15 mm
(Sum of S0 to S19)

Calculation of Correction factors:

1.Rigidity factor = 0.8 (Ref: 9.5.2 of IS: 8009 (Part 1))

2.Depth factor

Depth = 12.05 m

Length = 28.21 m

Width = 26.40 m

D / (L x B)^0.5 = 0.44

L / B = 1.07

Depth factor = 0.87 (Ref: Fig - 12 of IS:8009 (Part 1))

Applying rigidity factor and depth factor correction

Total settlement  =  (103.15 x 0.8x 0.87) = 71 mm

Subgrade modulus = Gross bearing pressure     = 7895 kN/m3

   settlement

= 0.79 kg/cm3
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 ENCLOSURE 9                  ENCLOSURE 1 
 

TYPICAL SAFE BEARING CAPACITY  
CALCULATIONS OF ISOLATED FOOTINGS  
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Prof. V.S. Raju Consultants

Project: Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

BEARING CAPACITY BASED ON SHEAR CRITERIA (Based on IS: 6403-1981)

Safe Bearing Capacity of Isolated Footing  

Bore Hole = BH 2

Ground water table location (Dw) = 7.70 m
Unit weight of soil (weighted average) (ϒ) = 1.8 t/m3

Submerged unit weight of soil (g') = 1 t/m3

 Average SPT Ncorrected value = 49
(Considered upto 1.5 B (as per IS 6403 - 1981))

Type of Foundation = Isolated Footing
Founding Level = 10.8 m
Type of Analysis N corrected ≥ 30 General Shear Failure

Thickness of Footing  (Df) = 0.75 m
Length of Isolated Footing      (L) = 4 m
Width of  Isolated Footing      (B) = 4 m

Angle of internal friction (ø) for Silty Sand layers = 32 deg.

Angle of internal friction (ø) for Sandy Silt  layers = 30 deg.

Cohesion (C) = 0 t/m2

Bearing capacity factors
Nc = 33.02
Nq = 21.08
Nϒ = 27.01

Shape factors
Sc = 1.3 (From Table 2 IS:6403)
Sq = 1.2
Sϒ = 0.8

Depth factors
dc = 1.07
dq = 1.03
dϒ = 1.03

Effective overburden pressure (q) = 0.75 t/m2

Factor of safety (FoS) = 2.5

Ultimate Bearing Capacity (UBC)

UBC = C *Nc*Sc*dc*ic + q * (Nq - 1)* Sq * dq * iq +0.5 *B*ϒ *  Nϒ * Sϒ* dϒ * iϒ *w

Where, w = Water table correction factor
 w = 0.50

Ultimate Bearing Capacity = 59 t/m2

Safe bearing capacity as per General Shear Failure  criteria,
(SBC) = UBC/FoS = 24 t/m2
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Prof.V.S.Raju Consultants

Subject: SPT 'N' Correction for BH 2

Project: Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

GWT         7.7 m 10 kN/m3

18 kN/m3

Depth (m)
Bulk Unit 

weight of soil 
(Y) (kN/m3)

Overburden 
Pressure   P' 

(kN/m2)
SPT N SPT N' (Overburden 

Correction)
SPT N''            (After 
dilatancy Correction)

10.8 18 170 68 56 36

12 18 182 52 42 28

13.5 18 197 48 48 48

15 18 212 66 66 66

16.8 18 230 66 66 66

49

Note:

1. Correction Factor for Overburden   Cn = 0.77*LOG10(2000/P')

Where ,P' is Overburden Pressure in kN/m2

2.Dilatancy Correction, N" = 15 + 0.5 * (N' - 15). Where N' is the SPT N corrected for Overburden

    Dilatancy correction is to be applied, if the SPT N corrected for overburden is greater than 15 below GWT.

    GWT - Ground Water Table.

Bulk unit weight of soil  (Y)

Average corrected SPT N value

Submerged Unit Weight (γ' )
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 ANNEXURES 1, 2 &3 

 

 

 

SOFT COPIES OF: 

1. NOTE ON FOUNDATION RECOMMENDATIONS BY 

PROF.V.S.RAJU CONSULTANTS COMMUNICATED VIDE 

EMAIL DATED 29.03.2018. 

2. INITIAL SOIL INVESTIGATION REPORT BY  

M/S. RAO ENGINEERING ENTERPRISES, NEW DELHI. 

3. CONFIRMATORY SOIL INVESTIGATION REPORT BY  

M/S. GROUND ENGINEERING LIMITED, NEW DELHI. 
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Young Builders Pvt. Ltd.

List of Approvals

-·--·----·
S.No. Approval

---- - ··- ···· --•· · -- -

1 Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) NOC dated 08.05.2009

2 Trees removal/transplant permission dt 25.05.2011 - Department of Forest & Wildlife
- · -

3 National Monument Authority of India (NMAI) NOC dated 26.12.2012
-··-

4 Electric Sub Station approval from Tata Power Delhi dated 14.08.2013

5 Water Supply approval from Delhi Jal Board (DJB) dated 07.10.2015
-·

6 Storm Water Drainage scheme approval from North DMC dated 24.11.2015

·---- --------
7 Sewerage Scheme Approval from DJB dated 11.01.2016

. -- ·--··- ·· ---···--
8 Delhi Urban Arts Commission (DUAC) approval dated 16.08.2017 and

Delhi Fire Services (DFS) Clearance dated 08.09.2017
- -- ------ ·----

9 Layout Plan Approval 17.11.2017 issued by Standing Committee of North DMC
--- --------·-·- ---

10 Building Plan Sanction (Form B-1) dated 31.07.2019 issued by North DMC
----- j __
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I

r:. No. 12/76/2009-NOC-- \ \ oif
Government of fndia

Archaeological Survey of India '----.._ _
Delhi Circle, Safdarjung Tomb,

New Delhi 110003
Dated the .... -~:f.~f· ....

To,

M/s ·Young Builders (P) Ltd.
43, Babar Road. Bengali Market,
New Dclhi-1 I 0001

Sub: No objection <.·ertificate for reconstruction/ construction/ additi.~:!!'.'.
alteration at Property_No__1.3Cayalary_Lane_ad 4Ch[atr_Marg. tali
Road, Civil Lines, (Near Vishwavidyalava Metro Station), DeHii--rr-g.

Sir

·with reference to your letter dated 27.03.2009 on the subject cited abon·', I

),.;\ c the honour to inform that on verification it has been found that the site ol

prop(.)~cd consLruction i.e. Property No. 1,3 Cavalary Lane and 4 Chha(ra Maq~.

al Road, Civil Lines, (Near Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station), Delhi., \\hc•rT

rccun:5lruction/construct.ion/addition /o.lten1tion has been proposed i~d h m:itk·:·

within the prohibited nor regulated area of any centrally p,-otcdcd nwrn.1n·;,.:n1

located in the locality under reference.
Yours faithfully

2Pp>,-Cc
Superintending /\rchaeologis1.
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No. I-. SH6ifCO1/Nl·D/Uf-09/ ,jdf) -_:jc:, \
GOVT. OF NCI OF DELHI

Dfl'ARTM["\T OF FOREST A:"\D WILD LIFE
OFFIC[ OF THE DEPUTY COI\'SERVATOR OF FOREST
NORTH FOREST DIVISION, KAMtA NEHRU RIDGE,

DEL Hl-110007, (Ph.:- 011 - 23$53561)

Dated: 23'" \!,1•:· 2til l

To
\1/s '! c:iung Buildt>r P\ t. t ,d.,

.-13, Babar Road, Begali Market

New Delhi - 1IO!

Sub: Permission for remova.ljlTansplant of 1% nos. of trees (101 nos. of trees felling & 55
nos, of trees transplanting) standing at 1, 3 Cavalry Lane & 4, Chhatra Marg; mall
Road, Civil Lines, Near Vishwavidyalilya Metro Station., Delhi - 110007 - reg.

Rd: 1. 'four ldter no. '.\.'il, d.:ih:.•d 03/03/2011 received in th!5 office cin 15/03/2011.
2. This office lettH no. F. 8(-!6)/COT/NFD/08-0tJ/1.JL,._97, dated 03/05/201 l
3. Your leUer vi,k, no. '.\il, d,1ted 2-!/05/2011 n::ceiYed on 24/05/2011 rilong-with Cheque l'...'o.

406017, d,1tl"'1 2?-i05/201 l ircirn Indusland B,·mk, Bar,lkharoba Road, :-..cw Ddhi - 01.
-J. Gtwt. of :-(C7 ,-,f Delhi Notification nu. 8(-i6)/COTi:\'.fl /08-09/194-99, dated 25/05/ 20 n.

Kind! refer to the letter under reference for removal/ transplant of 156 nos. of trees ;ll nos.

c,f trees fdlini Si: 55 nos d trt'1'.'.- transplanting) standing at 1, 3Cavalry Lane 1, hhatra .. 1.ng
mall Road, Ceil Lines Near iehwavidyalaya Metro Station, Delhi - ;1C0. {emss:n tr
tl?lling/tran...<iplant ,A abm·e menfa_,m~d trees as p,,r th,• endc,sed authL"!nlkJh•d list of the said trees is

t·-ranted subject h> th-:> iollowfr1g:-

Conditions:-
I. Inlieu of the lo nos. cf trees the applicant shall plant I56' nos saplings of 5- t: hight and

f local/indigenous tree species, like maltas, kusum, Neem, Kachmar. ev;al, {annr,
Viikh:an and $h,.:,htot et..:. dose to the site of existing tree within 9 months tnne and
::;ub$equently rn,,in1~1in the same for 3 years in £iccord,m..:c \.vith Delhi PrescrYilt1on of Tree

Act' 1994.
2. P,:nni5Sic•n to remove/transplant the aforesaid trees is grant..•~: ,1! your m,rn risk and an

other statutory requirement must be completed prior to the removal of the trees.
3. Fclii.n;;/t;·,n,splanting of alK•\.·,: nwnticned tre\:'S is done under the supervision c•f o.p-::ri,m,,~,.i

i10rticulturist
4. Felling/ transplanting of tlw said 156 nos. trees sha!! be completed within da '.'S tix:n0 from

th: date of the permission.
5. Out of 156 nPs. c,i' trers, 55 nos. of trees shall e transplanted to Garhi Mandu City Forests

Nursery.
6. Applicant shall be fully responsible for this matter after the felling ot the aforesaid twv. @nd

for anv dispute and judi,:ia l imrl.ication in lh:: .:nurt.
:. TlK •;um of f{s. ,,P.,68.0nt1'- '-·ide Bankers Cheque no. ..J:Uu017, dcited :n/O:S/2010 ir..:•m

lndusl,md f3cmk. Ba:a.kh..unba i:oad, New Dei..hi - 110001 deposited as Security Deposit wuh
refundal,k/ n,-.,m-fundcibi,~ ,:omponent of R::. 1:l:J){)1Jj- rer tree ttrr en:r.iring cornpE-nsat0ry
plantation by the appiicant viz .:, viz the for~st !),,p,1rtment ~h,dl h.: refu:1,.ied only aftl2r
ci.1nfirm.r,ti1.m , f the creation of th,• c,,n,plete pl,rnt.::ihl'I1 ~11k: Scil.·,sc-qu,·ntly im succ.::ssful

m<1intrna:."1Ci?. of ttH? rnised seedlu1r.s p:-,•rnlv for three years and its v1:ri£ic,1Linn in cast> c
1r

L~i!ure t,"l cn:ale the j'l,mtatic:!1 ,.1r failure to confirm this office about the creation ot the ]3t>0
nos. ot plantation on or before 9 months time of the issue ,:l this lelkr or failur,- :c• maiJ1ta'.n
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C

IO.

th.• cr1:0te,:; s,ip!i.;,S'- rr,,r,'riy ,n,j :=:iu~.t.1-.:kril': :, ,· ,.-..::.:•:~ L~•~ -· ,· Ii•· · .l'.~1\ '. ---~ <,.'

forfeited ad ation shal! be :ken as pe D','195%4.
} the,corcerred institutions/ marl residents/ether owners of the toes tie ary) nus! !

in:i.m&t-d 1 ·: act'.'"i'!r1Cc' ,,t lw r?m.o,·ai lft.he ..,i.fnr12!;aid tn':!5
Wood se obtained after removal to ':·,_· 5•. n'. 1.H,·•~'=:sari lv tc i\-iCD p,1bli..: cr,~m,1tnria (Ii -

Nigam dh Ghat ,nd h• h' c, ..niirmed with ,·; ,n.,pkt•? d-.~Uih ,1>1d do, tmH.-nt<- •.•.-,th:n .i n1, ,.,-J,.
Shri Ram Kurr J,-:-shiy,,. lU •.)! th.is d:·,i;:;ion i.; h•in·. d,--pulcd (,,r th( nwnito1im!;/ Lrr·e lc•!li:h:

of Lhc al>,ive s.1id work. 'i'ou ,ire !'e~p.i.cstc,l to int11:1.<1h: thb (,fii«! al t_,,3~l 3 t;c1ys in .1'1\',m,e

ix:'fN,: startmg llw felling of te s,,id tr<','S

('

K
\,j ,,,,..,-✓

/
(N<sliec!h Sa-,..en,1)

l'Y· Cl,:l};t:t'-'ator of Fl"'l!"l:'St•;

\it,rth h,r~Divi..,icn.: lr-.'<' Oili-:1'1

. @°

\

\

1. Shri l~an, Kw11i.lr Jmhiya, 10 for i:.formation & nece.,qary r11·H nn & submit the ov<:rull n-1•01 t.
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F. No. 2-9/2012-NOC/NMA
(iovernmcnt of lndia
Ministry of Culture

National Monument Authority

24, Titk Marg. New Delhi-1 10001
Date: 26.12.2012

To.

Young Builders (P) Ltd.

43. Babar Road,
Bengali Markel,
New Delhi-110001

Sub: Issue of No Objection Certificate -- New Construetion for Group Housing

Sir,

Please refer to your letter on the subject cited above.

ln this context, I am directed to infonn that your property no. 1,3 Cavalary Lane and 4

Cbhatra Marg, Mall Roud, Civil Lines, (Near Vishwa Vidyulaya Melrn Station) Delhi falls

beyond the regulated area of centrally protected monument. Hence, NOC from NMA is not
required as per the provisions of 'The Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Sites and

Remains (Amendment and Validation) Aet, 2010.

This issues with the approval of the Member Secretary, National Monuments Authority.

Yours faithfully,
(·Ka,'a,«- Gs«let,

(Ravi Kumar Gautam)
Administrative Officer
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€»
TATAPPWER-DDL

Ref. N<?.TPDDL{KCG/~0 y
Young Builders(P) Ltd..
43, BabarRoad, angali Market,

New Delli-110001.

. - 'th - ;
.Dat.e: 14 Aug 13

·1. Layout plan of RMU and HT meter room.

Enclosures: .

War Regards
. I • •

Rajnet
Client ....
(Key C:onsurn.er Group)

. . . . .

With reference to your letter on 29 th July '13 for approval pf the ESS plan of5ubstatton, we would like-to ·
informyou .that required IH connection on lLKV voltage levei (3' X 3' space. for RMU room) may he
released, subject to feasibility of load attime application made from yciur site .. Further the si.ibstation· space.
as proposed by you in first basement is. OK. However the finalapproval can be made only fter site visit. .

The same is earmarked inattached layout plan.

Dear Sir,

. . . ·t h .
Ref: Your letter dated 29 july -2013

. : . . .

Subject: ESS approval for proposed residential development {Group Housing) at 1, 3 Cavalry Lane 8%
· .Chhatra Marg, Civil Liries, Dellii-9 . . . . ..

. . . . . . . . - .

· TATA POWER -Dtt..tU 015:TRIBUTtON UMITED ·
30int venture ai Tata Power & Gvernrant& Dell?

"CENCAREBuilding", Opposite C-2 Block, r<.eshavpura,n, NewDelhi-i 10035
Tel: 91-1 •i-66039001 Fax: 9H ·J-66039256
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OFFICE Of- THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (PL)W-111
DELHi JAL BOARD, VARUNALAVA PH-I,

JHANDEWALAN, KARO L, BAGH NEW DELHI-5

N2-
No.F322/ )/EE(PI-I/201/ 2 31

-
oe 7//o/ts

Subject: Water Supply Scheme for Group housing at 1,3 cava!ary lane and 4 Chhatra

Marg Near Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, Civil line Delhi

The special conditions for approval of above said water supply scheme up to UGR an,

as under:

l. Total requirement of wate; for the complex will be restricted to 257029 liters per day

However if water demand is increased subsequently, app!icant is legally bound to

intimate DJB and pay infrastructure charges thereon.

2. The height of construction i.e no. of storey's sh al! be restricted to as per plan.

3. Underground reservoirs 0f 1,28,500 liters capacity, shall be constructed by the applicant.

Their top water levels (T\.NL's) wiH be kept below the ground level but top ni

underground resQrvoirs should be kept at least 30 cm. above the normal ground level.

The UGR shall be modified if already constructed for more capacity.

4. The concerned Executive Engineer{Maintenance) mav allow water connection to th!~,.

complex as per available feasibility. In case, the DJ water ls not available, the applicant

may be advised to make bis own arrangement for supply of water. The required

permission from the Advisory Committee under DC(Revenue) or any other agency, if any.

for making interim water arrangement shall be taken by the applicant Dm shall not be

responsible for the same.
5. Pump of adequate capacity and head shall be provided with 100% standby arrangemt:m

so that water may reach up to the desired head. In addition, alternate arrangement '.lf

diesel pumps may also be made so that the same can be used at the time of elec!;-icH·.

failure.
6. The water supply services inducting underground reservoir and boosting arrangement:,

shall be maintained by the applicant and wil! not be taken over by this department.

7. The applicant has deposited on amount of Rs. 77,10,870/- only for average war
demand of 257029 ipd towards the cost of infrastructure fund @ Rs.30/- per liter.

8. /\pproval is subject to the provision of sewerage disposal and storm water arrangemen1 ·

which has to be got approved from SE{P)Dr. of this departments and from M(T

respectiveiy.
9. Ali corrections made on plan and design calculations etc. i.e. approved documents shail

be strictly adhered to No additions and alterations shall be made in the approve

documents without prior approval of the pianning Cell.

10- Water harvesting through storing of run-off water including rain water in all new buiidint'.

on plots of 100 sqm and above shall be mandatory. The pians submitted to the !oc; ·

bodies shall indicate the system of storm water drainage aiong with points of collectk:,1·

of water in surface reservoirs or in recharge wells. These provisions shall be apµlicabk, <i'

per the Public Notice(s) of Central Ground water Authority issued from time to time

11. The applicant will have to install rncycling waste water plant. The recycled water will !%

used for non potable use .:ind horticultural purposes.
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ofthe special Md geIJ.eral conditions added with it.
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. ~~ys-·
Exeoi1t1v~ Engm{}er (P) W.;DJ

%$,o1 \

, 7: . ~~;ci-itive Engineer @Jl io11e. ·
Copy to:-

Enol:..· l ,One ..copy·ofapproved plan. e.n.d 'nditi,..6~~'/ .- · · ·
2. Origipal G.,.8 Receipt 31.7 a,6/g/9 %-

. c4a". j2"j ilk 10/1!:, ;· ·

· · . . · . Exeo\1tiv,."1gin~ (P) :W•lll

~a been sm:utinized irt this office and is approved subject :to the complitmoe

Water supply scheme for the C\bove area reoe~ved vid~ your lettei. - . -. . e "
. _- ~ C) 2--()~
no : , dated i?.. 6. 't., I .

'
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Dated:- 1-j.)),2425

RCC NP2/N"P3/NP4 class pipe !SI marked must be provided as per site loading and

hedding conditions. Latest LS. Code 458-1988 for RCC pipe mayhe followed.

Clear earth cushion over the pipe must be 1.0M minimum and where the cushion is

less than 1.0M the pipe shall be encased fully with C.C. 1:3:6.

Wherever the drain are trapped in the pipe drain silt pit with vertical bars shall be
provided at the connection point, so that the floating material do not enter in the

pipe drain.

1L Brick masonry chamber/manhales as per CPWD specifications shall he constructed
at straight reaches, at junction points of lwo or more drains and at the change of

Dia/Size. The centre to centre distance of chambers/manholes shall be as per CPWD
Specification/norms i.e. Max 20 Mtr.

s.74.Ref. No.·

The SWD scheme of the above referred area has been scrutinized and approved

subject to the following term.s and conditions.

All the G.T.S. levels indicated in the hydraulic chart/plan shall be strictly adbere<l to .

The correctness of levels mentioned in the proposed hydraulic design ch2t/p!ans

shall be sole responsibility ofthe developing-agency.

The FSL of the proposed drain shall be above the FSL of the existing drain/outfall

naHah.

Adequate number of gully grating chambers as per CPWD specifications shall be

provided for easy access of storm water in th.e proposed drains.

Road cutting permission (wherever) required to be obtained from Road Maintaining

authority.

Proper outfall structure shall be provided at the connection point of the proposed

drains with the existing drains/nallah.

The developing agency shall take prior written permission from the maintaining
authority of the area befote making connection into the existing drains/naUah.'

To,

NORTH DELHIMUNICIPAL CORPORATION

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER(P}-I
1Qth FLOOR. CIVIC CENTRE

MINTO ROAD NEW DELHI-10002

No. F.1. ( J )/ 21[EP)-/ b-92-

o

,_

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
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12. The existingdrains/nallah into which the connection is proposed shall be ma<l=

fam:tional before making connection into it 0 I'

14. It will be ensured by the developing agency that none of the underground utility
services are damaged while executing the work. If any damaged is caused to
underground utility work services, it shall be responsibility of the developing
agency to rectify the same at their own cost or- get it done from the concerned deptt

at their cost.

13. The developing agency shall ensure that in no case the S.W. system is connected

with sewerage system.

15. No discharge from any other area is allowed in the scheme.

16. The proposed pipe drains shall be so laid that it is away from building line- and
enables installations of sewer deaning machine and other equipments for

cleaning/desilting/maintenarice operations.

17. No. Dr-din shall-be covered. If it is to be covered then the revise proposal should be

submitted to this office for further approval.

18. For any practical problem during execution of work at site, the revised proposal

should be submitted to this office for further scrutiny.

\
All the general conditions attached shall b tr'ctl d' d t> CT. 1........................ )est ric ly adhere€ O

/47.
EX. ENGINEER (P)-I
e=AM»0e'
egg Ats­

:a
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No..3040/CL.z/EPDno 2jg2. I :::::::;,

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEIR (PLG.) DR
DELHI JAL BOARD, GOVT, OF NCT OF DELHI

VARUNALAYA PH-I KAROL BAGH, NEW DELHI-110005

pa A(\o)\1

Ref: :.. Your application for new sewer connection.

Subject: -Revist,>d sewerage scheme for proposed Group Housing Project at 1, 3 Cavalary lane and
4 Chlhata Marg near Vislwavidhalaya Metro Station, Civil Lines, Delhi.

The Young Builders Pt . Itd.,
43, Babar Road, Bengali Market,
New I)elhi-110001

Service plan of the above referred colony has been scrutinized and is approved subject

to the following conditions:­

Contd P-2

1. All corrections made on the plan and design calculations shali be strictly adhered to.

2. The reference benchmark shall tally with GTS benchmark.
3. The workshall conform to DB guidelines.
4. The minimum lateral distance between water supply main and sewer line should be kept

3m & vertical 0.9 m. The water supply main should be kept above the sewer line.
5 .. No vent shaft should be shown in the plots/private land etc.
6. The gener'al conditions (attached) shall be strictly followed. Special attention is invited to

conditions No: 3&4 of general condition of approval.
7. The Owner shall take prior written permission from the SE, sewer maintenance of

concerned zone for making connection of its sewerage system with peripheral sewer.
8. No building activity shall be allowed in the area till the peripheral sewerage schemes of

the area is submitted by PDAiDeveloping Agency with suitable disposal arrangement &

the same is approved by DJB.
9. · Since the laying and commissioning of outfall sewer and provision of sewerage treatment

and disposal works are yet to be completed, hence Owner shall have to make necessary
interim sewage disposal arrangements such as septic tanks (as per IS code 2470 volume I
& II) or oxidation ponds (as per relevant IS code) or mini STP till such time these works

are provided by the DDN Developing Agency/I)JB.
10. The Owner shall have to deposit/have deposited an amount of ~ 6898494/- with this

department towards infrastructure fund for the above sewerage scheme for average
discharge il SSI of 254557 LPD of sewage @ Rs. 27.10 per litre vide cha!lan no1649

dated 01.01.2016.
11. The Owner shall be responsible for all the levels and feasibility of the proposed

connection in the existing sewer/proposed peripheral sewer and they wiil make the sewer

connection at their own cost.
12. The Owner shall be liable to pay the infrastructure fund as and when demanded by the

DJB as revised or otherwise.
13. The developing agency shall be responsible tor mRintenance of the sewerage system after

· commissioning till it is handed over to DJB.
14. No storm water drain shall be connected into the sewerage system.
15. The drop connection shall be provided at all the points where fall is more than 60 cms.
16. The Owner agency shall treat the hospitaUHote!iworkshop sewage up to the domestic

level before discharging into the outfall sewer and it should not be objectionable by

DPCC Dept. and y the nearby residents.
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Encl: One set of drawing and design chart along with copy ofchalian.

Tt is clarified that the building activity should not be released unless, condition no. l to 21 are
compiied with the water system/storm water arrangements and are provided as per approval of the

department. ·

~ ----
E,i. Engu ecr (Plg.) Dr.

-2­

17. The extru<lcd burnt sewer bricks conforming to IS-4885-1988 shall be used for Construction

of manholes. ,1g. Forall the Owners the "Water Harvesting trough storiv ofwater n,moff including rainwater
in aH new building on plots of lOOsq.mtrs and above will be mandatory. The plans submitted
to the local bodies shall indicate the system of storm water drainage along with points of
coliection of the water in surface reservoirs or in recharge wells. These provisions wiH be
applicable as per the public notice (s) ofCentrai Ground Water Authority issued from time to

time".19. AH buildings having a minimum discharge of 10,000 iiters and above per day shaH
incorporate waste water-re-cycling system. The recycled water shall be used for ho1ticultural

· purposes.20. Below 500 mm dia, DWC HDPE solid wall pipes PE-80 PN-4 pipes marked as BIS shall be
used in the sewerage system and all pipes shall conform with IS-14333 duly marked.

21. The HDPE/RCC pipes duly lined with 2-3 mm PVC lining shall be used for sewers of sizes

600 mm dia and above as per relevant IS code.
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RJ. ~ (,~ti;<l.) ::;ml rn-5ttl0:-1H-2016

eta P;{ilgp;a st

Hem Ne;. rn :- Revised Layout Plan for Group Housing at Vishwavidyalay Metro Station, Civil Lines,

Delhi.
Cornissisonar's letter Mo.F. 33/CW'/NOMCrf9D/C&C dated 21-6-20 i 7.

· Th~ above ..mcntioned proptlsal ofRf?Ji:.ed Lrqout Pir,n for Group Housing 11t Vi:;:hwavidya!ay
Metro Station, f:ivH Line!'-, De!ha has be±n subnittc& Hy Sh. aiiv Rsnjan Shr.nua, AVP·•Projects on behalf
ofM/s. Y<)tmg Builder!'. Private Ltd., New Ddbi er pprva Mo:th DMC U/« 313 ofDMCAct, 1957.

(vj The apr,lirnnt shall get the scrvk<':S plans approved from respective uervices Deptt. of
MCD before the ~1sm:.tio11 of Uµii.din.g Pl:ms and shaH lay and maintain the ·services
inducting roads, parking, laadscaping as per approved layout pian/landscap~ plans, services
plans and standard cross-seetions and other regulations of MCD to the complete
satisfaction of Commiss1oner, MCD within period of one year from the date of the
app,ova! of layout/services plans, witichevcr is later, failing which the sanction shall lapse.
Ho,vever, a furth·~r period of one year may be pcm1itted for development work by the

Coinmissioner, MCD for th~ r~asons to be rcco1:ded.

(vi) Commissioner, MCD shall have the right to forfeit a part or whole of the security amount
in ca.c;e the services arc not provided to the satisfuction ofthe Commissioner, MCD, within

the period a~; meniioned ii1 Condition No. (iii) above.

(i) 5% e»ta FAE shall be available oaly after the applicant satisfies regarding the requisite
t'?..ting tor the Ge;a gildings. For te purose of this, the applicant shall keep the local

· body informed regarding th necessary steps taken to achieve 5 star rating. In case of
n<m-cn~)pliattce of the ccnditions, lltlcr obti,;i.ntng occi1pancy certificp.te, penalty at market
rte shai be ivied for incentive FAW ty i.znd Owing Agency.

(ii) Any mainse shall carried oat by th,spplicat is liable to be municipalized/taken over Py

· the: Lota! CotlvfAuthnritv.
! " . "

(iii) The a.pp!ie,int ghu\l gr.I the building. pi.ms 1'ppmved form Building Deptt. of MCD as per
l!!pprnved b.youtipreva!cnt regu.lalions ofM;:;(;t<:;r/Zonal Plans and buil&ng bye~laws.

(iv) The .;,pplicant shall deposit ifnot already depc•~ited a security amount@ Rs. 5/- per sq.yd.
of the: gross re ofplotvier the !ene itkin i? days of having been intimated of the
approval of the layout plan, as a guarantee for development and \aying of services
induding rot~ds and par.king as per the app,roved layout/services including roads and
perking as per. the apprnvcd 13,yout/scrvfoes pians failing which the sanction shall not be

c.clnsidcrcd ar. valid.

1. Freyious Appal :
T:'sc layout phm of Gronpjfoasing nt Vishw,aidyniay !Y:f.';trO Station, Civil Lines, Delhi was first

approved by St:mding CA,mmW:ec efthe North Delhi Mu::1idp~t Ctwporation vide Re-Solution No. 31Sdatcd
22-3-1013 & later vide Resoiutian No. 94 dated 8"7..2015. The conditions ofapprov01 vide dated 8-7-2015

arm given iN;hJ'I"' :--
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(vii) The applicant would be allowed to develop the site including laying of services and iv

carry out co11struction of bldg. simnlt.ancously. The security es guarantee shall oniy· he
released nfter · it has been verified by Building. Deptt./Services Deptt. that entire
development work and laying services bas been compictcd as per approved lnyout/
services plan. The completion certificate shall also be issued only after confirming that
development work and laying of services has been carried out as per approved ltlyoutl
services plans.

(viii) The applicant shall submit an undertaking to the eifoct that area, if any affected under
road widening sha!I be handed over to MCD/coneemed authority as and when rquised.

(ix) The applicant shall demolish/remove at! r.tructures not forming r,rm of ~iopr,soo plan
before issue of(:ompletion certificate.

(x) No further sub-division of flats as originally gpproved for on.i dwelling unit shall be
perm_itted.

(xi) The land under the scheme shall ot be convered into cstony plots an& no portion of
land in the group housing scheme can be sold out at any stage.

· (xii) The applicant shell comply with ell co:ditions ofapprova! ofservices plans,

(iii) Applicants shall indemnity MCD through and Indcntnity Bond kceping it hanless ; cage
of any dispute ifarises at any stl\ge with respect to the shapes, size, e1rte:nt, titk/C1wnersltr,ip

· -~- of land.

·,
i

(xiv) Trees, if any affected in the proposal shall not be felled without thi; pem1i~,sion of
Competent Authority.

(x:v) Applicant shall abide by the guidelines ofArchaeological Survey of India, in clllse any
monument existing nearby.

(xvi) The applicant shalt develop the site as per the plans approved by Deihi Uran Arts
Commission and shall adhere to it conditions. The applicant shall also adhere to the
Instruct-ions/Conditions as given by the ChiefFire Officer while zproving the layout plan @)
from fire safoty point of view. Fresh npprovals ofCFO and DUAC shat! b~ obtained for
each bui!ding block at the time ofsanction ofbuilding plan.

(xvii) The disposal of dwelling u!lit me<1nt for EWS shall be as per the policy of DDA/Min. of
Urban Development/Govt. of fodla. ·

(xviii) The applicant shall file an undertaking stating thnt no equity shall be clnhm~d by them if
ultimately it is found that tvfPD-202 t sufters from infim1ity and demolition ofummthorised
and for permissible construction is to be made, the san1e sfmll be carried out and the MCD
shali not responsible forany loss/damage as a result ofgrunting the aforesaid sanction.

(xix) · The applicant shall obtain approval of the ESS site from the concerned authority before
the sanction ofbuilding plans. ·

(l!.'X) Approval fron1 the Environment Comml11ee & ASI shall be obtained & shall be submitted
before the sanction ofBldg. Plans. ,

(xxi) The upplicant/aevelopcr shall deposit the levy an additional FAR at th?- rates nctifie<l with
approval ofGovt. from time to time at the time sanction ofbuilding plans.

8tg-CINDMC[2]

-------------------'------------ -------··
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Vishwiividyalay Metro Statiort!Malt Road 60 m. R/W

Others properly

Cavatary Lane 24 m f,(>W

Ch'hatra Mrg 18 m ROW

North

South

East

West

As per the possession plan the tow! area under proposal is 20000 sq.mt. (2 Ha.) nod ti; locatNi
m~ar Vdwnvi<lyalay Metro Smtion. The site has been c.uctioncd by DMRC for residential use i.e. for

development of Group Fiousing. Surroundings arc as under:-

Tho apn,rnacb nf tlw site is from Cavafo.ry L9it'it.

3. L!llD.duse :
TtEe lenduse of the site edmcaring Z.C 1. ia Zn-C on the MRT Station has bx

changed to Residential frm Public and Semi-Pu'tiFacility vi&: Notification ofMoUD dtr:red 23-9-20()5.
As no r '2on! Development Flan (Zone-C) p prov ed uder 2 0 2 1 , te site falls "Resid ential usczon".

Th¢ Landuse is thu conforming.

4. Ownership '
A per the lease deed document, the iaud in quet;t~.:m bas been purchased by M/s. Young

Builders fiomn DMRC. D'MRC has executed a lease deed in favour of M/s. Young Builders (JP') Ltd. foll'
«ts lea! «dmcasring 2.0 Ha. near Vishwavidyly Metro Station for residential development. Lease ded
dearenat hus been registered with the officeofSub-Registrar on 19-2-2013. The said site formed part of
3.05 T.h. kind at Vishwnvioyalay Metro Station (Zone-C) for which the hmduse has been changed to
Residential tom Public and Seri-Publie Facility ride atif5cation of MoUD date! 23-9-2005. DDA

Authori1y in its meeting 12-5-i°Ol I resolved to trt the landedmeasurifS 2.0 Ha. !!.S £{:jparele entity. Tite
balr,.,.n,:;e l;lfi;;11 of 1.05 Ha. has bcndeveloped us Vis'wavidyelay Metro Station.

5. J.lr(; ioent Propositl _:
The sitc has not ten ·ievlpd as pc ±he pin approved vide Resolution No. 94 dated

8-7-2015. The revis~d proposal has been formulated on the sa.-ne area on which the group housing was
approved earlier. The revised proposal envisages the construction of three residential blocks having 258
main dwemne, units i.e Tower-B {139.6 mt. height) having area of each dwelling unit 184.96 sq.mt.,
Tower-C (136.3 mt. height) h~ving sre.a ofeach dwelling 11nit_ 184,96 sq.mt., Tower-D (129.7 mt. height)
having ares of each dwelling unit 110.99 sq.mt. In Tower-Dori Second &:Third Floor community facilities
accommodating Community !lnll and Spor\S Faciiities has •lso been proposed. Th• opplk>intbas proposed
a separate EWS blook having 152dwellings units ,.omprislngofdv,elling un!tsize 33,31 sq.mt. ofcarpel
•rea. Proposed heig.~i of EWS block is 80.2 t\lt. The applica,lt bas. propo..i · shops & PSP faeilitieli in
EWS block nnd this nrea has been included in FAR of EWS block. Parking has been proposed on two

levels of basement & two levels of podium.
Parking has been proposed c>n tvvo levels of basement and two levels of podium (free from

grout1d c9vcrngc a:nd FAR) _ subject to fire safety re.quiremcnt. Abov~ the two levels of podium, stilt has
been proposcd in two blocks and earmarked for landscaping. The applicant has propose4 Fire Check Floor
above 70 mt. at immediate hnbitable floor level (free from FAR as per Clause 9.3.8 ofUBBL-2016).

Stg,....C./NDMC { 3)

. '

191

1863



,po

/
~~

,,~·
r 6. Site Report :

Towards north, east & west of side is temporary bounded with tin sheet boards and towards
south side bounded with other's properly boundary wall. Shape, size of bow1ded/demarcated site tallying
with the shape, size shown in the proposed layout plan submitted by the applicant. The site under
reference is lying vacant however there is an existing toilet block shown for demolition on the proposed
layout plan is existing at site. Some lamp poles are existing in site premises. The existing width ofthe mads
as tukcn at site is as under :--

i. Cavahy Lane

2, Chhatra Marg

13.50 mt. wide (existing)+ 5.25 mt. wide open space.

18.0(J mt. (existing).

3. Width of Mall Road including open land as taken at site has been marked on the proposed
layout plan.

Development Control Norms as per MPD.-20Z1 for Group Housing as follows :

A. As per MPD-2021, Development Controls for Group Housing are as µnder :-

Minimum size ofthe plot

Ground Coverage

Maximum FAR

= 3000 sq.mat.

33.3%

200

• Height-NR (Subject to the clearance from AAI/Firn Deptt. and other statutory
bodies)

0 Parking-2.0 ECS/100 sq.mt. built up and 0.5 ECS/100 sq.mt. for EWS/Service
personal housing.

(Amended Norms for Group Hosing as per Notification dated 13-5-2013)

(i) The upper lirr,it _-,f <lei1sity be taken as 21.)0 DUst-focL (900pph) with :flexible Dwelling
Unit sizes to achieve optimal utilization of land. The density for Slum & JJ Clusters
(In Situ Upgradation/Rehabilitation/Rcdevcloprnent of Slum & JJ Clusters, Resettlement C_>
Colonies) and EWS Public Housing Schemes be 900 DUs/Ha. ·· J

(ii) Plots for group housing should be located on road facing a minimum width of 18 m ROW
7 .5 m ROW for Redevelopment Areas/Rehabilitation Area/Special Area/Village
(Lal Dora/Fimi)/Extcndcd Lal Dora).

(iii) Additional Floor Area minimum 400 sq.mt. or at the rate of0.6% ofpermissible 1:'A.R shall
be allowed free from FAR to cater to community needs such as community/
recreational haU, Crcche, library, reading room, senior citizen recreation room/club and
society office.

(iv) The Central Government in consultation with the DDA may relax density and other norms
for public housing and projects ofnational importance,

(v) The developer shall ensure that minimum 15% of the proposed FAR to be constructed for
Community Service Personnel/EWS and lower category. Such flats should have a carpet
area between 25-40 sq.mtr. This 15% of the proposed FAR for Community Service
Personnel/EWS and lower category housirlg would be over and above 200 permissible
FAR and density mentioned at (i)a}, (b) : (c) above. Employer Housing cf Central
Government, State Government and other Government Agencies are not required to

Stg.-CNDMC [ 4]
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follow the ~r.:quiremer.t ofrt\R orDwdling Units forCommunity Service Personnel/EWS
and lower mcome catcgoty.)J 41[50% of the EWS Housing Stock shall be retained b~
Developer Entity (DE) and disposed only to the Apartment owners, at market rats, to '
house Community Service Personnel (CSP) working for the Residents/Owner.;; of the
Group Housing. Tirnse will be developed by DE at the respective Group Housing site!
premises or contiguous site., Remaining 50% ofDUs developed by DE to be sold to DDA
fr EWS housing purpose will be sold to DOA/Local Bodies nt base cost of Rs. 2,000/..
per sq.ft. as per CPWD Index of 2013 (plus cost of EWS parking) which shali he
enhanced as per CPWD escalation index at the time of actual handing over antl can be
<levelopcd by DE at an alternate nearby site. Necessary commercial and PSP facilities
sh:;.H also be provided by the' DE for this sc:pnrate housing pocket. The EWS housing
component created by the DE shall be subject to quality assurance checks, as prescribe
in thisregard by Govt./DDA. Th final handing/taking over of this component shail be
subject tofulfilling the quality assurance requirements. The DE shall be allowed to
undertake actual transfer/transaction of saleable componentunder its share/ownership to
thxc prospective tuyers only after the pescribed land nd EWS housing component is

handed over to the DDA.

8. Details af Proposal :

<_~) S. No, Paticlars Present Proposal Remarks

L Plot Area 20000 sq.mt. (2.0 Hae.)

2. Permissible Ground Coverage 6660 sq.mt

(33.3%)

3. Proposed Total Ground. 1881.6 sq.mt. is. 9.4% Tower-B = 373.19 s.q.mt

Coverage
Tower~C ~ 373.19 sq.mt
Tower-D = 638.15 sq.mt.
EWS 497.07 sq.mt.

4. Permissible FAR 200 Le. 40000 sq.mt. As pet MPD-2021, Development
Controls for Grc;mp Housing.

5. Arca ofproposed shops and 296.92 sq.mt. 's prMaUD notification dated

PSP facilities 1n EWS-ttiock
13-5-13, Necessary commercial
and PSP facilities shall also be 'i.

c'".!')·
provided by the DE for this

.. . .-
separate housing pocket (EWS

.i block).

6. Permissible area ofcommunity 400.sq.mt: or at the rate of As per MoUD notification

needs such as c.ommunity/ 0.6% ofpermissible FAR 13-5-13.Additional Floor Area

recreational hall, Creche, library, shnll be allowed free from minimum 400 sq.mt or at the

reading room, ::;enior citizen FAR rate of 0.6% of permissible

recreation room/club and society
FAR shall be allowed free from

office.
FARto cater to communityneeds
such wi community/reon:ntionul
hall, Cr&che, library, reading
room, senior citiwn recreation
room/club and society office.

Stg.-CINDMC [ 5 J
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7. Permissible area for sports
fodities 1lnd S:wimming Pool

community facilities

100 sq.mt.

I 168.68 so.mt

As per MPD-Z021 Clause 13.3.15
o incentivisg develops:enat wf

sporis facilities ..ind swimming
o/ (upto maximum I} sa.mt.)
within the group housirg areas,
choois, ciats, eic, tali not be
counted towards gro:md
coverage and FAR.

Balance -area 66ij,68 sq.mt. i.e.
{H 6i.t68 sq.mL--501 ::.q .mt.
ccmnJed in the main Fi\ R.

9.

10.

Proposed total covered area on 3!:l998.59 sq.n'lt.
uil tJooril for rr.ai.n dwellings wtits

Achieved FAR 199.99

1 l. Pem1issib:e covered area for 59'.19.78 sq.mt
EWS minimum 1.5% ofproposcd
fAR of 39998.59' sq.mt.

23.

Pmpo::ed covered area for
EWS block

Basement Pmvided

iB06.5Z sq.mt.
i.e 20,77%

31740. 26 sq.mt.
For Parldng-27240.3 sq,mt.
For services--4500 sq.mt.
i.e. 14.2%

Stg.-O'NDMC I 6]

For ES = 80094.rat.
For Shops' and
PSP facilities = 296.% q.rt.
(3009.6+2%.92) = 8306.52 r.q.ar.t.

Subject to clearance from AAI/
Fire Deptt. and other statutory
bodies.

Basmnent permitted up to the set
back line, Mmdmum equivalent to
parking and Services requirement.
The are-r. provided for servkes
shold rot xcced 38% of the
basement.

n. No. off'rnposed DweHing Uriitz 25li DUs

14, No. ofEWS DwcHing Units 152 DUS

15. Total No. ofDUs (Main + EWS) 4-W DUs

1.6. Pernissible Density 209 DU/Ec.

17. Proposed Density for Muin 129 DUS/Hac.
Dwelling Units

18. Population @ 4.5 persons/DU:: l I 61 persons
for main DUs

i9. Population @ 2.5 persons/DUs 3lW persons
forEWS DUs

20. Total Population l S4 l persons

2L Permissible Height NR

22. Proposed Heie;ht (Max.) 139.6 mts.
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• ' (2i 7" I 0.071-evef. , ..,, ,t. • 1 sq .mt.

24

25.

PadiuDetails

Stilt m•2a under Tower B&C

Landscape are:J = 6826.47-
sq.mt

610 sq.mt

As pr Clause7) Chapter-17 of
MPD-2.021,
Podium(s)/Mu!tiston:;y Podium
with tower above shall be
permitted within zetback lines and
free from FAR Ground

coverage.

Stilt is use of land1:caping.

The norans provided is as per MPD-2921 & is in order-

(i) Parkins required @) 2 EC/100 s4.mats. for main units

(ii) Parking required @ O.5 EC{A00 sq.mts. frES

'Tote! required parking

Perking propoied

(i) Basement

@ Uppef basement parking

@ Lower basement parking

(ii) Podium

0 Podium parking at \eve\ (l) groond floor

Podium parking et level (2) fi.,;t floor

'Tot& proposed parking

"" 810 ECS

== 42 ECS

= 852 ECS

"" 187 ECS

= 186 ECS

;::: 235 ECS

·-· 246ECS

:= 854 ECS

10. Setbacks '
For this size of thr: plo1.(s) setba,;k required as per MPD-2021 nre 15 Mt. in front and 12 Mt.

on ::.il. other &ides. Set br.cks arc provided ns perMPD-2021.

== 3411.97 sq.mnt.

= 3353.85 sq.mt.

The Opca/Gi:een Area are provided as per ihe laid down norms and thus is in order.

Grt1.m.!Open Arca Calculations :

l. Required gre.en area 50% of open area

2. Proposed green/open area

11.('"'j
a"

12. LOSC Consid,m.ltion dated 1-6-2017 :
The proposal wus again considered by LOSC vide Item No. 44/17 dated 1-6-2017 and the

decision taken isreproduced as under:-
"The case was discussed. I wc inforned that the layout plan of Group Housing was

earlier app,ov,d in the year 2013 and tJ,ereq/ler ill J/,e year 2015. The applicant,.,, new propwed
1,',ree residential blocks and a separate ES block which includes shop> and PSP facilities.

gtg.-CJNPMC [ 7 j
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Parking has been proprued on two levels of basement mid two levels of podium (free: from ground

coverage and FAR) subject to fire safety requirement. Above the two levels ofpodium, stilt has been
proposed in two blocks and earmarked for landscaping. The applicant hru proposed F'ir~ Check
Floor above 70 m. at immediate habitable floor level (free from AR as per Clause 93.8 0f
UBBL-2016). The applicant has a!J:o proposed 5% of additional FAR fox green building as per
GR.IHA ra;ing under the provisioiis of AiPD-2021.

Podium has been pe.rmitied under the provisions of MPD-2021 wide notification SO. No
678(£) dated 4-3-2014 and UJJBL-2016. The instmit case being the ffr·st prop()saf under
consideration of LOSC, the CE (Bldg.) has suggested thar a study be carried o~d by (}-;,: Chief
Architect for any existing huildir..g with podium in the CR and a report be sub»uiite? within
!5 days.

fer discussion it was decided us under :-

i. The case he place before the Standing Committee for cpprowl subject so condition
that any specific recommendation made hy the ChiefArchitect in the report shall he
considered by BPC ar he tine of sactioning of building plans.

2. The 5% exlJ•a FAR for green building cm lhe basis of registration of ORJHA ts
deferred, since as per Cla14se 8.6, Chapter~l7 of MPD-2021, the ;-egulai'ion for
ery,forcement af various services v.:r.l. ORJHA rating is wot yet atijied by GNCTL.

·-4. 3. The applicant be informed to submit corrected drawings as per ccis:ion in respect
of GR.lf-l.'A provisions as stated above."

13. Fr«lex Compliance :

With reference to the LOSC decision vide datcd 1-6-2917, the applicant hss subzied the
corretd drawings vide dated 5-'6-2017 in resp.-.:.:.:t ofGRIHA provisions.

l¢. CFO Approve! :

Proposal requires approval ofCFO at the. time_ ofsanctioning ofBldg. Plans.

15. DUAC Approval :

Propo11aI requires approval ofDUAC at the time of~anotioning ofBldg. Plsns.

16. Clearance of Airport Authority of Kadi :

Proposal requires clearance from Airport Auth,ority offndia at the time ofsanctionill'.iig ofBldg.

17. Approval of Envh'onmelrit Committee :

.Proposal requires approval ofEnvimnment Committee before sanction ofButiding Pian.

18. Services :

Services shaH be laid and maintained as per ihc laid down condition of _IvICD/CPWD and
applicant shall comply with all the conditions ofijpproval ofservices plan.

Stg.-ONHMC ! 8 J
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(~) No fo--:',,her s.ir,t~hro~non .of fmts ~.f!>riE;i.naU,y.- ~ppmv~Ji .for olJMll dweUmg ~nla WM~t Mi

emitted. :
(x) 'the'ian~Undedhe'i~ch~rric shsU not he ~~m,irtcd inao C\l!SfiOttUU'Y plots rmd'no ~?'iioo eif

, . !,~111~ in thl!: •gn:.u.i» housin,i t:r.:heml!'J CII\~. m w.id <iutt ny stage. . · ·. ... . -~--- . . , .. ,

(xi) The.nppiricmit. ~iimU fomply ·w!~ iilt~idit\CM ~,~p~tlfO\I~~ rifmict,'1\ ?linB.
Stg.,-(}T<i>'DM!C ~ ~ J

(} The gplicanttall submit ~q'l i,q~~f:aw,;iPi t@ ~~ effoot ttbfilt ~.a. if ru:,y effooted u~ ,
road ,w;dlornirig s.b$U ~ fm.,iinid~~~1~t.il.li.MCO/~~ri~ lt1tUl@rit)' -~ Md..~ £'«t~i~•. A./i ~ ; \

. ·, ·•.· ''· -. ' . . . . .. · . ',. '..

te} The sppicant soul8 be at!owed te» dksvlap thees site nefidimg lyig ofssrvists so»
~i,11.!fil)' ~\ot t,,';{li!ThStrM~ftB,OSU of Mds- ~i!l\,tMUmn.@OOl>~, 11'1.@ ~uriqy ~ w~~~ ~s!'DUH ~mty ~
relaxed sftr it-es bcn vtifie& lsy Eii&ig Jett./erwicas Apt, tMust et%%
()l;f):~tlh~g-,m!'.'Jn1!l: wtirL ~n.~ biyb~ i;i;~!~w;i: immS -oo€e,:r. «,unpi@~ ~ ~ §1.~lrov~ i~yootl
~lfVi~c~ fil'Blin, 'li'Yt-ri ~ml!'laJa,itiOlil t~tm~siw ilh&Ui mU1t4ll ~~ k~s~i~ ~11~Uf 3,ft~ M>niThtrmfi@I Wr~ift
de·l'fdor,,mt':~t wo1\t' ana faying of !:~•ff\'i~ -~~ bflfllt ~!'Mrloo ~m 11& per m11r-FWl:id lty~t.l
~uvi~i rlrnr.u~. . . . . . . -

(4) 'The applieat-stall demuofisthieves all stsstures not fossimg pent:of propose p8

f),ei;0!1·© iSit.l\.~ of~~p~ifi" ~rtia'!ICl'l~- · · ·
, . '

EA} Te opp!cast. shallA@oei# if4 siren; deppoi@iv s teuity emit@ Rs. 5- er 5$.9%
sf eh. massre of.po4 undtis sckas sw#hi,1 daysfawing been intits of%\9%
~~pro~1n' @f t!u~ Y!l\Yffl~~ ~n~~ ~ Ill ~~~ fi1::tr ~t~"..ii tw;istig «:elf. ~ru~~
lsw;~~!&nrn~ i\"OW!~ .f.i~L. ~;Hi'[WJ@ g[ !ll1l:!1' ~~·~ ®~~©ru , itlJ~'il/~b~~ ii,~auMi~, O'~ giiili.fi
w.~llf~iil"rt~ ~$; w-~r i~~ ~fill~ll\cr.~edt Fiiiiy@\llrt\l~~o~©B 11»•~ faUnn1 ~·~it.mi tlMi 811'1.llt,8.~ fl!MilD ~'l! l\w

~ru~o~~rr,e,.dl i?,:ll v~ua;,
Q,o»i) The f'!l~ap)D;c~!MI\ ~Lnil i~n-~~- sr;r-.,[~u\ 1i1kJ!!.<'l ¥IiF~1®1W©d irolun rea~~tij\'f! !i,§t"t:1~1\1 llngt.:t. @tf

MCll) t~foi~ ·{.Qi)-~· ~'ll}~Uiflli'. ,r;,f ~~~~niffi~ ~!l.'1:IT1r@ g.iiMJi 5b~!>lu ~, r~iil ffiit,O~'Ulil!l 9]!,® ~fr~l,
±fadiarcgi&kc, par%jig, Ksuisoping w pt ppnows layout'plus/iedsesp@pats, val
pfo,~&- am& ~t11m~1urd c!iOS%~sc:~aio~ff iii.@ oiRttrr ir~~uKliltiooi. of MCD C@ nlll!i tW'uofi~~
~ft!iiifaGa~~--mi ti;>f C~relllllit~:ii£fi'9'1%(1'; MC~ ~,.,·ui,blifll ~'.!Efli~. iµf ~tt® y~r. !ill'I~:~ ...w. cy,f,,~rl
fl1tJh'];fitW~~ sfhay/wigs.plea, whichever is hr,film; s'hie! ts sra.tie ~~tR ~~-­
H:\l!W1tWtm;. @·· fo~iri~ teri~! -~i·l\1'.11:§ ·"li-,'fi'[ ~~~sr .~. p~miitt~ fqq.@@Vti~;li!\l'ft}~1St&t :~- fJif©

C@r:.um:i!i~iitt-l'M~W; MCD for fu.~ rerow-:mift@ ts nsomde. . .
(i,,) C.ii~cr.rul~~t;!mli©U', MCD tliaiill aNe tie sights forfeit s part orWoo!@ NJf~~ f~.\iritrlty f,&1!ffi(t,1,,t)Jl{t

ki ~a:l':c ~~@ ~@fy~~ ii!,~ ~'1i wr.vr\.-W~/4il t4l ~ ~tltif~ir.~tii @f cli~ Ceimmot1~fi~. l,J\l('.;'O\ -wir-llni1@

n~ W,:..'1iO<~ tllr~ m,'-1it~F.;}M~ ijfi. Ci,w~~f£i\\}:m N!i,1. (r,it} i1iOOW©,

1n v~w o:f '1<h~,.<c. ...,,d tti& ~i~fr•Jil U/§ 3U IJ( DMC Act (e~a.:~i!H•.l"'"l;;i~» tm {r,;.,J;-,r.i~

~gi;.r1Jl\/l1. m~v: fw G:rf~'I.AP Ho:iM1-1.mi~ ~t Vi:,hwmvi~~~y-M~..ro. ChrH Li~ D@afiui h pl~i ~fmre ~,12r&iliti

{Ct;i1)1;\(j;;'!I,\\1j~i;l fotl' il:Qt-~f,>J'l.m~ :m'.J>j~t to t1iie 1,1'.)l)i;;,weng ~,i~t,;; :~~
(i,} WtGla l)\';gruriR tiu,.r,(Y.dhm,, .tJ11;;; CMof .A.~~i~~(~Jf~,11bm.it m~ ,r.,-itqufu:?. l~ d<Jl~ll i.OO my

!iip,~-;;u!'lie WXllmin:ooootfo,rn mad~ by the Cit~f~hfirect in ~ s~ ~18\U ~«im.'lili4f~~
aPC {.\lt ai"ie t~m~ of~~oomg, on11.ditimg pra.u.

EE} Te applicant.shall pt tietidingkn# spewed fr Baidisg Dpet. cf MC2sf
~pprro.voo l~yootlpr~v~Simi ~~iituoo:t io:\f Msi~~/l.OJ'ild ?Qa.~-buiknlnit;~.....,....... .. .. ,.· · ·, , .. ,,, , ----'"

.~ - - -- ----·-
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(xii) Applicants shall indemuHyMCD throug11 and lnd1;mnity B~nd te~plng it harmless in case

of any dispute if nrises at any stage with respcc! to !lie shapt~s, sizt, ext.en~, tit!e/owritrnhipof land.

,~ /,f
ii [}
I' ;/

Resolved that the, proposal of the Commissioner as contained .
ln h!s letter No. F. 33/CTP/NDMC/790/C&C dated 21.06.2017, be
approved, subject to the terms & conditions mentioned in the
afor.esaid letter.

{xiii) Trees,. if any affected in the proposal shaJl not be foUed without the permissioa of
Competent Authority.

(xiv) Applic:mt shall abide by the guideiines ofArchaeological Survey of fndia, in case any '\ ii
monument existing nearby. jt: J 'j '

(xvii) The disposaf ofdwelling unit meant for EWS shalt bes per the policy off?DA/Min. of
Urban Development/Govt. ofIndia. 2d' <or f: , · • ,-· •·' .1

T1ie app1i.c1mt ~h.ElH file ari m-Hfortaking statine that no ~quity sh~!J Le claime.d by fae-m if
ultimately it is found dmt Mfn::;mir;t;ff;~-from infirmity and demolition ofunauihorii-ed

std for permissible construction is to be inade, tlie same shalt be carried out and the MCD
~~l~~i}tresponsib!e for any lo!'.s/d.amage as a resuit ofgrnnting the ~forusaid saner.ion,

. . V' I(xi>) APy ,u;,u,, sh:OI carried out by the •P!>licant is liable to be municipalized/taken over by k [+a'
thi; !,.,"'Cal Body(Authority.

(xvii1)

x) The applicant shall obtain approval ofthe ESS site lrom the cocemnea authority before
·.the sanction ofbuilii g plans. a .. 4

(xxi) The applic1mt/developer sha!I dep1.>1~i( the le\'Y on nrlditiotifli .FAR &t the m.tes; Mtifi~d wiib
Rpproval ofGovt tfom time 1o time at the tiw1e 5fU1Ctimt ofbuilding pfan:;;.

(xv} AH the necessary clenrances/NDC!l .from ';;xtcrnal ugencfos mmmly CFO, DUAC and
Q~r;r compliances shail he obtaimirt' at th~ tfme of£1il11ctionfog ofbuiidingp1;;~~•-·----~

( (xvi) TJ cloa111nce from tl10 E~vironmen; "Conuniuoe ••d other age"de, ., pe, 11,e '.)
requirement shalt be sutiti&beforethe sancii&cffiama..

-..-.... "':"'.··~·--... ___. ... . · .. :, ...... -··· '• .~~-.,

(xxii) All the earlier conditions whenwei ttpplkable shaH be adher(; to the applicant.

Item No.1 O Revised Layout Plan for Group Housing at Vishwavidya/ay Metro
Station, Civil Lines, De!tii.

Reso.No.
91

·. ,
%

'. ,: .. ·,...,.

2

w '\;\'l5al
8{:ctlon Officer (8.0.)

Municipal S0cretary Office
:irth Delhi Municipsi1 Gwporatlon

$,a
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Note· - G've b J · h R ·
·

1
n e ow 1s t e emark provided by concern sanctioning authority:-

"T-'1is sanction has been accorded under EODB on the basis of documents undertaking submittedhv the Oww?r &
An.:llite~·t. In case any 111isrepreseutatio11 Idiscrepanqin respectofthe provision ofMPD, UBBL, Oler zoning
regulations andstatutory requirement is observedatany stage, the sanction shallbe deemedrevokedbesides oh»eraction asper La,

DFSdepartment Pif/e letterdtJS/7119 /ws appro1-:edtheproposal Itshallbe ensured thatprovisions ofallrequisite
fire and life safety measures stipulatedin DPSapprol'tt[, UBBl-2016 & NationalBuilding Code ofIndia Part-II'
shallhe compliedin letter and spirit before tlte occupa11cy of the building.
All the ohser1•atio11slconclitions (JfD.fB & DU4Cprm•idedill NOC are to be complied by the applicantin letter and
spirit before the occupancy ofthe building.

fhis sanction grantedunder EODBhallnotbe construedto authorize any person to do anything in contravention
or against the terms oflease or title ofthe landor against MPD, any regulations. bye-laws, ordinance, etc.tr

Encl: One set on sanctioned plan

Yours Faithfully

Assistant Engineer (Building)

HQ /HQ Zone(digital signature)

For Commissioner NORTH DMC

Copy to: (1) E.E. (B)Civi! Lines Zone

(2) AA & C (HQ/HQ Zone)

Validity !lawn
Digitally sign¥, ANJEEV
DARA
Date: 2019.0 _ ·10:38:00 1ST
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I FORM- B-1
Chapter 2. Para 2.3j

GRANT OF SANCTION

@jg
rt.a

NAME OF THE SANCTIONING AUTHORITY NORTH DELHI MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Building Department (HQ)/ HQ Zone

File No. 10065712 Dated: 31/07/2019

To,

GRANT OF SANCTION

Sub: Sanction Under Clause 336 of Delhi Municipal Corporation Act, 1957

Ms Young Builders Pvt Limited
43,Babar Road,New Delhi.
New Delhi

Dear Sir/Madam,
With reference to your application dated 03/07/2019 for the grant of sanction to erectire-erect/add to/aiteration in
the building to carry out the development specified in the said application relating to Plot no. 1 3 4,Pocket no.

Biockno._Sector no..Situated in/ at 1,3 Cavalary Lane 4 Chhatra Marg,Civil
Lines,Delhi-7. I have to state that the same has been sanctioned on 26/07/2019 by the MCD subject to the

following conditions and corrections made on the plans:­

2. The construction will be undertaken as per sanctioned plan only and no deviation from the bye-laws will be
permitted without prior sanction. Any deviation done against the bye-laws is liable to be demolished and the
supervising Architect, engaged on the job will run the risk of having his license cancelled.

1. The plans are valid up to 30 day of month Jul year 2024.

10. The land left open on consequences of their enforcement of the set back rule shall form part of the public

street.

9. The building shall not be constructed within minimum mandatory distance as specified in Indian Electricity Rules
and as per the requirement of Delhi Vidut Board from the voltage lines running on any side of the site.

8. The party will convert the house into dwelling units of each floor as per the approved parameters of the project

and shall use the premises only for residential purpose.

7. The door and window leaves shall be fixed in such a way that they shail not when open project on any street.

6. NORTH DELHI MUNICIPAL CORPORATION will stand indemnified and kept harmless from all proceedings in
courts and before other authorities of all expenses/losses/claims which the NORTH DELHI MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION may incur or become liable to pay as a result or in consequences of the sanction accorded by it to

these building plans.

5. The party shall not occupy or permit it to occupy the building or use permit the building or part there of affected by

any such work until occupancy certificate is issued by the sanctioning Authority.

4. It will be duty of the owner of the plot and the Architect preparing the plan to ensure that the sanctioned plans are
as per prevalent building bye-laws. If any infringement of the bye-laws remains unnoticed the NORTH DELHI
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION reserves the right to amend the plans as and when the infringement comes to its
notice and NORTH DELHI MUNICIPAL CORPORATION will stand indemnified against any claim on this account.

3. Violation of building bye-laws will not be compounded.

11. The thickness of outer walls will be maintained at least 0.23 mt. (9").
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12. The basic levels should be got ascertained trom the concerned at the site of the construction.

13. The owner will display boards of minimum size of 3 ft. X 4ft. indicating the following

i. Plot No. and location

··························• .. , .

ii. Name of lessee/owner

·····• •····························• ··• ··• ·········

iii. Use of the property as per lease deed

.................................. , , .

iv. Date of sanction of Building Plan with No.

·························-···• ·····················

v. Sanction valid up to

«­

vi. Use of different floors and areas sanctioned

···················································

vii. Name of the Architect & his address

................................... , .

viii. Name of the contractor and his address

············ .

14. The provision of the display board on the construction site is a mandatory requirement and non-compliance of
the same will invite a penalty of Rs. 5000/-.

15. It will be ensured that the construction / demolition work shali be carried out in such a manner that no
disturbance/nuisance is caused to residents of the neighborhood.

16. It will be ensured by the owner and the Architect that during the construction the building plans sanctioned shall
satisfy all the Environmentai Conditions for Buildings and Constructions of Chapter 3, Annexure XIV of these Bye
laws and as amended from time to time or any specific orders issued by the Govt.

17. Intimation of Completion of work up to Plinth Level, Plinth Level inspection and the issue of Plinth level
Inspection shall be done as per procedures laid down in the Chapter 2 of these bye-laws

18. The building shall be constructed strictly in accordance with the sanction plan as well as in accordance with the
certificate submitted jointly by the owner/Architect/Structural Engineer for safety requirement as stipulated in
Chapter 9 of these Building Bye-Laws, and the structural Design including safety from any natural hazards duly
incorporated in the design of the building as per the Government Of India Notification issued time to time and
Annexure VII of theses Bye Laws.

19. The mulba during the construction will be removed on weekly basis. If the same is not done, in that case the
local body shall remove the mulba and the cost shall be borne by the owner of the plot.

20. During construction, it is mandatory on the part of the owner to properly screen the construction site of the main
road by means of erecting a screen wall not less than 8 ft. in height from ground level which is to be painted to
avoid unpleasant look from the road side. In addition to this a net or some other protective material shall be hoisted
at the facades or the building to ensure that any falling material remains within the protected area.

21. Noise related activities will not be taken up for construction at night after 10.00 PM.
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(ix) All lo take appropriate measures and to ensure that the teens and conditions of the earlier order and these

orders sl1ould strictly comply with by fixing sprinklers, creations of green air barriers.

(viii) It shall be the responsibility of every builder to transpod construction material and debris waste tc
construction site, dumping site or any other place in accordance with rules and in terms of this order.

(vii) Every owner and or builder shall be under obligation to provide all medical help, investigation and treatment
to the workers Involved in the construction of building and carry of construction material and construction debris

relatable to dust emission.

(vi) Every worker working on the construction site and involved in loading, unloading and carriage of
construction material and construction debris shall be provided with mask to prevent inhalation of dust particles

«The vehicles carrying construction material and construction debris of any kind should be cleared be(of""

permitted to ply on the road after unloading of such material.

(q} The dust emissions from the construction site should be completely controlled and all precautions a"G"
that behalf.

y The construction material and debris shall be carried in the trucks or other vehicles which are fully COG
4rd protected so as to ensure that the construction debris or the construction material does not get dispee<

into the air or atmosphere, in any form whatsoever.

(ii) The construction rnateha! of any kind that is stored in the site will be fully covered in all respects so that it

does not disperse in the air in any form.

22 () Every builder or owner shall put tarpaulin on scaffolding around the area of construction and the building. ?
person including builder, owner can be permitted to store any construction material particularly sand on any part

of the street, roads in any colony.

(x) Compulsory use ofwet jet in grinding and stone cutting.

(xiii) All the builders who are building commercial. residential complexes which are covered under the EI
Notification of 2006 shall provide green belt around the building that they construct

(xii) All efforts to be made to increase the tree cover area by planting large number of trees of various species

depending upon the quality content of soil and other natural attendant circumstances.

(xi) Wind breaking walls around construction site.

25. The sanction will be void ab initio if any material fact has been suppressed or mis-represented of if auxiliary

conditions mentioned above are not complied.

24. No puncture, perforation, cutting, chiseling, trimming of any kind foe any purpose are permitted in the structural
rnernbers(beams / cotumns)submitted by the structural engineer as structural drawing for building permit in

accordance with the relevant structural codes.

Q3. The sanctioning authority approves Architectural Drawings/Development Con'Vol norms with respect to the
Building Bye Laws and Master Plan provisions only. The technical drawings/documents submitted by 1°
nerlconsultant/Architect/Engineer/Structural Engineer/Landscape Architect /Urban Designer/Engine@e " Utility

Services are considered as part of the records/information supporting the building permit only. The responsibility of
the correctness of information/application of technical provisions fully vests with the owner/consultantl
Architect'Engineer/Structural Engineer/Landscape Architect /Urban Designer/Engineer for Utility Services and SW @"

be liable as per laws.

Plot No. 134 Pkt No. ...........
Block No. Sector No .
Situated in/at. 1, 3 Cavalary Lane 4 Chhatra Marg,Civil Lines,Delhi-f

Delhi.
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And whereas Central Ground Water Authority had, in the year of 2000, notified the

South and South-West districts of Delhi as "Notified Areas" and imposed

prohibition and restriction in those districts on the construction and installation of

any structure for abstraction of ground water resources to avoid further depletion and

deterioration in water quality in the said districts;

And whereas through, another notification in March 2006, Central Ground Water

Authority has notified East, New Delhi, North-East, North-West and West districts

of Delhi as over exploited areas needing regulation, and registration of ground water

abstraction structures in those districts was made compulsory.

Now, therefore, in exercise of power conferred by section 5 of the Environment

(Protection) Act, 1986 (29 of 1986) read with the Ministry of Home Affairs,

Government of India Notification S.0.667 (E) bearing F.No, U-II030/J/91- UTL

dated the 10thSeptember, 1992 and in supersession of directions issued vide Order

Nos F8(348)/EA/Env/09/14433-14451 and F8(348)/EA/Env/09/14452-14470 dated

the 30th March 2009 as well as Order Nos. F8(348)/EA/Env/09/555-582 and

F8(348)/EA/Env/09/583-610 dated the 30th April 2009, the Lt. Governor of the

National Capital Territory of Delhi , hereby issues the following directions, namely:

(1) In the whole of the National Capital Territory of Delhi, no person, group,

authority, association or institution shall draw ground water through bore-well

or tube-well (both new as twell as existing and drawing ground water without

permission of Central Ground Water Authority) for domestic, commercial,

agricultural and or industrial uses without the prior permission of the

"Competent Authority" that is to say, the Delhi Jal Board or the New Delhi

Municipal Council as the cas'emay be.

Contd.. ...
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MINISTRY OF JAL SHAKTI 
(Department Of Water Resources, River Development And Ganga Rejuvenation) 

(CENTRAL GROUND WATER AUTHORITY) 

NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 24th September, 2020 

S.O. 3289(E).—WHEREAS, RQ WKH GLUHFWLRQV RI HRQ¶EOH SXSUHPH CRXUW YLGH LWV RUder dated 
the10th December, 1996 passed in Civil writ Petition No 4677 of 1985, MC Mehta Vs Union of India, the 
Central Government constituted the Central Ground Water Authority (hereafter referred to as the 
µAXWKRULW\¶)  vide notification number S.O. 38 (E), dated the 14th January, 1997 to exercise powers under 
Section 5 of the Environment (Protection) act, 1986 (29 of 1986) for the purposes of regulation and control 
of Ground Water management and development  and to exercise certain powers and perform certain 
functions relating thereto; 

 AND WHEREAS, the Authority has been regulating ground water development and management 
E\ ZD\ RI LVVXLQJ µNR OEMHFWLRQ CHUWLILFDWHV¶ IRU JURXQG ZDWHU H[WUDFWLRQ WR LQGXVWULHV RU LQIUDVWUXFWXUH 
projects or Mining Projects etc., and framed guidelines in this connection from time to time in twenty two 
States and two Union territories, where ground water development is not being regulated by the State 
Government Union Territory administration concerned; 

 AND WHEREAS, some of the State Governments or, Union territories enacted legislations and 
issued regulatory directions or orders for regulating ground water development and management; 

AND WHEREAS, WKH HRQ¶EOH NDWLRQDO GUHHQ TULEXQDO, NHZ DHOKL YLGH RUGHU GDWHG WKH 15th April 
2015 in OA Nos. 204/205/206 of 2014 has issued directions to the Authority to ensure that any person 
operating tube-well, or any means to extract ground water shall obtain permission from the Authority and 
shall operate the same subject to the law in force, even if such unit is existing unit or the unit is yet to be 
established; 

AND WHEREAS, WKH VDLG HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO YLGH LWV RUGHU GDWHG WKH 09th July, 2015 in OA Nos. 34 
and 37 of 2014 directed all industrial units which are members of the Common Effluent Treatment Plants 
(CETPV) WR DSSURDFK WKH AXWKRULW\ WKURXJK SWDWH PROOXWLRQ CRQWURO BRDUG IRU REWDLQLQJ µNR OEMHFWLRQ 
CHUWLILFDWH¶ LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK WKH ODZ;  

AND WHEREAS, WKH DIRUHVDLG HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO YLGH RUGHU GDWHG WKH 13th July, 2017 in  
OA No 200- of 2014 directed that every industry should be directed to pay for extraction of such water, that 
too, subject to the conditions stated in the order permitting such extraction; 

AND WHEREAS, WKH VDLG HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO YLGH LWV RUGHU GDWHG WKH 28th August, 2018 in  
O.A. Nos. 176 of 2015 and 59 of 2012 respectively directed the Ministry of Water Resources, River 
Development and Ganga Rejuvenation to forthwith review the existing mechanism so as to ensure effective 
steps for conserving the groundwater resources;  

AND WHEREAS, in pursuance of the directions of the Hon'ble National Green Tribunal and 
powers conferred by sub-section (3) of section 3 and section 5 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 
the Authority, with a view to protect the ground water resources had circulated the draft guidelines for grant 
RI µNR OEMHFWLRQ CHUWLILFDWH¶ RQ WKH 11th October, 2017 inviting comments and suggestions from all the 
stakeholders; 

AND WHEREAS, all objections and suggestions received in response to the said draft guideline 
have been duly considered by the Central Government, the Authority notified the guidelines to regulate 
groundwater over-exploitation and to conserve the groundwater resources in the country vide notification 
number S.O. 6140 (E), dated the 12th December, 2018; 

AND WHEREAS, WKH DIRUHVDLG HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO YLGH RUGHU GDWHG WKH 03rd January 2019 in the  
OA No. 176 of 2015 directed that the above mentioned notification dated the 12th December, 2018 may not 
EH JLYHQ HIIHFW WR DV LW LV XQVXVWDLQDEOH LI WHVWHG RQ µPrecautionary Principle, Sustainable development as 
well as Inter-JHQHUDWLRQDO ETXLW\ PULQFLSOHV¶ DQG LI LPSOHPHQWHG, ZLOO UHVXOW LQ IDVW GHSOHWLRQ RI 
groundwater and damage to water bodies and will be destructive of the fundamental right to life under 
Article 21 of the Constitution of India; 

AND WHEREAS, WKH VDLG HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO YLGH RUGHU GDWHG WKH 11th September, 2019 constituted 
a committee to deliberate on steps for preventing depletion of groundwater, robust monitoring mechanism 
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against unauthorised e[WUDFWLRQV DQG IXOILOOPHQW RI µNR OEMHFWLRQ CHUWLILFDWH¶ FRQGLWLRQV, HQYLURQPHQW 
compensation etc and to submit a report; 

AND WHEREAS, the aforesaid committee submitted the report along-with draft guidelines to 
regulate groundwater extraction and groundwatHU FRQVHUYDWLRQ LQ HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO RQ WKH  
16th March, 2020;  

AND WHEREAS, WKH DERYH VDLG HRQ¶EOH TULEXQDO YLGH RUGHU GDWHG WKH 20th July, 2020 directed to 
FRPSO\ ZLWK FHUWDLQ SRLQWV IRU VXVWDLQDEOH JURXQGZDWHU PDQDJHPHQW ZKLOH LVVXLQJ µNR OEMHFWLRQ 
CertiILFDWHV¶ WR FRPPHUFLDO HVWDEOLVKPHQWV E\ WKH AXWKRULW\; 

NRZ WKHUHIRUH,  LQ SXUVXDQFH RI WKH GLUHFWLRQV RI HRQ¶EOH NDWLRQDO GUHHQ TULEXQDO DQG WKH SRZHUV 
conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 3 read with Section 5 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 (29 
of 1986), the Department of Water Resources, River Development & Ganga Rejuvenation, hereby notifies 
the guidelines to regulate and  control groundwater extraction  in the country in supersession to this 
Ministry notification vide S.O. 6140 (E), dated the 12th December, 2018 as per the Schedule below: 

SCHEDULE 

Guidelines to regulate and control ground water extraction in India 

(with immediate effect) 

INDEX 

ITEM                                                                                                                                            Page No. 

Preamble and Background 

1.0  Exemptions from seeking No Objection Certificate ...................................................... 35 

2.0  Drinking & Domestic use for Residential apartments/ Group Housing Societies/ Government water 
supply agencies in urban areas ...................................................................................... 35 

3.0  Agriculture Sector ......................................................................................................... 36 

4.0   Commercial Use ........................................................................................................... 36 

4.1 Industrial Use ......................................................................................................... 36 

4.2     Mining Projects ................................................................................................... 37 

4.3     Infrastructure projects .......................................................................................... 38 

5.0    Ground water abstraction/ restoration charges .............................................................. 39 

5.1   Rates of Ground water abstraction /restoration charges ........................................ 40 

6.0   Bulk Water Supply .......................................................................................................... 42 

7.0   Abstraction of Saline ground water ................................................................................. 42 

8.0   Protection of Wetland Areas ............................................................................................ 42 

9.0  General compliance conditions in No Objection Certificate ........................................... 43 

10.0  Monitoring of compliance of No Objection Certificate Conditions ................................ 43 

11.0  Renewal of No Objection Certificate .............................................................................. 44 

12.0  Extension of No Objection Certificate ............................................................................ 44 

13.0  Delegation of powers against illegal groundwater withdrawal ....................................... 44 

14.0  Ground Water Level Monitoring ..................................................................................... 45 

15.0  Environmental Compensation ......................................................................................... 45 

15.1 Rates of Environmental Compensation: .................................................................. 45 

15.2  Deterrent Factors to compensate losses and environmental damage (for packaged drinking water 
units, mining, industries and infrastructural dewatering projects) ................................... 46 

16.0  Provision of  Penalty ....................................................................................................... 46 

17.0  Other important Conditions (Applicable to all): ............................................................. 48 

[F. No. CGWA-21/4/2020-CGWA] 

ASHISH KUMAR, Director 
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ANNEXURES 
Annexure I: Estimation of water requirements for drinking and domestic use. 

Annexure II:  Guidelines for construction of piezometers and monitoring of groundwater levels and 
quality. 

Annexure III: Measures to be adopted to ensure prevention from pollution in the plant premises of 
polluting industries/ projects. 

Annexure IV: Outline of hydro-geological report for obtaining No Objection Certificate for 
industries. 

Annexure V: Format of the Report on ground water conditions (for mining projects). 

Annexure VI:           Indicative list of Infrastructure projects.  

Annexure VII: Supreme Court Order in Civil Writ petition 36 of 2009 regarding measures for 
prevention of fatal accidents of small children due to their falling into abandoned bore 
wells and tube wells. 

Annexure VIII:       List of States/ Union territories where ground water extraction is being regulated by 
Central Ground Water Authority (CGWA) 

Annexure IX:           Glossary of technical terms used 

Annexure X :           Annual water audits by the industries 

Guidelines to regulate and control groundwater extraction in India 

Preamble and Background:  

OQ WKH GLUHFWLRQV RI HRQ¶EOH SXSUHPH CRXUW YLGH LWV RUGHU GDWHG 10WK DHFHPEHU, 1996 SDVVHG LQ CLYLO ZULW 
Petition No 4677 of 1985, MC Mehta Vs Union of India, the Central Government had constituted the 
Central Ground Water Board as Authority vide notification number S.O. 38 (E), dated the 14th January, 
1997 to exercise powers under sub section (3) of section 3 of the Environment (Protection) act, 1986 (29 of 
1986) for the purposes of regulation and control of Ground Water Management and Development  and to 
exercise certain powers and perform certain functions as per the said Act. 

The Authority has been regulating ground water devHORSPHQW DQG PDQDJHPHQW E\ ZD\ RI LVVXLQJ µNR 
OEMHFWLRQ CHUWLILFDWHV¶ IRU JURXQG ZDWHU H[WUDFWLRQ WR LQGXVWULHV RU LQIUDVWUXFWXUH SURMHFWV RU MLQLQJ 
Projects etc., and framed guidelines in this connection from time to time applicable in twenty two States 
and two Union territories, where ground water development is not being regulated by the State Government 
and Union territory administration concerned. 

To have sustainable management of water resources in the country groundwater abstraction guidelines have 
been prepared to regulate groundwater extraction and conserve the scarce groundwater resources in the 
country. 

These guidelines will come into force with immediate effect from the date of Gazette Notification and will 
supersede all earlier guidelines issued by the Central Ground Water Authority (CGWA).  

These guidelines will have pan India applicability. Ground water abstraction in States/ Uts (which are not 
regulating ground water abstraction) shall continue to be regulated by Central Ground Water Authority.  

Further, wherever States/ Uts have come out with their own groundwater abstraction guidelines, which are 
inconsistent with the CGWA guidelines, the provisions of CGWA guidelines will prevail. However, in case 
the guidelines followed by such States/ Uts contain some more stringent provisions than  CGWA 
guidelines, such  provisions may also be given effect to by the States/ Uts Authorities in addition to those 
contained in the CGWA guidelines. States may be at liberty to suggest additional conditions/ criteria based 
on the local hydro-geological situations which shall be reviewed by CGWA/Ministry of Jal Shakti, 
Government of India before acceptance.  

All new/existing industries, industries seeking expansion, infrastructure projects and mining projects 
abstracting ground water, unless specifically exempted under Para 1.0 below, will be required to seek No 
Objection Certificate from Central Ground Water Authority or, the concerned State/ UT Ground Water 
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Authority as the case may be.  The entire process of grant of No Objection Certificate shall be online 
through a web based application system.  

Water management plans shall be prepared by all the State Ground Water Authorities/ Organizations for all 
Over-exploited, Critical and Semi-critical assessment units starting with Over-exploited units. Water 
management plans shall be reviewed and updated periodically. Water management plans, data on water 
availability and scarcity and policy framed in this regard shall be placed on the websites of Central Ground 
Water Authority/ State Ground Water Authority. 

1.0 Exemptions from seeking No Objection Certificate:  

Following categories of consumers shall be exempted from seeking No Objection Certificate for 
ground water extraction: 

(i) Individual domestic consumers in both rural and urban areas for drinking water and domestic 
uses.  

(ii)  Rural drinking water supply schemes. 

(iii) Armed Forces Establishments and Central Armed Police Forces establishments in both rural 
and urban areas. 

(iv)  Agricultural activities. 

(v) Micro and small Enterprises drawing ground water less than 10 cum/day.  

1.1  Registration of Drilling Rigs 

State / Ut Governments shall be responsible for registering drilling rigs operating within  their jurisdiction 
and for maintaining the database of wells drilled by them. Appropriate link shall be provided in CGWA 
portal for making the data available to CGWA. 

2.0  Drinking & Domestic use for Residential apartments/ Group Housing Societies/ Government 
water supply agencies in urban areas 

For grant of No Objection Certificate for ground water extraction, the project proponent has to furnish the 
details as per the guidelines issued by the CGWA in proper format as available in CGWA website. No 
Objection Certificate for new /existing wells shall be granted only in such cases where the local 
Government water supply agency is unable to supply requisite amount of water in the area. 

No Objection Certificate shall be granted subject to the following specific conditions:  

i) Installation of Sewage Treatment Plants shall be mandatory for all residential apartments/ Group 
Housing Societies where ground water requirement is more than 20 m3/day. The water from Sewage 
Treatment Plants shall be utilized for toilet flushing, car washing, gardening etc.  

ii) The No Objection Certificate shall be valid for a period of five years from the date of issue or till 
such time local Government water supply is provided to the project area, whichever is earlier. In case 
the project proponent receives water supply from the concerned local Government Water Supply 
Agency during the validity of the No Objection Certificate, intimation regarding availability of public 
water supply shall be sent by the project proponent to CGWA and No Objection Certificate will be 
cancelled by the Authority. In other cases, the project proponent will apply for renewal of No 
Objection Certificate, ninety days before the expiry of No Objection Certificate.    

iii) Proponents shall be liable to pay ground water abstraction charges for the quantum of ground water 
proposed to be extracted, as per rates mentioned in Table 5.1. 

Documents to be submitted with the application  

a) Details of water requirement computed as per National Building Code, 2016 (Annexure I), taking 
into account recycling/ reuse of treated water for flushing etc.  

b) Affidavit on non-judicial stamp paper of Rs. 10/- by the applicant, confirming non/ inadequate 
availability of public water supply in case of users requiring ground water up to 10 m3/ day for 
drinking/ domestic use. 

c) Certificate of non-availability of water from local government water supply agency in cases requiring 
ground water in excess of 10 m3/ day for drinking/ domestic use. Government water supply agencies 
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applying for No Objection Certificate shall submit copy of government approval of the scheme/ 
project proposed to be implemented. 

d) Ground water quality data of existing bore well/ tube well/ dug well from any National Accreditation 
Board for Testing and Calibration Laboratories (NABL) accredited laboratory or Govt. approved 
laboratory (in case of existing projects applying for no objection certificate)  

e) Proposal for rain water harvesting/ recharge within the premises as per Model Building Bye Laws 
issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs.  

3.0  Agriculture Sector  

Agriculture sector is the backbone of the Indian economy. As per Minor Irrigation Census 2013-14, 87.86% 
of wells are owned by marginal, small and semi-medium farmers having land holding up to 4 hectares (ha). 
Around 9.18 % of wells are owned by medium farmers having land holding 4 ± 10 ha and 2.96% of the 
wells are owned by big farmers having land holding more than 10 ha.  

Considering the number of ground water abstraction structures, regulation of ground water in agriculture 
VHFWRU WKURXJK D µFRPPDQG DQG FRQWURO¶ VWUDWHJ\ ZLOO SURYH WR EH DQ DUGuous task. Therefore, a 
participatory approach for sustainable ground water management would be more productive.  

States/Uts are advised to review their free/subsidized electricity policy to farmers, bring suitable water 
pricing policy and may work further towards crop rotation/diversification/other initiatives to reduce over-
dependence on groundwater. 

Agriculture sector shall be exempted from obtaining No Objection Certificate for ground water extraction. 

4.0   Commercial Use 

No new major industries shall be granted No Objection Certificate in over-exploited assessment areas 
except as per the policy guidelines. 

Availability of ground water resources shall be given due regard while considering applications for grant of 
No Objection Certificate for commercial use. 

Commercial entities extracting ground water shall be required to submit online annual water audit report 
including an audit of water use as mentioned in the relevant sections. CGWA/ State Ground Water 
Authority (SGWA) shall publish all such audit reports online. 

CGWA/ SGWAs shall engage independent agencies to verify the compliance of No Objection Certificate 
conditions periodically.  

4.1 Industrial Use 

In Over-exploited assessment units, No Objection Certificate shall not be granted for ground water 
abstraction to any new industry except those falling in the category of Micro, Small and Medium 
Enterprises (MSME). However, No Objection Certificate for drinking/ domestic use for work force, green 
belt use by these new industries shall be permitted. Expansion of existing industries involving increase in 
quantum of ground water abstraction in over-exploited assessment units shall not be permitted. No 
Objection Certificate shall not be granted to new packaged water industries in Overexploited areas, even if 
they belong to MSME category. 

No Objection Certificate for ground water extraction by industries shall be granted subject to the following 
specific conditions:  

i) No Objection Certificate shall be granted only in such cases where local government water supply 
agencies are not able to supply the desired quantity of water.  

ii) All industries shall be required to adopt latest water efficient technologies so as to reduce dependence 
on ground water resources.  

iii) All industries abstracting ground water in excess of 100 m3/d shall be required to undertake annual 
water audit through Confederation of Indian Industries (CII)/ Federation Indian Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry (FICCI)/ National Productivity Council (NPC) certified auditors and submit 
audit reports within three months of completion of the same to CGWA. All such industries shall be 
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required to reduce their ground water use by at least 20% over the next three years through 
appropriate means.  

iv) Construction of observation well(s) (piezometer)(s) within the premises and installation of 
appropriate water level monitoring mechanism as mentioned in Section 15 shall be mandatory for 
industries drawing/ proposing to draw more than 10 m3/day of ground water and. Monitoring of 
water level shall be done by the project proponent. The piezometer (observation well) shall be 
constructed at a minimum distance of 15 m from the bore well/production well. Depth and aquifer 
zone tapped in the piezometer shall be the same as that of the pumping well/ wells. Detailed 
guidelines for design and construction of piezometers are given in Annexure II. Monthly water level 
data shall be submitted to the CGWA through the web portal. 

v) The proponent shall be required to adopt roof top rain water harvesting/ recharge in the project 
premises. Industries which are likely to pollute ground water (chemical, pharmaceutical, dyes, 
pigments, paints, textiles, tannery, pesticides/ insecticides, fertilizers, slaughter house, explosives 
etc.) shall store the harvested rain water in surface storage tanks for use in the industry. 

vi) Injection of treated/ untreated waste water into aquifer system is strictly prohibited. 

vii) Industries which are likely to cause ground water pollution e.g. Tanning, Slaughter Houses, Dye, 
Chemical/ Petrochemical, Coal washeries, other hazardous units etc. (as per CPCB list) need to 
undertake necessary well head protection measures to ensure prevention of ground water pollution 
(Annexure III). 

viii) All industries drawing ground water  in safe, semi-critical and critical assessment units shall be 
required to pay ground water abstraction charges as applicable as per Tables 5.2 A and 5.3 A. 

ix) All existing industries drawing ground water in over-exploited assessment units shall be liable to pay 
ground water restoration charges as applicable as per Tables 5.2 B and 5.3 B. 

Documents to be submitted with the application 

(a) An affidavit on non judicial stamp paper of Rs. 10/- regarding non availability of water supply from 
local government agencies in cases where ground water requirement is up to 10 m3/day. 

(b) Certificate regarding non/ partial availability of fresh water/ treated waste water supply from the local 
government water supply agency in cases where requirement of ground water is more than 10 
m3/day.  

(c) Ground water quality data of existing bore well/ tube well/ dug well from any NABL accredited 
laboratory or Govt. approved laboratory (in case of existing projects applying for No Objection 
Certificate)  

(d) Water quality data of bore well/ tube well/ dug well in respect of existing industries from NABL 
accredited laboratories/Government approved laboratories. 

(e) Proposal for rain water harvesting/ recharge within the premises as per Model Building Bye Laws 
issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs.  

(f) Impact Assessment report: All projects extracting/proposing to extract ground water in excess of 
100 m3/day in Over-exploited, Critical and Semi-critical areas shall have to mandatorily submit 
impact assessment report of existing/ proposed ground water withdrawal on the ground water regime 
and also socio-economic impacts report prepared by accredited consultants. Pro-forma for the report 
is given in Annexure IV. 

4.2   Mining Projects 

All existing as well as new mining projects will be required to obtain No Objection Certificate for ground 
water abstraction. Since mining projects are location specific, there will be no ban on grant of No Objection 
Certificate for abstraction of ground water for such projects in over-exploited assessment units.  

No Objection Certificate for mining projects shall be granted subject to the following specific conditions:  

i) It shall be mandatory for all the mining industries to ensure that water available from de-watering 
operations is properly treated and should be gainfully utilized for supply for irrigation, dust 
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suppression, mining process, recharge in downstream  and for maintaining e-flows in the river 
system.  

ii) Construction of observation well(s) (piezometers) along the periphery in the premises, for monthly 
ground water level monitoring, shall be mandatory for mines drawing/ proposing to draw more than 
10 m3/day of ground water. Depth and aquifer zone tapped in the piezometer shall be commensurate 
with that of pumping well/ wells.  

iii) In addition, the proponent shall monitor ground water levels by establishing observation wells 
(piezometers) in the core and buffer zones as specified in the No Objection Certificate. 

iv) In case of coal and other base metal mining the project proponent shall use the advance dewatering 
technology (by construction of series of dewatering abstraction structures) to avoid contamination of 
surface water.   

v) In addition to this, all mining units shall also monitor the water quality of mine seepage and mine 
discharge through NABL accredited/ Govt. approved laboratories and the same shall be submitted at 
the time of self compliance. 

vi) All mining projects drawing ground water in safe, semi-critical and critical assessment units shall be 
required to pay ground water abstraction charges as applicable as per Tables 5.4 A. 

vii) All mining projects drawing ground water in over-exploited assessment units shall be liable to pay 
ground water restoration charges as per Table 5.4 B. 

Documents to be submitted with the application 

(a) Mining plan approved by the concerned Govt. agency/ department.   

(b) Proposal for rain water harvesting/ recharge within the premises as per Model Building Bye Laws 
issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs.  

(c) Comprehensive report prepared by accredited consultant on ground water conditions in both core and 
buffer zones of the mine, depth wise and year wise mine seepage calculations, impact assessment of 
mining and dewatering on ground water regime and its socio-economic impact, details of recycling, 
reuse and recharge, reduction of pumping with use of technology for mining and water management to 
minimize and mitigate the adverse impact on ground water, based on local conditions. Format for 
report is given in Annexure V. 

4.3  Infrastructure projects: 

Since infrastructure projects are location specific, grant of No Objection Certificate to such projects located 
in over-exploited assessment units shall not be banned. New infrastructure projects/ residential buildings 
may require dewatering during construction activity and/ or use   ground water for construction. In both 
cases, applicants shall seek No Objection Certificate from CGWA before commencement of work. 
However, in over-exploited assessment units, use of ground water for construction activity shall be 
permitted only if no treated sewage water is available within 10 km radius of the site. New as well as 
existing Infrastructure projects shall also be required to seek No Objection Certificate for abstraction of 
ground water.  

NR µNR OEMHFWLRQ CHUWLILFDWH¶ shall be granted for extraction of groundwater for Water Parks, Theme Parks 
and Amusement Parks in over-exploited assessment units. 

Indicative list of Infrastructure projects is given in Annexure VI.  

The No Objection Certificate for ground water abstraction will be granted subject to the following specific 
conditions: 

i) In case of infrastructure projects that require dewatering, proponent shall be required to carry out 
regular monitoring of dewatering discharge rate (using a digital water flow meter) and submit the 
data through the web portal to CGWA/SGWA as applicable. Monitoring records and results should 
be retained by the proponent for two years, for inspection or reporting as required by CGWA/ 
SGWA.  
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ii) Installation of Sewage Treatment Plants (STP) shall be mandatory for new projects, where ground 
water requirement is more than 20 m3/day. The water from STP shall be utilized for toilet flushing, 
car washing, gardening etc.  

iii) For infrastructure dewatering/ construction activity, No Objection Certificate shall be valid for 
specific period as per the detailed proposal submitted by the project proponent. 

iv) All infrastructure projects drawing ground water in safe, semi-critical and critical assessment units 
shall be required to pay ground water abstraction charges as applicable as per Table 5.3 A.  

v)    All infrastructure projects (new/ existing) drawing ground water in over-exploited assessment units 
shall be liable to pay ground water restoration charges as per Table 5.3 B.  

Documents to be submitted with the application 

(a)   In cases where dewatering is involved,  submission of impact assessment report prepared by an 
accredited consultant on the ground water situation in the area giving detailed plan of pumping, 
proposed usage of pumped water and comprehensive impact assessment of the same on the ground 
water regime shall be mandatory. The report should highlight environmental risks and proposed 
management strategies to overcome any significant environmental issues such as ground water level 
decline, land subsidence etc. 

(b) An affidavit on non judicial stamp paper of Rs. 10/- regarding non availability of water from any 
other source in case water is required for construction in safe and semi critical areas.  

(c) Certificate from a government agency regarding non availability of treated sewage water for 
construction within 10 km radius of the site in critical and over-exploited areas. 

(d) Certificate of non-availability of water from local government water supply agency in respect of all 
categories of assessments units for commercial use.  

(e) Proposal for rain water harvesting/ recharge within the premises as per Model Building Bye Laws 
issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs.  

(f) Details of water requirement computed as per National Building Code, 2016 (Annexure I), taking 
into account recycling/ reuse of treated water for flushing etc. (in case of completed infrastructure 
projects for commercial use). 

(g) Completion certificate from the concerned agency for infrastructure projects requiring water for 
commercial use.  

5.0   Ground water abstraction/ restoration charges 

All residential apartments/ group housing societies/ Government water supply agencies in urban areas shall 
be required to pay ground water abstraction charges.   

All industries/mining/ infrastructure projects drawing ground water in safe, semi-critical and critical  
assessment units will have to pay ground water abstraction charges based on quantum of ground water 
extraction and category of assessment unit as per details given in this guideline.  

All existing mining/ infrastructure projects and existing industries including MSME drawing ground water 
in over-exploited assessment units will have to pay ground water restoration charges based on quantum of 
ground water extraction. Further, new MSME, new infrastructure and new Mining projects in over 
exploited areas shall also be required to pay ground water restoration charges. 

Existing industries, infrastructure units and mining projects which have installed/constructed artificial 
recharge structures in compliance of the conditions prescribed in the groundwater guidelines prevailing at 
the time of grant of No Objection Certificate or its renewal shall be eligible for a rebate of 50% (fifty 
percent) in the ground water abstraction charges/ground water restoration charges, subject to their 
satisfactory performance and verification. 

The revenue generated from the proposed water abstraction/ restoration charges shall be kept in a separate 
fund for implementation of site specific suitable demand/ supply side interventions.  
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5.1  Rates of Ground water abstraction /restoration charges 

I. Drinking and domestic use for residential apartments/ group housing societies/ Government 
water supply agencies in Urban areas 

All residential apartments/ Group Housing Societies requiring water only for drinking/domestic use 
requiring No Objection Certificate would pay ground water abstraction charges as per rates given below in  
Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 Ground Water Abstraction charges for Drinking & Domestic use. 

Quantum of Groundwater withdrawal 
(m3/month) 

Rate of ground water abstraction charges  

(Rs. per m3) 

0-25 No charge  

26-50 1.00 

>50  2.00 

 

Government water supply agencies and Government infrastructure projects shall pay Ground water 
abstraction Charges @ Rs. 0.50 per m3. 

II. Packaged Drinking Water units  

Rates of ground water abstraction charges for packaged drinking water units in safe, semi-critical and 
critical assessment units are given in Table 5.2 A and those for ground water restoration charges in over-
exploited assessment units are given in Table 5.2 B.  

Table 5.2 A: Rates of ground water abstraction charges for packaged drinking water units  
(Rs per m3) 

S.No. Category 

 of area 

 

 

Ground 
water use 

Quantum of ground water withdrawal 

Up to 
50m3/day  

51 to <200 
m3/day  

200 to <1000 
m3/day 

1000 to  

<5000 
m3/day 

5000 
m3/day 

and above 

1. Safe 1.00 3.00 5.00 8.00 10.00 

2. Semi-critical 2.00 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 

3. Critical 4.00 10.00 20.00 40.00 60.00 

 

Table 5.2 B: Rates of ground water restoration charges for packaged drinking water units  
(Rs per m3) 

S.No. Category 

 of area 

 

 

Ground 
water use 

Quantum of ground water withdrawal 

Up to 50 
m3/day  

51 to <200 
m3/day  

200 to <1000 
m3/day 

1000 to  

<5000 
m3/day 

5000 
m3/day 

and above 

1. Over-exploited 
(existing 

industries only) 

8.00 20.00 40.00 80.00 120.00 
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III. Other Industries & infrastructure projects  

Rates of ground water abstraction charges for other industries and infrastructure projects in safe, semi-
critical and critical assessment units are given in Table 5.3 A and those for ground water restoration charges 
in over-exploited assessment units are given in Table 5.3 B.  

Table 5.3 A: Rates of Ground Water abstraction charges for other industries & infrastructure 
projects (Rs per m3) 

S.No. Category 

 of area 

 

 

Ground water 
use 

Quantum of ground water withdrawal 

< 200 
m3/day 

200 to <1000 
m3/day 

1000 to  

<5000 
m3/day 

5000 m3/day and 
above 

1. Safe 1.00 2.00 3.00 5.00 

2. Semi-critical 2.00 3.00 5.00 8.00 

3. Critical 4.00 6.00 8.00 10.00 

 

Table 5.3 B: Rates of ground water restoration charges for other industries & infrastructure projects 
(Rs per m3) 

S.No. Category 

 of area 

 

 

Ground water 
use 

Quantum of ground water withdrawal 

< 200 
m3/day 

200 to <1000 
m3/day 

1000 to  

<5000 
m3/day 

5000 m3/day and 
above 

1. Over-exploited (existing 
industries / new 

Industries as per the 
present Guidelines)  

6.00 10.00 16.00 20.00 

 

IV. Mining projects   

Rates of ground water abstraction charges for mining, which are drawing ground water in safe, semi-critical 
and critical assessment units are given in Table 5.4 A and those for ground water restoration charges in case 
of projects drawing ground water in over-exploited assessment units are given in Table 5.4 B.  

Table 5.4 A: Rates of ground water abstraction charges for mining (Rs. per m3)  

S.No. Category 

 of area 

 

Ground water 
use 

 Quantum of ground water withdrawal    

< 200 
m3/day 

200 to <1000 
m3/day 

1000 to  

<5000 
m3/day 

5000 m3/day and 
above 

1. Safe 1.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 

2. Semi-critical 2.00 2.50 3.00 4.00 

3. Critical 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 
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Table 5.4 B: Rates of ground water restoration charges for mining (Rs. per m3)  

S.No. Category 

 of area 

 

Ground water 
use 

 Quantum of ground water withdrawal    

< 200 
m3/day 

200 to <1000 
m3/day 

1000 to  

<5000 
m3/day 

5000 m3/day and 
above 

1. Over-exploited 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 

 

6.0 Bulk Water Supply 

All private tankers abstracting ground water and use it for supply as bulk water suppliers will now 
mandatorily seek No Objection Certificate for ground water abstraction. The bulk water suppliers through 
tankers drawing ground water in safe, semi-critical and critical assessment units shall pay groundwater 
abstraction charges as per the Table-6.1 A. The bulk water suppliers drawing ground water in over-
exploited assessment units shall pay the groundwater restoration charges as per the Table-6.1 B. All 
tankers will have to install GPS based system for their monitoring of movement/area of operation.  

Modalities for issue of No Objection Certificate for bulk/tanker water supplies shall be worked out in 
consultation with States/Uts and suitable guidelines in this regard will be framed and issued separately for 
the same. 

Table-6.1A:   Groundwater abstraction charges for Bulk/Tanker water supplies 

Category Rate per m3 (in Rs.) 

Safe 10 

Semi Critical 20 

Critical 25 

 

Table-6.1B:   Groundwater abstraction charges for Bulk/Tanker water supplies 

Category Rate per m3 (in Rs.) 

Over Exploited 35 

 

7.0 Abstraction of Saline ground water 

Abstraction of saline ground water in areas having either saline ground water at all depths or pockets of 
saline ground water in an otherwise fresh water area for use by industries/ dewatering by infrastructure/ 
mining projects including those located in over-exploited areas would be encouraged. Such industries shall 
be exempted from paying ground water abstraction charges.  

The list of such assessment units having saline ground water at all depths as per the latest assessment of 
dynamic ground water resources will be made available by the CGWA in their website. However, due care 
shall be taken in respect of disposal of effluents by the units so as to protect the water bodies and the 
aquifers from pollution.  

Detailed guidelines in this regard shall be prepared and issued separately. 

8.0  Protection of Wetland Areas 

The wet land areas in the country are very crucial as they are direct reflection of the presence of ground 
water in such areas. The protection of the wetland areas is being separately handled by the Wetland 
Authorities. Since ground water is very crucial for the survival of the wetland area, any excessive ground 
water development within the zone of wetland area would affect the volume of water in that wetland.  
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Projects falling within 500 m. from the periphery of demarcated wetland areas shall mandatorily submit a 
detailed proposal indicating that any ground water abstraction by the project proponent does not affect the 
protected wetland areas. Furthermore, before seeking permission from CGWA, the projects shall take 
consent/approval from the appropriate Wetland Authorities to establish their projects in the area. 

9.0  General compliance conditions in No Objection Certificate 

i. Installation of digital water flow meter (conforming to BIS/ IS standards) having telemetry system in 
the abstraction structure(s) shall be mandatory for all users seeking No Objection Certificate and 
intimation regarding their installation shall be communicated to the CGWA within 30 days of grant 
of No Objection Certificate through the web-portal.   

ii. Proponents shall mandatorily get water flow meter calibrated on from an authorized agency once in 
a year.   

iii. Proponents shall install roof top rain water harvesting & recharge systems in the project area.  

iv. Proponents shall pay Ground Water Abstraction/ Restoration Charges based on quantum of ground 
water extraction as applicable as per the rates given in Section 6.   

v. Construction of purpose-built observation wells (piezometers) for ground water level monitoring 
shall be mandatory as per Section 15.   Water level data shall be made available to CGWA through 
web portal. Detailed guidelines for construction of piezometers are given in Annexure-II. 

vi. Proponents shall monitor quality of ground water from the abstraction structure(s) once in a year. 
Water samples from bore wells/ tube wells / dug wells shall be collected during April/May every 
year and analysed in NABL accredited laboratories for basic parameters (cations and anions), heavy 
metals, pesticides/ organic compounds etc. Water quality data shall be made available to CGWA 
through the web portal. 

vii. If the existing well becomes defunct due to mechanical failure within the validity period of No 
Objection Certificate, the user can construct a replacement well under intimation to CGWA on web 
portal. The defunct well shall be properly sealed (Refer Annexure VII). The user will be required to 
submit documentary proof in this regard. However, if the existing abstraction structures fails to yield 
water and he proponent desires to drill another tubewell in the same premises, prior permission of 
the Authority shall be required. If the replacement well is to be drilled in some different place, the 
proponent shall obtain fresh No Objection Certificate.  

viii. Wherever feasible, requirement of water for greenbelt (horticulture) shall be met from recycled / 
treated waste water.  

ix. In case of change of ownership, new owner of the industry will have to apply for incorporation of 
necessary changes in the No Objection Certificate with documentary proof within 60 days of taking 
over possession of the premises.  

10.0  Monitoring of compliance of No Objection Certificate Conditions 

To monitor the compliance of No Objection Certificate conditions, Central Ground Water Authority and 
State/ UT Ground Water Authorities shall take the following steps: 

a. Suitable MIS will be developed for compliance monitoring.  

b. District Collectors/Deputy Commissioners (DCs) /District Magistrates (DMs) are  authorized to take 
enforcement measures like  sealing of unauthorized ground water abstraction structures, 
disconnection of electricity,  launching of prosecution   against those violating the No Objection 
Certificate conditions and  taking action for imposition  of  Environmental  Compensation. 

c. Technical officers of CGWB/ CGWA and State groundwater organizations are authorized to take 
actions with respect to monitoring and periodic inspections with the approval of competent 
authority.  

d. In case of violation of any of the No Objection Certificate conditions, the proponents shall be liable 
to pay the penalties as per Section 16. 
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11.0 Renewal of No Objection Certificate 

No objection certificate shall be renewed periodically, subject to the compliance of the conditions 
mentioned therein: 

i. The applicant shall apply for renewal of No Objection Certificate at least ninety days prior to 
expiry of its validity.  

ii. Application for renewal of No Objection Certificate shall be accompanied by the Compliance 
Report. 

iii. Before granting renewal, Central Ground Water Authority or State/ Ut Authority shall satisfy itself 
that the conditions of No Objection Certificate have been complied with. 

iv. In case of change in category of the assessment unit, renewals would be granted with conditions as 
laid down for new category. 

v. No Objection Certificate will be renewed for the terms specified for various uses as follows: 

Category Use Term of renewal 

Critical, 

Semi-critical 

and 

safe 

Infrastructure projects for drinking & domestic 
use and urban Water Supply Agencies  

5 years 

Industries 3 years 

Mines  2 years 

Over exploited AOO XVHUV LQ µOYHU-H[SORLWHG DUHDV¶ 2 years 

 

vi. If the application for renewal is submitted in time and the CGWA/ the respective State/ Ut Authority  
is unable to process the application in time, No Objection Certificate shall be deemed to be extended 
till the date of  renewal of No Objection Certificate.  

vii. If the proponent fails to apply for renewal within 3 months from the date of expiry of No Objection 
Certificate, the proponent shall be liable to pay Environmental Compensation for the period starting 
from the date of expiry of No Objection Certificate till No Objection Certificate is renewed by the 
competent authority. 

12.0 Extension of No Objection Certificate 

If the proponent is unable to construct the well(s) during the validity period of No Objection Certificate for 
genuine reasons, the proponent will have to apply for extension of No Objection Certificate. Application 
for extension should be supported by documents justifying the reasons for delay. Other conditions for grant 
of extension of No Objection Certificate will be the same as that for fresh No Objection Certificate. 

Extension of No Objection Certificate will be granted for a maximum period of two years. No further 
extension will be granted after the expiry of the extended period. In that case, the applicant will have to 
apply afresh for grant of No Objection Certificate. 

13.0 Delegation of powers against illegal groundwater withdrawal 

Central Ground Water Authority has appointed the District Magistrate/ District Collector/ Sub Divisional 
Magistrates of each Revenue District/Sub division as Authorized Officers, who  have been delegated the 
power to  seal illegal wells, disconnect electricity supply to the energised well, launch prosecution against 
offenders etc. including grievance redressal related to ground water in their respective jurisdictions.  

In order to further decentralise and strengthen the monitoring and compliance mechanism as per the 
guidelines, officials of concerned Departments of Revenue and Industries of the States/Uts shall be 
appointed as Authorised Officers in consultation with the State/Ut Governments. 

A copy of the No Objection Certificate issued by the CGWA in the No Objection Certificate Application 
Portal (NOCAP) will be forwarded to the respective District Magistrate/ District Collector. In case of any 
violation of the directions of Central Ground Water Authority and non-fulfilment of the conditions laid 
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down in the No Objection Certificate, the Authorised Officers will file appropriate Petition/Original 
Application etc under sections 15 to 21 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 in appropriate Courts. 

14.0 Ground Water Level Monitoring 

All the project proponents (drawing ground water more than 10 cum/d) have to mandatorily construct 
Piezometers (observation wells) within their premises for monitoring of the ground water levels. Such a 
mechanism of compliance conditions has been made to ensure that every month the ground water level in 
the project area can be monitored and observed. In this regard the necessary criteria for monitoring of water 
levels through piezometers by the project proponents is given in Table 14.1. 

Table 14.1 No. of Piezometers to be constructed & Type of  Water Level Monitoring Mechanism  

S.No. 
Quantum of Ground water 

withdrawal (cum/d) 

No. of 
piezometer 

required 

Monitoring mechanism 

Manual DWLR 
DWLR with 
Telemetry 

1 <10 0 0 0 0 

2 11-50 1 1 0 0 

3 51-500 1 0 1 0 

4 >500 2 0 1 1 

 

The piezometer shall be suitably located to ensure that zone of aquifer tapped in the piezometer is the same 
as that of the pumping well.   

15.0 Environmental Compensation 

Extraction of ground water for commercial use by industries, infrastructure units and mining projects 
without a valid No Objection Certificate from appropriate authority shall be considered illegal and such 
entities shall be liable to pay Environmental Compensation for the quantum of ground water so extracted. 
The norms prescribed by Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB) shall be utilized for calculating the 
Environmental compensation as mentioned below: 

ECGW = Ground water consumption per day x Environmental Compensation rate (ECRGW) x No. of days x 
Deterrence factor 

where ground water consumption is in m3/day and ECRGW in Rs./ cum 

15.1 Rates of Environmental Compensation: 

Rates of Environmental Compensation (ECRGW) for various types of users in different categories of 
assessment units are given in Table 15.1 to 15.3. 

Table 15.1 : ECRGW for Packaged Drinking Water units  

S.No. Area Category Water Consumption (cum/day) 

<200/  200 to <1000 1000 to <5000 5000 & above 

Environmental Compensation Rate (ECRGW) in Rs./m3 

1 Safe 12 18 24 30 

2 Semi critical 24 36 48 60 

3 Critical 36 48 66 90 

4 Over- exploited     48        72        96           120 

Note :-Minimum ECGW shall not be less than Rs 1,00,000/- 
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Table 15.2: ECRGW for Mining/ infrastructure dewatering projects 

S.No. Area Category Water Consumption (cum/day) 

<200 200 to 
<1000 

1000 to 
<5000 

5000 & above 

Environmental Compensation Rate (ECRGW) in Rs./m3 

1 Safe 15 21 30 40 

2 Semi critical 30 45 60 75 

3 Critical 45 60 85 115 

4 Over- exploited 60 90 120 150 

Note :-Minimum ECGw shall not be less thanRs 1,00,000/- 

 

Table 15.3: ECRGW for Industrial units 

S.No. Area 
Category 

Water Consumption (cum/day) 

<200 200 to 
<1000 

1000 to 
<5000  

5000 &  above 

Environmental Compensation Rate (ECRGW) in Rs./m3 

1 Safe 20 30 40 50 

2 Semi critical 40 60 80 100 

3 Critical 60 80 110 150 

4 Over- exploited 80 120 160 200 

Note :-Minimum ECGw shall not be less thanRs 1,00,000/- 

 

15.2 Deterrent Factors to compensate losses and environmental damage (for packaged drinking water 
units, mining, industries and infrastructural dewatering projects) 

The following deterrent factors based on the duration of illegal ground water extraction shall be levied to 
compensate for the losses and environmental damages as detailed in Table 15.4. 

Table 15.4: Deterrent factor based on quantum of ground water withdrawal and number of years of 
illegal withdrawal  

S.No. Water Consumption Deterrence Factor 

< 2 years 2-5 years >5 years 

1 <1000 KLD 1.00 1.00 1.25 

2 1000-5000 KLD 1.00 1.00 1.50 

3 >5000 KLD 1.00 1.25 2.00 

Note: KLD ± Kilolitre per day 

16.0  Provision of  Penalty 

Penalty shall be imposed on the proponents for non-compliance of No Objection Certificate conditions 
issued by the appropriate authority. Rates of penalty proposed for non-compliance of various conditions of 
No Objection Certificate are given in Table 16.1.The rates of the penalty shall be reviewed periodically 
with the approval of competent authority in Ministry of Jal Shakti. 
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Table 16.1: Penalty provision for non Compliance of  No Objection Certificate conditions 

S. No. Items Charges in Rs. 

1 Non  installation/faulty Digital water  Flow meter with telemetry system. 200000 

2 Non disclosure/ construction  of additional groundwater abstraction structures 

a) Non-functional Structures.  

b) Defunct/Abandoned 

Note: Given rates are for unit non-functional/defunct/abandoned structures. 
This shall be multiplied with total such structures to arrive at consolidated 
penalty. 

 

 

200000 

100000 

3 Reporting of fresh water zones as Brackish / Saline zones in application. 200000 

4 Non Installation of Piezometer. 200000 

5 Non Installation/faulty DWLR/Telemetry system 100000 

6 
Non Construction/Inadequate capacity of Recharge / Water conservation 
structures. 500000 

7 Non maintenance of Recharge structures. 200000 

8 

Injection of treated/untreated water into the aquifer system. 

Note: In addition to penalty, the proponent shall bear the cost of aquifer 
remediation as per the provisions of Environment (Protection) Act, 1986. 

1000000 

9  Non Submission of Water level/Water quality Data. 50000 

10 
Non-maintenance of log book of daily withdrawal/non submission of 
Groundwater abstraction data. 50000 

11 Non submission of photograph of recharge structure(s). 50000 

12 Non Submission of Self Compliance report. 100000 

13 
Construction of groundwater abstraction structures by un 
authorized/unregistered Drilling Rigs (per structures). 

100000 

14 Non registration of water supply tankers. 500000 

15 Submission of false information/ undertaking. 100000 

 

Charges shall also be payable for correction/modification in the existing issued No Objection Certificate 
letter. The details of such charges are given in Table 16.2. 

Table 16.2: Proposed Charges for correction/Modification in the existing issued No Objection 
Certificate 

S. No. Items Charges in Rs. 

1 Change in recharge quantum 10000 

2 Change in User ID. 5000 

3 Change in firm Name 5000 

4  Extension of No Objection Certificate 5000 

5 Issuance of duplicate No Objection Certificate 5000 

6 Issuance of corrigendum to  No Objection Certificate 5000 

7 Any other items/corrections etc 5000 
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17.0 Other important Conditions (Applicable to all): 

i. Sale of ground water by a person/ agency not having valid no objection certificatefrom CGWA/State 
Ground Water Authority is not permitted. 

ii. In infrastructure projects, paved/parking area must be covered with interlocking/perforated tiles or 
other suitable measures to ensure groundwater infiltration/harvesting.  

iii. In case of Infrastructure projects, the firm/entity shall ensure implementation of dual water supply 
system in the projects. Compliance of the same shall be submitted through the web portal.  

iv. Non-compliance of conditions mentioned in the No Objection Certificate may be taken as sufficient 
reason for cancellation of no objection certificate accorded/ non-renewal of No Objection 
Certificate. 

v. No application shall be entertained without supporting documents as specified in relevant sections.   

vi. Abstraction structure(s) should be located inside the premises of project property. 

vii. Self compliance of conditions laid down in the no objection certificate shall be reported by the users 
online in the web portal of Central Ground Water Authority/state Ground Water Authority.  

viii. Processing fee prescribed, if any, from time to time shall be charged for various services. 

Note: 

1. Guidelines are subject to modification from time to time. 

2. In case of any discrepancy between Hindi and English versions of this document including the 
annexures, the English version shall prevail. 

Annexure I 

Estimation of Water Requirements for drinking and domestic use 

(Source: National Building Code 2016, BIS) 

a) Residential Buildings: 

Accommodations Population  

1 Bedroom dwelling unit 4 

2 Bedroom dwelling unit 5 

3 Bedroom dwelling unit 6 

4 Bedroom dwelling unit and above 7 

 

Notes: 

1) The above figures consider a domestic household including support personnel, wherever 
applicable. 

2) For plotted development, the population may be arrived at after due consideration of the 
expected number and type of domestic household units. 

3) Dwelling unit under EWS category shall have population requirement of 4 and studio 
apartment shall have population requirement of 2. 

As a general rule the following rates per capita per day may be considered for domestic and non-domestic 
needs: 

a) For communities with populations up to 20,000: 

1) Water supply through stand post: 40 lphd (Min) 

2) Water supply through house service: 
connection 

70 to 100 lphd 
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b) For communities with:       100 to 135 lphd  

 population 20,000 to 100,00 together with  

 full flushing system 

c) For communities with population:      150 to 200 lphd 

 above 100,000 together with  

 full flushing system 

Note—The value of water supply given as 150 to 200 litre per head per day may be reduced to 135 litre per 
head per day for houses for Medium Income Group (MIG) and Low Income Groups (LIG) and 
Economically Weaker Section of Society (EWS), depending upon prevailing conditions and availability of 
water.  

Out of the 150 to 200 litre per head per day, 45 litre per head per day may be taken for flushing 
requirements and the remaining quantity for other domestic purposes. 

A. Water Requirements for Buildings Other than Residences 

Sl 
No. 

Type of Building Domestic litres 
per head/ day 

Flushing  
Litres per head/ day 

Total Consumption  
Litres per head/ day 

1. Factories including canteen where 
bath rooms are required to be 
provided 

30 15 45 

2. Factories including canteen where 
no bath rooms are required to be 
provided 

20 10 30 

3. Hospital (excluding laundry and 
kitchen): 
a) Number of beds not 

exceeding 100 
b) Number of beds exceeding 

100 
c) Out Patient Department 

(OPD) 

 
 
 

230 

 
 
 

110 

 
 
 

340 

300 150 450 

10 5 15 

4. NXUVHV¶ KRPHV DQG PHGLFDO 
quarters 

90 45 135 

5. Hostels 90 45 135 

6. Hotels (up to 3 star) excluding 
laundry, kitchen, staff and water 
bodies 

120 60 180 

7. Hotels (4 star and above) 
excluding laundry, kitchen, staff 
and water bodies 

260 60 320 

8. Offices (including canteen) 25 20 45 

9. Restaurants  and food court 
including water requirement for 
kitchen: 
a)  Restaurants 
b)  Food Court 

 
 
 

55 per seat 

 
 
 

15 per seat 

 
 
 

70 per seat 

25 per seat 10 per seat 35 per seat 

10. Clubhouse 25 20 45 

11. Stadiums 4 6 10 
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12. Cinemas, concert halls and 
theatres and multiplex 

5 per seat 10 per seat 15 per seat 
 

13. Schools/Educational institutions: 
a)  Without boarding facilities 
b)  With boarding facilities 

 
 

25 

 
 

20 

 
 

45 

90 45 135 

14. Shopping and retail (mall) 
a)  Staff 
b)  Visitors 

 
25 

 
20 

 
45 

5 10 15 

15. Traffic Terminal stations 
a) Airports 

 
40 

 
30 

 
70 

b) Railway stations (Junction) 
with bathing facility 

 
40 

30 70 

c) Railway stations (Junction) 
without bathing facility 

 
30 

15 45 

d) Railway stations (Intermediate) 
with bathing facility 

 
25 

20 45 

e) Railway stations (Intermediate) 
without bathing facility 

 
15 

10 25 

f) Interstate bus terminals 25 20 45 

g) Intrastate Bus Terminals/Metro 
Stations 

10 5 15 

 

Notes: 

1.  For calculating water demand for visitors, consumption of 15 litre per head per day may be taken. 

2. The water demand includes requirement of patients, attendants, visitors and staff. Additional water 
demand for kitchen, laundry and clinical water shall be computed as per actual requirements. 

3.  The number of persons shall be determined by average number of passengers handled by stations, with 
due considerations given to the staff and vendors who are using these facilities. 

4.  Consideration should be given for seasonal average peak requirements. 

5.  The hospitals may be categorized as Category A (25 to 50 beds), Category B(51 to 100 beds), Category 
C (101 to 300 beds), Category D (301 to 500) and Category E (501 to 750 beds). 

Annexure II    

Guidelines for construction of Piezometers and monitoring of Ground Water Levels and Quality 

Piezometer is a borewell/tubewell used only for measuring the water level by lowering a tape/sounder or 
automatic / digital water level measuring equipment. It is also used to take water sample for water quality 
testing whenever needed. General guidelines for installation of piezometers are as follows: 

x The piezometer is to be installed/constructed at the minimum distance of 50 m from the pumping 
well through which ground water is being withdrawn. The diameter of the piezometer should be 
about four inches to six inches. 

x The depth of the piezometer should be the same as that of the pumping well from which ground 
water is being abstracted. If, more than one pumping wells are constructed tapping aquifers at 
different depths, more than one piezometers shall be required to be constructed tapping different  
aquifers as in the pumping wells.  
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x The measurement of water level in piezometer should be taken, only after the pumping from the 
surrounding tubewells has been stopped for about four to six hours. 

x The ground water quality has to be monitored once in a year during pre-monsoon (April/ May) 
period by industries and mines drawing ground water. Samples of ground water should be analyzed 
from NABL accredited laboratory.  

x A permanent display board should be installed at Piezometer/ Tubewell site for providing the 
location, piezometer/ tubewell number, depth and zone tapped of piezometer/tubewell for standard 
referencing and identification. 

x Any other site specific requirement regarding safety and access for measurement may be taken care 
off. 

 

Annexure III 

Measures to be adopted to ensure prevention from pollution in the plant premises of polluting 
industries/ projects 

It has been observed that ground water in and around polluting industries like Tannery, Slaughter Houses, 
Dye, Chemical, Coalwashery, other hazardous units, etc., is polluted. In order to prevent further 
deterioration of ground water quality, it is essential to take all necessary measures for well head protection. 
All industries/ projects falling under this category are hereby directed to follow the under mentioned 
procedure both for existing and new category.   

1. No tube well/ bore well / dug well should be constructed in the vicinity of the processing unit. Tube 
well/ bore well should be constructed at the place which is hygienically maintained. 

2. Only Mild Steel pipe should be used for assembly/ casing and PVC (Poly Vinyl Chloride) or similar 
pipes should not be used. The tube well/ bore well having PVC or similar pipes should be abandoned 
and filled back. 

3.  Around the tube well/ bore well, RCC (Reinforced Concrete Cement) grouting of 3 meters (length) x 3 
meters (width) x 2 meters (depth) must be provided. The pipe of the tube well/ bore well must be 
raised 1 meter above ground level (1 magl). The tube well/ bore well must be surrounded by RCC wall 
of 0.5 meter height and 1.5  meter depth to prevent any surface contamination to enter the constructed 
tube well/ bore well. Plan/Sectional diagram is enclosed for reference (Appendix 1 and 2). 

3. The tube well/ bore well must be fitted with NRV (Non Return Valve) in order to ensure that the 
constructed tube well/ bore well is exclusively used for abstraction of ground water only. 

4. At no point of time there should be any injection of any water or fluid into the constructed tube well/ 
bore well/ Piezometer. 

5. The industries/ projects under this category should not implement any recharge measures within the 
plant premises.  

6. Any tube well/ bore well located/ constructed in the vicinity of STP (Sewage Treatment Plant) or ETP 
(Effluent Treatment Plant) should be abandoned and filled back. 

7. The piezometer to be constructed for monitoring purpose should follow the same procedure as that for 
tube well/ bore well for such industries/ projects. 
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Appendix 1 

Plan/ Sectional diagram showing well head protection   
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Appendix 2 

Plan/ Sectional diagram showing well head protection   

 

 

 

Annexure-IV 

Outline of hydro-geological Report for obtaining No Objection Certificate for industries  

1. Brief about the proposed project giving location details, coordinates, google/ toposheet maps, etc. 
demarcating the project area. 

2. Ground water situation in and around the project area including water level and quality data and maps 
along with quality issues, if any. In case of mines, ground water conditions in both core and buffer zone 
should be described.  

3. Details of the tubewells/ borewells proposed to be constructed. This includes the drilling depth, 
diameter, tentative lithological log, details of pump to be lowered, H.P. of pump, tentative discharge of 
tubewells/ borewells, etc. Locations to be marked on the site plan/ map. Location of proposed 
piezometers. 
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4. Details of Geophysical studies carried out in and around the project area. Ground water resources 
computation of the block in which the project falls.   

5. Approved Mine plan in case of mines and detailed dewatering plan in case of mine/ infrastructure 
dewatering projects. 

6. Proposed usage of pumped water in case of mining/ infrastructure dewatering projects. 

7. Comprehensive assessment of the impact on the ground water regime in and around the project area 
highlighting the risks and proposed management strategies proposed to overcome any significant 
environmental issues.   

8. Proposed measures for disposal of waste water by industries drawing saline water.  

9. Measures to be adopted for water conservation which include recycling, reuse, treatment, etc. This 
includes the water balance chart being adopted by the firm along with details of water conservation 
methods to be adopted.  

- Brief write up along with capacity and flow chart of Sewage Treatment Plants / Effluent 
Treatment Plants / Combined Effluent Treatment Plants existing/ proposed within the project. 

- Details of water conservation measures to be adopted to reduce/ save the ground water. 

- Total water balance chart showing the usage of water for various processes. 

10. Any other details pertaining to the project. 

 

Annexure V 

Format of the Report on ground water conditions (for mining projects) 

Introduction 

Project description  

Background  

Objectives and scope 

Regional setting 

Location 

Landuse 

Climate 

Topography and drainage 

Geology ±Regional and Local 

General Hydrogeology (aquifer types, aquifer depth, zone tapped etc.)  

Groundwater condition (In core and buffer zones) 

Spatial and temporal variations in water levels Groundwater quality (Shallow and deep aquifer) 

Impact of groundwater extraction on local groundwater  

Hydrograph of water level/piezometer in monitoring wells  

Trend analysis of historical water levels Flow net analysis (groundwater flow direction) 

Year wise/ bench wise mine dewatering computation as per approved mine plan 

Conclusions 
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Annexure VI 

Indicative list of Infrastructure projects  

Residential townships including commercial buildings 

Office building  

School 

College 

University  

Special Economic Zone 

Metro Station 

Railway Station 

Bus Depot 

Airport 

Seaport 

Highway infrastructure 

Fire station 

Warehouse  

Business Plaza 

Malls & Multiplex 

Hospitals 

Nursing Homes 

Resort 

Hotel/ Restaurant/ Food Plaza 

Holiday home/Guest house/ Hostels 

Banquet Hall/ Marriage Gardens 

IT Complex 

Logistics & Cargo 

Clubs 

Trade Centre 

 

Annexure -VII 

Supreme Court Order in Civil Writ petition 36 of 2009 regarding measures for prevention 
of fatal accidents of small children due to their falling into abandoned bore wells and tube 
wells 

In Re: Measures for prevention of fatal accidents of small children due to their falling into 
abandoned bore wells and tube wells 

Union of India and Ors.      Respondents(s) 
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ORDER 

With this Court issuing requisite guidelines vide order dated 11th February, 2010, subject to slight 
modifications, nothing survives in the present writ petition. 

That modification is as follows: 

(i) The owner of the land/ premises, before taking any steps for constructing bore well/ tube well must 
inform in writing to the concerned authorities in the area, i.e., District Collector/ District Magistrate/ 
Sarpanch of the Gram Panchayat/ any other Statutory Authority/ concerned officers of the 
Department of Ground Water/ Public Health/ Municipal Corporation, as the case may be, about the 
construction of bore well/ tube well. 

(ii) Registration of all the drilling agencies, namely, Government/ Semi Government, Private etc. should 
be mandatory with the district administration/ Statutory Authority wherever applicable.    

(iii) Erection of signboard at the time of construction near the well with the following details:- 

(a) Complete address of the drilling agency at the time of construction/ rehabilitation of well. 

(b) Complete address of the user agency/owner of the well. 

(iv) Erection of barbed wire fencing or any other suitable barrier around the well during construction. 

(v) Construction of cement/ concrete platform measuring 0.50x0.50x0.60 meter (0.30 meter above 
ground level and 0.30 meter below ground level) around the well casing. 

(vi) Capping of well assembly by welding steel plate or by providing a strong cap to be fixed to the 
casing pipe with bolts & nuts.   

(vii) In case of pump repair, the tube well should not be left uncovered. 

(viii) Filling of mud pits and channels after completion of works. 

(ix) Filling up abandoned bore wells by clay/sand/boulders/pebbles/drill cuttings etc. from bottom to 
ground level. 

(x) On completion of the drilling operations at a particular location, the ground conditions are to be 
restored as before the start of drilling. 

(xi) District Collector should be empowered to verify that the above guidelines are being followed and 
proper monitoring check about the status of bore holes/ tube wells are being taken care through the 
concerned state/ Central Government agencies.  

(xii) District/ Block/ Village wise status of bore wells/tube wells drilled viz. No. of wells in use, No. of 
abandoned bore wells/ tube wells found open, No. of abandoned bore wells/ tube wells properly 
filled up to ground level and balance number of abandoned bore wells/ tube wells to be filled up to 
ground level is to be maintained at District Level.  

In rural areas, the monitoring of the above is to be done through Village Sarpanch and the Executive 
from the Agriculture Department. 

In case of urban areas, the monitoring of the above is to be done through Junior Engineer and the 
Executive from the concerned Department of Ground Water/Public Health/ Municipal Corporation 
etc. 

(xiii) If a bore well/ tube ZHOO LV µAEDQGRQHG¶ DW DQ\ VWDJH, D FHUWLILFDWH IURP WKH FRQFHUQHG GHSDUWPHQW RI 
Ground Water/ Public Health/ Municipal Corporation/ Private Contractor etc. must be obtained by 
the aforesaid agencies WKDW WKH µAEDQGRQHG¶ ERUH ZHOO/tube well is properly filled upto the ground 
level. Random inspection of the abandoned wells is also to be done by the Executive of the 
concerned agency/ department. Information on all such data on the above are to b maintained in the 
District Collector/ Block Development Office of the State.  

We are informed that the last paragraph of the earlier order dated 11th February, 2010, concerning publicity 
has been duly complied with. 

Subject to the above, the writ petition is disposed of.  
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        «««««««««««..CJI.
       [S.H. KAPADIA] 

 

        «««««««««««.«.J. 

        [K.S. RADHAKRISHNANA] 

 

       ««««««««««.««.J. 

       [SWATANTER KUMAR] 

New Delhi, 

August 6, 2010 

 

ANNEXURE  VIII 

List of States/Union territories where ground water extraction is being regulated by Central Ground Water 
Authority 

1. Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

2. Assam 

3. Arunachal Pradesh 

4. Bihar 

5. Chhattisgarh 

6. Dadra and Nagar Haveli and Daman and Diu 

7. Gujarat  

8. Haryana 

9. Jharkhand 

10. Madhya Pradesh 

11. Maharashtra 

12. Manipur 

13. Meghalaya 

14. Mizoram 

15. Nagaland 

16. Odisha 

17. Punjab 

18. Rajasthan 

19. Sikkim 

20. Tripura 

21. Uttar Pradesh 

22. Uttarakhand 

23. Andhra Pradesh (only mining projects) 

24. Telangana (only mining projects) 
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Annexure IX  

Glossary of technical terms used 

1. Safe area: Area categorized as SAFE from the ground water resources point of view, based on the 
latest ground water resources assessment carried out jointly by CGWB and State ground water 
organizations. Details available on the websites of NOCAP and CGWB. 

2. Semi-critical area: Area categorized as SEMI-CRITICAL from the ground water resources point of 
view, based on the latest ground water resources assessment carried out jointly by CGWB and State 
ground water organizations. Details available on the websites of NOCAP and CGWB. 

3. Critical area: Area categorized as CRITICAL from the ground water resources point of view, based 
on the latest ground water resources assessment carried out jointly by CGWB and State ground water 
organisations. Details available on the websites of NOCAP and CGWB. 

4. Over-exploited area: Area categorized as OVER-EXPLOITED from the ground water resources point 
of view, based on the latest ground water resources assessment carried out jointly by CGWB and State 
ground water organisations. Details available on the websites of NOCAP and CGWB. 

5. Aquifer: Geological formation capable of storing and transmitting ground water. 

6. Deeper Aquifer: In areas having multiple aquifer system, the aquifer(s) occurring below the 
uppermost aquifer. 

7. Well: Any structure used for the extraction of groundwater, including open wells, dug wells, bore 
wells, dug-cum-bore wells, tube wells, filter points, collector wells, infiltration galleries, recharge 
wells, or any of their combinations or variations. 

8. Government Agency: May be Central or State Government body. 

9. Supplier:  Government/ Government approved Water Supply Agency. 

10. Mine: Area where mining activity is taking place, or area abandoned after mining. 

11. Illegal Ground Water abstraction Structure: Any energized abstraction structure viz. dugwell, 
tubewell, borewell which is being used to withdraw ground water without valid No Objection 
Certificate from Central Ground Water Authority. 

12. Rainwater Harvesting: The technique or system of collection and storage of rainwater, at micro 
watershed scale, including roof-top harvesting, for future use or for recharge of groundwater. 

13. Mining Project: Project which involves mining activity either open cast or underground or both. 

14. Ground Water Draft: Quantum of ground water withdrawal. 

15. Saline Water: Water having salinity in excess of 2500 µsiemens/cm at 250C. 

16. Water Table Intersection: Intersection of the water table on excavation of the overlying material due 
to mining or other activities. 

17. Drinking and domestic use: Besides drinking & domestic use of households, this category will cover 
drinking requirement of industries not requiring water for industrial process; drinking, washing, 
cleaning use etc. in case of hospitals, hotels, malls & multiplexes, institutions, offices, banquet halls, 
fire stations, metro stations, railway stations, airports, sea ports, stadia etc.  

18. Recycle/Reuse: Using treated waste water for various purposes/ putting water to multiple uses. 

19. Government Department: Either Central Government or State Government. 

20. Municipality: Municipality, a Municipal Corporation or similar body of local urban governance by 
any other name. 

21. Groundwater: Water, which exists below the surface in the zone of saturation and can be extracted 
through wells or any other means or emerges as springs and base flows in streams and rivers; 

22. Bgl : Below Ground Level. 

23. BCM : Billion cubic metres. 
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24. Groundwater Abstraction structure: Structure used to withdraw groundwater like bore well / tube 
well / dug well/dug cum bore well/tunnel well. 

25. Observation well or Piezometer:  A bore well/tube well used only for measuring the water 
level/piezometric head and to take water sample periodically but not used for groundwater abstraction. 

26. Water Audit: A method of quantifying water use in simple or complex systems, with a view to 
reducing water usage and often saving money on otherwise unnecessary water use. 

27. Ground water pollution: If concentration of any parameter in ground water exceeds the maximum 
permissible limit for drinking water prescribed by the Bureau of Indian Standards. 

28. Cooperative Group Housing Societies/ Builder flats:  A Housing Society is a society formed by 
house owners within a residential complex. The housing society formed must be formally registered 
with registrar of co-operatives. 

29. KLD – Kilo Litre per day 

30. ECGW  - Environmental compensation for drawing illegal ground water. 

31. ECGWR    - Environmental compensation rates for drawing illegal ground water. 

 

ANNEXURE X  

Annual water audits by the industries (Source – CII) 

Water audit is a systematic process of objectively obtaining a water balance by measuring flow of water 
from the site of water withdrawal or treatment, through the distribution system, and into areas where it is 
used and finally discharged. Conducting a water audit involves calculating water balance, water use and 
identifying ways for saving water.   

Water audit involves preliminary water survey and detailed water audit. Preliminary water survey is 
conducted to collect background information regarding plant activities, water consumption and water 
discharge pattern and water billing, rates and water cess. After the analysis of the secondary data collected 
from the industry, detailed water audit is conducted, which involves the following steps: 

x On site training and discussion with facility manager and personnel 

x Water system analysis 

x Quantification of baseline water map 

x Monitoring and measurements using pressure and flow meters and various other devices 

x Quantification of inefficiencies and leaks 

x Quantification of water quality loads and discharges 

x Quantification of variability in flows and quality parameters 

x Strategies for water treatment and reuse or direct use  

A detailed water balance is finally developed. Water quality requirement at various user areas is mapped, 
ZKLFK KHOSV LQ GHYHORSLQJ µUHF\FOH¶ DQG µUHXVH¶ RSSRUWXQLWLHV.  
The detailed water audit report contains the following: 

x Water consumption and wastewater generation pattern  

x Specific water use and conservation 

x Complete water balance of the facility 

x Water saving opportunities 

x Method of implementing the proposals 

x Full description and figures 

x Investment required 
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Industries can undertake following measures for water conservation: 

x Setting up of norms for water budgeting 

x Modernization of industrial process to reduce water consumption 

x Recycling water with a re-circulating cooling system 

x Ozonation cooling water approach which can result in five fold reduction in blow down when 
compared to traditional chemical treatment 

x Reduction in reuse of de-ionized water by eliminating some plenum flushes, converting from a 
continuous flow to an intermittent flow system and improving control on the use 

x Use of waste water for gardening 

x Proper processing of effluents to adhere to the norms of disposal. 
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To, 
The Executive Engineer (North) 
Delhi Jal Board, 
Mukherjee Nagar, 
Delhi - 9 

YOUNG BUILDERS PlUVATE LI~IITED 
Regd Off.• 43, Babar Road, Bengali Market, New Delhi 110 001, India 
T: +91 11 4235 5235, 4235 5200 F: +91 11 4235 5250 
E: delhi@mdoverseas.com CIN : U70101DL1 981 PTC012508 

30 December' 2020 

E . enc· rr<"''.' {•'-~.A'-" 1 • • . ~ f':l..tg ,_.. ,t 
'" . ~ .. ~l __ lj. ,'· ,_,,;. 0 ib. .. 

'2..() l~ -~ ........ . . 
O<lte ... ;;,i: •• • 

Re.: Proposed Group Housing Project at 1, 3 Cavalary lane and 4 Chhatra Marg near 
Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, Civil Lines, Delhi 

Sub.: Application for seeking permission for sub-soil water extraction for construction/ De­
watering purpose in land during Construction period 

Dear Sir, 
With reference to the stated subject, please find enclosed our filled application form bearing 
form serial no. 2167. We have also deposited Rs. 500 vi de challan no. 187 dated 
14.12.2020( copy enclosed). 

As per the soil investigation and analysis report of March 2018 (copy enclosed), the existing sub 
soil water level is varying from 8.45 meter to 10.2-meter depth below the existing ground level 
as mentioned at page no. 6 sr. no. 4.4. The depth of our basement is 10.05 meter and raft are 2.4 
meter, so the overall depth of our foundation is 12.45 meter. To do excavation till the required 
depth of 12.45 meter dewatering is required to lower down the existing subsoil water level. We 
will be using the extracted water for construction purpose as per need. 

This is to inform you that we have got our water supply, sewerage and storm water scheme 
approved (copy enclosed) as per the details mentioned below-

SNO. Scheme Name Approval No & Date Approved by Infrastructure 
Fund Deposited 

1 Water Supply No.F.3(721)/NZJEE(P)W-III/15/2315 Delhi Jal Board Rs. 77, 10,870/-
dated 07.10.2015 

2 Sewerage No.F.3(140)/CLZ/EE(P)/Dr./2016/983 Delhi Jal Board Rs. 68,98,494/-
dated 11.01.2016 " 

3 Storm Water N o.F .1 (3)/2015/EE(P 1)/D-42 NorthDMC . 

dated 24.11.2015. 

In 2016, Building by-laws got changed and UBBL 2016 came into effect from 31.03.2016 and 
~ 

we have to revise our building layout/ plans according to the UBBL 2016. Our revised layout 
was approved by Standing Committee of North DMC on 17.11.2017 (copy enclosed). 
Environment Clearance issued to our project on 23.03.2018 vide letter no. DPCC/SEIAA-III/C-
353/DL/2018/6908-6919 (copy attached). Then we have applied online to Delhi Jal Board to get 
the approval of water and sewer scheme and the same was approved vide approval no.­
DJB/EE(N)I/2019/536 dated 11.07.2019 and we have further deposited Rs. 1,28,36,203 as 
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infrastructure fund (copy enclosed). In total, we have deposited of Rs. 2,74,45 ,567/- to Delhi Jal 
Board as infrastructure fund. 

We trust that the above documents/information is to your satisfaction and meet all your 
requirements. We request you to kindly consider our case on priority and grant us permission for 
sub-soil water extraction for construction/ De-watering purpose most expeditiously. 

Thanking you, 

Yours truly, 
Young Builders Private Limited 

Enclosures -

SNo. Document 

1 Filled Application form bearing form serial no. 2167 
2 Deposit Receipt of Rs. 500 
3 Soil investigation and analysis report of March 2018 
4 Copy of the approved layout scheme for water supply dated 07.10.2015, 

sewerage dated 11.01.2016 and storm water dated 24.11.2015 
5 Copy of revised layout approved by Standing Committee of North 

DMC on 17.11.2017 
6 Coov of environment clearance approval dated 23.03.2018 
7 Copy of revised DJB approval letter for water & Sewer scheme dated 

11.07.2019 along with revised layout and Harvesting pit details 
8 Copy of earlier approval letter for water supply, sewerage & storm 

water scheme 
9 Copy of lease deed 
10 Sample water test report 
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To, 24.12.2020

YOUNG BUILDERS PRIVATE LIlVIITI!JD
Regd. Off. : 43. Babar Road. Bengali Mafkel. New Delhi 110001, India

T: +91 11 4235 5235, 4235 5200 F: +91 11 4235 5250
E: delhi@mdoverseas.comCIN: U70101Dl1981PTC012508

The Member Secretary,
Central Board Pollution Control,
Ministry of Environment, Forest & Climate Change,
Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar,
Delhi 11.0032.

Kind Attn: Dr. Prashant Gargava

Re, (i) Hon'ble Supreme Court Order dated 10.06.2020 in Civil Appeal No. 2485 of 2020 titled

Young Builders Private Ltd. vs. University of Delhi & Ors.

(ii) Appeal No. 11212018 before Hon'ble NGT - University of Delhi vs MoEF&CC & Ors.

Sub.: Hon'ble Committee's Report dt. 10.12.2020 uploaded on NGT's website on 11.12.2020

Respected Sir,

This has reference to the Report dated lO.l2.2020 of this Hon'ble Committee titled "Rapid

Indicative Environment Assessment Report" in the captioned matter rendered in terms of the
..

directions of the Hon'ble National Green Tribunal vide its Order dated 27.02.2020 in Appeal No.

t !2 of20 18. (University of Delhi v. MoEF & CC & Ors.) as modified by the Order dated 10.06.2020

of the Hou'ble Supreme Court. The Hon'ble Committee concluded in the aforesaid Report that the

Group Housing Project of Young Builders Pvt. Ltd., is environmentally viable.

Pursuant to the abovementioned Report, we are making the following submissions for kind

consideration of the Hon 'ble Committee:

I, Young Builders would ensure that all necessary approvals are obtained and are valid. As

listed by the Hen 'ble Committee, various approvals have already been obtained for the

project and the same shall be reviewed once the Environmental Clearance is finally allowed

by the Hon'ble NGT.

2. We appreciate the concern ofthe Hon'ble Committee for providing an enhanced capacity of

225 KLD for the Sewage Treatment Plant. In this connection your kind attention is drawn

to the Environment Clearance issued to our project vide letter no. DPCC/SEfAA-1IIlC-

153/DLl2018/6908-6919 dated 23-03-2018. 011 our commitments before the SEAC to
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provide a STP of275 KLD, based on a waste-water discharge of249 KLD, the SEAC had

acknowledged that the total waste-water generation shall be 249 KLD which will be treated
I.

at onsite STP of275 KLD (point 2011 page 1 ofEC). We assure this Hon'ble Committee

that, as prescribed by the EC Condition, we will design our STP to cater to 249 KLD

effluents and provide a capacity of 275 KLD.

3. Based on an apprehension that construction of a double basement may disturb I obstruct

natural flow line of ground water, the Hon'ble Committee has advised the proponents to

restrict construction to only one underground basement and one stilt parking, instead of tile

proposed two. We have been advised to revise the parking plan and seek necessary

approvals. In this connection, we humbly submit as follows:

a. To the best of our knowledge, there will be no obstruction to the flow of ground

water. Once the basement is constructed, the ground water level would recover to its

original level and there would be no hindrance in the regional and local ground water

flow direction.

b. The National Building Code prescribed for construction of basements does not

prescribe anything with regards to stoppage of ground water flow and its

management. It prescribes methods for recharging ground water, rainwater

harvesting etc. for effective water management. The code has not recognized the

issue of obstruction of flow as an area of concern. It also prescribes provision for

ventilation, fire and smoke outlets, first aid, corrosion management, sprinklers, and

other facilities permissible or non-permissible. Additionally, the General Building

requirement of the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development also does not

recognize it as an area of concern and does not prescribe any mandatory provision

with regards to obstruction of ground water flow.

c. In any case, as suggested by the Hon'ble Committee, we will apply to the District

Advisory Committee on Ground Water of the Govt. ofNCT Delhi before dewatering

and seek the No Objection Certificate. This clearance is given by the Authority after

an assessment of the ground water situation in the area and the impact of the project

on ground water. Thus, the said Authority will independently assess the impact of

second basement also and it-necessary, may impose appropriate conditions.
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d. As may have been observed by the Hon 'ble Committee, the land use of the area is

predominantly under Public and Semi-publ ic, Residential and Government facilities

and there are many built up or under construction high rise structures with multi

basements in the vicinity as follows:

i. The Delhi Metro Rail corporation has a station and subway hardly 30 meters

away and in the direction of the River Yamuna. The facilities here are more

than] 5 meters deep below the ground.

11. The North Delhi Mall with 4 basements is situated about 200 meters away

from us in the direction of the Yamuna.

III. Parsvnath Builders are constructing a group housing project with 3

basements at about 500 meters from our site and towards the Yamuna.

iv, On the upstream side, the Delhi Flour Mills is constructing a group housing

project with 3 basements.

Further, apart from the above, a number of other high-rise projects with multi

basements exist very close to river Yamuna. Prominent amongst these are the

'Supernova' project, which is about 300 meters high, Jaypee greens 'Wish Town',

J.P. Greens Aman I and II and many other high-rise projects. Thus, none of the

projects in project vicinity I along river Yamuna seem to have presented any

problems of obstruction of ground water flow.

e. We have already planned our project to be compliant to the regulatory requirements.

Reducing the project to only one basement will require major design changes.

f. In order to have two basements, the depth below ground will be 10.05 meters for two

basement and 2.4 meters for the raft against 9.3 meters minimum requirement under

the IS 16700:2017 code for tall concrete buildings. Thus, as it is for the project

building, the foundation should be minimum 9.3 meters (i.e. at least 1/15 of the

height of the building) and hence, in our submission, an additional depth will not

adversely impact the ground water.

................ ", . " , ,.. ,"

., ,., ~ -- .. . " "" ,.." ..,.. - -.,
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4. In view of the aforesaid submissions, it would be in public interest to permit construction of

two basements which will enhance the parking capacity of the project, without causing any

prejudice to the environment. For this purpose, we welcome any further

suggestions/conditions that may be found suitable or necessary to enable us to construct the

second basement. Additional conditions may also provide for additional drainage for ground

water, if found necessary.

5. We most humbly also wish to submit that this query was not raised to us during the

opportunities provided for interaction on 08/07/2020 and 08/10/2020 respectively. Had this

been known to us, we would have made the above submissions earlier before the Han 'ble

Committee for kind consideration.

6. As advised, we shall submit an undertaking that we shall not extract any ground water for

construction activities.

7. As advised, we shall install digital flow meter at the DJB fresh water supply time.

8. All environmental norms will be strictly adhered to during the construction and occupancy

phase of the project.

9. We have been advised, at page 21 of the report, to estimate the total water requirement

during the construction phase and submit an agreement with private tanker for supplying the

calculated quantity of water during construction phase. This is on the understanding that the

embodied water quantity is 27.6 KLlM2. Reference has been cited to a paper titled

"Assessment of water consumption in building construction in India. S Bardhan, Deptt. Of

Architecture, Jadhavpur University, India, 2011. "

10. In this connection it is humbly suggested that the said paper at page 99 para 4.4 Results and

Discussion states that "Inferringfrom the above calculations, the embodied water of the

major building materials together works out to be 25.604 Kli/Sq.m while the water

consumed during the actual construction was 2 KVSq. M Hence the total embodied water

in typical urban construction in Calcutta was found to be 27.604 Klisq. m.------."

..." , , .
.. ,,, , ' , .................... , , , ..
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1). The paper also indicates that the water consumption during the actual construction process

was found to be only 8% of the total embodied water of the materials together, which is the

water consumption within the respective industries at the material production stage.

12. Embodied water is generally regarded as the amount of water which goes into making

something (environmentvictoria.org.au/uploads 20l6/067>embodiedvwater.pdf,) and is

defined as the amount of water required to manufacture products, including the extracting

the raw materials, transporting those materials and processing them into the final product

(Illustrated Dictionary of Architecture 2012 The Me Graw-Hill companies).

13. Understanding that within the 27.604 KLiSq. Meters, 25.604 Kiloliters is the embodied

water with respect to the major building materials like cement, brick, steel etc, and that only

2 KLlSq, Meter is indicated as the actual water requirement during construction stage, we

have already made a provision of 238 million liters to be actually used during the

construction phase (as mentioned in our Ee dated 23.03,20) 8, point 2 on page 1) and for

which have entered into an agreement with an approved contractor to supply treated tanker

water.

14. The Hon'ble Committee at Page 24 has made observations regarding the quantity of

construction and demolition wastes likely to be generated and its management. However,

the same has been found to be nominal at Page 3). In this regard, even otherwise, as per the

estimates on C&D wastes likely to be generated and as given by TIF AC, we expect the C&D

waste to be not more than 50 kg/sq. meters of built-up area (Total 117733.82 sqm x 50 kg=

5886,7 Tons). There are 03 construction and demolition waste processing facilities in Delhi

located at Burari, Jahangirpuri, East Kidwai Nagar and Shastri Park. We shall enter into an

agreement with one of these units for handling and disposal of C&O wastes, as and when

required.

15. Hazardous wastes such as paint, varnish, solvents, adhesives carrying containers will be kept

in separately designated fully lined covered sheds with a garland drain and will be handed

over to the recyclers authorized by the State Pollution Control Board / Committee,

............. - - , .
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It is hoped that the contents aforesaid meet the satisfaction of the Committee. We request the

Hon'ble Committee to kindly consider the above and if considered appropriate, submit an

addendum report to the NOT permitting two basements. If any further clarifications arc required,

we will be happy to provide. We once again thank the Hon'ble Committee for the report as

submitted to the Hori'ble NOT and for finding our project viable.

Thanking You,

Yours sincerely,

For Young Builders Pvt. Ltd.

~~··-·~t
Director

.. , - . .
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1/8/2021 Gmail - Service of Affidavit in University of Delhi v. MoEF & CC & Ors. on behalf of Respondent No.4

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=c88eaa8e2a&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1688325417434489348&simpl=msg-f%3A16883254174… 1/1

Rajesh Chauhan <chauhanrajes@gmail.com>

Service of Affidavit in University of Delhi v. MoEF & CC & Ors. on behalf of
Respondent No.4
1 message

Rohan Talwar <rohan.talwar@aglaw.in> Fri, Jan 8, 2021 at 6:59 PM
To: upc1.cpcb@gov.in, mscb.cpcb@nic.in, anuragdulaw@gmail.com, associatesralli@gmail.com, prataprahul@gmail.com,
adnrao@adnrao.com, kheharlawassociates@gmail.com, kushsharma84@gmail.com, mail@ardhendumauli.com,
sakshipopli@gmail.com, pujakalra09@gmail.com
Cc: Anirudh Bhatia <anirudh.bhatia@aglaw.in>, chauhanrajes@gmail.com

Sir/Ma'am,

We represent Respondent No.4, Young Builders Pvt. Ltd. in the captioned matter titled as University of Delhi v. MoEF &
CC & Ors. (Appeal No. 112 of 2018) before the Hon'ble National Green Tribunal, Principal Bench, New Delhi. 

Please find attached a copy of the Short Affidavit filed by us on behalf of the Respondent No.4. 

Please treat this e-mail as advance service upon you. 

Marked To:

1. upc1.cpcb@gov.in
2. mscb.cpcb@nic.in
3. Mr. Anuraj Ojha ( anuragdulaw@gmail.com )
4.Mr. Sanjeev Ralli  (associatesralli@gmail.com)
5. Mr. Rahul Pratap (prataprahul@gmail.com)
6. Mr. ADN Rao (adnrao@adnrao.com)
7. Mr. Tarunvir Singh Khehar (kheharlawassociates@gmail.com)
8. Mr. Kush Sharma (kushsharma84@gmail.com)
9. Mr. Ardhendumauli Kumar Prasad (mail@ardhendumauli.com)
10. Ms. Sakshi Popli ( sakshipopli@gmail.com)
11. Ms. Puja Kalra (pujakalra09@gmail.com )

Regards, 
--  
Rohan Talwar
Agarwal Law Associates
19, Babar Road
New Delhi - 110001
+91 9810306655 

UNIVERSITY OF DELHI VS MoEF - Final.pdf 
13169K
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