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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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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 eval uation conducted in theinterest 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 Dehi; 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 1T 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)



1590

5
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).

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 Dehi 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 st!

(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 Corporationare
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)

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 1%, 2" and 3™ 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.

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)

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.

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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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 carson
road during occupancy phase. During assessment, it was assumed that
these additional carswould be BS1V 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
levelsis expected.

Further, the annual pollution load data from ARAI-TERI, 2018 study
for Delhi was used to estimate additional pollution load in Timarpur
ward dueto 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.

. 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.

. 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.

. Solid Waste Management

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

. 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.

. 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.

. Stability of Structure with respect to Earth Quake

University of Delhi's north campus falls under the *high hazard zone'
having wor st 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 Sability Certificate) dated 04.07.2017 — This
certificate was submitted to North DMC along with building plan
approval application

2) SIR 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.

. 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 liesin redevel opment 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 Departmentsis as below,

Sr. | Approval
No.

Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) NOC dated
08.05.2009iske!
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Tree removal/transport permission dated 25.05.2011-
Department of Forest & Wildlife

National Monument Authority of India (NMAI) NOC dated
26.12.2012ists!

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

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 (¢) made by the Committee regarding restricting the Project to

one basement instead of the planned two basements.

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 strthe 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


Aglaw
Stamp

Aglaw
Stamp

Aglaw
Stamp

Aglaw
Stamp

Aglaw
Stamp


1598

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 areais 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 —

1. 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.

. 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 1/15%
of the height of the building) and hence it is submitted that the
additional depth will not adversely impact the ground water.

. 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)

. Further, the National Building Code for Substation and
Switchrooms prescribes that, “ 4.2.1(3) In case thereis 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.

. 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)

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
extractionin 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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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:

l.

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.

The North Delhi Mall with 4 basements is situated about 700
meters away from the Project in the direction of the River
Yamuna.

Parsavnath Developers is constructing a group housing
project with 3 basements at about 1500 meters from the
Project site and towards the River Yamuna.

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.

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 Gowvt. 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. Aninlet 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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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:
1. That EC shall be subject to all necessary approvals;
it.  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”.

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)
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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. (¢) 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.

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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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.

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/M?2. 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/Sg.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/sg. 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.
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Embodied water 1s 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
(ITlustrated Dictionary of Architecture, 2012, The McGraw-Hill

Companies).

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.

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”),
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it is expected that the C&D waste will not be more than 50 kg/m? of built-
up area (Total 1,17,733.82 m? 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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PLACE: NEW DELHI 9910 L4BS62T
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELH]
AFPFEAL NO. 112 0F 2018

IN THE MATTER OF:
UNIVERSITY OF DELHI ... APPELLANT
VERELIS

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FOREST
AND CLIMATE CHANGE & ORS ... RESPONDENTS
AFFIDAVIT

I. Rajiv Ranjan Sharma, son of Sh. B. Sharma, resident of House No. 1033, Sector
23A, (urgaon, Haryana 122017, aged about 51 years, do hereby solemnly ztate on
oath as under:

i.  That I am presently employed as Yices President - Project in the Respomdent
No. 4 Company, and as such I am well conversant with the facis and
circumstances of the present case, and competent 10 swear the present
Affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Affidavit hae been deafted by my counzel vnder my
instructions.

3.  That the comtents of the accompanying Affidavit are true and correct to my
knowledge, and the same may be treated as part and parcel of my present

affidavit. ‘*m mmuﬂﬂ
t_a-ﬂ ool s N iJ;_,ﬁ-f""'
N et e DEPONENT
A

ERIFICATION: -+ 7 JA¥ 1021

Venbed at New D¢]]u it this 7" day of January, 2021 that the contents of the above
athdavit are true to mmy knowledge, no part of it 12 falze and nothing imatenal has

been concealed therefiom.
El l". - E L.-l'
=l f ot ":-5 t Fﬂ‘fmﬂuﬂdmpnﬁ
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ANNEXURE-A1

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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 Delhi! 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.

Crenn 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
Tughlagabad. 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.”

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.”

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.

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.

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 Nitrate Heavy metal: Lead (above
0.01 mg/1)
(above 1.5 | (above 45 mg/ 1)
m/gl) Cadmium (above 0.003
mg/ 1)

East Delhi, | East = Delhi, Central | Lead: Along Najafgarh
New Delhi, | Delhi, New Delhi North | drain in North, West and
North West | Delhi, North West South | South-West districts
Delhi, Delhi, Cadmium: Southwest
South - | Chromium: Northwest,
Delhi, Delhi, South West Delhi, | g511th, new Delhi, East
south West West Delhi
Delhi,
North
Delhi,
West Delhi

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 India? 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

> (2019) 12 SCC 546

10
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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.

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.

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

11
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project, is too narrow to cope with the situation of any firefighting

operation in the proposed housing complex.

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

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

12
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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

13
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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.

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.

14
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Proceedings till date

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.

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 57t 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

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

We may at the outset mention that the project proponent has filed
[.LA. 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 57t 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.

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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Copy of the opinion of Dr. K.S. Rao dated 23.01.2020 on
the subject of earthquake vulnerability of the area.

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.

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

Copy of the MoEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017 to
comply with the recommendation of CAG with regard to
process of EC.

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

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

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.

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.

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

Copy of the minutes of the 95th meeting of SEAC held on
24.02.2018.

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

Copy of the presentation by respondent No. 4 to SEAC
dated 13.03.2018.

18
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0. 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 96t meeting of SEAC held on
13.03.2018 and 17.03.2018.

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

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

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 India’
(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

*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).

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.

(i) 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

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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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.

1. 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.

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’, §’ 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
With above background, we proceed to deal with issues which have
arisen for consideration.

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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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.

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.s and PMio. Against prescribed
National Ambient Air Quality Standards of 60 pg/ms3 and 100 ug/ms3
per day for PM2s and PMio respectively, the data shows PMa2 s in the
range of 134.62 to 240.6 and PMio to be in the range of 242.72 to

436.8. Similar is the position with regard to NOa.

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.

Z. 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/1/2012 dated 13" 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-1I(I) dated 30.05.2012 for expansion
projects is not applicable. Earlier EC issued vide letter no.
DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/I/2012 dated 13" 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.

10.

11.

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

Treated water of DJB STP should be used for construction
purposes up to the maximum extent possible.

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

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

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

up.

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

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

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

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 70rs. 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.

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

In view of MoEF&CC Office Memorandum No. 21-
270/2008-IA.1II dated 19.06.2013 read with MoEF&CC
Office Memorandum No. 22-154/2015-IA.1I 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.

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.

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'x6'/tree being a norm.”

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

“After due deliberations, in its first sitting of 96" 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 13" 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 13" 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 57t meeting held on 22.03.2018 approved the
recommendations of SEAC that earlier EC issued vide letter no
DPCC/SEAC/50SEIAA.1/2012 DATED 13T™ 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 95t meeting of SEAC dated 24.02.2018, the
project proponent gave point wise reply. Annexure IV thereto is
pointwise response to MoOEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017. Appendix
I thereto is test report dated 27.01.2018 for ambient air quality
analysis as follows:

S. Date Particulate Particulat | Sulphur Nitroge | Carbon

No. matter e matter Dioxide n Monoxide

(PM25; ug/ms3 | (PMio; (PMo0; Dioxide | (CO);
GRC/ ug/m3 IS | ug/m3 (PM10; ug/ms3
LAB/STP/AIR/ | 5182 IS 5182 ug/m?3 IS 5182
03, (Part 23): | (Part 23): | IS (Part 10):
Gravimetric 2006 2001 5182 1999
Method Reaff.2006 (Part Reaff.2003
23):
2006
1. ] 03.01.2018 240.6 412.3 9.3 71.6 1580
2. 105.01.2018 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
S. 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. Limit for As per EP Observed value
No. Location Zone Act, 1986; Leq, DB Ledq, dB (A)
(A)
1. Day Night Day Night
Time Time Time Time
Project Site Residential 55 45 63.4 49.8
area
* 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.”

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.

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), (it) and (iii)
above.”

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.

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

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.

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.# 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 matters> 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.¢ 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 cwil 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.” 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

* 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 depends. 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®.

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.

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

40



1651

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:-

- ....... 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-

41



1652

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.!9 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 Gouvt. 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/purl

% 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’.

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.

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.

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

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

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

S1. 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 pollution', industrial and construction sector

pollution!?, 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.!3. 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.!5 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

Y S.0.118(E), Notification, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change

" https:/ /www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/energy-and-environment/india-ranks-177-out-of-180-in-
environmental-performance-index/article22513016.ece

¥ 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.

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

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. ' 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
tluminated 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.”

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

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.

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

51



58.

1662

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.

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:-

e Estimation of total Existing PM load (both PMa2.s and PMo).

e Estimation of total Assimilative Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both
PMa2. 5 and PMio).

e Estimation of total Supportive Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both

PMa.s and PMjo).

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.

In view of above, we conclude that the EC granted is without
application of mind.

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.1” The same are
also enforceable under Section 20 of the National Green Tribunal Act,

2010. The polluting activities have to be prevented for clean

7(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:

() Environmental measures — by the State Government and the statutory authorities — must anticipate, prevent
and attack the causes of environmental degradation.

() 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.

(ii) 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:

“4'7. 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.

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-A2

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)
ORDER

(1) We have heard Mr. Shyam Diwan, learned senior counsel
appearing for the appellant. We have also heard Mr. K.V.
Vishwanathan, 1learned 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 1is 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 1in the impugned order. The
appellant, University of Delhi and Delhi Metro Rail
Corporation are at 1liberty 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 1is accordingly disposed of with the above

direction and observation.

................................................. J.
(R. BANUMATHI)
............................................... JJ.
(INDU MALHOTRA)
............................................. J.

NEW DELHI
DATED : 10.06.2020
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ITEM NO.7 Virtual Court 5 SECTION XVII

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
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
ORDER

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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ANNEXURE-A3

BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
Principal Bench, New Delhi
Appeal No. 112/2018

In The Matter of: -
University of Delhi Applicant{s)
Vs,
MoEFRCC & Ors. Respondent{s)
Iindex

i r. 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 complance of Hon'ble NGT

| order dated 10.02 2020 in Appeal No. 112/2018 titled University of
Delhi Vs, MoEF&CC & Ors.

2. | Annesure-l: A CORY of Hon'ble NGT order dated 10.02.2020,

3. Mneuure-.li: A Copy of minutes of r.n-e.étin.s.ﬁ.

4. | Annexure-lll: Copies of document pertains to Rapid Indicative
Environment Assessment,

_—] =——r———r—

5 | Annexure-Iv: Enpie; of app:rn'.rals. obtained fram various
Agencies/Organizations far proposed project. |

s,

—_

lFrash:ant Gargava)

Member Secretary

Central Pallution Control Board
Parivash Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar
Delhi- 110032

Dated: 10.12.2020
Place: Delhi
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Rapid I ndicative Environment Assessment Report of the Independent Committee constituted by
Hon'ble NGT for Evaluating Viability of Group Housing Complex Project by M/sYoung Builders
(P) Ltd. at Cavalry Lane, University of Delhi

Appeal No. 112/ 2018, University of Delhi vs. MoEF & CC & Others

SECTION | - 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 I nstitute of Himalayan Geol ogy,
Dehradun, G.B. Pant Ingtitute, Alimoraand |1 T 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 rel evant documents from the aggrieved party,
University of Delhi (hereafter referred as'DU") and builder M/sY oung Builders(P) Ltd., (hereafter referred
as'YBL') of the proposed group housing complex at 1 & 2 Cavalry Lane and 4, ChhatraMarg, 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 aspectsincluding 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 submitsitsfinal report before the Tribunal”.

"(7) The Committee shall complete the deliberation and submit itsfinal report within two months from the
date of the representation being filed by the appellant and University of Delhi and Ddhi 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-l.
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.

= Thelocation of the projectis 1 & 3 Cavalry Lane and 4 Chhatra Marg. It fallsin Zone— C (Civil Lines
Zone) of the MPD-2021.

= Thecost of land is¥218.20 crore and it is leased for 90 years.

= Thefirst Environmental Clearance (EC) for the project was accorded on 13.08.2012 for 324 dwelling
units with atotal built-up area of 10,265.90 sg.m.

= Thesecond EC for the project was accorded on 23.03.2018 for 410 dwelling units with built-up area of
1,17,733.81 sg.m. and four towers of 139.6m.

= Floors proposed in the project: S+G+37

= [n 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’.



In 2006, in view of adequate parking space at Metro Station, surplusland (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 residentia plot

group housing MPD 2021 providing 33.3% ground coverage & no restriction on height were followed.
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On 23.01.2009, lease deed was executed in favour of Y oung 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, Centra 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, 11T Kanpur and National Disaster Management Authority.

The name and designations of concerned officialsis as below,

Table 1.1; Constitution of the Committee

Sl Name & Designation Organization Committee

No. 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 | Member
and Education, Dehradun

4, Mr. Jyoti Kumar Nalli, Scientist - ‘D’ | Central Ground Water Board, New | Member
Delhi

5. Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, Professor School of Planning and Architecture, | Member
New Delhi

6. Dr. Vikram Gupta, Scientist - ‘F’ Wadia Institute of Himalayan | Member
Geology, Dehradun

7. Mr. S. Tarafdar, Scientist - ‘E’ G.B. Pant Institute, Srinagar-Garhwal | Member

8. Dr. Mukesh Sharma, Professor 1T Kanpur Member

9. Mr. Shambhu Sharma, Joint Adviser | National Disaster = Management | Member

Authority, Govt. of India

Summary of deliberations held during meetings of Independent Committee is presented bel ow,

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 methodol ogy 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 operationa 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 isin
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 homination 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. Memberswill provide inputsto CPCB.

=  Fifth Meeting (October 08, 2020) — The documents in the matter were examined and members were
requested to forward their comments within aweek 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 meetingsisannexed at Annexurell.
1.3 Sitevisit 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 environmenta impact of the project (Pics1to 7). Thefollowing

members were present during the site visit:
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Table 1.2; Constitution of SiteVisit 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:

= Thesiteislocated at Chhatra Marg and Cavalry road and on the backside of Vishwavidyalaya Metro
Station.

= Thesiteislocated 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.

Figure1.1: Satelliteimagery of project areagrid 2km x 2km
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= The site was found fenced up to sufficient height (approx. 30 feet) as shownin Pic - 2.
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= AsevidentinPichos. 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-1: Site barricaded/fenced all throughout Pic-2:Fencing towards Chhtra Marg

Pic-3: School of Open Learning Pic-4:Meghdoot Hostel for women
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Pic 6.: Project Site Pic 7: Project Site
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SECTION Il — SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FROM DU, YBL, DMRC

Submission of DU

The submission of DU was examined. The main points of disagreement with proposed project are presented
bel ow.

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 Cavary 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.
Theland use was categorized under the MPD — 2021, as " public and semi-public facility". Theland use
was later changed to residential purpose.

The project will affect ambience and character of the university.

The project iswithin 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 thetallest 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,

© ©® N o g & WD

Order of Hon'ble Supreme Court dated 10.06.2020 passed in CA 2485/2020 titled M/s Y oung,
Builders Private Ltd. Vs. University of Delhi & Ors.

NGT Order dated 10.02.2020 passed in Appeal 112/2018

Supreme Court Order communicated to NGT

Email - SC Order dated 10.06.2020 Communicated to DU

Notification Constituting SEIAA and SEAC

95" Minutes of Meeting of SEAC

Meeting Notice of CPCB dated 03.07.2020

Ministry of Defence Affidavit filed before NGT in Appeal No. 112/2018

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 Tal Buildings & Zonal Development Plan for Zone-C - Clause 1.4.4

11.  Report of Engineer Member, DDA

12.  FormIA of M/sYoung 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 Pallution - Test Reports Noise

20.  Water Supply Scheme Clearance dated 07.10.2015

21.  Brief Project Summary submitted by M/s Y oung Buildersto SEIAA/SEAC

22.  Water Balance Chart dated 13.03.2018

23.  MOEF&CC OM dated 10.11.2015

24.  Water Baance 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 Y oung Buildersto 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 KSRao’s Report dated 25.01.2020

34. HC Order passed in Arpit Bhargava & Anr. Vs North Delhi Municipa 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/¢ Y oung 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 Y oung Builders

2.2 Submission of M/sYoung BuildersPvt. Ltd.

M/sY oung Builders Pvt. Ltd. submitted information about the project, permissions and approval s obtained

along with the measures proposed to be taken during construction and operational phase. The following

10



documents were submitted by YBL in support of their perspective. The documents were examined and

observations of the Committee are presented below.
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by Hon'ble Lt. Governor

S. Subj ect Remarks
No.
1. | Environmental Clearance (EC) dated 23.03.2018 | Valid till 23.03.2025
granted by SEIAA-Delhi to YBPL
2. | NOCfrom Airport Authority of India(AAI) dated | Valid for a period of 5 years only and
16.04.2009 & 28.06.2011. expired on 27.06.2016.
Archaeologica Survey of India (ASlI) NOC — | Sitefallsbeyond concerned area.
08.05.2009
3. | Department of Forest & Wildlife: Trees| It wasvalidfor 3 years.
removal/transplant permission dated 25.05.2011
4. | Nationa Monument Authority of India (NMAI) | Site falls beyond concerned area as per
NOC letter dated 26.12.2012.
5. | Electric Sub Station approval from Tata Power | Preliminary approval for HT connection
Delhi accorded on August 14, 2013. Find
approval to be accorded after site visit.
6. | Water Supply approval from Delhi Ja Board | Approved with special & genera
(DJB) conditions. 07.10.2015 for 257 KLD.
7. | Storm Water Drainage scheme approval from | Approved with terms & conditions vide
North DMC letter dated 24.11.2015.
8. | Sewerage Scheme Approval from DJB Approved with conditions for discharge
of 254.5 KL D of sewage videletter dated
11.01.2016.
9. | Delhi Urban Arts Commission (DUAC) approval | DUAC approval dated 16.08.2017.DFS
dated 16.08.2016 and Delhi Fire Service (DFS) | approval available.
Clearance dated 08.09.2017
10. | Layout Plan Approval issued by Standing | Approval dated 27.11.2017
Committee of North DMC
11. | Building Plan Sanction (Form B-1) issued by | Validtill 30.07.2024
North DMC
12. | Environmental Clearance (EC) dated 13.08.2012 | Revised EC granted.
granted by SEIAA-Delhi to YBPL
13. | SEAC Sub-Committee Report dated 09.02.2012 | Matter for record.
14. | Joint Committee Report dated Feb 2010 ordered | Matter for record.

11
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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.

Sail investigation report including liquefaction
analysis of 2011

Matter for record.

22. | EC-13.08.2012 Matter for record.

23. | SEAC subcommittee meeting convened on | Matter for record.
24.01.2012

24. | Revised water mass balance chart Seen

25. | Revised schematic drawing of STP of enhanced | Seen

capacity

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.

Minutes of SEAC 95" meeting dated 24.02.2018
(held on)

Matter for record.

35.

Minutes of SEAC 96" meeting dated 13.03.2018
& 17.03.2018 (held on)

Matter for record.

36.

Minutes of SEIAA 57" meeting dated 22.03.2018
(held on)

Matter for record.

12
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37. | Structural Stability Certificate issued by Prof. V. | Matter for record.
S. Rgu Consultants (Report on Foundation
Recommendations)

38. | List of other projects granted EC in the | Matter for record.

vicinity/Delhi, along with copies of EC
39. | YBPL written submission dated 12.02.2020 | Matter for record.
before Hon'ble NGT

2.3 Submission of Delhi Metro Rail Corporation

Initssubmission, DMRC presented factsrelated to title and land-use of the site. It was stated that the project
isin public interest. The following documents were submitted by DMRC in support of their perspective.

Hon'ble Supreme Court Order dated 10.06.2020 in Civil Appeal No. 2485 of 2020
MoUD Decision dated 17.11.1996

Plans for Parking space

Joint Inspection Report March, 2010

Sub-Committee Report, 2012 constituted by SEAC

High Court of Delhi Judgement dated 27.04.2015 in the WP(C) 2743/2012

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.

N o g s~ w0 Ddh PP
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SECTION Il — 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 operationa 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 assessthe incremental changesin 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
kmx 2kmimagery grid of the project site, it isadensely habited area. Theland 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
liesin the Timarpur ward (59.7%).

Figure 3.1: Imagery of 2Km by 2K m around the Vishwavidyalaya metro station

14
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Figure3.2: Land-useinthe 2 km x 2km grid (Master Plan Delhi 2021)

Table 3.1: Land-use distribution in 2kmx 2km grid

S.No. | Land-usein 2kmx 2km grid Area (sg.km) Percentage
1 | Public & Semi-Public facilities 15 36.5
2 | Residentiad 11 28.3
3 | Government 0.5 115
4 | Transportation 04 9.0
5 | Recreational 0.3 7.7
6 | Commercial 0.1 3.0
7 | Drain 0.1 21
8 | Utility 0.1 1.9

The grid fallsin 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.

15




1688

Table 3.2: Wardsdistribution in the study grid

SNo. | Ward Name Ward No. Area (sg. km.) Percentage
1| Timarpur 10 2.390 59.7
2 | GTB Nagar 12 0.957 23.9
3 | ManuKaTilla 78 0.568 14.2
4 | Kashmiri Gate 77 0.054 13
5 | Mukherjee Nagar 11 0.029 0.7
6 | Model Town 72 0.003 0.1
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Figure 3.3: Ward boundariesin 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 Ward Name Ward No. | Area Housing | Population (Household
No. (sg. km.) | Units Size@4.75 persons, as
per Census)
Timarpur 10 2.39 3000 14,250
GTB Nagar 12 0.957 4500 21,375
MajnuKaTilla 78 0.5678 600 2,850
Tota 3.9148 8100 38,475

Since, Timarpur ward is the largest ward in the grid, the increase in population density due to proposed
project isestimated using present popul ation density in Timarpur ward as baseline. The present population

density in Timarpur ward is 14250 / 2.39 = 5962 persons per sg.km.

The additiona 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 sg. 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

(@) 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

set will run only as
back up

(Capacity = 1500
KVA).

Duration of operation:

Activity Emission factor Unit conversion Estimated
pollution load
Construction & TSP (total suspended | Area= 2 hectare = 4.94211 acre | 213.5tons
excavation particles) =1.2 Months of activity = 36 months | during three-
Tong/Acre/ Month of | (approx.) year period
activity or
(CPCB SA Study, Approx. 71
2010) tong/ yr.
DG sets Asper form 1A, DG *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 seasonaly from approx. 3 hours to up to 18
hours in a month. Hence, during the construction

phase of the project only intermittent operation of

(approx.)
Month of activity = 36 months

(approx.)

intermittent back up DG set will be required.
Vehicular emissions | TSP: 0.42 g/km Nos. of heavy vehicles deployed | 1.1(or 0.657)
(Truck, dumper, JCB, | (model 2006-2010, =30/ day (approx.) tons during
etc.) large trucks) Internal road lengthinthe grid = | three years
34 km or
Total distance travelled within Approx. 00.22
grid per vehicle per day = 20 km | tong/ 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 KV A) 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 hoursto up to 18 hours
for a month. Hence, considering the intermittent nature of operation, the estimated emission (i.e 0.226

tonnes per year) isinsignificant 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, mgjor roads are
4.7 km and minor roads are 29 km. NH-44 passes through the grid crosses having approximately length
of 2.5 kminsidethe grid. A snapshot of road length in grid is presented below,

Figure 3.4: Roadsin 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 istravelled by each car per day = 34 /4 =8.5km

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 BSIV — 4W with Petrol or CNG engines

BSIV | Emission | Total emission expected | Based on annual emission Percentage
limit load for dueto6l5carsonroad | inventory of pollutants increasein
(g/lkm) | 8.5km daily in thegrid ARAI-TERI, 2018 pollution load in
(g/car/day) | Daily Yearly Delhi Estimated for | Timarpur ward
(kg/day) (tonslyr) | (148400 Hac) | Timarpur dueto
(239 hac) additional cars
CO |20 17 10.45 2.45 598 kilotonsg/yr | 963 tons/yr 0.25%
HC | 055 4.67 2.87 0.67 427 kilotond yr | 687 tons/yr 0.09%
NOx | 0.25 212 13 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 SO,, NO, NH3, Benzene, PM s, PM1oand CO was analysed
and it isnoted that while NO, was within stipulated norms, PM2 s and PM 10 were exceeding standards during
2018 and 2019. The details are as tabulated below.

Table 3.6: Annual Average Pollutant Concentration

Parameters—
Y ear SO NO, NH3 Benzene PM s PM 10

/Locationd

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 pg/m?

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: Statusof CO at North Campus (2019)

Total number of 8 | No. of exceedance | Exceedance (in %) Minimum value | Maximum value
hourly average | (w.r.t 8 hourly (mg/m?3) (mg/m?3)
countsout of 1095 | standard)

934 429 45.9 0.1 8.0

8 hourly standards of CO =2 mg/m®

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 levelsis 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. Satistically 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) Congtruction 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 materia
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 sg.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 Additional data Water requirement
requirement
Occupants Tota occupancy = 410 dwelling @4.75persons | 263 KLD

= 1947 persons

@ 135 LPCDHIG (NBC, 2016)

Visitor 194 persons @15 Ipcd (NBC, 2016) 29KLD
Horticulture - 10KLD
Total requirement 275.9KLD

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 areais 1.8 km from river Yamuna at an elevation of 217 m MAMSL (Meter Above Mean
SealLevel). Theground water level as measured in piezometer located in front of Department of Geology,
Delhi University is6.1 MBGL (Meter Below Ground Level). The water level ranges between 6.0 to 8.5
MBGL inthe project area. The River Yamunaisflowingin East at an elevation of 202 MAMSL (approx.).
The Ngjafgarh drainisflowing 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 Ngjafgarh 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
areais 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)
=0.8X 182KLD + 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 popul ation density

for Delhi is @4.75 persons per household (range 4.6 — 4.9). Thus, the corresponding sewage generation
of 225 KL D during occupancy phase of the project may exceed proposed STP capacity.

23



1696

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 KL D). 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, 94,125L PCD= 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

Astotal 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 materia at site is nearly at par and hence movement of soil is unlikely.
Further, it isinformed 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 isnot 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 aso expected to be generated.

Occupancy phase
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In aHigh-Income Group residential society 0.6 kg/ capita/ day of solid waste is expected to be generated
(CPEEHO, MoUD).

Tota 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 I1*

Quantity (kg/day) | Action
Total municipal waste 1168
*Biodegradable @47.43% 554 To be treated in organic waste convertor
*|nert @25.16% 294 Disposed off
*Recyclable @ 27.41% 320 Torecycler
Horticulturewaste (Form 1A) | 0.17 To be composted
STP dudge (Form 1A) 195 To be composted

Only Inert waste isto 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)

Anincrease 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
arenot 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

Anincrease of 1.27% fromthe present generation of solid wastein thegrid is estimated dueto the project.

(F) EXISTING NOISE LEVELS
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One of the point of contention is whether the project falls under 'Silence zon€), it is defined as area less
than 100 metres around hospital s, educational institutions, courts, religious places or any other areawhich
is declared as such by the competent authority. The nearest hospital to project siteis Patel Chest Hospital,

whichislocated at an aeria distance of around 600 m and thus silence zone standards are not applicable.

The nearest noise quality monitoring station is Civil Lines which fals 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 iswithin stipulated standards and dight exceedanceis 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.
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(G) IMPACT ON TRAFFIC CONGESTION

The impact of additiona 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 bel ow,

Table 3.10: Assessment of impact on traffic congestion due to proposed proj ect
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Road Section Lengt Timeof | Travel | Speed, | Car | LCV | HCV | S*- S S | Savg Capacity of Volume (V) VIC | Increased | Project
h of Day (for Time Y% Car | LCV | HCV road(C)(vehicles | (vehiclesHour) Volume | edV/C
road travel (min) | (km/hr) /hour) after

section | time data) Using for mula, addition
(km) Using formula, | X(No. of vehicle of 615
- . _ 1000 X X PCU)/ no. of cars (V)
Dataretrieved from google CPCB traffic count Center to center spacing of Speed/S_avg) lanes X time
map survey vehicles (m) duration
ChatraMarg (2) 11 10am 3 22 1530 557 6 7.9 8.9 104 9.07 2426 666 0.27 819 0.34
11 1:30pm 3 22 611 237 1 7.9 8.9 104 9.07 2426 544 0.22 852 0.35
11 7pm 3 22 1442 660 0 7.9 8.9 104 9.07 2426 691 0.28 844 0.35
Vishwavidyalaya | 1.2 10am 3 24 4256 | 2546 | 246 8.3 9.3 10.8 | 9.47 2535 1681 0.66 1784 0.70
tgo\;dhanﬁbha 12 1:30pm 4 18 | 1831 | 911 | 117 | 71 | 81 | 96 | 827 2177 1335 061 | 1540 0.71
(3) 12 7pm 4.5 16 3926 | 1521 148 6.7 7.7 9.2 7.87 2034 1235 0.61 1338 0.66
Vidhansabhato 12 10am 6 12 4204 | 1178 243 5.9 6.9 84 7.07 1698 1215 0.72 1317 0.78
zfg')s'"wa" idyalaya |77 5 130pm | 45 16 | 1772 | 822 | 108 | 6.7 | 7.7 | 92 | 7.87 2034 1247 061 | 1452 0.71
12 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 0.75 10am 2 22.5 888 670 3 8 9 10.5 9.17 2455 559 0.23 713 0.29
2 0.75 | 1:30pm 3 15 571 | 380 | 0 | 65 | 75 | 9 | 767 1957 666 034 | 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 0.75 10am 2 225 236 93 0 8 9 105 | 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 =45m,HCV =6m
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 compl ete saturation of capacity

of the road, resulting in congestion. Whereas, value towards '0', implies free flow condition.

Based on analysis, it isinferred that the inclusion of additional 615 passenger cars on the road fromthe
project will result in marginal increasein volumeto 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 — ZoneV (high intensity) to Zone Il (low intensity). Delhi NCR fallsin 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 certificateswere verified. It is noted that following approval s have been obtai ned from concerned

authorities,

1) FORM 07 (Structural Stability Certificate) dated 04.07.2017 — This certificate was submitted to
North DMC aong with building plan approval application

2) STR certificate dated 10.01.2018 — This is the detailed structura stability certificate issued by
structura 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 Annexurellll.

(I) COMPLIANCE STATUS
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The National Capital Territory Delhi has been divided into 15 planning Zones (Divisions). The proposed
development liesin Zone 'C', subzone 13, al'so known as 'Civil Lines Zone and liesin redevel opment area
along metro corridor and not inthe Civil Lines Bungalow Area. The proposed project has been formul ated
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
Departmentsis as below,

Table 3.11: List of approvals obtained for proposed project

S. No. Approval
= Archaeological Survey of India(ASl) 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 DM C 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 AnnexurelV.

One of the points of contention is regarding distance of the project site from Ridge, Delhi —UP border and
criticaly polluted areas. GIS web tools were used to calculate distance of project from these landmarks
and it is noted that shortest aerid distance from Northern Ridge is 500 m
(https://wikimapia.org/#ang=en& |at=28.691435& |on=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 Narainaand 5 km from Anand Parbat.

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONSON 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/approva status for statutory requirements and an independent assessment of
environmental and other impacts during the construction and occupancy phase was undertaken.
Specifically, al environmenta 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 approval /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 [V).

To assess the impact on the environment, the incremental impact of the project was examined. It wasthen
inferred if the impact was insignificant or otherwise in comparison to baseline status. The impact was
examined inagrid 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 increaseisinsignificant 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

popul ation was estimated in this ward. The estimated increase in the population density in the Timarpur

ward will be 6777 persons per sqg. km. The percentage increment in the ward will be 14%. Thisincrease
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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 DM C 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, 11T, Dehi 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.

= |tisnoted 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.

= Aninlet digital flow meter shall beinstaled 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 al times.
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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

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

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.

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.

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.

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 Delhi! 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.

Crenn 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
Tughlagabad. 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.”

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.”

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.

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.

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 Nitrate Heavy metal: Lead (above
0.01 mg/1)
(above 1.5 | (above 45 mg/ 1)
m/gl) Cadmium (above 0.003
mg/ 1)

East Delhi, | East = Delhi, Central | Lead: Along Najafgarh
New Delhi, | Delhi, New Delhi North | drain in North, West and
North West | Delhi, North West South | South-West districts
Delhi, Delhi, Cadmium: Southwest
South - | Chromium: Northwest,
Delhi, Delhi, South West Delhi, | g511th, new Delhi, East
south West West Delhi
Delhi,
North
Delhi,
West Delhi

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 India? 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

> (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.

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.

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

11
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project, is too narrow to cope with the situation of any firefighting

operation in the proposed housing complex.

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

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

12
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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

13
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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.

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

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.

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 57t 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

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

We may at the outset mention that the project proponent has filed
[.LA. 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 57t 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.

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.

17
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Copy of the opinion of Dr. K.S. Rao dated 23.01.2020 on
the subject of earthquake vulnerability of the area.

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.

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

Copy of the MoEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017 to
comply with the recommendation of CAG with regard to
process of EC.

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

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

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.

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.

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

Copy of the minutes of the 95th meeting of SEAC held on
24.02.2018.

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

Copy of the presentation by respondent No. 4 to SEAC
dated 13.03.2018.
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0. 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 96t meeting of SEAC held on
13.03.2018 and 17.03.2018.

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

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

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 India’
(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

*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).

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.

(i) 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

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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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.

1. 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.

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’, §’ 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
With above background, we proceed to deal with issues which have
arisen for consideration.

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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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.

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.s and PMio. Against prescribed
National Ambient Air Quality Standards of 60 pg/ms3 and 100 ug/ms3
per day for PM2s and PMio respectively, the data shows PMa2 s in the
range of 134.62 to 240.6 and PMio to be in the range of 242.72 to

436.8. Similar is the position with regard to NOa.

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.

Z. 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/1/2012 dated 13" 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-1I(I) dated 30.05.2012 for expansion
projects is not applicable. Earlier EC issued vide letter no.
DPCC/SEAC/50/SEIAA/I/2012 dated 13" 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.

10.

11.

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

Treated water of DJB STP should be used for construction
purposes up to the maximum extent possible.

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

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

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

up.

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

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

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

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 70rs. 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.

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

In view of MoEF&CC Office Memorandum No. 21-
270/2008-IA.1II dated 19.06.2013 read with MoEF&CC
Office Memorandum No. 22-154/2015-IA.1I 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.

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.

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'x6'/tree being a norm.”

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

“After due deliberations, in its first sitting of 96" 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 13" 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 13" 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 57t meeting held on 22.03.2018 approved the
recommendations of SEAC that earlier EC issued vide letter no
DPCC/SEAC/50SEIAA.1/2012 DATED 13T™ 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 95t meeting of SEAC dated 24.02.2018, the
project proponent gave point wise reply. Annexure IV thereto is
pointwise response to MoOEF&CC circular dated 25.10.2017. Appendix
I thereto is test report dated 27.01.2018 for ambient air quality
analysis as follows:

S. Date Particulate Particulat | Sulphur Nitroge | Carbon

No. matter e matter Dioxide n Monoxide

(PM25; ug/ms3 | (PMio; (PMo0; Dioxide | (CO);
GRC/ ug/m3 IS | ug/m3 (PM10; ug/ms3
LAB/STP/AIR/ | 5182 IS 5182 ug/m?3 IS 5182
03, (Part 23): | (Part 23): | IS (Part 10):
Gravimetric 2006 2001 5182 1999
Method Reaff.2006 (Part Reaff.2003
23):
2006
1. ] 03.01.2018 240.6 412.3 9.3 71.6 1580
2. 105.01.2018 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
S. 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. Limit for As per EP Observed value
No. Location Zone Act, 1986; Leq, DB Ledq, dB (A)
(A)
1. Day Night Day Night
Time Time Time Time
Project Site Residential 55 45 63.4 49.8
area
* 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.”

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.

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), (it) and (iii)
above.”

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.

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

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.

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.# 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 matters> 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.¢ 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 cwil 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.” 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

* 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 depends. 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®.

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.

#(2002) 10 SCC 606 T.N. Godavarman Thirumulpad Vs. Union of India, , dated 30.10.2002
°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:-

- ....... 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.!9 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 Gouvt. 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/purl

% 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’.

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.

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.

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

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

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

S1. 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 pollution', industrial and construction sector

pollution!?, 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.!3. 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.!5 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

Y S.0.118(E), Notification, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change

" https:/ /www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/energy-and-environment/india-ranks-177-out-of-180-in-
environmental-performance-index/article22513016.ece

¥ 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

47

80



53.

2

1753

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.

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

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. ' 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-

49

82



55.

1755

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
tluminated 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.”

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

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.

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.

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:-

e Estimation of total Existing PM load (both PMa2.s and PMo).

e Estimation of total Assimilative Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both
PMa2. 5 and PMio).

e Estimation of total Supportive Capacity w.r.t. PM load (both

PMa.s and PMjo).

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.

In view of above, we conclude that the EC granted is without
application of mind.

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.1” The same are
also enforceable under Section 20 of the National Green Tribunal Act,

2010. The polluting activities have to be prevented for clean

7(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:

() Environmental measures — by the State Government and the statutory authorities — must anticipate, prevent
and attack the causes of environmental degradation.

() 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.

(ii) 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:

“4'7. 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.

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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Minutes of the first Meeting of the Independent Committee constituted by
Hon'ble NGT in Appeal No. of 112/2018

Hon'ble NGT in case of Appeal No, 112 of 2018 dated 10.02.2020 {University of
Celhi Vs. MoEF&CC & Ors.) constituted first Independant Committee for evalualing
& ascertaining viability of '‘Group Housing Complex’ proposed to be buiit by M/s
Young Builders (P) Ltd. The first meeting of the Committee was heald in CPCB, Delhi
on March 13, 2020. The list of participants is enclosed at Annexure | The meeting
was chaired by Member Sacreta ry, GPCB

MS, CPCB briefed the mambers of the major issues related to the Court matter. A
brief on the Court matter is enclosad at Annexure Il.

It was informed that various documents have been submitted by the appallant as the
project proponent which need to be examined in detail by the C-mmitae.

The matter was deliberated upon by the Committee membas and the following
approach was proposed to carry out the assessment:

a) Copy of documents avallable with CPCB shall be circulated to the Members,
NGT shall be requested to provide the remaining gocument which shall be
circulated fo all the members on receipt

by The Committee may visit the proposed project site to get first-hand
information related to the Court matter on the varous issues

c) The Committee will finalize issues which require detailed assessment along
with the methodology approach to be adopted for the same.

d) On the basis the documents and site- visil, the Committee will finalize issues
which require detailed assessmant aleng with the methodology/ approach to
be adopted for the same

The meeting ended with thanks to the cha -

CET =T
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BRIEF OF COURT MATTER (Appeal No. of 112/2018)

The project is proposed on an area of 20,000 sq.m. with built up area of
117.733.81 sq. m. with four towers of 139.6m. height having 410 dwelling
units. The tatal fioors proposed are S+G+37 with 3174026 sq. m. of
basement ares.

The EC was earlier granted in 13.08.2012 for bulit-up area 7026585 sqm , for
324 units .

An application was submitted for amendment of the EC on 12.02.2018 and
Envircnment Clearance was granted by SEIAA on March 23, 2018

Delhi Univarsity has challenged the EC granted ongJuly 12, 2018 3on the
ground that essential facts have nol been disclosed in the application of the
projact proponent. SEAC and SEIAA have not applied mind to various facets
of impact of the project

The matier was heard in Hon'bie NGT on 08.01.2020. The Tribunal observed
that earlier EC granted in 2012 having been declared null and void, there was
no adeguate data base for granting EC on 23.03.2018. Accordingly. the
Tribunal constitited a joint Commiltee to undertake carrying capacity study of
the area with reference to the project in guestion based on relevant data
within twe months and directed maintenance of status quo till then

Civil Appeal No. 341/2020 was filed in the Hon'ble Supreme Court by the
Project proponent and Hon'ble Supreme Court set aside Order dated 8.1.20
of the Hor'ble NGT and heid 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 wilh faw

In view of the above, the independant Committee has been constituted
ascertaining viability of the said project The committee has o submit its
report within-two months, Meanwhlle, as per Interim order dated 03.02.2020
the project proponent has been restrained from carrying out further activity.

The various issues related to the proposed project raised by the appellant includs
the following:

i Status of land use
i Status of land transfer
il Approval from Ricge management Board

' Impact on Air Quality, Noise polluticn and Groundwater extraction
s Traffic managameant
Wi, Waste water treatment
wil, Solid waste managemen:
wiii. Fire safety
i, Earthquake resistance :
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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 Name & Designation Organization
No.
1. Dr. Prashant Gargava, Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi
Member Secretary

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, Central Ground Water Board,

Scientist ‘D’ Bhujal Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001
5. Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, Delhi School of Planning and Architecture
HOD-LA, 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.

Members will send list of documents/papers, additional information, etc. that
may be required for deliberations.

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.

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.

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 Name & Designation Organization
No.
1. | Dr. Prashant Gargava, | Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi
Member Secretary
2. | Dr. Vinod K. Singh, Ministry of Environment, Forests & Climate Change,
Scientist ‘E’ Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, Jorbagh Road, New Delhi -
110003
3. | Mr. Surinder Kumar Central Ground Water Board,
Juneja 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, | Delhi School of Planning and Architecture
HOD-LA, 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, Scientis| G. B. Pant Institute, Almora,
‘E Kosi-Katarmal, Almora, Uttarakhand 263643
8. | Dr. Mukesh Sharma, | Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur, Kalyanpur,
Professor Kanpur, UP - 208016
9. | Mr. N.K. Gupta, AD & | Central Pollution Control Board
DH-UPC-I
10. | Mr. Rejendra Bhola, Young Builders Private Ltd., Regd. Off. 43, Babar Road,
Mr. Yashpal singh Bengali Market, New Delhi - 110001
11. | Mr. Sanjay Upadhyay, | University of Delhi, 5, Cavalry Lane, University of
Mr. Vipin Tiwary Delhi, Delhi - 110007
12. | Mr. Tarun Johri, Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd., Metro Bhawan Fire

Mr. Sanjay Kute

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 : Julyl4, 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 Honble 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 Name & Designation Organization
No.
1. | Dr. PrashantGargava, Member Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi
Secretary, CPCB, Delhi
2. | Mr. N. Bala, Scientist ‘F Indian 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, Delhi School of Planning and Architecture
HOD-LA, 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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University of Delhi has requested for postponing of this meeting till the issue is
decided by Honble 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
tiled by University of Delhi. However, meantime, the Committee may continue
its proceedings in the matter for completion of task on-time.

Site visit may be held on 17.08.2020 at 11:00 AM onwards by the Members of the
Committee staying in Delhi.

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
MOoEFCC, impact zone is defined only for the projects covered under A category.
The present project fall under B category.

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 Name & Designation Organization
No.
1. | Dr. Prashant Gargava, Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi

Member Secretary, CPCB, Delhi

2. | Dr. Vinod K. Singh, Scientist ‘E’ Ministry of Environment, Forests & Climate

Change

3. | Mr. N. Bala, Scientist ‘F Indian Council of Forestry Researh and
Education, Dehradun

4. | Mr. Jyothi Kumar Central Ground Water Board,
Bhujal Bhawan, NH-1V, Faridabad - 121001

5. | Mr. Javed Igbal National Disaster Management Authority0

6. | Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, Delhi School of Planning and Architecture

HOD-LA,
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 :

e Necessary permissions have been obtained by them to carry out the Project
Work.

e 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.

e 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.

e Site distance from the sensitive and seismic zone.

e Design considerations by the builder to make the project earthquake resistant
and whether the design is in line with ISO specifications.

e 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.

6 28 2 e e e 3 3 3 3 3 00 00 00 0 o 38 3 3 e e 3 3 8 3 3 0 0 Ok Ok 0

Annexure
List of Participants in the Meeting
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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 Name & Designation Organization
No.
1. | Dr. Prashant Gargava, Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi
Member Secretary
2. | Mr. Sahidul Haque, Scientist | Central Ground Water Board,
Bhujal Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001
3. | Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, Delhi School of Planning and Architecture
HOD-LA, 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, Indian Institute of Technology Kanpur,
Professor Kalyanpur, Kanpur, UP - 208016
7. | Mr. Satish Bansal, Young Builders Private Ltd., Regd. Off. 43, Babar
Ms. Tripti Bansal Road, Bengali Market, New Delhi - 110001
Mr. Balram Chaudhary
Mr. Shubhankar
8. | Mr. G. K. Bansal, GM Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd., Metro
Dr. Singh, Advocate Bhawan Fire Brigade Lane, Barakhamba Road,
New Delhi - 110001
9. | Mr. N.K. Gupta, AD & DH- | Central Pollution Control Board

UPC-1
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Ve

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.

= |t was confirmed that Delhi Fire safety approval has been abtained by the project proponent.

= |t 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,

0 The project proponent must ensure that all necessary approvals have been obtained and are valid.

0 Since the project areais 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 obtai ned.

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

o0 NOC may be obtained from the District Advisory Committee on Ground Water of Govt. of NCT
Delhi before dewatering during construction.

0 Aninlet digital flow meter shall beinstalled at DJB freshwater supply line.

o All environmental norms should be strictly adhered to during construction and occupancy phase

of the project.

*kk*%k
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Annexure

List of Participantsin 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: October 08, 2020 at 5:00 PM onwards

Sl Name & Designation Organization
No.
1. | Dr. Prashant Gargava, Member Central Pollution Control Board, Delhi
Secretary
2. Mr. Sahidul Haque, Scientist Centra Ground Water Board,
Bhuja Bhawan, NH-IV, Faridabad - 121001
3. Dr. Meenakshi Dhote, Delhi School of Planning and Architecture
HOD-LA, 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, Kayanpur,
Kanpur, UP — 208016
7. Mr. Satish Bansal, Y oung Builders Private Ltd., Regd. Off. 43, Babar Road,
Ms. Tripti Bansal Bengali Market, New Delhi - 110001
Mr. Balram Chaudhary
Mr. Shubhankar
8. Mr. G. K. Bansal, GM Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd., Metro Bhawan Fire
Dr. Singh, Advocate Brigade Lane, Barakhamba Road, New Delhi — 110001
9. | Mr.N.K. Gupta, AD & DH-UPC- | Central Pollution Control Board
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FOEM- A4
{Chapter 2, Pars 2.92.3)

CERTIFICATE OF STRUCTURAL SAFETY
(Ta be submined by Sirvciwal Enginser and Ciwnsr)
The following certificate is ko bi submined slong with the buidding plans deawing while subnsictlng the
plans for chtaining budMing permission for building on Plot no. 1,3 Cavalry Lana & 4 Chhalrs Warg,
Civil Lines, Delhl-T Seheme Group Housing

*  Ceoriled that the building plans sobitted (o (e ahorily’ coneemed Iocal body shall be
designed for saféty roquiremenis.

* Itis also certified tha the struchural design shalll be based on National Building Cods, Including
safely Croi nakmral eaZands, based on soil conditlons (an per Soil Investigation Report e £640
daled I7-05.2000 prepered by Mis Bas Engrineering Enterprizes 3 will be taken indo congiderstion
and would be duly incorparsted in siructural drawings of the building to be construched.

Signane of Hrechiral Engleeer
Mame of Sreciural Engineer  RAJESE]
Address of Shruchurst Enginesr  A-1 53 YOPER
Data 44072017

COUNTER SIGHED BY

Signavare of Ommer(s) 5
Hame of Cwner{s) [
Address of Owner{s)
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Prof. V.5.RAJU CONSULTANTS

4 CONSULTANTS (Geotechnical and Structural)
ALUE EMGINEERING Gachibowli, H}Fdﬂl‘ﬁbﬂd — 500 032
Document No. VSRCIRGHNVVMSIYBPL/FR/O DATED: 1?.&4.20‘13;

Report on Foundation Recommendations

Project

Residential Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya
Metro Station, New Delhi

Client

Young Builders Pvt. Ltd,, New Delhi

Traghatath | O\ | LV
17.04.18 RO T. JAYABHARATHI | C.R. BALAJI V. S. RAJ
[ DaTE REVISION | PREPARED BY |REVIEWED BY | REVIEWED AND
APPROVED BY
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The Team:
Prof. V.S.Raju

(Formerly: Director, IIT Delhi &
Professor & Dean, |[IT Madras)

Senior Partner:

Mr. C. R. Balaji, B.E Structural Engineering, MASCE, MIEI, MIGS
(Annamalai University)

Junior Associates:
1. Mr. V. Ashok Vardhana Reddy, B.Tech, Civil Engineering

(RGUKT RK VALLEY)

2. Ms. Y. Geetha, B.Tech, Civil Engineering
(RGUKT RK VALLEY)

3. Ms. T. Jayabharathi, B.Tech, Civil Engineering
(RGUKT RK VALLEY)

4. Ms. P. Sireesha, B.Tech, Civil Engineering
(RGUKT RK VALLEY)

5. Mr. N. Suresh, B.Tech, Civil Engineering
(RGUKT RK VALLEY)
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Enclosures: 110 9
Enclosure 1: Bore logs as per soil investigations 24
Enclosure 2: Bore logs as per confirmatory soil investigations 29

Enclosure 3: Site plan showing the location of proposed
towers and boreholes 32

Enclosure 4: Section showing the finished floor level of the
lowest basement (2" basement) 33

Enclosure 5: Schultze and Muhs Correlation between SPT N
and soil modulus (Es) for Cohesion-less soils 34

Enclosure 6: Mail dated 12.03.2018 from Civitech Consultants Private
Limited regarding average loading intensity per floor 35

Enclosure 7: Typical Safe Bearing Capacity (SBC) calculations of
raft with 1 m offset (Tower A for NBH 1) 36

Enclosure 8: Typical calculations of NBP, GBP and Settlements
of Raft with 1 m offset (Tower A for NBH 1) 38

Enclosure 9: Typical Safe Bearing Capacity calculations of
isolated footings 46

Annexures:

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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Prof.V.S.Raju Consultants

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 - BH3
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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 (2" 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:

e For silty sand layers, angle of internal friction (¢) 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 32°.

e For sandy silt and gravelly silt layers, angle of internal friction (¢) considered as 30°,
on a conservative side.

e Bulk unit weight of soil () is considered as 18 kN/m?>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

(i)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,

Net UBC = C N.Scdcic + q (Ng—1)S;dgig+05By N, S, d, i) W

Ultimate Net Bearing Capacity as per Local Shear Failure criteria is given by,

2 . | .
Net UBC = ZCN':S,d,i, + q(N%q —1)s,d,i, + SBNYLS AW
Where,
c = Cohesion, kN/m?
q = Effective overburden pressure, kN/m?
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B = Width of the foundation, m
y = Bulk Unit weight of soil, kN/m?®
N¢,Nyand N, = Bearing capacity factors for general shear failure

N'.,,N';and N, Bearing capacity factors for local shear failure

Se,Sqand S, = Shape factors
de,dgand d, = Depth factors
w = 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 = (021 Es) XH
0; = Pressure increase at middle of the layer
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116



1789

Prof.V.S.Raju Consultants

H

Thickness of the layer

Es

Soil modulus

0. is calculated from the following formulae,

o, = 4xpxlg
p = Net Bearing Pressure
Is = Influence factor, a functionof L/Zand B/ Z

(Fig: 18 of 1S: 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 I1S: 8009,
(Part 1) - 1976) have been applied for estimating the final settlements.

7.2 Soil Modulus E:

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 = Estorn=50 + {(N — 50) * 87.5} in t/m?

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 (2" 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/m? 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 m®. 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/m? as against net bearing pressure of 35.8 t/m?.
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

Offset of Area Estimated | Estimated | Recommended
Relevant raft from GBP | NBP | settlement | sub-grade sub-grade
. of raft > 2
Borehole | foot print (m2) (t/m°) | (t/m*) | of the raft modulus modulus
(m) (mm) (kg/cm?) (kg/cm?)
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/cm®.

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/cm®.

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 m?. The raft size based on

an offset with 1 m from the tower foot print is 641 m® 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/m? for Tower B and 90 t/m? for Tower C as
against net bearing pressure of 37.5 t/m?. 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), (NBP), estimated

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower B are given in Table 2 below:

Net Bearing Pressure

Table 2: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower B

Offset of Area Estimated | Estimated | Recommended
Relevant raft from GBP | NBP | settlement | sub-grade sub-grade
. of raft 2 2
Boreholes | foot print (m?) (t/m?) | (t/m°) | of theraft | modulus modulus
(m) (mm) (kg/cm?) (kg/cm?)
BH 1 37.3 75 0.74 0.96
BH 6 1 641 555 | 374 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/cm®. The

recommended sub-grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 1.06 kg/cm?®.

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), (NBP),

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower C are given in Table 3 below:

Net Bearing Pressure estimated

Table 3: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower C

Offset of Area Estimated | Estimated | Recommended
Relevant raft from GBP | NBP | settlement | sub-grade sub-grade
. of raft 2 2
Borehole | foot print (m?) (t/m?) | (t/m°) | of theraft | modulus modulus
(m) (mm) (kg/cm?) (kg/cm?)
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/cm®. The recommended sub-

grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.9 kg/cm®.

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 m?. The raft size based on

an offset with 1.5 m from the tower foot print is 987 m?. 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/m? for Tower D and Tower E as against net
bearing pressure of 37.4 t/m? 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

Offset of Area Estimated | Estimated | Recommended
Relevant raft from GBP | NBP | settlement | sub-grade sub-grade
. of raft > 2
Borehole foot print (m2) (t/m°) | (t/m*) | of the raft modulus modulus
(m) (mm) (kg/cm?) (kg/cm?)
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/cm®. The recommended sub-

grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.74 kg/cm®.

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), (NBP),

settlements and sub-grade modulus for Tower E are given in Table 5 below:

Net Bearing Pressure estimated

Table 5: GBP, NBP, Settlements and Sub-grade modulus for Tower E

Offset of Area Estimated | Estimated | Recommended
Relevant raft from GBP | NBP | settlement | sub-grade sub-grade
. of raft 5 5
Boreholes | foot print (m?) (t/m?) | (t/m°) | of theraft | modulus modulus
(m) (mm) (kg/cm?®) (kg/cm?®)

BH 4 37.2 99 0.56 0.73

BH 8 1.5 987 | 554 | 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/cm®. The

recommended sub-grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.77 kg/cm?®.
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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 m?. The raft size based on an offset with

1 m from the tower foot print is 796 m?. 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/m? as against net bearing pressure of 39.8 t/m?.
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

Offset of Area Estimated | Estimated | Recommended
Relevant raft from GBP | NBP | settlement | sub-grade sub-grade
. of raft 5 2
Borehole | foot print (m?) (t/m°) | (t/m°) | of theraft | modulus modulus
(m) (mm) (kg/cm?) (kg/cm?)
BHO 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/cm>. The recommended sub-

grade modulus for the structural design of the raft is 0.88 kg/cm?®.

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 mx 2 mto 5 mx 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

Size of isolated Safe Bearing Capacit
Borehole Number footings gz pacity
(t/m*)
(m x m)
2x2 18
3x3 21
BH 2
4x4 24
5x5 27
2X2 7
BH 5 3x3 10
4x4 12
5x5 14
2x2 9
3x3 11
BH 10
4x4 13
5x5 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/m?

Loading intensity for

2 basements = 1.5x2

= 3 t/m?
Overburden pressure = Founding level x Bulk unit weight of the soil
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= (7.5x1.8) +[(10.8 = 7.5) x 1]
= 16.8 t/m?

Net bearing pressure = 3-16.8

= -13.8 t/m?

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/cm®.

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.

/ Facia wall

P Touch piles
O IR
\

Grout columns

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 K, can be taken as 0.33, coefficient of passive earth pressure K,

as 3 and coefficient of earth pressure at rest Ky 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.
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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.

19|Page
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D S~ D

S>

D D D

@ -Location for settlement measurements

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.
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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.

> lIsolated footings are recommended for extended basements. The safe bearing

capacities of the isolated footings are ranging from 7 _t/m? to 27 t/m? for sizes

ranging from 2 m x 2 m to 5 m x 5 m. The recommended sub-grade modulus is

3 kg/cm®.

> |t 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.
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¥ Settlement observations are highly recommended as they will give valuable
information on the performance of the foundation system adopted. This will halp in

optimum design of foundations for your future projects,

T Taya Bhatathi Lt \,/x_ /\Lﬂ 5

Prepared by Reviewed by Reviewed &ARproved by
(T, Jayabharati) (C.R. Bala]i) (Prof. V.5. Raju)
C.R. BALAJI
st Prof. Dr.-Ing. V.S. Raju

Prof. V.5. Raju Censultants

FOUMDATION AND GEOTECHRCAL CONSLATANT
Hyderabad - 530 032,
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16.References:

7
%

X/
%

7
L34

7/
L34

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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BORE LOGS AS PER INITIAL SOIL INVESTIGATIONS
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SPT
— N VALUE — N VALUE
(AS MEASURED) (AS MEASURED)

il W Fil

SPT

DEPTH (m)—‘ DEPTH (m)—‘
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12 ;‘ 1| 24 12 || 52 Silty sand
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21 |[|1]| 36 66
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27 |HH| 43 58
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45 33 :-?‘_.;: 1 72
Sandy silt it
* % silty sand
40 Ll 6 40 90
BOREHOLE BH 1 BOREHOLE BH 2

% Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Rao Engineering Enterprises, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations - May 2009)
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SPT
,—N VALUE rN VALUE
(AS MEASURED) (AS MEASURED)
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45 |[{||| 2« Silty sand 45 |{|l|| 21 Silty sand
6 |[]{]] 30 s (11| 17
|62 '
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SPT
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16
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105 [-||| 15 105 [ ||| 12
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24 |HH] a1 24 L 33

27 U 38

41
Sandy silt

45

. .6 Sandy silt o

40 =L 85 40 55

BOREHOLE BH 3 BOREHOLE BH 4

% Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Rao Engineering Enterprises, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations - May 2009)

137




1810

SPT
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0 (AS MEASURED)
—— Fill

15 ([} 13
HTIRE
a5 [l[1l| 14 Silty sand
6 [l l]] 18
75 11 16 g
9l 19
105l 13 Sandy silt
12 w18
135([11] 18
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18 |[|}]| 25
21 1 24
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] Sandy silt
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0 .
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21
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BOREHOLE BH 6

% Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Rao Engineering Enterprises, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations - May 2009)
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SPT
N VALUE
(AS MEASURED)

Fill

DEPTH (m)_‘
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15 Silty sand
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21

27

Sandy silt

39
24 1 ||| 97

27 bl 45

30 U 48

BOREHOLE BH 7

DEPTH (m)_‘

SPT
N VALUE
(AS MEASURED)
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21 28
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As per soil bore logs by Rao Engineering Enterprises, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations - May 2009)
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SPT SPT

DEPTH (m)_‘ DEPTH (m)_‘

N VALUE N VALUE
I (AS MEASURED) o I (AS MEASURED)
Fill 1 Fill
10 5 )
Silty sand
?' Sandy silt T
21 45 28 Sandy silt
13 6 31
76— 118 52 755 IS [Tz
o IllH] 1, ~ Silty sand o|[||| 25 ~ Silty sand
105 A 19 105 i 17
135 ||| 14 135 21
20 15 (411l 25 Sandy silt
27 18 | 7]|[ 28
Sandy silt 20 sl
31
% BOREHOLE BH 10
38
30 il 45

BOREHOLE BH 9

% Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Rao Engineering Enterprises, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations - May 2009)
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BORE LOGS AS PER CONFIRMATORY
SOIL INVESTIGATIONS
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SPT

N VALUE
DEPTH (m
( )_J [ (AS MEASURED)

0
065 8 Filled Up Soil

2

22 Sandy Silt

10.2

16.5

42 Gravelly Silt

23

Sandy Silt

69

74

78

CONFIRMATORY BOREHOLE NBH 1

<2 Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Ground Engineering Limited, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations : February 2018)
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SPT
N VALUE
DEPTH (m
( )_‘ I~ (As MEASURED)
0
10 [ -
0.65 Filled Up Soil
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28
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2465 ||| 61
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2015 ||| 69
3065 |||| 72
52150 ||| 73
33.65 ||| 76
35150 {||| 80
36.65 81
38.15 84
a0.45-201501/1] 88

CONFIRMATORY BOREHOLE NBH 2

<2 Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Ground Engineering Limited, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations : February 2018)
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SPT

N VALUE
DEPTH (m
( )_! |~ (AS MEASURED)

0
““j *° Filled Up Soil

1.5 16

18

22 Sandy Silt

23

8.45 815 27

17
19
26
25
32

34

Gravelly Silt

38
42
44
51
54

55

56
58
63
66
" Sandy Silt
73
75

78

83

CONFIRMATORY BOREHOLE NBH 3

<2 Ground Water Table

As per soil bore logs by Ground Engineering Limited, New Delhi

(Period of field investigations : February 2018)
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ENCLOSURE 3

SITE PLAN SHOWING THE LOCATION OF
PROPOSED TOWERS AND BOREHOLES
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ENCLOSURE 4

SECTION SHOWING FINISHED FLOOR LEVEL OF THE
LOWEST BASEMENT (2" BASEMENT)
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ENCLOSURE 5

SCHULTZE AND MUHS CORRELATION
BETWEEN SPT N AND SOIL MODULUS (Es)
FOR COHESION-LESS SOILS
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ENCLOSURE 6

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/lnbox

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

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) (Y) = 1.8 t/m?®
Submerged unit weight of soil  (y) = 1 t/m*
Average SPT N¢grecteq 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 ¢orrected 2 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 (g) = 30 deg.
Cohesion (C) = 0 t/m?

Bearing capacity factors

N, = 30.14
N, = 18.40
Ny = 22.40

Shape factors

S, = 1.19

S, = 1.19

Sy = 0.63
Depth factors

d. = 1.03

dg = 1.01

dy = 1.01
Effective overburden pressure (q) = 2 t/m?
Factor of safety (FoS) = 25

Ultimate Bearing Capacity (UBC)
UBC = C *Ng*S¢*d."ic+ @ * (Ng - 1)* Sq ™ dg g +0.5 *B*Y * Ny * Sy™ dy * iy *w

Where, w = Water table correction factor
w = 0.50
Ultimate Bearing Capacity = 211 ¢ym?

Safe bearing capacity as per General Shear Failure criteria,
(SBC) = UBC/FoS = 84  t/m?
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Project:Group Housing at Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, New Delhi

Subject: SPT 'N' Correction for NBH 1

GWT = 10.2 m Submerged unit weight (y") 10 kN/m®
Bulk Unit weight of soil (Y) 18 kN/m?®
Bulk Unit [Over burden SPTN' SPT N"
Depth (m) |weight of soil | pressure P' SPTN (Overburden (After dilatancy
(Y) (kN/m?) (kN/m?) Correction) 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

Average SPT N value 51

Note: No correction has been applied as the reported soil is Sandy Silt and Gravelly Silt.
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ENCLOSURE 8

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):

Borehole Number

Area of foot print of the tower

Total area of the raft with 1 m offset from tower footprint

Founding Level of the raft

Ground water table location (Dw)
Unit weight of the soil
Submerged unit weight of soil (y')

Loads:

Load due to each basement
Load due to each floor

Load due to water tank

= NBH 1
= 599 m?
= 745 m?2
= 12.05 m

= 10.2 m

= 1.8 t/m®
= 1 t/m®
= 15 tm?
= 15 t/m?
= 2 t/m?
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Total load due to all the floors(G + 34 storeys)

per unit area of the tower footprint

Total load due to all the floors with 2 basement , roof & water tank (2B + G + 38 storeys)

Load on the raft due to tower

Thickness of the raft

Self weight of the raft

Total Gross bearing pressure at base of the raft

Net bearing pressure

Overburden pressure

Net bearing pressure

Net bearing pressure on the raft is 35.8 t/m

58.5

= 58.5

= 63.5

1830

39x {(1.5 x 599)} /{599 }

t/m?

t/m?

rof.V.S.Raju Consultants

= (Area of foot print of the tower * Load per unit area)

= (599
= 51.1
= 2
= 2.5
= 5

= 56.1

/(area of the raft)

x 635) / 745
t/m?

m

X 2

t/m?

t/m?

Gross bearing pressure - overburden

pressure @ base of footing

= 10.2
= 20.2
= 56.1
= 35.8
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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/mz) Settlement (mm)
Lo 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/m?

Foundation Level will be @12.05 m for a raft thickness of 2 m.

Gross bearing pressure @ 12.05 m =

Net bearing pressure

Raft size based on 1

@ 12.05m =

m offset from tower footprint

56.1
35.8

t/m?
t/m?

745

m2

For the purpose of settlement calculation, considering an equivalent rectangular raft with same area as

Raft size (2L x 2B) =
LxB=

14.105

28.21

X
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13.2

26.40

m

745



12.05 - 12.65
0.3
47.02
0.2500
35.85

4.06

12.65-14.15
1.35
10.45
0.2499
35.84

9.43

14.15-15.65
2.85
4.95
0.2485
35.63

8.22

15.65-16.5
4.025
3.50
0.2458
35.24

4.61

16.5-18.65
5.5625
2.55
0.2399
34.39

10.87

0.6 m thickness

B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

t/m?

mm

0.85 m thickness

B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

t/m?

mm

2.15 m thickness

B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18 of IS : 8009 (Part 1)

t/m?

mm

160

Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants



Layer L8

Z0

L/Z0 =

1B
oz

S8

Layer L9

Z0

L/Z0 =

B
oz

S9

18.65 - 20.15
7.35
1.92
0.2290
32.84

6.84

20.15-21.65
8.85
1.59
0.2177
31.21

6.33

21.65-23
10.275
1.37
0.2056
29.48

5.31

23 -24.65
11.775
1.20
0.1922
27.55

5.83

24.65-26.15
13.35
1.06
0.1778
25.50

4.84

1.5 m thickness

B/Z, =
(Referring to Fig - 18 of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS

2

t/m
mm
1.35 m thickness
m
B/Z, =

(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS

2

t/m
mm
1.65 m thickness
m
B/Z0 =

(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm
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1.80
: 8009 (Part 1)

1.49
- 8009 (Part 1)

1.28
: 8009 (Part 1)

1.12

- 8009 (Part 1)

0.99
: 8009 (Part 1)
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Layer L10
Z0 =

L/zo =

IB =

oz =

S10=

Layer L11

L/Z0 =
IB=
oz =

S11=

Layer L12
Z0 =

L/z0 =

IB =

oz =

S12=

Layer L13
Z0 =

L/z0 =

IB =

oz=

S13=

Layer L14
Z0 =

L/zo =

IB =

oz=

S14=

26.15 - 27.65
14.85
0.95
0.1645
23.59
4.38

27.65-29.15
16.35
0.86
0.1518
21.76
3.95

29.15 - 30.65
17.85
0.79
0.1398
20.05
3.56

30.65-32.15
19.35
0.73
0.1287
18.46

3.15

32.15 - 33.65
20.85
0.68
0.1185
16.99

2.84

1.5 m thickness

B/Z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm
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0.89
: 8009 (Part 1)

0.81
- 8009 (Part 1)

0.74
: 8009 (Part 1)

0.68
- 8009 (Part 1)

0.63
: 8009 (Part 1)
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Layer L15
Z0 =
L/Z0 =

oz =

S15=

Layer L16
Z0 =
L/Z0 =

oz =

S16=

Layer L17
Z0 =

L/z0 =

IB =

oz=

S17=

Layer L18

L/Z0 =
IB=
oz =

S18=

Layer L19
Z0 =

L/z0 =

IB =

oz=

S19=

33.65-35.15
22.35
0.63
0.1092
15.65
2.57

35.15 - 36.65
23.85
0.59
0.1007
14.43
2.26

36.65 - 38.15
25.35
0.56
0.0930
13.33
2.07

38.15-40.15
27.1
0.52
0.0849
12.17
2.41

40.15 - 51.65
33.85
0.42
0.06
8.74
9.62

1.5 m thickness

B/z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/Z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

1.5 m thickness

B/z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS
t/m?

mm

2 m thickness

B/Z0 =
(Referring to Fig - 18b of IS

2

t/m

mm

11.5 m thickness
B/Z0 =

mm
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0.59
: 8009 (Part 1)

0.55
- 8009 (Part 1)

0.52
: 8009 (Part 1)

0.49
- 8009 (Part 1)

0.389955687
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Settlement = 103.15
(Sum of SO to S19)

Calculation of Correction factors:

1.Rigidity factor = 0.8

2.Depth factor

1836

Prof.V.S. Raju Consultants

mm

(Ref: 9.5.2 of IS: 8009 (Part 1))

Depth = 12.05 m
Length = 28.21 m
Width = 26.40 m
D/ (L xB)*0.5 = 0.44

L/B = 1.07

Depth factor = 0.87 (Ref:
Applying rigidity factor and depth factor correction

Total settlement = (103.15 x 0.8x 0.87)

Subgrade modulus = Gross bearing pressure =

settlement

164

Fig - 12 of 1S:8009 (Part 1))

= 71 mm
7895 kN/m?®
= 0.79 kg/cm?®
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ENCLOSURE 9

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) (Y) = 1.8 t/m°
Submerged unit weight of soil (") = 1 t/m°
Average SPT N¢grecteg 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 ¢orrected 2 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 (¢) for Silty Sand layers = 32 deg.

Angle of internal friction (g) for Sandy Silt layers = 30 deg.
Cohesion (C) = 0 t/m?

Bearing capacity factors

N, = 33.02
Ng = 21.08
Ny = 27.01

Shape factors

S¢ = 1.3  (From Table 2 1S:6403)
S, = 1.2
Sy = 0.8
Depth factors
d; = 1.07
dq = 1.03
dy = 1.03
Effective overburden pressure (q) = 0.75 t/m?
Factor of safety (FoS) = 25

Ultimate Bearing Capacity (UBC)
UBC = C *Ng*S*dc"ic + q * (Ng - 1) Sq * dg *ig +0.5 *B*Y * Ny * Sy* dy * iy *w

Where, w = Water table correction factor
w = 0.50
Ultimate Bearing Capacity = 59 t/m?

Safe bearing capacity as per General Shear Failure criteria,
(SBC) = UBC/FoS = 24 tim?
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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 Submerged Unit Weight (y') 10 KN/m?®
Bulk unit weight of soil (Y) 18 kN/m?
Bulk Unit Overburden
Depth (m) | weight of soil | Pressure P’ SPTN SPTN (Ove‘rburden SPTN” (After
) (kN/m®) (KN/m?) Correction) 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
Average corrected SPT N value 49
Note:

1. Correction Factor for Overburden Cn = 0.77*LOG10(2000/P")

Where ,P' is Overburden Pressure in kN/m?

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.
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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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cviecn  Civtech Consultants Pvt. Ltd.

180 : 80812000 A 45 SECTOR-4, HOIDA - 201301 [UR)
CIN ; UT48580L 12BTPTCOZITTZ Telefax : 0120-4131184, 2544084
Email projects@icivtach.in

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING, ARCHITECTURE, PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Date: 10-01-2018
=TRUCTURE DESIGN SAFETY

& The Bullding structure will be designed to strictly comply with all applicable BIS codes |with their
latest revisions), especially the following:
o 15456:2002  Design of Reinforced Concrete Structures
o 518932016 Criteria for earthguake Resistant Design of Structures
o 151872017 Criteria for Structural Safety of Tall Concrete Buildings
®  Latest softwares will be used for the detalled computer medelling of the buildings such 25
o Etabs
o SAFE
o, StaadPro
#  Delhi is located in Seismic fone 4 a5 per 151893, and the buildings will be designed to safely

resist all loading as applicabls te Sewmic fone 4.

ADDITIONAL SAFETY FEATURES FOR HIGH RISE BUILDING

# Wind Tunnel study specific to the bullding and its surroundings will be conducted ta arfive at the
actual wind loads,

» The Slenderness Ratio (Height/Base Width} has been kept as 7.5 even though the maximum
code permissible figure is B,

»  The maximum Seismic Orift at the roof level is restricted to 0.18% aven though the maximum
code permissible figure & 0.40%

¢ The Structure Design of the building will be got approved from BT Delhi or IIT Roorkse. Thisis in
addition to the design Pear Review being done by Mehro Consultants-Vintech.

# The bulldings are designed as Type 1 structure from Fire Safety conslderation o that the
structure will remain safe and stabie for longer duration In the unlikely event of 2 sustalned fire.
{Most buildings are generally designed as Type 2 structures, and Fire rating for Type 1 building is
doulble of that for Type 2 buikding)

FOLMDATION SYSTEM
o The Soil Imvestigation at the site was carried owt In 2009, To be doubly sure of the

Investigations, the Sail Investigation by a second agency was performed in 2018.

v Thereafier, expert opinion was sought from Prof V.5 Raju {ex-Directae, 11T Delhl) for the most
effective and stable foundation system for the buildings, and the same réco ed system is
diligently sdopted for the foundation design, /rﬂ% 3

Sructure Design is being done by

Rajendra Kumar Bhola

B.Tech (Civill) 1883 Indian Institute of Technoiogy, Delhl
M.A.5c (Structures) 1985 University of British Columbig, Vancouver, Conada
Feliow F-330 (ndiogn Associgtion of Structural Englneers
Member M-313 Consuiting Engineers Association af India

Reod Add -B-62, Dayanand Colony,

Lajpat Nagar- IV, New Deibi- 110024
CIVTECH - EXCELLENCE IN ENGINEERING
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1 onn 2,

Young Builders Pvt. Ltd.

List of ronaly
Ma. - Appmu-'ai -
1 | Archaeological Survey of India [ASI) NOC dated 08052008
2 | Trees r-'vl;mn'.ral,-"t r;ﬂ:lant pe Freilssion ot 25.06.2011 - Department of Farest & Wildiife
3 National Monument Authority of India (NMAI) NOC dated 26.12.2012
4 | Electric Sub Statien approval from Tata Power Delhi dated 14,08.2013
s | water Supply approval from Delhi izl Board {DIB) dated 07 10.2015
& Sterm Water Drainage scheme approval from North DME dated 24,11.2015
7 Enwernge-Scheme Approval from DR dated 11.01,2016 == =
8 Belhl Urban Arts Commission (DUAC) approval dated 16.08.2017 and o
Delhi Fire Services [OFS) Clearance dated 08.05.2017
g Layout Plan Approval 17.11.2017 issued by Standing Committee of North BMC
i0

Building Plan Sanction [Form B-1) dated 31.07.2019 issued by North DMC
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I Mo 1 27702009-NOC- || oG

= Government of [ndis
il l;v’bq" Archgeolopgical Survey of India ™~
ot Delhi Circle, Safdarjung Tomb,

Mew Drelhi 1 HOOD:
Dated the... .E{Hsﬁ"..
o,
M/ Young Builders (1) Lid,

43, Rubar Road. Rengali Market,
Mow Delhi-11 0041

Sub: No_ objectipn _certificate for reconstruction/ econstruction additivn
alteration ai Property Ne. 1.3 Cavaiary Lane and 4 Chhatra Marg, Atali

{ivil Lin Mear Vishwavidvalava Metro ! inm}. Delhi-reo.

s

With refecrence to vour letter dated 27032009 on the subject eited above, |
hivie the honowr to irform that on verification it has been found that the sike ol
praposid construction i.e. Property Mo, 1.3 Cavalary Lane and 4 Chhatra Marg,
Viall Koad, Civil Lines, (Near Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station), Delhi, where
[ennslnicton’constructionfaddition /alteration has been proposcd Gils ncitdict
within the prohibited nor regulated arca of any centrally protected psnifzen

lowsted in the locality under reference.
Yours faithfully

A

Superintending Archaenlogist
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No. b, SI4ECOTNEDE-0Y JeD -8z
GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI
DEPARTMENT OF FOREST AND WILD LIFE
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CONSERVATOR OF FOREST
NORTH FOREST DIVISION, KAMLA NEHRU RIDGE,
DELHI-A10007, (Phas 011 - 23853501

Faated! 350 Nar™ 2k

Ta
Nys Youny Builder Pyt Lid,
P,f-i?r, Eabar Road, Begalt Market,
Waw Dipthi - 1100077

Gub: Permission for removalftransplant of 156 nos. of trees (101 nos. of trees telling & 55
nos. of irees transplanting) standing at 1, 3 Cavalry Lane & &, Chhatra Marg, mall
Road, Civil Lines, Near Vishwavidyalaya Meatro Station, Delhi - 110007 - reg.

Rt 1. Your better po. Nib. dated U3/08/3011 recewved in this affice on 15032021
2 This office latter . £ 8(46)/ COT/NFD/08-00 /9607, dated 13/05/2011
3. Wour lofter vide no: 5L dated 24/05/ 2081 received an 2405,/ 1011 along-with Chegue Jo.
08017, daved 3705/ 2011 from Indusland Bank, Baralkhaniha Roacl, Mew Dielhi - U1
4 Cevt o NCT of Duelhi Nofification no. Rrga)/ SO NFI/ (R-09/) 184259, dated 25/05/ 2mi.

Kmdls refer to i letter undor reforenas for renveval ) ransplant of 156 mos. of trees {100 pos.
of trees felling & 55 nos of trees ransplanting) stamding 23 1, 3 Cavalry Lane & 4. Chiatra Marg.
mall Romd, Civil Lines Near Vighwawidvalava Meto Station, Dellal - 30007, Peemission for
felling / wansplant of above mentioned treos as per the encioaed anthentivated a2 of the skl s is
pranted subject fo the tollowing-

Comditions:-

8 1o Thea af the 156 nos, of trzes the applicant shall plant Lieu oo saplivgs of 3 » 1t herzheand
of local/ Endigenous tree species, lhe Amaltas. b Seeny, Kacuue, Pagpal. Jamwn,
Vilkhan and Shebtot ebe close o the site of sdddting trep within & months fome amd
subsequently maintaln the same lor 3 years in gccordance with Delk! Preservation of Tree
Act’ 19,

Termission to remove/ transplant the aftpesaid trees s granted al yous own risk amd am
other statutery requirement must be completed prior to the semoval of the s

X Felling, transplanting of above mentioned trees Is done under the suporvision of expericnoind

(1]

horticuiturist.

4 Felling/ traneplanting of the said 156 mos. trees shall by completed within &0 dave thme trom
the date of the permisshon .

- Cht of 156 nos. of trees, 53 nos. of trees shall be manaplanted 10 Garhi Mandu City Foozsts
ursore,

f, Apphicant shall be fully responsible for s matlar dlier e feblimnge e Hhie aforesind tres and

for amy dispate and judicial irplication in L court

The suiny o Be 4388000/ vide Bankers Chegite no. 46017, dabed Z30ESIAD from
Induslangd Bank, Barakhamba Road, Mew Ll - 110001 deposited as Security Leposit wirh
refunidabile/ nemrefundable compoenent ot Rs 14000/~ per trep for cnsuring compensatory
plantation by the applicam viz g viz the Forest Dhepartment shall be refunded onky aftor
conBrmation of the ereation of the complets plantation and subsequently on Artoceusdil
aimbenases of the raised seedlings properly for thrve years and fis verliication. In case ol
{aiture 1o create the plantatien or Failure b condirm ts office about the creation of the 1560
i of |1¥::]1'I'ﬁt_iﬂl‘.|. an o bofors @ months me of e feoue il this letter o faibire o maintein

)
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Wiy created saplons projwely: and sausind il e 7 VRS e SdaliEr ik S :
foefetbed and avtn shall b ket o pre DUTS 19

Al the comeerned -instikations f pathy it other urers el the e oyl mard e
intimaed riadvance 8 he ramoval of the aforenshl Ress

Wood 20 obtained after removnl (o be 2ol gecepsatily o ML) pablic crematoaa o o
g Bodh Ghat aod o be evnilirgisad with completa dotais awd drwments within a nuedl
Shoi Bin Kimar JosTiva, I ol this Wivision i i aleputinl lor tie s bt e et
of tho alxve Said work: Yims ar reguested e bt (hsis ilfice A1 loaut 3 Gars 19 AT
bl sharing the felting of e gkl s

W
I.Héh Haxena)
Py, Conpmepvator of Foests
oeth I’w{#-':"h'bkm"h'w CHi

Capy
1 She R Kamar Jeshive, 10 for information & Rocetsary action & nubmit the sveesll report

e Crelaraten o Tensts
Moarth E@ﬂmﬁﬂf Tree Cifior
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£, Mo, LI ENOCNMA
Gevermment of tndia
Mintsiry of Colture

watiorn] Mosumear Authordy

24 Tilk Muorg New Delhi-l 10001
Dajes 26,1 22012

T,

Young Builders (I') Lid
43, Bahar Road,
Besyrali Murkai.

Mew Delhd-1 10001

Sub: [ssie of Mo Objection Certilivte — e Construetion for Group Howsing

Bir,
Pletse pafier to your letier on the sobjed citod uhove,

I (hids congext, 1 pm divected 10 inform that youwr property o, 1, 3 Cavalary Lune and 4
Chhatra Marg, Mall Read, Civil Lines, (Near Vishwa Vidyalaya Metro Station) Dedhi falis
begond the repulated srea of centrufly protected monument. Flence, NOC from NMA 3 nol
required #s per the provisions af “The Ancient Monumesis and Archoeolopical Sites and

Rermains (Amerdment and Validntion) Ack, 20100,
Thic isenes with the approval of the sdamber Soeratary. Natiosal Mopuments Authority.

Vours faathfilly.

(Ravi Kussur Guutem) h
Admipistrative Officer
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@

TATA POWER-DDL

ol o, TRODL KES £ OY . pate: 167 Aug'il

Yourg BuildersiF| Led.
£3, Babar Road, Bangeli Market,
hicter Bethi-1 10001

Red: Your Letter dated 287 July 2032

Subject: EES appooval fior propased rasidentisl deveiopment {Broup Hoasing 8t 1 & Cauadry lane &4
Chhatra Marg, Civil Lines, Delhl-2 :

Daat Slr, " [

with Fafgrance o your leter on 28" July 13 far approvel of the £5% plan of Substation, we woukd lie to
fnform you . That required HT connectian on 31 %V valtage level [& X 3 sparce for RML) foom) may be

rifessed, subject to feasibfity of load &1 ime applicstion made from your site, Further the substation space
a6 propased by you [n first basemant 1 DR However 1he final approvel c2n he made only #fter se Wit

Thetame i earmarked n atteched layeut plan.

Weargn Regards

fajreash bl
dient
{Key Consumar Groug)

fnclospres: .

1. Leyout pian of RAMLU pnd KT meter raom.

TATA POWER DELHI DISTRIBUTION LIMITED
& Jabnt Venturs of Tata Power & Governmant of Dalhl

\CENCARE Building': Opposits C-2 Block, Kastavpuran, New Delhi-110030
Tek §1-11-66035007 Frog* 91-71-55038258
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OFFICE CF THE EXECUTIVE ERGINEER (PLWLIN
DELHE JAL BOERE, VARUNALAYA PH-1,
SHANDEWALAN, 1LARDL AAGH NEW DELHIS

Ng,FEﬂill’T;:LﬂF|'J.'-III.']‘£IL'-.,||".], o4 Ly Dateg [ J..'r ..'ﬂf N

Subfect: Water Supply Schame for Group housing at 13 cavakary [ and 4 Chhmira
Rarg Hear Vishwavidyalzys Metra Station, Civil line Delhl

The specks! mnditisns for approvel of above said wsler supply schenve ap o UER are
=& wrdear:

Total reguirement of watar fur thee complex will bn oesincted 0 I5T0EC liters per day
However If water demant |5 Boreased svbsequéntly, appiicant & legally boimtf To
nsimnie DIE and pay frastruciore charges thereon.

The helght of cansiructian Le no, of siorey's shall be restricted w as per plan.
Underground reserviirs of 5,08,500 lters capacity, shall be constructed by the applicant
Thair top water leusls (TWLl's) will be bept below the ground el bur fop e
underground resrevole: should &e Lapt at jesst 30 om. above the nonmal ground level
The LIGH shall o modifieg I alresdy constricted for mofe cagacily

he concgrmed Drecuthid EnginesriMaintenanc) may allow water sonnedtion 1o ik
rompier &5 per gualinbie feasbiity. in case, e DB waker Is nat available, the appBoen
may be advised To make bz wen armangement far supphy of watar, The Faquilied
permlasion frerm the Auvisory Committes under DC{Revenie] ar amy other ageney, tl ary
for mraking inferim water srrangamant shall be taken by the spplicant G ghaly nal b
responsibla for the same.

Purrp of adeguate capaciiy and hesd shad be provided wilth 100% stendiny arrang=imein
= that waler may rezch up to the desired Bead. o adaition, sltefnals arrangement il
diased punips may alse be made so that the pame can be used &L Ihe time of shesyrici
Failurs:

Tha water supply services Including oncerground reservolr and bocsting arrangemen:
shall be malmtainzd by the applicant and will not be taken over by this department,

The applbcant hes deposited an smount of Rs. 7700870/ only for everaga wate
demand of 257029 tpd towards the cost of Infrastructure fund @ Az 30/- per liter.
Rppronal is spbject to the provision of sewerage disprsal and horm water afrengemn:
which has ta be got approved from SERIDr. of this departmends and from MOE
m-spuﬁl.ltli'f.

Al correctiont made on plan and design caltulations ete. La. apprtved dooimants dhai
be strictly adhered to Mo additicns and sitecations shall be made i tho hppravsd
docurments weihout prior approvsl of tho planning Cell.

Weaser harsesing through ng-hg of run-oil watne including rain water in sl now budding
gn plots af 109 sqm gna sbove shall be mandatory, The plans submitted fa e incs
bodies shal indicate the wystem of storm water drainage aiong with peints of cofeciis
aF witer I surfach Feserarins or n récharge walls. These provizions shall be zpplicalsie o
per the Public Motioe{s] of Central Ground water Authority tssued from Ll Eozinn

11, The apalicant will have te install recgcling wasts water plant. The Tecycled water will £

used for nen potablo uge and hertlou berad purposes,

i i i3
& E (PLY-ITT

&

176

p—— e




1849

DF]]‘I{}E 0F THE EXECOTIVE X ENGINEEER (P) WA

GOVY OF NCT OF DELE |
DELEIJ!L BOARD oENC = |

Wmmﬁ (D ELE‘EE' |

i
e R

: D‘ﬁh‘wﬂhﬂﬂmﬂnmﬂiﬁﬁﬂaﬂﬂlﬂﬁﬂﬂt

o l'nﬁmﬂﬁmm? l&ﬁ dt Ne :
' , :Ehmuﬂué\‘m @mwn ¢
Copy to: i - . ) ilr
| E Wﬁnﬁmﬂﬂ' AL, Zone. _ Hi
e Sl s
!
Eﬂmuﬂwwm‘ﬂhﬁ

177




1850

o
KORTH DELHI MUNIEFPAL CORPORATIIN
OFMCE OF THE EXECUTIVE ERGINEER [F-!
10t FLOOR, CIVIC CENTRE
FIATO RGAD NEW DELHI-10E02
Mo, (3 )/ 20~ PRECHY B - & ) e B

Toy

-J_’Fiﬂ.bz_{iﬂﬁiﬁ_ﬁfifff-
1, Vi Eosd Bampes et

Al .['-'l-n-ii-l' Slaa af

Subject- Starm Water Desinage Scheme for Mﬂzﬁ_&{myﬁi o I

gfgﬁq,fgﬂ (awe B b COATT yu oy Covil e (i Sdeds ﬁ'ﬂﬁu
soaled Steboen Yy Badl

Ref, Mo chdesd 88 /% W.&"’f

The SWD scheme of the above veferred area bas boen scrutinized and approved
subjeet to the following terms s condibons.

1, .'l.]iﬂael‘.i-.‘l‘,&hmhhv.ﬂmmﬂmEhehrﬁiuu:mrtfpiinshauhsuirﬂymhudm-

2 The corvectiess of ievels mentioned In the proposed hydraulic design chatfplans
#dlhmmwﬂmwﬂmﬂmmﬂiﬁlﬁ.

i Tha FaL of the proposed desin Mh:mmmdmeniﬁnnﬂmnmu:hﬂ
naaliah.

L qumhﬁﬂgum-gamchnmhmnmmnﬂmﬁnm:hmh
pmvﬂadﬁruqrmnrmmmmrmﬁz proposed drains.

5. mmmmm{mﬂmﬂ}mnﬂmh:wwmmmm
autharity.

8 mwwﬁﬂmshil”ﬂpmﬂhiﬂﬂ&Emuﬁﬂalﬂmufﬂmpmpqﬁ:ﬂ
drains with the existing drains/nallai

7.  The developing agency shall take prios written permizson from the malntaining
agthority of the aren befone mmgmmuﬂmlnmﬂumd:ﬁu;dm:umm:h.

B Hﬂﬂﬂﬁmmﬂh&mﬂpmmdmhwﬂﬂﬂpﬁmmmﬁ
bedding conditiens. mmm@-lmmrmmmmm

5. ummmmmumwmmm1mmmmmmmhmu
lesa than 1.OM the pipe shall be encased fully with CC 136,

10. Wherever the drain ate mrapped in the plpe drain silc pit with vertical bars shall be
provided at the connection point, so ghat the foating matnrial do not snter in the
Pip= drain

11, Urick masenry chamber/manholas as per CPWD specfications stall hee comstruicied
st stralght reaches, at jancdon pofuls of bwo or THors drains and at the change of
Mz /f5ize. The centre to centre distmnce of chambers/manholes shall be as per CPWD
Fpecificationy/norms Le. M 20 Min
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The existing drains/nafiah into which the connection is proposed shall be mad=
fanctional befare making connection into it 4,

The developing agency shall ensure that in o case the SW. system ja conmecked
with sewerage systen

It will be ensured by the developing agency shat none of the underground wtility
carvices are damaged while cxecuting the wark If any damaged Is cansed o

underground wtility work services, It shall be responsibility of the developing
apency to rectfy the same at their OWn cogt or getit done from the coneerned deptt

at thelr cost.
Mo discharge from any other area is altowad in the schemé

The proposed pipe drains shall be so laid that it is away fram building ling and
enahles imstaliations of sewer cleaning machinge and other equipments for
¢leaning /desilting,/malntenancs aperations.
Ho. Drain shall be covered. If it is to be covered then the revise proposal should be
submitted to this office for further approval,

For any pracical problem during execution of work at site, the revisad proposal
shiould be submitted to this office for further serating.

Al the general conditions amached...ooarssmne - ehatl be stricdy adhered to
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OFIICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (PLG.) DR
DIELHE JAL BOARD, GOVT. OF NCT OF DELEI
VARUNALAY & PH- KAROL BAGH, NEW DELHE1 1005

e F.3(140)C LEEE(P) D 2016/ Glj " 94 Daed ﬂ“.\ﬂ"t "-ﬁla

Tiwe Voung Builders Fv1 Tad,,
43, Bebar Boad, Dengali Bark=l
Hew Dalhi-112001

Subjects -evised sewemge acheme fior propesed Growp Hovslng Froject at 1, 3 Cavalary fwe il
4 Chthntrn IvEarg mear Vislwravidhukiya Motro Station, Clvil Linss, Dhethi.

mhafmnmmﬂmfwmwmtmm

Servics plan of the ahove teferred colony has beent porutinimed anid iz mpproved subject
1o the following conditions:- ,

1. &l comections made oo the phairand design caloulations shall be sivictly adhered 1o,
5. “The ieference beachmark shall tily with OTS benchmark.
1. The watk shall confarm to VB guidelines,

4, The minimam laseral distance hatween water supply main gnd sewer lina should be kept
Y d vertioal 0.9 m The water supply main shoubil b keept alove the sewer line.

g, Mg vert ghafl should he showrn in the photsdprivale tand efeo.

&, The geserl eonditions (attached) shall be sy fllowed, Soccial attention is invited to
eonditions Mo: A of general condition af approval.

7 The Ower sholl take price written permission fom the SE, sewer mainisnance of
concemed zone for making eomnection of its sewerage sysiem with peripheral sower.

8. Mo building activity shall b nlbowed i the ansa 1ill the peripheral sewcrags schetnes of
{5e area ip gubmitied by DD ADeveloning Ageney with suitahle dispoesl arangement £
the sine I approved by DIB.

g, Since the huying and commissioning of outfell sower and provision of sewerage rentment
and dispoasl works are yet to be completed, heree Crwiier shail have to make necosany
snterim sewape disposal aranpemenis s az septic tanks (as per IS conde 2470 volume 1
& 11 or caddation ponds (23 per rebevant 5 code) or mini STP till such time these works
aro previded by the DDA/ Developing Agenex/TIB.

14, The Cwner shall have to deposithave depostied an AU of T GEIE4RAL with this
mnmmmmwmﬁﬂmmmwsms&mﬁxim
discharpe ifo 881 of 254557 LoD of sewage (0 Re. 27.10 por litre vide challen nolGA8
dated 01.01.20146. '

11. The Owner shall be responsibie for all the levels and feasibility of the propossl
connecthon in the exlsting sewer/proposed peripher scwer and they will make the sewer
coppection st fhedr own cosL

12, The Craner shall be lishlc to pay ine infrastructuee fund 02 and when demanded by the
D278 as revised of otheraise

17, The develnping agency shall b pesponsible for mainisnence of the sowerage systern: after
commiasioning til 1t is handed aver i R,

14, B storm wates dradn shall be comsected finlo e sewerage systent

15, The drop commection shall be provided gt all e poérits whars fall is more than G cod.

Iﬁ.mmmyﬂlmthmwwmm ap to the demestic
level befire discharging inta the outfall sewer angd it should not be cbjectionable by
TIPCC Depit. wned by (he pearby residenta,

Contd -1
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2 6

{7, The gxtrided Tt sower hricks conforming \o 15-4R85-1988 shall be used for Conatruct:on

of manhiotes

18, Forallthe Cwrers te wipfar Harvesting rougl storing of waleT rumoft inchuding ralmweLET

ey a1 mew boilding on plots &f 10fgq mitrs and above will ba mandatery, The plans submi
o e incal bodies chall forlivate the sysiun of slorm wmier dramsge Blog with peoints of
colkection of the water in surfios repervuiss of in recharge il These provigions will De
applicuble & per the peblic notics (21 of Cemiral Oround Watar Anshalty jssued fom fime to

tme™.
19, all- bulidings baving 2 minimam discharge of 10,000 Jiters and sbove per doy shabl
Hates el waste water-ro-cycling ystem. The recycled watar shall be used for horticultural
. _ PN pipes marked &s TS sl be
s in the sewerage system ard ail] pipes shall conform with 15-14333 duly masked.
41, The AIPERCC pipes duly Vineel with 3-3 m P lining shall be used for SeweEs of sizes
600 mm din and abova 25 per rolevent 18 oode.

ke i claci i that the buliding sctivity shzu1_dnmbudmmduﬁm.'mﬁﬂunnu. 1to2l arc
complied with the mwﬂ:mwﬂumﬂmﬂmﬂﬁm provided as per agproval of the

L

Eext: Ome eet of drawring and design charl along with copy of challan.
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Teems Moo 10 :— Revises Luyout PFlan for Growp Housing ol Vighwavidynley Meto Stabion, Ciwil Lines,
iethi

Comnlssions's letter Mo F. THCTIMNDMC e EC dared 21-6-2017.

‘Flie above-rmoationed prcspeamnd of Reuisad Lavout Flen o Cponsp Howsing, at Vishwnvidyeiny
Matro Sfathon, {iivil Lings, Dol s osn submibitss by Sh Rajly Hapjan Shema, AVE-Projects on behalf
of M. Yeuung Busldess Privato Lid,, Ne Dhelisi for mppravar nd Mosth DMC e 313 of IMIC Act, 1937,

L. Ficvious Approval

The leyoul plan of Eh-uﬂp.;ﬂum ot Vishwavidyaksy Mezvo Staticn, Ciwil Lines, Dethi wos first
approved by Stendig Cmnmittec of the Mook Dol Musicips! Corporation vide Resolution Mo 31 5hdatcd
212013 & Inter vide Resalution o, 94 dated 8:7-2015, The eonditions of approvel vide dated &7-20 LS
are ghen helow -—

(i} 5% enea TAR chell be availahle caly after the spplicat quiisfies regarding the requisite
ratipg for the Cricen Buildings. For fhn punzose of this, {he applicant shsll keep the jocal
by informed regarding the necpssery stops teken to schiove 5 ctar rating. In case of

necogpliance of the condiions, aftor olisining vecwpaney certificate, penalty &f matket
rate chell be fovied for inventive FAR by Land Owing Agency.

(i} Any nuswe shnih warried e by the nyplicend 1% fishie to be municipslizzd/uken wver by
the Lawal Body/Autlarity, .

&
(i The spplicant shall gt the bufiding plins syproved fomm Bunilding Deptt. of MCD &5 per
appeaved ol prevaionl reqisdinns of Iaser/Conal Plane and building byc-laws,

() The spplicant ghall dupuairifwtﬂmadrﬁq!mhndammir smourt (@ Re. 5/ per sg.ad.
of the gross aren af photwnder the teteme Athin 15 vays of heving besn intimated of the
upproval of the gt plen, 05 = guamies for development and laying of services
including ronds g parking as por the pyvpld lwyout/services ineluding roads and
perking es per the n?rnq-:ﬁ.pymﬂimi# plans failing which the serction shall not be
congidared as valid,

(v} The apphicant shall get the gervices plasa approved from respoctive services Deptt. of
MCD befare the senction of uilding Plans and shall lny and maintain the services
ipcluciing roads, parking, landueaying BE PeT approvied layoat planflandscape plane, services
plans and stopdard cross-gections and ofher regulgtons of MCD to the complete
caijyfnction of Commissioner, MCD within period of one yeat fram the date of the
approvil of heyeutfurvice plang, whichever is inlef, failing which the sanction shall lapee.
Hewever, # further period al one year may be pennitted for dovelopment work by the
Commisdonsy, MCD for fiye reasons bo beee
(vi) Commissiones MCD shall v the right to forfelt & part or whate of the security arwent
in case the services arc not provided mmmﬂzﬁﬂﬂmnﬂhﬂ:mmﬁﬂﬂa: MCD, within
{he period as menficned i Condition Mo (iif} above.
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—

(v}

(vid)

(i)

(xv)

(ieve)

e

The applicant would be allowed to develop the sile inciuding laving of services and
cnrry ood coastruction of bldp. simmltaneausly, The securdty ws gimrantes hall oniy- be
releosed wfter it has been verifled by Building. Depit/Services Depit. thai wntive
cevelopment work sod liying services bas been completed 08 per spproved Inpoat/
gervices plan, The completion ceortifieate sholl also be imsued only shor confirming thet
development work asd laylig of services has been camizd out as per approved layout/
services plnps.

Thie applicont shell submit an usdertaking 1o the sffect thet aren, if sny affected undar
road widening shall be handed over In MCDYeannemed siuthoriny as und when requived.

The applicant shall demolishireaenve Ml stroctures not forming gt of popossd plan
bsfire igsoe of complstion cosifienls.

Bla further oeb-division of fats as originally spproved for one dwelling unit shall be
periuitied,

The land under the schesve shall sot be converied itto castomsry plots sud no portion of

land in the growp housing scheme ean be sold out of any slaga,

The applicant shail comply with &R ceaditions of spproval of services plans,

Applicants shll indesnify MOD throagh and Indemmnity oind beeping it harmless I cseoe

of any dispute if arises at any stage with respect 1o the shapes, size, oxtent, tithe/ovasrdnip

il imnd,

Trees, i any affocted in the proposul shell not be fellod withous the pormission of

Competent Authority.

Applicant shall abide by the guidelines of Archacologicsl Survey of Iadia, i coso any
iting nearby,

The applicant shatl develop the she as per the plone anproved by Delld Udsm At

Commission and shall adhere to § conditions, The applicant shall sivn adhere io the

Ingtruetions/Conditions as given by fue Clisf Fire Officer while spproving the layout plam

from fire safiely point of view. Fresh approvals of CFO and DUAC shall be cbstsined for

edch building block ot the time of sunctioa of building plan.

The disposal of dwelling unit meani for EWS shall be a5 per the podicy of DDA/MMIN, of
Urban Develooment!'Govt, of Iadla,

The applicant shall file an undertsking stativig that no cquily shall be ciaimed by them if
ultimately It i found thet MPD-2021 suffers from nfirmity and demolition of unenthorked
and for permissible corstnaction is to be made, the same shzll be carred our and e MCD
shall not responsible for sy losydamnge us & resalt of grenting the afiressid sanctlon,
The applicent shall obialn gpprovel of the ESS site from the concerned outhority. before
1he: sanction of building plans,

Appreval from the Environment Commines & ASI shall be chtained & shall be sobmitied
betore the senction of Bidg, PMlans.

The upplicamt/develaper shall deposit the levy on additional FAR st the retes neiified with
pproval of ot froen timie to time ax the thine sonction . of building plons

StgCDMC] 2]
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« Ares poadd Locaiton

A5 por the passssgion plan the totsl sred uader progesal |5 20000 sg-me. (2 M) auet i lacaied
near Wishwavidyniay Metre iation. Toe site hes Deen anegipnred by DMRG for residentinl ume e for

develogment of Group Housing. Surroundings pre As under =

hosth — Vishwavidyalay Metro cygtina/vinl Rond 60 . KW
South - Qihers property

East - Cavlary Lane 24 i ROW

West — Chbatre Marg 18 m ROW

Tho spoec oof thse sibs is from Csnlary Lane.

5. Lepdudo !

The landuse of the siie edmoaniop 2.0 He. i+ Zoue-C on the MRTS Sttien has boca
elumngred 10 Residientinl from Public and Serai-Foblic Facliity vids Motificetion of Mol'D dsted 23-9.2005.
Ag pet Zonal Wmmmmﬂwﬂmmhm site falls ~Residential use xong’.

The Landuses is 1 conforming.

4 Ownership !

mwﬂmmmmmlm Inﬂm;ﬂmhmhﬂipmhtﬂh:'m.ﬁ'm
Builders fiom DMRC, mcmmmnmmuﬂwﬁm.fmgnmﬁmmm. for
b mdmmﬁugzﬂmwvmmwmwmﬂumhmmmmmm
dmummhrummﬁuﬂﬂ'lwﬂhm#ﬂwﬂaﬁwmﬂmlwﬂﬂi.m“ﬂ_ﬂumﬁpmd
MﬁmmﬁmvmmmwmwﬁfﬁﬂmmmmMmWh
Residontinl from Public and Cemi-Publilc Facility vide wiorfication of MoUD date 138-2005, DDA

The site s pof buen -Wﬁgawmwvmmﬁmﬂu.mw
§-7-2015, The revised Wﬂhnbﬂﬂmﬂhﬁmlﬂumﬂnﬁmﬁhhﬂhm hoising was
mpproved carlier, The revised proposal envisges the cansiruction of three resldeatial blocks having 258
maln dwelling unlts j.e TowerB [130.6 mt. height) heving Arca of cach dwelling unit 18496 sqmt.
Towes< (136.3 mL. beight) haying ares of sach (welling unit 18486 st Tower-D (129.7 mt.
hawving aren of cich MIWMIlnﬂmﬂmwﬂmmmd&Wﬂmemﬂﬂ;
mﬂﬂmmudﬂnﬂmmﬂnlwﬁhﬂmdsmﬂﬁﬁ#hnﬂmwﬂpﬂmﬂﬂuqﬂﬂﬂmw
# separate EWS ock having 1ﬂ_dnﬂlimﬂmihmmﬁlmufmﬂﬂhlmﬂﬂﬂ3!,ﬁ g, of earpet
sred, Pmpm:ﬂhdghlnfEWSMﬁslnﬂﬂmmlmmww&.?ﬁ?ﬁ:iﬁﬁuh
EWS block end this area has hcaqh:luﬂudhmil.nfﬂ’ﬂhhuhﬁrﬁt:hnm proposed on two
ovels of hascment & two lovels of podium.

Parking has beca proposed wmhﬂlﬂufhmmmmmﬂwfpudhm[ﬁwﬁm
grovssd coverage rnd EAR) mﬁjnummﬂnﬁtruq;mwmqﬁm the two Jevels of podium, stilt hes

begn proposed l.nmuhl-nml:ﬂmd carmarked for landscaping. The lppliﬂinihupﬂpmﬁﬂ Fire Check Floor
above T0 mt. at immediate habliobic floer Jevel (free from FAR as per Clanse 9.3.8 of UBBL-2016).

e Sig-CNDIC| 31
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o f. Elll'r “E[mrl. =

i Towands north, east & west of gide is tempornry bounded with ti sheet boards und owards
souch side hounded with other’s propeny boundury wall. Shupe, size of bounded/demercated site tallying
with the shepe, sive shown in the proposed lu_-,~nur plon subtimigted by the epplicam, The sie under
referemee ig lying vacant however there Is an exliting toilot block shown for demolition on the proposad
bayenrt phan 1 mmmnlm Some lap poles are existing in sito premises. The existing width of the rosds
a5 teken o2 shle s ng onder -—

I Covahiy Lans = 1350 m, wide (existing) + 525 mi wids open space,
%, Chhutra Marg = 1B.00m1 (exising).
J. ‘Widih of Mall Road iscluding open Bnd iﬁ!lkmﬂmlﬂh-ﬂﬂ b mirked on the propossd
Inyout plen,
7, Development Control Norms gs per MPD-2011 for Group Housing sa follows ¢
A. Asper MPD-2021, Development Controls for Groap Housing are ax under :-—

® Minimum sizpoftheplt = 3000 sq.mt.

®  Ground Covargs = 313%
& Maoximum FAR = X0
& Heiphe—MNR (Swhject to the clearance from AALFire Deptt and other sistuleey
bodies)
'-" @ Porking—2.0 ECS/100 sqmt, built up and 0.5 ECE/100 sqmt. for EWS/Service
personzl hrusing.

(Ameaded Morms for Group Honsing ms por Notifleation dated 13-5-3013)

{f} The upper limi: of denaity be taken 2= 200 Lils*ect. ($00pph) with fexible Dwelling
Unit sizes to pchieve oplimel wtilization of land. The censity for Slwn & 17 Clusters
tin Situ Upgradation/Rehabilitation Redevelopment of Slum & JJ Clisters, Resertbenent
Colonkes) and EWSE Fublic Housing Schemes be 800 DUs/Ha.

(i) PFlots for group housing should be Josated on road facing & minimum widt of 18 m ROW
7.5 m ROW for Redevelopment Aress/Rehabilitation Area/Special Area/Villags

{Lal Dara/FimiExtended Lal Dora],

(i) Additiong! Floor Area minknum 400 sg.mt. or a1 the rate of 0.6% of permissible FAR shall
be sllowed free from FAR to cater to community needs such as community/
recreational ball, Créche, library, reading room, senior citizen recreation room/clob and
society office,

(%) The Ceatral Governmant in consiliation with the DA may relax density nod other nomey
for public housing and projects of nationsl lmportance.

v} The developer shall casure that minkmum 15% of the proposed FAR to be constructed for
Community Service PersonnelEWS snd lower category. Sech flats should have & carpet
arca between 25-20 sq.mtr. This 15% of the proposed FAR for Communily Service

PersennelEWS and lower caiegory housing would be over and above 200 permissible
FAR nnd deasity mentioned at {i}a), (B) & (¢} above. Employer Housing of Cantra!
Government, State Government end other Government Agencies are not reguined 1o

Slu OWOMC [ 4]
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fotlow the mquirement of FAR or Develiing Unils for Conmunity Service Personnel/HY/S
and lower income cafegory.j] 41[50% of the EWS Housing Stock shall be retsined by
Developer Exdily (DE) and disposed only to the Apariment owners, af fmeict rams, o
house Communiyy Servien Pemoanal (CSF) wedking for the ResidentsOwners of e
Ciroup Housing, These will be developed by DE af the respective Uroup Housing site’
preinises or contiguons site, Remaining 50% of DUs developed by DE to be seld 1o DEA
for EWS housing purpose will be sold to DDA/Local Bedics of hase cost of Ba, 2,000
per £9.8L. & per CPWD Index of 2013 (plus cost of EWS parking) which shall bo
enhanced as per CPWD escalntion bedex at the time of actusl handing over and can be
developad by DE at an aliemate ncarby site. Mecessary commercinl and PSP factlities
shall alse be provided by the DE for this scparate housing pocket. Th2 EWS housing
compenent cranted by the DE shall be subject to quality sssurance checks, as proscr i
in this regeid by Govi/DDA. The final honding/taking over of this component shail be
subject to fulfilling the quality essurarce requirenicats, The DE shall bs allowed to
undditake poeten] translerfirinzaction of stisable composent under ity share/ownersiip Lo
the prospective tuyers only after Ghe prescribod land ond EWS housing componsit is
handed over o the DDA,

§.  Detuils of Proposs] ;
Z No Paticulars Present Proposal Remmarks
i, Pt Aren 20000 sgumt. (2.0 Hac.)
2. Pecmissible Ground Coversge 6660 sqmt.
[A32%) .
3 Proposed Total Ground L$81.6 squmt. Le. 940 Tower-B = 373,19 sqmi
Coworage Tower-C = 373.19 aqumt.
TowerD = 638.15 squme
RWS = 40707 sgmt.
4  Permissible FAR 200 Le. A0000 sq.ml. As per MPD-2021, Developmeed
Cemtrols for Group Howsing.
5, Aron of propessd shops and 2086 92 sq.mi. As per MoUD notification detod
PP fazilittes in EWS-Block 13.5-13, Necessary commergial
and PSP facilitios shall alsa bo
provided by the DE for this
sepamte housing pocket (EWS
hioek).
& Permissible nrea of community  40U0sqml or althe rate of  Aa per MoUD potification

vecils such e community/ 0.6% of permizsible PAR 13-5-13  “Additional Floor Area
pocreational kall, Criche, lihrery, ghall be allowed free from minimum 400 sgmt. or at the

reading

recreation reom/ciub and society

oifice.

FAR rate of 0.6% of permissible
FAR ghall be allowed froe {rom
FAR to cater to comiunily needs
such ms community/recreational
hall, Criche, library, reading
roomfciub and socicty offwe.

OO, BEnior ciiren

Sep-CNDMC]| 5]
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=

Pemitssible aren Lor sparis
fresikitios fmd Swimming Pool

.
1,

¥
14,

16

17

338

i

2L

comrmbtaty faciiites

Propused Iotal covered prag ob
&l floors for maln chvelings wits
Achicved FAR

Pemaissitrle covensd area for
EWS minimurs [ 3% of praposed
FAR of 1999855 sq.m1.

Propored covered sres for
EWS blook

Ho of Proposed Dweiling Unkis
No. ol EWS Dwelling nits
Tortnd Niow. of DU (Main + EWS)
Permingible Densily

Propraed [ensity fior b
Dwelling Unlts

Population @ 4.5 persons/DUs
for main DUs

Fopulation @& 2.5 pereonsDils
for BWE Dl

Totsl Populaiion
Permissible Hieighs
Proposed Helght {(Max.)

Plaserment Provided

100} gt

Agper MPER202F Classs 153,15
e mczntivise developmont of
sporis lagilitios snd swimming
poof {ppip maxbnum (00 sg.mt.)
within the group housing sres,
sehools, ciubs, ein shall nol be
counted towends prousd

coveruge and FAR

Balaoee -aren 665,68 ag.mib. e,

3999859 sqmt.

1aepog
SR8 st

B 52 ey omt,
e 21,719

=58 DNJe
152 DUs
418 DAl
203 D2 e,
129 DlwHee,

118l persons

380 persons

1541 peimons
NI

139,56 mra.

31740, 26 sqamt,

For Barking—27240.3 se.17,
For services—4 500 wi,nt,

Lo 4795

Sig.-CINDMC ] 6]
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(116E.E8 eq.mi—500 cq.mL}
mnjtgud_hﬂum[n FAlLL

For EWE = 80026 cq.rat.

For Shuypea aisd
PSP facilities = 296,97 nqms.
{S00964706 90 = KI06.57 sy .

Subjaet to clesrance from AAL
Fire Dopte and oter siiutory
tecefies.

Basement permited up to the eot
back e, Miodmam equivalent io
parking ard Services poguinement.
The aren prrvided for services
shoudd sod swesed 3095 of the
hagesnont,

i
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. Fodbum Details Lovel {1 )= 6482 34 mpamt,  ASPE Clmize 8T, Chapler-17 of
MPT=E021,

Lewal (21 T sayml. Podiumig) Matltistarcy Proedivie

with tewsr sba¥e shall be

Londscape bres = 681647  permitted wilhin sethack Tings and

freo from FAR & Oround

Bi-ThH
COVETREE-
a5, Sl ared made Tower &L 10 sq.ink Ssilt ip use of ladaeapsng.
The sorms provided @ &5 per MFD-2021 & is i endon.
9. Parking
i) Prrking rodquinesd @iﬂ]ﬂl’l!}ﬂ gl foe mnin WRitS - §10 ECS
) Parking neguired @ 0.5 ECE00 g, for EWS | = 42ECS
Total reqeired paridsg = B5L ECS
Pesking progosed
(i) Bascront
& Upgper brsement parkisg - WTECS
@ Lower bapsment perking = 1BGECS
() Podism
o Pu-ﬂlﬂrmﬂﬂgﬂh‘n'ﬂﬂjgiwﬂﬁﬂnm' = PSELS
@ Todim parking t level (2) first et ~ 46 BCS
= §54 BCH

Total propesed parking

16,  Setbecks | .
For thig size of the pbﬁjﬂ&ﬂhﬁuwhﬂ'ﬂﬂﬂl are 15 M, in front ped 12 ML
o ail alher shdes. st Backs are provided &S per barD-2021.

ii. Whmﬂnlmhﬂnﬂ:
1 mﬂﬂmmnmsnﬂin{umm = 135385 sqmt.

3. Proposed groenfopsn ATt - 3411.87 squnl.
ﬂﬂﬂmeMﬂmpmddednpxﬂthdmmmdmhhwﬂu.

To. 44717 dated 1-6-2017 snd the

“Thm:wm.nwmﬁwﬂdﬂmmmmﬁmﬂﬁwfwmw
prapmmed

mﬂm'qunﬂmdrnm_wm‘ﬂ'ﬂﬂMIMQMMHHNNIMI.T#WMW
e residential biocks ond @ separate ERS black " ik includes shopn and PSP Jucilities.

St ONDMC(T]
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Favking b been proposed on pwo fevels uf” irasement mul hwa levels of pociom (ee from gromd
coverese and ELY sulfeer to five sifery regudrement, Above the iwo leveds of podism, it s bees
progosed in v blocks ond eariarked g landscaping The applivant hos proposed Fire Cheed
Flosr above 70 m. o imwddiots habitosle Hoor leval ffree from FAR as per Clowse 3.8 af
FIBRL-2018) The appiicami har also proposed 5% of osddiviona! R Jor green building as per
LIUHA roving wnder ihe provisions af MPD-302f,

Fodine ke been permitied wmeer the provisios of MPD-2031 vids narffication 0. No
STE(E) dated 4-3-2014 and UBBI-2015. The insiant care being the firsi proposal wider
chisideration of LOSC, the CF (Bldg) has suggested that a sty be carried o by the Chigf
Architect for any existing building with podivm 5. the NCR and a vepory be sulimified within
AT

dﬁwdmhrﬂ:mdmwm ey 2—

. The cuse be place hefore the Standing Commities for epproval subjact so condition
mmmmmmumwmmmmmﬂu
conrtdered by BPC ar whe time of sanctloning of building pless.

2 ﬁiﬂiﬁﬁmﬂdﬂfwﬂmnbﬂﬁd‘hﬁmmﬂbﬂ&q‘nm’ﬂmm of GRINA ls
deferred, since a5 per Clawse 8.6, Chapder-17 of MPOLIOZS, the vegsdation for
erfrcement of varions svices woik GRIEHA rating i mat yet notified by GNCITL

- e 3 Thwhm:mqmmm:ﬁmrcmdmww:mmmmmmm
of GRIHA provislons a5 siened abeve, ™
13,  Further Compllance :
With reference t the LOSC declion vide dated 146-2017, the applicant ks submitisd the
porresled drawitims \-ide-dm.‘_'h-iﬁ-l"m'.l' in regpoct of GRIHA provisies.
14. CFO Approval ;
Proposal reqeires spproval of CFO at the tire of sanciioning of Bidg, Flans.

15.  DUAC Approval ; _
Fropossi requires spproval of DLUAC &t ihe time of senctioning of Bldg. Plens.

1% Clearnoce of Airpor Anthority of Indéa s

Proposal requires clearance fiom Alrport Authority of India at the time of ssnetioning of Bidp,
Plana.
L7 Approval nfEm*lrnnm.ui Comnalftes ¢ .

Fropogal requires apmoval of Environment Commiites before sanction of Budlding Plan.

IG. Sarvices :

Services shall bs bid &nd maintained s per the i dows condifion of MCIVCRWD wd
applicant shall comply with all the conditions of approval ef services plan.
Big-CNDEEC | 8]
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3 Fprrmpmesifalioks !

In

% ity Bevised
sk af ohove pid 45 rauclred LHE 111 of D0 Aot {mﬁw.t

Yymloes SR
Leyown Fien for Group Housing m Viuhﬁﬂ“:’i:ﬁh'ihj'llfiﬂlf; Civil Lings; Dol s plassd
Cgewnitae ﬁr.-ﬁmwlmhmmmﬂmm :

@

0

£

i)

el

)

(i)

" Y

il
(ix}
(%}

{xd)

poding Aechiteck yell st 8 regoet. itk 15 dape sd e=y
mﬂﬂu hmﬁM%Mhmmwhmm
BPC ot fhe tisas of seuctioiivg of balldiag iens.

: wiels of the peowrily amotd
Cormakyslimar WACD phalt have the righu 16 foefll & ot & . _
s s sprvicEs s et grwidied e of s Commlealeats, M, withia
(he pesios] s psioosd tn Condicien No. (1 8BG3s.

mqﬁmMm&mWHﬁiqmlﬁw ’

soad widening shall be Binded aver i . sutbarity bs and whe toquinad.

Mo mmmhﬁmﬂmuunhnww for one hﬂlh;-ﬂﬂ be
Mr: .

Yo ifind twndes the Bchena ﬁnmhmﬁﬂHMMﬂnmﬁTﬂ'

Limd it the geoup houaing schens e bz 5ol oUl BE ARy SRES.

e -

mwmw’mmmﬁwamﬂm

EipLINDMC 7]
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(=) Applicants shall F1|drnuiﬁ.‘ MCD through and In-ﬂnur:dl;‘g.-' l.iu:'mqj' kesping It hannissg gage
of inty diispute i ariseg 4 By stuge with respect to the slepes, sz, extunt btleiowneshin
of . i

(i} Trees, il any ‘affected in the mopossl shall not be fEflad withcut fhe permibssion of
ﬂl.rme&mﬂuﬁmﬁy.

(arv}  Appfican] ahall abide by the guidslne; af Aschneoborizal survey of Judie, in cage any f
EiCTiEnn existing nearly. f I

(oe) All the necessary clearancesNOCy from cdermal mponcics nemaly CFO, DUAC and
otaer comipliances shng he obtained ot the fme ol serstioning oF Lbzilding alens,

£ i) 1}1 dloargnce from (he Environmen Eﬁmmﬂflun_uqd oiher mpesnles us P the

Gori). The applicnnt shall e as wnder ing stat
ltimmlely it s fiound thar PD-303} suffirs from infirmity and dematition of taaatharised

{2x) m#mliﬂ:ﬂ'lﬁl!ﬂbn{uammqfnfnmmzihﬁmﬂum&nm-.:llmm'xhufm o
dwmm&qnﬂ:uﬂ:ﬁm!ﬂﬂm A e £ oAl

ltem No.d0 Revized Layout Plan for Group Housing at Vishwavidyalay Metro . [
Station, Civil Lines, Belhi. .
Reso.No.
N Resolved that the: propesal of the Commissioner as contalned
In hiz lefter No, . IHCTPMNOMCTENCET datad 21.06.2017, be
approved, sublect o the terms & condrigns mentloned in tha
Nilter. : .

aforesaid r
. i o sﬁmm? Dfficer (8.0,)
ke - i :
vy arth Dedhl Mﬂ%
k
1.7 ®%Mﬂ
e .,'.:._:.:I‘..., .
”_3 g o s ﬁ"shki i
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Note: - Given below is the Remark proviged by concem sanciion ing aulhority;-

*mmmmmmﬂwm inder EQIB an the heveie of doermens un ]

: rakisey swhnvitted by the Guwaer &
Arciuiiect. I case mry wilreprescaurden ¢ disrepany i rospret af the pravision of MPD, UBEE, gﬁwwﬂq
ﬁx_n-fudu.u T.mm-‘m;r neguirement i absprved o AW ATk, M Sariaetion sinaly de wlvwmed revaked hesices aher
Lo LY JaT L,

advarll B commrpdiod due denter wrad Spieit Befisre me nceumner of the Suififing.
AN e nbservtioneoondions of BB O BUAC provided in NOT gre i be cvnpifod By the appiicant in lefer and

Aplrit Befiore the secuparmey af the boifding.
Thls seierion granted pnder EODE xhwll bpat bur Sisegrmed ST A N wlee anarveRimp Ji eoritve vesition

wqﬂﬂwwmmafhﬁrﬂ!ﬂquﬁehﬂwmﬂm ALPTR, anp regilations, bye-fows, andingnce, i,

Encl: e sat on senclioned plan

Yours Faithfully
Assistent Enginaer (Building)

HC /HQ Zone{digi! signalure)
For Commiasionar NORTH DMG

Copy to) (1) EE. (B)Civil Lings Zone
(2] A8 & C (HDHO Zone)

EEV
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FORM- B-1 ‘
i 3, Pt 2 ==

GRANT OF SANCTION J

o fb‘-
ah

FaE—=lF
KAME OF THE S ANCTIOMNING AUTHORITY sETH DELAL iLmICH Pal COIRPOTATION

Ruilding Department (HQ)/ AL} Lone

Fng Mo, 10065¥12  Ostex: AT TS

To

bt ioung Buildere Eat Limided
47 Behat Road, Mew Delhi
fined Dl
Ciftd NI O SANCTHAN

Sub: Banction Under Clauss 338 of Dethi Municipal Corparation Act, 1057

[ear Sinkiadanm,

With sefarence ta your application datid OIOTIZO1E o the grant of ganction to erectire-erectiadd tofgitadation in
ihe bullding i carry oul the develapmen! specified in he ealth application relafing 1o Plat nor. 1 3 4,Fockel No.
== b, Bacar R sinsated ini 81 1, 3 Cavalary Lane 4 Chhatra Marg, Civil
Lines,Deitd-7. | have 0 slale thot the same has been sanctioned on 260772019 by he KOO subject to the
foflowing condliens and corractions made on the plans:-

1. Tre plane ars vaid up 10 30 day of month Jul yaas 2024,

% The gonstruction will be undartakan A8 per canchoned pian only and RNk deviation [rom the bya-laws will ba
permithed withoul prior sanction. Any tdeviatan done apainst the bye-laws i liable to be demolished and the
euparvising Architect, engaged on the job will run the risk of having his lieense cancelied.

3. Vilation of building bys-lews will raoit e coAmpoundet.

4. (L will bea duty of Uvs gantner of this plol and {he Architect preparing tha plan b ensure [hat the panctionad plang ara
aa par prevalent building bya-laws, |[ any infringamenl of the bye-aws rarmaing unnoticed tha NORTH DELHI
MUMIGIPAL CORPORATION resarias the right to @mend the pians a8 and whean the infringaman comes fo =
ptics and NORTH DELH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION will aiand indemnified againet any cEIm on this accaunt.

5, The party shad nol peoupy o permit it o pooupy e hulmhgnrmﬂpam‘ﬁthmﬂnimu'pﬂnthﬂﬂdaﬂamﬂw
any such work until pooupancy cestificaia s issued by fha sanctiohing Authority.

& MORTH DELHI BUNIGITAL CORPORATION will stand indamnified and ¥ept harmiess from all proceedings in
eourts and before other authaoritias of all eypensasicEses/claims which the NORTH DELHI MALIMICIPAL
CORPORATION may Incur OF become fiable o pay 85 & resudlorin consequencas of the sanchon accorded by 10
thase bufiding plans.

4. The door and windon |saves shal b find i 3uch B way that they shafl not when open project on ey gtreed.

8. Tha party will convert the house inlo dwalling units of 8ach ooz pree the npproved paramelars of the profact
and shall use the pramises aaly for residantal pumposs.

8. The building shall not be sorestructad within mifirum marwatory distancs 8% specified in indian Electricily Rules
aril @ per the reguirement of Disih| Vidut Board from the voltage fines running on any gida of (he site:

10, The land laf open on CoNSSGIENGESs of thar anforcement of the set back rule shall form part af the public
atragl

11, The thicknoss of guter wralls will be maintsined a1leasl 0.23 m. (27}

200
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12, The base levels showd ba 5ol sseeriamed fram he concemed at the sihe of tha CeeTsiTEtion,
T3, The ownarwll ey odros of mirmumsrs of 31 % 4R, inditzaing the folfowing

. Piod No, and beation

TN

R

Iw, Dﬂ:ﬂnfmrhul_‘-ufEluldmgF'lan with Mo

) ;Bnmr_wahd up‘n

4. ol s ot cros o

A ——

viii. Meme of the confrector and His sddress

fd, The provigion of the display board on the consbuction sie s a mandatory requirement and non-compliance of
ther same will invila 2 penalty of Re. 5000,

16, It will be snsured thal the conatrestion | demeatision work ghall be carfed oul in such & mannesr thal no
disturdarcainuisance is cavsed to residents af Fie neighbarhond

10. It will bet ersuEned by the owner and the Architest Fat during the constructon the buiiding plans sanclioned ehall
aotialy oll the Environmenial Condiions for Buildings snd Constrecions of Chapler 3, Annexure XIV of thess Bya
“res and as amended from tme to ime or any spacilic croers issuan by the Gowt,

17, Intimation of Complelion of work op to Piinth Level, Plinth Laval ingpeation and the msus of Plinih level
Inspectson shal be done as per procaduras lald down in the Chapter 2 of thase bye-lews

18. The building sheil be construztad sirclly in sccordance with the senclian plan as wall a5 in sccordancs with e
cortficale submittad joinlly by the ownedArchitect Structussl Engenesr for safaly requirement as stipulated in
Chaptar € of theso Buliding Bye-Laws, and he streciurs Dassign including safedy from any natural hezards duly
Incorporated in the design of the building as per the Govarnment OF India Molificstion issued Bma & tms and
Annaxure Vil of theess Bys Laws

3. The mulba during the constructan wil be removad on wesskly basis, If the same is not done, in that eaes the
Iocal bady shalt remeve tha mulba and the cost shall be bome by the owner of the piat,

20, During construction, It is mandslory on the part of the owner io praperly screen ihe conglrudion sée of the main
road by means of erecting a acresn wall not ises than B ft. In reeight from: ground leved which is 1o be paintad o
avait unplaasant looi from the roed side. I adaition 1o 1his & net o some Gifed projaciive materal shall be holied
sl the facades or the buifding o ensure that any falling material remsine wilhin the protected area,

@1, Moise retated activities will not b taken up fer construction at At safer 10,00 P31

B 201
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25 (V) Evary piildar o Sanas grné put {apaalin on gL Mo e =ran of consirucian and the building. Ne
person nglsding sushder, ownercan be parriilthed to Some &y eonatructinn mabers! naricLiadly sand on any part

of the strasl, mats 0 80y Lol

yuy The poarsiLElinn rakarial o any kirsd thal o stored i Hia site will BE fully Govererd 10 pli reapacte £0 thal il
Hous not disperse in e & by any foro

{iiiy The consinsekion mataril and gekris shad b cafriatl in the InICKE OF aiher yehicles whish a8 fusty covered
sy protectad oo 2% 0 anisura {hat he constuctan debrls of e construction materis] does niot et disperesd

i the gk OF Slmosphens, AT forrn whatsneies.

{Iw} Tha dust emigzions from the ponstruticn Sl should ba corfpletaly controlied and all pracautions ieken in
thet behalf,

fuy Thee vehickes gareying ConBtTUCHan matarsal and consiUCHo debds of sty K shouid be ckared befors It iz
permitied toply on ghe road after urinsding of sach - matariel.

{wl] Every worker woking on the copstruclon =it pad nvolved D laading, Unlaading and camiage of
poneincian material and ponatrachion fdebris shall ba prodad yeith mask 1o prevant ithalation of dust paricies.

i} Enary DTN and oc bulider shall be undar airigation o provide &l madical help, Tvestigaon mrd frestrsEn
1 ths workars emvoived in fha consrociion of bulidng and caTy of ponsinucton material and construckion dabris

ralaseble to dust errasin.

{vili} 1t shall be the reaponsibdity of svary builder 1o iranspart pometruction wabarial and oebeis wasls L3
gonsiruction sila, gumping Sl of any ciher place in aocordance with Ties and in 1erms of ihis ordat.

() 11 ta kake approprala Measumes and to ensure thet the lems and conditions of the earlier order and thase
ceders should ity comply with by Txing sprinkiars, praations of green av bermiErs.

{x) Compulsory =S ol wet jut in grnding and elone tuling.
{xi) Wind presaking weallks arolend ponEtrucion sltE.

{<lij At efforts to b made & incraase e tree caver ared by plariifd jarga numbet of tress of vinous spanigE
dmpending Upon the quatity content of god and ofhar natural atftancdant circUmstances.

{xii} AN the puilders wWho ane Buiiding cormmarial, rogidantial complaxss witien are cowersd undar tha El&
sighificatEon of 2008 shall provide green pelt eround the wyuiding that ey ponstrust,

23 The sanclonng guthorily approyes Architaciursl Drawmﬂsﬂ'.la‘n'ﬂnpnwl Contrel norma with respact 1 the
Bulding Bys Lews and Master Flan provisions anly. Tha pachnical drawinga/documants gubmitted by the
uﬂmnnmsulmmd-rﬁwh'EnglmrEﬁuﬁum! Enginear/Landscapa architect MUrban Designar/Engines’ for LItHEY
Sarvices are considersd a8 parl of he recordsinformation supporting the hasliing permit onky. The sesponeibility of
the correciness of information/zpplication at tachnical provisions fully vests with tha ownericansuliant!
Mhihﬁinniﬂﬂxﬂnmﬂl EnginserLandacape Architect [Urban DesignenEngineer for Litility Senéces and shal
be Fahle B P WS,

24, Mo puncture, perforaiion. cutling, chiaaling., irimpmng of vy kind for any purpose are permitied in tha sructural
feambarsbeams i pommnsisubmitted fy the structursl apginesr B giructural drawing for pudiding permit in
gooordance with 1ha relpvant structurel codas.

25 '!’ll-m sanction will be voud ab Iniia 1T any maanal fact has hesn SUppresssd or mns-reprasariad al If axxifiory
conditions mentoned shove are nol complied.

PraNo. 194 PRIED. G
Biock Wo,  Sechor MO e
mhd irat, 4, 3 Cavalsry Lang 4 Chngtri Marg, Sivil Lines DehET
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187 ANNEXURE-A-4
Government of National Capital Territory of Delhi

Department of Environment
Level-6, Wing-C, Delhi Secretariat, IP Estate, New Delhi

F8(348)/EA/Env/09/ ok ~ 1660 Dated 18.05.2010
Order

Sub: Direction under section 5 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986

\
Whereas, the Central Government has authorized the Lieutenant Governor of the

National Capital Territory of Delhi vide notification S.0. 667 (E) dated the 10"
September, 1992 to exercise powers under section 5 of the Environment (Protection)
Act, 1986 for the National Capital Territory of Delhi and to issue directions
thereunder, to any person, officer or any authority for the closure, prohibition or
regulation of any operation or process or stoppage or regulation of the supply of

electricity or water or any other services.

And whereas Delhi Jal Board constituted under the Delhi Water Board Act, 1998
(Delhi Act 4 of 1998) is dealing with water supply network of drinking, domestic,

industrial and commercial water in the National Capital Territory of Delhi;

And whereas continued abstraction of ground water has led to severe depletion of

ground water resources;

And whereas non - restricted and non - regulated abstraction of ground water has

serious long term environmental implications;

And whereas over abstraction of ground water can result in drying up of ground

water resources and may also affect water quality;

Contd....
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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-11030/J/91- UTL
dated the 10" September, 1992 and in supersession of directions issued vide Order
Nos F8(348)EA/Env/09/14433-14451 and F8(348)/EA/Env/(9/14452-14470 dated
the 30" March 2009 as well as Order Nos. F8(348)/EA/Env/09/555-582 and
FR(348)/EA/Env/09/583-610 dated the 30™ April 2009, the Lt. Govemor 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 case may be.
Contd.....
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(2)

G3)

(4)

()

The issue of grant of permission for borewell/tljb&Zez shall be dealt by
Competent Authority through the Deputy Commissioner (Revenue) of each
revenue area, GNCTD, who is hereby appointed as “Authorized Officer” for
the purpose of regulation of ground water development and management in the
respective revenue areas under the jurisdiction.

The Deputy Commissioner (Revenue) of each revenue area, GNCTD, who is
the Authorized Officer, are further delegated with the power of dealing with
other issues such as checking violation, and sealing illegal wells, launching of
prosecution against offenders etc. including grievance redressal related to
ground water, based on the recommendations of the Advisory Committee.

An Advisory Committee in each nine revenue areas of the National Capital
Territory of Delhi is hereby constituted under the Chairmanship of the Deputy
Commissioner of each revenue area comprising of the following members:

1. Deputy Commissioner (Revenue), of concerned revenue area  : Chairman;

Director (Panchayat) : Member;
Chief Engineer nominated by Delhi Jal Board : Member;
Representative of Central Ground Water Board, New Delhi : Member;

Representatives of local bodies having jurisdiction over the area: Member;

Representative of Department of Environment, GNCTD/DPCC : Member

S

Representative of reputed NGO in the field of Groundwater Management
nominated by the Deputy Commissioner concerned : Member;
The Advisory Committee shall meet atleast once in every month to take up
various issues related to ground water regulation and management in the
concerned revenue area and give recommendations to the Deputy
Commissioner for further consideration and enforcement. Only the
recommended groundwater boring cases shall be forwarded to Competent
Authority for grant of permission.

Contd......



(6)

(7)

(8)

9)

In emergent violation cases such as illegal groundwgtgzgwl, the Authorized
Officer, subject to his satisfaction, shall ensure the discontinuation of the same
by the seizure of drilling rig, sealing of tubewell/borewell if so constructed and
also disconnection of electricity supply to the energized tubewell even if it is
through DG sets, without waiting for recommendation of Advisory Committee.
However the details of such action shall be placed by the Authorized Officer in
the next Advisory Committee meeting.

If any person, group, authority, associgtion or institution, intends to draw
ground water through bore-well or tube-well(both new as well as existing and
drawing ground water without permission of Central Ground Water Authority),
he shall take prior permission from Competent Authority. Such permission shall
be obtained through submission of an application to Zonal Offices of the
Competent Authority, in the form specified by the Competent Authority.

The Executive Engineer of the Competent Authority, incharge of the concerned
area shall recommend the case, based on the facts on the ground, to the
concerned Deputy Commissioner (Revenue) of the revenue area who shall issue
orders in the light of the recommendations of Executive Engineer of the
Competent Authority and the Advisory Committee.

If the plot size of the building is more than 200 sq. meters, the permission to
draw ground water through borewell or tubewell (both new as well as existing
and drawing groundwater without permission of Central Ground Water
Authority) shall be subject to the condition that the occupier or owner of the

said plot or building shall install rain water harvesting system in such building.

(10) The permission to draw ground water through borewell or tubewell (both new

as well as existing and drawing ground water without permission of Central

Ground Water Authority) for commercial and or industrial use shall be subject



to the condition that the concerned person or authlﬁtz %hall install the rain
water harvesting structure, and shall ensure reuse of the water in horticulture or
cooling or toilet flushing, etc after proper treatment of waste water or any other
suggestions given by the concerned Advisory Committee.

(11) Each of the Advisory Committee in addition to their above mentioned statutory
duties, will inform Delhi Pollution Control Committee about any water
pollution occurring, due to extraction of water from tube-well or bore-well so
that necessary action may be initiated under the provision of the Water
(Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974.

(12) The permission of borewell installation for agricultural purpose may be granted
to genuine agriculturists by the Advisory Committee under concerned
Deputy Commissioner (Revenue) based on the recommendation of Block
Development Officer and Agriculture Department / Irrigation & Flood
Control Department, Govt of NCT of Delhi. Agriculture activity may be
verified from Khasra Girdawari documents and also based on actual evaluation.

(13) Any violation of the above directions shall be punishable under section 15 of
the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 (29 of 1986).

By order and in the name of Lieutenant Governor,
Of the National Capital Territory of Delhi,

e

Aan=="
(Dharmendra)
Secretary (Environment)

F8 (348)/EA/Env/09 {‘[OQ, - 106 ) Date: 18.05.2010

Copy for necessary action to:
1. Divisional Commissioner, Govt.of NCT of Delhi, 5, Sham Nath Marg, Delhi.

Contd...



2. CEQO, Delhi Jal Board, Varunalaya, Karol Bagh, Mlhi.
3. Chairman, New Delhi Municipal Council, Palika Kendra, New Delhi.
4. Dy. Commissioner (Revenue) of all 9 districts of Delhi.

Copy for information to:

1. Secretary, Ministry of Environment and Forest, Govt. of India, CGO
Complex, Lodhi Road, New Delhi.

2. Secretary, Ministry of Water Resources, Govt. of India, Sharam Shakti
Bhawan, Rafi Marg, New Delhi.

3. Chairman, Central Ground Water Board, ND-IV, Bhujal Bhawan, Faridabad.

4. Pr. Secretary to LG, Govt. of NCT of*Delhi.

5. Pr. Secretary to CM, Govt. of NCT of Delhi.

6. VC, DDA, Vikas Sadan, New Delhi.

7. Pr. Secretary, Urban Development, Govt. of NCT of Delhi.

8. Commissioner (MCD), Town Hall, Delhi.

9. Chairman, NDMC, Palika Kendra, New Delhi.

10.Chief Executive Officer, Delhi Cantonment Board.

11. Secretary, PWD, Govt. of NCT of Delhi, Delhi Secretariat.

12. DG, CPWD, Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi.

13.Chairman, Central Pollution Control Board, East Arjun Nagar, Delhi.

14.Director(Panchayat), Old Civil Supply Building, Tis Hazari Courts, Delhi.

15.Conservator of Forest, Forest Department, Govt. of NCT of Delhi.

16.Member Secretary, DPCC, Kashmere Gate, Delhi.

17.08D to Chief Secretary, Govt. of NCT of Delhi

(Dr. B.C. Sabata)

Dy. Secretary (Env.)
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ANNEXURE-AS5

Biemy No. 10 1 Revised Layout Plan for Group Housing ot Vishwavidyalay Metro Swtion, Civil Lines,

Erelhi.

Cranmissions:s"s lotter Mo F. 1Y CTRNDMOI 0T 20 dated 21-6-2017.

The above-mentioned progosal of Revised Lavout Plen for Group Housing st Vishwavidyalay
Metro Station, Civil Lines, Delhi hes been submitted by Sh, Bajiv Ranjan Sharma, AVP-Projects on bahalf
of Mis. Youzg Builders Private Lid, New Delhi for approvss of Morth DMC Urs 313 of DMC Act, 1957,

| Previous Appsoval :
The layout plas of Groepdousing st Viskbwavidyslay Mero Swation, Civil Lines, Delhi was first

[ approved by Standing Cranmittee of the Moty Dethi Mealsips! Coepomstion vide Resclation No. 3147 dated

22-3-2012 & lster vide Resohuion No. 04 dajed 8-7-201 5, The conditions of approval vide dated 8-7-2015
are given bolow 1 —

{i)

(i}
£ii)

{iv)

"

(vi)

Fa ontre FAR shall be available only afier i applicant sptisfies regarding the requisite
reting for the (eees Buildings. For fiws puraose of this, the applicant sholl keep the local
body informed reparding the pecessary steps teken 1o achiove 5 star rating. In case of
mem-campliancs of the conditions, alter obialning occupancy certificpie, penaliy at macket
rade shasil be levied for incentive FAR bre Land Uheing Agency.

Any nriswse shall corvied oul by tie applicast is linble to ke rrmm:}!‘mh;-,edhn'i:m over by
the Lﬂ-ml Doy Autharity,

The Ep|ﬂ|¢mlt atutll get the buildicg plens spproved form Bailding Deptt. of MCD as per
approved lavowtprevalent repuistions of Master/Zonal Plans and building bye-kaws.

"The applicant shall deposit if nod Buirl:ﬂd}f depasited « security amount @ Rs. 5/- per sq.d.

of the pross ares of plof vader i setwme =dikin 15 Gays of having besn intimated of the
approval of the layout plaa, as a guaraves for development and hving of services
incinding roads and parking s por the approved layoutsorvices including rosds and
parking us oor the approved levout/services plans failing whicl the sanction shall not be
considered & valud.

The applicent shall get the services plans approved from respective services Deptt, of
WCT) before the sanction of Bulldmog Plans and shall lny and maintain the services
including reads, parking, Inadscaping a5 per approved Fayout planfendscaps plans, services
plaes and stendard cross-sections and other regulations of MCD to the complete
sutisfaction of Commissioner, MCD within period of one year from the date of the
approval of layout/servicss plans, whichever is later, failing which the sanetion shall lapse.
However, a furiher period of one year may be pemiited for development work by the
Commissioner, MCD For the reasons 1o be recorded.

Copnmissioner, MCD shall kave the right to forfeil & part or whele of the security amount
i case the services e nof provided to e gatlsfpction of the Commissiones, MOCD, within
the preriod ax mentioned in Conditlon No. (§ii) above.
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(vil)

(vii)

(ix)
- )

(xi)
oy (xii)
()
(xiv)

(xv)

(xvi)

(xvii)

(i

@)

()

(i)

The applicant would be allowed to develop the site including laying of services and to
carry out construction of bldg. simultaneously. The security as guarantee shall ouly be
released after it has been verified by Building. Deptt./Services Deptt. that entire
development work and laying services has been completed as per approved layout/
services plan. The completion certificate shall also be issued ouly afier confirming that
development work and laying of services has been carried out as per approved layout/
services plans.

The applicant shall submit an undertaking to the effect that area, if any affecied under
road widen‘ing shall be handed over to MCD/concerned authority as and when required.

The applicant shall demolish/remove atl structures not forming part of proposed plan
before issue of completion certificate.

No further sub-division of fiats as originally approved for one dwelling unit shall be
permitted.

The land under the scheme shall siot be converted into customery plots and no portion of

land in the group housing scheme can be sold out at .,my stage.

The apphoant shall comply with all conditions of appi ova! of services plans.

'Applrcants shall indemnify MCD through and Indcmmty Bond keeping it hormless in case

of any dispute if arises at any stage with respect to the shapes, size, extent, title/ovenership
of land.

Trees, if any affected in the proposal shall not be felled without the permission of
Competent Authority.

Applicant shall abide by the guidelines of Archacological Survey of India, in case any
monument cxlstmg nearby.

The appllcant shalt develop the site #s pcr the plans appmvc,d by Delbi Urban Arts
Commission and shall adhere to it conditions, The applicant shall also adhere to the
Instructions/Conditions as given by the Chief Fire Officer while approving the layout plan
from fire safety point of view. Fresh approvals of CFO and DUAC shall be obtained for
each building block at the time of sanction of building plan.

The disposal of dwelling unit meant for EWS shatl be as per the pohcy of DDA/MIn, of
Urban Development/Govt. of India.

The applicant shali file an undertaking stating that no equity shall be claimed by them if
ultimately it is found that MPD-2021 suffers from infirmity and demolition of unauthorised
and for permissible construction is to be made, the same shall be carried out and the MCD
shall not respongsible for any loss/danmge as a result of pranting the aforesaid sanction.

The applicant shall obtain approvai of tlw ESS site from ihe concerned authority before
- the sanction of building plans. '

Approval from the Environment Committee & ASI shall be obtamed & shall be submitted
before the sanction of Bldg. Pians,

The applicant/developer shall deposii the fevy on additional FAR at the rates netified with
approval of Govt. from time to time at the time sanction of building plans.

Stg-C/NDMC|2] .
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2. Area and Location :

_ As per the possession plan the total area undcr proposal is 20000 sq.mt. (2 Ha. ) and is located
near Vishwavidyalay Metro Station. The site has been auctioned by DMRC for residential use i.e. for
devetoprent of Group Housing, Surroundings are as under :—

North —— Visliwavidyalay Metro Statiori/Mall Road 66 m. R/W
South — Others property )

East — Cdva!my Lane 24 m ROW

West — Chisatra Marg 18 m ROW

The approach of the site is frem Cavalary Lane,

3. Landuse @

The landuse of the site admessuring 2.0 Ha. in Zone-C on the MRTS Station has been
changed to Residential from Public and Semi-Public Facility vide Notification of MoUD dated 23-9-2005.
As per Zonal Development Plan (Zone-C) spproved under 2021, the site falls “Residential use zone”,

The Landose is thus éonfoming. :

4. Ownership :

As per the Jesse dced document, the !amd in questuon has been purchased by M/s. Young
Builders from DMRC. DMRC has executed a lease deed in favour of M/s. Young Builders (") Ltd. for
the land ndmeasuring 2.0 Ha. near Vishwavidyalay Metro Station for residential development. Lease deed
document has been registered with the office of Sub-Registrar on 19-2-2013, The said site formed part of
3.05 Ha. land at Vishwavidyalay Meiro Station (Zone-C) for which the landuse has been changed. to
Residential from Public and Semi-Public Facility vide Notification of MoUD dated 23-9-2005. DDA -
Authority in its meeting 12-5-2011 resolved to treat the land admeasuring 2.0 Ha, as separate entity. The
balance ares of 1.05 Ha. has been developed as Vishwavidyalay Metro Station.

5. Present Froposal :

_ The site kas -Qm buen devolopsd a8 por the plan approved vide Resolution No. 94 dated
8-7-2015. The revised proposal has been formulated on the same area on which the group housing was
approved carlier. The revised proposal envnsages the construction of three residential blocks having 258
main dwelling uniis i.c Tower-B(139.6 mt. height) having area of each dwelling unit 184.96 sq.mt.,
Tower-C (136.3 mt. height) having srea of each dwelling unit 184.96 sq.mt., Tower-D (129.7 mt. height)
having ares of each dwelling unit 110.99 sq.mt. In Tower-D ori Second & Third Floor community facilities

_accommodating Community Hall arid Sports Facilities has also been proposed. The applicant has progosed
a scparate EWS block having 152 dwellings units comprising of dwelling unit size 33.31 sq.mt, of carpet
area. Proposed height of EWS block is 80, 2 mt. The applicant has proposed shops & PSP facilities in
EWS block and this area has been included in FAR of EWS block. Parking has been proposed on two
levels of basement & two lcvels of podnum

"Parking has been proposed on two levels of basement and two levels of podium (free from
ground coverage and FAR) subject to fire safety requlreme,nt Above the two levels of podium, stilt has
been proposed in two blocks and earmarked for landscaping. The applicant has proposed Fire Check Floor
above 70 mt. at :nmedlate habltable floot level (free from FAR as per Clause 9.3.8 of UBBL-2016)

Stg.-C/NDMC [ 3]
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Site Report :

Towards north, east & west of side is temporary bounded with tin sheet boards and lowards

south side bounded with other’s property boundary wall. Shape, size of bounded/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 of the roads
as taken at site is as under :—

1.
2,
3.

I

Cavalry Lane 13.50 mt. wide (existing) + 5.25 mt. wide open space.
Chhatra Marg

Width of Mall Road including open land as taken at site has been marked on the proposed
layout plan,

i

18.00 mt. (exisiing).

7, Development Control Norms as per MPD-ZOH for Group Housing as follows :

A

. As per MPD-2021, Development Controls for Group Housing are as under :-—
3000 sq.mt. '

® Minimum size of the plot
@ Ground Coverage = 33.3%
® Maximum FAR = 200
®

Height—NR (Subject to the clearance from AAI/Fire Deptt. and other statutory
bodies)

@ Parking—2.0 ECS/100 sq.mt. built up and 0.5 BECS/100 sq.mt. for EWS/Service
personal housing. '

(Amended Norms for Group Housing as per Notificstion dated 13-5-2013)

(i) The upper livic of déﬁsit}'_ bs takan as 200 TitJs/Hect. (900pph) with flexible Dwelling

Unit sizes to achieve optimal utilization of land. The density for Slum & JJ Clusters
(In Situ Upgradation/Rehabilitation/Redevelopment of Slum & J¥ Clusters, Resettlement
Colonies) and EWS Public Housing Schemes be 900 DUs/Ha.

(i) 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/Firni)/Extended Lal Dora).

(i) Additional Floor Area minimum 400 sq.mt. or at the rate of 0.6% of permissible FAR shall

(iv)

(v)

be allowed free from FAR to cater to community needs such as comsmunity/
recreational hall, Créche, library, reading room, senior citizen recreation room/club and
society office. '

The Central Government in consultation with the DDA may relax density and otlier nomis
for public housing and projects of national importance.

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 & carpet

area between 25-40 sq.mtr. This 15% of the proposed FAR for Community Setvice

Personnel/EWS and lower category housing would be over and above 200 permissible

FAR and density mentioned at {i)(a), (b} & {c} above. Empleyer Housing of Central

Government, State Government and other Government Agencies are not required fo
Stg~C/NDMC[4]
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follow the requirement of FAR or Dwelling Units for Community Service Personnel/EWS
and lower income category.}] 41[50% of the EWS Housing Stock shall be retained by
Developer Entity (DE) and disposed only to the Apartment owners, at market rates, to
house Community Service Personnel (CSP) working for the Residents/Owners of the
Group Housing. These will be developed by DE at the respective Group Housing site/
prémnises or contiguous site, Remaining 50% of DUs developed by DE to be sold to DDA
for EWS housing purpose will be sold to DDA/Local Bodies at base cost of Rs. 2,000/
per sq.ft. as per CPWD Index of 2013 (plus cost of EWS parking) which shal] be
enhanced as per CPWD escalation index at the time of actual handing over and can be
developed by DE at an alternate nearby site. Necessary commercial and PSP facilities

shall also be provided by the DE for this separate housing pocket. The EWS housing
component created by the DE shall be subject to quality assurance checks, as prescribed

in this regard by Govt./DDA. The final handin
subject o' fulfilling the quality assurance req
-undértake actus! trarisfer/irinsaction of salegblc
the prospective tuyers only after the

g/taking over of this component shall be
uiremeits. The DE shall be allowed to
component under its share/ownership to

prescribed land and EWS housing component s

handed over fo'the DDA,
8. Details of Proposs! :
5 No. Paticulars Present Propaosal Remarks
I. Plot Area 20000 sq.mt. (2.0 Hac.)
2. Permissible Ground Coverage 6660 sq.mt.
(33.3%) ' .
3. Proposed Total Ground. 1881.6 sq.mt. Lo, 9.4% Tower-B = 373.19 sq.mt
Coverage Tower-C = 373.19 sq.mt.
Tower-D = 638.15 sq.mt.
EWS = 497.07 sq.mt.
4. Permissible FAR | 200 i.e. 40000 sq.mt. As per MPD-2021, Development
_ . Centrols for Group Housing,
5. Areaof proposed_shops and 296.92 sq.mt. As pur MoUD neiification dated
PSP frcilities in EWS-Block ' 13-5-13, Necessary commercial
‘ and PSP facilities shall also be
provided by the DE for this
separate housing pocket (EWS
block). :
6. Permissible area of community 400.sq.mt; or at the rate of  As per MoUD notification
needs such as community/ 0.6% of permissible FAR 13-5-13 . “Additional Floor Arca

recreational hall, Créche, library,
reading room, senior citizen
recreation room/club and society
office. '

shall be allowed free from
FAR

Stp.-CINDMC|[ 5]

minimum 400 sq.mt. or at the
rate of 0.6% of permissible
FAR shall be allowed free from
FAR to cater to community needs
such as community/recreational
hall, Créche, library, reading
room, senior citizen recreation
room/club and society office.
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Permissible area for sports
facilities and Swimming Pool

100 sq.mt.

As per MPD-2021 Clause 13.3.15
to incentivise development of
sports facilities and swimming

“pool (upto maximum 100 sg.mt.)

within the group housing sreas,

" schools, clubs, eic. shall not be

‘counted

towards pround

coverage and FAR.

. Balance area 668.68 sq.mt. ie.

. Total area proposed for
comuminity facilities
9.  Proposed total covered area on
all floors for main dwellings units
10.  Achieved FAR
11.  Permissible covered area for
- EWS minimum 15% of proposed
FAR of 399%8.5¢ sq.mt.
12.  Proposed covered area for
EWS block
3. No. of Proposed Dweiling Units
14.  No.of EWS Dwelling Units
15.  Total No. of DUs (Mair: + EWS)
i6.  Permissible Density
17.  Proposed Density for Main
Dwelling Units
18.  Population @ 4.5 persons/DUs
for main DUs
19.  Population @ 2.5 persons/DUs
for EWS DUs
20.  Total Population
21, Permissible Height
22.  Proposed Height (Max.)
23,  Basement Provided

1168.68 sq.mt.

39998.59 sq.mi.

198,99
$699.78 sq.mt,

8306.52 sgont.
Le 20.77%

258 Us
152 DUs
410 DUs

205 DUs/Hac.

129 DUs/Hac.
1161 persons
380 persons

1541 persons
NR
139.6 mts,

31740. 26 sq.mt.

For Parking—27240.3 sq.mi.
For services—-4530 sq.mf,
ie. 14.2%

Sig -C/NDMC[ 6]

| £1168.68 sg.mt.~500 sg.mt.)

counted in the main FAR.

For EWS =

800%.4 2q.mt,
For Shops and
PSP facilities = 296.9Z sq.mt.

(8009.6+296.92) = 8306.57 sgnt.

Subject to clearance fiom AAL/
Fire Deptt. and other statutory
bodies.

Basement permitted up to the set
back fine, Maximum equivalent to

parking and Services requirement.
The area pravided for services
should not sxceed 20% of the
basement.
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24, Podiutu Details Leve! (1) = 6493.24 sgq.mt.  As per Clause 8(7), Chapter-17 of
MPD-2021,

Level (2) = 7210.07 sqmt.  Podium(s)/Multistorey Podium

with tower above shall be

Landscapo area = 6826.42  permitted within setback lines and

sq.mt. free from FAR & Ground
coverage. 7
25, Stilt ares under Tower B&C 6_10‘sq.mt. ' Stilt is use of landscaping. "

The norms provided is as per MPD-2021 & is in order.

9. Parking :

(i) Parking required @ 2 ECS/100 sq:mts. for main units = §10 ECS
(i) Parking required @ 0.5 ECS/100 sqmts. for EWS = 42ECS
Total required parking = 852 ECS
Parking proposed
(i) Basement
L Upper basement parking = 187 ECS8 |
@ Lower basement parking = 186 ECS
(i) Podium
@ Podiun parking at fevel (1) grovnd floor = 25ECS
® Podium parking at level (2) st floor = 246ECS
Totxl proposed paridng ' _ = 854 ECS

10. | Setbacks @
For this size of the plot(s) setback required as per MPD-2021 are 15 Mt. in front and 12 Mt.
on ail ofher sides. Set backs are provided as per MPD-2021. '
11, Green/Open Area Calculations :
1. Required green area 50% of open area =  3353.85 sq.mt.
2. Proposed green/open area = 3411.97 squnt.

The Open/Green Axea are provided as per the laid down norms and thus is in ordet.

12. LOSC Cousideration dated 1-6-2017 :

The proposal was again considered by LOSC vide Item No. 44/17 dated 1-6-2017 and the
decision taken is reproduced as under :— o

_ “The case was discussed. It was informed that the layout plan of Group Housing was
earfier approved in the year 2013 aad thereafter. in the year 2015. The applicant has now proposed
three residential blocks and a separate EWS block which includes shops and PSP facilities.

Stg~C/INDMC {7}
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Parking has been proposed on two levels of basement and two levels of podium (free from grownd
coverage and FAR) subject to fire safety requirement. Above the two levels of podium, stilt has been
proposed in two blocks and earmarked jor landscaping. The applicant has proposed Fire Check
Fioor above 70 m. at immediate habitable floor level (free from FAR as per Clause 9.3.8 of
UBBL-2018). The applicant has ‘also proposed 5% of additional FAR for green building as per
GRIHA raiing under the provisions of MPD-2021.

Podium has been permitied under the provisions of MPD-2021 vide notification 5.0. Ne
G78(E) dated 4-3-2014 and UBBL-2016. The instant case being the firsi proposal under
cemsideration of LOSC, the CE (Bidg.) has suggested that a study be carried ouwt by the Chief
Architect for any existing building with podium in. the WCR and a repori be _subipzirm(? within
IS days,

Afier discuxsiar_ir was decided as under —

1. The case be place befove the Standing Commiitee jor approvel subjeci to condifion
that any specific recommendation made by the Chief Architect in the report shall be
cousidered by BPC at the time of sanctioning of building plans.

2. The 5% exira FAR for green buiiding on ithe basis of registration of GRIHA is
deferred, since as per Clause 8.6, Chapter-17 of MPD-2621, the regulavion for
enforcement of various services wrt, GRIHA rating is not yei aotified by GNCTIL

sl 3. The applicawt be informed (o submit correcied drawings as per declsion in respect
of GRIHA provisions as stared above.”

13. Further Complisuce :

With reference to the LOSC decision vide dated 1-6-2617, the applicant has submihed the
corrected drawings vide dated 5-6-2017 in respect of GRIHA provisions.

14, CY¥O Approval ¢
Proposal requires approval of CFO at the time of sanctioning of Bldg. Plans.
15, DUAC Approval :

Proposal requires approval of DUAC at the time of senctioning of Bldg. Plans.

16. Clearance of Airport Authority of Iﬁdia :

Proposal requires clearance from Airport Authority of India at the time of sanctioning of Bldg,

Flans.
17. Approval of Envimnmjcm Committce : .

Proposal requires approval of Environment Committee before sanction of Building Plas.
18. Services : |

Services shall be laid and maintained as per the laid down condition of MCD/CPWII and
applicant shall comply with ali the conditions of approval of services pian.

Stg~C/NDIVIC[ 8]

. L
i b

S




:"" N
.b K

i 1889

i
u

%, Fesompendations ¢

In view of sbove and as reguired Ufs 313 of DMC Act (smendsd-ta-date) the Revised
Layoui Plan for Group Housing at Vishwavidyslay Metre, Clvil Lines, Delhi is p!w@@d befors Stamding
Commities for approvsl subject to the following conditions :—

{i

- iy

(i)

(iv)

With regard to. podiums, the Chief Amhim@&?'ﬁﬁq ‘submit & report within 15 days and any
speeific recommendation made by the Chicf Atchitect in the report shall bo considored by
BPC at the tims of sanctioning of building plans,

The applicant shall get thic bnilding plans approved form Building Deptt. of MCED a5 5 per

[ES

z&ppm\f@d iuy@m!pmvaﬁm& mgulimﬁnms of Master/Zona! Plans snd bua!dmg hye-m

The @pgp)ﬁucamn shall deioalt if not already deposived & sscurity antount @ Res. 5f- Per sg.yd,
of the gross ance. of plot ynder. the scheme within 15 days of having been intinsated of the
spproval of the Isyout plan, as & susrantes fior development and: ﬂmymg of setvices
including roads und parking as per the approved layout/services including roads emd
pasking as per the approved layout/services plans failing which the sanction shall not be
considered as vabid,

The applicamt Qﬂgﬁlﬂl | get the services plans approved from respective services Deptt, of

MOCD before the samstion of building plans amd shakl gy and mainigin the services

 including roals, parking, lundscaping ax por sppraved layout plan/lundscips pliis, services
- plans and standard cross-sections end other regulations of MCD te the compleis

()

{wi)

)
0
(ix}
)

(Ki)

safisfaction. of. Commissioner, MCD within period, of cne year from. the date of .the
approvel of layoulservices plans, whichever i later, failing which the sanetion shat? lapse,
Howeves, a further period of one year may be permitted  for. d@v&ﬂ@pm@m w@a’ﬂi by e
Commrissioner; MUD for &Em Teasens o be m@ﬁd@cﬁ o

Cwﬁmmw@mr MCD sﬂmiﬂ haw the Eaglm to ﬁ‘@ﬁﬁsan a pm or whole of the security smount
in case the services dre not provided fo the satisfaction of the C@mmnssﬁmm, MCD, within
the period as mentioned in Condition Ne. (i) above,

The applicant woild be allowed to develap the site inchiding laying of services and 1o
carry out construction of bidg. simuliansously, The security as guarantoe shall caly be
released after 16-has beem verified by Building Deptt./Services Dentt. that entire

develupment work gnd Mying sordicss has boos compieted as per -epproved layout/

services plam. The completion cortificate shall also be lssued only after confirming that
develepment work zmd ﬂa:ymg @f services has b@@n carried @m 8s per @ppmwd an@w
services plams,

The applicant shell submit an um}d@mkmg to the effect that ares, if any sffected under
road widening Sh@ﬁl]ﬁ be handed over o MCDimnmmd suthority | og and wim Fequined. AF

The applican- &h&ﬂﬂ d@m@ﬁaswmmw@ il structures not: f@ﬂﬁi@g pm of pmnfm@d oiam

'h«f;ﬂ‘@m isswe of @@mpi@ﬁﬁ@n c«mﬁ ﬂ‘i@m@

No finrther snnb»dwwmn @f’ ﬂats 85 migmaﬂﬁv mppm\r@d for.one dwse!lmg unit shall he
permitted.

The Eand under the bcﬂmme shall not be converied into suswmary plots and ne portion of
v dand in th@ grouy housing scheme can-bie sold out at any smge

"ﬂw appﬁn@am shal comply wﬁh all. mmdn&nms @f alpgamva;ﬂ of mnm plans.
Sty -CANDMC[ 91
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i

(xii) Applicants shall indemuify MCD through and Indemnity Bond keeping it harmless in case ;
of any dispute if arises at any stage with respect to the shapes, size, extent, titie/ownership i
of land, : ’ ’

(xm) Trees, if any éffected in the proposal shall not be fefled without the permission of
Competent Authority.

(xiv) Applicant shall abide by the guidelines of Archaeological Survey of India, in case any {1 l ( )
monument existing nearby. ' : B

(xv) All the necessary clearances/NOCs from external agencies namely CFO, DUAC and

...... - 3 4

-other compliances shall be obtained at the time of sanctioning of building plans,

/ (xvi) /’El} clearance from the Environment bﬂauommittécj:rand other agencies as per the
“requirement shail be subinitted” before the sanctica of Bldg. Plans.

(xvii) The disposal of dwelling unit meant for EWS shall b;.xﬁs per the policy of DDA/Min. of
Urban Development/Govt. of India, RS L R

ultimately it is found that ﬁ%ﬁiﬁﬁ?‘éméui‘fersﬁon's infirmity and demolition of unauthorised (ﬂ
.and for permissible construction js to be made, the sane shall be carried out and the MCD
s’h%!l ot responsibile for any loss/damage as a result of grasting the aforesaid sanciion,

(xvii} The applicant shal! file asi tnnq?jtlal«gilﬁ stating that no équily shall be claimed by thew if {

(xix) Any misuse shall carried out by the applicant is liable to be municibalizcd/&ken over by A H ,”\j TR
the Local Body/Auihority. -

(xx) The applicant shall cbtain approval of the ESS site from the concerned authority before e
the sanction of buildi vy plans, Ao B0 i

{(xx1) The applicaat/developer shall deposit the levy on additional FAR st the rates notified with {&}
approval of Govt. from time to time at the tine sanction of building plans,

(xxii)  All the earlier conditions wherever applicable shalf be adhere to the applicant.
Item No.10 Revised Layout Plan for

GroupﬁHousmg at Vishwavidyalay Metro \ ")
Station, Civil Lines, Delhi. - :

Reso.No. : :
91 Resolved that the: proposal of the Commissioner as contained .
' in his letter No. F, 33/CTP/NDMC/790/C&C dated 21.06.2017, be
approved, subject to the terms & conditions mentloned in the

. aforesaid letter.
)

Sectlon Officer (8.0,

EE Municipal Sevretary Office
wy | ) arth Dethf Municipa Corporation

i | ¥ y . @6\\\\\/\

VN2 e 0 g v 1t ihares

e ottt ot
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MINISTRY OF JAL SHAKTI
(Department Of Water Resour ces, River Development And Ganga Rejuvenation)
(CENTRAL GROUND WATER AUTHORITY)
NOTIFICATION
New Delhi, the 24th September, 2020

S.0. 3289(E).—WHEREAS, on the directions of Hon’ble Supreme Court vide its order dated
thelOth December, 1996 passed in Civil writ Petition No 4677 of 1985, MC Mehta Vs Union of India, the
Central Government congtituted the Central Ground Water Authority (hereafter referred to as the
‘Authority’) vide notification number S.O. 38 (E), dated the 14" 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
by way of issuing ‘No Objection Certificates’ for ground water extraction to industries or infrastructure
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 devel opment and management;

AND WHEREAS, the Hon’ble National Green Tribunal, New Delhi vide order dated the 15" 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, the said Hon’ble Tribunal vide its order dated the 09" July, 2015 in OA Nos. 34
and 37 of 2014 directed al industrial units which are members of the Common Effluent Treatment Plants
(CETPs) to approach the Authority through State Pollution Control Board for obtaining ‘No Objection
Certificate’ in accordance with the law;

AND WHEREAS, the aforesaid Hon’ble Tribunal vide order dated the 13™ 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, the said Hon’ble Tribunal vide its order dated the 28" 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 aview to protect the ground water resources had circulated the draft guidelines for grant
of “No Objection Certificate’ on the 11™ October, 2017 inviting comments and suggestions from al the
stakeholders;

AND WHEREAS, &l 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.0. 6140 (E), dated the 12" December, 2018;

AND WHEREAS, the aforesaid Hon’ble Tribunal vide order dated the 03" January 2019 in the
OA No. 176 of 2015 directed that the above mentioned notification dated the 12" December, 2018 may not
be given effect to as it is unsustainable if tested on ‘Precautionary Principle, Sustainable development as
well as Inter-generational Equity Principles’ and if implemented, will result in fast depletion of
groundwater and damage to water bodies and will be destructive of the fundamental right to life under
Article 21 of the Congtitution of India;

AND WHEREAS, the said Hon’ble Tribunal vide order dated the 11" September, 2019 constituted
a committee to deliberate on steps for preventing depletion of groundwater, robust monitoring mechanism
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against unauthorised extractions and fulfillment of ‘No Objection Certificate’ conditions, environment
compensation etc and to submit areport;

AND WHEREAS, the aforesaid committee submitted the report along-with draft guidelines to
regulate groundwater extraction and groundwater conservation in Hon’ble Tribunal on the
16" March, 2020;

AND WHEREAS, the above said Hon’ble Tribunal vide order dated the 20™ July, 2020 directed to
comply with certain points for sustainable groundwater management while issuing ‘No Objection
Certificates’ to commercial establishments by the Authority;

Now therefore, in pursuance of the directions of Hon’ble National Green Tribunal and the powers
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.0. 6140 (E), dated the 12" December, 2018 as per the Schedul e below:

SCHEDULE
Guidelines to regulate and control ground water extraction in India
(with immediate effect)
INDEX
ITEM Page No.
Preamble and Background
1.0 Exemptionsfrom seeking No Objection CertifiCate............covvrerereriereninenese e 35
2.0 Drinking & Domestic use for Residentia apartments’ Group Housing Societies/ Government water
SUPPIY 80ENCIES IN UrDBN @rEBS ......c.eiueeiireisieriesieee e 35
IGO0 g o U (U == (o S 36
4.0  COMMEICIAl USE....c.oiiiiiiesieriesie ettt st st e e seenesbeseesseneeneas 36
R 1 o L1 (= £ S 36
4.2  MiNING PrOJECIS ..ottt st e s r e s b e sreens 37
4.3 INfrastrUCIUre PrOJECES.......coerirtireistiriesieee ettt nn e enes 38
5.0 Ground water abstraction/ restoration Charges..........c.cuveverereereereeieeesese e 39
5.1 Rates of Ground water abstraction /restoration charges...........cccecvvveeeeveeceecieenens 40
6.0 BUIK WELEr SUPPIY ..uvenvieeieieieeesesie sttt 42
7.0 Abstraction of Saling ground WaLeX ...........cccieieiiieiie et ens 42
8.0 Protection Of WELIAN ATEES........ccviiiiriiiienieieieee et 42
9.0 General compliance conditionsin No Objection Certificate...........ccocvverieriirienirenenienns 43
10.0 Monitoring of compliance of No Objection Certificate Conditions............ccccceveeeenenee. 43
11.0 Renewal of NO Objection CertifiCate..........ccuvirieriieeeeee e 44
12.0 Extension of NO Objection CertifiCate........ccovvieerieieeesi e 44
13.0 Delegation of powers against illegal groundwater withdrawal ... 44
14.0 Ground Water LeVEl MONITOIING .......ccoviieiieiieeeese e ete st sie e e s ens 45
15.0 Environmental COMPENSALION .........cceeiiiiieeiieieeeese ettt sre e e e ae e ens 45
15.1 Rates of Environmental COmMPENSALiON: .......cccocvreririrrerieseseseeeeesese e 45
15.2 Deterrent Factors to compensate |osses and environmental damage (for packaged drinking water
units, mining, industries and infrastructural dewatering Projects).........ccoovvresereereennen 46
16.0 ProvisSion Of PENAILY ...c.ocueceece et 46
17.0 Other important Conditions (Applicableto al): ... 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.

Annexurell: Guidelines for construction of piezometers and monitoring of groundwater levels and
quality.

Annexure ll1: 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 1 X: 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:

On the directions of Hon’ble Supreme Court vide its order dated 10th December, 1996 passed in Civil writ
Petition No 4677 of 1985, MC Mehta Vs Union of India, the Centra Government had constituted the
Central Ground Water Board as Authority vide notification number S.O. 38 (E), dated the 14™ 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 development and management by way of issuing ‘No
Objection Certificates’ for ground water extraction to industries or infrastructure projects or Mining
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 guidelinesissued 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 guiddlines. States may be at liberty to suggest additiona conditions criteria based
on the loca hydro-geological situations which shall be reviewed by CGWA/Ministry of Ja Shakti,
Government of India before acceptance.

All new/exigting 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 aweb based application system.

Water management plans shall be prepared by al the State Ground Water Authorities/ Organizations for al
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 Exemptionsfrom seeking No Objection Certificate:

Following categories of consumers shall be exempted from seeking No Objection Certificate for
ground water extraction:

() Individual domestic consumers in both rural and urban areas for drinking water and domestic
uses.

(if) Rural drinking water supply schemes.

(iii) Armed Forces Establishments and Central Armed Police Forces establishments in both rura
and urban aress.

(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 Gover nment
water supply agenciesin 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 shal be granted only in such cases where the loca
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) Instalation of Sewage Treatment Plants shall be mandatory for al residential apartments/ Group
Housing Societies where ground water requirement is more than 20 m*day. The water from Sewage
Treatment Plants shall be utilized for toilet flushing, car washing, gardening €tc.

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 renewa 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.

Documentsto be submitted with the application

a) Details of water requirement computed as per National Building Code, 2016 (Annexure 1), taking
into account recycling/ reuse of treated water for flushing etc.

b)  Affidavit on non-judicia 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 m% day for
drinking/ domestic use.

¢) Certificate of non-availability of water from local government water supply agency in cases requiring
ground water in excess of 10 m*/ 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 |aboratory or Govt. approved
laboratory (in case of existing projects applying for no objection certificate)

€) Proposa 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 isthe 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
sector through a ‘command and control’ strategy will prove to be an arduous 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.
40 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 commercia 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 al 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
guantum 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)  Allindustries 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 m*d shall be required to undertake annual
water audit through Confederation of Indian Industries (Cll)/ 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 m*day of ground water and. Monitoring of
water level shall be done by the project proponent. The piezometer (observation well) shal 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 I1. Monthly water level
data shall be submitted to the CGWA through the web portal.

v)  The proponent shal 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, daughter 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
(Annexurelll).

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 Tables5.2 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.

Documentsto be submitted with the application

(@ An affidavit on non judicia stamp paper of Rs. 10/- regarding non availability of water supply from
local government agenciesin cases where ground water requirement is up to 10 m*/day.

(b) Certificate regarding non/ partia 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
m’/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 |aboratories/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 m*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
isgivenin AnnexurelV.

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 m*/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 coa 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 Tables5.4 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.

Documentsto be submitted with the application
(@ 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 loca conditions. Format for
reportisgivenin 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
exigting Infrastructure projects shall also be required to seek No Objection Certificate for abstraction of
ground water.

No ‘No Objection Certificate’ shall be granted for extraction of groundwater for Water Parks, Theme Parks
and Amusement Parks in over-expl oited assessment units.

Indicative list of Infrastructure projectsis given in Annexure V1.

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) Instalation of Sewage Treatment Plants (STP) shall be mandatory for new projects, where ground
water requirement is more than 20 m%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 beliableto pay ground water restoration charges as per Table 5.3 B.

Documentsto be submitted with the application

(@ 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 sitein critical and over-exploited aress.

(d) Certificate of non-availability of water from local government water supply agency in respect of al
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 1), 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 industriesmining/ 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 aso 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 renewa shall be digible 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.


Naveen Talwar
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5.1 Ratesof Ground water abstraction /restoration charges

l. Drinking and domestic use for residential apartments group housing societies Gover nment
water supply agenciesin 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
Table5.1.

Table 5.1 Ground Water Abstraction chargesfor Drinking & Domestic use.

Quantum of Groundwater withdrawal Rate of ground water abstraction charges
(m*month) (Rs. per m?)
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 m°.

1. Packaged Drinking Water units

Rates of ground water abstraction charges for packaged drinking water unitsin safe, semi-critical and
critical assessment units are givenin Table 5.2 A and those for ground water restoration chargesin over-
exploited assessment units are givenin Table 5.2 B.

Table 5.2 A: Rates of ground water abstraction charges for packaged drinking water units
(Rsper m®)

S.No. Category Quantum of ground water withdrawal
of area Upto 51 to <200 200 to <1000 1000 to 5000
50m°/day m°/day m°/day m*/day
v <§OOO and above
m-/day
Ground
water use

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

(Rsper m®)
S.No. Category Quantum of ground water withdrawal
of area Up to 50 51 to <200 200 to <1000 1000to 5000
. m°/day m®/day m®/day <5000 m’/day
m¥/day and above
Ground
water use
1 Over-exploited 8.00 20.00 40.00 80.00 120.00
(existing
industries only)
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I11. Other Industries & infrastructure projects

Rates of ground water abstraction charges for other industries and infrastructure projectsin 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 unitsare given in Table 5.3 B.

Table 5.3 A: Rates of Ground Water abstraction charges for other industries & infrastructure
projects (Rs per m°)

S.No. Category Quantum of ground water withdrawal
of area <200 200 to <1000 1000 to 5000 m*/day and
. m’/day m’/day <5000 above
m’/day
Ground water
use

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 chargesfor other industries & infrastructure projects
(Rsper m®)

S.No. Category Quantum of ground water withdrawal
of area <3200 200 tg <1000 1000 to 5000 m*/day and
v m-/day m-/day <5000 above
m°/day
Ground water
use ,
1 Over-exploited (existing 6.00 10.00 16.00 20.00
industries/ new
Industries as per the
present Guidelines)

IV. Mining projects

Rates of ground water abstraction charges for mining, which are drawing ground water in safe, semi-critical
and critical assessment unitsare given in Table 5.4 A and those for ground water restoration chargesin 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 chargesfor mining (Rs. per m®)

S.No. Category Quantum of ground water withdrawal
of area < 200 200 to <1000 1000to 5000 m*/day and
. m’/day m’/day <5000 above
Ground water m'/day
use >
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 chargesfor mining (Rs. per m°)

S.No. Category Quantum of ground water withdrawal
of area <200 200 to <1000 1000 to 5000 m*/day and
. m’/day m’/day <5000 above
Ground water m/day
use >
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 haveto 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 chargesfor Bulk/Tanker water supplies

Category Rate per m3 (in Rs.)
Safe 10
Semi Critical 20
Critical 25

Table-6.1B: Groundwater abstraction chargesfor 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 guiddlinesin this regard shall be prepared and issued separately.
8.0 Protection of Wetland Areas

The wet land areas in the country are very crucia 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 devel opment 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 projectsin the area.

9.0

vi.

Vii.

viii.

General compliance conditionsin No Objection Certificate

Installation of digital water flow meter (conforming to BIS IS standards) having telemetry systemin
the abstraction structure(s) shall be mandatory for al 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.

Proponents shall mandatorily get water flow meter calibrated on from an authorized agency once in
ayear.

Proponents shall install roof top rain water harvesting & recharge systems in the project area.

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.

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-1.

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.

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 failsto 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.

Wherever feasible, requirement of water for greenbelt (horticulture) shall be met from recycled /
treated waste water.

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
b.

Suitable MIS will be developed for compliance monitoring.

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.

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.

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 renewa of No Objection Certificate at least ninety days prior to
expiry of itsvalidity.

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, Infrastructure projects for drinking & domestic 5years
Semi-critical use and urban Water Supply Agencies
and Industries 3years
safe Mines 2 years
Over exploited All users in ‘Over-exploited areas’ 2 years

vi.

Vil.

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.

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 powersagainst illegal groundwater withdrawal

Central Ground Water Authority has appointed the District Magistrate/ District Collector/ Sub Divisiona
Magistrates of each Revenue District/Sub division as Authorized Officers, who have been delegated the
power to sedl 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 Officersin 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
level s through piezometers by the project proponentsisgivenin Table 14.1.

Table 14.1 No. of Piezometersto be constructed & Typeof Water Level Monitoring M echanism

SNo, | Quantumof Ground water | el:ghogter Monitoring mechanism |
.No. withdrawal (cum/d) required Manual DWLR D_Iy(\allérl?1 evtvr| ;h
1 <10 0 0 0 5
2 11-50 1 1 5 5
3 51-500 1 5 1 -
4 >500 2 0 T :

The piezometer shall be suitably located to ensure that zone of aquifer tapped in the piezometer is the same
asthat of the pumping well.

15.0 Environmental Compensation

Extraction of ground water for commercia 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:

ECew = Ground water consumption per day x Environmental Compensation rate (ECRgw) X No. of days x
Deterrence factor

where ground water consumption isin m3/day and ECRgy in Rs./ cum
15.1 Rates of Environmental Compensation:

Rates of Environmental Compensation (ECRgy) for various types of users in different categories of
assessment units are given in Table 15.1 to 15.3.

Table 15.1 : ECRgyw 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 (ECR,,,) in Rs./m3

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 ECgy shall not be less than Rs 1,00,000/-
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Table 15.2: ECRgw for Mining/ infrastructure dewatering proj ects

S.No. Area Category Water Consumption (cum/day)
<200 200 to 1000 to 5000 & above
<1000 <5000
Environmental Compensation Rate (ECR,,,) in Rs./m3
1 | Sdfe 15 21 30 40
2 |Semi critical 30 45 60 75
3 | Critica 45 60 85 115
4 | Over- exploited 60 90 120 150
Note :-Minimum ECg,, shall not be less thanRs 1,00,000/-
Table 15.3: ECRgw for Industrial units
S.No. Area Water Consumption (cum/day)
Category <200 200t 1000 to 5000 & above
<1000 <5000
Environmental Compensation Rate (ECR,,,) 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 ECg, 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
< 2years 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 1.00 125 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 periodicaly
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 Chargesin Rs.
1 Non installation/faulty Digital water Flow meter with telemetry system. 200000
2 Non disclosure/ construction of additional groundwater abstraction structures
a) Non-functiona Structures.
b) Defunct/Abandoned 200000
Note: Given rates are for unit non-functional/defunct/abandoned structures. 100000
This shall be multiplied with total such structures to arrive at consolidated
penalty.
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
Non Construction/Inadequate capacity of Recharge / Water conservation
6 structures. 500000
7 Non maintenance of Recharge structures. 200000
Injection of treated/untreated water into the aguifer system.
Note: In addition to penalty, the proponent shal bear the cost of aquifer 1000000
8 remediation as per the provisions of Environment (Protection) Act, 1986.
9 Non Submission of Water level/Water quality Data. 50000
Non-maintenance of log book of daily withdrawal/non submission of
10 Groundwater abstraction data. 50000
11 Non submission of photograph of recharge structure(s). 50000
12 Non Submission of Self Compliance report. 100000
Construction  of  groundwater  abstraction  structures by  un 100000
13 authorized/unregistered Drilling Rigs (per structures).
14 Non registration of water supply tankers. 500000
15 Submission of false information/ undertaking. 100000

Charges shall aso be payable for correction/modification in the existing issued No Objection Certificate
letter. The details of such charges are givenin Table 16.2.

Table 16.2: Proposed Charges for correction/Modification in the existing issued No Objection

Certificate
S. No. Items Chargesin Rs.
1 Change in recharge quantum 10000
2 Changein User ID. 5000
3 Changein firm Name 5000
4 Extension of No Objection Certificate 5000
5 Issuance of duplicate No Objection Certificate 5000
6 Issuance of corrigendumto No Objection Certificate 5000
7 Any other itemg/corrections etc 5000
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17.0 Other important Conditions (Applicableto all):

i. Saeof ground water by a person/ agency not having valid no objection certificatefrom CGWA/State
Ground Water Authority is not permitted.

ii.  Ininfrastructure 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.  Sdf 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.

Annexurel
Estimation of Water Requirementsfor drinking and domestic use
(Sour ce: National Building Code 2016, BI S)

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 genera 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 Iphd (Min)

2) | Water supply through house service: | 70to 100 Iphd
connection
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b) For communities with: 100to 135 Iphd
population 20,000 to 100,00 together with
full flushing system

C) For communities with popul ation: 150 to 200 Iphd
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
reguirements and the remaining quantity for other domestic purposes.

A. Water Requirementsfor Buildings Other than Residences

S Type of Building Domestic litres Flushing Total Consumption
No. per head/ day | Litres per head/ day | Litres per head/ day
1 Factories including canteen where 30 15 45
bath rooms are required to be
provided
2. Factories including canteen where 20 10 30
no bath rooms are required to be
provided
3. | Hospital (excluding laundry and
kitchen):
a) Number of beds not
exceedi ng 100 230 110 340
b) T cl)JOmber of beds exceeding 300 150 450
c) Out Patient Department 10 S 15
(OPD)
4, Nurses’ homes and medical 90 45 135
quarters
5. | Hostels 90 45 135
6. Hotels (up to 3 star) excluding 120 60 180
laundry, kitchen, staff and water
bodies
7. | Hotels (4 star and above) 260 60 320

excluding laundry, kitchen, staff
and water bodies

8. | Offices (including canteen) 25 20 45

9. Restaurants and food court
including water requirement for

kitchen:

a) Restaurants 55 per seat 15 per seat 70 per seat

b) Food Court 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 5 per seat 10 per seat 15 per seat
theatres and multiplex
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 25 20 45
b) Vistors 5 10 15
15. Traffic Termina stations
a) Airports 40 30 70
b) Railway stations (Junction) 30 20
with bathing facility 40
c) Railway stations (Junction) 15 45
without bathing facility 30
d) Railway stations (Intermediate) 20 45
with bathing facility 25
€) Railway stations (Intermediate) 10 o5
without bathing facility 15
f) Interstate bus terminals 25 20 45
0) Intrastate Bus Terminals/Metro 10 5 15
Stations
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

Consideration should be given for seasonal average peak requirements.

due considerations given to the staff and vendors who are using these facilities.

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).

Annexurell

Guidelinesfor construction of Piezometersand monitoring of Ground Water Levelsand 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. Genera guidelines for installation of piezometers are as follows:

The piezometer is to be installed/constructed at the minimum distance of 50 m from the pumping

about four inches to six inches.

well through which ground water is being withdrawn. The diameter of the piezometer should be

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 asin the pumping wells.
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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.

The ground water quaity 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 |aboratory.

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.

Any other site specific requirement regarding safety and access for measurement may be taken care
off.

Annexurelll

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, Coawashery, 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 faling 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.

Only Mild Stedl pipe should be used for assembly/ casing and PV C (Poly Vinyl Chloride) or similar
pipes should not be used. The tube well/ bore well having PV C or similar pipes should be abandoned
and filled back.

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).

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.

At no point of time there should be any injection of any water or fluid into the constructed tube well/
bore well/ Piezometer.

The industries projects under this category should not implement any recharge measures within the
plant premises.

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.

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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Plan/ Sectional diagram showing well head protection
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Appendix 2
Plan/ Sectional diagram showing well head protection
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Annexure-|V

Qutline 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.

AnnexureV

Format of the Report on ground water conditions (for mining proj ects)

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)
Y ear wise/ bench wise mine dewatering computation as per approved mine plan

Conclusions
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Indicativelist of Infrastructure projects

Annexure VI

Residential townshipsincluding 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 regar ding measur es 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 Indiaand Ors.

Respondents(s)
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ORDER

With this Court issuing requisite guidelines vide order dated 11th February, 2010, subject to dlight
modifications, nothing survives in the present writ petition.

That modification is as follows:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)
(v)

(Vi)
(vii)
(viii)
(iX)
(x)

(xi)

(xii)

(xiii)

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.

Registration of al the drilling agencies, namely, Government/ Semi Government, Private etc. should
be mandatory with the district administration/ Statutory Authority wherever applicable.

Erection of signboard at the time of construction near the well with the following details:-

(@) 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.

Erection of barbed wire fencing or any other suitable barrier around the well during construction.

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.

Capping of well assembly by welding steel plate or by providing a strong cap to be fixed to the
casing pipe with bolts & nuts.

In case of pump repair, the tube well should not be left uncovered.
Filling of mud pits and channels after completion of works.

Filling up abandoned bore wells by clay/sand/boulders/pebbles/drill cuttings etc. from bottom to
ground level.

On completion of the drilling operations at a particular location, the ground conditions are to be
restored as before the start of drilling.

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.

District/ Block/ Village wise status of bore wells/tube wells drilled viz. No. of wellsin use, No. of
abandoned bore wellg/ tube wells found open, No. of abandoned bore wellg tube wells properly
filled up to ground level and balance number of abandoned bore wells tube wells to be filled up to
ground level isto 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.

If abore well/ tube well is ‘Abandoned’ at any stage, a certificate from the concerned department of
Ground Water/ Public Health/ Municipal Corporation/ Private Contractor etc. must be obtained by
the aforesaid agencies that the ‘Abandoned’ bore well/tube well is properly filled upto the ground
level. Random inspection of the abandoned wells is adso to be done by the Executive of the
concerned agency/ department. Information on al 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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New Delhi,
August 6, 2010

[SH. KAPADIA]

...................................... J.
[K.S. RADHAKRISHNANA]

...................................... J.
[SWATANTER KUMAR]

ANNEXURE VI1I

List of States/Union territories where ground water extraction is being regulated by Centra Ground Water

Authority

1 Andamanand Nicobar Idands

2 Assam

3 Arunachd Pradesh

4. Biher

5. Chhattisgarh

6. Dadraand Nagar Haveli and Damen and Diu
7. Gujaa

8. Haryana

0. Jharkhand

10. MadhyaPradesh

11. Mahaagtra

12 Manipur

13. Meghdaya

14.  Mizoram

15 Negdad

16. Odisha

17.  Punjab

18. Rgasthen

19.  Skkim

2. Tripura

21.  Uttar Pradesh

2. Uttarakhand

23.  AndhraPradesh (only mining projects)
24.  Tdangana(only mining projects)
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Annexure I1X

Glossary of technical terms used
1. Safe area: Area categorized as SAFE from the ground water resources point of view, based on the

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21.

22.
23.

latest ground water resources assessment carried out jointly by CGWB and State ground water
organizations. Details available on the websites of NOCAP and CGWB.

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.

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.

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.

Aquifer: Geological formation capable of storing and transmitting ground water.

Deeper Aquifer: In areas having multiple aquifer system, the aquifer(s) occurring below the
uppermost aquifer.

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.

Government Agency: May be Central or State Government body.
Supplier: Government/ Government approved Water Supply Agency.
Mine: Areawhere mining activity is taking place, or area abandoned after mining.

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.

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.

Mining Project: Project which involves mining activity either open cast or underground or baoth.
Ground Water Draft: Quantum of ground water withdrawal.
Saline Water: Water having salinity in excess of 2500 psiemens/cm at 25°C.

Water Table Intersection: Intersection of the water table on excavation of the overlying materia due
to mining or other activities.

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.

Recycle/Reuse: Using treated waste water for various purposes/ putting water to multiple uses.
Government Department: Either Central Government or State Government.

Municipality: Municipality, a Municipal Corporation or similar body of local urban governance by
any other name.

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,

Bgl : Below Ground Level.
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 ssimple 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. ECewr - Environmental compensation rates for drawing illegal ground water.

ANNEXURE X

Annual water audits by theindustries (Source— ClI)

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:

e Onsgitetraining and discussion with facility manager and personnel

e Water system analysis

e Quantification of baseline water map

¢ Monitoring and measurements using pressure and flow meters and various other devices
e Quantification of inefficiencies and leaks

e Quantification of water quality loads and discharges

e Quantification of variability in flows and quality parameters

e Strategiesfor water treatment and reuse or direct use

A detailed water balance is finally developed. Water quality requirement at various user areas is mapped,
which helps in developing ‘recycle’ and ‘reuse’ opportunities.

The detailed water audit report contains the following:
e Water consumption and wastewater generation pattern
e Specific water use and conservation
o Complete water balance of the facility
e Water saving opportunities
e Method of implementing the proposals
e Full description and figures
e Investment required
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Industries can undertake following measures for water conservation:
e Setting up of norms for water budgeting
e Modernization of industrial process to reduce water consumption
¢ Recycling water with are-circulating cooling system

e Ozonation cooling water approach which can result in five fold reduction in blow down when
compared to traditional chemical treatment

¢ 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

e Use of waste water for gardening

e Proper processing of effluentsto adhere to the norms of disposal.

Uploaded by Dte. of Printing at Government of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-110064
and Published by the Controller of Publications, Delhi-110054.



\//

r

ANNEXURE-A7 1920
YOUNGBUILDERS PRIVATE LIMITED

Rigd Ofl. : 4T Ebar o Bengad blarkd. N Dol 110001, beeis
T +B 41 425 52N, 435 SN Fro+91 11 4135 5250
E: delbiigmioverseas com CM: UTOIBICH 198 1 PTCOHG2EE

30 December™ 2020
Ta,
The Executive Engineer {North) e otaeer (NOgH
Deihi ial Board, NP . 4.7 2
Mukherjee Magar, Diary M- ag :
Delhi - 9 Date... 3R 2282

Re.. Proposed Group Housing Project at L, 3 Cavalary lene and 4 Chhaora Marg near
Vishwavidyalaya Metro Station, Civil Lines, Delhi

Sub.: Appliation for zeeking permission far sub-soil water extraction for construction’ Die-
watering purpose in land during Construction periced

Crear Sir,

With rcfurence 1o the stated subject, please find enclosed our filled application form bearing
form @rial ne. 2167, We have also deposiled Rs. 500 vide challan no. 137 dated
14.12. 202 {Hcapy enclosed).

As per the soil investigaion and analysis report of March 2018 {copy enclosed), the existing sub
soil water Jevel i3 varying from 8.45 meter to 10.2-meter depth helow the existing ground level
a¢ menbioned a1 page no, & sr.ne. 4.4, The depth of our basement is 1905 meter and rafl are 2.4
reter, 5o the overall depth of our foundation iz 12.45 meter. To do excavation till the required
depth of 12,45 meter dewatering is requimed to lower down the exisling subsoil water leved, We
will bz using the cxiracied watgr for consiruciion purpose as per need,

Thig iz te inform you thal we have gol our water supply, sewerage and storm waler scheme
approved {eopy enchosed) as per the details mentioned below-

SMHO. | Sebemie Name Approval Mo & Date Approved by IoiraArsctere
e P = Fand Depssiled
I Water Supply Mo F.J 721 WVHEZEEFIW-TM1 52315 | Delhi Jal Board | Rs. 77, 10,5700
dated 07 1020015 :
2 | Sewarage Mo F.X 140CLZERFYDr 2016883 | Delhi Jal Board | Bs. 68,98 494/
dated | 1.6 2014 =
3 | Siorm Waler Mo F. L3V SEEP1 YD § North DMC -
daved 24171 2015, |

In 2015, Building by-laws gol changed and UBBL 2016 came: into effoct from 31.05.2016 and
we have 1o revise cur building fayourf plans according 9 the UBBL 2016. Our revised layous
was approved by Standing Committee of North DMC on 17.11.2017 {copy enclosed).
Fovironment Clearance issoed to our project on 23.03.2018 vide leder no. DPCCISEIAA-IIC.
35IDLA20LEH0EHI1S (copy attached). Then we have applied online te Delhi Jal Board to ped
the approval of water and sewer scheme and dhe same was approved vide epproval no.-
IBEEMIF201%536 dated 1107219 and we have fusnther deposited Re. 1.28,26,203 ay
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nfrastreciure fund {copy anlozed). In total, we have deposited of s, 2,74.45 567/ to Delhi Jal
Board as infrastrocture fund.

We tmust that the above documentsiinformation is to yowr satisfaction and meet all your

requirements, We request you 1o kindly consider our case o pricnity and grant us permission lor
sub-z0il water extraction for construction’ De-watering purpose most expediticusly.

Thanking you,

Yours troly,
Young Builders Private Limniled

Filled Application form bearing form serial no, 2167

Soil investigation and aralysis report of March 2018

M

1

2 | Deposit Beceipt of Rs, S0
3

4

Cupy of the approved layoul scheme for water supply dated §7. 10,2015,
sewerage dated | 1.01.20 14 and storm waler dated 24.11.2015

§ | Copy of revised bayout appeoved by Standing Committee of North
DMC on 17.11.2017

f Copy of environment clearance appeoval dated 23,403,201 8
7T | Copy of revised DJB approval letter for watcr & Sewer scheme dated
11.07.2012 along with revised layoul and Harvesting pit details

§ | Copy of earlier approval letter lor water supply, sewerage & storm
wrater scheme

9 | Copy of lease deed

10 | Sample water test report
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ANNEXURE-A8 1922
YOUNGBUILDERS PRIVATE LIMITER

H'Eﬂ OH. 43 Hakar Read, Bengal Badbel, New (e 110 001, lnda
To+81 11 4235 5335, 4235 SO0 F: +81 1 4235 528)
£ deni@mdavarseas com CIM: UMMM 1001 PTCOY 2508

To, 24.12.2020

The Member Secrctary,

Ceniral Board Pollution Conirol,

Ministey of Environmeni, Forest & Climate Change,
Parivesh Bhawan, East Arfun Nagar,

Delhi 110 032,

Kind Atin: Dr. Prashaint Gargava

Re. (i) Hen'ble Supreme Court Order dated 10.06.2020 in Civil Appeal Na. 2485 of 2020 titled
Young Builders Private Lid. va. Liniversity of Delhi & Ors.

{it) Appeal Mo, 112/2018 before Hon'ble NGT - University of Delhi vs MoEF&CC & Ors.

Sub.: Hon'ble Committee’s Report db. 10.12.2020 upleaded on NGT s website on 11.12.2020
Respected Sir,

This has reference to the Repor dated 10.12.2020 of this Hon'ble Commitiee ltled “Rapid
freficestve . Envivopment Aavexsment Repore” in the captioned matter rendered in ferms of the
directions of the Hon'ble National Grean Tribunal vide its Ovder dated 27.02.2020 in Appeal No.
112 of 2010 8. (University of Delhi v. MoEF & CC & Ors.) as modified by the Order dated 10.06.20240
of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, The Hon'ble Committes concluded in the aforesaid Report that the

Group Housing Project of Young Builders Pvt. Lid., = environmentally wiable.

Pursuant to the abovementioned Reporl, we are making the following submissions for kind

consideration of the Hon'ble Commuittee:

I. Young Builders would ensure that all necessary approvals are obtained and are valid. As
listed by the Hon'ble Committes, various approvals have already been obtained for the
priject and the same shall be reviewed once the Envitonmental Cleacance is finally allowed

by the Honble NGT,

I

We appreciate the concern of the Hon'ble Committee for providing an enhanced capacity of
225 KLD for the Sewage Treatment Plant. In this connection yvour kind attention is drawn
to the Environment Clearance issuéd lo our project vide letter no. DPCC/SEIAA-IN/C-
353/DLL2018/6008-6919 dated 23-03-2018. On our commitmenis before the SEAC 1o

e

e

B

o

SR T,
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provide a STP of 275 KLD, based on a waste-water discharge of 249 KLD, the SEAC had
acknowledged that the total waste-water genergtion shall be 249 LD which will be treated
al onsite STP of 275 KLD (paint 2 on page | of EC). We assure this Hon’ble Committee
that, as prescribed by the EC Condition, we will design our STP o cater to 249 KLD
effMuents and provide a capacity of 275 KLD.

. Based on an appichension that construction of 3 double basement may disturb £ obstroct
natural flow line of ground water, the Hon'ble Commiltee has advised the proponents o
restrict construction to onfy one underground basement and one stilt parking, instead of the
proposed two. We have been advised to revise the parking plan and seek necessary
approvals. I thiz connection, we humbly submit as follows:

1. To the best of our knowledge, there will be no obstruciion 1o the flow of ground
water, Cnce the basement is constructed, the ground water level would recover to jis
original level and there would be no hindrance in the regional and local ground water
flow direction.

b. The National Building Code prescribed for consmuction of basements does not
prescribe anything with regards 1o stoppage of ground water flow and s
management. [ prescribes methods for recharging pround water, rainwater
harvesting etc. Tor effective water management, The code has not recognized the
issue of abstruction of flow as an area of concemn. [t 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 doss not
recognize it as an area of concern and does not preseribe any mandatory provision

with regards to chstruction of ground water flow.

€. In any case, a5 suggested by the Hon'ble Commitice, we will apply to the District
Advisory Committee on Ground Water ofthe Govt. of NCT Delhi before dewatering
and seek the No Dbjection Certificate, This clearance 15 given by the Authorily after
an assessment of the groud water sination 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 if 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-public, Residential and Government facilities
and thers 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 hacdly 30 meters
away and in the direction of the River Yamuna, The faciliies here are more
than 15 meters deep below the ground.

i, The North Delhi Mall with 4 basements is situated about 200 melers away
(rom us in the direction of the Yamuna.

iil. Parsvnath Builders are construcling a group housing project with 3
basements at about 500 meters from owr site and towards the Yamuna,

iv. On the upstream side, the Dethi Flour Mills is constructing a group housing
praject 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
‘Supemova’ project, which is sbout 300 meters high, Jaypee greens *Wish Town',
1P, Greens Aman I and 11 and many other high-rise projects, Thus, none of the
projects in project vieinity / along river Yamupa seem to have presented any
problems of ohstruction of ground water flow.

We have already planned our project to be compliant to the regulatory requirements,
Reducing the project te only ong basement will require major design changes.

[n 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 for1all concrete buildings. Thus, as it is for the project
building, the foundation should be minimum 9.3 meters (i.e. at least /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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In view of the aforesaid submissions, it would be in public interest to peanit construction of
twe basements which will enhance the parking capacity of the project, without causing any
prejudice fo  the environment. For this puwrpose, we welcome any  fnther
sugzestions/conditions that may be found suitsble or necessary to enable us o construct the
second basement. Additional conditions may also provide for additions] drainage for ground

waler, if found necessory,

We most humbly also wish to submit that this query was not raised 1o us during the
opportunities provided for interaction on 08/07/2020 and 08/10/2020 respectively, Had this
heen known to us, we would have made the above submissions earlier before the Hon'ble
Committee for Kind congideration,

As advised, we shall submit an undertaking that we shall not extract any pround water Tor

construction activities,

As advised, we shall install digital flow meter at the DIB fresh waler supply fime.

All environmental nonms will be strictly adhered to during the construction and occupancy

phase of the project.

We have been advised, al page 21 of the report, to estimale the total waler requirement
during the construction phase and suebmit 2n agresment with privete tanker for supplying the
calenlated quantity of water during construction phase. This ison the understanding thai the
embodied water quantity is 27.6 KL/M?, Reference has been ciled to & paper titled

“Asvessment of water consumption in building construction in India. § Berdhan, Deptt, OF

Arvchitecture, Jadkavpur University, India, 2011."

In this connection it is humbly suggested that the said paper at page 99 para 4.4 Results and
Discussion states that “Inferving from the above calculations, the embodied waier of the
mafor bullding materials fogether works owt fo be 15604 KLSg.m while the water
consumied during the actual construction was 2 KL/Sg M. Hence the total embhodied water
in iypical urban construction in Calcutta was jound 1o be 27 604 Klisg. m.-emen- ™
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The paper also indicates that the water consumption during the aciual consiruclion process

was found to be only 8% of the total embodied water of the materials topether, which is the

water consumption within the respective industnes at the materml production stage.

Embodied waler 15 generally regarded as the amount of water which poes inte making
something (environmentvictoria.org.avuploads 2016067 >embodied-water,pdf) and is
defined as the amount of water required to manufacture products, including the extracting
the raw materials, transporting thoss matérials and processing them into the final product
(Lustrated Dictionary of Architecture 2012 The Me Graw-Hill companies).

Understanding that within the 27.604 KLSq. Meters, 25604 Kilaliters is the embodied
water with respect to the major building matesials like cenent, brick, steel ete, and that onky
2 KL/Sq. Meter is indicated as the actual water requiremenlt during construction stage, we
have already made a provision of 238 million liters (o be actually used during the
construction phase (as mentioned in our EC dated 23.03.2018, point 2 on page 13 and for
which have eniered into an agreement with an approved contractor o supply (reated tanker
Wwinter,

The Hon'ble Committes at Page 24 has made obscrvations regarding the quantity of

construction and demolition wastes hkely 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 CED wastes likely to be generated and as given by TIFAC, we expect the C&D
wasie 1o be not more than 50 kg/sq. meters of built-up area (Totel 11775382 sqm x 50 kg =
5886.7 Tons). There are 03 construction ard demolition waste processing facilities in Delhi
located at Burari, Tshangivpuri, East Kidwal Nagar and Shastri Park. We shall enter imto an
agreement with ong of these units for handling and disposal of C&D wastes, as and when
required.

Hazardous wastes such as paint, varmish, solvents, adhesives carrying containers will be kept
in separately designated fully lined covered sheds with a garland drain and will be handed
over o the recyclers awthorized by the State Pollution Control Board / Commiitee,
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It is hoped that the contents aforesaid meet the sadsfaction of the Commities. We request the
Hon'ble Committes lo kindly consider the sbove and if considered appropriate, submit an

addendum reporl to the NGT permitting two basements. IT any further clarifications are required,
we will be happy o provide. We once again thank the Hon'ble Committez for the report as

submitted to the Hon'ble NGT and for finding our project viable,
Thanking Yo,

¥ ours sincerely,

For Young Builders Pvi, Ld.

-

Director

Fpe E.[ A
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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,
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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
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