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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI
OA No. 16/2014
IN THE MATTER OF:-

Shri Hazi Arif,
President Rashtrya Kishan Brigade @ ... Applicant
Vs

State of U.P. & Ors. .... Respondents

SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO.10 I.E.

STONEX INDIA PVT. LTD PURSUANCE OF THE ORDER

DATED 16.12.2021 PASSED BY HON’BLE NGT (PB) IN EX APP

No 18/17 IN OA NO. 16/2014 (IA NO. 172/2021)

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:-

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS:

It is respectfully submitted that the respondent herein i.e.
Stonex India Pvt Ltd. Having registered office WZ-29, Mansarovar
Garden, Ring Road, New Delhi-110015, is being represented by Sh
Amresh Kumar Jha, S/o Sh Dani Kant Jha, an executive of the
company and was duly authorised by Board of Directors of the
company on 13.01.2022. It is further submitted that respondent
herein i.e. Stonex India Pvt. Ltd. was not arrayed as a party in OA
No 16/2014. However, it was made party on the basis of report of
Committee appointed by Hon’ble Tribunal. Subsequently,
respondent herein filed detailed reply to OA, The details of the
same is mentioned in subsequent paras and is not being

reproduced herein for the sake of brevity and accordingly it is
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vehemently denied that the respondent herein never filed replies to

the OA No. 16/2014 and report of the committee.

PRELIMINIARY OBJECTIONS

1.That the applicant has No Locus to file the present OA, as
mentioned in case of Balwant Singh Choffal [(2010) 3SCC 402] as

applicant has not contributed anything towards environment.

. That the present OA is not maintainable because of Misjoinder of
parties as the government agencies i.e. NHAI, Railways, etc. who
have covered a major part of the drain under consideration, have

not been made parties.

. That the present OA is not maintainable because of Non-joinder of
parties, UP Jal Nigam is not made party who is responsible for

sewage network and disposal in the area.

. That Sec 2 (m) of NGT Act, 2010: ‘substantial question relating

to environment’ shall include:-

(i) There is direct violation of a specific statutory environmental

obligation by a person by which :-

(A) The community at large other than an individual or
group of individuals is affected or likely to be affected
by the environmental consequences; or

(B)  The gravity of damage to the environment or property is

substantial ; or
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5. The damage to public health is broadly measurable; Sec 20:

Tribunal to apply certain principles:

Tribunal shall, while passing any order or decision or award,
apply the principles of Sustainable development, The

precautionary principle and The polluter pays principle.

That it is respectfully submitted that respondent herein itself
maintaining the cleanliness of the drain. Respondent herein is the
absolute owner of the property at Plot No.60/1,(Site IV) which
forms part of the subject matter of the instant Original Application.
It is submitted that the only approach to Plot
60/1 of the respondent herein is through the Nala/Drain and
therefore to put the plot to industrial use and in furtherance of the
fundamental right of the Applicant herein to carry on trade or
business, it is imperative that the Nala/ Drain be covered to make
an approach road to the Plot of the Applicant to put it to industrial
use.lt is once again reiterated that respondent herein is not
discharging any untreated effluents in drain rather they are
cleaning the waste/garbage of the drain at their own expenses
which is coming from  the back. Thus the respondent is

contributing in making better environment.

6.That Present OA is barred by period of Limitation, Sec 14 of NGT
Act 2010. The OA is not supported by any Application for
Coadunation of Delay. (Already decided by the Hon’ble Tribunal in
several other cases). In present OA. Cause of action occurred in

2008 when policy decision was taken to cover the drain.
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7.That as a well settled position Scope of Judicial Intervention is
very limited in Conscious Policy Decision. In the present case policy
decision was taken by Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam who is competent
authority under the law. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India has
in catena of cases held that policy decisions should not be in the
referred with by the Ld. Courts and Tribunal and the instant case
the decision to cover the Nala/ Drain forming the subject matter
of dispute herein being a policy decision should not be interfered
with by this Ld. Tribunal. Therefore, it is submitted that the
Original Application No. 16 of 2014, filed by the Petitioners is liable
to be dismissed at the outset. It is noteworthy that the Hon'ble
High Court of Delhi in the case of IFS Co-operative Group Housing
Society & Ors. Vs. Government of National Capital Territory of
Delhi & Ors., in W.P.(C) 2385/2011, while upholding the policy of
covering the drains has categorically held that once a policy
decision was taken by the Government of NCT of Delhi to cover the
drains, all statutory authorities as well as the tribunals should not

interfere and abide by the same.

6. That Notices were issued to the answering respondent on the basis
of Expert Committee Report submitted in April 2014. It is pertinent
to mention that no evidence/proof placed on record supported by
scientific study /ENVIONMENTAL ANALYSIS. The Committee
submitted the report without going into the facts and giving any
opportunity to be heard by the said Committee. The said report is
vague and arbitrary as it was filed in haste without Considereing

and appreciating the history of construction of drain under
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consideration. It is respectfully submitted that the Drain No 1 is a
man made drain and only drain to channel the industrial waste

and domestic discharge.

7. That Municipal issues are matter of State List under Article 246 of
the Constitution. Therefore Provisions of the UP Municipalities Act
, 1916 are applicable in deciding the limits of municipal limit of
Ghaziabad [ CHAPTER IX A : THE MUNICPALITIES OF THE
CONSITUTION OF INDIA] (Inserted by Constitution (Seventy

Fourth Amendment ) ACT, 1992)

8.That Sec 2 (9) of the UP Municipalities Act defines “Municipality”
means an institution of self Government [ referred to in Clause (e)

of Article 242-P of the Constitution]

9.That Sec 2 (9-B) defines “Municipal Council” means the
Municipal Council constituted under sub-clause (b) of Clause (1)

of Article 243 —Q of the Constitution.

10. Article 243 W of the Constitution, “Powers, authority
and responsibilities of Municipalities etc.” Listed in Twelfth

Schedule”

11. Sec 2 (6) of the UP Municipalities Act , 1916 defines
“DRAIN” as “ Drain includes a sewer, pipe, ditch, channel or
any other device for carrying of sullage, sewage and polluted

water, or rain water or sub soil water, together with pail depots
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traps, traps, sinks cisterns, flush, tanks and other fitting

appertaining thereto,”

12. Sec 7 (c ) of the UP Municipalities Act, dealing with the °

«

Duties of the Municipality’ refer “ cleaning public streets, places
and drains, removing noxious vegetation and abating all public

nuisances:

13. Section 7 (h): “constructing, altering and maintaining public
Streets, culverts, markets, slaughter -houses. Latrines, privies,
urinals, drains, drainage, works of and sewerage works;”

14. THE UP MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS ACT,

1959

(Sec 4: Article 243 of the Constitution)

Sec 2 (85) defines ‘DRAIN’

Sec 114: Obligatory duties of the Corporation

Sec 115

Sec 128:- Permission

Sec 137 A:- Private Sector Participation Agreement

CHAPTER X: DRAINS AND DRAINGAE

Sec 228: Drains to be constructed and kept in repair by the

Municipal Commissioner

Sec 231 & 232: Alteration, etc., and discontinuance of drains

CHAPTER XIV: IMPROVEMENT SCHEMES
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Sec 383-A: PREPARATION OF DEVEOPMENT PLAN FOR THE

CITY

Thus as per the provisions of the Section 228 and 231/232 of the
U.P. Nagar Mahapalika Adhiniyam 1959, drain under consideration
comes under Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam for all purposes. GNN is
responsible for construction, repair, maintenance etc and since it is
a man made corporation drain meant for the passage of sewage,
industrial waste/effluents, domestic discharge, etc, therefore

provisions of Water Act are not applicable.

15. That from the above, it is well established that Ghaziabad
Municipal Corporation is competent authority under the law of
land to enter into agreement with private parties. Therefore
Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam in accordance with law granted
lease/license to various private plot holders/parties to cover said
Drain along with other conditions which iner-alia included the
license fee payable by Licensee/Lessee and proper cleaning and
maintenance of the respective portion of the said Nalla/Drain No 1
and the same is being done under proper supervision of GNN

16. That being Man made drain, provisions of Water Act are not
applicable, as the covering of drain is done under the approved
plan with prior permission, Only provisions of UP Municipal
Corporations Act will apply for the drain under consideration. The

Hon’ble Tribunal has also permitted the same in several cases.



BRIEF FACTS/SUMMARY OF THE CASE

1. That the Drain No 1 i.e. the drain under consideration is Manmade
/constructed drain with brick lining for carrying treated industrial
discharge and storm runoff originally, however now carries sewage
as well in one of the most densely populated residential and
industrial area. Important to note that this the only drain for all the
purpose.

2. That the Land for said drain was acquired somewhere in 1970 by
UPSIDC to construct the drain substantiated by revenue records
and SUPER IMPOSED MAP of UPSIDC.

3. That it is important to note that it carries waste water discharge
from Delhi border to Hindon and Kalindi kunj drain. It is further
pertinent to mention that Topography of land does not support it to
be a natural storm water drain.

4. That apart of this all type of waste out of animal husbandry activity
on the banks and MSW by residents are also dumped into it apart
from illegal sewage outlets by encroachers settled along the bank of
the drain.

5. That there is no sewage network in the unauthorized /rural area
and in planned colonies though sewer network is present, the entire
sewerage flows through it only (booster pumps are there to
discharge all sewage in this drain).

6. That he width of drain can take all three sources of discharge i.e.
domestic sewage discharge, industrial discharge and storm runoff
water. Further UPPCB has accepted in their reply that drain has
enough gradient for water flow and never accumulation or overflow

takes place. It is pertinent to mention that because of brick lining,
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no chance of pollution of underground water so there is no chance

of contamination of ground water.

7. Thus in nutshell, it is only a OPEN SEWER and poses great threat to

health and safety of residents as well as to environment.

8. Only very limited part of total drain length is covered while
projection is as if whole length of drain is covered. The said drain is
manmade, corporation drain, exclusively under the control of the
Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam for its building, repair, maintenance etc. in
complete contrary to the Geomorphologic drainage system. Wherein
the total length of the drain is approximately 13 KM and the covered
area is approximately 13% of the total length of the drain that too
include the bridge maintained by PWD over the GT Road, Link Road,
Railway Line and Metro Line, which covers the major part of the
drain. The respondent herein had not done any such act which is
detrimental and can be considered as any irregular activity over the

drain.

9. That the design of three box method to cover the drain was
suggested by Civil Department IIT Roorkee and the same was
approved by Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam. The most important issue is
as per Water Act, covering of drains is permissible if it is not

CAUSING OBSTRUCTION TO THE FLOW.

10. That the judgments of Hon’ble NGT in case of Manoj Mishra
which allows to partially cover the drain where 80% construction is

complete.
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11. That in case of Godavari river in Trimbak, Hon’ble NGT

allowed to cover the part of river Godavari itself.

12. That various reports have been filed in Hon’ble Supreme Court
by EPCA since 2000 and Apex court itself is monitoring the issue of

sewage in the Sahibabad drain in the main matter of Yamuna river.

13. That Hon’ble NGT in present case in its Order dated
06.10.2016, observed that it is ‘Man made Natural Storm Water
Drain’ and observed that sewage flows in the drain; of course, the

Quantum of sewage was not presented before this Hon’ble Tribunal.

14. That three-member Expert Committee was formed by Hon’ble
NGT vide the said judgment to examine the issue whether the
covering of drain can be allowed with Master Plan/Larger Scheme
where prior permission has been obtained by the parties to cover the

drain.

15. However, the Committee gave contradictory findings that goes
against the observations/ direction made in judgment dated
6.10.2019, such as the very observation that it is a natural drain.
The important aspect overlooked relates to examine the whole issue
in proper perspective of sewage, discharge quantum and obstruction

to the flow, if any.

16. That as per ‘Shijra Map’ of 1957 of the area Sahibabad,
District Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh, no any drain /nala was situated

at the place where presently a Drain No 1 at Sahibabad, District
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Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh is situated and this land is shown as

agricultural land.

17. That in 1967, Drain No 1 Sahibabad came into existence
following the acquisitions of agricultural land for the development
of the area and the drain was created by merging three minor
sewage drains at Shaheed Nagar, coming from various nearby
colonies and connected to this drain at Surya Nagar, point of
origin. The maintenance of this drain was under the Ghaziabad
Development Authority and subsequently transferred to Ghaziabad

Nagar Nigam.

It is important to mention that the drain has no any other source of

water or natural reservoir or any natural feeding area for water.

Hence the drain No 1, Sahibabad, District Ghaziabad is a man
made corporation drain only mean for the passage and removal of

effluents, sewerage etc.

18. That the ‘SUPERIMPOSE PLAN’ of the UPSIDC pertaining to
the Site No. 4, Sahibabad clearly mentions the “100” WD proposed
drain. Further, rapid urbanisation and development alongwith fast
industrialisation in the area increased population density, which
led to more discharge of the effluents/sewage/industrial waste, etc
in said drain. It cause release of Sulphur fumes, acidic
gas/particles, other toxic and poisonous gases, persistent foul
smell, breeding and spreading of mosquitoes and other parasites,
resulting into serious health hazards and threat to life of human,
animals, plant, microorganisms etc, It was also polluting ground

water and disturbing the ecology of the area. Being aggrieved, the
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local residents of the area made several representation to local
authorities 1i,e, Ghaziabad Development Authority, Ghaziabad

Nagar Nigam etc. to cover the drain.

19. That in 2005, Ghaziabad development Authority prepared a
master plan 2021 and included the Drain No 1 in place of
agriculture land. Moreover, no where Drain No 1 is mentioned as

natural drain/stream.

20. That it is pertinent to mention that based on the request and
representation by the residence of the area, the Ghaziabad
Municipal Corporation got a technical feasibility report from the
Civil Engineering Department of the IIT Roorkee to cover the drain
No 1 of the Sahibabad. The Civil Engineering Department of the IIT
Roorkee, in its technical feasibility report recommended to cover up
the said drain with box type channel design to stop air pollution,
health hazards to human, animal and plant, water and soil

pollution.

21. That on 16.05.2008, the technical feasibility report of the
Civil Engineering Department of the IIT Roorkee and its
recommendation to cover up said drain was taken up in the
meeting of the board of Municipal Corporation of Ghaziabad and it
took conscious policy decision in larger public interest to grant

permission on selective basis.

22. That from 04.09.2008 onwards, Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam
started granting license/lease to various private plot
holders/parties to cover the said drain alongwith the license with

other conditions which interalia include the license fee payable by
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licensee and proper cleaning and maintenance of the respective
portion of the drain No 1, same is being done under proper

supervision of the Nagar Nigam Ghaziabad.

23. That after getting the approval, the said drain was
inaugurated by the Urban Development Minister, Govt. Of U.P. in
presence of the Principal Secretary, Govt. Of U.P., District
Magistrate Ghaziabad, Mayer Ghaziabad, Chairman Ghaziabad
Development Authority and other dignitaries and representatives

of social welfare organisations and public at large.

It is further pertinent to submit that to cover up the said drain
was a conscious policy decision taken by the all concerned
authorities in large public interest. The answering respondent and
other interested parties were given license to cover the drain under
public-private partnership and for that also paid agreed
fee/charges as demanded by concerned authorities and also

fulfilled other conditions imposed by them.

One of the condition with approval to cover up the drain was for
cleaning of drain by respective adjacent plot holders and same are
being done by them and there is no obstruction in said drain.
There are proper cleaning provisions made in the covered drain
including Sewerage treatment plant to ensure free flow of water
through it and till date there is no any violation or complaint and
alternately it is admitted fact on record that the drain is
maintained properly by private parties. The capacity of the drain
for flow of water is 120-125 MLD whereas presently it is running at
74 MLD approximately. Further, over the period of time due to

outside shifting of industrial units and increase in domestic
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population the industrial discharge has decreased but the domestic

discharge has increased.

Further, after covering the said drain, now it is free from dumping
of solid waste but wherever it is open dumping of solid waste is

continuing which is causing blockage in drain.

24. That the answering respondent is a company registered as
Stonex India Pvt. Ltd. It is submitted that initially 5 plots together
was admeasuring about20,000 SQMwas allotted by
UPSIDL/Respondent No. 2 herein to M/s Ontime Cargo
&CouierPrivate Limited in the Sahibabad Industrial Area. It is
submitted that out of the said industrial
plot, M/s Ontime Cargo & Couier Private Limited sold off Plot Nos.
60/1, 60/1/1 and 60/1/2 admeasuring about 12150 sq.mtrs
toM /s Stonex India Pvt. Ltd/Applicant herein. It is noteworthy that
these plots have already been transferred in the name of M/s
Stonex India Pvt. Ltd/applicant by UPSIDC/respondent no .2
which has become the owner of the Plot No.60/1(SitelV) ("Plot
60/1") and in possession of the said industrial plot. Lease Deed
was executed between M/s Stonex India Private Ltd/ respondent
herein and U.P. State Industrial Development Corporation in terms
of which the respondent herein became the owner of Plot 60/1 and
all permissions and approvals from various authorities stood
transferred in the name of the respondent. That the possession
letter issued by UPSIDA/ RESPONDANT NO .2 to the owner of Plot
60/1 evidences that the only approach to Plot 60/1 was through
the Nala/drain. It is submitted that it is an accepted position of

fact that the only approach available to Plot 60/1 was through the
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Nala/drain and to put the plot to industrial use, an approach road
had to be constructed by covering the Nala/drain. That accordingly
the respondent initiated the construction to cover the Nala/Drain
infront of his Plot 60/1. It is submitted that the construction
initiated on the Nala/Drain by the respondent is with the approval
and consent of the concerned authorities and in complete
compliance with the technical specifications set out by the
technical experts/engineers on the said Nala/drain forming the
subject matter of dispute herein. It is submitted that any
averments to the contrary in the Original Application are denied as

completely false and misleading and not admissible.

25. That in OA No. 16/2014, Hon’ble NGT appointed a
committee to carry out inspection and submit report. The said
Committee visited the site on 12.03.2014 and in one go without
going into the detail prepared a report in haste submitted to

Hon’ble National Green Tribunal.

It is pertinent to mention that this report was prepared by the said
committee only on the basis of the general observations and
without and basis or proof or going into the facts on records about
the history of the said drain, it’s origin, creation and existence, it’s
development, maintenance and ground reality on risk and hazard
to the life and properties of the neighbouring residents. The said
report was prepared within few hours of visit by the committee on

12.04.2014.

Further the said committee did not follow the due process in

preparation of the report as interested parties were neither
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informed nor heard nor asked for their representation, hence it is
against the principal of natural justice. Hence the said report has
no value in the eyes of law and cannot be relied upon for any

purpose.

26. That the Uttar Pradesh Pollution Control Board filed their
reply in OA No 16/2014 and categorically stated on the basis of the
records and facts that the drain No 1, is a man made drain. On the
basis of the reply, records and facts stated by the Uttar Pradesh
Pollution Control Board and Moreover the layout plan attached
with the reply as Annexure -2 of the said reply, the Hon’ble
National Green Tribunal categorically found that the Drain No. 1

was a man made drain.

27. That the answering respondent also filed reply to OA No
16/2014 on 26.11.2014interalia stating that the Drain No 1 is a
man made drain and looking into the health hazards to the public
at large in surrounding area of the drain caused due to the release
of toxic and poisonous gases in open air, it’s covering is essential.
It is further pertinent to mention that the only access to the plot of

answering respondents is through drain. Annexure -R10/1

28. That Hon’ble National Green Tribunal in its order dated
07.10.2016 passed in the OA No 16/2014 categorically stated in
its order that ¢ drain under consideration’ can be viewed as MAN
MADE DRAIN’ and further appointed a committee to submit its

report.

29. That Execution No 18/2017 was preferred by the applicant.

Further, the Committee constituted vide order dated 07.10.2016
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submitted its report before Hon’ble NGT on 12.10.2017. It is
pertinent to mention that the said Committee has given report
beyond it’s mandate and has contradicted the findings of the
Hon’ble NGT passed in the order dated 07.10.2016 that the drain
under consideration ‘can be viewed as Man Made storm water
drain’ but the said committee in its report has changed the nature
of drain as natural drain in contrary to the findings of the order
dated 07.10.2016 without going into the detail of origin, nature and
history of the said drain.Hence the report of the said committee
was without jurisdiction and an overreach of the power, authority

and mandate given to the committee.

30. That the answering respondents was not made party in the
execution application 18/2017, hence an impalement application
being MA No 1457 was filed on 05.10.2018 and was impleaded as
Respondent No 10 in the Execution Application

18/2017.ANNEXURE -R10/2

31. That Hon’ble National Green Tribunal on 08.04.2019
directed all the authorities to file their reply. Thereafter, Ghaziabad
Nagar Nigam in its reply to the Execution Application No 18/2017
has categorically stated that the Drain No 1 of Sahibabad is man
made and has been developed by the UPSIDC and after its
development, handed over to the Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam for its
maintenance. It further states that there is no any unauthorised
construction / cover over the drain and only covered at those
places where permission has been granted are existing and same
were granted looking into the health and safety threat to the public

at large.
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32. That the committee constituted vide order dated 07.10.2016

submitted additional vague and arbitrary report on 03.05.2019.

33. That it is further important to note the discrimination made by
the applicant in making the parties to present OA. In the present
petition, there is Misjoinder of parties as if the source of pollution
load in the drain is from sewage and the applicant has not made
appropriate respondents a party. Not a single grievance has been
raised by the applicant against sewage discharged by the authorized
and unauthorized settlements. Same is true about umping of MSW

into the drain by residents of several colonies.

34. That another important fact is that only 14.75% (0.907 km
out of 6.149 Km from Railway Crossing to NH 24) and 20.64% Km
0.322 Km out of 1.56 Km of residential area) is covered and the rest
of the drain is open which proves that there is no problem of
access for cleaning the drain. Further the responsibility of cleaning
the area of covered drain is responsibility of the respective
respondent and for that they pay highest charges/taxes to
Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam and Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam in turn in case
of any violation related to cleaning and maintaining of covered area

of drain takes penal action against the respective party.

35. That it is further quite ironical that the said Committee was
also formed by the Hon’ble Tribunal in Manoj Mishra Vs. Union of
India and Ors ( As per Judgment dated 13-01-2015 in Original
Application No. 6 of 2012 pertaining to clean and rejuvenated
Yamuna River Delhi as well as 300/2013 pertaining to drainage

system in NGT of Delhi). It is pertinent to mention that in the said



20

order, the Hon’ble Tribunal allowed in Delhi to cover the drain
falling in Delhi with the permission of the Hon’ble Tribunal wherein
already 85% work is completed which implied to making it

prospective in nature.

36. That in a similar matter, Pune Zonal bench of Hon’ble NGT in
the matter of Smt Shinde Vs CEO, Nashik (OA No. 13/2014 (WZ)
had observed that “ we are not inclined to accept the prayer of the
Applicants for removal of the concrete structures covering the river.”

It is important to note that the issue under consideration before
the Hon’ble NGT was that State and the Trimbak Municipal
Council (TMC) have grossly intervened in the natural flow of River
Godavari, even to the extent that many of the stretches of the River
and its tributaries are blatantly covered and encased in R.C.C. box
culverts, making the River disappear for much of its length in the

TMC area.

37. That It is evident from the abovementioned cases that the
Hon’ble Tribunal has itself permitted the covering over drain and
river with certain conditions. Moreover, the issue under
consideration here is also raised before Hon’ble Supreme Court and

various reports have been submitted by EPCA since 2000.

38. That it is further submitted that the waste water/discharge in
Sahibabad Drain is sewage water and it cannot be left open for
various reasons including safety of people living in nearby
residential area, its damaging effect to environment and health

issues involved.



21

That in view of the aforementioned facts and circumstances,
it is clear that the report submitted by the Committee on
24.04.2014 is vague, arbitrary, prepared without following
the due process of law and against the principal of natural
justice, hence needed to be rejected. Further, the present
OA is also devoid of merits and is liable to be dismissed with

cost.

Place: New Delhi
Date: 25.02.2022

Through

JAGRATI SINGH
Advocate for the Respondent No. 10
J-12, LGF, JUNGPURA Extn New Delh
Email; advocatejagratil 1 l@gmail.com +91 9250208553
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

OA No. 16/2014
IN THE MATTER OF:-
Shri Hazi Arif,
President - ~ Brigade ..Applicant
~‘ » .\. - ;.‘:‘,'f'.',\,’ /{ ) ﬁ
State of U.P. e s A ...Respondents
I, Amresh Dani Kant Jha, age about 40 R/o A- 83, 2™

floor Gali No. 02, Sainik Enclave, Vikas Nagar, D.K. Mohan Garden, West
Delhi- 110059, working as Executive in Stonex India Pvt Ltd. New Delhi, do

hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows:-

. That the accompanying Submissions has been drafted on my instructions and I

am well conversant with the facts and circumstances of the case and competent

to swear this affidavit.

That the of accompanying submissions are true and correct to the best
belief and derived from the record and noting is false therein.

For STONEX INDIA PVT.

New Delhi on 24" February 2022 that the contents of above

and correctto  kn d belief and nothing is fIse

s NOTAHY ot inGla)

s _ Naeturv
\ ™ Ay Ocate

=.

Sh No oL@ .
Patiala riousse Coungy

New Doln-110001

(A R90408301 25 FEB 2022

STONEX INDIA PVT. LTD.
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IN THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

Original Application No. 16 of 2014

IN THE MATTER OF:

Petitioner (s)
Shri Hazi Arif,
President Rashtrya Kishan Brigade Appellant (s)
-VERSUS -
Respondent (s)
Sate of U.P. & Ors. Defendant (s)
VAKALATNAMA

I/ Amresh Kumar Jha, S/o Dani Kant Jha, Authorize Signatory of Stonex India Pvt
Ltd. DEFENDANT / RESPONDENT/ PETITIONER / OPPOSITE PARTY, in the above application/
suit/appeal/petition/ reference do hereby appoint and retain MS. JAGRATI SINGH Advocates of the
National Green Tribunal, to act and appear for me/us in the above application/ suit/petition/appeal
reference and on my/our behalf to conduct and prosecute or defend or withdraw the same and all
proceedings that may be taken in respect of any application connected with the same or any decree or
order passed therein, including proceedings in taxation and application for Review to file and obtain
return of documents and to deposit and receive money on my / our behalf in the
Application/Suit/Petition/Appeal reference and application for Review, and to represent me/us and to take
all necessary steps on my/our behalf in the above matter. I/We agree to ratify all acts done by the

aforesaid advocate, in pursuance of this authority.

o Crefh
M Dated this the Q"S, ............. day of ..

....... 2022
Accepted Identified By For STONEX INDIA PVT
i Wik
(Petitioner (s) / Appellant , |
Advocate, Respondent (s) / Defendant(s) / . Signatory
MEMO OF APPEARANCE
To,
The Registrar,
National Green Tribunal
Principal Bench, New Delhi
Sir,

Kindly enter my appearance in the above matter on behalf of the Petitioner / Appetiant /
Respondent.

b crofl
Advocate for the
Petitioner(s)/ Appellant(s)/Respondent(s)
J-12, LGF, Jungpura Ext. New Delhi

Email: - - +91- 9250208553



	Submissions
	Submissions



{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }


{ "type": "Document", "isBackSide": false }



