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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

I.A NCS.2,3,4,5 AND 6 WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) NO 47 OF 1998

NAVIN M RAHEJA Petitioner(s)

VERSUS

UOIl. &CRS Respondent ( s)

(For directions, intervention/inpleadment and office report)

Dat e: 04/04/2005 This matter was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE Y. K. SABHARWAL

HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE P. P. NAOLEKAR

For Petitioner(s) I n- person

For Respondent (s) M. Arvind Kumar Sharnma, Adv.

Ms. A. Subhashi ni, Adv.

M. Aruneshwar Cupta, AAG , Raj ast han.

=

Naveen Kumar Singh, Adv.

Ms. Shivangi, Adv.

M. Shail endra Shar na, Adv.

Ms. Anil Katiyar, Adv.

M. Ashok Mat hur, Adv.



M.
M.
M.

for

R G Padia, Sr. Adv.
Ashok Kumar Yadav, Adv.
Pradeep M sra, Adv.

M. Pranod Dayal , Adv.

P. Parnmeswar an, Adv.

Pradeep M sra, Adv.

R S. Suri, Adv.

Tar a Chandra Shar nma, Adv.

T.V. Ratnam Adv.

Raj eev Shar ma, Adv.

A. Mari ar put ham Adv.

Aruna Mat hur, Adv.

M 's. Arputham Aruna & Co., Advs.

R Ayyam Per unal , Adv.
S. Val |l i nayagam Adv.

Sewa Ram Adv.

Kirti M shra, Adv.

Raj esh Pat hak, Adv.

Ani s Suhrawar dy, Adv.

Kumar Raj esh Singh, Adv.

B. B. Si ngh, Adv.

Hemant i ka Wahi , Adv.

Archna P. Khopde, Adv.

Kam ni Jai swal , Adv.

Shom | a Bakshi , Adv.
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Satish K. Agni hotri, Adv.

Rohit K. Singh, Adv.

Amit M shra, Adv.

S.WA Qadri, Adv.

D. S. Mahr a, Adv.

Shaki | Ahnmed Syed, Adv.

Ranj an Mukherj ee, Adv.

Sridhar Pot araj u, Adv.

V. G Pragasam Adv.

Annam D. N. Rao, Adv.

J.S. Attri, Adv.

Gaur av Banerjee, AAG, Uttaranchal.

D. Bharat hi Reddy, Adv.

B. Vikas, Adv.

S. S. Shi nde, Adv.

Mukesh K. Gri, Adv.

Ranesh Babu M R, Adv.

Khwai r akpam Nobi n Si ngh, Adv.
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Ani | Shrivast av, Adv.

Saur abh Shri vast ava, Adv.

Sanjay R Hegde, Adv.

Raj i v Mehta, Adv.
Mona, Adv.

B. Aggarwal | a, Adv.



M. Sridhar Potaraju, Adv.

M. Sudhir M shra, Adv.

M. G Ranekrishna Prasad, Adv.
M. Manj eet Singh, Adv.

M. Hari kesh Singh, Adv.

M. Hari ki shan Kataria, Adv.
Ms. Kavita Vadi a, Adv.

Ms. Suparna Srivastava, Adv.
M. Rahul Srivastava, Adv.
M. Rajesh Srivastava, Adv.
Ms. Deepti Singh, Adv.

M. Sanjay Parikh, Adv.

Ms. Anitha Shenoy, Adv.

M. U Hazari ka, Adv.
Ms. Sunmita Hazari ka, Adv.

M. Satya Mtra, Adv.

M. R K Rathore, AAG, Pb.

M. Arun Kumar Sinha, Adv.

M. Manoj Saxena, Adv.

M. Mhan Prasad Mehari a, Adv.
M. S.K Mttra, Adv.

M. Debojit Borkakati, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
In t he af fidavit of M. Aseem  Srivastav,
| nspect or
General (WIld Life), Governnent of India, Mnistry of Environnent
Forests dat ed 17th August, 2004, for I'i nki ng Kot dwar
gar,

foll owi ng route has been suggested:

Deputy
and
and Rama



" Kot dwar - Pakr ao- Ki kri Shr ot - Bhogpur , Kuan Khera- Ram Ganga-
Kal luwal I a-Pili Dam Patram Pur-Dhel a Barrage Ml dhan-Hathi Danger -

Rammagar . "
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The area between Dhela Barrage Ml dhan and Hathi Danger falls in the
State of Uttar Pradesh. According to the Union of India, and agreed to by
the State of Uttaranchal, any other route would pass through the National
Park or close to the boundaries of the National Park which would result in
dividing the National Park. A copy of the plan suggesting the route has

been handed over to the |earned counsel appearing for the State of Uttar

Pr adesh. W may also note t hat t he State of Ut t ar anchal has agr eed to
abi de by the conditions i mposed by t he M nistry for construction of t he
road in question. In regard to the area falling within the territory of Utar

Pradesh, the | earned counsel appearing for the State of Utaranchal states
t hat t he State Gover nnent woul d have no obj ection to undert ake t he
pl ant ati on of such nunber of trees, as may be directed by this Court,
having regard to the nunber of trees which may have to be cut fromthe
area falling within the territory of the State of Uttar Pradesh. The State of
Uttar Pradesh has not been abl e to suggest any ot her alternate I i nkage
route which may neet the requirenents of the environmental |aws. The
| earned counsel appearing for the State of Uttar Pradesh prays for a short
adj ournnment to take instructions.
We may, however, note that if the State of Utar Pradesh has
any other proposal, it shall hand it over to the |I|earned counsel appearing
for the Union of India and the State of Uttaranchal wi thin one week.

List the matter after two weeks.

[ T.1. Rajput ] [ Naresh Kumar ]
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