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| TEM NO. 3 COURT NO. 1 SECTI ON PI L
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
I A Nos.2 & 92, 52895, 54, 67& 76, 83-84, 37, 100, 104- 105, 116-118,
119-121, 122-123, 128-129, 130-131, 133 and 135-136
INWIT PETITION (CIVIL) NO(s). 337 OF 1995
CENTRE FOR ENVI R, LAW \WAF- | Petitioner(s)

VERSUS

UOIl & ORS Respondent ( s)
(For nmodification of Court’s Order dated 13.11.2000 and recomendati ons
of CECin |I.A NO 67 and directions and intervention and bringing on
record addl. Facts and correction of Court’s order dated 06.02.2008 and
perm ssion to inplenent Pakal Dal Project and inpl eadnent and exenption

fromfiling OT. and substitution of LRs and inpleadnment and direction
and office report )

Date: 12/01/2010 These applns. were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE DEEPAK VERVA
HON BEL DR. JUSTI CE B. S. CHAUHAN
For Petitioner(s) M. Raj Panjwani, Adv.

M. Vijay Panjwani, Adv.

For Respondent (s)/
Appl i cant s/ Respondent s: M . Ej az Magbool , Adv.

M. T.S. Doabia, Sr.Adv.
Ms. Kiran Bhardwaj, Adv.
M.S WA Qadri, Adv.

For M. D.S. Mahra, Adv.
For M. P. Par neswar an, Adv.
For M. A K Sharma, Adv.
For M.S. N Terdal, Adv.

M. A ay Pal, Adv.

M. S. Joseph Aristotle, Adv.
For M. V.G Pragasam Adv.

M. Rohen Singh, Adv.
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M . Ramesh M shra, Adv.
For M. Sanjay R Hegde, Adv.

M . Kamal Mdohan CGupta, Adv.
M . Raj ni sh Kr. Si ngh, Adv.
M . Mayank N gam Adv.

For M.T.V. George, Adv.

M. Saurav Kirpal, Adv.
Ms. Vandna M shra, Adv.
M . Ashut osh Kr. Sharnma, Adv.



.M P. Meharia, ADv.(NP)

Raj esh Srivastava, Adv.
Aruneshwar Gupt a, Adv. (NP)
Bi swanat h Aggarwal | a, Adv.

. A Henry, Adv.
r M. Rajiv Mehta, Adv.

155 5 5 %

.Soli Sorabjee, Sr.Adv.
Vi bha Datta Makhija , Adv

A. Subhashi ni , Adv
Ani | Shrivastav, Adv.

Aruna Mat hur, Adv.
r Ms.Arputham Aruna & Co., Advs.

35 = F 5%

M . Naresh K. Sharma, Adv.

M . Ranjan Mukherjee , Adv

Ms. Momat a G nam Adv.

M. Riku Sarma, Adv.

For M'S Corporate Law G oup , Adv

M. Mani sh Kumar, Adv.
For M. Gopal Singh, Adv.

&

Sum ta Hazari ka, Adv.(NP)
Ashok K. Srivastava , Adv.
Ashok Mat hur , Adv.

Ani s Suhrawardy , Adv. (NP)

s 5 55

Ajit Pudussery , Adv. (NP)
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B.B. Singh , Adv. (NP)

D. N. Goburdhan , Adv. (NP)
G Prakash , Adv.

Hemant i ka Wahi , Adv

Kam ni Jai swal , Adv. (NP)
M Veer appa , Adv. (NP)
Pradeep M sra , Adv. (NP)
Raj esh Prasad Singh , Adv.
Sushma Suri , Adv. (NP)

Nar esh Kaushi k, Adv.

. Rupesh Kaushi k, Adv.
r Ms. Lalita Kaushik, Adv.

I35 5 53355 5 5%

M. Jana Kal yan Das , Adv
M. Annam D.N. Rao , Adv

M .S. S. Shansherry, Adv.



For Ms. Rachana Srivastava , Adv.
Ms. Anitha Shenoy , Adv

M. Amt Kumar , Adv

M . Debasis M shra, Adv.(NP)

Ms. Asha G Nair, Adv.

M. A P. Mayee, Adv. (NP)

M. Ravi ndra Keshavrao Adsure , Adv( NP)
Ms. Vandana M shra, Adv.

M . Raj eev Dubey, Adv.

for M. Shail Kr.Dw vedi, Adv.
For M. Kam endra M shra, Adv.
For M. Anil Kr.Jha, Adv.

M. B.S. Banthia, Adv.
. Vi kas Upadhyay, Adv.

M
M. R Sat hi sh, Adv.
M

. P.V. D nesh, Adv.

. Mani sh Kumar, Adv.
.Nitin Bhatia, Adv.

. Sakesh Kunar, Adv.
. Rohit Singh, Adv.
r Ms. K V.Bharathi Upadhyaya, Adv.
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M.MIlind Kunmar, Adv.

M . V. Vasudevan, Adv.

M. P. Prasant h, Adv.

For M. T.Harish Kunar, Adv.
M. Niraj Sharnma, Adv.

M. V. K. Si dhart han, Adv. (NP)

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

I.A Nos.2 & 92:

Al'l the States which have not filed their status reports
are directed to file the same within six weeks.
MoEF is directed to file an affidavit dealing with the
difficulties expressed by various State Governments in terns of
the order passed by this Court on 11.01.2007.
I.A Nos. 37 & 52:
The State  of Ut t ar akhand want s to file its response

regardi ng t he al | eged construction of power house i nsi de t he



wildlife protection area. |.A No.52 relates to the rehabilitation

of about 1400 GQujjar famlies occupying the land within the Rajaji

Nat i onal ParKk. We are told that sone of the families have already

been shifted but still large nunber of fanmlies are to be shifted
to the place of rehabilitation. The State is requested to take

steps in this regard within a short tinme and is directed to file an
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affidavit as to what steps have been taken by it in this regard
within a period of six weeks.
I . A NO 95:

Certain lands in the wildlife protection area were | eased
out to the Irrigation Department and Jal Vidyut N gamof the State
of Uttarakhand. We are told that about 120 unaut hori sed occupants
have settled therein. The State is directed to file an affidavit
of its stand in this regard within a period of six weeks.
I . A No. 54:

Report awaited fromthe National Board for Wldlife. List
after receipt of the sane.
I.A Nos.67 & 76:

Report awaited fromthe National Board for Wldlife. List
after receipt of the sane.
I.A Nos. 83-84 & 135-136:

I . A Nos.135-136 are all owed.

The State Forest Departnent has nade its recomrendation
to t he For est Advi sory Conmittee. F.A C to t ake a decision
regardi ng the encroachnent. F.A.C.° s recommendation is awaited.
List after receipt of the report of F.A C. |If the Governnent has
not sent the proposal already, it is directed to send the sane to
the F.A C. Wthin six weeks.
I . A. No. 100:

De-link and list separately on 11.02.2010.
I. A Nos. 104-105:

Report awaited fromthe National Board for Wldlife. List

after receipt of the sane.



I.A Nos.116-118 & 199-121:

The State of Uttarakhand has not submitted the proposa
in the prescribed format to the MEF. The State is directed to
submit the proposal accordingly within six weeks. To be listed
after the receipt of the report.
. A Nos. 122-123:

Applicant is not present. Adj our ned.
I . A Nos. 128-129:

The construction of Adwa-Meja |ink canal was approved by
the National Board for WIld Life subject to certain conditions.
The main condition being the shifting of 10 vill ages. The State
had agreed to rehabilitate the people of the said 10 vill ages, but
now it is stated by the State that it is not feasible and the
pr oj ect coul d be i mpl ement ed even wi t hout the shifting of t he
vil | ages. Therefore, the matter should again go to the N.B.WL.
for exploring the feasibility of the proposal. N.B.WL. to exam ne
the matter and give its report within a period of six weeks.
I . A Nos. 130- 131:

As regards t he Dhaul adhar Widlife Sanct uary, t he
appl i cant has not submitted its proposal in the prescribed format
to the State. The applicant nmay send its proposal in the prescribed
format to the State and the State in turn send the same to the
MbEF. MbEF may consider the same within a period of six weeks.
List after the receipt of the report of MEF.
I. A NO 133:

Adj our ned.

7
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