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ALM TRA H. PATEL & ANR Petitioner (s)
VERSUS

UOIl & ORS Respondent (s)
(Wth appln. for interimrelief and exenption fromfiling OT.
and intervention)

Date : 21/11/2001 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
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HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. N. Kl RPAL
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K. G BALAKRI SHNAN

Kavin Gulati, Adv.

R N Kar anj awal a, Adv.
Nandi ni Gore, Adv.

Hri shi kesh Baruah, Adv.
Mani k Kar anj awal a, Adv.

For Petitioner (s)
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For Respondent (s)

Salve, S.G

N Rao, Adv.
Katiyar, Adv.

Terdol , Adv.
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Si odi a, Adv.
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For State of Karnataka

Sanjay R Hegde, Adv.
Satya Mtra, Adv.

For State of Sikkim A Mari ar put ham Adv.
Aruna Mat hur, Adv.
Anurag D. WMat hur, Adv.
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For State of A P. T V Ratnam Adv.

For State of Meghal aya
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Ranj an Miukherj ee, Adv.
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For State of Keral a Ranmesh Babu M R, Adv.

For State of Nagal and Sanj ay K. Shandilya, Adv.

V D Khanna, Adv.
M N. Shrof f, Adv.

R K. Maheshwari, Adv.

s 5 5 55 %

S. K. Agni hotri, Adv.
For CGovt. of M. V.G Pragasam Adv.

Pondi cherry & Pondi cherrS/
Pol l ution Control Board

For Corporation of M. R Mhan, Sr. Adv.

Chennai & West Bengal M. V.G Pragasam Adv.
Pol uti on Control Board

For State of Rajasthan M. Ranji Thomas, Adv.
M. Javed M Rao, Adv.

For State of Maharashtra

V A Mohta, Sr. Adv.
S S Shi nde, Adv.
S V Deshpande, Adv.

For State of U P. Al ay K. Agrawal, Adv.

Y P Singh, Adv.
Sangeeta Sharnma, Adv.
H. S. Pari har, Adv.

Bhar at Sangal , Adv.

K. R Nagar aj a, Adv.

T C Ray, Sr. Adv.

Bi jan Kumar Ghosh, Adv.
L C Agarwal |, Adv.

K. B. Rohtagi, Adv.

Prem Nat h Mal hotra, Adv.
Rakesh Uttanchadra Upadhyay, Adv.
K. S. Bhati, Adv.

For State of Mani pur S. Biswajit, Adv.

. Khwai r akpam Nobi n Si ngh, Adv.

K. K. Rai, Adv.
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S.C. Patel, Adv.
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For CPCB M. Vijay Panjwani, Adv.



For State of Bihar

For BCC

For State of
Arunachal Pradesh

For State of Tripura

For Akhil Bhartiya
Maj door Congress

For State of Coa

Kumar Raj esh Singh, Adv.
M. B.B. Singh, Adv.
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Shiv Sagar Tiwari, Adv.

B K Choudhary, ADv.
E.C. Vidya Sagar, Adv.

Jana Kal yan Das, Adv.
Pradeep M sra, Adv.

H K. Puri, Adv.
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Ani | Shrivast av, Adv.

Vi a Sinha, Adv.
Rahul Si ngh, Adv.
Gopal Si ngh, Adv.

Sanj ay Parikh, Adv.
R R Chandrachud, Adv.

Tapash Ray, Sr. Adv.
L C Agrawal a, Adv.
Bi j an Ghosh, Adv.
Pankaj Agarwal, Adv.

V Bal aji, Adv.
P N Ramal i ngam Adv.

Ashok WMat hur, Adv.

M A. Chi nnasany, Adv.
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K. Ram Kumar, Adv.
M. G Prakash, Adv.
Ms Umnila Sirur, Adv.
Ms. Aparna Bhat, Adv.
Ms |I.M Nanavati

Associ at es, Adv.

Ms. Kirti Renu M shra, Adv.
M. Ashok K. Srivastava, Adv.
Ms. A. Subhashi ni, Adv.

M. Shreekant N. Terdal, Adv.
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Ms. I ndu Mal hotra, Adv.

M. V B Saharya, Adv.
M s Saharya & Co.



For NCT, Del hi

For State of Punjab

For State of Haryana

For State of Assam
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D. N. Gobur dhan, Adv.
Pi nky Anand, Adv.
Ceeta Luthra, Adv.

Nar esh K. Shar ma, Adv.

Jayshree Anand, AAG Punjab
G Si vabal anurugan, Adv.
Raj eev Sharma, Adv.

K P Singh, Adv.
J P Dhanda, Adv.

Kri shna Sharna, Adv.
Asha G- NHair, Adv.

V K Sidat haran, Adv. for
s. Corporate Law G oup.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

In response to this Court’s order dated 24th
Septenber, 2001 an affidavit on behalf of Union of
India has been filed by M. Vijay Dev, Director in
t he M nistry of Urban Devel opnent & Poverty
Alleviation, New Delhi. The States of Mharashtra,
West Bengal, Tam | Nadu, Karnataka and Cujarat as well
as NCT of Del hi should, within three weeks, file their
response to this affidavit and, in particular, these
States should indicate whether for the purpose of
cleaning the main cities including the netropolitan
t owns of Kol kat a, Chennai, Minbai, Ahrredabad,
Bangal ore, and Delhi they are willing to privatise, as
suggested in this affidavit, or take such other action
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SO as to ensure cleanliness in the city and, in
particular, they should show cause as to why the
accounts of the local authorities should not be
changed from ‘Cash Basis’ to ‘Double System of
Accounting on Accrual Basis', whichis the nornal
system of accounting envisaged even by the Conpanies

Act . If financial discipline is adhered to by the
States and the Local Bodies, the Solicitor GCeneral
states that it will be easier to fund such projects

which would ensure cleanliness in the cities, even if
privatisation does not take place.

Let the affidavits be filed within three weeks
by the respective counsel.

Li st on 13th Decenber, 2001.

(Ranmesh Chand) (Kanchan Jai n)
Court Master AR- cum PS



