
 

 

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

 

Original Application No. 165 of 2013 
 

Akash Vashishtha Vs. Union of India & Ors.  
 

CORAM : HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SWATANTER KUMAR, CHAIRPERSON 
HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE U.D. SALVI, JUDICIAL MEMBER  

          HON’BLE DR. D.K. AGRAWAL, EXPERT MEMBER 
          HON’BLE PROF. (DR.) P.C. MISHRA, EXPERT MEMBER 

  HON’BLE DR. R.C. TRIVEDI, EXPERT MEMBER  
   

Present:   Applicant: Mr. Pushpinder Sondhi, Advocate and Mr. Manish 

Vashishtha, Advocate   

 Respondent No.2: Ms. Neelam Rathore, Advocate  

 Respondent No.3: Mr. Jiterndra Kr. Adv. Mr. M. Dutta, Advocate  

 Respondent No.4&5: Ms. Reena Singh, Advocate  
 Respondent No.6: Ms. Sushma Singh, Advocate 

 Respondent No.7: Mr. Ruchir Mishra, Advocate   

 
   

Date and 
Remarks 

Orders of the Tribunal 

 
Item No. 3 
September 2, 
2013 
  

   

  Service is complete. 

  Learned counsel appearing for Respondent Nos. 2 to 7 

respectively pray for time to file Reply.  Let the Reply be filed 

within two weeks from today with advance copy to the 

learned counsel appearing for the Applicant who may file 

Rejoinder thereto within one week thereafter. 

  Respondent No. 1 has been served and despite service 

nobody is present on behalf of the Respondent No. 1. 

  Consequently, we issue bailable warrant against 

Respondent No. 1 in the sum of Rs. 10,000/- to the 

satisfaction of the arresting Officer, in exercise of our powers 

and in terms of the provision of Section 19 (4) (a) of the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 read with Order XVI Rule 

10(3) and Section 151 of Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 for 

appearance of the Competent Officer before the Tribunal as 

his presence is necessary to adjudicate the matter in issue 

before us. 

  Bailable warrant returnable on 27th September, 2013. 

  Learned counsel appearing for the Applicant heavily 

relied upon the instructions issued by the Chief Secretary, 

Government of Uttar Pradesh dated April, 2001 wherein it 

has been specifically provided that permanent construction 

(including concrete pavements) in parks should not be more 

that 5 percent and the footpaths and tracks should be 

constructed only with permeable and semi-permeable, 

perforated blocks.   According to him there is a complete 



 

 

violation of this condition and nearly 40 percent of the area is 

being covered by the different construction in the Raj Nagar 

District park, Ghaziabad. 

  We restrain the concerned Authorities and the 

Respondents from violating the guidelines conditions 2.2(iv) 

in relation to construction in parks.  
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