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UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

I.A. No. 1

This is an application filed by the plaintiff (State of
Odisha) for restraining defendant No.l1l (State of Andhra Pradesh)
from proceeding with the construction of the Polavaram project
(known as Indira Sagar Project) on the river Godavari at Polavaram.

It is submitted by learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
State of Odisha that he does not press for a blanket injunction but
submits that the construction should be in accordance with the
Godavari Water Disputes Tribunal Award 1980 and the necessary
clearances should be in conformity with the relevant laws including
Forest Conservation Act, 1980 and the Environment (Protection) Act,
1986.

The application is, of course, opposed by other defendants who
say that the construction is going on in accordance with Godavari
Water Disputes Tribunal Award 1980 as well as the statutes.

In view of the submissions made by learned counsel for the
State of Odisha, the subsequent applications (I.A. Nos. 2, 3, 4,
5-9, 10) filed by the State of Odisha will stand disposed of. It
will, of course, be open to learned counsel for the parties to rely
on the contents of the applications, replies and documents filed by
the parties that are already on record at the time of hearing of
these applications.

We request 1learned counsel for the State of Odisha, for



convenience, to place his submissions made in all the applications
in one volume so that it will be convenient for the defendants to
address submissions on that basis.

We make it clear that only I.A. No. 1 and I.A. No. 12 are
pending for consideration. Pleadings be completed in I.A. NO.1l and
I.A. NO.1l2 before 315t March, 2018.

For submissions of I.A. No. 1 and I.A. No. 12, list the matter

on 17.04.2018.

Original Suit No. 4/2007

Learned counsel for the defendants say that written statement
will be filed within a specific time frame after disposal of TI.A.
No.12 which is for amendment of the plaint.

Learned counsel for the defendants also state that all the
defendants - States as well as the Government of India are bound by
the terms of Godavari Water Disputes Tribunal Award 1980. Learned
counsel for the State of Odisha also states that the plaintiff is
bound by the terms of Godavari Water Disputes Tribunal Award 1980.

Since there is agreement between all the learned counsel in
this regard, the Chief Secretary of the plaintiff (State of Odisha)
and the Chief Secretary of the defendants (States of Chattisgarh,
Maharashtra, Telangana, Karnataka) and the Secretary of the Water
Resources Department, Government of India should file a specific
affidavit in this regard within a period of four weeks stating that
their respective Governments are bound by Godavari Water Disputes
Tribunal Award 1980.

It was mentioned in the order dated ..12.12.2017 that the Chief



Ministers of the concerned States will ¢try to arrive at a

settlement. We make it clear that pendency of these proceedings

does not preclude the Chief Ministers of the States in arriving at

a settlement.

(MEENAKSHI KOHLI)

(KAILASH CHANDER)
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