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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 579 OF 2024 

WITH 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 580 OF 2024 

Yasveer Singh    …Applicant 

-Versus-

State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors.                                                            ...Respondent(s)

OBJECTIONS ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 8, ROYAL 

CONSTRUCTION COMPANY TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE REPORT 

DATED 20.01.2025. 

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH: 

1. That the present Original Application has been filed by the Applicants, raising

several baseless and unfounded allegations of illegal mining being undertaken

by the Respondent No. 8, Royal Construction Company (hereinafter

“answering Respondent”) outside the sanctioned mining lease area.  In

particular, it has been alleged that the answering Respondent has carried out

mining in violation of the conditions of the Environment Clearance dated

23.11.2023 and by using heavy machinery such as excavators and scoopers

stopping the natural flow of water which is in violation of Section 24(1)(b) of

the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 1974. It is pertinent to

note that the said allegations are not supported by any documentary evidences.

2. That at the outset, the answering Respondent submits that it is a law-abiding

company which has undertaken the mining activities in accordance to the law

after procuring permissions/clearances as per environmental norms.

3. That on 20.12.2024, this Hon’ble Tribunal constituted a Joint Committee

comprising of the District Magistrate, Baghpat and Uttar Pradesh Pollution

Control Board (UPPCB).
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4. That in pursuance thereof, the Joint Committee submitted its report on 

20.01.2025. The report mentioned about the stay on the mining operations of 

the answering Respondent in view of the directions passed in O.A. No. 1190 

of 2024, vide order dated 10.12.2024 by this Hon’ble Tribunal. The sites at 

Kotana Khadar (Gata No. 706, leased area 12.245 ha, Village Kotana, District 

Baghpat, Uttar Pradesh) and Chhaprauli Khadar, District Baghpat, Uttar 

Pradesh) was inspected on 07.01.2025 and during inspection no signs of 

illegal mining found to have occurred outside the sanctioned lease area. 

5. That the Joint Committee Report dated 20.01.2025 also noted that the above 

mining leases were regularly inspected, and during the inspections some 

deviations were found in mining limits for which the fine of Rs. 10,29,720/- 

(for Kotana Khadar) and Rs. 14,27,377 (for Chhaprauli Khadar) have been 

imposed by the Competent Authority, which have been duly paid by the 

answering Respondent. Further, the report also notes that during the 

inspections it was found that the answering Respondent has carried out the 

dust mitigation measures with respect to the mining operations. It is submitted 

that apart from the deviations found in mining limits there is no major finding 

with regard to illegal mining by the answering Respondent.  

6. That on 31.01.2025, this Hon’ble Tribunal, took into account the findings in 

the Joint Committee Report dated 20.01.2025, and issued notice to the 

Respondents with a direction to file the objections to the report of the Joint 

Committee.  

7. That in the meanwhile, another Joint Committee Report dated 01.04.2025 

regarding the inspection of the mining lease area of the answering Respondent 

was filed in another O.A. No. 756 of 2023., Sachin Tyagi v Ritesh Kumar & 

Ors, in which answering Respondent is also one of the Respondent. The Joint 

Committee visited the lease area of the answering Respondent and apart from 
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minor non compliances, the answering Respondent was found to be operating 

the mining leases with all the requisite permissions following all the 

environmental norms and conditions. The Joint Committee has also observed 

that from 25.10.2023 to 12.12.2024 the sand mining was well within the 

sanctioned mining limits during both the years. 

8. That the Joint Committee report dated 01.04.2025 also have one interesting

observation about the illegal sand mining on 18.06.2024 which states that

there were illegal mining activities outside the leased mining area in the state

of Uttar Pradesh and the vehicles used the lease area of answering Respondent

to access the illegally mined area, however no mining activities were observed

within the leased mining area of the answering Respondent. It is pertinent to

mention here that previously there was an issue about the jurisdiction (whether

it is in State of Haryana or State of Uttar Pradesh) where the illegal mining

was occurring. The Joint Committee asked the Mining Officer, Baghpat to

provide data on the total quantity of sand mined on 18.06.2024 by the

answering Respondent, and as per the information provided by the Mining

Officer, 578 cubic mts. of sand was mined on 18.06.2024 by the answering

Respondent. Based on this information only an allegation of illegal mining

was imputed on the answering respondent. It is humbly submitted that if the

answering Respondent had done any illegal mining, then he may not had

uploaded the quantity of sand mined on the mining portal. Thus, the findings

of the Joint Committee in O.A. No. 756 of 2023., Sachin Tyagi v Ritesh Kumar

& Ors, qua the answering Respondent are inconclusive and merely based on

presumption. It is also pertinent to note that on one hand the Joint Committee

report observed that from 25.10.2023 to 12.12.2024 the sand mining was well

within sanctioned limits and on other it was imputing the allegation of illegal

mining on the answering Respondent without any cogent evidence. A true
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copy of the Joint Committee Report dated 01.04.2025 filed in O.A. No. 756 

of 2023., Sachin Tyagi v Ritesh Kumar & Ors, is annexed and marker herewith 

as ANNEXURE R/1.  

9. That Uttar Pradesh Pollution Control Board (UPPCB) in its Reply dated

07.05.2025 filed in the present OA has informed this Hon’ble Tribunal that

two Show Cause Notices for imposition of environmental compensation of

Rs. 17,55,891/- and Rs. 6,81,710/- dated 25.04.2025 and 18.03.2025

respectively was issued to the answering Respondent for alleged illegal

mining at village Chhaprauli Khadar and Kotana Khadar at Tehsil Baraut,

District Baghpat, respectively, in pursuance of the directions issued by this

Hon’ble Tribunal. The true copy of Show Cause Notice dated 18.03.2025 and

25.04.2025 is marked and annexed as ANNEXURE R/2.

10. That subsequently, on 02.05.2025, another Show Cause Notice was issued in

view of the observations of the Joint Committee Report dated 01.04.2025 filed

in O.A. No. 756 of 2023 for imposition of environmental compensation of Rs.

7,61,265/- for illegal mining of 578 cubic mts. allegedly done by the

answering Respondent on 18.06.2024 as noted in the Joint Committee in its

Report dated 01.04.2025. The true copy of Show Cause Notice dated

02.05.2025 is marked and annexed as ANNEXURE R/3.

11. That on 17.09.2025 the answering Respondent submitted that the

Environmental Clearance granted to the Respondent No. 8 had been set aside

by this Hon’ble Tribunal vide Order dated 06.08.2025 in the matter of the

“Ajayveer Singh vs State of U.P. & Ors.” in O.A. No. 1190 of 2024. The

Hon’ble Tribunal has directed to place on record the Judgment dated

06.08.2025 and the same has been annexed in the Reply dated 03.12.2025

filed by the answering Respondent.
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12. That the answering Respondent filed Writ-C No. 9939 of 2025 (M/s Royal

Construction Co. Thru. vs State of U.P. Thru Pr Secy. Deptt. of Geology and

Mining) impugning the Show Cause Notices dated 18.03.2025 and

02.05.2025 for being violative of the Principles of Natural Justice. In

particular, it was submitted that before issuing the impugned notices, the

Respondent Board failed to undertake any proper inspection of the mining site

and merely relied upon the Joint Inspection Reports.

13. That further, no inspection report was provided to the answering Respondent,

and the notices did not mention the specific environmental damage caused to

the answering Respondent. Accordingly, it was prayed that the total

environment compensation of Rs. 31,98,866/- (Rs. 24,37,6011- vide Show

Cause notice dated 18.03.2025 and Rs. 7,61,265/- vide Show Cause Notice

dated 02.05.2025) imposed is arbitrary and erroneous. A direction was further

sought that the said notices may be acted upon and be quashed. A true copy of

the Writ-C No. 9939 of 2025 (M/s Royal Construction Co. Thru. vs State of

U.P. Thru Pr. Secy. Dept. of Geology and Mining) is annexed herewith as

ANNEXURE R/4.

14. That on 10.10.2025, the Hon’ble High Court disposed of the writ petition

while granting an opportunity to the answering Respondent to file a Reply to

the Show Cause Notice dated 18.03.2025 before the authorities and to provide

an opportunity of hearing to the answering Respondent. Relevant excerpt from

the Order dated 10.10.2025 is as below: -

“2. This is a writ petition under Article 226 of the 

Constitution of India wherein the writ petitioner has assailed 

the show cause notice dated 18.03.2025 issued by the 

respondent no.4.   
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3. We are of the view that the writ petition may be disposed

of with liberty to the petitioner to file his reply before the 

authorities concerned, and once the reply is filed within a 

period of three weeks from the date, the authorities 

concerned is directed to provide an opportunity of hearing to 

the petitioner and thereafter pass a reasoned order in 

accordance with law. ” 

A true Copy of the order dated 10.10.2025 of the Hon’ble Allahabad 

High Court disposing of the Writ Petition is annexed and marked 

herewith as ANNEXURE R/5. 

15. That as the said Order solely referred to the Show Cause Notice 

dated 18.03.2025, whereas the answering Respondent had also 

assailed notice 02.05.2025, an Application No. I.A./2/2025 for the 

correction of the Order dated 10.10.2025 was filed before the 

Hon’ble Court. That on 16.10.2025, the Hon’ble Court allowed the 

application and allowed correction in the Order dated 10.10.2025 to 

the extent that - in the second paragraph of the order dated 

10.10.2025, the words "and show cause notice dated 02.05.2025" 

shall be added and read after the words ‘dated 18.03.2025'. A true 

copy of the Order dated 16.10.2025 of the Hon’ble Allahabad High 

Court allowing the application for correction of Order dated 

10.10.2025 is annexed and marked herewith as ANNEXURE R/6.

16. That further, the Joint Committee has evidently pointed out in the 

Joint Committee Report that there was no mining outside the 

approved area of the answering Respondent nor was mere 

apprehension expressed by the authorities on illegal mining taking 
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place by the answering Respondent. That in the case of M/s Radhika 

Constructions through its proprietor Mr. Rakesh Tiwari v State of 

U.P through Secretary of Department of Geology and Mines & Anr, 

the Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad observed that:  

“It is in the aforesaid facts and circumstances 

that this Court is of the view that the 

allegations against the petitioner for illegal 

mining could not be clearly established, and 

merely stating that a large quantity of the 

minerals have been extracted by them would 

not ipso facto prove that the petitioner had 

been involved in illegal mining. It is the duty 

of the State to obtain and produce credible 

evidence in support of the allegations to 

bring home the charges. The arguments in 

this regard have force, specially relying on 

the judgment of this Court in the case of 

Ranveer Singh Vs. State of U.P. and others, 

2017 (1) ADJ 240” 

17.  That reliance may also be placed upon the judgment in the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court in Ranveer Singh v State of U.P., 2017(1) ADJ 240, where the Hon’ble 

Court held that:  

“33. Once the liability was to be fastened on the 

shoulder of the petitioner, then it was the 

obligation of the State to prove by way of credible 

evidence available that it was the petitioner, who 

has indulged in illegal mining and in the said 
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direction, apart from issuing show-cause notice, 

all the evidence that was sought to be relied upon, 

i.e., the incumbents who have carried out the 

search and survey and the incumbents who have 

come forward to depose against the petitioner 

their names ought to have been disclosed and they 

ought to have been produced to support the case 

of the State that petitioner, in fact, has indulged in 

illegal mining. Not only this, as a part of process, 

the petitioner was entitled to have reasonable 

opportunity of defending himself by questioning 

the veracity of evidence produced against him and 

by adducing his own evidence, if any. Decision 

maker is bound to act fairly, as under the scheme 

of things provided for the determination made by 

him will entail civil consequences, as qua the 

person charged with illegal mining, on charges 

being proved, financial liability would be 

shouldered and in contra situation, the State 

would be at loss.” 

18. That regarding the imposition of Environment Compensation the Hon’ble 

High Court of Allahabad in “Suez India Pvt. Ltd. vs. UPPCB WRIT-C No. 4816 

of 2024” has held that the Pollution Control Board has no power to impose 

environment compensation upon any person of industry and it can merely file 

an application before the NGT under Section 15 read with Section 18 of the 

NGT Act for issuance of a direction to the person concerned for payment of 

compensation.  
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19. That further the Hon’ble Supreme Court in “Delhi Pollution Control 

Committee vs. Lodhi Property Co. Ltd. Civil Appeal No. 757-760 of 2013 with 

Civil Appeal No. 1977-2011/2013” has upheld the power of the Pollution 

Control Board to direct the payment of environment damages but such a 

power cannot be exercised in an arbitrary manner and exercise of such a power 

must be infused with transparency. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has further 

directed that the power to impose or collect restitutionary or compensatory 

damages as an ex-ante measure under Sections 33A and 31A of Water and Air 

Acts shall be enforced only after detailing the principle and procedure 

incorporating basic Principles of Natural Justice in the subordinate legislation.   

20. That it is humbly submitted that no illegal mining has been done by the 

answering Respondent and if any deviations observed in the mining limits by 

the Competent Authorities, the fine amount for the same have been deposited 

by the answering Respondent on time.  

21. That it is submitted that the answering Respondent is committed to adhering 

with the directions and Orders passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal and to 

complying with all the environmental norms. In view of the above-mentioned 

submissions and as per the Doctrine of Proportionality as observed by the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court in catena of judgements, the OA may be disposed of.  

Date: 03.12.2025 

Place: New Delhi 

DRAWN & FILED BY:  

              

Shubham Upadhyay, Surya Gupta & Anukriti Bajpai 

Advocates for Respondent No. 8 

29, LGF, Presidential Estate 

Nizamuddin East, New Delhi 110013 

Email: eldflegal@gmail.com; +91 7351772000 
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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD 
LUCKNOW

WRIT - C No. - 9939 of 2025

Court No. - 3 

HON'BLE SHEKHAR B. SARAF, J.
HON'BLE PRASHANT KUMAR, J.

1. Heard learned counsel for the parties.

2. This is a writ petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India

wherein the writ petitioner has assailed the show cause notice dated

18.03.2025 issued by the respondent no.4.

3. We are of the view that the writ petition may be disposed of with

liberty to the petitioner to file his reply before the authorities concerned

and once the reply is filed within a period of three weeks from the date,

the authorities concerned is directed to provide an opportunity of hearing

to the petitioner and thereafter pass a reasoned order in accordance with

law.

4. Accordingly, the writ petition is disposed of.

October 10, 2025
Anupam S/-

Versus

Counsel for Petitioner(s) : Suryansh Narula
Counsel for Respondent(s) : C.S.C., Ashok Kumar Verma

(Prashant Kumar,J.)    (Shekhar B. Saraf,J.)

M/S Royal Construction Co.Thru.Proprietor 
Mr.Dayachand Badgoti .....Petitioner(s)

State Of U.P. Thru. Secy. Deptt. Of Geology And 
Mining Lko. U.P. And 4 Others .....Respondent(s)

ANNEXURE R/5
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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD 
LUCKNOW

WRIT - C No. - 9939 of 2025

Court No. - 3 

HON'BLE SHEKHAR B. SARAF, J.
HON'BLE PRASHANT KUMAR, J.

Order on Application No.IA/2/2025

1. This is an application for correction in the order dated 10.10.2025

passed by this Court.

2. Heard learned counsel for the parties.

3. We have perused the affidavit accompanying the correction application

and find that sufficient cause has been made out.

4. Accordingly, the correction application is allowed to the extent that in

the second paragraph of the order dated 10.10.2025 the words "and show

cause notice dated 02.05.2025" shall be added and read after the words '

dated 18.03.2025'.

4. This order shall be jointly read with order dated 10.10.2025 (supra).

6. Office is directed to issue a certified copy of the order accordingly.

October 16, 2025
Saurabh Yadav/-

Versus

Counsel for Petitioner(s) : Suryansh Narula
Counsel for Respondent(s) : C.S.C., Ashok Kumar Verma

(Prashant Kumar,J.)    (Shekhar B. Saraf,J.)

M/S Royal Construction Co.Thru.Proprietor 
Mr.Dayachand Badgoti .....Petitioner(s)

State Of U.P. Thru. Secy. Deptt. Of Geology And 
Mining Lko. U.P. And 4 Others .....Respondent(s)

ANNEXURE R/6

-TRUE COPY-

67235



68236


	OBJECTIONS TO JC



