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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

APPEAL NO. 45 OF 2025

IN THE MATTER OF: -

Vipin Kumar Saxena ... APPELLANT
Versus

SEIAA, U.P. & Anr. ... RESPONDENTS

REJOINDER TO THE REPLY FILED BY RESPONDENT
NO. 2 (DISTRICT MAGISTRATE, JHANSI)

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

A. That, at the outset, save and except what are matters of record,
the Appellant denies each and every averment made in the
reply filed by Respondent No. 2, which are incorrect,
misleading, based on conjectures and suppression of material
facts. The reply filed by Respondent No. 2 deserves to be

rejected.
PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS

B. That at the outset, it is submitted that the stand taken by
Respondent No.2 is wholly arbitrary, self-contradictory and
contrary to the settled legal position governing sub-judice
subject matter.

C. The most material fact deliberately ignored by Respondent
No.2 is that the Appellant has already made substantial
investments exceeding Rs. 8 Crores in the mining project
including statutory payments, infrastructure development,
loans from financial institutions and security deposits
furnished with the Mining Department, all of which continue

to remain locked with the Government authorities. The
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Appellant has also deposited advance lease amount, stamp
duty, registration charges, infrastructure costs, weighbridge
installation, environmental compliance expenditure and other
project investments, as detailed in the stay application already
on record.

It is further submitted that:

a. The Environmental Clearance cancellation order dated
22.12.2024 and restoration rejection order dated
15.05.2025 are under challenge in the present Appeal;

b. The mining lease cancellation order dated 12.12.2024
passed by District Magistrate, Jhansi is separately under
challenge before the State Government in Revision No.
63 0f 2025;

c. The present Appeal itself stands restored by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court and is presently pending adjudication on
merits before this Hon’ble Tribunal,

d. The subject mining area therefore continues to remain
under judicial consideration and is sub-judice before
competent forums.

D. In such circumstances, Respondent No.2 could not have
declared the mining area as vacant nor initiated steps for re-
tendering or facilitating grant of mining rights in favour of any
third party. Such action amounts to frustrating the subject
matter of the present appeal and creating irreversible third-
party rights during pendency of judicial proceedings.

E. It is further submitted that once substantial financial
investments of the Appellant remain locked with the
Government and both EC cancellation and lease cancellation

are under challenge, the authorities were required to maintain
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status quo instead of proceeding to treat the site as vacant. The
action of Respondent No.2 in declaring the site vacant and
proceeding for re-allocation is therefore arbitrary, unjustified
and liable to be rejected.

F. The conduct of Respondent No.2 clearly demonstrates an
attempt to overreach the pending proceedings before this
Hon’ble Tribunal and to render the present appeal infructuous
by permitting third party rights in respect of the very same

mining area.

Therefore, the reply filed by Respondent No.2 deserves to be
rejected at the threshold.

PARA-WISE REPLY
Para 1
No comments are required, the same being introductory in nature.
Para 2

It is submitted that, in fact, vide order dated 23.02.2026, there was
no direction issued by this Hon’ble Tribunal requiring the District
Magistrate, Jhansi to file any compliance. Hence, the averments

made in this paragraph are misconceived and incorrect.
Para3

a) That, the contents of this paragraph appear to be in response to
[.A. No. 190/2026, wherein the Appellant has sought stay of the
public hearing dated 30.03.2026. It is submitted that vide order
dated 02.04.2026 this Hon’ble Tribunal has directed the

respondents to ensure that no mining operation commences by
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any third party on the area under consideration in this appeal

till the next date of hearing i.e. 17.04.2026.

b) It is submitted that the stand taken by Respondent No.2 is self-

contradictory. On one hand, Respondent No.2 has stated that
the proposed public hearing stood stayed, while in another
paragraph of the same reply (Para 14), Respondent No.2 has
stated that the public hearing dated 30.03.2026 has already been
conducted. Both the stands cannot co-exist.

The contradictory averments clearly show that Respondent
No.2 has taken inconsistent positions before this Hon’ble
Tribunal and the same renders the reply unreliable. In any case,
the order dated 02.04.2026 only restrains commencement of
mining by any third party and does not confer any right upon
Respondent No.2 to proceed further during pendency of the

present appeal.

Para4 & 5

No comments are required being matters of record.

Repeated Para 3 (Which is actually Para 6)

No comments are required being matter of record.

Repeated Para 4-5 (Which are actually Para 7-8)

a) At the outset, it is submitted that the Joint Committee

inspection report is dated 08.08.2024, which has wrongly been
written as 16.08.2024 in the reply.

b) It is submitted that the alleged non-compliance of general

conditions was related to EC issued by SETAA, U.P., for which
the Appellant had already filed a detailed compliance
affidavit dated 24.10.2024 at Pg. 155 along with IA No. 535
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of 2024 dated 24.10.2024 seeking direction to SEIAA to verify
the compliance on ground.

The said TA was listed on 13.11.2024, when SEIAA and DM
Jhansi sought one week time to file reply. However, on the next
date i.e. 13.12.2024, SEIAA made a false statement before this
Hon’ble Tribunal that EC has been cancelled vide order dated
12.12.2024. Based on the said statement, on 13.12.2024, this
Hon’ble Tribunal disposed of the OA itself and consequently
no order could be passed in 1A 535 for verifying the compliance

affidavit.

d) However, the actual EC cancellation communication relied

upon by SEIAA is dated 22.12.2024, which itself was never
served. The detailed compliance affidavit was duly served upon
DM Jhansi and all concerned respondents including PCB.
Further, on 12.11.2024 when RO, UPPCB referred to PCB
report dated 30.09.2024 and 27.09.2024 and revoked CTO
dated 05.03.2023 and directed immediate stoppage of
operations and disconnection of electricity supply, on that day
there was already a detailed 400 pages compliance affidavit
on record which was duly served upon all respondents.
However, all such actions were taken without verification of
compliance, thus the same are arbitrary and liable to be

rejected.

Repeated Para 6-7 (Which are actually Para 9-10)

It is submitted that when the matter was placed before the

competent authority on 22.11.2024, the detailed compliance

affidavit dated 24.10.2024 was already on record, which was never
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considered by the respondents. The entire action has therefore been

taken ignoring the compliance placed on record.

Repeated Para 8-9 (Which are actually Para 11-12)

a)

b)

d)

It is the specific case of the Appellant that after 30.06.2024 no
mining operation took place at the site and the Mining
Department had stopped issuance of e-transit passes and made
the portal ineffective.

The stoppage of mining is also evident from the Joint
Inspection Report itself at Pg. 48 Para C(iv) which records
that no mining was noticed at the site.

Thus, there is no question of any mining on 05.12.2024.
Neither DM Jhansi nor any authority has filed any photograph,
video or material to show that any material was transported.
So far as FIR dated 06.12.2024 is concerned, the police has
already filed Final Report dated 26.12.2024, wherein at
internal page 6 it is recorded that no evidence/CD has been
filed.

Despite this, immediately after registration of FIR, the mining
lease of the appellant was cancelled by DM Jhansi on
12.12.2024, whereas on 26.12.2024 the police itself submitted
final report holding that no criminal case is made out.

This itself shows that a false FIR was registered only to create
ground for cancellation of mining lease. Copy of Final Report

dated 26.12.2024 is annexed as ANNEXURE A/16.

Repeated Para 10-11 (Which are actually Para 13-14)

a)

The allegation of illegal mining is totally incorrect and devoid

of any proof. DM Jhansi has not filed, except bald averments,
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any evidence before this Hon’ble Tribunal or before Ld. CIM
Jhansi to prima facie show illegal mining.

It is totally arbitrary that DM Jhansi cancelled mining lease on
12.12.2024 on alleged violation of EC conditions while
ignoring; (1) Compliance affidavit dated 24.10.2024 (400
pages), Pg.155; (2) IA No. 535 of 2024; (3) Additional affidavit
dated 23.11.2024; (4) Joint Committee inspection report; (5)
stoppage of mining.

Therefore, the order dated 12.12.2024 cancelling mining lease
and imposing penalty, which is still pending before Ld. CIM
Court Jhansi and blacklisting etc., was totally illegal and
arbitrary, particularly when the said order itself records that the

security deposits of crores of rupees are still lying deposited.

Repeated Para 12-13 (Which are actually Para 15-16)

No comments required being matter of record.

Repeated Para 14 (Which is actually Para 17)

a)

b)

The order dated 12.12.2024 passed by DM Jhansi is already
under challenge before Special Secretary, Department of
Geology and Mining U.P. in Revision No. 63 of 2025 dated
03.06.2025.

The security deposit etc. is still lying deposited and the present
appeal for restoration of EC and setting aside EC cancellation
dated 22.12.2024 / 15.05.2025 is pending adjudication.
Despite pendency of revision and present appeal, DM Jhansi
declared the mining area vacant and re-advertised the same.

Copy of Revision annexed as ANNEXURE A/17.
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In the said revision, vide orders dated 01.07.2025 and
13.08.2025, Special Secretary directed DM Jhansi to submit
report so that revision may be decided at earliest. However till
date DM Jhansi has not filed reply/report. These facts have
been deliberately concealed. Copy of letter dated 01.07.2025
written by Spl. Sect. to DM, annexed as ANNEXURE A/18.
Once DM Jhansi was aware about challenge to EC and
challenge to its own order dated 12.12.2024, and stake of more
than Rs. 9 crores of appellant lying deposited, action of
retendering the same site and issuing LOI is arbitrary and
contemptuous.

This Hon’ble Tribunal has rightly passed interim order dated
02.04.2026 ensuring that no mining operation is allowed to

any third party.

Repeated Para 15-16 (Which are actually Para 18-19)

a)

b)

d)

From the aforesaid facts, it is clear that there is no illegal
mining by the appellant. FIR filed by DM Jhansi has been
closed and Final Report filed by police.

DM Jhansi has also concealed; (1) filing of Final Report; (2)
pendency of Revision No. 63 0f2025; (3) compliance affidavit
dated 24.10.2024; (4) stoppage of mining.

Therefore, both EC cancellation orders dated 22.12.2024
/15.05.2025 and lease cancellation order dated 12.12.2024
were passed ignoring compliance affidavit dated 24.10.2024.
In view of the above, the reply filed by DM Jhansi is false,
misconceived, motivated and based on suppression of material

facts and has no bearing on merits of present appeal.
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It is therefore most respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble
Tribunal may be pleased to; (a) Reject the reply filed by
Respondent No.2; (b) Hold that allegations of illegal mining are
unsupported; (c) Take note of suppression of material facts by

Respondent No.2; (d) Pass any other order deemed fit in interest

- é;,M

Appellant

of justice.

Through

\pet

VK Shukla

Advocate for the Appellant

B-69, LGF, Lajpat Nagar-1,

New Delhi — 110024

Mob. No. +91 88001 3234

Email: vkslawoffices@gmail.com

New Delhi
Date: 09.04.2026
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IN THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL
BENCH, NEW DELHI AT NEW DELHI

* (Under Section 16 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010)

APPEAL NO. 45 OF 2025
IN THE MATTER OF: -

Vipin Kumar Saxena ... APPELLANT

Versus

A A PUEY NEIAA UP. & Anr. ...RESPONDENTS
A ;
S\ AFFIDAVIT

= s\\k\\"“ﬁm"“““

solemnly affirm and state as under:

1. That I am the appellant in the present case and as such I am
well conversant with the facts and circumstances of the case
and am competent to swear this affidavit.

2. That I have gone through the contents of accompanying
rejoinder. The same has been drafted as per my instructions,
the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief derived from the records in vernacular
language.

3. That the annexures annexed to the present rejoinder are true

copies of their respective original. /A/AV«

DEPONENT

10
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VERIFICATION:

\\ Verified at MmJa.(wJ on this ©9 day of April, 2026 that
'¥ the contents of the above affidavit are true and correct to the best

: of my knowledge and belief and not part of it is false and nothing
A"/ material has been concealed therefrom.

e

DEPONENT

Solemniy affimea batore me DY s&jﬁ@%‘\\\é\mvgqﬁf EY’PJ

eponent who is identified snsmtAKML..rs
?:1'1: ot salsmi./Km.. eeneeess e VOCALE DN

have sanstied my gell after exami Baie
nenytal %uzﬁmdev stood
m;%:févi dtie sama has pg
and explained by me Recd RS ..
gl NO - -

SHAILENES

Regy ‘o\ ,34\%



/T ANNEXURE: A/16 12

N.C.R.B (7. 9. 3me 1)
L.I.F.-V (Tshipd STa BT -V)

FINAL FORM/ REPORT
3ifaa wrd Mare

(Under Section 193 B.N.S.S.)
(&< 193 ft T v g & 3r=aid)
IN THE COURT OF : c¢jm jhansi (& =& ®)

1. District/Unit ([SietT/s&13): =1t
P.S. (ITT): FHdas Year(at): 2024
FIR No.(7.9.%.¥.):0098 Date(f&wia): 06/12/2024

2.Final Report / Charge Sheet No.(3ifa# feaié/sniu o g&a1.): 01
3.Date(feT®): 26/12/2024

4.S.No. Acts(3rfar=ram) Sections(4TRTT)
1 @F Ud g (e a1 4
2  EF U ghs (A & 21
5.Type of Final Form/Report 3ifdq u3
(3iTaw wIH/ATIE AT yadhR):
6.1f FR Unoccurred
(ate sifaw e srafeq):
7.1f Charge sheet el

(ate g ux erteer fonam):
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7 N.C.R.B (7. 9.3me 1)

13

L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

8.Name of |.0. at the time of charge sheet ADESH KUMAR
(3T U TieeT ded GHI ST TR BT ATH):

Rank (4<): Sl (Sub-Inspector) No. (¥.):982028580
9. (a) () Name of complainant / informant (TQ&Taasdi/siieT &3 a1a @1 Am™):
A @
(b)(@) Father's/Husband's Name (fUat/afa @1 1H) :

10.Details of Properties/Articles/Documents recovered/seized during
investigation and relied upon:

(ST & SR SUAG/Sed GrUR/aeq/cEaras ST faexu ’Nieg e a=1a1 7T
gl):

S.  Property Estimated Police Station From whom/ Disposal
No Description  Value Property where revered

(in Rs.) Register No. or seized

11.Particulars of accused persons charge-sheeted (31U U7 gIE AT H!
@1 feraor):

12.Particulars of accused persons - not charge sheeted(suspect)

(3T i = Ty g (d feren) arfargat @1 foraw):

S. No.(sh.9.): 1 .
(i) Name fafue AR FeraAT Whether verified &l
(ATH): (FT FITIUT 82):

(ii) Father 's Name (TUdT &1 3N Y1 Gara-T
(iii) Date/Year of birth(S=afafd/ad): 1984
(iv) Sex (fefm): geu
(v) Nationality (XT81TdT): ¥R
(vi) Passport No.(aTadic &.):
Date of Issue (ST ®EA A faT):
Place of Issue(SIT{l XA &T TATH):
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14

L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

(vii) Religion (&r¥):

(viii)Whether SC/ST/OBC (3. SITTI/31.
SeT/3a se af):

(ix) Occupation

(x) Address(UdT):
S.No. Address Type (4dT Address(UdT)
(3h.9.) ST YhTT )

T3S A/135, AT U2H |, JUICTENS, It
1 | a9 udr ST, IR

T3St A/135, MMM U2H |, JUICTENS, It
2 TR udr TS, HIRA

Whether verified (T camiod §?): g

(xi) Suspicion approved :l‘epf
(g ergATiea):

(xii Status of the accused (suspect) TR g1
(3rferga (dfery) i feafq):
(xiii)Under Acts & Sections(3rfaf=aw Ta ¢mrq):
(xiv)Any Special remarks including reasons for not charge sheeting

(AMAUUF ST 7 HTH & HRUT Gigd DI AAY
I+ Teh): 5T ITATIH & YRT 22 & ER Ih ATHANT = I UsHgd gl gl §
3R GT 3h! TacramT ht ST el § Sh ITHANT i &R TiRere, e

& PRI
S. No.(.3.): 2 |
(i) Name 313 3T ITATH Whether verified gl
(AT7): (FT FITIUT 82):

(ii) Father 's Name (a1 &1 39
(iii) Date/Year of birth(S=aftdy/ad): 1984




774
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15

L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

(iv) Sex (feim): 3=tma

(v) Nationality (XT81TdT): 9

(vi) Passport No.(UTguid &.):
Date of Issue (ST @EA 6 fatd):
Place of Issue(SIT{l XA &T TATH):

(vii) Religion (&r¥):
(viii)Whether SC/ST/OBC (3. SITII/31.
SIASATA/3T TUBS a1):

(ix) Occupation

(x) Address(udT):
S.No. Address Type (4dT Address(UdT)
(h.9.) =T Ueh1R )

1 A T

AT , HHRES, ST, IAX UL, YR

AT , RS, ST, IAX UL, AR
2 TR uar

Whether verified(&ra geafid 2?): &f

(xi) Suspicion approved EH|
(H2g srgaiea):

(xii Status of the accused (suspect) RO g1
(3rferg @ (dfery) &t feafq):
(xiii)Under Acts & Sections(3rfaad Ta &mRIv):
(xiv)Any Special remarks including reasons for not charge sheeting

(3MUTT STl 7 A & HIRO Gigd HIS AT

v feh): 59 ITATIH & YRT 22 & ER Ih ATHANT = I USHgd gl gl §
3R g1 SEeht TaIcamT i ST Gehcll g S SITHANT h &RT UIREe, giv
& BT

13. Particulars of witnesses to be examined(q8aT® fhy
ST aTet TaTgl @1 forern):
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N.C.R.B (7. 9.3me 1)

L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

S. Name/ Father's/ Date/ Occupat Address Type of
No Mob No Husband's |Year ion evidence to
name of be tendered
birth
(sh. (Amm/ (Rramafa &1 (S79  (cga«T) () (veqa forg S
¥.) ®lo o) 1) fafd aTet 9T&ET &l
) LEQW)
CREIGRGIRCIEE AT U]
S T |, ST, IR TS, R
1 Loracsa7o0 1992 €T} UaT: o e, IREIRCERI
FHRSE! ,, EFeIS, HRES,
828203,Hd

14.1f FR is false (F.R. false), indicate action taken or proposed to be taken
u/s 182/211 I.P.C / 217/248 B.N.S :

(afe srfvm Ruld gt g al wr.g.d. &l o1 182/211/217/248 H T TH &
=qTid i TS AT UEATId BIATS T feearor):

15.Result of Laboratory analysis (3imermeT & Ty mQ fargwor &1 ufeorm):

16. Brief facts of the case (ATHa @ Tdfda gidm aza):

arfaw ROE (Tw3mR 05/24 feATd 26.12.24)............. A= ST, TFET TIHT |®
Tt 06.12.2024 @t MU gRT FOI0HO0 98/2024 &RT 4/21 & Ua @ivwi(ferare
&1 [ATEe) srfe=aw 1957 a-w fafta $AR 9a€T OF 3 UH1eT daa-T Harar
UHSITSSTA/135,3MATFT YA Tgdlel a [Nell qRICHIe(USTERe) I 3T 31 &
fOeg USiigd waar T | et [ae=Er 300 ot 3T $UR JTea IHT ek
mgﬁmwﬁﬁzﬁmr@eﬁ%wﬁm%ﬁmwmaﬂ?w
wma%ﬁw%@aﬁ%wwmﬂzﬁﬁawwmﬁomsrw
waﬁgﬂ@raﬂ%ﬂ%ﬁmmﬂ&ﬁﬂ&zﬁn@m%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%122024ﬂﬂé§?ﬁ%| =
Te @ fafeA # afvid aray g arash @1 seedied fhaT T 1 A g3 b
T 22 § TUF &Y ¥ 3ifehd g fh......... PIS T 29 ATAIH T deehid g=17 T
Tohgt i & 3refie Sa-ty Tohelt TURTer T T, o1 TR T ST LR gIRT 39
TR vfeihd eath g1 Tohd T Tl Uiiere OR g1 haTT, 3T gt | 39 ey &
ORI 22 & IR I IHANT 7l USiihd g Gl g IR gl STl foea=T i S
aﬁ%ﬁwﬁaﬁnﬁfﬁmm%ﬁﬁmﬁésmaﬁiﬂmmw
&l TATere TT U e gq Ruie UTod at T o | Tgd e twaee
mgﬁgms‘aﬂwrﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬁmm%mwﬁmﬁdmm g 9T g.....
FRATAT G FCUd AT ST Uih: SIS I3TH036[a031H0 (3T ThR)
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N.C.R.B (7. 9.3me 1)

L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

/2324/3055 T 18 feawer,2024 &MEIAI TRIST SIUC et | fowr amHT deeas
W USiighd HOII0H0 98/2024 €T 4/21 &F Ud @iwsi(Torhrd &1 fof=zme) rferi=aw

1957 & Gge USTighd giH & arer-el & fafeies T e i & grarer # | 3% ey § WX
ERT JUH YU T HIH €U F TR Tal 3reelien fhar a1 § | T9T e omT
RS EIRT 3T UF TATH 12.12.2024 & A1EIH T 31T ST AT foh AT heeas
# feATh 06.12.2024 ot Fehcwr aAtEr ot el I @S FUgs SHuE FE gr
[03I0F0 98/2024 &1 4/21 @H U @lvi(faenrg @t fafawm) sifafaam 1957 s=m
ﬁﬁqwaﬁmwaﬁﬂwsrmmﬁawﬁ@a@ﬂAM%aﬂwumaaﬁa

ErﬁFITHuc‘lsn«: (USTEIR®) o 3 3T h (g USTighd T 1T g | Seffeh @ Tef
@aaﬁﬁwﬁmzzﬁwwﬁ%%ﬁa ....... P ~AT 39 ATA=IH I1
deeli| STy 1T Tohegt Mot & srefiq ey Tl 3ruRTer @1 W9, o X AT
U5 TR gRT 39 M Wiieighd gih gRT fhd 7Y Teifed gikaie TR g1 T, 33T
el | 39 3T & ORI 22 & AR Ih WA 7 df USiid gl Thdl 5 Id
afﬁ?ﬂﬂfranﬂazﬁuzﬁsﬁ@'&ﬁmﬂﬁzﬁmﬁ% o fafes srvma =g § |
31 WY T A Ih YT § SR folderds gRT TUIGIY & MR R JAiad hridmgr
%mermmﬂzﬁqq-cﬁﬂ@m%|w€rsﬁsﬁaaua:ﬂzr 18/12/24 90 d@g® Fcu®
it e i il 3T G UG Gt ST dt ey 22 # Figd wiideni
dgm Mes v gra ueH fhd 7w g sfvad & erfar urar o 3@
mqﬁﬁ%@w%ﬁqﬁwﬁmwﬁﬂﬁmm%|m
I ATHANT eht TIS=HT THTH Tehdl STIAT § | 3 Trel=e # JehcHT a1l ST el ool @it
e e SiTet At U uid 59 ey $i aiNg &t it g b 59 g A grrtead
AFAIRT AT # URATE, SRR X UMD hRidg! @ | 39 g § AT ST &
VO3 R 14 THT 10.47 & [&HATH 26.12.2024 P TEHT o [hAT AT |
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N.C.R.B (7. 9.3me 1)
L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

17.Refer Notice served  gi Date(feAT®):
(S8 fop AiteT):
(Acknowledgement to be placed)(uradt dceft #%):
18.Despatched on(3uur &Y fafdr): 26/12/2024
19.No. of enclosures(dedd! & G&AT): 3

20.List of enclosures : As annexed (§eda! @t gA):
[IF1.pdf, lIF2.pdf, vidhik ray _compressed.pdf

21. Name and address of the accused, who have not been challaned,
whether caught or not: (ATd 3R IdT THYH , ST ATATH g1 1 1Y g [T

UdS Y g1 AT g1 Udhs T gl):
21%.Suspected accused name, address and age / gfcey 31&[{1,?5 T ATH ,
T 3T 3Ty :

219.The absconding accused name, address and age / I 31'&[21%5 T ATH
Ot 3R 3y :

22. Names and addresses of the accused, who have been challaned
(3rfergamt & 91 ud St arerd faar 73T gl)
22%h.Name, address and age of the accused on bail
(ST IT AT Jaeleh U ATHGdh T ATH,UT 37 1Y)
229 .Mafarur accused name, address and age lﬁtﬁﬂaﬁqfﬁ T ATH , TdrT
3R 31y :
23.Case property (including weapons) with details of where and when they
were recovered and the details of recovering officer and also whether
they were sent to the magistrate or not.(dTd (§TIIR Figd ) ST uTF T4 gl
59 faavur & 919 o6 Hgl 3N hd uHsT 7AT 3R [ha= uwsT 30 ag afSede &
Ut WS T T Aglhl)

24. Result of trial (f&c# &7 givomA) :
25. Complete Punishment (33f §<1T0) :
25®.Date (fei® ) :
259.Place (¥IT1) :
25T.Punishment (931T7) :
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N.C.R.B (7. 9.3me 1)

L.I.F.-V (Tshipd ITa BT -V)

Signature of Investigating Officer submitting

Forwarded by Officer in charge final report/charge sheet .
(ATt arfErepTd gIRT 3 a) (3ifom feaié/ami o3 R e ara ST
Name (AT#): Vinay Kumar sahu AT & gEaTER )
Rank (4<): | (Inspector) Name (d1): ADESH KUMAR
PNO/CUG No. Rank (4¢): Sl (Sub-Inspector)
. 930630373
froaen/aigsh §: PNO/CUG No.

froan s 982028580

\1\& )S*"’l&&

TRUE COPY
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ANNEXURE:A/17

BEFORE THE SPECIAL SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF
GEOLOGY AND MINES, CIVIL SECRETARIAT, LUCKNOW

" REVISION NO. 63 OF 2025

(Under Rule‘80 of U.P. Minor Mineral (Concession) Rules,"
2021)

(District: Jhansi)

1 Name and address of individual(s) firm or company

- applying: -

.' Sri Vipin 'Kumar Saxena S/o Sri Om Prakash Saxena, R/o
MIG — A/135, Aashiyana Pratham, Tehsil and District —
Morédabad.U.P. Village Daulatpur, Tehsil Sadar, District
Moradabad.

.......... Revisionist
2. Professibn of individual(s) firm or company:4
‘?Business; .

3. Number and date of order of the officer, against which

the appeall revision is filed (copy attached)

The present revision is directed against the Order no.
960/30 MMC/2024-25 dated 12.12.2024 served upon the
revisionist by WhatsApp on 06.04.2025 '

4. Name of the mineral or minerals for which the
appeal/revision is filed:
» Sénd/Mi;frum

5. Details of Land

District | Tehsil | Village |  GataNo. | Total Area

_,_4-, ..

20
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claimed (ha.)

Jhansi | Garaut | Ghamra | Gata No. | 24
ha, nd 1419 Kh,
Khand No.
01

Whether application fee of Rs.2500/- has been deposited
in the manner prescribed in Rule 81 of the Village U.P.

Minor Mineral Caqncession Rules, 2021
F¢é of st.2500/-, has been paid by treasury challans.

Whether, :the application has been filed within 60 days

or 90 days the date of communication of order passed
by the Officer

Yes, within time of communication of order.

Néme -:~'a'hd: complete address of the bartylparties
impleaded, if any.

.Sri Vipin ,Kumar Saxena S/o Sri Om Prakash Saxena, R/o

MIG = A/135, Aashiyana Pratham, Tehsil and District —

"Moradabad U.P. Village Daulatpur, TehsiIvSadar, District

Moradabgad.

.......... Revisionist
Versus
1. District Magistrate, Jhansi

2. Mines Officer, Jhansi -

21
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.......... Respondents

Number c}f copies of petition attached (The number of
extra copies should be attached for each impleaded

party/parties)

" 1+3 copies as per the number of impleaded parties are

‘attached. .

Grounds of Revision

A. Brief Facts

1

; That an advertisement was issued on 26.11.2019 inviting

abplicatiqn for grant of mining lease by way of e-tender-

" cum-e-auction for areas mentioned therein. TrLﬂe copy of

advertisement dated 26.11.2019 is filed herewith as

; Annexure No. 1.

}:‘?_ That the revisionist duly participated in the e-tender-cum-

e-aucfion in respect of Gata No. 1419 Kha, Khand — 01,
ad-méasuring 24 hectare situate in Village — Dhamnaut,
Tehsil — Garautha, District Jhansi and the revisionist
being highest bidder was issued the Letter of Intent on
28.01;2020.

That thereafter revisionist submitted the mining plan and

applied for environmental clearance which was issued in

'. Zi?“favoUAr' of the revisionist on 18.11.2022. True copy of

22
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Env.irohmental Clearance dated 18.11.2022 is filed

:,herevwit:h as Annexure No. 2

A

That after the issuance of the - environmental clearance,
lease deed was executed in favour of revisionist on
11.01.2023 for a period of 5 years upto 10.01.2028 in
respect of area Gata No. 1419 Kha Khand No.01, ad-
measuring 24 hectare situate in Village — Dhamnaut,

Tehsil — Garautha, District Jhansi. True copy of Lease

Deed dated 1 1.01.2023 is filed herewith as Annexure

7 ‘No. 3

. That after the execution of the lease deed, the revisionist

commenced its mining operatlon however an Original
Application No. 440/2023 was filed before the Hon'ble
National Greens Tribunal, Principal Bench, New Delhi by

one Navin Kumar which was registered as 0O.A. No.

e_440/2023 The O.A. ﬂled by Navin Kumar was disposed

'of by the Hon ble National Greens Trlbunal by its order

dated§04.07.2023 stating that there exists ho challenge
by waiy of appeal to the environmental clearance granted
in favour .of the revisionist. True copy of- order dated
04.‘07;2023 passed in O.A. No. 440/2023 is filed here\rvith
as Annexure No. 4.

That agarnst the said order, a Civil Appeal No. 6492/2023

was filed by Navnn Kumar before the Hon ble Supreme

Court in which on 12. 02.2024, the Hon'ble Supeme Court

. set aside the order and restored back the original

23
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- application. True copy of the order dated 12.02.2024

passed by Hon'ble Supreme Court in Civil' Appeal No.

6492/2023 is filed herewith as Annexure No. 5.

That t?hereafter the Hon'ble National Greens Tribunal
restoréd thg original application on 18.03.2024 and a joint
inspection committee was coristituted in respect of
violation of the environmental clearance.

Thét \)ide order datgd 28.08.2024, the Hon'ble National
Greéns Tribunal directed the SEIAA, UP and UPPCB to

act in accordance with law and since the project

' prdponent i.e. the revisionist had submitted that he was

not carrying out mining and he will not carry out mining

even after the monsoon season as the matter is sub-

: judice before the Hon'ble National Greens Tribunal. True

. copy of the order dated 28.08.2024 passed tky Hon'ble

National Greens Tribunal in O.A. No. 440/2023 is filed

- herewith as Annexure No. 6.

" That thereafter on 21.11.2024, the SEIAA, UP in it

minutes of meeting dated 21.11.2024 kept the
environmental clearance granted in favour of revisionist in
abeyance. True copy of minutes of meeting dated

21.11.2024 is filed herewith as Annexure No. 7.

That on 13.12.2024 when the matter was heard by the
Hon’ble National Greens Tribunal, it was informed to the

Hon'ble Natiohal Greens Tribunal that the SEIAA, UP has

?‘videié_rder dated 12.12.2024 canceled the environmental

24
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clearance of the revisionist. True copy of minutes of

meeting dated 12.12.2024 is filed herewith as Annexure

No.8..

That as such the Hon’ble National Greens Tribunal vide
order dated 13.12.2024 dismissed the O.A. as nothing
survive therein. True copy of order dated 13.12.2024 is

filed herewith as Annexure No. 9.

That this order was communicated to the revisionist vide

order dated 22.12.2024. True copy of order dated

22.12.2024 i§ filed herewith as Annexure No. 10.

_::_;That m the meantime, the CTO issued in favour of

revisionist was also revoked vide order dated 10.10.2024
as communicated by the Reclzional Officer, U.P. Pollution
Control Board, Regional Office, Jhansi vide letter dated
12.11.‘2024. True copy of order dated 10.10.2024 is filed

her,ewith as Annexure No. 11.

;_:That-ther_éafter on 22.11.2024 a letter was sent by the

'Oﬁiéef'o'f. 'th.e respondent no. 1 to make cdmpliances of

the order dated 12.11.2024. True copy of letter dated

22.11.?2024 is filed herewith as Annexure No. 12.

That after. issuance of the letter dated 22.11.2024, no
further communication was made with the revisionist énd
no Ieﬁer was received from the Office of respondent no. 1
by the5 revisionist.

That the revisic;nist has now been served With ar

bearing no. 960/30 MMC/2024-25 dated 12.12

25
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order has been received by the revisionist on WhatsApp

.sent to the revisionist on 08.04. 2025. True copy of order

dated 12 12 2024 received on WhatsApp on 05 04.2025

is flled herethh as Annexure No. 13.

That a beruéal of the impugned order would show that the
same has been marked to following:-

ﬁ?ﬁr@a Cal {ﬂ"ﬂ?f T SHEH wﬁaﬁ? ?d
BRG]
19T GRE, yad T GRed fauE, Sofe I,
WI
> PR, @ T e FeRme, Jolio, WS 4,
TGS |
3-aRg gfery srefiar, sﬁé’n
4- Wﬁaﬁﬂmﬁ ),
5-JurSTeTImRYEERI, TRIeT|

s-mﬁmwmwmmmﬂaﬁmﬁa@-
Teo * Eoctlo-T/135, MR UuH, dedia d for-
TRIETEE |

However, neither the letter number nor aateé or marking 1s

mentioned.

That the revisionist has also sought information through
RTI regarding dispatch of the order that whether the order
has been served to the revisionist but no reply has been
received. True copy of the RTI application is filed

herewith as Annexure No. 14.
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That to the best of the knowledge of the revisiionist the

same has not been dispatched to any of the said il

0504.2025,

That further the perusal of thé said order shows that an
inspec;cion was carried out by the joint team of the Mines
Deparfment on 05.12.2024 in which 5140 cubic meter of
miheral sand/morrum was found to be mined and
transported for which Mines Officer, Jhansi had
registéred a first information report in Thana Katarganj.
That the impugned order states that despite show cause

notice, an ordgr staying the mining yet mining was done

“for 51?10 cubic meter for which F.I.R. was registered, in

view of the same on account of violation of terms and
conditi'c'nns of the lease deed,| the lease is being canceled
as well as charge of illegal mining of Rs. 51,26,000/- is
being Ajimposed and as per the Rule 61(6)(2) of the Uttar

F?radeéh Minor Minerals (Concession) Rules, 2021, the

: E..re'visionis.t" is being blacklisted for a period of two years.

'Tha:t',és",far as the security and outstanding dues are

conce?rned, a separate order would be issued.

That tfhe impugned order has been passed in violation of
principles of natural justice.

That the-impugned order impoéing the charge of illégal
mining is not preceded by any show cause notice

Tﬁat és far as the registration of the FIR is concerned, it

is submitted that FIR being not maintainable has already

— i fo.
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been cancelled by the concerned police station. True

copy of- the order of cancelling the FIR is filed hereW|th as

lAnnexure No. 15

That as per the Rule 61(2) of Uttar Pradesh Minor

'Mlnerals (Concessmn) Rules, 2021 prior to imposition of

illegal Emlmng or cancellation of mining lease a show
cause hotice is mandatory to be served upon the lessee
which |n the present case has not.been done.-

That it 'has further been .submitted that prior to an order of
blabklieting being passed, it is mandatory that a show
cause notice indicat'iné blacklist a person has to be

issued as required under Rule 61(2) of Uttar Pradesh

- Minor Minerals (Concession) Rules, 2021,

That it is further submitted that in order for lease to be
terminated an order under Rule 59(1) of Uttar Pradesh

Mihor Minerals (Concession) Rules, 2021 has been to

_ issued which in the present case has not beenhdone and

wnthout determination of the lease as prowded under Rule

,59(1) of Uttar Pradesh Mmor Mmerals (Concessmn)

- Rules; 2021 no black-listing order can be passed.

That as per the law laid down by Hon'ble the High Court
in the case of Ajay Raj Dwivedi (Supra), no order of
black-listing can be issue without affording opportunity of
hearing.

That the Hon'ble High Court of Lucknow in the case of

Ajay Raj Dwivedi versus State of U.P. and 3 others (Writ

28
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C. No. 13569 of 2019) vide its order dated 19.02.2020 has
held “From perusal of the record it is clear thit before
passing the .implgned order no opportunity o hearing

was gi\)en to the petitioner. It is also clear from perusal of

the record that notices were issued by the Senior Mines

Officer but the impugned order was passed by the
respondent no.2, i.e. District Magistrate Chitfakoot. Apart
frofn the same, it is also clear that although nothing is
contained in the show cause notice regarding factum of
bla.cklisting of the petitioner or forfeiting .the security
amount but while passing the order impugned, the

petitioher was also blacklisted for a period of two years

and _t'lje security amount deposited by him was also

forféite'd" Further the court directed “We, accordingly,
quash '.the impugnéd order dated 02.03.2019 passed by
respoﬁdent no2.-District Magistrate, Chitrakoot and allow
the présent writ petition. We further clarify that in case the

respondents do choose to initiate fresh proceedings

E.against the petitioner, We leave it open to them to do so

;sub)’éc-:’t'td }he. observation that the proceedings if initiated

shall \be undertaken in accordance with law and the
obserfvations appearing herein above after affording
opportunity of personal hearing to the petitioner.” True

copy of the judgment and order dated 19.02.2020 is filed

hereWith as Annexure No. 16.

29
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That in the present case neither while imposing the
charge of illegal mining a show cause notice has been

issued ,neither a show cause notice prior to cancelling the

Iease nor while black listing, a show cause notice has

been |ssued hence the entire order has been passed in

-vnolatlo:n of prmmple of natural justice and cannot be

legally ésusta'ined

That the Hon’ bIe High Court in the case of Ranveer Singh
versus State of Uttar Pradesh and others reported .in
2017 ('1) ADJ 240 (DB) has held “Once the liability was
fastened on the shoulder of petitioner, then it was the
ob/ig;ation' of the S;.‘ate to prove by way of credible
evidencé that it was the petitioner, who has indulged in
illegal mining and in the said direction, apart from issuing
show cause notice, all the evidence that was sought to be
relied. upon i.e. the iﬁcumbents who have carried the
search and survey and the incumbents who have come
ferward to depose against the petitioner, thf/'r names
odghf to have t;een disclosed and they ought to have
been broduced to support the case of State fhat petitioner
inéfect; has ihdu/ged in illegal. mining. Not only this as a
part jof process, petitioner was entitled to have
re_asonab/e opportunity of defending himself by
questioning the veracity of evidence produced against
him and by adducing his own defence evidence, if any.

Decision makerAis bound to act fairly, as under the

30
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scheme of things provided for, the determination made by

him will entail civil consequences, as qua the person

. charged 'with illegal mining on charges beir\g proved

financial liability” would be shouldered and in contra

situation, the State would be at loss.” True copy of the

:_'judgmént and order dated 16.12.2016 is filed herewith as

Annexure No. 17.

That it is further submitted that the respondént no. 1 has
imbosed penalty of Rs. 5,00,000/- (Rupees Five Lacs)
vide the impugned order which is in violation of Section
21(5) of the Mines and Minerals (Development and
Regulation) Act, 1957 as the respondent no. 1 has no

power to impose the penalty.

‘That _.éection 21(5) of the Minor Minerals (Development

| and Regulation) is reproduced herein under:

“21. Penalties.
(5) Whenever any person raise, without any lawful
authofjty, any, mineral from any land, the State

Government may recover from such person the mineral

So raised, or where such mineral has already been

' dis;:)'_bse(‘:( :o'f,, the price thereof, and may also recover from

such berson rent, royalty or tax as the case may be, for
the périod .during which the land was occupied by such
person witho_ut any lawful authority.”

That :further it is pertinent to’ mention here that the

Hon’ble High Court of Lucknow in the case of M/s

31
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Pushpdeep Infrastructure vergus State of Uttar Pradesfw
and others vide order dated 29.09.2022 has held “t is an
undisputed fact that under Section 21(5) of the Act 1957
the pehalty can be imposed as well as the recovery
chafgés can be levied for mineral which has glready been
&iquééd'dﬁ withéut any lawful authority, but this power is
véstéd; inth'v tbe State Government and not with the
Collectior/District Magistrate. Section 21(5) of the Act
1957 /s very clear and there is no ambiguity about it. For
convehienée 'Section 21(5) of the Act 1957 is quoted
herein :beiow.' |

(5) Whénever any person raise, without any lawful
authority, any, . mir;erél from any land, the State
Govérnn'vent may recover from such person the mineral
so- raised, or where such mineral has already been
'disposed of, the price thereof, and may also recover from

such person rent, royalty or tax as the case may be, for

the period during which the land was occupied by such

person without any lawful authority. 6/[(6) Notw/‘hstanding

anything contained in the Code of Criminal Procedure,

1973 (2 of 1974), an offence under sub-seé:tion (1) shall

_ be cognizable.”

It was‘ further held by this Hon'’ble Court that “The power
of the State Government under Section 21(5) of the Act
1957 has not been delegated to the Collector and the

document enclosed as CA-4 to the counter affiqavit relied
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by the State Government is not for the delegation of
power to the Co/lector/District Magistrate to exercise the

pvower under Section 21(5) of the Act 1957. It is a

notification which empowers all the District Mag‘istrate to

issue ‘the recovery certificate to recover the amount as

arrears of land revenue. It is not imposing or levying

.charge’s.

In view of the discussion made hereinabove, the

impughed order dated 04.12.2015 has been passed by
the District Magistrate on nothing, is not sustainable in
the eyes of law and is liable to be quashed.

Accordingly, the writ petition is allowed. The order dated
4.12.2015 passed by the Co//ectbr and the consequential

recovery certificate dated 8.12.2015 issued by the

_31Additi5hal District Magistrate, Gautambudh Nagar and

: the revisiona/ order dated 9.4.2019 are hereby quashed.”

True cbpy of the judgment &nd order dated 29.09.2022

passed by the Hon'ble High Court is filed herewith as

Anneigure No. 18.

That the Hon'ble High .Court of Judicature at Allahabad,
Lucknov;/ "Bench in the case of M/s. Sheshnath
Enterpr:ses ad another versus State of Uttar Pradesh
and étheré in WRIT C No. 876 of 2025 vide its order
datedg% 04.0?.2025 stayed the order passed by the District
Magiétrate imposing penalty as the State was unable to

provide the notification under which the District

33



3

38.

40.

793

’rl\}lagistr'éte has been delegated the power to impose

penalty.‘.' True copy of the order dated 04.02.2025 is filed

herewith as Annexure No. 19.

That is._ further submitted that after 30" June, 2024, no
mining activity has been carried out by the lessee i.e.

revisionist hence the entire charges are fabricated.

That the extent of fabrication |s very much apparent from

4 the fact that the order impugned is stated to be passed on

12.12.2024-w1th an order no. 960/30 MMC/2024-25
wherees the order is said to be issued in the year 2024
for which the tndication should be 2023-24 as s apparent
from the earlier letter dated 22.11.2024.

That nnne communication of the order despite the
endorsement bemg ‘made to all the officials, the said

rder has not been communicated till 5"‘ April, 2025 is

~ also indicated of the fact that the same has been issued

after ante dating the same.

That the revisionist has been communicated the order by
the.person whom he had authorized for the purpose of
eorrection of coordinates and for Iegally_folloYving upon
his ease for the same before the department. The said
orderihas been served to him on Og04.2025 whereas he
in eoltnsion with the officials atter ahte datect the receiving
to 36.12.2024 this cause to show that the entire

proceedings have been carried out with mala fide

intention of respondent No. 2.
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That the order itself is cryptic as it cancelled the lease

| and shows that the determination of the dues etc. would

be done which again shows none application of mind.

That the impugned order is per se illegal and in violation

.-of rules is liable to be quashed.

‘That the revisionist has learnt that an advertisement has

been issued for grant of an area others and it is on the

‘issuance of fthis advertisement that the order has been

commﬁnicated to the revisionist. True copy of the

advertisement dated 17.04.2025 is filed herewith as
Annexure No. 20.

That the impugned order is completely illegal, wrong and
arbitrary.

That the action of the respondeﬁt no. 1 is illegal, arbitrary

and legally unsustainable.

GROUNDS
a. Because as far as the security and outstanding dues
are'concerned, a separate order would be issued.
b. Be¢ause the impugned order has been passed in

violation of principles of natural justice.

. Because the impugned order imposing the charge of

_i:lle;c;éilih'l_in_ing is not preceded by any' show cause

no’éice. .
d. Befcausé as per the Rule 61(2) of Uttar Pradesh Minor

Minerals (Con‘cession) Rules, 2021 prior to imposition

W
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of i_{i,egal mihing or cancellation of mining lease a show
caﬁse notice is mandatory to be served upon the
.Iesslée which in the presen‘t case has not been done.
. Because prior to an order of blacklisting being passed,
it is.‘ mandatory that a show cause notice indicating
blac}klist a person has to be issued as required under
‘ Rulé' 61(2) of Uttar Pradesh Minor Minerals
'(C_'oﬁce:ssion) hules, 2021:
; .éééaﬁse"iﬁ order for lease to be terminated an order
undier Rule 59(1) of Uttar Pradesh Minor Minerals
(Cc;ncession) Rules, 2021 has been to issued which in
t_he: pre'se‘nt case has not been done‘and without
detérﬁination of the lease as provided under Rule
‘59(51') of Uttar Pradesh Minor Minerals (Concession)
Rules, 2021 no bléck-listing order can be passed.
.'Beca'uée as per the law laid down by Hon'ble the High
.Court in the case of Ajay Raj Dwivedi (Supra), no
order of black-listing can be issue without affording
| op_portunity of hearin.g.
.'Because in the present case neither while imposing
| the charge of illegal mining a show cause Fotice has
‘been issued neither a show cause notice prior to
.car;celling the lease nor while black-liéting, a show
; éaQse notice has been issﬁed, 'hence thé entire order

has been passed in violation of principle of natural

justice and cannot be legally sustained.

W
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i. Because the respondent no. 1 has imposed penalty of
R;. 5,00,000/- (Rupeés Five Lacs) vide the impugned
6rder which is in violaltion of Section 21(5) of the Mines
and Minerals (Development and Regulatio.n) Act, 1957
~as the respondent no. 1 has no power to impose the
'pénalty.

Because 'after- 3o™ JL:me, 2024, no mining a!tivity has
been carried out by :the lessee i.e. revisionist hence

the entire charges are fabricated.

k. Because the extent of fabrication is very much

apparent from the fact that the order impugned is
stated to be passed on 12.12.2024 with an order no.
960/30 MMC/2024-25 whereas the order is said to be
issued in the year 2024 for which the indicatic;n should
be 2023-24 as is apparent frdm the earlier letter dated
22.11.2024,

Beé‘ause né: communication of the order despite the
enc}brsemént being made to all the officials, the said
order has not been communicated till ;" April, 2025 is
also indicated of the fact that the same has been
issued after ante dating the same.

. Because the revisionist has been communicated the
ﬁ(dsf by the person whom he had authorized for the
purpose of correction of. coordinates and for legally

foIIéowing' upon his case for the same before the

debartment. The said order has been served to him on

o
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b
05'.0‘4.2025 whereas he in collusion with the officials '

after ante dated the receiving to 30.12.2024 this cause

" to show that the entire proceedings have been carried

out with mala fide intention of respondent No. 2.

. Because the order itself is cryptic as it cancelled the

lease and shows that the determination of the dues

etc.: would be done which again shows none

'appl'ication of mind.
Because the revisionist has Iearnt that an

: advemsement has been lssued for grant of an area

others and it is on the issuance of this advertisement
that the order has been communicated to the

revisionist.

._Bec'auee the impugned order is completely illegal,

wrong and arbitrary.

. Because the action of the respondent no. 1 is illegal,

arbitrary and legally unsustainable.

PRAYER

The revisionist is praying for thefollowing relief:-

(i)

(ii)

To quash the Order no. 960/30 MMC/2024-25 dated
12. 12 2024 served upon the revisionist by WhitsApp on

504 2025 as conta/ned in Annexure No. 13 to the revision.

To quash the advertisement dated 17.04. 2025 issued for
grant of the area being Gata No. 1419 Kha, Khand 01, ad-

measuring 24 hectare situate in Village — Dhamnaut, Tehsil -

Y

Z‘t@m\’t
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Garauthé, bistrict Jhansi, .as contained in Annexure No. 20 to
the revision. -

(iii) Any othelr order as deem fit and proper in the circumstances
of the cése- may kindly be also passed.

If the appeal/revision application has been filed by the holder of

power of attorney to be attached.

NA
Lucknow f ' Revisionist
Dated 24¢| 2025 Throggh . .
oot
(Pushpila Bisht)
Advocate

Counsel for the Revisionist

\pst”
‘:

TRUE COPY
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M Gmall V.K. Shukla <madhavnassociates@gmail.com>

Appeal No. 45 of 2025 titled as "Vipin Kumar Saxena Vs. SEIAA &

Anr."
1 message

V.K. Shukla <madhavnassociates@gmail.com> Thu, Apr 9, 2026 at 8:18 PM
To: priyanka swami <advpriyankaswami@gmail.com>

Ms. Priyanka Swami
Adv for the Respondents

Ma'am,
PFA copy of rejoinder to your reply filed on behalf of DM, Jhansi in the abovesaid
appeal.
Regards

V.K. SHUKLA

Advocate for the appellant

Madhav & Associates B-69 | Lajpat Nagar-1 |

New Delhi-110024 | Tele: 011-45558066

E-mail: vkslawoffices@gmail.com | Mob.: +91 8800131234 |

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE

The contents of this message may be legally privileged and confidential, for the use of the
intended recipient(s) only. It should not be read, copied and used by anyone other than
the intended recipient. If you have received this message in error, please immediately
notify us at the above co-ordinates, preserve its confidentiality and delete it from your
system. Thank you.
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