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IN THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

IA NO. 477 OF 2025 

IN 

APPEAL NO. 39 OF 2025 

IN THE MATTER OF:  

M/S P.C. Gupta & Company                                                            …Appellant 

                                                -Versus-  

State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority, U.P.      …Respondent  

 

REPLY ON BEHALF OF THE APPELLANT TO THE IA NO. 477 OF 2025 

DATED 14.07.2025, APPLICATION SEEKING IMPLEADMENT ON 

BEHALF OF APPLICANT “AMIR HASANAIN”. 

1. That this Hon’ble Tribunal is presently seized of the above-mentioned Appeal 

No. 39 of 2025 which was preferred under Section 16 (g) and 16 (i) of the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 against the decision of the State Level 

Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Uttar Pradesh (Respondent herein) 

to cancel the Environmental Clearance dated 17.03.2021 granted by SEIAA to 

the Appellant for mining sand/morrum in River Yamuna at Gata No. 621 Ma, 

622 Ma, in Village- Mandawar-4, Tehsil- Kairana, District- Shamli, Uttar 

Pradesh. This Hon’ble Tribunal was pleased to issue Notice on 29.05.2025 and 

granted liberty to the Respondent to file its response. 

2. That, thereafter an Interlocutory Application being I.A. No. 477 of 2025 dated 

14.07.2025 seeking impleadment in the present Appeal was filed by one “Amir 

Hasanain” who is neither aggrieved by the decision of the Respondent SEIAA 

nor a necessary or proper party for the present lis. Further the Applicant in the 

said IA has erroneously made several submissions which are in fact false or not 

tenable in the eyes of laws and has also reproduced some vital facts and 

documents which are private in nature, without disclosing the source of the 

information, thus violating not only the privacy of the Appellant herein but also 
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smacks of a larger conspiracy of vested interests wo are obviously a proxy for 

competition. 

3. That this Hon’ble Tribunal vide Order dated 18.09.2025 has given the liberty 

to all the parties in the present Appeal to file a response to the IA No. 477/2025 

and the present reply on behalf of the Appellant is being filed in furtherance of 

the liberty given vide Order dated 18.09.2025 by this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

4. That at the outset, the Appellant in the present Appeal denies and disputes all 

contentions, claims, allegations and stipulations contained in the captioned 

Application which is contrary to and/or inconsistent with what is stated herein. 

Save as otherwise admitted herein, the contents of the said Application are false 

and untrue. Nothing contained in the said Application 

shall be construed as an admission on the part of the Appellant for want of 

specific traverse or otherwise, and unless expressly admitted herein. 

5. That before responding to the para-wise submission on merits, the Appellant 

seeks liberty to submit preliminary objections and submissions, which in his 

opinion are essential for a holistic adjudication of the case.  

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS:  

ESSENCE OF SECTION 16 OF THE NGT ACT, 2010 

6. That Section 16 of the NGT Act, 2010 is an exclusive section in itself which 

provides for ten circumstances/or cause of Action against which the Appellate 

jurisdiction of the NGT may be set in action. Further the remedy of Section 16 

is also available to the person who is aggrieved by the ten causes/circumstances 

mentioned in the Section 16 itself.  

7. That the present Appeal is filed under Section 16 (g) and 16 (i) which read as 

follows: 

“16. Tribunal to have Appellate jurisdiction- Any person aggrieved by- 

…. 
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(g) any direction issued, on or after the commencement of the National 

Green Tribunal Act, 2010, under section 5 of the Environment (Protection) 

Act, 1986 (29 of 1986); 

…. 

(i)an order made, on or after the commencement of the National Green 

Tribunal Act, 2010, refusing to grant environmental clearance for carrying 

out any activity or operation or process under the Environment (Protection) 

Act, 1986 (29 of 1986); 

may, within a period of thirty days from the date on which the order or 

decision or direction or determination is communicated to him, prefer an 

appeal to the Tribunal: 

Provided that the Tribunal may, if it is satisfied that the appellant was 

prevented by sufficient cause from filing the appeal within the said period, 

allow it to be filed under this section within a further period not exceeding 

sixty days. 

In view of the facts and circumstances of the present Appeal neither the 

Applicant in the present IA can be said to be the aggrieved person who can 

be impleaded as Appellant in the present Appeal in terms of the Section 16 

of the NGT Act, 2010 nor the Applicant in the IA is a necessary party to get 

him impleaded as Party Respondent in the present Appeal, because under 

Section 16 of NGT, Act 2010 the grievance can only be against the 

Directions/Orders of some Government Authority only. Therefore, the 

Appellant was diligent enough only to make the Ld. SEIAA as Party 

Respondent because the grievance is against the Order of Ld. SEIAA only 

and against the reasons given for the cancellation. No other party is 

necessary but the SEIAA who is the competent authority against which the 

Appellant herein is aggrieved. 
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APPLICANT IS NOT THE NECESSARY OR PROPER PARTY IN 

THE PRESENT APPEAL 

8. That as per the Principles of Natural Justice the Right to defend in a proceeding 

is available only to a necessary party (the party who in the opinion of the Court 

is necessary and without whom any effective order cannot be passed) or a 

proper party (the party whose presence while not essential, would enable the 

court to effectively adjudicate all matters in dispute). That in the humble 

submissions of the Appellant, the Applicant herein is neither a necessary party 

for the present lis nor a proper party without whom the present Appeal cannot 

be Adjudicated. A true copy of judgement in Mumbai International Airport 

Private Limited vs. Regency Convention Centre and Hotels Private Limited & 

Ors. (2010) 7 SCC 417 (on the concept of necessary and proper party) is 

marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/1. 

9. That the Appellant herein has a legal as well as Statutory Right to proceed 

against the Ld. SEIAA to restore his Environment Clearance which was 

cancelled illegally only on the basis of not replying to the Show Cause Notices 

which was never received by the Appellant herein. A true copy of judgement in 

Poonam vs. State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors. (2016) 2 SCC 779) is marked and 

annexed as ANNEXURE A/2. 

10. Therefore, the Applicant herein has no locus standii to intervene in the present 

Appeal No. 39 of 2025, as it is between the Appellant and the Respondent 

SEIAA, U.P concerning the legality of the Order dated 07.03.2025 passed by 

SEIAA cancelling the Environmental Clearance. The intervenor is neither an 

affected party, nor a statutory authority nor a person aggrieved by the order 

under challenge. His alleged concern and the complaint against the Appellant 

do not confer upon him the legal right to be impleaded in the said Appeal. 

According to Section 18 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 only parties 

having direct and substantial interest, who have sustained the injury, or the 
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person aggrieved in the impugned order may be impleaded. A true copy of 

judgement in Ayaaubkhan Noorkhn Pathan v. State of Maharashtra, (2013) 4 

SCC 465, Jasbhai Motibhai Desai v. Roshan Kumar, (1976) 1 SCC 671) is 

marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/3 (Colly). 

11. That the Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors. vs. Uday 

Education and Welfare Trust & Anr. C.A. No. 2407-2412 of 2021, has 

categorically observed as follows: -  

“….. 

99. We find that before a litigant is permitted to knock the doors of justice 

and seek order which have far reaching effects of affecting the employment 

of thousands of persons, stopping investment in the State, prejudicing the 

interest of the Farmers; the credentials and bonafides of the Applicants must 

be tested…We would therefore, only request the LD. NGT that, when 

credentials  and bonafides of such litigants are seriously raised and when 

entertaining the grievance of such  litigants, which is likely to adversely 

affect the rights of many, it should ensure the bonafides and credentials of 

such litigants. 

…..”  

This is a fit case to apply the above-mentioned observations.  A true copy of 

judgment in State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors. vs. Uday Education and Welfare 

Trust & Anr. C.A.No. 2407-2412 of 2021 is marked and annexed as 

ANNEXURE A/4. 

12. Further, the Ld. NCLT, Chennai Bench in IA No. 641 of 2023 in Company 

Appeal (AT) (CH) (INS.) No. 166 of 2022 has also observed  

“…. 

82. This Tribunal bearing in mind the vital fact that the `Appellant / 

Plaintiff’, is a `master of his own Litigation’, and he / it, cannot be 

compelled to `Implead’, the `Parties’, against whom, he / it, has no 
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grievance and fact of the matter is the `Parties’, cannot thrust on an 

`unwilling Appellant / Plaintiff’, to `array’, the `Intervenors’, to be 

`Impleaded’ as `Respondents’, as a matter of `Right’, the clear cut 

position in `Law’ is that, it is the prerogative of the `Tribunal’ / an 

`Appellate Tribunal’, to add the `Parties’, as `Necessary Parties’, and 

keeping in mind another fact that persons would not be ̀ Impleaded’, just 

because, they would be affected by an `Order’ of the `Appellate 

Tribunal’, incidentally, and considering the `attendant facts and 

circumstances of the case’, in a holistic and conspectus manner’, comes 

to a consequent conclusion that the `Petitioners’ / `Intervenors’, are not 

`Necessary Parties’, to the instant Comp. App (AT) (CH) (INS.) No. 170 

of 2023, and even without their presence, the `Appellate Tribunal’, can 

determine the `Controversies’, between the `Parties’, in a complete and 

a comprehensive manner. 

…” 

Thus, the same principle may also be applied in the present Appeal and the 

present IA for impleadment may be rejected in limine. A true copy of 

judgment in IA No. 641 of 2023 in Company Appeal (AT) (CH) (INS.) No. 

166 of 2022 is marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/5. 

FALSE SUBMISSIONS BY THE APPLICANT IN HIS 

APPLICATION 

13. That the first Show Cause Notice was issued to the Appellant on 25.11.2024 

(Annexure A/10, Pg 67-68 of Appeal), whereas the Applicant (Amir Hasanain) 

made a complaint to the Member Secretary/Chairman SEAC only on 

21.12.2024 i.e., after the issuance of the first Show Cause Notice. Further, the 

Appellant at the cost of reiteration also wants to submit the correct 

chronological order of dates for the perusal of this Hon’ble Tribunal: - 
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• 15.11.2024- In the 854th Meeting of SEIAA the Hon’ble Tribunal’s 

Order dated 14.08.2024 in Original Application No. 528/2024 

“Farukh Chouhan Vs. SEIAA & Ors.” was perused and in view of the 

observations of Joint Committee regarding non-compliance of the 

Environmental Clearance conditions as mentioned in the Order, it was 

decided by SEIAA to issue show cause notice to the project 

proponent. (Annexure A/9, Pg 63-66 of Appeal) 

• 25.11.2024- First Show Cause Notice was issued to the Appellant   in 

furtherance of the 854th meeting of SEIAA but on an address different 

from the correspondence address. (Annexure A/10, Pg 67-68 of 

Appeal) 

• 21.12.2024- Complaint letter was sent by Amir Hasanain (Applicant 

herein) to SEAC for cancellation of EC. (Annexure A/11, Pg 69 of 

Appeal) 

• 24.12.2024- SEAC-1, in its 903rd meeting, considered the issues 

raised in the complaint letter dated 21.10.2024 by Amir Hasanain 

and decided to send the copy of complaint letter along with annexure 

to UPPCB to provide factual report on the issues raised in the 

complaint letter.  (Annexure A/12, Pg 70-74 of Appeal) 

• 06.01.2025- On non-receipt of reply to the Show Cause Notice dated 

25.11.2024 the Ld. SEIAA in its 865th meeting decided to further 

grant seven days to respond to the Show Cause Notice dated 

25.11.2024. (Annexure A/13, Pg 75-77 of Appeal) 

• 23.01.2025- Applicant herein filed the two IAs being No. 54/2025 and 

55/2025 in OA No. 528/2024, “Farukh Chouhan vs SEIAA & Ors.”, 

containing almost similar contents as the present IAs. Further it is 

pertinent to mention here that the Applicant was not formally 

impleaded as a party in the OA No. 528 of 2024. 
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• 29.01.2025- SEIAA, in its 870th meeting, agreed with the 

recommendation of the SEAC-1, to send the complaint letter dated 

21.10.2024 of Shri Amir Hasanain to UPPCB to provide the factual 

report on the issues raised in the complaint letter. (Annexure A/15, Pg 

83-85 of Appeal) 

• 06.02.2025- SEIAA in its 871st meeting decided to cancel the 

Environment Clearance dated 17.03.2021 granted to the Appellant 

due to non-receipt of the reply to the Show Cause Notices. (Annexure 

A/16, Pg 86-88 of Appeal) 

• 07.03.2025- Formally the decision of the SEIAA taken in its 871st 

meeting was communicated to the Appellant herein. (Annexure A/1, 

Pg 29 of Appeal) 

• 07.03.2025- On the same day another letter was sent to UPPCB 

requesting to submit a factual report on the contents of the Complaint 

letter of the Amir Hasanain in furtherance of observation of SEIAA 

in 870th meeting. (Annexure A/2, Pg 30-32 of Appeal) 

Thus, it is humbly submitted that only the factual report on the Complaint 

Letter of Applicant was directed to be submitted to the Ld. SEIAA and 

the decision to cancel the EC of the Appellant was independent of any 

Complaint and was only issued because of non-receipt of the reply to the 

Show Cause Notices. Therefore, the Applicant is making false 

submissions only to waste the precious time of this Hon’ble Tribunal. So, 

only on this ground alone his Application may not be allowed and 

dismissed with a heavy cost. 

14. That the Interlocutory Application seeks to re visit the issues already raised in 

the Original Application No. 528 of 2024 in the case titled “Farukkh Chouhan 

vs. SEIAA, UP & Ors.” which was disposed of vide Order dated 07.05.2025. 
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15. That the Interlocutory Application contains a detailed narration of the alleged 

violations and factual assertions drawn from the Joint Committee Report, which 

has no relevance today as the proceedings under the Original Application No. 

528 of 2024 has come to a close and no issues survives there. The Applicant 

has annexed the documents that are either part of record of the Original 

Application or were before SEIAA, U.P.  while passing the impugned order. 

Further the Applicant has not placed any new or independent material on record 

necessitating its impleadment. 

16. That the Applicant places his reliance on the Joint Committee Report dated 

06.08.2024 filed in the Original Application No. 528 of 2024 which was 

prepared in compliance of this Hon’ble Tribunal’s Order dated 13.05.2024 to 

which objections has also been filed by the Appellant herein and in any case 

does not survive for consideration at this stage. The observations of the Joint 

Committee Report were recommendatory in nature and were not final findings 

of the case, therefore the Applicant cannot seek to elevate Joint Committee 

Report dated 06.08.2024 as a final and conclusive evidence in the present 

Appellate jurisdiction.  

17. That the notices dated 28.02.2023 and 07.12.2024 by the District Magistrate, 

Shamli, pertain to the royalty dues and compliance under the mining lease 

conditions. Both the notices are issued under the U.P. Minor Minerals 

(Concession) Rules, 2021 and have no bearing on the validity of the 

Environment Clearance (EC) or the issues under the said Appeal. Further, the 

Appellant has duly responded to the said notices issued by the Mining 

Department and no coercive proceedings have been initiated against the 

Appellant for the same. What is not clear is how such notices which are one to 

one correspondence between contesting parties, has reached the present 

Applicant and under what circumstance such documents have been leaked by 
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the authorities. This fact itself is ground to dismiss this Application with huge 

costs and this Hon’ble Tribunal may Order accordingly.  

18.  That the complaint made by the Applicant is a private representation addressed 

to the SEIAA, U.P. and it does not confer any procedural or substantive right to 

intervene in the proceedings.  

19. That it is also pertinent to mention here that the Applicant has also annexed a 

number of documents which are related to the Appellant without disclosing the 

fact that how he has obtained these documents. That alone itself raises a serious 

doubt on the locus of the Applicant and he certainly does not qualify to be an 

aggrieved person under Section 18 of the NGT Act, 2010. Further, the Applicant 

resides in another district namely Bijnor in Uttar Pradesh and has no relevance 

to the present case and is into an aggrieved person as understood by the NGT 

Act, 2010. 

PARA WISE REPLY: 

20. That the contents of para 1 are denied as false and without any merit. The 

Appellant herein has no knowledge about the representation sent by the 

Applicant to the concerned authorities for cancellation of mining leases, further, 

the Applicant has not annexed any such document to prove the same. It is also 

pertinent to mention here that the Applicant herein is trying to make out a case 

for him by submitting false facts before this Hon’ble Tribunal. The Applicant 

has previously filed two similar IA. No. 54 of 2025 and 55 of 2025 in the OA 

No. 528 of 2024 titled “Farukh Chouhan vs. SEIAA, U.P.” on 23.01.2025 and 

the said IAs were neither argued nor allowed by this Hon’ble Tribunal, thus it 

is a blatant lie to say that the Applicant is the party in OA No. 528 of 2024, 

which in any case has been disposed of and it does not survive today. That it is 

also humbly submitted that the issue in Appeal and OA No. 528 of 2024 have 

no connection with each other. In the present Appeal, Appellant has challenged 

the Order dated 07.03.2025 for cancellation of EC before this Hon’ble Tribunal 
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under Section 16 of the NGT, Act, 2010 which is the Statutory remedy available 

under the Act to the Appellant herein. 

21. That the contents of para 2 to the extent it is related to the cause of action for 

filing the present Appeal are accepted and rest of the contents are denied as 

false and without any merit. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in catena of 

judgements has deprecated the practice of making decisions only on the basis 

of findings of the Joint Committee Report such as “Grasim Industries Limited 

vs. The State of Madhya Pradesh and Another 2024 INSC 926”. Further, the 

Appellant herein has filed his objections to the Joint Committee Report in OA 

No. 528 of 2024 but before some decision was made on the findings of Joint 

Committee after considering the Objections, the OA was disposed of due to the 

cancellation of EC pending the adjudication of the OA. A true copy of 

judgement in “Grasim Industries Limited vs. The State of Madhya Pradesh and 

Another 2024 INSC 926” is marked and annexed as ANNEXURE A/6. 

22. That the contents of para 3 are a matter of record of OA No. 528 of 2024 and 

thus merit no response. Further, the said OA No. 528 of 2024 has already been 

disposed of by Order dated 07.05.2025 and the Applicant by again placing 

reliance on pleadings of disposed of OA is wasting the precious time of this 

Hon’ble Tribunal without submitting any independent cause of action for 

preferring the present IA. 

23. That the contents of para 4 are a matter of record of OA No. 528 of 2024 and 

thus merit no response. However, it is important to submit here that the 

Appellant has filed his objections to the Joint Committee Report in OA No. 528 

of 2024 but before some decision was made on the findings of Joint Committee 

after considering the objections, the OA was disposed of due to the cancellation 

of EC pending the adjudication of the OA. 

24. That the contents of para 5 are a matter of record of OA No. 528 of 2024 and 

thus merit no response. The Hon’ble Tribunal has stayed the operation of 
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mining in the said area vide Order dated 27.01.2025(Annexure A/14, Pg 78-82 

of the Appeal) with a liberty to the Appellant herein to file its objections to the 

Joint Committee Report. The Appellant has filed his objections to the Joint 

Committee Report in OA No. 528 of 2024 but before some decision was made 

on the findings of Joint Committee after considering the objections, the OA was 

disposed of due to the cancellation of EC pending the adjudication of the OA. 

25. That the contents of para 6 are denied as false and without any merit. It is 

humbly submitted that this Hon’ble Tribunal in its Order dated 07.05.2025 

passed in OA No. 528 of 2024 has categorically recorded the submissions of 

the Counsels for UPPCB regarding the imposition of Environmental 

Compensation and issuance of Recovery Certificate (RC) for the recovery of 

the same. Thus, in view of these facts, filing of an Interlocutory Application in 

a statutory Appeal containing the same facts which has already been looked 

upon by this Hon’ble Tribunal is nothing but a wastage of precious time of this 

Hon’ble Tribunal and is only aimed to prolonging the case at hand, for 

extraneous reasons. 

26. That the contents of para 7 to the extent which are a matter of record merit no 

response. It is humbly submitted that this Hon’ble Tribunal was already 

apprised of these notices by the State Counsel and after recording their 

submissions the OA No. 528 of 2024 was disposed of vide order dated 

07.05.2025. Further, both the notices are issued under the U.P. Minor Minerals 

(Concession) Rules, 2021 and have no bearing on the validity of the 

Environment Clearance (EC) or the issues under the said Appeal. Further, the 

Appellant has duly responded to the said notices issued by the Mining 

Department and no coercive proceedings have been initiated against the 

Appellant for the same. What is not clear is how such notices which are one to 

one correspondence between contesting parties, has reached the present 

Applicant and under what circumstance such documents have been leaked by 
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the authorities. This fact itself is ground to dismiss this Application with huge 

costs and this Hon’ble Tribunal may Order accordingly.  

27. That the contents of para 8 are denied as false and without any merit. It is a 

blatant lie to say that upon taking cognizance of the Complaint letter dated 

21.12.2024 the EC was cancelled vide Order dated 07.03.2025. Further, it raises 

a doubt on credentials of the Applicant herein because Complaint dated 

21.12.2024 was filed by the Applicant with a prayer to quash the EC because 

of non-receipt of response to the Show cause Notice dated 25.11.2024. This 

raises two pertinent questions first how the Applicant was in knowledge of the 

Show Cause Notice dated 25.11.2024 because it is not a public document and 

second why the Applicant is concerned of the proceedings between the SEIAA 

and the Appellant which are inter se between two parties. No RTI Application 

has been submitted herein. This is clearly something more than meets the eye 

and this Hon’ble Tribunal may exercise its diligence in accordance with Uday 

Education and Welfare Trust & Anr. (C.A. No. 2407-2412 of 2021) as provided 

in the SC judgment dated 21.10.2022 Further the contents of para 7 to 13 may 

be read as an Additional Response to the contents of para 8. 

28. That the contents of para 9 are denied as false and without any merit. The 

Applicant has distorted the contents of the Order dated 07.05.2025 (Annexure 

A/18, Pg 98-100 of Appeal) passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal in OA No. 528 of 

2024. This Hon’ble Tribunal has only recorded the submissions of the 

respective Counsels without recording any observations about the Appellant 

herein or any adjudication in this regard. Thus, the distortion of the contents of 

Order of this Hon’ble Tribunal is within the category of perjury.  

29. That the contents of para 10 to the extent which are a matter of record merit no 

response. It is humbly submitted that this Hon’ble Tribunal was already 

apprised of these notices by the State Counsel and after recording their 

submissions the OA No. 528 of 2024 was disposed of vide order dated 
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07.05.2025. Further, both the notices are issued under the U.P. Minor Minerals 

(Concession) Rules, 2021 and have no bearing on the validity of the 

Environment Clearance (EC) or the issues under the said Appeal. Further, the 

Appellant has duly responded to the said notices issued by the Mining 

Department and no coercive proceedings have been initiated against the 

Appellant for the same. What is surprising however is how such documents 

have travelled to the present Applicant which are privileged communications 

between the Appellant and the competent authorities. Clearly, the credentials of 

the Applicant have to be examined by this Hon’ble Tribunal.  

30. That the contents of para 11 are denied as false and without any merit. As 

submitted above, the Applicant was not a party in the OA No. 528 of 2024 and 

it is for him to answer some relevant questions regarding how he has obtained 

documents which are private in nature, his locus, why he is an aggrieved person 

among others. 

31. That the contents of para 12 merit no response. 

32. That the contents of para 13 are denied as false and without any merit. The 

above-mentioned submissions may be read as a response to the contents of this 

Para. 

33. That the contents of Prayer clause are objected and it is humbly submitted that 

in view of the contents of this reply the present IA may be disposed of with 

cost. 

Date:14.10.2025 

Place: New Delhi 

DRAWN & FILED BY: 

                
Shubham Upadhyay, Surya Gupta &Anukriti Bajpai  

Advocates for the Appellants  

29, LGF, Presidential Estate,  

Nizamuddin East, New Delhi- 110013  

Email: eldflegal@gmail.com; +91- 7351772000 

SETTLED BY:  

Sh. Sanjay Upadhyay  

[Senior Advocate] 
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IN THE HON' BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELID 

I.A. NO. OF 2025 

IN 

APPEAL NO 39 OF 2025 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

MIS P.C. Gupta & Company . . . Appellant 

-Versus-

State Level Environment Impact Assessment 

Authority Uttar Pradesh & Ors .................................................... Respondent (s) 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, Prem Chand Gupta S/o Shri Chiranji Lal Gupta aged about 67 Rio D-2, 

2116, Vasant Kunj, New Delhi-110070, do hereby solemnly affirms and 

declares as under: 

1. That I am fully conversant of the facts and circumstances of the matter and am 

competent to swear this affidavit. 

2. The contents of the accompanying Reply are true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge and have been drafted by the counsel on my instructions and 

nothing material has been concealed therefrom. 

3. That the Annexures in the accompanying Reply are true and correct to the best 

DEPONENT 

VERIFICATION: 

·verified at New Delhi on this ... ...... day of ............. , 2025 that the contents of 

the above affidavit are true and correct to my knowledge and belief and nothing_ 

. I . G"*'Ae;.e<? 
material has been concealed there from. ~ ~or pC(,,l \· 

JOGINDER SINGH ~ pro?t\~\OT 
ADVOCATE & NOTARY DEPONENT 

DISTT. GURUGRAM (HR.) ll OCT 2025 M. 9810778999 
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