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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
WESTERN ZONE BENCH AT PUNE
(Application under Section 19 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010)
Interlocutory Application No. S07 /2025/WZ

in
Appeal No. 319 of 2025/WZ
IN THE MATTER OF:
Panditrao Mines & Minerals Pvt. Ltd. ...Appellant
Versus
MoEF&CC & Ors. ...Respondent(s)

REPLY TO INTERLOCUTORY APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF
DELAYFILED ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 1 - MINISTRY OF
ENVIRONMENT, FOREST AND CLIMATE CHANGE

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

I, Dr. Purushottam Sakhare, S/o Shri Ramdas Sakhare, aged about 56 years, working as
Scientist "E" at the Ministry of Environment, Forest & Climate Change (MoEF&CC),
Regional Office (WCZ), Ground Floor, East Wing, New Secretariat Building, Civil Lines,
Nagpur- 440001, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare on oath as under: -

1. That, I am, the above named Deponent, authorized to swear the present Affidavit.

2. The Respondent most respectfully submits that the present appeal has been filed by the
Appellant under Section 16(h) of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, challenging

the Environmental Clearance Revocation order dated 10.03.2025.
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. Vide EC Revocation order dated 10.03.2025, the Environmental Clearance granted vide

letter No. J-11015/350/2006-1A II(M)dated 13.03.2007 granted to the Appellant for
Bauxite Mining Project at village Minch Budruk, Kolhapur, Maharashtra was revoked
with immediate effect. A true copy of EC Revocation order dated 10.03.2025 is

enclosed herewith and attached as Annexure- R1/1.

. It is respectfully submitted that the detailed facts that occurred after the passing of the

above order dated 10.03.2025 are set out as follows:

On the very same date, i.e. 10.03.2025, the order of revocation of EC dated 10.03.2025
was communicated to the Appellant. It is submitted that the Appellant has also not
disputed this fact, as evident from paragraph 19 of the Condonation of Delay
Application.

On 25.03.2025, the Appellant approached the Hon’ble Bombay High Court by filing
Writ Petition No. 4285 of 2025 on 23.03.2025. A true copy of the case details as
reflected on the website of Hon’ble Bombay High Court is enclosed herewith and
attached as Annexure-R1/2.

On 30.04.2025, the Hon’ble Bombay High Court was pleased to dismiss Writ Petition
4285/2025 as withdrawn, with liberty to approach the Hon’ble National Green
Tribunal. Vide the said order, the Hon’ble High Court directed inter-alia as follows:

“4. Needless to observe that the petitioner would be entitled to take a plea
under Section 14 of the Limitation Act on the ground that the petitioner was
bona fide pursuing the present proceedings, if any issue on limitation arises in

the proposed proceedings.”

A true copy of the order of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court dated 30.04.2025 passed
in W.P 4285/2025 is annexed hereto as Annexure-R1/3.

On 22.07.2025, the Appellant filed the present appeal before this Hon’ble Tribunal
under Section 16 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010.

. It is most respectfully submitted that the Limitation Act is not applicable to this

Hon’ble Tribunal which is created under the NGT Act, 2010, which is a special statute.
This issue is no longer res integra after the five-judge bench judgment of this Hon’ble

%’ {s0PL-
”~~

L ¥



289

Tribunal in the case of Sunil Kumar Samantra v. West Bengal PCB, M.A. No. 573
of 2013 in Appeal No. 67 of 2013 wherein it has been held as under:

“15. We have already noticed that NGT Act is a self-contained code in itself. It
provides the forum/procedure that has to be adopted, the limitation period
within which the jurisdiction of the tribunal gets invoked, and the power and
Sfunctions of the tribunal in explicit terms. As a self-contained code, it does not
admit of any ambiguity with regard to application of other laws in the
adjudicatory process of the tribunal. The legislature in its wisdom has worded
provisions of Section 16 of the NGT Act so as to prohibit even filing of an
appeal beyond a total period of 90 days. The language of these provisions
clearly demonstrates the legislative intendment on excluding application of
general law of limitation to this special statute. Such a view would also find
clear support from the language of Section 29 (2) of the Limitation Act which
postulates that when a special law prescribes for any period of limitation
different from the period prescribed in the Schedule to the Limitation Act and
the language of the provisions of such special law is indicative of express or
implied exclusion, then Sections 4 to 24 (inclusive) of the Limitation Act shall
apply only and to the extent they are not excluded by the Special Law. The

cumulative reading of Section 16, particularly, the proviso and Section 29 of

the Limitation _Act leaves no_doubt _in_mind that legislature had clearly

intended to exclude the application of the general law of limitation provided

under the Limitation Act from the NGT Act. Proviso to Section 16 of the NGT

Act uses the expression ‘allow it to be filed under this Section within a further
period not exceeding 60 days’. The use of the negative language ‘not’ in the
proviso makes it mandatory that appeals cannot be filed afier the expiry of total
period of 90 days and thus, there is lack of jurisdiction of the tribunal to
condone the delay beyond a total period of 90 days. The framers of law, where,
in their wisdom wanted to give a benefit and/or restrict or place embargo on
exercise of a right, have done so by using specific language in Section 16 of the
NGT Act. A special concession is made available to an appellant to file an
appeal beyond 30 days, the initial period of limitation prescribed under that

provision. The framers there put a specific embargo on the power of the

Tribunal not to entertain an appeal after the expiry of a further period of 60

3
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days. Thus the legislature, by necessary implication excluded the application

of general law of limitation from the provisions of the NGT Act.

[emphasis supplied]

6. The Appeal preferred against the judgment of the Tribunal in the case of Sunil Kumar

Samantra (Supra)was dismissed by the Supreme Court as being without merit vide its
order dated 21.11.2014 in Sunil Kumar Samanta v. West Bengal Pollution Control
Board, Civil Appeal No. 10009/2014 giving finality to the judgment of the Tribunal.

. The judgment in Sunil Kumar Samantra (Supra) has been relied upon in multiple
judgments including Khambampati Venkata Ramesh v. Environmental Engineer,
2023 SCC OnLine NGT 4412wherein it was held as under:

10. Nonetheless, Section 16 empowers only 60 days period to be condoned on

furnishing sufficient cause. The National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 is a special

statute prescribing a period of limitation for filing appeals. The Limitation

Act, 1963 is not applicable to Tribunals created under special statute. As the

appeal is not filed within the time provided under the Act, the same is liable to
be rejected. Accordingly, 1.A. No. 49 of 2023 is dismissed.

. Further, this position has also been clarified by the Hon’ble Apex Court in CST v.
Parson Tools and Plants, (1975) 4 SCC 22 wherein it was held that when a special
statute prescribes a certain period of limitation and a specified time limit of extended
period then the tribunal cannot exclude the time spent in prosecuting any prior

proceedings. Relevant portion of the judgment is extracted hereinunder:

“22. Thus the principle that emerges is that if the legislature in a special statute

prescribes a certain period of limitation for filing a particular application

thereunder and provides in clear terms that such period on sufficient cause

being shown, may be extended, in the maximum, only upto a specified time-limit

and no further, then the tribunal concerned has no jurisdiction to treat within

limitation. an application filed before it beyond such maximum _time-limit

specified in the statute, by excluding the time spent in prosecuting in good faith

and due diligence any prior proceeding on the analogy of Section 14(2) of the

Limitation Act.”

[emphasis supplied]
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9. Thus, it is submitted that benefit of Section 14 of the Limitation Act is not available to
the Appellant in the instant case. It is most respectfully submitted that there is a total
delay of 134 days in filing the present appeal under Section 16 of the NGT Act, and the
same is liable to be dismissed on the ground of limitation.

10. Assuming but not admitting that benefit of Section 14 of the Limitation Act is available
to the Appellant in the present case, it is most respectfully submitted there is still a
delay of 98 days and the appeal is barred by limitation as illustrated hereinunder:

1. Firstly, it is submitted that there is a delay of 15 days between the date of
communication of EC Revocation order dated 10.03.2025 and date of filing of
the writ petition before the Hon’ble Bombay High Court on 25.03.2025 which
has not been taken into account by the Appellant in the instant case.

2. It is most respectfully submitted that it is well-settled that the period of time
taken to invoke the jurisdiction of the Court under Section 14 has to be
excluded while considering the period of limitation. Reliance in this regard is
respectfully placed on the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Laxmi
Srinivasa R&P Boiled Rice Mill v. State of Andhra Pradesh (2022) SCC
Online SC 1790 wherein it was held that the period from the date of filing of
the writ petition and the date on which it was dismissed as not entertained
should be excluded under Section 14 of the Limitation Act. Relevant portion of

the judgment is extracted hereinunder:

“3. It is an accepted position that the appellant had filed a writ petition
before the High Court on 24.02.2018, which was not entertained vide the order
dated 07.03.2018 on the ground that the appellant should approach the
Appellate Authority. .....

4. In the facts of the present case, we find that the period from the date of
filing of the writ petition on 24.02.2018 and the date on which it was dismissed
as not entertained viz. 07.03.2018, should have been excluded. The writ
proceedings were maintainable, but not entertained. Bona fides of the appellant

in filing the writ petition are not challenged.
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11. It is further respectfully submitted that the Hon’ble Patna High Court in Narain Das v.
Banarsi Lal, 1969 SCC OnLine Pat 73has also clarified the above position, in

following terms:

“21....With great respect I am unable to share the view taken by their
Lordships, inasmuch as the prosecution of a civil proceeding, whether in a
Court of first instance or in a court of appeal is absolutely necessary and the
time spent during that prosecution alone has to be excluded under Section 14.

There_is nothing in Section 14(1) which can justify the view that the time

taken by a party in taking steps for invoking the aid of the Court should also

be excluded while computing the period of limitation. Explanation I to Section

14 clearly provides that in excluding the time during which a former suit or
application was pending, the day on which that suit or application was
instituted or made, and the day on which the proceedings therein ended, shall
both be counted. Section 14 has to be read as a whole along with the
Explanation to that section. It is true that in Section 14(1) the word
‘prosecution’ has been mentioned, but in Explanation I the word ‘pending’ has

been mentioned. The position thus is that reading section 14(1) along with

Explanation I, it is the pendency of a civil proceeding, either in_a Court of

first instance or in a Court of appeal, which has to be enquired into and then

the Court has to_ascertain the period during which the proceeding actually
remained pending.”

12. Secondly, there is also a delay of 83 days between the date of Order of dismissal dated
30.04.2025 and date of filing of the present appeal before the Hon’ble Tribunal dated
22.07.2025. Therefore, even excluding the period when the Writ Petition No. 4285 of
2025 was pending before the Hon’ble Bombay High Court, there is a total delay of 98
(15 + 83) days in the instant case. The said period is therefore beyond the extended
period of time of 90 days which can be condoned by this Hon’ble Tribunal under the

proviso to Section 16 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010.

13. It is most respectfully submitted that an appeal against an order refusing to grant EC
has to be preferred within a period of 30 days from the date of communication of the

order. Further, if the Hon’ble Tribunal is satisfied that an appellant was prevented by
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sufficient cause from filing the appeal within the period of 30 days, it may allow it to be

filed within a further period not exceeding 60 days.

It is a settled principle of law that the Hon’ble Tribunal cannot condone delay under
Section 16 beyond a period of 90 days. Reliance in this regard is placed on the
judgment of Hafed Sugar Mill v. Haryana State Pollution Control Board & Anr.
Appeal No. 18/2023 wherein an application under Section 16 of the NGT Act was filed
read with Section 5 along with Section 14 of the Limitation Act, seeking condonation
of delay. In this factual matrix, it was held that the Hon’ble Tribunal loses jurisdiction
to condone delay if it is of more than 90 days. Relevant portion of the judgment is

extracted hereinunder:

“6. A bare perusal of the above provisions reveal that the initial limitation for
filling the Appeal is 30 days from the date of communication of order or
decision or direction or determination. After expiry of the initial 30 days period,
a further window of 60 days has been provided to the party to file an appeal by
showing the sufficient cause which prevented him from filing the appeal within
the initial 30 days period and on satisfying the Tribunal about sufficiency of the

cause. Thus, the Tribunal has been conferred with the power to condone the

delay of 60 days only after the expiry of initial 30 days period. The said

fntention of the Legislature is clear from the phrase “not exceeding 60 days”
use?’_ in.the proviso. 7. The above issue is no longer res integra. The six Member
Benc;? at the Principal Bench of the Tribunal in M.A. No. 247/2012 (Arising out
of Appeal No. 76/2012) in the matter of Nikunj Developers & Ors. vs. State of
Maharashtra & Ors. had considered this issue in a case where the delay in

filing the appeal was in excess of 90 days. The Tribunal considering the

language of Section 16 of the Act reached to the conclusion that the Tribunal

loses jurisdiction to condone the delay if it is of more than 90 days. In other

words, if appeal is filed after a lapse of 90 days from the date of

. communication_of order, the Tribunal loses jurisdiction to condone the

delay....”

‘_"_It,_is‘ tqséb._ctﬁll‘ly submitted that the Appellant has preferred a ‘Condonation of Delay
Application’ bearing Interlocutory Application No. 507/2025/WZ along with the
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present appeal praying that the delay of 83 days in filing the present appeal may be
condoned. The Appellant has erroneously not included the intervening period of 15
days between date of communication of EC Revocation Order dated 10.03.2025 and
date of filing of Writ Petition dated 23.03.2025. However, as illustrated above, the

B < %} | delay is of a total period of 98 days even excluding the period of pendency of Writ
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':J - been preferred beyond a condonable period of 90 days and is liable to be dismissed on
the ground of limitation under Section 16 of the NGT Act.

That the present reply to the application for condonation of delay is filed bona fide.

| NOTARIAL |
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Verified at Nagpur, on the gy day of September, 2025 that the contents

' NOTARIAL |

of Paragraphs of the aforesaid affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief and nothing material has been suppressed or concealed therein.
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ANNEXURE R1/1

J-11015/3350/2006-TA-THM)
Goverament of India
Ministry of Environm ent, Forest and Climate Change
Impact Assessmenf Division
Men-Coal Mining
Indira Paryavaran Bhawan
JorBagh, Aligan)
Mew Delhi-110003
Dated: 10.03.2025
To, '
Shri S.A. Panditrao.
The hanaging Director,
M/s Panditrao Mines and Mincrals Privaie Limited,
Atharva, ShindeAngan, Plot no. 4&35,
Behind IT], Pachagaon Road.
Kolhapur-416 607, rMaharashira

Subject: Revoeatien of Envireameni Clebrspce under soctien S of ihe

- TARE
Envirenment (Protection) Acy, ’.féf"-é fi}i’ Minche Badrok Bauziie mine by MA
inks

h
Panditrao Mines apd Minerals Frivate Limited at villeg ge Minche Budruk, T
Budhargarh, District Kokiaprz., in iab srashira. far concealmaent and sun im

IN‘A
iy

n

~—

(=]

i

of false, misleading information-reg.

Sir.

WHEREAS, the Project Proponcat. in jts Environment Ucam (EC)
application dated 28.09.20005 uni'er the Eavivnment lmpet Assessmen j\(‘llf&.all\*ﬂ.
T994, submiltted Form AL wherein af sarial nomvher 3d). # swted tha thore were no
National Parhs, Sanctueries, Biosphiere Reserves. Monumerts. Heritage Siws. or
Reserved Forests within 10 km of ibf‘ min* site. The Ministry eranted Environmenal
Clearance {120} to the project en §3.05.2 G? tndder Envirenmoen Bapect Assesvimant

(FIA) Notification. 2006 in xoc vz‘c];m:..a h Minisiry's eirenlar detegd 13102006,
...". A X% liz.,f:{;::ﬁs, l;.l‘.a ~.: ~l h—.l s.lL:l \‘ 1:\4 1§.. PORTE IRPIRLAS iy RERIRER YD l\ll..;\ PR '-.‘-::' ' ;'}:~ un

is Jovaied at a distance of 3.8 km from the mine site. The Project Proponeat, Mis
Panditrac Mines and Minerals Private Limited. concealed ihis information while
subinitting the EC applicstion form.
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3. WHEREAS, the Ministry issued a Show Cause Notice 10 the Project Proponenst
vide Jetter No. J-11015/350/2006-1A-11 (M) dated 06.03.2023 under Section 5 of the
Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 for the concealment of information pertaining to
the presence of Radhanagari Wildlife Sanctuary within 10 km radius from the mine site
and asked PP as to why the Environment Clearance dated 13.03.2007 should not be
revoled.

4, WHEREAS, the Project Propopent responded on 21.03.2023, admitting that it’s
Consaltant, inadveﬂemi}' missed io mention the distance ol nearest National Park/
Sanciuary from. the mining site. Vide aforesaid letier Project Proponent also requesied
to give them an opportunity ta explain the details in parson $o as 1o apprise about the
measures taken from their side.

3. WHEREAS, the Project Froponent was given an opportunity to present'its case
hetore the 148 EAC (\'m Coal Mining} meeting hetd on 3-4 May 2623, The EAC. after

aiezancd deliberations. abserved that the Project Proponent has concealed the
infarmarion in Form A The FAC reirerated the praovisions of Clause & (vi) of EfA
Netification, 2006, that “Dcliteraie concealment andior submission of false or

mivleading ingbrmenion o dofe which is pierial to sereening or sooping oF appraizsal

e deesion e the opplicodon shatf meke e application liable for rejection. and
cuelocfiarion uf prior givironmenial Siagrance gromied on ihat basis. Refection of an

. " o iy E )
Praiony v cande Harion l.'j." (R AN ’ eIV IR e LT dl:"x.?{(:.']" ar R, 0

i prownd sheft be decklded v the wun!wrm weforihe aiier giving a persvnal

w t i Spplicans, and Ll g vhe principles of nainrai frsice ", Further, EAL

apined thal the Mindsm may revoke U Lr.\nunm mal Clearenee 1£C) granied by the
Ningstey vide FC letier ddm; 1303 2007 for conceahinent of informatiog

<
i+ WHEREAS. the Project Proounent vide letter dated 02.06.2023 requested the
Minjeiry to review the 145 EAC minues, With the approval of compatent authaority. the
Prodeet Froponent was provided turiher opponunities to appear botone the 7% FAL

mreeting (1712 July 20230 the (87 Lu:L' meeting (31 s - | Avgust 20231, and the

0% AU mesting (21-22 Sepamber 31235 Hosvever. the Projeet Proponent did nit

I 80y of {hese 3_0;::,1'1“.5_:;._

WITERBAS. the Prject Proponent subsequently filed W N, 13964 of 2024
hetore the Hon'ble Hieh Coun of Bombay and chalieneed B ahevanee order duted
08.01.2019 and Show Cuuse notice dared 06.03.2023.

A FIEREAS, the Hon i el Court of Borabay vide ils order dated 05,02.2025

p?{:~§i‘il mlluwmg diteviion for the compiiance -
7) / .
J‘ “’f e

Page 2675
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" In the gforesaid circumsiances, at this stage of the procesdings. we DUss
the jollowing oz’dgr:

(i} Ler the authority iss uing the show cause notices grant a personal hearing
fo the petitioner on the show cause notices. The date of personal hearing fo be
Jixed. he informed to the petitioner within five days from today-

(1) The arders to be passed on the show cause notices be placed on record
of this Court on the adjourned date of hearing.

(i1i) All contentions of the parties on adjudication af the show cause notices
are expressiy kept open. "

WHEREAS, the Ministry provided the Project Iroponent an opportunity for a

persanal hearing. vide its letter dated 10.02.2025. The hearing was conducted under the
Chairmanship of the Additional Secretary, JA-Division, MoEF&CC, on 18. 02.2025, at
Indira Paryavran Bhavan, Jor Bagh, Mew Delhi. The meeting was attended by the
Project Proponent, their representafives, and officials from the Non-Coal Mining

Secior. The Project Proponent and their representatives were provided with a full and |

fair oppurhunily to present their submission. 'The proceedi nigs of the personal hearing is

[}
—-
&

M .,
ivan al

HOR

T

vill,

I

uide by the Project Froponent, the recommendations of the per
face of the ease. fuds that:

hawing was reumm nded:

Agnegure-4A,

WHEREAS, mewh }JTO(‘*‘LdH gy of the personal hesrivg dated 18.02.2025.

1 view zhe above. ihe ;:,;mr)nm stal Clearance dated [ 3.03.2007 issued fin

A

Bawcire mining project of Vs Panditras Mines and Minerals Privare Limited
with production capucity of 0.80 3TP4 in the mine ]z_"I.S‘z' ared of 8.0 ha, located
of Village Minche Budruk, Taluker-Budhargarh. Distr :cz‘—A1 apur, Maharashira
is fighle 1o he cancelfedvevaked

Ire above recommendation for cancellationfrevocarion of envirommeniii

elearance letier No J-110137350:2068-14-11 (M) deted 13 03 2007 issued o

-

iz

MincheBuaruk Beuxite ming by M Pondinao mines & minerals Pyi. Lid.
wiluge  MincheBudruk, Toluhe  Budhargarh i Disgricr Kolhapur i
Maharashiva mey be submiiied to the Compelent . Aurhority in the Minisir for

appropriate order 98 per the extan acls, rrl?e.‘ and regulations.

Ay r.'a'u'an i Dl wHavice 1@ e fiovve FECOIMIE it 1y e 55.::;;-::';.'( Pitcea

WHEREAS. the Ministry. after considering (he written angd oral subnissions

sonal Bearing, and th

Page3 ofs
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1. The Project Proponent concealed information regarding the location of
Radhanagri Wildlife Sanctuary while applying for EC on 28.09.2006.

2, The Project Proponent obtained EC dated 13.03.2007 based on false and
misleading information.
3. The Project Proponent operated the mine without cbiaining wildlife clearance

from the Standing Commitiee of the NBWL.,

12.  Now, therefore, after accepting the recommendations of the personal hearing, the
Competent Authority in the Ministry, ir: exercise of the powers conferred under Section
5 ot the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, and in accordance with Clause 8(vi) of the
EIA Notification, 2006. hereby reveokes the Environmental Clearance accorded for
Minche Budruk Bauxite mine by M/s Paupditrao Mines and Minerals Private
Limited at village Minche Budruk, Taluka Budhargarh, Bistrict Kolhapur, in
Muaharashira vide letter No. J-11015/330/2006-1A-11(1¥) dated 13.03.2007, with
immedinte effeet. .o

This arder issues with the approval of the Competent Authority.

A
Koo
.:'-"L jo-o O )

(G ToTer)
ARAJEEY RANJIAM)
. TN . i ¥/ Scwonns! ¢
Pl A ghiny T, T T Ui SR SEmE
n.al Envlionnennfeast a Cimate Chate
W N, g Rooll
Gaul. of jrdn, Now [Duihs

Lopy e

[. The Secreiary, Winisivy of Mives, Government of India Shasivi Bhawan, Dr.
Ratendra Prasad Moad, New Delhi, Deibi 110001.

2. The Becrsiary . Enviroament and Climate Change Depariment, Government
ot Maharashira, Manuwalaya Mumbai, Maharashtra- (with a rec}uu:-;{ {0 ensure
compliance with the aforesaid arder of the Ministry),

3. The Director General Directorale of Geelogy and Mining, Government of
Wsharashirs, Nagpur, Government of Maharashiva "Khani] Bhawan';, ot
Mo, 27, Shivaii Nager, Coment Rogd Mapyur - 440010 fsvith 5 pomgost (o ensere
compliance with the aforesaid order of the Ministry).

The Chief Wildlife Warden. Maharashira Forest Departmens, Van Rhavan.

ashira- {with & request 1o

Rangiri Road Livil Lines

- ensure compliance with the aforesaid arder of the Minisiry)

-
i
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The Chairman, Central Pollution Control Board. Pavivesh Bhavan, East Arjun
Nagar Delhi- 110032~ {with a reguest to ensure compliance with the aforesaid
order of the Ministry).

The Deputy Director General of Forests {C), Ministy of Environment, Forest
and Climate Change,Regional Office Nagpur, Grousd Floor. East Wing, New
Secretariat Building.Civil Lines, Nagpur- 440001- (with a request to ensure .
compliance with the aforesaid order of the Ministry).

The Controller General of Mines, Indian Bureau of Mines, NAGPUR- 440 00,
Maharashtre- (with a request t¢ ensure compliance with the aforesaid order of
the Ministry).

The Divector General of Mines Satety, Direciorate General of Mines Safety
Hirapur, Dhanbad, Jharkhand, 826001 - (with a request to ensure comphance
with the aforesaid order of the Ministry).

The Member Secretary, Maharashira Pollution Control Boaid. Ka Ipataru Point,
2nd flaor. Opp. PVR Theatre. Sion (). Mumbai-400022, Maharashira- (with a
request to ensure compliance with the aforesaid order of the Minictry) '

1. The Member Secretary, Central Ground Water Authority, A2, W32 curzon Road

Barracks, K.G Marg, New Delhi -110001- (with 4 request to ensure compliance
with the aforesaid order of the Ministrv).

- The District Collector. Nalhapur, Swarajya Bhawan. Collector Office. Oppo.

Mahavir Garden. Magala Park, Pin-416003.- Meharashira-(with & reguest 1o
enstire compliance with the aforesaid srder of the Ministry), :
Birector. M¢s Panditrav Mines and
Minerals Private Liniied. RS, No. 747, A-Ward. B-1 Vasant Vishwas park
Kolhapur-4]6037
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m ANNEXURE R1/2

Join us on
Telegram

« Back
Case Details
Bench :- Bombay
CNR No. :- HCBMO010172402025
Stamp No. :- WPST/10864/2025
Filing Date :- 25/03/2025
Reg. No. :- WP/4285/2025
Reg. Date :- 26/03/2025
Petitioner :- [ PANDIRAO MINES AND MINERALS PRIVATE LTD - v \
Respondent :- [ THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA AND ANR - v
Petn.Adyv. :- ' PRASHANT BHAVAKE v |
Resp.Adv. :- 'MITTAR SAIN MUKAT B BHARDWAJ v |
e Bench :- DIVISION
Status :- Disposed
?(;?84 /12)352. - Disp.Type :- Disposed Off
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Disp.By :- HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE G. S. KULKARNI
HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE ADVAIT M. SETHNA

Last
Date:-30/04/2025

Stage :- FOR ADMISSION
Last Coram :- HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE G. S. KULKARNI
HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE ADVAIT M. SETHNA

Act :- Environment Protection Act 1986

Under Section :- NA

Office Info.
Misc. Info
Objection(s)
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Appl. cases

[ Listing Dates/Orders ]

[ Lower Court Details l

« Back

High Court Of Bombay Case Status

e 1.SMS
e 2. Mobile Users

Address for correspondence

e The Registrar General,
Bombay High Court,Fort, Mumbai -32.

Right to Information

e Public Information Officers and Appellate Authorities

Site Developed & Maintained By Computer Cell,Bombay High Court. Hosted by N.I.C.-SPNDC-A |
Disclaimer | Last Updated On 19/08/2025 | Policy Statement | All rights reserved.
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ANNEXURE R1/3

911-WP-4285-2025.D0OC

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
WRIT PETITION NO. 4285 OF“zozs\

e nditrao Mines and Minerals Pyt. Ltd. : ...Petitioner
Versus ' )
The Government of India,
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climates Change, \\
Impact Assessment Division & Anr. ...Respondents

Mr. Nikhil Sakhardande, St. Adv. a/w Abhijeet Desai, Ashish Venugopal, Mohini
R., Karan Gajra, Daksha Punghera and Vijay Singh i/b Desai Legal LLP for
Petitioner.

Adv. M. S. Bharadwaj a/w Ashutosh Mishra for Respondent Nos. 1 & 2.

CORAM:  G.S.KULKARNI &
ADVAIT M. SETHNA, JJ.

DATE: 30 APRIL 2025
P.C.

1. After this petition was heard for some time Mr. Sakhardande, learned senior
counsel for the petitioner fairly states that the petitioner would withdraw this
petition with liberty to approach the National Green Tribunal, considering the
provisioné of Section 16 (g) and (i) of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010.

2. Allowed to be withdrawn with liberty as prayed for.

3. All contentions of the parties are expressly kept open.

4. Needless to observe that the petitioner would be entitled to take a plea under
Section 14 of the Limitation Act on the ground that the petitioner was bona fide
pursuing the present proceedings, if any issue on limitation arises in the proposed

proceedings.

(ADVAIT M. SETHNA, J.) (G. S. KULKARNIL J))

Page 1 of 1
30 April 2025
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M Gma il Office RSChambers <office@rschambers.net>

Panditrao Mines & Minerals v. MOEF&CC Appeal - 319/2025 | Service of Reply to
CcOoD

Chambers of Rahul Kripalani and Suhasini Sen <office@rschambers.net> Mon, Sep 22, 2025 at 7:03 PM
To: staffmumbai@advtalekar.org
Bcc: Suhasini Sen <suhasini@rschambers.net>, Masooma Rizvi <masooma@rschambers.net>

Dear Sir,

Sub:
Sub: Panditrao Mines & Minerals v. MOEF&CC Appeal/319/2025(WZ)

Please find attached the reply of MOEF&CC (Respondent No. 1) to the Condonation of
Delay Application filed by you. Kindly consider this email as proof of service.

Thanking You.

Sincerely,
Suhasini Sen
Counsel for MoEF&CC

Chambers of Rahul Kripalani & Suhasini Sen
R 289B Lower Ground Floor
Greater Kailash 1
New Delhi 110 048
office@rschambers.net
Mobile: +91-9953049776
Office: +91-11-41606930
+91-11-41406930

@ For Filing_Reply to COD_MoEF.pdf
3789K
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