
BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 

WESTERN ZONE BENCH PUNE AT PUNE . 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 105 OF 2023 (WZ) 

NAGESH VINAYAK DHAMALE … APPLICANT

V/s 

M.P.C.B.AND OTHERS ...     RESPONDENTS 

INDEX 

SR 

NO 

ANNE 

XURE 

PARTICULARS PAGE NOS. 

1. Index - 90 

2. Reply 91 105 

3. Affidavit 106 107 

4. R-1 Copy of the Judgement and order dated 7th

February 2019 
108 112 

5. R-2 Copy of the said screenshot 113 114 

6. R-3 Copy of the cancellation deed 115 128 

7. R-4 Copy of a chart showing pending cases
against Mr.Mehta 

- 129 

8. Vakalatnama - 130 

Last Page 130 

PUNE 

DATE :01/01/2024            

ADVOCATE FOR THE APPLICANT

90107



BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 

WESTERN ZONE BENCH PUNE AT PUNE . 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 105 OF 2023 (WZ) 

NAGESH VINAYAK DHAMALE … APPLICANT

V/s 

M.P.C.B.AND OTHERS ...     RESPONDENTS 

REPLY ON BEHALF OF 

Mr.SANJAY TAKLE 

MAY IT PLEASE  THE HON’BLE TRIBUNAL 

1. At the outset it is submitted that Mr.Sanjay Takale (hereinafter

will be referred as Respondent No.5, as he has been impleaded

as Respondent No.5) is the owner of the land bearing Survey

No.69-A, 69-B/1, 69-B/2, 69-C, situated at Manjari Budruk, Pune

(hereinafter referred to as the said site) and is nowhere

concerned with M/s.Dreams Corporation. Mr.Sanjay Takale has

never held any position in M/s.Dreams Corporation. Infact

Mr.Sanjay Takale had given the said site for development to

M/s.Dreams Corporation, who have abandoned the project and

hence he was required to step in to complete the formalities.
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2. At the outset, it is submitted that, the statements, averments,

submissions made on behalf of the Applicant, are denied by this

Respondent, as the same are not admitted. Nothing in this  reply

expressly admitted herein ought to be taken as admitted by the

Respondent No.5 or be deemed to have been admitted by the

Respondent No.5 for want of specific traverse.  The Respondent

No.5 states that for the purpose of gravity, the Respondent No.5 is

not denied each and every allegation, statement and contention of

the Applicant which is ex-facia contrary to the contention of

Respondent No.5 and its stand  in the present case except to the

extent that such allegation, statement or contention necessitate,

cogent, warrant or reply.

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS 

3. The Respondent No.5 submits that, this Hon’ble Tribunal does not

have jurisdiction to try, entertain and dispose of the present

application, as the same is not within limitation. The present

Respondent states that, the Hon’ble Bombay High Court and

Supreme Court had on the interpretation on various Statues, held

that, when a statute prescribes a shorter period of limitation and

difference scheme of the limitation, the provision of Limitation Act

is excluded and the Court/Tribunal must apply the period of

limitation as prescribed in the specific statute while exercising the
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powers. In view of this, the application preferred by the Applicant 

is totally misconceived and liable to be dismissed. 

4. The present Application filed by the Applicant upon plain reading

of Section 15 of the said act is barred by law of limitation. On  bare

perusal of section 15 of the said Act, an Application raising

substantial question relating to environment seeking restitution,

remediation and compensation (including enforcement of legal

right relating to environment) has to be filed within a period of 5

years from date on which the cause of action for such dispute “first

arose” provided that, this Hon’ble Tribunal may, if it is satisfied

that the Applicant was prevented by sufficient cause from filling

the Application within the said period allow it to be filed within a

further period not exceeding sixty days. In the present case the

application is totally barred by Limitation, as the cause of action

for filling the present Application first arose on 10th August 2010

when the plan for construction was sanctioned and thereafter on 8th

September 2010, when the Respondent No.5 obtained NA order, a

layout sanction plan and other permissions as mandated and further

when the construction was completed in December 2013 and the

flats were handed over to the purchasers. The present Application

is filed on 22nd July 2023.

5. The present application is filed after almost 12 years after accrual

of cause of action. The Applicant is unnecessarily hampering the

execution of further procedure and denying the benefits to

numerous flat buyers and their families for his vested interest.

Also, Dreams Corporation has already handed over the possession
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to the flat purchasers and they have formed the Co-operative 

Housing Society. Hence, on this ground the present application be 

rejected.  It is submitted that the present application is barred by 

limitation u/s 15 of the NGT Act, 2010 which prescribes a period 

of 5 years for filing an application from the date on which the 

cause of action for such dispute “first” arose, extendable by a 

further period of 60 days thereafter, provided that the Applicant 

may show by a sufficient cause that the Applicant was prevented 

from filing such an application in time. Further, the Applicant has 

also sought to file an application under section 15 of the said act 

which also provides for the aforesaid words “the date’, “cause of 

action” and “first arose”.  

6. The application was filed on 22nd July 2023. It is submitted that the

date of knowledge has absolutely no application while interpreting

the provisions of Section 15 of the NGT Act. The said Act is a

special enactment and hence, there is a statutory prescription of the

special period of limitation under Sections 15(3) of the said Act,

which will certainly exclude general law of limitation.

7. Further, the application of the principles of recurring and/or

continuing cause of action for the purposes of disputes under

Section 15 of the said Act would lead to serious anomalous and

undesirable consequences. That the Legislature while enacting the

statute purposely used the words "first" for "cause of action" to file

an action before the Tribunal. That the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the case of L.C. Hanumanthappa vs H.B. Shivakumar (2016) I

SCC 332 has held that the word 'first' has been used between the
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words 'sues and 'accrued'. This would mean that if a' suit is based 

on multiple causes of action, the period of limitation will begin to 

run from the date when the right to sue first accrues. To put it 

differently, successive violation of the right not give rise to fresh 

cause and the suit will be liable to be dismissed if it is beyond the 

period of limitation counted from the day when the right to sue first 

accrued. 

8. That in a catena of cases, this Hon'ble Tribunal has also taken the

view that limitation period begins to run from the date when the

cause of action first arose including in Application No. 33 of 2016

Jai Javan Jai Kisan and Ors. Vs Vidarbha Cricket Association and

Ors.; O.A. NO. 179 of 2016 Graminee Environment Foundation

vs. Balaji Infrastructures Ltd. and Ors, OA No. 95 of 2014 Mr.

Suresh Waman Dhavale and ors. vs MOEF and Ors

9. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of M.P. v. Centre for

Environment Protection Research & Development, (2020) 9 SCC

781, the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal, under Sec. 14 and 15

of the NGT Act, can only be invoked, when there is a violation of

one of the specified statutory environmental obligations, mentioned

in Schedule I of the NGT Act, which in turn gives rise to a

substantial question of law. The relevant portion of the said

judgment has been reproduced below:

“43. For exercise of power under Section 14 of the NGT Act, a 
substantial question of law should be involved including any legal 
right to environment and such question should arise out of 
implementation of the specified enactments. 

95 112



44. Violation of any specific statutory environmental obligation
gives rise to a substantial question of law and not just statutory 
obligations under the enactments specified in Schedule I. 
However, the question must arise out of implementation of one 
or more of the enactments specified in Schedule I.” 

[Emphasis supplied] 

10. That this Hon’ble Tribunal in Reddy Structures Private Limited v.

Bruhat Bangalore MahanagaraPalike and Anr. 2018 SCC

OnLine NGT 2469, has also similarly held that:

 “…jurisdiction under Section 14, read with Section 15, is limited 
to determining substantial questions relating to environment 
arising out of Schedule-I to the Act for relief and compensation to 
the victims of pollution and for restitution of damaged property or 
the damaged area. Beyond doing so, the Tribunal cannot go into 
any other question.”   

[Emphasis supplied] 

11. Similarly, section 15(3) of the act contemplates that no application

for grant of compensation or relief or restitution of property or

environment shall be entertained unless the same has been made

within a period of five years from the date on which the for such

compensation or relief first arose.

12. It is submitted that cause of action for filing an application under

the provisions of the Green Tribunal Act, 2010 cannot accrue on

the day when a person discovers the act of environmental damage.

This Hon’ble Tribunal has rejected the proposition of ‘Discovery

Rule’ being applicable to patent event perceptible to the public at

large and therefore by no stretch of imagination can the cause of

action for filing an application under the provisions of the said act
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could accrue on the day when such environmental damage is 

discovered by the party. The Applicant has thus approached this 

Hon’ble Tribunal with the sole intention to overcome the difficulty 

of limitation under the act, has approached this Hon’ble Tribunal 

with unclean hands. Therefore, the present Application under 

section 15 of the NGT Act, 2010 is clearly barred by limitation. 

13. The Applicant herein has not joined the necessary parties to the

present application, and has created third party rights by selling

flats to the intended purchasers by executing agreements with the

said purchasers. Not only that, the Respondent No.13 has also

formed a Co-operative Housing Society of the said flat purchasers,

registered with the Registrar of Co-operative Societies, Pune in

2019. Even, the Applicant has also not been made party to the said

Society. Therefore, on this count alone, the present Original

Application is liable to be dismissed with cost for non-joinder of

parties.

14. The present Application as framed and filed by the Applicant is not

maintainable, as the same is an abuse of process of law. The

Respondent No.5 submits that, the Applicant is not an aggrieved

person within the meaning of ‘Aggrieved person’ as mentioned in

the National Green Tribunal Acts, 2010. The present Application is

hopelessly barred by limitation, and thus, this Hon’ble Tribunal

will not have jurisdiction to entertain the same.
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15. The Respondent No.5 submits that the Applicant in the entire

Original Application has failed to make out a case that how he is

aggrieved by the project of the Respondent No.5. The Applicant is

neither an aggrieved party nor residing within the vicinity of the

Respondent No.5 and thus, the issue of locus of Applicant is to be

decided by this Hon’ble Tribunal. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in

the Judgement of ‘Uday Welfare Trust Vs. State of U.P.’ has

clearly held that, this Hon’ble Tribunal has to consider the

bonafide of the litigant approaching the Hon’ble Tribunal as the

question of operation of Industry and employment of numerous

employees is depending on the order of this Hon’ble Tribunal.’.

16. The Applicant herein has filed the present Original Application on

the basis of information received by it under RTI Act, 2005. It is

pertinent to mention herein that the Application under the RTI Act

was made by the Applicant on 11th May 2023 and the same was

replied by the Respondent No.5 on 30th June 2023. This Hon’ble

Tribunal in the Judgment of ‘Ajay Jayawantrao Bhosale Vs. Union

of India’  has held that an application under the RTI Act does not

give the cause of action to the litigant to approach this Hon’ble

Tribunal. The Hon’ble Tribunal ought to have appreciated that the

principle ingredient of an Application U/s 14 r/w 16 of the

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 is that the cause of action,

which needs to have arisen first before filing an Application before

this Tribunal. In the present the Applicant has failed to justify the

same and hence, the Hon’ble Tribunal does not have the
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jurisdiction to try and entertain the present Original Application. 

Hence, it needs to be dismissed on this ground alone.  

FACTS OF THE CASE 

17. The Respondent No.5 submits that, the Respondent No.5 the owner

of the land bearing Survey No.69A, 69B/1, 69B/2, 69C, situated at

village Manjri Bk, Tal. Haveli, Dist. Pune-412 307  (hereinafter for

the sake of brevity referred to as the ‘Said Land’). The Dreams

Corporation Pvt. Ltd. through its erstwhile Directors namely

Mr.Ramesh Mehta approached the landowner to develop the said

land for constructing of residential projects by name and styled as

“Dreams Nandini”. The Parties therein got the necessary approvals

from the Town Planning Department, Pune and got the plans

approved consisting of six buildings and 12 row houses. The said

constructions are completed and concerned flat holders are residing

in the said Complex. The construction of the Project is completed

in the month of December 2013. It is thus, clear that, the present

Original Application, which has been filed on 22.07.2023 is after a

period of almost nine years, and thus, is hopelessly barred by

limitation pursuant to the provisions of Sec.15 of the National

Green Tribunal Act, 2010.
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18. It is further submitted that, the Respondent No.1 herein had filed

Criminal Case against the Respondent No.5 being RCC No.899 of

2014, under the provisions of Sec.15 and 6 of Environment

(Protection) Act, 1986. The Respondent No.1 had filed the said

Complaint, on the ground that, the Respondent No.5 had not

obtained prior Environment Clearance (EC) before the

commencement of the project i.e. ‘Dreams Nandini’. The

Respondent No.5 admitted its guilt before the Hon’ble Chief

Judicial Magistrate, First Class, Pune and thus, the Respondent

No.5 and his Directors were convicted by the Hon’ble CJM, Pune.

The copy of the Judgement and order dated 7th February 2019

passed by the Hon’ble Chief Judicial Magistrate, First Class, Pune

is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE - R-1.

19. The Respondent No.5 further submits that, in view of the

conviction before the before the Hon’ble Chief Judicial Magistrate,

First Class, Pune, the Respondent No.5 preferred an application in

accordance to the Notification dated 14.03.2017 issued by the

MoEF, Govt. of India, before the State Environment Impact

Assessment Authority (SEIAA) for grant of EC. The said

Application of the Respondent No.5 came to be allowed and the

conditional precedent for grant of EC was to submit a Bank
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Guarantee amounting to Rs.1.75 Crores. The Respondent No.5 has 

not submitted the said Bank Guarantee on account of certain 

factors, which are enumerated as under:- 

a) Dreams Corporation Pvt. Ltd. was formed and constituted in the

year 2011 with the following management, Mr. Ramesh Mehta

being Managing Director of the said Corporation:-

a) Mr.Umesh Shashikant Ambardekar
b) Mr.Hasmukh Prakash Banthiya
c) Mr.Hitesh Subhash Lodha
d) Mr.Dhairyasheel Uttamrao Khot

b) Mr. Umesh Ambardekar, who was the Director and was looking

after the affairs of the Company has resigned from the post

w.e.f. 12th June 2023 and the said date of cessation is reflected

on the website of the Ministry of the Corporate Affairs, Govt. of

India. Copy of the said screenshot is annexed hereto and

marked as ANNEXURE – R-2

c) It is thus, submitted that, there is no one to take care of the

proceedings and hence, in view of the Agreement executed

between the original owners and M/s Dreams Corporation Pvt.

Ltd, the said Development Agreement came to be cancelled by

executing of Deed of Cancellation dated 15th January 2019

before the Sub-Registrar of Assurances. The original landowner

i.e. the present Respondent No.5 to keep upon himself to

conclude the issue of obtaining the EC from the said Authority

and thus, represented M/s Dreams Corporation Pvt. Ltd, though,

he is not part of the Management and never held any position in
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the said Company. Copy of the cancellation deed is annexed 

hereto and marked as ANNEXURE – R-3. 

d) It is further submitted that, the said Mr. Ramesh Mehta has been

absconding for the last 5 to 6 years and there are numerous

criminal cases pending against him and is thus, is not traceable.

Copy of a chart showing pending cases against Mr.Mehta is

annexed hereto and marked as ANNEXURE – R-4.

20. The Respondent No.5 further submits that, as on today and also on

the date of filing of the present Original Application, M/s Dreams

Corporation Pvt. Ltd was not or is not virtually in existence, as the

Management is not being represented any representative/Director.

The original land owner i.e. Mr. Sanjay Takle is thus, as a

responsible citizen and in view of the execution of the Cancellation

Deed, has taken upon the mantle to ensure that, the Project is

legalized and the Flat Purchasers, who are residing in the said

Complex do not bear any brunt of law.

21. The Respondent No.5 has obtained the necessary Consent to

Establish from the Respondent No.1. The Consent to Operate and

the Occupancy Certificate was not granted to the Respondent No.5

as the Environmental Clearance was not received. The periodic

visits have been made by the Respondent No.1 and there were no

irregularities found by them.

102119



PARAWISE REPLY 

22. With respect to contents of Para Nos.1 to 9, the same is matter of

record and thus, the Respondent No.5 does not wish to make any 

comment thereupon.  

23. With respect to contents of Para Nos.10, the contents are false and

denied in toto by the Respondent No.5 as the Respondent No.1 has

not carrying out any construction of whatsoever nature and the

same can be verified from the Affidavit filed by the Respondent

No.1 before this Hon’ble Tribunal.

24. With respect to contents of Para Nos.11, the said contents are

partially correct and the present Respondent  does not wish to offer

any comments in this regard.

25. With respect to contents of Para Nos.12, 13, 14 &  15, the same

have already been stated by the present Respondent in the reply of

earlier paragraphs and hence, in view to avoid repetition, the

contentions there are not denied separately and thus, the contents

of these paragraphs are not admitted by this Respondent and the

same have been denied in toto.

26. With respect to contents of Para Nos.16, the same are for this

Hon’ble Tribunal to adjudicate as the construction of the project of
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the Respondent no.5 has commenced in the year 2011, and that the 

Applicant has only made an application under the provisions of 

RTI Act, 2005 on 11.05.2023. The applicant, nowhere in the 

Application has stated that, what efforts to find out the status of the 

construction from the year 2011 to 2023 have been taken. It is 

submitted by the Respondent No.5 in the foregoing paragraphs that 

the construction of the project has completed in the year 2014 and 

the concerned flat purchasers have already occupied their flat units. 

On account of procedural lapse, the Respondent No.5 could not 

obtain the necessary clearance from the Authorities, and hence, the 

Occupancy Certificate for the said Project is still pending.  

27. With respect to contents of Para Nos.17 & 18, it is submitted that

Applicant is trying to bring the cause of action for filing the present

the Application from 22.07.2023, which is not permissible in the

law, as the wordings of Sec.14 r/w Sec.15 of the Act, clearly state

that the Dispute pertaining to the specific question of Environment

has to be raised before the Hon’ble Tribunal, on the date of cause

of action firstly arose. In the present cause of action for the first

time arose in the year 2011, when the respective approvals have

been received by the Respondent No.5 for the construction of the

said Project i.e. Dreams Nandini. The Respondent No.5 thus,
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submit that, the Present Original Application is not but an attempt 

to harass the Respondent No.5 and extort money from the same. 

The present Application is noting, but a tactic on the part of the 

Applicant to blackmail the present Project Prominent i.e. the 

Respondent No.5 and also the Members, who are  residing in the 

said Project.  

28. It is therefore, submitted that, nothing survives in the present OA

and the allegations made by the Applicant were without any merits

and the present Applicant needs to be dismissed of.

Pune 

Date: 

Advocate for Respondent No.5 

01-01-2024
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1 R.C.C No. 899/2014 Judgment.
CNR NO. MHPU04­003399 ­2014

 Presented on  :  28/02/2014
Registered on  : 28/02/2014
Decided on      : 07/02/2019

 Duration          : Y.   M.   D. 
 04   11   07

IN THE COURT OF CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, PUNE
(Presided Over by A. D. Palaspagar)

REG.CRIMINAL CASE NO. 899/2014   Exh. No. 

Maharashtra Pollution Control Board
3rd and 4th Floor, Kalpataru Point Building,
Sion (East), Mumbai­ 400022.

(Represented by Mr. A.D. Mohekar 
Regional Officer­Pune
Maharashtra Pollution Control Board
3rd Floor, Jog Centre Building,
Wakadewadi, Mumbai­Pune Highway,
Pune­ 411 003 …..COMPLAINANT

 ­VERSUS­

1)     M/s. Dreams Corporation Pvt. Ltd.
 S. No. 6A, 69B/, 69B/2,
 Manjari (BK), Tal, Haveli, Dist. Pune

2) Mr. Umesh Ambardekar
Director of M/s. Dreams Corporation Pvt. Ltd.
S. No. 6A, 69B/, 69B/2,
Manjari (BK),
Tal, Haveli, Dist. Pune … ACCUSED

ANNEXURE-R-1108125



2 R.C.C No. 899/2014 Judgment.
CNR NO. MHPU04­003399 ­2014

Offence under section 15 read with section 16 of the Environment
(Protection)   Act,   1986  and   the  Environment   Impact  Assessment
Notification, 2006 (EIA Notification, 2006).

­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­

Appearances

Ld. Adv. Vilas Jadhav for the Complainant.

Ld. Adv. Saurabh Kulkarni for the accused.
­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­­

JUDGMENT

(Delivered on 07th day of February, 2019)

01. The   complainant  Mr.   A.D.   Mohekar,  Regional   Officer   of   the

Maharashtra   Pollution   Control   Board,   at   Pune   [For   short   "MPCB"]

alleging that accused have committed the offence under section 15 read

with   section  16   of   the   Environment   (Protection)   Act,   1986   and   the

Environment   Impact   Assessment   Notification,   2006   (EIA   Notification,

2006) [For short “MPCB Board”]. He is authorized to file complaint under

the Provisions of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986. 

Following are the facts in nutshell:­

02. It   is   contended   that   accused   no.   1   is   a  Praivate   Company

constituted under the provisions of the Companies Act, 1956. The accused

No.1 company is represented by accused No.2 i.e. Mr. Umesh Ambardekar

is the Director of the accused No.1 Company. They are directly in charge of
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3 R.C.C No. 899/2014 Judgment.
CNR NO. MHPU04­003399 ­2014

and responsible to the company for the conduct of business of the company

as  well  as   the company and responsible   for   the compliance   of  various

provisions of the Environmental Laws including the EIA, 2006.

It is contention of the complainant that accused have carried out

construction   more   than   20,000   M2     (which   required   to   obtain   prior

Environment   Clearance)   at   the   site,   project   namely   “Dreams   Nandini”

located at S. No.  69A, 69B/1,  69B/2,  69C, Manjari  Bk,  Talukar,  Haveli,

Dist. Pune without prior permission of the complainant board.

03. It is further contended that the complainant board has filed the

complaint against accused persons for the offence punishable under section

15 read with section 16 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 and the

Environment   Impact   Assessment   Notification,   2006   (EIA   Notification,

2006). 

04. Accused  No.  2   is  appeared  before   the  Court,  he  represent   the

accused No.1 i.e.  Private Company and accepted the liability of accused

No.1. Today he remained present before the Court.   The charge has been

framed   against   accused   No.1   and   2   to   which   he   pleaded   guilty   and

submitted that this is his first offence and he want to voluntarily plead

guilty for the offence leveled against him on behalf of the company as well

as himself.   He submitted separate application in respect of plead guilty

before the Court at Exh.20. Consequences of plead guilty were narrated to

accused.   However, the said accused remained firm on their decision to

confess the guilt with prayer for minimum punishment.

05. The learned advocate for the complainant board submitted that
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4 R.C.C No. 899/2014 Judgment.
CNR NO. MHPU04­003399 ­2014

accused be punished with maximum fine. Accused submitted that this is

the first case filed against them. They do not have antecedents.  So also, he

submitted that leniency be shown towards him while passing the sentence

and prayed for  minimum fine.  As accused voluntarily pleaded guilty,   it

appears to be first offence of accused.  Therefore, in my opinion and to meet

ends of justice it would be just and proper to direct accused persons to pay

maximum fine amount.   Hence, for the reason stated above,   I proceed to

pass the following order:

ORDER

i) Accused No.1) M/s. Dreams Corporation Pvt. Ltd. and accused

No. 2)  Mr. Umesh Ambardekar are hereby convicted vide section

246 (3)  of  the Code of  the Criminal  Procedure for the offence

under section 16 punishable under section 15 of the Environment

(Protection) Act, 1986 and the Environment Impact Assessment

Notification, 2006 (EIA Notification, 2006)  and sentence to pay

fine of  Rs.  1,00,000/­  (Rs.  One Lakh Only) each,   in default  of

payment of the fine they shall suffer further simple imprisonment

for one month each.

ii) Bail bonds of accused No. 1 and 2 stand cancelled after appeal

period is over.

iii) Copy of the judgment be given to accused free of cost.

(Pronounced in open Court.)

       sd/­
           (A. D. Palaspagar)

Date : 07/02/2019  Chief Judicial Magistrate, Pune.
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5 R.C.C No. 899/2014 Judgment.
CNR NO. MHPU04­003399 ­2014

I affirm that the contents of this P.D.F file judgment are same word for

word as per original Judgment. 

Name of Stenographer  :  Smt. S.R.Shaikh

Court Name  : Chief Judicial Magistrate, Pune.

Date of judgment : 07/02/2019

Judgment Signed by P.O. on   : 07/02/2019.

Judgment uploaded on   : 08/02/2019
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