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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI
APPEAL NO. 04 OF 2026

MADAN SEN APPLICANT
VERSUS

STATE OF UTTAR PRADESH & RESPONDENT(S)

ORS.

REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 4 — SEIAA, UTTAR

PRADESH WITH AFFIDAVIT

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

1. That the answering respondent is the State Environment Impact
Assessment Authority, Uttar Pradesh (hereinafter referred to as
“SEIAA, U.P.”), constituted under the provisions of the Environment
(Protection) Act, 1986 read with the Environmental Impact
Assessment Notification, 2006, and is empowered to grant,
suspend, revoke or reinstate Environmental Clearance in

accordance with law.
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2. That at the outset, the answering respondent respectfully submits
that the present appeal is wholly misconceived, devoid of merit, and
liable to be dismissed in limine. The appeal has been filed on an
erroneous and incorrect understanding of facts and law, and the
allegations made therein are unfounded, untenable, and contrary to
the record. The answering respondent has acted strictly in
accordance with law, within the scope of its statutory powers, and
in compliance with applicable statutory provisions as well as binding
judicial directions. It is respectfully submitted that save and except
what is specifically admitted herein, all other averments, allegations,
submissions, and contentions made in the appeal are denied as
false, incorrect, and hence specifically traversed.

3. That the present reply is being filed in compliance with the order
dated 28.01.2026 passed by this Hon'ble Tribunal in the present
appeal.

4. That it is respectfully submitted that the Environmental Clearance
bearing Identification No. EC23B001UP176919 dated 28.04.2023
was earlier treated as cancelled/nullified consequent to cancellation
of the mining lease by the District Magistrate, Jhansi. However,

subsequently, the cancellation order dated 12.08.2024 was set aside
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by the competent Appellate Authority and Revisional Authority,
thereby restoring the mining lease in accordance with law.

. That it is respectfully submitted that the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Allahabad, Lucknow Bench, in Writ-C No. 7251 of 2025
titled Chandra Pal Singh vs. Union of India and others, was pleased
to direct the prescribed authority (answering respondent) to grant
opportunity of hearing to the petitioner and to pass a reasoned
order in accordance with law. True copy of the order dated
07/10/2025 passed by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature
at Allahabad, Lucknow Bench, in Writ-C No. 7251 of 2025
titled Chandra Pal Singh vs. Union of India and others, is
attached herewith and marked as Annexure P/1.

. That in compliance with the aforesaid directions of the Hon'ble High
Court, the answering respondent issued letter bearing No.
788/Parya/SEIAA/7335/2025 dated 26.11.2025 directing the project
proponent to appear before the Authority on 02.12.2025 to present
his case. True copy of the Iletter bearing No.
788/Parya/SEIAA/7335/2025 dated 26.11.2025 issued by
SEIAA, Uttar Pradesh, is attached herewith and marked as

Annexure P/2.
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7. That pursuant to the aforesaid notice, Shri Akhil Pratap Singh,
authorized representative of the project proponent Shri Chandra Pal
Singh, along with his counsel, appeared before SEIAA, U.P. on
02.12.2025 and presented the factual and legal position, including
information regarding reinstatement of the mining lease by
competent authorities and compliance with statutory requirements,
including deposit of penalty amount imposed by the District
Magistrate.

8. That thereafter, the answering respondent undertook a detailed
examination of the matter and considered all relevant facts and

statutory developments, including:

a) setting aside of the lease cancellation orders by competent
Appellate and Revisional Authorities;

b) confirmation by the Additional District Magistrate, Jhansi vide
letter dated 01.05.2025 regarding reinstatement of the mining
lease; and

c) the binding directions of the Hon’ble High Court requiring
consideration of the matter and passing of a reasoned order

after granting opportunity of hearing.
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True copy of letter dated 01.05.2025 by Additional District

Magistrate, Jhansi is attached herewith and marked as Annexure

P/3

11.

10.

9. That upon due consideration of the entire material on record and in

compliance with the directions of the Hon’ble High Court, the
answering respondent, in exercise of its statutory powers under the
Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 and EIA Notification, 2006,
reinstated the Environmental Clearance bearing Identification No.
EC23B001UP176919 dated 28.04.2023, subject to all original
conditions and additional safeguards.

That accordingly, SEIAA, U.P. issued Letter bearing Ref No.
65/Parya/SEIAA/7335-6342/2020 dated 31.12.2025 reinstating the
Environmental Clearance of the project proponent after due
application of mind and compliance with the principles of natural
justice and directions of the Hon’ble High Court. True copy of
Letter bearing Ref No. 65/Parya/SEIAA/7335-6342/2020
dated 31.12.2025 is attached herewith and marked
Annexure P/4

That it is respectfully submitted that the answering respondent had

no role whatsoever in the revision proceedings bearing Revision No.
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3(R)/G&M(U.P.)/2025 decided by the State Government under the
applicable mining laws. The said revision proceedings were
conducted by the competent statutory authority under the Mines
and Minerals (Development and Regulation) Act, 1957 and the
relevant State Rules governing mining leases. The answering
respondent was neither the adjudicating authority nor a party
exercising any appellate or revisional jurisdiction over the said
proceedings. The answering respondent has acted strictly on the
basis of the final orders passed by the competent statutory
authorities restoring the mining lease, and thereafter considered the
consequential status of the Environmental Clearance in accordance
with law.

That it is respectfully submitted that the answering respondent is
not empowered under the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 or
the EIA Notification, 2006 to examine the legality, correctness, or
propriety of orders passed by competent authorities under the
mining laws, nor can the answering respondent sit in appeal over
the decision of the Revisional Authority or other statutory authorities
under the mining regime. The answering respondent is bound to
take cognizance of the subsistence and validity of the mining lease

as determined by competent authorities, and once the mining lease
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stood reinstated by the competent Appellate and Revisional
Authorities, the answering respondent was required to consider the
Environmental Clearance in light of the restored legal status of the
mining lease.

That it is further respectfully submitted that the answering
respondent has acted independently and in compliance with the
directions issued by this Hon'ble Tribunal in O.A. No. 742 of 2024,
wherein the answering respondent was directed to examine the
issue of violation of Environmental Clearance conditions and take
appropriate action in accordance with law. In compliance with the
said directions, the answering respondent examined the matter and
had earlier taken action based on the cancellation of the mining
lease. However, subsequent to the reinstatement of the mining
lease by competent statutory authorities and in compliance with the
directions issued by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at
Allahabad, Lucknow Bench, the answering respondent reconsidered
the matter, granted opportunity of hearing, and passed a reasoned
order in accordance with law.

That it is respectfully submitted that the answering respondent has
exercised its statutory jurisdiction independently under the

Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 and the EIA Notification, 2006,
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and the decision to reinstate the Environmental Clearance was taken
only after due consideration of the reinstatement of the mining lease
by competent authorities, compliance with the directions of the
Hon'’ble High Court, and after following the principles of natural
justice. The answering respondent has neither ignored nor acted in
contravention of any order passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal in O.A.
No. 742 of 2024, and has acted strictly in accordance with law and
applicable statutory provisions.

That the allegations regarding alleged  suppression,
misrepresentation, or collusion before the Revisional Authority are
wholly unfounded, speculative, and beyond the knowledge and
jurisdiction of the answering respondent. The answering respondent
has no statutory authority to examine the validity of proceedings
conducted by the Revisional Authority under the mining laws, and
has acted bona fide on the basis of official orders and
communications issued by competent authorities and after due
application of mind.

That it is respectfully submitted that the answering respondent has
acted strictly within its statutory powers, in compliance with the
directions of the Hon’ble High Court as well as this Hon'ble Tribunal

in O.A. No. 742 of 2024, and after following due process of law. No
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illegality, arbitrariness, or procedural impropriety can be attributed
to the answering respondent, and the present appeal, insofar as it
relates to the answering respondent, is liable to be dismissed.

17. The answering respondent is bound to take cognizance of the legal
status of the mining lease as determined by competent statutory
authorities. Once the mining lease stood reinstated by the
competent Appellate and Revisional Authorities, the answering
respondent was required to consider the consequential status of the
Environmental Clearance in accordance with law.

18. That it is respectfully submitted that the answering respondent has
acted strictly in accordance with law, within its statutory jurisdiction,
and in compliance with binding judicial directions, and no illegality
or arbitrariness can be attributed to the answering respondent.

19. That the present appeal, insofar as it seeks to challenge the
reinstatement of Environmental Clearance by the answering

respondent, is devoid of merit.



BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH. NEW DEILHI
APPEAL NO.4/2026
IA No 40/2026,
IA No 41/2026 )

IN THE MATTER OF

Madan Sen Appliacnt

‘ VERSUS

State of Uttar Pradesh Through Its Secretary Respondent
AFFIDAVIT

I Vidhyotma Bharti, aged about 49year w/o Dr. G.L Nigam is presently posted as
Assistant Director, Regional Office, Noida Directorate of Environmental. U.P
having an office at E-12/1 , Noida, U.P'present'ly at New Delhi, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare us under: -

1. That I am posted as stated above and well conversant with the fact of the

present case and as such competent to swear this affidavit on behalf of

Member Secretary, SEIAA before this Tribunal.

2. That the accompanying Reply has been drafted by our counsel upon my
instructions.

3. That the contents of the accompanying Reply are true and correct and the
knowledge has been derived from official from records and nothing material
has been concealed therefrom.

4. That the Deponent will continue to extend her full cooperation and shall abide

10
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\{/z,w[y»x
DEPONENT

VERIFICATION 12 FEB 2026

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct 1o the best of my knowledge

and no part of it is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom

e
N2
DEPONNET

12 FEB 202



ANNEXURE P/1

2025:AHC-LKO:61524-DB

HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD
LUCKNOW

WRIT - C No. - 7251 of 2025

Chandra Pal Singh

..... Petitioner(s)
Versus
U.O.I. Thru. Secy.Ministry Of Environment And
Climate Change New Delhi And 4 Others Respondent(s)
Counsel for Petitioner(s) :  Rahul Srivastava
Counsel for Respondent(s) : A.S.G.l, C.S.C., Saurabh Misra
Court No. -3

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

1. This is a writ petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India
wherein the writ petitioner is aggrieved by an order dated April 2,
2025 passed by the respondent No.2 being the State Level
Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA).

2. The impugned order was passed pursuant to the cancellation of
the mining lease deed of the petitioner. However, the counsel
appearing on behalf of the petitioner has indicated the order dated
October 24, 2024 passed by the Divisional Commissioner, Jhansi,
wherein the order of cancellation of the lease dated August 12, 2024
passed by the District Magistrate against the petitioner, has been set
aside. It is to be noted that this order has not been noted in the
impugned order.

3. The counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioner has served a
copy of the writ petition upon the respondent No.2 by way of dasti
and an affidavit of service has been filed in that regard. However,
none has appeared on behalf of the respondent No. 2.

4. In our view, this matter may be disposed of, keeping in mind the
above observations made, by quashing and setting aside the
impugned order and directing the authority concerned to grant an
opportunity of hearing to the petitioner, and thereafter, pass a
reasoned order in accordance with law. The entire procedure of

12
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WRIC No. 7251 of 2025
2

passing the reasoned order should be completed within a period of
eight weeks from date.

5. The writ petition is disposed of accordingly.

October 7, 2025
cks/-

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

Digitally signed by :-

CHANDRA KANT SINGH

High Court of Judicature at Allahabad,
Lucknow Bench
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... In our view, this matter may be disposed of, keeping in mind the above observations
made, by quashing and seiting aside the impugned order and directing the authority concerned 1o
grant an opportunity of hearing to the petitioner, and thereafier, pass a reasoned order in
accordance with law. The entire procedure of passing the reasoned order should be completed
within a period of eight weeks from date..”
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- \ ANNEXURE P/4 478 _
' State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Uttar Pradesh

e e g e

Directorate of Environment, UP,
o\ Vineet Khand-1, Gomti Nagar, Lucknow-226 010
Phone : 91-522-2300 541, Fax: 91-522-2300 543
E-mail : doeuplko@yahoo.com

Website : www.seiaaup.com

To, :
Shri Chandra Pal Singh,
Krishna Nagar Colony, Khera Gadiyagaon,
Tehsil & District- Jhansi, U.P.
Ref. No.....é...g...../Parya/SEIAA/7335-6342/2020 Date: '-;2/ December, 2025

Sub: Restoration of of Environmental Clearance for Proposed Sand/Morrum Mining at Betwa

River Bed at Gata No. 314, Khand- 01, Village: Manikpura, Tehsil: Moth, District: Jhansi, Area: 4.75
Ha, File No. 7335/6342

Dear Sir,

SEIAA after detailed deliberation in its meeting dated 03.12.2025 observed that “the matter
is related to reinstate the cancelled EC of the applicant Shri Chandra Pal Singh, R/o Krishna Nagar
Colony, Khera Gadiyagaon, Tehsil & District Jhansi, U.P. In compliance of order 07-10-2025 of
Hon’ble High Court, Allahabad, Lucknow bench via Writ-C No. 7251 of 2025 Chandra Pal Singh vs.
Union of India & Ors. SEIAA reviewed the matter on 02-12-2025 giving opportunity to the project
proponent and personal hearing. The detail of matter of is as follows:

1. DM, Jhansi cancelled the lease on 12.08.2024 of Shri Chandra Pal Singh  regarding
Sand/Morrum Mining at Betwa River Bed at Gata No. 314, Khand- 01, Village: Manikpura,
Tehsil: Moth, District: Jhansi, Area: 4.75 Ha.

2. Hon’ble NGT in OA no. 742 of 2024 Madan Sen S/o Late Jagdish Prasad Vs State of UP & Ors.
passed an order dated 23.09.2024, operative part of which is as follows:

.."8. The oforesaid chart indicates that Respondent No. 5 hed carried out instream mining and
had also committed illegality in respect of 336 cubic meters of sand. Respondent No. 5 had failed to
supply the proper video recording of the concerned period, therefore, the District Magistrate, Jhansi
vide order doted 12.08.2024 has cancelled the lease deed of the mining areqa. The reply further reflects
that Respandent No. 5 has also been blacklisted for two years and the penalty has been imposed vide
orders dated 10.01.2024, 25.04.2024 and 04.05.2024. In view of this, UPPCB has kept in abeyance the
CTO issued to the project proponent till the further orders.

- 13. It is olso noticed that SEIAA, UP has not initioted any action agoinst Respondent No. 5 for
violation of the EC conditions. Hence, the SEIAA, UP will also examine the issue of violation of EC
conditions by Respondent No. 5 and take appropriate expeditious action in accordance with the

H

law.”.

3. The District Magistrate’s order dated 12.08.2024 regarding cancellation of the mining lease
had been set aside by the Commissioner, Jhansi, through order dated 24.10.2024 in Apﬂpéal
No. 1076/2024 and directed the District Magistrate as reproduced below. =+

“.. SURITT [3deT & IV % Sydfier where @ ot &1 Rrenre sl 5rer ofder
FRY [37P 12—08-2024 [vvG Fvd 5V e [renRert sk @ s By @ arer
gicuiaa [ war ¢ b srfiaeal S userve Bt giRvged aaww verT med g7 Foww
CTEITG (GNETY) et 2021 # FEEE @ swens F oo @ 9y oie o
qiRET B/

4. SEIAA further noted that in compliance with the order of the Commissioner, thansi, dated
24.10.2024, the District Magistrate, Jhansi, vide order dated 12.12.2024 after granting a
personal hearing and examining the representation submitted by the Project Proponent,
reaffirmed the earlier rancellation order dated 12.08.2024.

3
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5. The Project Propenent further filed a Statutory Revision before the State Government

10.

registered as Statutory Revision No. 03(R)/G&M/2025 titled ‘Chandra Pal-Singh vs. DlStLICt

Magistrate, Jhansi’. The State Government, vide its order dated 27.01.2025, passed the .

followingorder:
W%g@ﬂﬁ ToRd BT 7 v [renmBend grr GG ke [aTe 12—12-2024
37% g&wﬂaﬁ@aﬂﬁ ST I, GING 339 [ 12—12—2024 [V far oiar
& Gor Frrerfeaf @t Fferg e wior & 1 frenfiend, siet g SR s 10
B [ § o A glRREs @9 RienfSerd, @idt @ a8 o e ar arr 8
Sovaorwo(Srer @fve BIGUSTT =IG) # 4q 4 ¥ e B guw dv yT FeEd
o BV TYT fIRHiEal GY 9 QF VT AT GWidY Yol WHiold v @Al
Gfem &¥) afk Freal iRt el i waaria AT 98 eear & dl

_ForemEreTe;, gt gepifaa i @Y Y v@ad B

aegwe faygwa e Aea @ ardt §) @ weEa Bl giEa [Far g o e
HaegF HIAE] 5 GG T TEN B/

The project proponent additionally submitted that an affidavit dated 25.01.2025 had been
filed before the State Government in the said statutory revision, stating that:-

“The revisionist / deponent is willing to operate the mining lease in question hence without
admitting the liability imposed revisionist is deposit the aforesaid amount mentioned and demanded
in the impugned order dated 12-12-2024 within 15 days with condition that after depositing the
aforesaid amount impugned order dated 12-12-2024 may deemed to be quashed and mining lease of
the revisionist may be treated to be restored with permission to start the mining operation with
immedigte effect”

The applicant deposited the amount of penalty imposed on applicant and started runnmg the
mining lease in the month of February, 2025.

SEIAA in its 884" meeting d¥ted 02-04-2025 recorded the decision in the present case as
follows-

OA no. 742 of 2024 Madan Sen S/o Late Jagdish Prasad Vs State of UP & Ors. order dated
23.09.2024.

“SEIAA gone through the order dated 23.09.2024 passed in OA no. 742 of 2024 Madan Sen
S/o Late Jagdish Prasad Vs State of UP & Ors. Operative part of which is as follows:-

..."“8. The aforesaid chart indicates that Respondent No. 5 had carried cut instream mining and
had also committed iillegality in respect of 336 cubic meters of sand. Respondent No. 5 had failed to
supply the praper video recording of the concerhed period, therefore, the District Mogistrate, thansi
vide order dated 12.08.2024 has cancelled the lease deed of the mining area. The reply further
reflects that Respondent No. 5 has also been blacklisted for two years and the penalty has been
imposed vide orders dated 10.01.2024, 25.04.2024 and 04.05.2024. in view of this, UPPCB has kept
in abeyance the CTO issued to the project proponent till the further orders.

13. It is also noticed that SEIAA, UP has not initiated any action against Respondent No. 5 for
violation of the EC conditions. Hence, the SEIAA, UP will also examine the issue of violation of EC
conditions by Respondent No. 5 and take appropriate expeditious action in accordance with the

”

law.”..

Ssnce District Magistrate, Jhansi has cancelled the lease deed of the mine vide order no.
512/30MMC/2024-25 dated 12.08.2024. Hence EC is also null and void in view of cancelled lease
deed and is cancelled effective 12/08/2024."

SEIAA further took note of the letter of ADM Jhansi dated 01-05-2025, the relevant portion of
the letter is reproduced as follows:-
“ BT (R weEn-03(@) /ovvsorao (qotfo), 2025 F§ SN HRw SRR,

VT UG GTHH [T TS B AR We—365 / TROTROTHD /2025 feare 27—-01— 2025
F AETH W G R [FIr I o e JgurerT ¥ franaerd 9Eied, T #idierd &
gH G- 1133,/ 30TVHOVEOH0 S 2024—25 [H: 31—01—2025 FRT FURITT GFT gEC] Bl
JETST &Y 1397 74T | TGN T & B FE B/

SEIAA further noted that the project proponent approached the Hon’ble High Court,
Allahabad, Lucknow bench via Writ-C No. 7251 of 2025 Chandra Pal Singh vs. Union of India

“

17.

W
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& Ots. i which the Hon'ble court has passed an order dated 07- 10 2025. The operative part
of the order is as below:

“...In our view, this matter may be disposed of, keeping in mind the above observations made,
by quashing and setting aside the impugned order and directing the authority concerned to grant an
opportunity of hearing to the petitioner, and thereafter, pass a reasoned order in accordance with

law. The entire procedure of passing the reasoned order should be completed within a period of eight
weeks from date....” ¥

The applicant submitted representation to SEIAA dated 30.10.2025 and 31.10.2025 annexing
order of Hon'ble High Court in Writ-C no. 7251 of 2025 dated 07.10.2025 and requested to
reinstate the cancelled EC by SEIAA,

In compliance of above Hon'ble court order dated 07-10- 2025 and applicants letter dated
30.10.2025 and 31.10.2025, SEIAA issued letter No. 788/Parya/SEIAA/7335/2025 dated

©26.11.2025, directing the project proponent to appear before the Authority on 02.12.2025.

Accordingly, Shri Akhil Pratap Singh, authorized representative of Shri Chandra Pal Singh,
along with Advocate Shri Rahul Srivastava, appeared and presented the sequence of
proceedings on 02.12.2025. The applicant informed during the hearing that, in compliance of
the order dated 27-01-2025 passed by the State Government under Statutory Revision No.
03(R)/G&M/2025, the entire amount of penalty imposed by DM has been deposited.

In compliance of order 07-10-2025 of Hon'ble High Court, Allahabad, Lucknow bench via
Writ-C No. 7251 of 2025 Chandra Pal Singh vs. Union of India & Ors. SEIAA reviewed the
matter giving opportunity to the project proponent and personal hearing on 02-12-2025.
After due deliberation, SEIAA took note of the fact that DM, Jhansi had cancelled the lease of
applicant twice and on both the occasions the cancellation order of DM has been set aside by
Commissioner and subsequently by Govt. of UP as detailed in the foregoing paragraph. ADM,
Jhansi vide letter dated 01.05:2025 has confirmed that the validity of mining lease has been
re-instated. The project proponent has confirmed deposition of total amount of penalty
imposed by DM, Jhansi.

SEIAA opined that the EC issued vide EC ldentification No. EC23B001UP176919 dated
28.04.2023 be reinstated with all the conditions imposed in EC dated 28.04.2023 and the
following conditions:-

a) The order to reinstate EC by SEIAA is subjected to any orders of the Hon’ble Supreme
Court, Hon'ble High Court or Hon’ble NGT, and with the condition of strict adherence
to all EC conditions & stipulations, including the mandatory submission of six-monthly
compliance reports.

b) The mining operation shall be carried out in strict compliance of all the relevant Acts,
Rules and regulations, orders of Govt. of India, Govt. of UP, Sustainable Sand Mining
Guidelines, 2016, and the Enforcement and Monitoring Guidelines for Sand Mining,
2020 and conditions of EC.

c) In case of any violation of acts/rules/guidelines in future deterrent action shall be
taken, against the project proponent as per the provisions of law.

d} Unit shall ensure operation with maintenance of the PTZ camera with due
connectivity to the command center of the Mining Department. It shall be ensured
and supervised by Mining Department.

e) DM, Jhansi, RO, UPPCB and Mining Department shall conduct regular inspection to
prevent illegal mining and ensure compliance of ali conditions of enveronment
clearance including EMP and CER,

f) Project proponent shall commence operation only after deposition of penalty levied
by any authority.

g) All six monthly compliance report should be uploaded timely by project proponent.”
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Hence envuronmenta! clearance Identification No. ECZBBDOIUP176919 dated 28 04.2023 is

being restored. %

period of 30 days as prescribed under Section 16 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010.

Any appeal against this EC shall lie with the National Green Tribunal, if preferred, within &

This is for your kind information and necessary action under the provision of EIA notification

2006 (as amended)

[Manish Mittal (IFS))
Member Secretary, SEIAA

Copy, through email, for information and necessary action to—

1.

Prinicipal Secretary, Department of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, Government
of Uttar Pradesh, Lucknow (email — psforest2015@gmail.com)

Joint Secretary, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, Government of India,
3rd Floor, Prithvi-Block, Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, Jor Bagh Road, New Delhi-110003
(email — sudheer.ch@gov.in)

Deputy Director General of Forests (C), Integ rated Regional Office, Ministry of Environment,
Forest and Climate Change, Kendriya Bhawan, 5th Floor, Sector “H”, Aliganj, Lucknow -
226020 (email — rocz.lko-mef@nic.in)

District Magistrate, Jhansi.

Member Secretary, Uttar Pradesh Pollution Control Board, TC-12V, Paryavaran Bhawan,
Vibhuti Khand, Gomti Nagar, Bucknow-226010 {email - ms@uppch.in)

Copy to Web Master for uploading on PARIVESH Portal.

Copy for Guard File.

(Manish Wittal (IFS))
Member Secretary, SEIAA
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