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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND AT RANCHI
W.P.(C) No.1558 of 2024

Anand Kumar Singh, aged about 40 years, S/o Sri Udit Singh,
resident of village-Balra, P.O.-Babhandi, P.S.-Hariharganj, District
Palamau (Jharkhand). Petitioner
Versus
1. The State of Jharkhand represented through Secretary,
Department of Mines and Geology, Government of Jharkhand,
Nepal House, P.O. & P.S. Doranda, District Ranchi-834002.
2. The Deputy Commissioner, Palamu, P.O. & P.S.-Daltonganj,
District-Palamau.
3. The District Mining Officer, Palamu, P.O. & P.S.-Daltonganj,
District-Palamau.
Respondents
CORAM : HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SUJIT NARAYAN PRASAD
HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ARUN KUMAR RAI

For the Petitioner : Mr. Parth S.A. Swaroop Pati, Advocate

For the State : Mr. Rajiv Ranjan, Advocate General
Mr. Ashok Kumar Yadav, Sr. S.C.-l|
Mr. Aditya Kumar, AC to Sr. S.C.-I

C.A.V.on 16.12.2025 Pronounced on 15/01/2026

Per Sujit Narayan Prasad, J.

1.  This writ petition is under Article 226 of the Constitution of India
seeking therein for the following reliefs: -

“A. For issuance of appropriate
Writ(s)/Order(s)/Direction(s), particularly a writ of
Certiorari for quashing/setting aside the order
dated 19.01.2024 (Annexure-8) passed by the
Respondent No.1 as the Mines Commissioner,
Jharkhand in Revision Case No0.20/2020,
whereby the Revision preferred by the petitioner
as against the order dated 08.02.2020 passed by
the Deputy Commissioner, Palamau has been
disallowed.
And/Or

B. Further  issuance of appropriate
Writ(s)/Order(s)/Direction(s), particularly a writ of
Certiorari for quashing the order dated
08.02.2020 (Annexure-4) passed by the Deputy
Commissioner, Palamau whereby the registered
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Mining Lease of Stone in Mouza Chaparwar,
Thana No.55, Khata No.91, Plot No.129 in
Palamau District of Jharkhand State for a period
of 10 years w.e.f 26.02.2014 has been
prematurely terminated.
And/Or

C. Further for issuance of appropriate
Writ(s)/Order(s)/Direction(s) for restraining the
Respondents from dispossessing the Petitioner
from the Mining Lease hold area and further
restraining the respondents from creating any
third part right during the pendency of this Writ
petition.”

The brief facts of the case, as per the pleading made in the writ
petition, required to be enumerated, which read as under: -

(i) It is the case of the writ petitioner that the petitioner was
holding a Minor Mineral Mining Lease of Stone in Mouza
Chaparwar, Thana No.55, Khata No0.91, Plot No0.129 in Palamau
District of Jharkhand State for a period of 10 years w.e.f.
26.02.2014 under Jharkhand Mining Mineral Concession Rules,
2004. The aforesaid mining lease deed has already been
executed and duly registered before the District Sub Registrar,
Palamau.

(ii) The petitioner has been granted environmental clearance
by the Member Secretary, Bihar Level Environment Impact
Assessment Authority, Jharkhand vide letter no.249 dated
30.01.2014.

(iii) The petitioner has been granted CTE, vide letter no.G-2
715 dated 21.07.2014 of the Jharkhand State Pollution Control
Board, Dhurwa, Ranchi.

(iv) The petitioner had been successfully operating the mine in
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accordance with law, however, on 25.12.2016, he had met with
an accident and slipped and thereafter, was under the treatment
of Specialized Doctors at Medanta, CMC Vellore, etc.

(v) After the treatment, the petitioner received the letter
no.230/M dated 08.02.2020 of the District Mining Officer,
Palamau, whereby and whereunder, the mining lease of the
petitioner over the land in question for 10 years has been pre-
maturely terminated.

(vi) Inletter no.230/M dated 08.02.2020, the respondent District
Mining Officer has mentioned that a thirty days legal notice was
issued to the petitioner vide his office letter no.881/M dated
28.06.2019 but the said letter could not be served upon the
petitioner, hence, the petitioner could not reply or comply with or
could not rectify the error and without serving the legal notice, the
mining lease of the petitioner was terminated ex-parte.

(vii) The petitioner has not been served the 30 days legal notice
by the respondents as mandated by Rule 27(2) of the JMMC
Rules read along with the terms and conditions of the lease deed,
hence, the impugned order of pre-matured termination of mining
lease had been passed.

(viii) Thereafter, the petitioner has preferred revision before the
learned Mines Commissioner, Jharkhand against the order dated
08.02.2020 which has been registered as Revision Case No.20 of
2020.

(ix) The District Mining Officer has stated by reiterating the
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ground that there had been non-commencement of the work
within three months of execution of the lease deed. The
respondents had also taken the stand that notice has been
issued to the petitioner vide notice dated 28.06.2019, which is in
the signature of the District Mining Officer, however, no service
report has been annexed. The respondents had also taken the
stand that the District Mining Officer is competent to issue notice
and after observing the procedure, the same has been cancelled.
The learned Mines Commissioner, after taking into consideration
the fact and circumstances of the case, has passed the order
dated 19.01.2024 in Revision Case No.20 of 2020 by disallowing
the revision preferred by the petitioner.

(x) Being aggrieved with the order dated 19.01.2024 passed
by the Mines Commissioner in Revision Case No.20 of 2020 and
order dated 08.02.2020 passed by the Deputy Commissioner,
Palamau, the present writ petition has been filed.

(xi) It is evident from the factual aspect that in letter no.230/M
dated 08.02.2020, the respondent District Mining Officer has
mentioned that a thirty days legal notice was issued to the
petitioner vide his office letter no.881/M dated 28.06.2019 but the
said letter could not be served upon the petitioner, hence, the
petitioner could not reply or comply with or could not rectify the
error and without serving the legal notice, the mining lease of the
petitioner was terminated ex-parte.

(xii) The petitioner has not been served the 30 days legal notice
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by the respondents as mandated by Rule 27(2) of the JMMC
Rules read along with the terms and conditions of the lease deed,
hence, the impugned order of pre-matured termination of mining
lease had been passed.

(xiii) Thereafter, the petitioner has preferred revision before the
learned Mines Commissioner, Jharkhand against the order dated
08.02.2020 which has been registered as Revision Case No.20 of
2020.

(xiv) The District Mining Officer has stated by reiterating the
ground that there had been non-commencement of the work
within three months of execution of the lease deed. The
respondents had also taken the stand that notice has been
issued to the petitioner vide notice dated 28.06.2019, which is in
the signature of the District Mining Officer, however, no service
report has been annexed. The respondents had also taken the
stand that the District Mining Officer is competent to issue notice
and after observing the procedure, the same has been cancelled.
The learned Mines Commissioner, after taking into consideration
the fact and circumstances of the case, has passed the order
dated 19.01.2024 in Revision Case No.20 of 2020 by disallowing
the revision preferred by the petitioner.

Against the order dated 19.01.2024 passed by the Mines
Commissioner in Revision Case No.20 of 2020 and order dated
08.02.2020 passed by the Deputy Commissioner, Palamau, the

present writ petition has been filed.



2026:JHHC:1142-DB

Submissions of the learned counsel for the petitioner

Learned counsel for the writ petitioner has taken the following

grounds in assailing the impugned orders: -

(i) There is no order said to be an order in the eye of
law said to be passed by the Deputy Commissioner,
rather, only by making reference of the order passed
by the Deputy Commissioner, Palamau dated
03.02.2020, the District Mining Officer, Palamau,
Medininagar has communicated the same, as
contained in memo no.230/M dated 08.02.2020.

(ii) The Deputy Commissioner is the competent
authority to pass an order for termination of the
lease deed under the provision of Section 22(5) of
the JMMC Rules, 2004.

(iii) The order dated 03.02.2020 of the Deputy
Commissioner as has been brought on record in the
counter affidavit approving the decision taken by the
District Mining Officer is being considered to be an
order passed by the Deputy Commissioner but the
same cannot be an order in the eye of law, unless,
the said decision has been taken by the Deputy
Commissioner having been communicated to the

litigant concerned, the writ petitioner herein.
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(iv) The order cancelling the mining lease, since has not
been passed by the competent authority, i.e., the
Deputy Commissioner and as such, the entire action
of the respondent authority in cancelling the lease
deed to carry out the mining operation is per se

illegal and as such, not sustainable in the eye of law.

Submissions of the learned counsel for the respondent-State

5.

Per contra, learned Advocate General appearing for the
respondent-State has taken the following grounds in defending
the impugned orders: -

(i) It is incorrect on the part of the writ petitioner
to take the ground that the District Mining
Officer has passed an order which is not an
order, said to be in the eye of law, rather, the
decision has been taken by the Deputy
Commissioner in the light of the power
conferred under Section 22(5) of the JMMC
Rules, 2004.

(i) The District Mining Officer, Palamau, vide
order as contained in memo no.230/M dated
08.02.2020 has communicated the decision so
taken by the Deputy Commissioner in the light
of the provision of Section 22(5) of the Rules,

2004.
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(iv)

2026:JHHC:1142-DB

It has been contended that the power which is
to be exercised by the Deputy Commissioner,
within the meaning of Rule 22(5) of the Rules,
2004, amended in the year 2017, is not
stigmatic order, rather, the same is to be
exercised if any terms and conditions of the
lease deed are being evaded or not followed.
It has also been contended that the amount of
royalty fairly for a long period, i.e., from 2016-
2019 has not been paid as required to be paid
and even though, the 30 days’ time was given
as per the notice available on record to make
payment of the said amount but even then, the
said amount has not been paid, hence, the
Deputy Commissioner, Palamau, based upon
the proposal given by the District Mining
Officer, in such a admitted fact, has approved
the said proposal and as such, it cannot be
said that the Deputy Commissioner has not
taken the decision.

The ground has been taken that the moment,
the noting which has been placed by the
District Mining Officer of the concerned District

in a case of admitted fact of non-deposit of the
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amount of royalty, as required to be deposited
as per the statutory provision and if it comes to
the notice of the Deputy Commissioner of the
concerned District and in such circumstances,
if the lease deed is being terminated, the
same cannot be said to be improper in the
garb of the ground which is being taken of
incompetency of the District Mining Officer,
Palamau, rather, the District Mining Officer,
Palamau, vide  communication  dated
08.02.2020 has only communicated the
decision so taken by the Deputy
Commissioner dated 03.02.2020.

It has been submitted that the fact about non-
deposit of the amount of royalty, since, is not
in dispute, rather, it is the admitted case,
since, the certificate proceeding has also been
ordered to be initiated by the Deputy
Commissioner for recovery of the said
amount, as such, in such a admitted position,
it is not available for the writ petitioner to take
the ground that he is not owing any liability to
make payment of amount of royalty and if in

such a admitted fact, the lease deed has been
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terminated, then, the ground which is being
taken regarding the notice, is not worth to be
considered.
Learned State Counsel, based upon the aforesaid grounds,
has submitted that the decision so taken by the Deputy
Commissioner, communicated by the District Mining Officer
and the order passed by the Revisional Authority dated
19.01.2024 passed in Revision Case No.20 of 2020, therefore,

need no interference.

Analysis

7.

We have heard the learned counsel for the petitioner, gone
through the findings recorded by the Mines Commissioner in
the order dated 19.01.2024 and the factual aspect as available
in the pleadings made in the writ petition and various
documents as appended in the writ petition, counter affidavit
and other affidavits filed on behalf of the parties.

The issue which has been raised on behalf of the petitioner
regarding the incompetency of the Deputy Commissioner,
since, the Deputy Commissioner has not passed any separate
order, rather in the file, the approval so given by the District
Mining Officer, Palamau has been approved on 03.02.2020.
This Court, is to consider in the aforesaid background that
merely because the Deputy Commissioner has not passed an

order, rather, the decision so taken on 03.02.2020 by the

10
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Deputy Commissioner, Palamau, has been communicated by
the District Mining Officer, Palamau, vide communication dated
08.02.2020, can it be quashed and set aside merely on that
ground, in a available fact of admitted position of non-deposit of
the amount of royalty, as required to be deposited as per the
statutory provision .

Adverting to the fact of the case, it is not in dispute that the writ
petitioner was holding a minor mineral mining lease of stone in
Palamau District, Jharkhand for a period of 10 years w.e.f.
26.02.2014 under the JMMC Rules, 2014 on certain terms and
conditions, for ready reference, the relevant terms and

conditions of the lease deed are being referred as under:-
‘HIIT -V

87 GeAoTqeel Sl GIIEIT ST T AT
1. 3T 7T 3¥ar A, 597 S & SFieT & &7
ST
FHTEA! ST [FAERT #X, TeereiR% 3& HIT & 397 2 H
R 3G @l 374al 5 1T & 399 3 H FRIGT
FIIAET, 57 @Al H & ST & F71aT 8 3FT I71EH Fafer
SrYe SGEaSe JHATEr @ el YaTcilaT #¥a1/ Ffe” Eeied GeeT
H v & e Glalor & glgaT I OHT &7 H 3ieg#lc &t 75 &
" FHEA 93F Glaat & [T eTa-3ieiar [AIT T
iR &7 g &1
2. 797 &7 3 $aTcileT I &7 ve ggErta -
TRIG 26/02/2014 & 5 997 H 39T & FITETA] & 3eTefiaT
[FGeT T I &Y FAUT 3Tl Xt T FRIPT Gofed GeT 3
Edca #H Tga1 & GNTeT TeTeIN® THIEA! 3UaT Gl FHiet
gret GIf8IBRT & a5 2014 & 10 & <ig & ... 15 & ARG F

11
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TN GRTaN AHTIAS 391 37aT i ay @& geer Hatlh das
HIG-3Yel, Fells, HFTTR 0F FAa’ & 1538 aRIG rerar
G q§ 71T, ST SH gl 3 H1IT 8 H afvi i veps
HIA B GT TAT & 5H [A7FH & el 8 (9000/- Fo Fid
Uhs il @) @ HTENGI-AT GaRT Sl EVPIN GaRT HHI HHIT
TX IVl @ ITEATENT E19IT 3T ST FR) |

3. FGIAET BT &7 THT Tl FReA T AP -

SH 1T H GITelA] 3 HETENT Gofed TR, FINEVS TF
GlAST FHAGTA [AFAIGA 2004 FI GAANT et #
HHIIAR G0l a3 & &aofel Yeel &7 & 3d% GaRT Glelst
Gl @l [AFTera & felv Fiaay & qcde Hlg H 15 & dli@
$I TR ISR (301 H T FHR F G TR/

4. H[cToT 17T T 37Tl -
WWW%WWW?@WQ@##
GV & J7aT A G o7 & [elT HFHI FHI IX FHIGA GaNT
[FERT a3 3rerar OFT Featl gt & dlg F1 Hafer & v vahs
d FH A gld $ (BT # T7a1fds a7 & 374ar S &
Jg HI#H Feoll Fg7 o 81 dF A% @ 39T & [o1w 3r37ar STgT
de GHT &1 39F1T H 3771 & &G 57 Fol &G # T ot
dqw (158 el gede JA1Ia% Haler Jgeaises aria sit
H & Ggel [RfSGT qifSe 39 &17TeT & felv fFEiRea f&ar
AT &) & ToIV T FRPBIR Bl o777 T Il FRT| T
1 f59e7 Tse! 372raT A GY fSTe7# FAITRS] FT Tge FT T
HOFR & 383 FHeotl @ [elT Fis ool 3T 7a) 81977/

5. YEeTeRe

39T STl FAT FAET 3 SFIAA & HIARFT Goted
geer &7 H Glasil & 3c8ea, dlgd Pt & [T FHlET
gIfepRT & FH S F TAT FAAT FHrE FT AT
AT vq [A9AT &7 & #a)”

It is evident from the lease deed that one of the terms and

conditions was that the amount of royalty is to be paid.

12
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The reference of the provisions of Rule 22(5) and Rule 27(2) of
the JMMC Rules, 2004 are also need to be made herein, since,
it has been referred in the communication dated 08.02.2020
passed by the District Mining Officer, Palamau and as such, the

same are being quoted as under respectively: -

“22(5) Ifa geeredt fAIHE 29 F BT
AT/ EQTHET T 31T HHT GX o7g] ¢ JeaT So7
AIHET 374ar g97 § & Iedl@d fFeal Tl Fr
3Colted FNAT & dl FETH JTEDBRT 3 Feloil &l gl
& 30 fa=7l & AT GSTTEIRT &I ol FFIfAET &
HAT HT At H FNCH &7 ATl 3o Al T
JeoreeT o781 8, 3N Fla TN EHET FT HITcAIT
g Glar & d FAEAl AT A A e
geTfaF, swF felv geeredl & fQeqer fad
FHIATTET G Gldegel 91T 5Tel fa=71, 3He ggel &l
HATCT Y FHcl § dlfer Iaebl GRigiad IRl I gof
37aT HTfAF &G & STecd FX Hhd 817

“27(2) HAIGA! GAdrs T HHIAA HTER 6T it &
§iG Gede G P THTCT HY Tt 6, Jla GSTtRT
&o7oT Y& & 9l UT FEISTI T 3eeieed a1 §/”

It is evident from the provision of Rule 22(5) of the JMMC
Rules, 2004 that the power has been conferred upon the
District Mining Officer to give 30 days’ notice to the lease
holder for payment of royalty and rectify the irregularities which
is contrary to the terms and conditions of the agreement and if
within the period of 30 days, no efforts are being taken, then
the Deputy Commissioner of the concerned District is to cancel

the lease deed without having any stigma.

13
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The provision of Section 27(2) of the JMMC Rules, 2004 also
confers power to the Deputy Commissioner, to terminate the
lease deed on the ground of violation of condition of lease.
Here, the admitted case is that it is not a case of decision so
taken in the public interest, rather, payment of royalty, since,
has not been paid within the period of 30 days as required to
be followed as per the provision of Rule 22(5) of the JMMC
Rules, 2004 and as such, the same was reported to the Deputy
Commissioner, Palamau by the District Mining Officer, Palamau
and the Deputy Commissioner, Palamau, on being satisfied on
the basis of the admitted fact of non-payment of the amount of
royalty, has approved the said proposal of the District Mining
Officer, which was communicated vide communication dated
08.02.2020.

The writ petitioner, being aggrieved with the communication
dated 08.02.2020 having been approved by the Deputy
Commissioner on 03.02.2020, has approached to the Mines
Commissioner but the Mines Commissioner has also by its
order dated 19.01.2024 passed in Revision Case N0.20/2020,
declined to interfere with such decision by taking into
consideration the fact that the irregularity has been found
during the lease inspection of the petitioner, as also, in spite of
the issuance of the legal notice, the same was not responded

and further, non-payment of due demand against the petitioner.

14
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The foremost ground which has been taken on behalf of the
petitioner that the Deputy Commissioner has not passed an
order, rather, the proposal given by the District Mining Officer
has duly been approved by the Deputy Commissioner as on
03.02.2020 and as such, the same cannot be construed to be
an order in the eye of law.

We are not disagreeing with such contention that the noting in
the file cannot be given the identity of order said to be passed
in the eye of law, unless the same is to be communicated to the
litigant concerned.

But herein, the aforesaid position of law is to be taken into
consideration in the light of the admitted fact of admission of
the writ petitioner in not rectifying the irregularity in carrying out
the mining operation contrary to the terms and conditions of the
agreement.

One of the conditions which has not been disputed is the non-
payment of the amount of royalty.

Learned counsel for the petitioner has submitted that the
royalty amount for the period from 2016 to 2019 has not been
paid, as such, the demand has been raised and now, the
certificate proceeding is also going on.

The aforesaid aspect of the matter, thus, clarifies that the
amount of royalty, as agreed by the petitioner, has not been

paid.

15
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The position of law regarding the competency in not passing an
order by the Deputy Commissioner is to be tested in the
backdrop of the fact that the terms and conditions of the lease
deed admittedly have not been followed by not making
payment of amount of royalty, the statutory amount as required
to be paid mandatorily as per the statutory provision.
The issue of competence of the Deputy Commissioner even if
accepted by this Court and on the aforesaid ground, if the
matter would be remanded before the Deputy Commissioner
for passing an order, then, the question is that;

“‘whether there is scope of passing of different

order in an admitted fact of non-deposit of the

statutory amount and in such circumstances, is

there any chance to take a different view by the

Deputy Commissioner.”
Even if in such circumstances, the matter would be remitted,
will it not lead to futile exercise and empty formality, reference
in this regard may be made to the judgment rendered by the
Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Escorts Farms Ltd. Vs.
Commissioner, Kumaon Division, Nainital, U.P. & others,
(2004) 4 SCC 281, wherein at paragraph no.64 it has been
held which reads as under:

“64. Right of hearing to a necessary party is a
valuable right. Denial of such right is serious
breach of statutory procedure prescribed and
violation of rules of natural justice. In these

16
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appeals preferred by the holder of lands and
some other transferees, we have found that the
terms of government grant did not permit
transfers of land without permission of the State
as grantor. Remand of cases of a group of
transferees who were not heard, would,
therefore, be of no legal consequence, more so,
when on this legal question all affected parties
have got full opportunity of hearing before the
High Court and in this appeal before this Court.
Rules of natural justice are to be followed for
doing substantial justice and not for completing
a mere ritual of hearing without possibility of
any change in the decision of the case on
merits. In view of the legal position explained by
us above, we therefore, refrain from remanding
these cases in exercise of our discretionary
powers under Article 136 of the Constitution of
India.”

In Dharampal Satyapal Ltd. Vs. Deputy Commissioner of
Central Excise, Gauhati and Ors., (2015) 8 SCC 519, their
Lordships have held at paragraph-39 which is being
reproduced as under:

“39. We are not concerned with these aspects in
the present case as the issue relates to giving of
notice before taking action. While emphasizing that
the principles of natural justice cannot be applied in
straitjacket formula, the aforesaid instances are
given. We have highlighted the jurisprudential basis
of adhering to the principles of natural justice which
are grounded on the doctrine of procedural
fairness, accuracy of outcome leading to general
social goals, etc. Nevertheless, there may be
situations wherein for some reason- perhaps
because the evidence against the individual is
thought to be utterly compelling- it is felt that a fair
hearing “would make no difference”™ meaning that
a hearing would not change the ultimate conclusion

reached by the decision maker.”

17
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It has been laid down therein that if the factual aspect is not in
dispute which impliedly means that there is no chance of
change in the outcome then in such circumstances, principle of
natural justice if ordered to be followed then the same will
amount to empty formality and futile exercise.

In the aforesaid judgments, the empty formality and futile
exercise have also been dealt with wherein it has been
interpreted that the parties since are knowing the result very
well due to undisputed fact leading not to change in the
outcome then providing an opportunity of chance to rebut, will
have no bearing in the outcome and if in such circumstances,
the opportunity will be given, the same has been considered to
be an empty formality and futile exercise.

This Court, on the basis of the aforesaid position of law and in
an admitted case as has been admitted on behalf of the
petitioner that the amount of royalty has not been paid and as
such, even if the matter would have been remitted before the
Deputy Commissioner for passing an order said to be in the
eye of law and after being communicated to him, since, there is
no chance of change in the factual situation due to non-deposit
of the amount of royalty and as such, the same will be nothing
but a futile exercise.

Further, the Deputy Commissioner has been conferred with the

power under Section 22(5) of the JMMC Rules, 2004, to

18
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terminate the lease on account of non-payment of royalty,
which is to be taken by the Deputy Commissioner on the
proposal being given by the District Mining Officer on the
verification of the factual aspect and based upon that
inspection report, the Deputy Commissioner has approved the
said proposal although in the file but the same has been
communicated to the writ petitioner by the District Mining
Officer, as would be evident from the communication dated
08.02.2020 and as such, it cannot be said that the order has
been passed with incompetency.

This Court, in the entirety of the facts and circumstances of the
case, is of the view that the decision so taken by the Deputy
Commissioner, based upon the inspection report of the District
Mining Officer and the order so passed by the Mines
Commissioner under its revisional jurisdiction, therefore,
cannot be said to suffer from an error in the admitted fact of
non-deposit of the amount of royalty, violating the terms and
conditions of the lease deed.

Further, it again needs to refer herein that the power conferred
under Rule 22(5) of the JMMC, Rules, 2004 is not an stigmatic
order and after giving 30 days statutory time for payment of
royalty and rectifying the irregularities and even thereafter,
notices have been given but the same has not been

responded, as has been taken note by the revisional authority,

19



2026:JHHC:1142-DB

hence, it is also not a case of violation of principle of natural
justice.

33. Considering the aforesaid facts in entirety as discussed
hereinabove, this Court is of the view that this writ petition lacks
merit.

34. Accordingly, the instant writ petition fails and is dismissed.

35. In consequence thereof, pending interlocutory application(s), if

any, stands disposed of.

(Sujit Narayan Prasad, J.)
| Agree

(Arun Kumar Rai, J.) (Arun Kumar Rai, J.)

15/01/2026
Rohit/-A.F.R.
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