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ITEM NO.15                 COURT NO.1               SECTION IX

               S U P R E M E  C O U R T  O F  I N D I A
                       RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s)  for  Special  Leave  to  Appeal  (C)......CC  No(s).
7366/2017

(Arising out of impugned final judgment and order dated  30/03/2016
in  WPPIL  No.  136/2011  passed  by  the  High  Court  Of  Gujarat  At
Ahmedabad)

PARYAVARAN BACHAV SAMITY, THROUGH PRESIDENT        Petitioner(s)

                                VERSUS

GOVERNMENT OF GUJARAT AND ORS.                     Respondent(s)
(with appln. (s) for c/delay in filing SLP and c/delay in refiling 
slp)

Date : 13/04/2017 This petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM : 
         HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
         HON'BLE DR. JUSTICE D.Y. CHANDRACHUD
         HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SANJAY KISHAN KAUL

For Petitioner(s) Mr. Binay Kumar Das,Adv.(Not present)
                     

For Respondent(s)
                     
          UPON perusing papers the Court made the following
                             O R D E R

1. This matter has been called out twice.  None has appeared

on behalf of the petitioner.

2. Delay condoned.

3. During the course of deliberations before the High Court,

the  High  Court  required  the  Geologist  from  the  office  of  the

Department of the Geology and Mining to submit a report.  The

afore-stated report was duly submitted, wherein it was inter alia

concluded as under:

“4. It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  on
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examining survey numbers at the relevant point of
time no mining was found to be carried out by the
company other than for which the fine was imposed.
Even today, it appears that no mining was carried
out in other survey numbers, except what is stated
below.” 

It is therefore apparent, that there was a clear determination

during the enquiry, that besides the contravention of the area of

the mining lease, with reference to which respondent no.13 had

already  paid  a  sum  of  Rs.  4.95  crores,  there  was  no  further

violation at the hands of the respondent.

4. Thus  viewed,  we  find  no  justification  whatsoever  to

interfere with the impugned order passed by the High Court.

5. The special leave petition is dismissed.

  (Renuka Sadana) (Parveen Kumar)
Assistant Registrar                       AR-cum-PS
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