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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
CIVIL PUBLIC INTEREST LITIGATION NO. 85 OF 2021

Y ;
*
f’ : \
\x
Yohan Tengra f—f 2= ) ‘ ...Petitioner
Vs. W S E T
State of Maharashtra & Ors. i ...Respondents

ADDITIONAL AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF PETITIONER

The Petitioner submits as under;

1. I, Mr. Yohan Tengra, the petitioner, do hereby state on solemn
affirmation that having received, read and understood the Addl. Affidavit,
I am filing the present Addl. Affidavit pursuant to the directions of this
Hon’ble Court vide Order dated 25.10.2021, as under:

2. Following questions arose for consideration by this Hon’ble Court:

Sr. Particulars Para Nos Page
Nos. Nos
1. Whether National Authority permits for 3 952

discrimination of any citizen or putting any
restriction on the basis of his vaccination

status?

2. Judgements of various High Courts after 4 955
referring the abovesaid information under

RTI and the stand taken in parliament, that




949

no state can bring any rule or circular
which discriminates a person on the basis

of his vaccination status.

Malafides of few State Authorities and 5 961
admission of their mistakes by the Hon’ble
Health Minister Shri Rajesh Tope.

When National Authority has clarified that 6 962
there cannot be any prohibition or
discrimination on the basis of person’s
vaccination status, then State Authority
cannot formulate guidelines in violation of
National Authority. It is an offence under
section 51 (b) & 55 of Disaster
Management Act, 2005

The Orders, SOP & rules formulated by the g 967
state authorities which discriminates
between vaccinated and unvaccinated
people is not based on the “intelligent
differentia” and it does not pass the
scrutiny of Article 14, 19, & 21 of the

Constitution of India.

Studies which show that vaccinated people 8 968
have as much as, or more viral load than

the unvaccinated.

Malafides of the State authorities in 9 970
bringing rules by ignoring the data of
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causing side effects of vaccines and higher
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number of deaths in vaccinated than

unvaccinated.

Recent court orders across the world which
stayed the rules and orders of conditions of

fully vaccination.

10

979

It is the duty of the Government to publish
the side effects of vaccines before calling

the citizens to get vaccinated.

11

986

10

The liberty of citizen cannot be curtailed
on the basis of orders passed by the
authority or there is a need of creating a
law by the legislation as per Article 19(b)
of the Constitution of India as explained by
the Hon’ble High Court in Re Dinthar
Incident Vs. State of Mizoram and Others
2021 SCC OnLine Gau 1313 & Madan
Mili Vs. UOI 2021 SCC OnLine Gau
1503.

12

987

11

Act of State authority amounts to an
offence under Section 51(b), 55 of Disaster
Management Act, 2005 & other provisions
of L.P.C.

13

993

12

The ratio laid down by the Full Bench of
Hon’ble Supreme Court in of Manohar Lal
Sharma Vs. Union of India 2021 SCC

OnLine SC 985. apply to the present case

which mandates the state to not to litigate

adverbial litigation like and to place all

14

995




951

data available with them when matter
pertains to life and liberty of majority of

citizen.

13

The decision taken by the authority apart
from its legality also amounts to an offence
of misappropriation of thousands of crores
of public money for giving vaccine to the
persons with natural immunity when from
the suggestions given by the domain
experts and research proved that the natural
immunity is 13 times more robust and long
lasting than the vaccine immunity and
giving vaccine to such people will cause
harm to the person and also causes a loss

of thousands of crores to the public money.

15

995

14

Study shows that, giving vaccines to the
person with previous Covid-19 infection is

causing more harm than the disease itself.

16

997

15

Vaccinated people are at higher risk

17

998

16

Cases where vaccine causing more harm

than the disease itself.

18

1000

17

Covishield unable to halt breakthrough
Delta infections: Study Fresh evidence on
Covishield’s inability to halt “breakthrough
infections” caused by the Delta variant of
SARS-CoV-2 in  fully  vaccinated
individuals emerged on Sunday with a

group of Indian researchers reporting an

19

1004

=
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unexpectedly large proportion of Covid-19

infections among the vaccine recipients.

19 | Vaccines don’t stop transmission, admitted 20 1005
by WHO.
20 State definition of Fully Vaccinated 21 1005

including persons with medical
certification of exemption from vaccination

is not properly explained and said order is

not communicated to the public.

3. Whether National Authority permits for discrimination of any
citizen or putting any restriction on the basis of his vaccination

status?

3.1. That, in affidavit dated 8.10.2021 by Shri. Satyendra Singh, Under
Secretary Health Ministry of India before Hon’ble Bombay high Court in
Writ Petition No. 1820 of 2021, it is made clear that the COVID-19

vaccination is completely voluntary for all citizens of India and Ministry
of Health and Family Welfare, Government of India has not formulated
or suggested any policies for discrimination between citizens of India on
the basis of their vaccination status. The relevant paras of the affidavit

read as under;

“9  That, it is further humbly submitted that the
directions and guidelines released by Government of
India and Ministry of Health and family Welfare, do

not entail compulsory or forcible vaccination against



COVID-19 disease implying that COVID-19
vaccination is completely voluntary for all citizens of

India. Ministry of Health and Family Welfare,

Government of India has not formulated or

sugoested any policies for discrimination between

citizens of India on the basis of their vaccination

status.

10. That, it is duly advised, advertised and
communicated by MoHFW through various print and
social media platforms that all citizens should get
vaccinated, but this in no way implies that any person
can be forced to be vaccinated against her / his

wishes.

11. That, as per the existing guidelines, there is no
provisions for forcing any citizen to book appointment
) for Covid Vaccination on Co-WIN or visiting Covid
| Vaccination Centre for vaccination if a person above
the age of 18 years visits a Covid Vaccination Centre
by her / his choice for vaccination and asks for the
same, it implies that she / he is voluntarily coming to

the center to get the benefit of Covid Vaccination.”

A copy of said affidavit is annexed here with at Exhibit — “AA1”
[Page 1014 to 1019]

3.2. That in the reply under RTI given by the Health Ministry on

01.03.2021 makes it abundantly clear that the various facilities such as
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train travels, salary etc. cannot be connected with the vaccination status

of a person.
The relevant Question & Answer are reproduced as under;

The Central Government’s reply dated 01.03.2021 to an application under

RTI is as under;

“RTI reply by Government of India's Health
Ministry on 1.03.2021 to Shri. Anurag Sinha

TY ¢ HRIAT S @7 @ifcow § 91 afFard , waRedl?
I PRI A T Do 8l

Ty R ;W IR T @ W A wwwn glagng 6w gt
STt FET} AT U 2

o+ o i forl) i RO 21 A o el e, A,
Fewt FeTfs @ A F FIE Gy A8 8l

g 3 @ 9T G T8 o W At 7@ e, 89, 79, 62w
g T frern?

W AEE § ford! A FRIOR 81 TRt went gla, i,
Tt gRAfE | AT T Fl3 G T ol

v ¥: afy wiE IAS, IPS wareq a1 gforq wH=t ke &
gt 2 &t T F T 9 T T S a1 ARIAE FIT F Gehdl F9T

HIe T Thd 87
W 3frEed | ford) a1d YR 81 Tael o G g, A,
el ScaTfe @ ST 1 Fis gry T8 8



T 4 ¥ GFEI T8 o W Thell, &ie, [Agfaenea, g
FAFYHE, U, TTTet FavE, v a1f? % forg @ar e 78
et ?

I HEe | fordl A AR ¢ TR o ShRt gla, aemied,
Rt eaTla @ SHT 1 i gr T8l B

T4 § ;T A TE A W AR G R T AHAT 8 T URT
AT T B, (At ok wvesrdt faamr g 22

W HE 4 forg] wrd fuer 31 e of avErt glae, Tried,
IRt FeATle E S A IE wee Te el

A copy of said reply by Health Ministry is at Exhibit — “AA2” [Page
1020]

4. Judgements of various High Courts after referring the
abovesaid information under RTI and the stand taken in parliament,
that no state can bring any rule or circular which discriminates a

person on the basis of his vaccination status.

4.1. In Madan Milli Vs. UOI 2021 SCC OnLine Gau 1503, ruled as

under;

“3. The petitioner contends that as_per the RTI

Information furnished by the Ministry of Health &

Family Welfare, which is available in the website of

the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare,

Government of India, Covid-19 vaccination is not a

mandatory but a voluntary. A copy of the RTI
Information available in the website of the Ministry of

Health & Family Welfare, Government of India, has
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been annexed by the petitioner as Annexure 3 to the
petition. The petitioner also refers to an_answer given
on_19.03.2021 in _the Lok Sabha to an Unstarred
Question No. 3976 by the Minister of State in the

Ministry of Health & Family Welfare, Government

of India (Annexure 4 to the petition) stating that

there is no provision of compensation for recipients

of Covid-19 Vaccination against any kind of side

effects or medical complication that may arise due to

inoculation. The Covid-19 Vaccination is entirely

voluntary for the beneficiaries.

4. By vreferring to the fact that the Covid-19
Vaccination is entirely a voluntary exercise at the
choice of an individual as indicated in the RTI answer
and the answer given in the Lok Sabha by the Minister
of State in the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare,
Government of India, as referred to hereinabove, the
learned counsel for the petitioner has contended that
provision under Clause 11 of the Order dated
30.06.2021, issued by the Chief Secretary cum
Chairperson-State Executive Committee, Government
of  Arunachal  Pradesh, vide Memo  No.
SEOC/DRR&DM/01/2011-12, allowing temporary
permits to be issued for developmental works in both
public and private sector to only those persons who
are vaccinated for Covid-19, have interfered with the
rights of the citizens provided under Article 19 (1) (d)
of the Constitution of India to move freely throughout
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the territory of India. The learned counsel for the
petitioner, therefore, has argued that since the Clause
11 of the Order dated 30.06.2021, issued by the Chief
Secretary  cum Chairperson-State  Executive
Committee, Government of Arunachal Pradesh, vide
Memo No. SEOC/DRR&DM/01/2011-12, by allowing
to issue temporary permits for developmental works in
both public and private sector only to persons who
have vaccinated for Covid-19 Virus, have interfered
with the fundamental rights granted under Article 19
(1) (d) of the Constitution of India and the same may
be struck down by this Court in exercise of power

under Article 226 of the Constitution of India.

13. In the instant case, the classification sought to be
made between the vaccinated and unvaccinated
persons for Covid-19 by Clause 11 of the Order dated
30.06.2021 for the purpose of issuing a temporary
permit for developmental works in both public and
private sector in the State of Arunachal Pradesh is
undoubtedly to contain Covid-19 pandemic and its
further spread in the State of Arunachal Pradesh.
There is no evidence available either in the record or
in the public domain that Covid-19 vaccinated
persons cannot be infected with Covid-19 virus, or
he/she cannot be a carrier of a Covid-19 virus and
consequently, a spreader of Covid-19 virus. In so far
as the spread of Covid-19 Virus to others is

concerned, the Covid-19 vaccinated and unvaccinated
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person or persons are the same. Both can equally be a
potential spreader if they are infected with Covid-19
Virus in them. This aspect of the matter came up for
consideration by this Court in WP(C)/37/2020 (In Re
Dinthar Incident Aizawl v. State of Mizoram Aizawl;
in which case, this Court vide Order dated
02.07.2021, in paragraph 14 thereof, had observed as
follows -

“14. It has been brought to our notice that even
persons who have been vaccinated can still be infected
with the covid virus, which would in turn imply that
vaccinated persons who are covid positive, can also
spread the said virus to others. It is not the case of the
State respondents that vaccinated persons cannot be
infected with the covid virus or are incapable of

B spreading the virus. Thus, even a vaccinated infected

NI a
y & 0 covid person_can _be a super-spreader. If vaccinated
oy € ~ .
. $E N\ : .
[ = Z = N and un-vaccinated persons can be infected by the
=S e T el
T2 ol Wi g .
TE=as | i covid virus and if they can both be spreaders of the
= &/
= /

virus, the restriction placed only upon the un-

[y
v

vaccinated persons, debarring them from earning
their livelihood or leaving their houses to obtain
essential items is unjustified, grossly unreasonable
and arbitrary. As such, the submission made by the
learned Additional Advocate General that the
restrictions made against the un-vaccinated persons
vis-a-vis the vaccinated persons is reasonable does

not hold any water. As the vaccinated and un-
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vaccinated persons would have to follow the covid
proper behavior protocols as per the SOP, there is no

Jjustification for discrimination.”

14. Thus, if the sole object of issuing the Order dated
30.06.2021, by the Chief Secretary cum Chairperson-
State Executive Committee, Government of Arunachal
Pradesh, vide Memo No. SEOC/DRR&DM/01/2011-
12, is for containment of the Covid-19 pandemic and
its further spread in the State of Arunachal Pradesh,
the classification sought to be made between
vaccinated and unvaccinated persons for Covid-19
virus for the purpose of issuing temporary permits for
developmental works in both public and private
sector, vide Clause 11 thereof, prima facie, appears to
be a classification not founded on intelligible
differentia nor it is found to have a rational
relation/nexus to the object sought to be achieved by
such classification, namely, containment and further

spread of Covid-19 pandemic.”

4.2. In Re: Dinthar Incident Aizawl Vs. State of Mizoram 2021 SCC

OnLine Gau 1313, the Division Bench of Hon’ble Gauhati High Court

vide its order dated 02.07.2021, has categorically held as follows:

“14. It has been brought to our notice that even
persons who have been vaccinated can still be infected
with the covid virus, which would in turn imply that
vaccinated persons who are covid positive, can also

spread the said virus to others. It is not the case of the
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State respondents that vaccinated persons cannot be
infected with the covid virus or are incapable of
spreading the virus. Thus, even a vaccinated infected
covid person can be a super spreader. If vaccinated
and un-vaccinated persons can be infected by the
covid virus and if they can both be spreaders of the
virus, the restriction placed only upon the un-
vaccinated persons, debarring them from earning
their livelihood or leaving their houses to obtain
essential items is unjustified, grossly unreasonable

and arbitrary.”

4.3. In Osbert Khaling Vs. State of Manipur and Ors. 2021 SCC

OnLine Mani 234, it is ruled as under;

“8.... Restraining people who are yet to get
vaccinated from opening institutions, organizations,

factories, shops, etc., or denying them their livelihood

by linking their employment, be it NREGA job card

holders or workers in Government or private

projects, to_their_getting vaccinated would be illegal

on the part of the State, if not unconstitutional. Such

a measure would also trample upon the freedom of

the individual to get vaccinated or choose not to do

50 »”

4.4. That, the above judgments are passed after hearing the Counsel for
Union India and the judgment is regarding the interpretation of
constitutional provisions, therefore they are binding on all the authorities

in India.



4.5. Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Pradip J. Mehta Vs.
commissioner of Income-Tax, Ahmedabad (2008) 14 SCC 283 has

ruled that the judgments of other High Court should be appreciated. It is

ruled as under;

“Precedent - View taken by other High Court though
not but should be referred and appreciated - High
Court would be within its right to differ with the view
taken by the other High Courts, but, in all fairness,

the High Court should record its dissent with reasons

therefor. Thus, the judgment of the other High Court,
7 though not binding, have persuasive value which
should be taken note of and dissented from by

recording its own reasons. (Para 24)”

4.6. This Hon’ble High Court in the case of In Maharashtra Govt.,

through G. B. Gore, Food Inspector, Nanded Vs. Rajaram Digamber
Padamwar & Anr. 2011 SCC OnLine Bom 2021 made it clear that, the

authorities in Maharashtra including Subordinate Judges cannot refuse to
follow the judgments of other High Court. If Any authority does not then

appropriate action will be taken against the said authorities.

Copy of Judgement marked and attached herewith Exhibit “AA3”
[Page 1021 to1036]

5. Malafides of few State Authorities and admission of their

mistakes by the Hon’ble Health Minister Shri Rajesh Tope.

5.1. That, despite having knowledge of the pendency of the present
petition before this Hon’ble Court and despite having been served with

the copy of the petition. The Respondent No. 3 Igbal Chahal, Municipal
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-

Commissioner of BMC, Shri Suresh Kakani, Additional Municipal
Commissioner, Mumbai Respondent No. 5 Sitaram Kunte, Chief
Secretary of Maharashira, did not mend their ways but kept on

committing the offences.

5.2. The shocking part was that another officer viz. Shri Sunil Chavhan,
Collector, Aurangabad, brought some harsh prohibition upon the poor
unvaccinated citizens that they should not be given their monthly ration.
He also put directions for not giving petrol, cooking gas et.al facilities to

the unvaccinated people.

A copy of the said unlawful order passed by Collector Aurangabad is
annexed herewith at Exhibit -“AA4” [Page 1037 to 1039]

5.3. However, after strong opposition from public the State’s Health
Minister Shri. Rajesh Tope intervened and warned Respondent No.
5 Sitaram Kunte that it is illegal and no authority can bring any rule

which discriminate between the vaccinated and unvaccinated.

A copy of news published in Daily Deshonnati is annexed at Exhibit

“AAS5” [Page 1040]

5.4, Hence, it is ex-facie clear that the rule brought by Respondent No.
5and all the officers in Maharashtra were highly illegal and

unconstitutional.

6. When National Authority has clarified that there cannot be any
prohibition or discrimination on the basis of person’s vaccination

status, then State Authority cannot formulate guidelines in violation

/1 - of National Authority. It is an offence under section 51 (b) & 55 of
" Disaster Management Act, 2005:-
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6.1. That, as per section 38(1) and 39 of Disaster Management Act,
2005 the State Authority or District Authority cannot take any decision
against the guidelines and directions given by the National Authority. If
any State or District Authority takes any decision by disobeying the
guidelines of the National Authority then such person and all Government
Officers of the office will be guilty of the offences under section 55,
S1(b) of Disaster Management Act, 2005.

Section 38(1), 39(a) of the Act reads thus;

“Section 38(I1) in the Disaster Management Act,
2005

38. State Government to take measures. -

(1) Subject to the provisions of this Act each State

Government shall take all measures specified in the

guidelines laid down by the National Authority and

such further measures as it deems necessary or

expedient, for the purpose of disaster management.
Section 39(a) in the Disaster Management Act, 2005

39. Responsibilities of departments of the State

Government.-

1t shall be the responsibility of every department of the

Government of a State to—

(a) take _measures _necessary for prevention of

disasters, mitigation, preparedness and capacity-
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building in_accordance with the guidelines laid down

by the National Authority and the State Authority.”

Section 51(b), 55 of the Act reads thus;

“Section 51 in the Disaster Management Act, 2005

51. Punishment for obstruction, etc.-

Whosoever,

(b) refuses to comply with any direction given by or on
behalf of the Central Government or the State
Government or the National Executive Committee or
the State Executive Committee or the District
Authority under this Act, shall on conviction be
punishable with imprisonment for a term which may
extend to one year or with fine, or with both, and if
such obstruction or refusal to comply with directions
results in loss of lives or imminent danger thereof,
shall on conviction be punishable with imprisonment
for a term which may extend to two years. notes on

clauses Clauses 51 to 58 (Secs. 51 to 58) seeks to lay

down what will constitute an offence in terms of

obstruction of the functions under the Act, false claim
for relief, misappropriation of relief material or funds,
/ issuance of false warning, failure of an officer to
perform the duty imposed on him under the Act
without due permission or lawful excuse, or his

connivance at contravention of the provisions of the
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Act. The clauses also provide for penalties for these

offences.
Section 55 in the Disaster Management Act, 2005
55. Offences by Departments of the Government.-

(1) Where an offence under this Act has been
committed by any Department of the Government, the
head of the Department shall be deemed to be guilty of
the offence and shall be liable to be proceeded against
and punished accordingly unless he proves that the
offence was committed without his knowledge or that
he exercised all due diligence to prevent the
commission of such offence. (1) Where an offence
under this Act has been committed by any Department
of the Government, the head of the Department shall
be deemed to be guilty of the offence and shall be
liable to be proceeded against and punished
accordingly unless he proves that the offence was
committed without his knowledge or that he exercised

all due diligence to prevent the commission of such

offence.”

(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section
(1), where an offence under this Act has been
committed by a Department of the Government and it
is proved that the offence has been committed with the
comnsent or comnivance of, or is attributable to any

neglect on the part of, any officer, other than the head
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of the Department, such officer shall be deemed to be
guilty of that offence and shall be liable to be

proceeded against and punished accordingly.

6.2. That earlier few Districts authorities and State Governments
including authorities of State of Maharashtra put some restrictions on
intra state and inter-state movements. Since said restrictions were against
the guidelines issued by MHA therefore on 22th Aug 2020, Home
Secretary Sh. Ajay Bhalla, vide his letter outward D. O. No. 40-3
/2020/DM-I(A) warned Chief secretary of all states as under;

“D.0. No. 40-3/2020-DM-1(A)
Dear Chief Secretary,

Please refer to Ministry of Home Affairs' Order of
even number dated 29.07.2020 whereby Guidelines

for Unlock-3 have been issued.

2. I would like to draw your kind attention to para-5 of
these guidelines which clearly state that there shall be

no restriction on inter-State and Intra-State

movement of persons and goods. No separate
permission, approval/e-permit will be required for
such movements. This includes movement of persons
& goods for cross land border trade under Treaties

with neighboring countries.

3. It has, however, been reported that local level
restrictions on movement are being imposed by

various districts/States. Such restrictions are creating



problems in inter-State movement of goods and
services and are impacting the supply chain, resulting
in disruption of economic activities and employment,

besides affecting supply of goods and services.

4. Such_restrictions at local level imposed by the

District Administration or by the State Government,

amount to violation of the guidelines issued by MHA

under the provisions of Disaster Management Act,

2005.

5. I would, therefore, request that no restrictions may
be imposed on inter-State and intra State movement of
persons and goods and services and instructions
issued to ensure that MHA guidelines mentioned

above are strictly followed. ”

A copy of the said letter is annexed herewith at Exhibit -“AA6”
[Page 1041]

T The Orders, SOP & rules formulated by the state authorities
which discriminates between vaccinated and unvaccinated people is
not based on the “intelligent differentia” and it does not pass the

scrutiny of Article 14, 19, & 21 of the Constitution of India.

7.1. That, the decision taken by the State authorities is not taken in

good faith but is actuated with ulterior purposes and malafide intention.

7.2. That, the above said decision is taken by ignoring the scientific
data and advisory of National Authority and is based on the false

assumption that the vaccinated people are completely protected and
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unvaccinated people are not protected and therefore they can spread

infection.

7.3. That, as per the empirical data available and decision taken by the
National authority and judgments given by the various High Courts it is
clear that there is no difference between vaccinated and unvaccinated

person with regard to possibility of spreading infection.

Vaccinated people can be a Super Spreader. Therefore they are also

required to follow the Covid appropriated behavior.

7.4. The aspect of intelligent differentia between vaccinated and non-
vaccinated person is considered by the Division Bench of Hon’ble
Gauhati High Court in the Case of Re: Dinthar Incident Aizawl Vs.
State of Mizoram 2021 SCC OnLine Gau 1313 where it is ruled that

there cannot be any discrimination of the non-vaccinated people because

vaccinated people can also be a Super Spreader.

On the issue of intelligent differentia, the Paras are 12, 13 & 14 are

relevant.

8. Studies which show that vaccinated people have as much as, or

more viral load than the unvaccinated:

8.1. “Found no significant difference in cycle threshold values between
vaccinated and unvaccinated, asymptomatic and symptomatic groups
infected with SARS-CoV-2 Delta.”
https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2021.09.28.21264262v2

8.2. “No difference in viral loads when comparing unvaccinated

i ""x._‘individuals to those who have vaccine “breakthrough” infections.
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“Furthermore, individuals with vaccine breakthrough infections
frequently test positive with viral loads consistent with the ability to shed

infectious viruses ...

https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261387v1

8.3. “if vaccinated individuals become infected with the delta variant,

they may be sources of SARS-CoV-2 transmission to others ...

“data substantiate the idea that vaccinated individuals who become
infected with the Delta variant may have the potential to transmit SARS-
CoV-2 to others.”

https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2021.07.31.21261387v2

8.4, “Viral loads of breakthrough Delta variant infection cases were 251
times higher than those of cases infected with old strains detected

between March-April 2020.”

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract 1d=3897733

8.5. Barnstable, Massachusetts, July 2021 CDC MMWR study found that
in 469 cases of COVID-19, there were 74% that occurred in fully

vaccinated persons.

“The vaccinated had on average more virus in their nose than the

unvaccinated who were infected.”

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/34351882/

e ),‘.‘ W
/N

\:8,,6 Also shows a pronounced and very troubling trend, which is that
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the “double vaccinated persons are showing greater infection (per
100,000) than the unvaccinated, and especially in the older age groups

e.g. 30 years and above.”

. &.;:;;5‘?“ “%%e..  htips://assets.publishing.service.gov .uk/government/uploads/system/uploa
"/ﬁ '}»‘.'__.\ k .'.""'d._‘s/attachment data/file/1031157/Vaccine-surveillance-report-week-
* : Sﬁ Similar viral loads in vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals
\\\4 ¥ e f:/’;ﬂinfected with Delta question how much vaccination prevents onward
o transmission

https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2021.09.28.21264260v1

8.8. Fully vaccinated individuals with breakthrough infections have peak
viral load similar to unvaccinated cases and can efficiently transmit

infection in household settings, including to fully vaccinated contacts.

https://www.thelancet.com/journals/laninf/article/PIIS1473-
3099(21)0064 8-4/fulltext

9. Malafides of the State authorities in bringing rules by ignoring
the data of prohibited category of person, death causing side effects
of vaccines and higher number of deaths in vaccinated than

unvaccinated: -

9.1. That, a young Dr. Snehal Lunawat died due to side effects of

< ‘Covishield’ vaccines. The committee of Adverse Events Following

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































