892

BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.28 OF 2023 (WZ)

Santosh Daundkar ... Applicant
versus
SEIAA, Environment Department

Government of Maharashtra & Ors. ... Respondents

LIMITED PRELIMINARY AFFIDAVIT IN REPLY
ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO.14

I, Ankit Agarwal, an adult and Indian Inhabitant, authorised
signatory of the Respondent No.14 and having my office address
at Raheja Tower, Plot No.C-30, Block ‘G’, Bandra Kurla
Complex, Bandra (East), Mumbai 400051, do hereby solemnly

affirm and state as under:-

1.  Isay that I am the authorized representative of Respondent
No. 14. 1 say that | have read and familiarized mysell with
the papers and proceedings in the captioned matter. I am
conversant with the facts and circumstances of the present
case and am able and competent to depose to the same from
facts to my personal knowledge and records maintained by

Respondent No. 14.

2. Isay that I have perused a copy of the captioned Application
filed by the Applicant abovenamed and am filing this
Affidavit-in-Reply in response to the captioned Application
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inter-alia raising preliminary objections and opposing the
grant of any interim/ ad-interim reliefs in favour of the
Applicant as prayed for in the captioned Application and to
place on record the true and correct facts of the matter. This
Affidavit is not a detailed response to the OA. I crave leave
to file a further detailed Affidavit(s) as may be required and/

or as I may be advised.

At the outset, I deny each and every allegation, contention
and insinuation made by the Applicant in the captioned
Application along with all Exhibits and documents referred
to therein, which is contrary to and/ or inconsistent with
what is set out herein, and nothing contained therein is or
should be deemed to be admitted by Respondent No. 14 for

want of specific traverse or otherwise.

At the further outset and without prejudice, I say and submit
that the captioned Application is not maintainable, grossly
misconceived and ought to be dismissed in /imine with costs
for the following reasons each of which are taken without

prejudice and in the alternative to one another.

The first approval in respect of the project of

Respondent No.14 was issued in the vear 2005 and the

first CC has been received in the vear 2007 and therefore

the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in MCGM
& Ors. vs. Kohinoor CTNL Infrastructure Co. Pvt. Lid. &
Anr., 1(2014) 4 SCC] and the decision of this Hon’ble

Tribunal in Anil Tharthare v. Secretary, Environment
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Department of the State of Maharashtra & Ors. [Appeal
No.22 of 2016 (WZ)] is wholly inapplicable to the case of
Respondent No. 14:

The authorities have sanctioned approvals for the project
being developed by Respondent No. 14 from time to time.
Pertinently, the MCGM issued and sanctioned the first IOD
in the year 2005 and also the Commencement Certificate
was issued in the year 2007. Thereafter the authorities have
sanctioned and issued revised approvals for the construction

in respect of the project from time to time.

The directions of the Apex Court in Kehinoor CTNL supra
were rendered in the context of Regulation 23 of DCR 1991
and in respect of a project being developed under the
provisions of the DCR 1991. However, the directions were
not applicable to those constructions where plans were
approved, or where the commencement certificate (CC) had
been issued on or prior to the cut-off date i.e. 17" December,
2013. The dircetions of the Apex Court in Kohinoor CTNL
contained in paragraph 71.2.1 and 71.3 are reproduced

herein below for ready reference,-

“71.2.1 The minimum recreational space as laid
down under Development Control Regulation
(DCR) 23, cannot be reduced on the basis of DCR
38(34). The recreational space, if any, provided on
the podium as per DCR 38(34)(iv), shall be in
addition to that provided as per DCR 23...
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...71.3. The decision as contained in paras 71.2.1
and 71.2.3 above, will apply to those constructions
where plans are still not approved, or where the
commencement certificate (CC) has not been
issued/ All authorities concerned are directed to

ensure strict compliance accordingly.”

In Anil Tharthare v. Secretary, Environment Department
of the State of Maharashtra & Ors. [Appeal No.22 of 2016
(WZ)], this Hon’ble Tribunal passed the Order dated 13™
September 2022 holding that recreation ground has to be
provided on the ground which should not only be open to
the sky, but must also enable plantation of trees and directed
that if the project proponent fails to provide recreational
ground in such manner, the project may not be allowed to
proceed. The said Order passed in the matter of Anil
Tharthare supra was on the basis of the judgement of the
Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Kohinoor CTNL supra.
The Order passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal is an order
passed in personam and not in rem. It is not and cannot be
treated as an order / judgement in rem and be construed as
general direction that in all developments that recreation

ground has to be provided at ground level only.

In light of the above, I say and submit that the directions
contained in the judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in

Kohinoor CTNL supra or for that matter the decision of this

Hon’ble Tribunal in Anil Tharthare supra are not applicable
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to the present project since the commencement certificate
was issued by the MCGM in the year 2007, i.e., much prior
to the cut-off date.

This Respondent has undertaken construction of the project
in compliance of the applicable law and rules and
regulations. Therefore, this Respondent has provided R.G.

area in compliance of the applicable rules and regulations.

The Applicant in the present Application has sought a
dircction from this Hon’ble Tribunal that the directions of
this Hon'ble Tribunal in Anil Tharthare supra to be made
applicable to this Respondent’s project. As already stated
hereinabove, the directions contained in Kohinoor CTNL
supra are not applicable to this Respondent’s project and the .
order passed in Anil Tharthare supra (which was on the
basis of Kohinoor CTNL supra) cannot and will not be
applicable to this Respondent’s project. This Respondent
submits that in view thereof, this Respondent is not a
necessary and a property party in the present Application
and this Respondent ought to be deleted as a Respondent in
the present Application.

This Hon’ble Tribunal lacks subject-matter jurisdiction

to adjudicate upon the present dispute:

I say and submit that this Hon’ble Tribunal does not have ===

the subject-matter jurisdiction to adjudicate upon th.ﬁ

present dispute. I say and submit that the Applicant is intef- |
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alia required to satisfy the two pronged test set out in Section
14 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 in order for this
Hon’ble Tribunal to exercise jurisdiction. Under Section 14
of the Act, the Applicant is required to show that there are
substantial questions relating to environment which arise in
the present matter and that such questions arise out of the
implementation of the enactments specified in Schedule I to

the said Act.

At the outset, I say and submit that the Applicant has failed
to raise any substantial questions relating to environment
which merit adjudication by this Hon’ble Tribunal. In any
case, I say and submit that a perusal of the captioned
Application clearly demonstrates that the present disputes/
questions relating to environment in fact relate to the
implementation of the provisions of the Development
Control Regulations, 1991 and/ or the Development Control
& Promotion Regulations for Greater Mumbai, 2034 in
relation to the development of real estate projects. I say and
submit that the Development Control Regulations are
referrable to Section 22(m) of the Maharashtra Regional and
Town Planning Act, 1966. I further say and submit that
under the MRTP Act, 1966, any matter concerning/ relating
to the implementation of the provisions of the Development
Control Regulations, 1991 and/ or the Development Control
& Promotion Regulations, 2034 falls within the exclusive

domain of the jurisdictional planning authority.
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I say and submit that admittedly, the Development Control
Regulations, 1991 and/ or the Development Control &
Promotion Regulations, 2034 and/ or the MRTP Act, 1966
are not the enactments which are specified in Schedule I to
the said Act. I say and submit that the Applicant has wholly
failed to establish as to how this Hon’ble Tribunal has the
subject-matter jurisdiction relating to the implementation of
the provisions of the Development Control Regulations,
1991 and/ or the Development Control & Promotion
Regulations, 2034 and/ or the MRTP Act, 1966. On this
ground alone, I say and submit that this Hon’ble Tribunal
does not have subject-matter jurisdiction to adjudicate upon

the present dispute.

OA is barred by limitation and suffers from delay and /'// T

laches: 1S/ M

2|
\-\I..

At the further outset and without prejudice to the above, N\

say and submit that the captioned Application is barred by
limitation and ought not to be entertained by this Hon’ble

Tribunal.

I say that a perusal of the prayer sought in the captioned
Application demonstrates that the Applicant is purportedly
seeking application of the Order dated 13™ September 2022
passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal to the real estate project
developed/ being developed by Respondent No. 14. I say
and submit that without prejudice to anything stated by me

herein, admittedly, the cause of action, if any, entitling the
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Applicant to seek such relief accrued to the Applicant on the
date of the passing of the said Order dated 13™ September
2022.

I say and submit that under Section 14(3) of the NGT Act,
2010, the limitation period for filing the present Application
is a period of 6 (six) months from the date on which the
cause of action first arose. I say and submit that the said
period of 6 (six) months commenced on 8 May 2018 i.e.
when Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034 came into force and
expired in or around 8 November 2018. Assuming without
admitting that the Applicant’s cause of action arose on
13.09.2022, the 6 (six) month period expired on or around
13 March 2023 and admittedly, the Applicant filed the
present Application only in or around May, 2023, i.e.,
beyond the applicable limitation period prescribed in
Section 14(3) of the NGT Act, 2010. I say and submit that
on this ground alone, the captioned Application is barred by
limitation and ought not to be entertained by this Hon’ble

Tribunal.

Without prejudice to the above and in any case, the OA in
effect, seeks to challenge Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034. The
said regulation was brought into effect on 8% May 2018. The
OA is thus hopelessly barred by the law of limitation.

Even otherwise, I say and submit that the OA also suffers
from gross delay and laches for the reasons more

particularly set out hereinbelow and ought to be dismissed
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on this ground. I say that this Respondent with respect to its
development project, has received full occupation cum
building completion certificate from the MCGM with
respect to its residential building. This respondent has sold
majority of the units i.e. 132 out of 133 units in the
residential wing and has handed over possession of majority
of the apartments / units in the said residential building to
the allottees / purchasers. Pertinently, the said property also
comprises of a public parking lot which has been
constructed by this Respondent and handed over to
M.C.G.M in the year 2017 and development of the balance
portion of the property which comprises of a commercial
development which has been substantially completed and
is at a very advanced stage. This Respondent has incurred
costs over Rs.3500 crores in respect of the project till date.

I therefore say and submit that there is gross delay and

latches on part of the Applicant and that the same disentitles/ P

the Applicant to any reliefs whatsoever.

No cause of action qua Respondent No. 14: \¢

At the further outset, it may be noted that the OA does not

disclose any cause of action against Respondent No. 14 or
any offence/violation of any nature whatsoever committed
by Respondent No. 14, that would warrant exercise of
jurisdiction by this Hon’ble Tribunal. In the entire OA, the
purported ‘cause of action’ (if it can even be called that) qua
Respondent No.14, may be found at page 26 of the OA
where at Serial No.14 of the Table, it is mentioned “RG has

./ -



\?

8.2

8.3

901

been placed on the 5" floor for plantation”. Apart from this
solitary, bald sentence, the OA does not talk about or refer
to Respondent No. 14 at all. The OA is totally devoid of any
substance and material that disclose any purported violation

of any provision of law by Respondent No. 14.

It is settled law that jurisdiction cannot be exercised on mere
whims or suspicions, but, require cogent data and material
to be placed before it. The present OA is a fishing enquiry
conducted by the Applicant in the hope of unearthing some
material qua Respondent No. 14. If the Applicant had any
substantive cause of action with respect to Respondent No.
14, there is no reason why the same would not find place in
the OA. The very fact that the only purported allegation qua
Respondent No. 14 is the solitary and unsubstantiated
averment reproduced above, is itself demonstrative that
there is no cause of action against Respondent No. 14, no
case is made out to pass any orders against Respondent No.
14, and, no case is made out for this Hon’ble Tribunal to
exercise jurisdiction qua Respondent No. 14. The OA is
replete with vague allegations and extremely academic and
hypothetical grounds that ought not to be entertained by this
Hon’ble Tribunal.

It is respectfully submitted that the Applicant is inviting this
Hon’ble Tribunal to exercise its jurisdiction in an unheard
of manner viz. make vague cryptic allegations against
Respondent No. 14. It is respectfully submitted that for the

sole reason that the OA does not disclose any purported
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violations committed by Respondent No. 14, the OA is
wholly misconceived and not maintainable qua Respondent

No. 14 and ought to be dismissed in limine.

The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India is in seisin of the

issue:

Another reason for dismissing the OA in limine, is that the
Applicant has invited this Hon’ble Tribunal to adjudicate on
a matter that is directly, substantially and materially under
consideration by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in
Sagar Devre & Anr. v. NAREDCO West Foundation &
Ors. [SLP (Civil) Diary No.11843 of 2023]. A brief
background to recapitulate the events that led to the

Il

institution of the petition in Sagar Devre supra is;_"-/_:-'

appropriate. 1! t

\

As stated herein above, in Anil Tharthare supra, this
Hon’ble Tribunal passed the Order dated 13™ September
2022 holding that recreation ground has to be provided on
the ground which should not only be open to the sky, but
must also enable plantation of trees and directed that il the
project proponent fails to provide recreational ground in
such manner, the project may not be allowed to proceed. The
said Order passed in the matter of Anil Tharthare supra was
on the basis of the judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in
the case of Kohinoor CTNL supra. The Order passed by this
Hon’ble Tribunal is an order passed in personam and not in

rem. It is not and cannot be treated as an order / judgement
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in rem and be construed as general direction that in all
developments that recreation ground has to be provided at

ground level only.

Thereafter, the records indicate that this order was
communicated to the Respondent No.l1 SEIAA and
resultantly, the SEIAA deferred numerous proposals

received by it for environmental clearance.

Being aggrieved by the inaction of the SEIAA, NAREDCO
West Foundation filed Writ Petition (Lodging) No.35671 of
2022 before the Hon’ble Bombay High Court. By the
Judgment and Order dated 27% January 2023, the Hon’ble
Bombay High Court, after carrying out a detailed analysis
of the decision of this Hon’ble Tribunal in Anil Tharthare
supra, allowed the said Writ Petition with inter-alia the

following observations:

(a) That the decision of this Hon’ble Tribunal in the case
of Anil Tharthare supra and the decision of the
Hon’ble Supreme Court in Kohinoor CTNL supra
were rendered in the context of the mandatory
provisions of Regulation 23 of the Development

Control Regulations, 1991;

(b) That the provisions of the Development Control
Regulations, 1991 stand superseded/ replaced by the
provisions of the Development Control & Promotion

Regulations for Greater Mumbai, 2034;
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That the provisions of Development Control
Regulations, 1991 relating to the exact location for
the provision of recreational open space have
undergone a change pursuant to the Development
Control & Promotion Regulations for Greater

Mumbai, 2034;

That the Order dated 13® September 2022 passed by
this Hon’ble Tribunal cannot be regarded as a blanket
prohibition against the consideration of development

approvals by the Respondent No. 1;

That Respondent No. 1 is required to take into
consideration the provisions of the Development

Control & Promotion Regulations for Greater

Mumbai, 2034 for granting applicable permissions , <)

and clearances; and

That Respondent No. 1 could not have deferred the %

grant of permissions relying upon the Order dated 13

September 2022 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal.

It is thus clear that the Hon’ble Bombay High Court’s order
in NAREDCO West supra, has recognised and held that
there is a material difference between Regulation 23 of DCR

1991 (which did not envisage provision of mandatory R.G.

at any location other than mother earth as interpreted by the
Hon’ble Apex Court in Kohinoor CTNL) and Regulation 27
of DCPR 2034 (which permits provision of R.G. at podium

I3
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levels). Moreover, the Hon’ble Bombay High Court
directed Respondent No.1 to consider proposals for grant of

environmental clearances on its own merits by applying the

provisions of DCPR 2034.

The Hon’ble Bombay High Court’s order was assailed in
Sagar Devre supra wherein by an order dated 8" May 2023,
the Hon’ble Apex Court has stayed the directions contained
in the Hon’ble High Court’s order dated 27™ January 2023
and to the best of my knowledge, such stay has continued
till date.

In this backdrop, this Hon’ble Tribunal may appreciate that
the order dated 27th January 2023 of the Hon’ble High
Court has only been stayed and has not been set aside. It is
settled law that an order of interim stay does not result in
quashing of the impugned order and that it only means that
the order will not be acted upon by the parties thereto from
the date of the order of the stay.

It is therefore respectfully submitted that (a) the
dicta decided in the impugned judgment remains operative
and is binding until the judgment itself is set aside by the
superior court, (b) mere passing of an interim order staying
the portion of the interim order does not wipe out its
existence and its authority or precedential value is not
undermined, (¢) unless the decision is actually set aside, it

remains effective as a precedent.
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In any case, I submit that Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034
continues to remain on the statute book and is valid and has
not been set aside by any competent Court of Law and
therefore, the prayers sought in the OA cannot and ought not
to be granted.

Furthermore, it may be appreciated that the OA essentially
invites this Hon’ble Tribunal to pass broad sweeping orders,
with respect to points of law and issues that the Hon’ble
Supreme Court of India is already in seisin of in Sagar
Devre supra. It is a settled proposition of law that tribunals
in the nature of this Hon’ble 'Iribunal ought not pass orders
and hear matters that are already under consideration of the
constitutional courts. A past instance of the Hon’ble
National Green Tribunal, Principal Bench proceeding to
hear and pass orders in a matter of which the High Court

was in seisin, was deprecated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court

of India. I crave leave to refer and rely upon the same at the =~ AANE

time of arguments. /<

(|5
| ¥ 4]

It is an equally settled principle of law that subordinate —~ s /S

courts ought not continue with proceedings before it when a
higher court / authority is seized of the matter. I crave leave
to refer to and rely upon the relevant authorities in this

regard.

The OA invites this Hon’ble Tribunal to transgress its

jurisdiction and to cross all established norms of judicial

1<
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propriety. I respectfully submit that this should not be

countenanced.

Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034 is in full force and effect.
The OA challenges Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034, which

is impermissible:

Through vague statements and loose drafting, the OA
attempts to obfuscate the Applicant’s real challenge i.e. to
Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034. It is respectfully submitted
that Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034 permits provision of the
mandatory R.G. in the manner as stated therein. The said
regulation and DCPR 2034 itself, are in full force and effect
and have not been set aside by any competent Court of Law.
Inasmuch as the OA prays for demolition of portions of
podium on which R.G. is provided (which is permissible in
Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034), it is clear that the OA is
really a challenge to Regulation 27 of DCPR 2034.

This Respondent’s development and provision of
Recreation Ground is in compliance of the applicable law,
rules and regulations. The regulations are in full force and
effect and is binding law and have been complied with by

this Respondent.

Thus, the challenge in the OA viz. to Regulation 27 of
DCPR 2034, is not maintainable before this Hon’ble
Tribunal. It is settled law that this Hon’ble Tribunal does not

have jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the vires of any
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statutory provisions or of any subordinate legislation and I
crave leave to refer to and rely upon the authorities in this
regard. It is equally settled that the DCR/DCPR are framed
by the State in exercise of its powers under Section 22(m)
MRTP Act 1966 and form part of the ‘Development Plan’
and hence are not amenable to judicial review. The issues
emanating from regulations of DCPR/DCR and their
implementation, cannot be considered or adjudicated by this

Hon’ble Tribunal.

Prayers in the OA cannot be granted since it is contrary

to the judgment of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court:

At para 4 of the OA, the Applicant has admitted that he seeks
general directions to apply the order dated 13™ September
2022 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal in Anil Tharthare
supra inter-alia to the case of the Respondent No. 14.
However in NAREDCO West supra, the Hon’ble Bombay
High Court has held that Anil Tharthare supra was
evidently a case considering DCR 1991 and not DCPR
2034. Tt has also held at para 25 that,-

“The judgment and order dated 13 September 2022
of NGT in case of Anil Tharthare vs. The Secretary,
Environment Dept. State of Maharashtra & Ors.
cannot be construed to mean a blanket prohibition

to consider the proposals of the projects governed by
DCPR 2034 or UDCPR”

17
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11.2  As mentioned above, the order dated 27™ January 2023 of

12.

the Hon’ble Bombay High Court has only been stayed and
has not been set aside and the ratio and observations thereof
continue in force. Therefore, inasmuch as the OA seeks
application of an order (that the High Court found
applicable only to DCR 1991) even to projects that are being
developed under DCPR 2034, the same is not maintainable
and such prayers cannot be granted by this Hon’ble

Tribunal.

For the above reasons, I reiterate that the OA is not
maintainable and ought not to be entertained by this Hon’ble
Tribunal and ought to be dismissed with exemplary costs.
The OA is a roving and fishing expedition that should not
be permitted or countenanced. Respondent No. 14 is
undertaking construction and development on its land in full
compliance of all applicable laws and the approvals and
sanctions accorded to it till date. Respondent No. 14 has
invested enormous monies into the acquisition and
development of the project and has created numerous third-
party rights, all of whom would be vitally and drastically
affected in case any reliefs are granted to the Applicant. This
Respondent reiterates that this Respondent is not a
necessary and a property party in the present Application
and this Respondent be deleted as a Respondent in the
captioned Application.
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Solemnly affirmed at Mumbai )

this \ 7\ day of Merth - 2024)
(4.9 WR 204

M/s. Wadia Ghandy & Co.

wa/w

Partner

Advocates for Respondent No.14

&13% EY

19

4

Before me,

BEFORE ME

- SHANE CARDOZ
o vocate & Notary (Gowvt. of India)
- g?ﬁ ?do. 16388 BC
. Clifford House, Ka i '
Next to Ganesh Mal;:g'egm' B Hos
Mumbai - 400 050, Mob. 98205 170p0
MAH / 3457 / 2002

[
N cisder
s:ti:lyn.{? |$22)ny

2L BEEN § ViR
S

2

Lo

g 96

2>)
(501‘«:7( Res 7 Y - e




K. Raheja Private Limited

K RAHEJA
CORP

CERTIFIED TRUE COPY OF THE RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE MEETING OF THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF K. RAHEJA PRIVATE LIMITED (“COMPANY") HELD ON THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 29,2024
AT THE REGISTERED OFFICE OF THE COMPANY.

Authority to represent / defend /sign / execute / file all documents before the National Green Tribunal or any other
competent court: -

“RESOLVED THAT the consent of the Board of Directors of K. Raheja Private Limited (“the Company™) is hereby
accorded to file Vakalatnama/reply/affidavits/application/deeds/documents in Application No. 28 of 2023, before the
National Green Tribunal, Pune and/or adopt/defend/support/appear in any proceedings before any other Tribunal or Courts,
including the Supreme Court of India and/or any other statutory authorities including quasi-judicial or judicial authorities
relating to/in respect of Company’s property situated at Plot no 249, 2494, CS No 2/1629 and Plot No 248, CS 1A/1629 at

Worli, Mumbai 400025.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT any one of the Directors of the Company or Mr. Ashish Dhami or Mr. Sudhir Singhvi or
M:s. Pragati Mehra or Mr. Ankit Agarwal, Authorised Signatories (hereinafter referred to as “Attorneys”), be and are hereby
severally aulhurised o 1epresent the Company and appear before uny forum, Tribunal und to sigy, declare, verify, affirm,
exceute and file necessary Applications / Affidavits / reply / written statement / Caveats / declarations / Plainis / Pelitivus
/ Appeals / Revisions / Pleadings / letter including sign Vakalamama and other documents and writings as may be required
from to time, in connection with the subject matter and/or arising out of the said Application No. 28 of 2023 in respect of
Company’s property situated at Plot no 249, 249A, CS No 2/1629 and Plot No 248, CS 1A/1629 at Worli, Mumbai 400025
and/cr adopt / defend / prosecute / contest / settle / support any proceedings viz. court proceedings / quasi-judicial / incidental
proceedings before any Forum, Authority, Tribunal, Court, and (o engage any advocates, legal counsels, solicitors, attorneys
as may be required from time to time to represent the Company as may be necessary and required for the same and to issue
Vukalatnama and other authority leiter in their favour as may be necessary for the subject matter, for and on behalf of the

Company.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT a letter of authorisalion be issued along with a certified copy of this resolution to Mr Ashish
Dhami or Mr. Sudhir Singhvi or Ms. Pragati Mehra or M. Ankit Agarwal, as the Company’s Attomeys, as may be required
in connection with the above matter and the Company does hereby declare that any and all lawful acts, deeds, matters, things
and writings which may be done or executed, pursuant to this authorization, by the Attomeys, on behalf of the Company, shall
be good, valid and effectual to all intents and purposes as if done and executed by the Company and the Company hereby
assures that the same shall be considered as ratified and confirmed by the Company.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT a certified true copy of this resolution te be provided to such persons/authorities as may
be necessary to give effect fo aforesaid resolution.”

Certified {o be frue
For K. Raheja Private Limited

T

S?S Gupta

(‘om§nny Secretary
ICSI M. No. A24200

Mumbai, March 4, 2024

CIN : U45200MH1973PTC017018
Regd. Off. : Raheja Tower, Plot No.C-30, Block 'G’, Next tc Bank of Baroda, Bandra Kurla Complex, Bandra (I2), Mumbai - 400 051.
FPhone : +91-22-2656 4000 Website : wyww.krahejacorp.com
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K. Raheja Private Limited

K RAHEJA
CORP
Date: February 29, 2024
To,
Mr. Ashish Dhami
Mr. Sudhir Singhvi
Ms. Pragati Mehra

Mr. Ankit Agarwal
Mumbai.

Dear Sirs,

Sub: Authorisation for filings and defend ing before the National Green Tribunal ar any other campetent court: -

The Board of Directors of the Company at their mecting held February 29, 2024 | has authorized you as Attomneys of the
Company severally to do all such necessary acts, deeds, matters and things on behalf of the Company, in connection with
filings to represent the Company and appear before any forum, Tribunal and to sign, affirm and file necessary Applications /
Affidaviis / Petitions / Pleadings and sign Vakalatmama and other documents and writings as may be required from to time, in
connection with and/or arising out of the said Application No. 28 0f 2023 in respect of Company’s property situate at Plot no

249, 249A, CS No 2/1629 and Plot No 248, C8 1A/1629 at Worli, Mumbai 400025, A certified copy of the said resolution is

The Company does hereby declare that any and all lawful acts, deeds, matters, things and writings which may be done or
executed pursuant to this authorization by the said Attorneys on behalf of the Compuny, shall be good, valid and effectual to
all intents and purposes as if done and executed by the Company and the Company hereby assures that the same shall be

This letter is being issued under the signature of any one of the Director or the Company Secretary of the Company.

Yours faithfully,

For K. Raheja Private Limited

K

Swelg Gupia
Company Secretury
ICSI M. No. A24200

MUMBALT L
£y,
y/

Mumbai, March 4, 2024

Encl: a/a

x7/  MUMBAI \V,
& [ MAHARASHTRA

REG NC 16388
EXPIRE ON

CIN : U45200MH1972PTC017018
Regd. Off. : Raheja Tawer, Plot No.C-30, Block ‘G’, Next to Bank of Baroda, Bandra Kurla Complex, Bandra (E}, Mumbai - 400 051,
' Phone : +91-22.9656 4000 Website : www, krahelacorp.com




BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL
GREEN TRIBUNAL
WESTERN ZONE BENCH, PUNE
ORIG. APPLICATION NO.28 OF 2023 (WZ)

Santosh Daundkar ... Applicant
versus

SEIAA, Environment Department

Govt. of Maharashtra & Ors. ... Respondents

LIMITED PRELIMINARY AFFIDAVIT
IN REPLY ON BEHALF OF
RESPONDENT NO.14

,’A/v
Dated this 1 day of March 2024

M/s. Wadia Ghandy & Co.
Advocates for Respondent No.14,
N.M. Wadia Building,

123, M.G. Road, Fort,
Mumbai — 400 001



