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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL  
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

O.A. No. 622 of 2024 

 
IN THE MATTER OF: 

Varun Gulati                …Applicant  

Versus 

State of Haryana & Ors.         …Respondents  

 
OBJECTIONS TO THE REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 

BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 98, M/s SEASON FARM 

 
MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 

1. That the present objections are being submitted on behalf of M/s 

Season Farm, Respondent No. 98, in compliance with the order dated 

27.02.2025 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal, whereby the newly 

impleaded respondents were directed to file their objections to the 

Joint Committee Report dated 03.01.2025. The Answering 

Respondent was impleaded based on the findings of the inspection 

conducted on 08.08.2024, pursuant to which a Show Cause Notice 

dated 16.01.2025 was issued by the Haryana State Pollution Control 

Board (HSPCB). A reasoned and comprehensive reply to the said 

notice was filed by the Answering Respondent. The present objections 

are being submitted in continuation of that reply and seek to refute 

and clarify the contents of the Joint Committee Report. 
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2. That at the outset, it is respectfully submitted that the allegations

against the Answering Respondent pertain to:

(i) the Primary Effluent Treatment Plant (PETP) being non-
operational at the time of inspection;

(ii) lack of Hazardous Waste Authorization (HWA);

(iii) lack of logbooks for wastewater, sludge and energy meter
data;

(iv) poor housekeeping;

(v) apprehension of dilution of effluent.

3. That the answering respondent has undertaken substantial

investments in advanced environmental control measures to ensure

strict adherence to all applicable environmental norms. The

answering respondent denies any deliberate non-compliance and

submits that the alleged deficiencies, if any, were either technical in

nature or have already been rectified through corrective measures

undertaken post-inspection.

OBJECTIONS TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE REPORT

4. That the Answering Respondent submits that the PETP was found

non-operational during the inspection dated 08.08.2024 solely due to

a temporary power outage. The shutdown was inadvertent and caused

by an electricity shortage prevailing at the time, coinciding with

implementation of GRAP measures. This was an isolated incident and

does not reflect habitual or deliberate non-operation. To avoid

recurrence, a DG set has been installed in accordance with CPCB
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Direction No. 76, thereby ensuring continued PETP operation during 

future power failures. 

5. That it is submitted that all of the above issues were raised in the Show

Cause Notice issued by HSPCB, to which the answering respondent

submitted a detailed and reasoned response. The answering

respondent duly clarified its position and provided documentary

evidence of its compliance to HSPCB. Therefore, the continued

reliance on these findings is unjustified and does not accurately reflect

the present compliance status of the unit. A Copy of the latest detailed

and reasoned response to the HSPCB Show Cause Notice along with

all the relevant annexures is annexed herewith and marked as

ANNEXURE R-1.

6. That the Joint Committee Report alleges that the Answering

Respondent has not obtained Hazardous Waste Authorization. This is

factually incorrect. The Answering Respondent has obtained the said

authorization from HSPCB, a copy of which was annexed to the reply

to the Show Cause Notice . The Answering Respondent is fully

compliant with statutory provisions governing hazardous waste

generation and disposal. Furthermore, it is to be noted that the pictures

annexed with inspection report are not of the Answering Respondent’s

plant, those pictures have been incorrectly annexed with the report.

7. That the Answering Respondent submits that process wastewater is

collected in a dedicated tank as per the unit’s design. The effluent is

subsequently routed to the PETP and then discharged into the CETP

conveyance line. During the inspection, no unauthorized discharge or

overflow was observed. Samples were taken from the collection tank,
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which is part of the regular collection mechanism. No arrangement 

for discharge outside the designated pipeline exists. 

8. That the Joint Committee Report records non-availability of logbooks

for wastewater generation, sludge management, and energy meter

readings. In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that all relevant

records and logbooks were duly maintained by the Answering

Respondent. Copies of these records for the relevant period were

submitted in the reply to the Show Cause Notice. Additionally, the bill

for the PETP inlet was annexed , confirming proper monitoring of

treatment processes. The non-production of these documents during

inspection was inadvertent and not reflective of systemic default.

9. That the Answering Respondent admits that the housekeeping during

inspection could have been better. However, immediate corrective

measures were taken post-inspection. Photographs evidencing

substantial improvement in cleanliness and organization of the

premises were attached in the reply to the Show Cause Notice. The

Answering Respondent remains committed to upholding the highest

hygiene standards.

10. That the Answering Respondent strongly objects to the allegation of

effluent dilution. It is submitted that no provision for dilution exists

at the site and no findings during inspection indicate otherwise. The

PETP outlet was not functioning due to the power outage, but that

cannot be interpreted as evidence of dilution. Furthermore, the total

water consumption records do not support any inference of excess

freshwater use. Dilution necessarily entails freshwater use beyond

prescribed limits, which has not occurred in the present case. Thus,
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the allegation is based on assumption and not supported by logbook 

data or physical evidence. 

 
11. That the Answering Respondent’s unit operates under a valid Consent 

to Operate (CTO) issued by HSPCB, valid until 31.03.2029. Section 

27 of the Water Act, 1974 stipulates that CTO cannot be granted to 

non-compliant units. Therefore, the grant of CTO itself is a 

recognition of the Answering Respondent’s compliance status. The 

issuance of the Show Cause Notice several months after inspection 

further casts doubt on the credibility and urgency of the allegations. 

 
12. That it is further submitted that the Answering Respondent undergoes 

regular inspections by the Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB). 

Past inspections have consistently found the unit compliant with 

environmental norms. The PETP’s design and operation are oriented 

toward effective treatment and not dilution. These external 

verifications reaffirm the Answering Respondent’s commitment to 

pollution control. 

 
13. That the Answering Respondent has already implemented all 

recommendations made by the inspecting authorities, without 

prejudice to its rights. These include: 

• Maintenance of all relevant logbooks (PETP inlet and outlet, 

water supply, chemical usage, energy meter, sludge). 

• Obtaining and producing the HWA. 

• Installation of a DG set to prevent PETP shutdowns during 

power failures. 

• Immediate improvement in housekeeping, as evidenced by 

photographic proof. 
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14. That any adverse order based on the findings of the Joint Committee 

Report would have severe financial implications and cause significant 

operational disruptions to the answering respondent. The unit 

employs a large workforce, and any disruption in operations would 

negatively impact the livelihoods of numerous employees and their 

families. 

 
15. That in view of the above, the answering respondent prays that the 

findings in the Inspection Report be reconsidered, as they are based 

on mere assumptions rather than conclusive evidence of dilution. The 

answering respondent submits that corrective measures are already in 

place, ensuring ongoing compliance with all applicable 

environmental laws. 

 
16. That in light of the foregoing submissions, the answering respondent 

categorically denies any allegations of non-compliance and submits 

that the findings of the Joint Committee Report and the subsequent 

classification of the answering respondent as non-complying are 

based on assumptions rather than conclusive evidence. The answering 

respondent has consistently adhered to prescribed environmental 

norms, holds valid statutory permissions, and has taken proactive 

measures to ensure compliance. 

 
17. That in view of the discrepancies in the findings and the absence of a 

direct causal link between the answering respondent’s operations and 

the alleged environmental violations, it is most respectfully prayed 

that the answering respondent be provided with an opportunity to 
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Vijay Kumar <vijay.kumar@satramdass.com>

Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 34, 70, 79, 84,
95 & 98 in O.A. No. 622/2024 titled as 'Varun Gulati v. State of Haryana & Ors.'
1 message

Vijay Kumar <vijay.kumar@satramdass.com> Thu, May 29, 2025 at 4:21 PM
To: Mansi Chahal <mansichahal104@gmail.com>, Varun Gulati <jansewajanhit@gmail.com>
Cc: Shivani Chawla <shivani.chawla@satramdass.com>, Rhythm Katyal <rhythm.katyal@satramdass.com>, Chinmay
Dubey <chinmay.dubey@satramdass.com>, Archna Yadav <archna.yadav@satramdass.com>

 Paperbook-NGT Reply-R79 Paras Tubetech
Pvt_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R95 Sumit
Enterprises_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT Reply-R98 Season
Farm_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R84 DESIGN O
CREATION.pdf

Dear Sir,

PFA.

Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 34, 70, 79, 84, 95 & 98 in O.A. No. 622/2024 titled
as 'Varun Gulati v. State of Haryana & Ors.'

Kindly treat the same as Proof of service.

Regards

Vijay Kumar
Office Manager 

8A Sagar Apartment
6 Tilak Marg
New Delhi - 110001
Landline - +91-11-47046111
vijay.kumar@satramdass.com

Satram Dass B & Co. made the following annotations 

"This message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain confidential or privileged
information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or distribution of the information
included in this message and any attachments is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
notify us by reply e-mail and immediately and permanently delete this message and any attachments. Thank you." 

2 attachments

Paperbook-NGT Reply-R34 Shivalik Processor.pdf
12795K

Paperbook-NGT Reply-R70 Denim Touch.pdf
11036K
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ymMm5FeUgLKtu9Cg_YVMkoaW0wIq00TN/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jY9mjPNe8HeBXZzgS_DTeDDbmdh0DWPZ/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1x4sp5RLVPSJr8KXWy62cVIGpI9tLHCuF/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zd2jFLHDPX0uoi2LuP-YoqHVG59jIRLG/view?usp=drive_web
mailto:archna.yadav@satramdass.com
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=1971baad8d7b2f09&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_mb995bo80&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=1971baad8d7b2f09&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_mb995bo80&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=1971baad8d7b2f09&attid=0.2&disp=attd&realattid=f_mb995knr1&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=be19cfae8d&view=att&th=1971baad8d7b2f09&attid=0.2&disp=attd&realattid=f_mb995knr1&safe=1&zw
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