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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. 49, M/S NATRAJ HOME 

FURNISHING PVT. LTD.  

 
MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 
 
1. That the present objections are being filed on behalf of M/s Natraj 

Home Furnishing Pvt. Ltd., Respondent No. 49, in compliance with 

the order dated 27.02.2025 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal wherein 

the newly impleaded respondents were directed to file their objections 

to the Joint Committee Report dated 03.01.2025. As per the order 

dated 08.01.2025, the Answering Respondent has been impleaded as 

Respondent No. 46 along with other industries based on the Joint 

Committee Report. 

 
2. That at the outset, it is submitted that the observations recorded in the 

Joint Committee Report do not fully reflect the compliance status of 

the answering respondent, and certain findings therein are based on 

erroneous assumptions, miscalculations, and an outdated compliance 

assessment. 
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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. 

 
4. OBJECTIONS TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
4.1. That the Answering Respondent submits that an inspection was 

conducted in July/August 2024, and certain observations were 

recorded regarding the operation of its Primary Effluent Treatment 

Plant (PETP). The Answering Respondent further submits that a 

Show Cause Notice (SCN) dated 06.09.2024, was issued by the 

Haryana State Pollution Control Board (HSPCB). The inspection 

report and the SCN alleges non-compliance related to related to 

effluent quality (particularly regarding pH and TDS), potential 

dilution, discrepancy in the recorded volumes of fresh water usage 

versus effluent disposal. 

 
4.2. 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 HSPCB Show 

Cause Notice and the latest response to the HSPCB Show Cause 
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Notice along with all the relevant annexures is annexed herewith and 

marked as ANNEXURE R-1. 

 
4.3. That the answering respondent categorically denies the allegation of 

dilution and submits that the effluent generated by the unit is routed 

to the CETP via a dedicated pipeline after necessary filtration. The 

inspection report does not establish any direct causal link between the 

answering respondent’s PETP operations and the alleged pollution in 

Drain No. 6. The claim of dilution is based on assumption, and the 

observed reductions in COD/BOD indicate effective treatment, not 

dilution. 

 
4.4. That Joint Committee Report alleges that there is non-compliance due 

to high reduction in pollution parameters which has been apprehended 

as dilution with fresh in PETP among various other allegations.  

 
4.5. That it is submitted that the answering respondent that the TDS limit 

of 2100 mg/l is generally applied to units drawing freshwater with 

TDS below 1100 mg/l. In our case, the borewell water itself has a 

naturally elevated TDS of around 1224 mg/l (as confirmed by an 

independent laboratory report dated 17.09.2024 from M/s Asia Enviro 

Lab, Sonipat). Therefore, in line with established guidelines, the 

permissible TDS limit applicable to the Unit is 3100 mg/l. With the 

borewell’s baseline TDS, the reading of 2320 mg/l at the ETP outlet 

is comfortably within the permissible 3100 mg/l limit. The Unit 

therefore submits that there is no violation of the TDS standard. 

 
4.6. That as per the SCN and Report, the pH at the ETP outlet was found 

to be 10.48, and the difference between freshwater consumption and 
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effluent disposal volumes seemed inconsistent, suggesting dilution or 

inaccuracies in record-keeping. It is submitted that post-inspection, 

the Unit immediately reviewed its ETP dosing procedures to ensure 

the final discharge pH remains within the 6.0-9.0 range. Additionally, 

the Unit began using anhydrous sodium sulfate (Na₂SO₄) of lower 

density (instead of normal salt) to improve the consistency of effluent 

parameters, particularly to bring down the SAR and the pH levels. 

Recent internal tests and adjustments reflect that the pH now remains 

within permissible limits. 

 
4.7. That the discrepancy in the volumes, if any, primarily arose from 

differences in reading logs and partially from small daily domestic 

usage streams. The Unit reiterates that there is no deliberate or 

unauthorized dilution of effluent. The entire effluent load passes 

through the PETP and is discharged, post-treatment, to the HSIIDC 

sewer line that leads to the CETP. 

 
4.8. That the SCN and Report indicates that effluent disposal is “observed 

to be greater than effluent generated,” and that specific water 

consumption may be higher than typical industry norms, raising the 

suspicion of a bypass or misreporting. The Unit meticulously 

maintains logbooks for borewell usage (monitored by flow meters) 

and ETP inlet/outlet flow. Any occasional discrepancy may stem from 

minor operational fluctuations or measurement intervals. The 

Answering Respondent has updated internal SOPs to ensure real-time 

synchronization of readings and accurate record-keeping. A thorough 

physical inspection would confirm that no bypass line exists for 

discharging untreated/partially treated effluent outside the ETP 
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system. The entire effluent stream is routed through the PETP without 

exception. 

 
4.9. 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. 

 
4.10. 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. Further, given that the CETP’s inefficiencies 

contribute significantly to the overall compliance status, the 

answering respondent cannot be unfairly categorized as non-

complying without a thorough and individualized assessment of its 

operational processes. 

 
4.11. 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 
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norms, holds valid statutory permissions, and has taken proactive 

measures to ensure compliance. 

 
4.12. 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 

cooperate with the authorities and implement any further 

recommendations, if necessary. 

 
4.13. That the answering respondent remains committed to environmental 

sustainability, regulatory compliance, and responsible industrial 

operations and prays for a just and fair assessment of its compliance 

status. 

 
5. The answering respondent further reserves its right to file additional 

pleadings or affidavits, if necessary, in response to any subsequent 

developments in the present proceedings. 

 
FILED THROUGH: 

          
[SIDDHARTH BATRA], [ARCHNA YADAV] [SHIVANI CHAWLA] 

        
[CHINMAY DUBEY] & [RHYTHM KATYAL] 

Advocates for Respondent No. 49- M/s Natraj Home Furnishing Pvt. Ltd. 
8A, Sagar Apartments, 6-Tilak Marg, 

New Delhi-110001. 
Mob.: 9888884445 

Date: 12.05.2025           E-mail: siddharth.batra@satramdass.com 
Place: New Delhi           Phone: 011 4704 6111 
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Vijay Kumar <vijay.kumar@satramdass.com>

Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 29, 46, 49, 60,
74, 89, 92, 103 & 106 in O.A. No. 622/2024 titled as 'Varun Gulati v. State of Haryana &
Ors.'
1 message

Vijay Kumar <vijay.kumar@satramdass.com> Mon, May 12, 2025 at 4:19 PM
To: Mansi Chahal <mansichahal104@gmail.com>, Varun Gulati <jansewajanhit@gmail.com>
Cc: Shivani Chawla <shivani.chawla@satramdass.com>, Chinmay Dubey <chinmay.dubey@satramdass.com>

Dear Sir,

PFA.

Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 29, 46, 49, 60, 74, 89, 92, 103 & 106 in O.A. No.
622/2024 titled as 'Varun Gulati v. State of Haryana & Ors.'

Kindly treat the same as Proo

 Paperbook -NGT REPLY- R46 Ram
Kishan_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook -NGT REPLY-R29 SUCH
EXPORTS_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook -NGT Reply-R49 Natraj Home
Furnishings_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook -NGT Reply-R92 Papcoat_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook- NGT Reply-R74 Spectrum
Washing_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook- NGT REPLY-R106 SHREE KRISHNA
BUTTONS_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT Reply-R60 Magnet
Industries_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R89 PAXY
CHEM_Redacted.pdf

 Paperbook-NGT REPLY-R103
DAYANIDHI_Redacted.pdf

f of service.

Regards

Vijay Kumar
Office Manager 

5/12/25, 4:20 PM Satram Dass B & Co. Mail - Advance service copies of short reply on behalf of Respondent Nos. 29, 46, 49, 60, 74, 89, 92, 103 & 1…

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=be19cfae8d&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r-7393942370624031421&simpl=msg-a:r-40775715472295… 1/2
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1T_AYzLNiSY2D6kWENgSZ9Bd1PRj6ZSmF/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1RQb-L0oVGTV3jzQnkaaAum7pw0kK55Ch/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13g17RkYcBjEJ1sVKKmor0kFt66V15Yq3/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kY766B1kfjKMD_Iijm6usYfFA6ykqPLS/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Mrr7gfZXLPpTXTL8sgi8hLaL3lj-F2rK/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_c5i7jvaYDOx26wQw8_dqnI3enEwQeuD/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1W5HSe9WgPTNQPqASTAAl3cNvbPWDAQLs/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1p2Ctz-GpdtkhYgPmrcWA0gOU700dvlQL/view?usp=drive_web
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PeeJNirGOskBUB3ev7VIHdjys5dmQJez/view?usp=drive_web
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