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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATrONAL GREEN TRJBlNAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHl 

ORIGJNAL APP LlCATlON NO. 659 OF 2025 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Gaurav Saluja . . . Applicant 

Versus 

DFO Gurugram & Ors ... Respondents 

REPLY TO APPLICATION UNDER SECTIONS 14, 15 & 18 OF 
THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL ACT, 2010 ON BEHALF OF 
RESPONDENT NO. 5 & 6. 

RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:­

PRELIMTNARY SUBMISSIONS: 

That without prejudice to the foregoing submissions, il is 

respectfu lly submitted that Respondent No. 6, Mr. Ajay Goel, ceased to 

hold the position of General Secretary of the Apartment Owners 

Association on 15.06.2025 and has not been functionjng in any executive 

or operational capacity in the Association thereafter. Consequently, any 

allegations pertaining to events subsequent to the said date cannot, in any 

event, be attributed to him. The attempt to fasten continuing or prospective 

l iabi I ity upon Respondent No. 6 despite cessation of offi cc is m isconcei vecl 

••• , and legally unsustainable. Tile Copy of bis resignation letter v ia email 

dated 15.06.2025 is annexed herein as Ann_exure-Rl. 

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS: 

l . That the presenr Original J\pplicatioo. insofar as it seeks to fasten 

liability upon Respondent Nos. 5 and 6, is misconceived and not 

maintainable. 1l1e J\pplicant has attempted LO attribute personal and 

insrinnional liabi lity to the office bearers of the Apartment Owners 
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Association (AOA) without pleading any specific illegal act. 

authorisation, or direct involvement on their part. Routine 

management of common areas in a group housing society is an 

institutional function, and in the absence of any mala fide intent or 

demonstrable unlawful act. individual oftice bearers cannot be 

proceeded against. The Applicant has failed to plead any specific 

overt act attributable individually to Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. 

2. That the Applicant has failed to disclose the material fact rhac during 

the relevant period, including February 2025, the operation and 

maintenance of ATS Kocoon Society. including horticulture, 

landscaping and ground maintenance, was under the operational 

control of the builder-appointed facil ity management agency, 

namely ATS Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd. (hereinafter Lo be 

referred as "ATSMSPL"). The forum] handover of maintenance 

responsibilities to the AOA occurred only subsequently pmsuant to 

the Handover/Takeover arrangement executed in May 2025. The 

copy of lhe confirmation letter dated 03 .06.2025 is annexed herein 

as Annexure-R2. Consequently. any routine horticultural or field 

activity prior thereto tell within the domain of ATSMSPL and not 

the answering Respondents. l11e non-imple.adment of A TSMSPL 

renders the present Application defective for 11011-joinder of a 

necessary party and reflects lack of fulJ and candid disclosure. 

3. That die Applicant has sought to mischaracterize routine 

horticultural and sal'ety-relatcd maintenance activities as acts of 

illegal tree felling. It is submitted that any limited llimming, removal 

of dead/dried vegetation, or safety-driven horticultural action. if 

undertaken at auy stage. was in the ordinary course of maintenance 
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of the society prem1ses and without any intent to damage the 

environment. The Original Application fa ils to distinguish between 

prohibited felling of healthy trees and pennissiblc maintenance of 

dead, damaged, hazardous or obstructive vegetation. The allegations 

are therefore misconceived and liable to be rcjected. ln fact, as borne 

out from the Faci lity Manager's factual report via email dated 

16.02.2026, the copy of which is annexed herein as Anoexure-R3, 

the small flowery tree near the badminton court had collapsed during 

a storm event and subsequently posed electrical safety hazards, 

necessitating intervention from a mainteoancc and public safety 

perspective. 

4 . That the answering Respondents categorically deny having ordered 

or carried out any illegaJ felling or trees. Significantly, despite the 

Applicant's complaints and site visit by the Forest authorities, no 

show-cause notice, penal proceedings or coercive action has been 

initiated against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. The absence of any 

statut.ory action by the competent authority itself demonstTates that 

m) prima facic environmental violation attributable to the answering 

Respondents has been established. The Application is therefore 

based on unverified allegations and is liable to be dismissed. 

5. That without prejudice, it is submitted that the attempt to fasten 

personal liability upon Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 is legally 

unsustainable in lhe absence of specific allegations demonstrating 

their direct and personal involvement in the alleged acts. The 

llon'ble Supreme Courl has reiterated that there is no vicarious 

liabi lity in penal statutes unless specifically provided and mere 

holding of a supervisory or managerial position is insufficient co 

"' ,J 
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attract liabi li ty in the absence of specific role attribution. The present 

Application is conspicuously s ilent on any concrete act personally 

attributable to the answering Respondents and is liable to be rejected 

on this ground alone. 

6. TI1at substantial portions of the Original Application are founded on 

conjecture, suspicion and speculative assertions, including 

allegations of conspiracy, chemical damage and systematic 

environmental ham1. The Applicant has placed no scientific report, 

arborist opinion. laboratory analysis or independent expert material 

to substantiate these serious allegations. lt is respectfully submitted 

that the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Tribunal cannot he invoked on 

mere apprehensions or res ident d isputes given an environmenta l 

colour. The answering Respondents, acting through the Association, 

have at all times acted bona fide in the interest of maintenance and 

preservation of the society premises. 

7. That the principal allegations of the Applicant originate from 

February 2025. The plea of continuing cause of action is 

misconceived in the absence of any demonstrated subsisting 

environmental violation attributable to the answering Respondents. 

The present Applicmion is therefore liable lo be examined on the 

touchstone of limitation under Section 14(3) of the National Green 

Tribunal Act, 2010. 

8. That without prejudice to the above, it is further submitted that the 

Applicant himself is facu1g criminal proccedu1gs aris ing out of an 

incident involving assault upon Respondent No. 6, Mr. Ajay Goel, 

who is a person with henchmark disability exceeding 60% (AIIMS­

certified), and the present impleadment, following the registration of 

J ., 
"Jc 
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FlR No. 096/2025 against the Applicant for assaulting Responding 

No. 6, constitutes revictimization ofa disabled person through abuse 

of legal process. The said case is presently pending before the 

competenr court. The existence of such proceedings provides 

impo1tant context to the adversarial conduct of the Applicant and the 

repeated complaints being flied against the answering Respondent5. 

ln these circumstances, the present Applicat ion appears motivated 

and deserves to be viewed with caution while examining rbe 

maintainability and merits of the allegations made therein. 

9. That without pr('.judice to the joint submissions above, Respondent 

No. 5, Wg. Cdr. P.P. Singh (Retd.). submits that the present Original 

Application must be viewed in the conte"1 of an ongoing campaign 

of harassment by the Applicant against the elected leadership of the 

AOA. The AppHcant is an enrolled Advocate (Bar Council of 

Haryana) and the spouse or Snlt. Rashi Saluja, wh~1 served as the 

first President of the /\OA. Upon the change in leadership, 

Respondent No. 5 was duly elected as President, and his 

appointment was validated by the District Registrar, Gurugram. 

Since then, the Applicant has filed multiple complaints and 

proceedings before diverse authorities and forums. consistently 

naming Respondent Nos. 5. on substantially overlapping allegations 

without any fresh cause of action. The present OA is a continuation 

of this panern. Such conduct reflects a misuse of legal process and 

causes unwarranted harassment and hardship to the answering 

Respondents rather than serving any bona fide environmental 

concern. The attempt to fasten personal liabil ity and seek personal 

compensation from his personal funds, on speculative allegations, 

5 
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with suppression of material facts including ATSMSPL's exclusive 

operational control and the gazelle excmp1ion of Bakain. is 

oppressive, vexatious. and consti tutes abuse of process warranting 

exemplary costs. 

PARA-WISE REPLY: 

1.1. Thatthe contents of Para J. I are wrong and denied. le is admitted to 

the cx1en1 that the Applicant is a resident of flat no. 6052, ATS 

Kticoon Society, Scctor-109. Gurugram. I laryana . .Lt is denied that 

inside the society's common green area, two fully grown of age more 

than 10-year-old Baka in tree-s, each approximately J 4 & 15 inches 

in diameter respectively, were brutally and illegally felled without 

any permission, and without any statutory approval, as alleged. ll is 

submitted that the said alleged avennc:nt is based on the Applicant's 

unilateral assumptions and does not reflect the correct factual 

position. During the relevant period. the operation and maintenance 

of tbe society, including horticulture and landscaping activities, 

were under the control of the builder-appointed faci lity management 

agency. namely A TS Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd. (ATSMSPL). 

The answering Respondents, being office bearers of the Apartment 

Owners Association, did not exercise independent operational 

control over such on-ground activities at the material time. I t is 

further submitted that no unauthorised or deliberate environmental 

damage was carried out by or under the directions of the answering 

Respondents, and the allegation of illegal felling is misconceived 

and denied. 

1.2. That the contents of Para 1.2 arc wrong and denied. It is admitted to 

the limited extent that the society contains designated green areas 

G 
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forming part of the group housing development. It is denied that 

these trees were part of Lhe original green and arboriculture 

development of Lhe group housing pmject of 444 flats and had 

exislt:d for more than a decade, contribu1ing signi ficantly to the 

environmental balance. shade, biodiversity. and air purification 

inside the society, as alleged. IL is subm ittcd that the Applicant has 

made broad and unsubstantiated assert ions without placing any 

technical record or expe1t material to establish the age, condition, or 

ecological status of the trees in question. Tt is further submitted that 

any limited trimming or removal of dead/damaged vegetation, if 

undertaken at any stage, was in the ordinary course of routine 

maintenance and safety management of the premises and not with 

any intent to cause environmen!al harm. During the relevant period. 

maintenance operations were under the builder-appointed facil ity 

management agency, ATSMSPL, and the answering Respondents 

had no independem operational role in the alleged acts. The 

allegations arc therefore denied and the Applicant be put to strict 

proof thereof. 

2.1 That the contents of Para 2.1 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

the two trees were cut down without obtaining prior pennission from 

the Forest Department (Respondent 110. 1) and Municipal 

Corporation of Gurugram (Respondent no. 2), as alleged. Tt is 

submitted that no illegal tree felling was carried oul by or at the 

instance of Responde111 Nos. 5 and 6. During the relevant period, 

maintenance and horticultural activities within the society were 

under Lhe control of the builder-appointed facility management 

agency. ATSMSPL, and the answering Responden1s did not 

7 
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exercise independent operational control over such on-ground 

activities. It is submitted that the Applicant has made bald assertions 

without any official determination establ.ishing violation attributable 

to the ans\veiing Respondents. Without prejudice, any limited 

trimming or removal of dead/damaged vegetation, if undertaken at 

any stage, was in the ordinary C(mrsc of routine maintenance and 

safety management. Significantly, the competent Forest authorities 

visi ted the si te and did not ini tiate any penal proceedings against 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. 171e Applicant be put to strict proof of the 

averments made herein. 

That the contents of Para 2.2 arc wrong and denied. It is vehemently 

den ied that the AOJ\ President (Re~pondent no. 5) and General 

Secretary (Respondent no. 6) ordered the cutting of these two green 

and healthy trees even though the trees were part of Green Belt 

simated in the common area of the condominium ATS KOCOON. 

Secwr-109, Gurugram, Haryana. not any private area belonging to 

any apa1tmcnt in d1e condominium. as alleged. It is submitted that 

no such directions were ever issued by the answering Res_pondents. 

171e aUegation is based on conjecture and is unsupported by any 

contemporaneous record, resolution. wrinen instruction or 

independent verification. It is submilled that routine ho1ticulmral 

and safety-related maintenance within common areas is carried out 

rhrough the facility management system in the ordinary course of 

. upkeep of the society premises. 

ft is specifically denied that imy proposal for cutting trees or making 

structural alterations in the common areas must first obtain the 

consent oflhe majority ofrhe owners tlu·ough a valid resolution and 
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thereafter secure requisite permissions from the competent statutory 

authorities and tha1 in the present case both these requirements were 

completely absent, as alleged against the answering Respondents. It 

is submitted rhal no illegal fell ing of healthy trees was undertaken 

by or at the instance ofRespondenl Nos. 5 and 6. Without prejudice, 

any limited trimm ing or handling of dead/damaged vegetation, if 

unde11aken at any stage. was part of routine maintenance and safety 

management and not a case of prohibited tree fell ing. 

lt is further submitted that during the relevant period, maintenance 

and horticultural operations were under the control of ATS 

Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd. (ATSMSPL), and the answering 

Respondents did not exercise independent operational control over 

on-ground execution of such activities. The allegations arc therefore 

misconceived and denied, and the Applicant is put to strict proof 

thereof. 

2.3 That the contents of Para 2.3 are legal facts . The contents of Para 2.3 

refer to various statutory provisions whose applicability to lhe facts 

of the present case is specifically denied insofar as the answering 

Respondents are concerned. It is further submitted that the Applicant 

has incorrectly referred to a "llaryana Preservation of Trees Act, 

1972". The regulatory framework governing tree protection and 

felli ng in the State ofHaryana primarily operates through lhe Pw1jab 

Land Preservation Act, 1900 (as applicable to Haryana), municipal 

regulations and executive guidelines issued by the competent 

authorities. The Applicant bas therefore mischaracterised the 

statutory position wi thout establishing any specific violation 

attributable to RcspondenrNos. 5 and 6. 
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2.4 That the contents of Para 2.4 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

the trees in question were located in the green bell situated in the 

common area of a group-housing society within the urban limits of 

NCR, their fellli1g could not have been undcttaken by any individual 

office-bearer of the Apartments Owner Association (AOA) without 

strict compliance with the governing statutory framework. as 

alleged. It is respectfully submitted that no illegal fell ing of healthy 

trees was ordered or carried om by Respondem Nos. 5 and 6. The 

Applicant has made sweeping assertions without establishing any 

specific unlawful act aliributable to the answering Respondents. 

[t is denied that "under the Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900 (as 

appl icable to Haryana) read wi th the 1Ia1yana Municipal 

Corporation Act, 1994. and the 1-laryana forest Depattment (Tree 

fe lling and Transit) Guidelines, no tree situated on urban land or 

common areas may be cul without prior permission/NOC from the 

competent authority ... and that unauthorized fe l I ing constitutes an 

environmental offence attracting liability," a~ alleged in the present 

factual context. 11 is submitted that the Applicant has merely 

reproduced statutory provisions without demonstrating any 

established violation by Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. No show-<.:ause 

notice or penal proceedings have been initiated against the 

answering Respondents by the competent Forest authorities. 

It is denied that "as per settled law on conunon areas of group 

housing societies, any alteration, removal, or destruction of 

vegetation in common land requires a valid resolution acquired 

through consent of majority of owners and cannot be done 

unilaterally by office-bearers," as alleged against the answering 
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Respondents. It is submined that no such unilateral action was 

authorised or executed by Respondent Nos. 5 and 6, and the 

Applicant has fa iled to place any material demonstrating violation 

of the society's govcming framework. It is submitted that the 

Applicant bas sought to rely upon the judgment of the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in DLf- Qutab Enclave Complex Educational 

Charitable Trust v. State of Haryana. (2003) 5 SCC 622. The said 

judgment dealt primarily with issues relating to the transfer and 

utilisation of land earmarked for amenities within a licensed colony 

and the rights of the developer in that context. The j udgment d id not 

concern alleged tree fell ing within a residential society or routine 

horticultural maintenance activities. The reliance placed upon the 

said judgment to suggest that any environmental or h01ticultural 

aclivity within common areas automatically constitutes a violation 

of law is therefore misplaced and distinguishable on facts . 

lt is denied that "urban tree felling without pennission is per sc 

illegal" in the manner sought to be applied against Respondent Nos. 

5 and 6, or that "no urban tree irrespective of species can be felled 

on private discretion," as alleged i.n the present factua l context. le is 

submitted that rhe judgments cited by the Applicant are 

distinguishable on facts and do not establish any prohibited act by 

Lhe answering Respondents. It is further subm itted that the Applicant 

has sought to rely upon decisions of the Hon'ble National Green 

T ribunal in Lalit Kishorc v. State of Haryana and Society for 

Protection of Environment & Biodiversity v. Union of India. The 

reliance placed upon these judgments is misplaced. The proceedings 

in Lalit Kisbore were in the nature of a broad monitoring maller 
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concern ing municipal solid waste management and restoration of 

water bodies in the State and did not lay down any specific principle 

regarding alleged tree felling wilhin residential societies. Likewise. 

the proceedings in Society for Protection of Environment & 

Biodiversity concerned the validity of exemptions relating to 

environmental clearance for building and construction projects and 

the application of environmental principles such as tl1e 

precautionary principle and the doctrine of non-regression. The said 

decisions therefure do not support the proposition advanced by the 

/\pplicant that any horticultural activity within a residential society 

automatically al1Tacts liability under environmental Jaw. The 

reliance on these judgments is therefore misconceived and 

distinguishable on facts. With all due respect 10 te Applicant. being 

an enrolled Advocate, it is submitted that he is expected to exercise 

due diligence in citing authorities he/ore this !Ton'ble Tribunal. 

It is denied that "species not being 'exempt' does not create a right 

to cuf' in the manner alleged against !.he answering Respondents, or 

that the answering Respondents sought io bypass any obligatory 

municipal or DFO permissions. Tt is submitted that the Applicant has 

selectively inrerpreted the position regarding species classification. 

Wilhout.prejudice, the condition and nature of the vegetation were 

matters assessed at site level and lhe answering Respondents acted 

bona fide. It is emphatically denied that "any tmauthorized felling 

attracts personal liability ... and that responsibil ity falls personally 

on the individuals who authorizcd/cau:sed the act," as alleged against 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. 

•• C) 
.::. ,., 
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The Applicant bas sought LO rely upon a decision described as 

Citizen Action Group v. Delhi Development Authority (2018) to 

suppon the said proposition. 11 is subm irted that the reliance is 

misplaced. ·n1e said proceedings did not lay down any blanket rule 

imposing automatic personal liability in cases of alleged 

environmental violaLions within residential societies. The principles 

of environmental compensation and accountability under 

environmental law arc applied on the basis of specific findings of 

violation and identification of the actual violator. 

Tn the present case. no such detennination has been made by any 

competent authority and no specific act of authorization or direction 

has been attributed lo Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. The Applicant has 

merely reproduced general environmental principles without 

establishing their applicability lo the factual matrix of the presem 

case. 11,e attempt to impose personal liability upon the answering 

Respondents is therefore premature, legally untenable and denied. 

Without prejudice to the above, it is submitted that any limited 

trimming or removal of dead/damaged vegetation. if undertaken at 

any stage, was in the ordimu-y course of routine maintenance and 

safety management of the society premises and not a case of 

prohibited tree felling. Tt is further submitted that during the relevant 

period, maintenance and horticullural operations were under the 

comrol of ATS Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd. (ATSMSPL). and 

the answering Respondents did not exercise independent operational 

control over on-ground execution of such activities. The allegations 

contained in the present paragraph are therefore misconceived and 

denied, and tbe Applicant is put to strict proof thereof. lL is settled 
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law that in the absence of specific statutory provision and concrete 

role attribution, vicarious liability cannot be mechanically imposed 

upon office bearers. 

3.1 Thatthe contents of Para 3.1 are wrong and denied. It is admitted to 

the lin1ited exlem that a Forest Ranger from Respondent No. I is 

stated lo have vis ited the site to enquire into the mat1er. It is denied 

that any "illegal tree culling" attributable to Respondent Nos. 5 and 

6 has been established, as alleged. It is submitted that the Applicant 

has drawn self-serving conclusions ti·om the mere fact of a site visit. 

The visit of the Forest Ranger did not result in issuance of any show­

cause notice, penalty proceedings, or adverse finding against the 

answering Respondents. Jt is further submitted lhat Respondent No. 

5 folly cooperated with the authorities. and no material has been 

placed oo record by the Applicant demonstrating any confirmed 

statutory violation by the answering Respondents. The allegations to 

the contrary are misconceived and denied. and the Applicant is put 

to strict proof thereof. 

3.2 That the contents of Para 3.2 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

Respondent No. 5 and Respondent No. 6 made any defmitive or 

misleading claim that "[3akain is an 'exempted species"' in the 

manner alleged by the Applicant. It is submirtcd that the Applicant 

ha5 selectively and inaccurately portrayed the interaction during the 

si te visit. Without pr1::judice, it is submitted that during the vis it of 

the Forest Ranger, the answering Respondents cooperated fully and 

any discussion regarding species classification was based on Lhe 

contemporaneous Lmderstandjng at site level and was made bona 

fide without any intent to misrepresent facts or bypass statutory 
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requirements. lt is further subm itted that no adverse finding. show­

cause notice or penal aciion bas been issued by the competent forest 

authorities against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 pursuant to the said 

visit, which itself demonstrares that no violation attributable to Lhe 

answering Respondems was established. The allegations are 

therefore misconceived and denied. and the Applicant is put to strict 

proof thereof. 

3.3 That the contents of Para 3.3 are wrong and denied. Tt is denied U1at 

"as per Government of fndia Notification No. F. No. 10-2/2020-

NRM-SMAF ... Bakain is not an exempted categmy tree.," as 

alleged in the sweeping manner sought to be applied against the 

answering Respondents. It is submitted that the Applicant bas 

selectively relied upon the said Notification without appreciating .its 

scope, context and applicability. 

ll is submitted that the Notiticatio11 No. F. No. I 0-2/2020-NRM­

SMAF relied upon by the Applicant is a status report compiled by 

the Minisny of Agriculu1re & Farmers Welfare for the purpose of 

determining state-wise eligibility under the Sub-Mission on 

Agroforesuy (SMAF) subsidy scheme, which is applicable 

exclusively to trees grown on agriculrural farm land and doesn't 

automatically override or nullify State level regulatory positions 

governing tree species and their treatment within local jurisdiction. 

The said Notification tracks Slate-level liberalisation of felling and 

transit regulations for promotion of agro-forestry and does not 

constitute a regulatory instrument governing tree-cutting prohibition 

in urban areas. It neither creates nor removes any prohibition on tree 

felling, and has no regulatory or statutory application ro tree 
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management 111 an urban group housing society such as ATS 

Kocoon. The Applicant has failed to demonstrate that the said 

Notification conclusively governs the factual mau·ix of the presenr 

case or that any binding statutory violation by Respondent Nos. 5 

and 6 flows therefrom. 

Without prejudice, it is submitted UJat any understanding regarding 

the species at the Lime uf lhe site visit was based on 

contemporaneous local position and was expressed bona fide during 

interaction with the Forest Ranger. Significantly, despite the said 

Notification being relied upon by the Applicant, 110 show-cause 

notice or penal proceedings have been initiated by the competent 

Forest authorities against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. The contents of 

the paragraph are therefore misconceived, legally unsustainable in 

the manner alleged, and arc denied. The Applicant is put to strict 

proof thereof It is further respectfully submitted that the State of 

I Iaryana itself, vide Notification dated 04.01.2013 issued under the 

Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900, has specifically recognised 

certain species including Bakain within the regulatory framework 

governing tree cutting. Tbc copy of the Notification dated 

04.01.2013 is annexed herein as Annexure-R4. The Applicant bas 

failed to place the said State notification in its proper statutory 

context and has instead relied upon the Central SMAF framework in 

isolation. The regulato1y position regarding species u·eatmeot is 

therefore State-specific and fact-dependent. 

3.4 That the contents of Para 3.4 are wrong and denied. Tt is denied that 

''when the Forest Ranger {Shri Rakesb Bachchas) asked for 

permissions. Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 failed to produce any 
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approval and instead gave lhe justification that 'the said trees were 

not matching the aesthetics of the society."' as alleged. It is 

submitted that the Applicant has inaccurately and selectively 

portrayed the interaction during the site visit. No such statement was 

made by the answering Respondems in the manner alleged. 1t is 

futther denied thal any action, if at all unde1taken within the society 

premises, was based on aesthetic considerations alone. Tt is 

submitted that the answering Respondents at all times acted bona 

fide and in the ordinaiy course of society maintenance and safety 

management. The Applicant has placed no contemporaneous record 

or independent material lo substantiate the alleged statement. 

Without prejudice. it is subm itted that Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 folly 

cooperated with the Forest authorities during tbe visit, and 

significantly, no show-cause notice or penal proceedings have been 

init iated against the answering Respondents pursuant thereto. The 

allegation that the reasoning has "no legal basis" is denied i.J1 the 

manner sought to be applied against t·he answering Respondents. 

The Applicant is put to strict proof of the averments made herein. 

4.1 That the contents of Para 4.1 are wrong and denied. It is vehemently 

denied that when the Applicant objected to the tree felling and 

infom1ed Respondent No. I. Respondent No. 5 and Respondent No. 

6 issued threats of dire consequences. as alleged. lt is submitted that 

no such threats were ever issued by the answcri11g Rcspondems at 

any point of time. The allegation is vague, unsubstantiated and 

appears to have been made to give an exaggerated colour to an 

otherwise routine society issue. It is further submitted that 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 have at all limes acted in a bona fide and 
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responsible manner in discharge of their roles as office bearers of 

the l\partment Owners Associat ion and have fully cooperated wtth 

residents and authorities a like. TI1e Applicant has not placed on 

record any contcmponmeous complaint. recording, message or 

independent witness 10 substant iate the alleged threat. The 

allegations are therefore emphatica lly denied and the Applicant is 

put to strict proof thereof. 

4.2 That the contents of Para 4.2 is a matter of record. 

4.3 That the contents of Para 4.3 are wrong and denied. It is denied !hat 

any inaction on the part or the police or RespondeDt No. 4 can be 

attributed to any alleged wrongdoing by Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. 

It is sub111it1ed that the answering Respondents have not conunined 

any illegal tree felling. unlawful use of machinery. or criminal 

intimidation as vaguely a lleged by the Applicant. Tt is forther denied 

that the alleged non-registration of FIR, if any, lends any credence 

to the Applicant 's claims against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. The said 

alleged avcanents pertain to the functioning of Rcspondem No. 4 

and do not establish any I iability of the answering Respondents. 

Significantly, the Applicant has not placed on record any :finding by 

any competent authority holding Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 guil ty of 

the alleged acts. The allegations are therefore misconceived and 

denied, and the Applicant is put to strict proof thereof. 

5.1 Thal the contents of Para 5. l are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

the alleged follow-ups made by the Applicant with DFO Shri 

Rajkumar in any manner establish or imply any wrongdoing on the 

part of Respondent Nos. 5 and 6, as sought LO be suggested. Tt is 

submitted that the avennents contained in the present paragraph 
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pertain solely to the Applicant's alleged communications with 

Respondent No. l and are matters within the knowledge of the 

Applicant and the concerned authority. It is further submitted that no 

adverse finding, show-cause notice or penal action has been issued 

by the competent forest authorities against Respondent Nos. 5 and 

6 despitethe alleged follow-ups. The present avennents are therefore 

irrelevant for fastening any liability upon U1e answering 

Respondents and arc denied to the extent contrary hereto. The 

App°l icant is put to strict proof thereof. 

5.2 That the contents of Para 5.2 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

there exists any clear evidence of illegal felling" anributable to 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. as alleged. It is submined that the 

Applicant has merely made bald assertions without any adjudicatory 

find ing or statutory decem1ination establishing any violation by the 

answering Respondents. Significantly, even upon physical 

inspection, the dead stump remains standing in situ, which itself 

fa lsifies the allegation of uprooting or illegal felling. Tt is further 

submitted that the fact that no action, show-cause notice or penal 

proceedings were initiated by the competent authori ties does not 

support the Applicant's case: rather. it re inforces Lhat no prima facie 

illegality attributable to Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 was found. The 

allegat ions to the contrary are misconceived and denied, and the 

Applicant is put to strict proof thereof. 

5.3 That the contents of Para 5.3 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

the alleged inaction of the DFO bas in any manner encouraged the 

offenders or that Respondent Nos. S and 6 fall within the scope of 

such allegation. The answering Respondents have acted bona fide in 
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discharge of their roles within the Association and have not 

committed any act in violation. It is further submitted that lhe 

averrnents in the present paragraph pertain to the alleged statutory 

duties of the Forest authorities and do not, in any event, establish 

any liability against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. The Applicant's 

conclusions are speculative and are therefore denied. 

6.1 That the contents of Para 6.1 are wrong and denied. It is admitted ro 

the limited extent that the Applicant claims to have planted certain 

saplings in the society area. Jt is denied that the said plantation, even 

if undertaken, establishes any prior illegality on the part of 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6, as sought to be implied. It is submitted 

that plantation activities within common areas of the society arc 

subject to the overall landscaping plan. safety considerations and 

maintenance protocols of the Association. The avennents made by 

the Applicant are self-serving and are put to strict proof. 

6.2 That the contents or Para 6.2 arc wrong and denied. Il is 

emphatically denied that any saplings were uprooted on the 

instrnctions of Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. No such directions were 

ever issued by the answering Respondents, and the Applicant has 

placed no documentary material to c.stablish otherwise. Without 

prejudice, the saplings in question were Mango and Bakain saplings 

planted on the basement slab area, which were relocated by 

A TSMSPL to an alternative suitable location within the society 

premises to prevent structural damage to the basement 

infrastructure. The said relocation was a routine maimenance 

decision taken through the established facility management 

mechanism and not at the instance of the answering Respondents. 

The allegation of cnvi.ronmemaJ sabotage is wholly misconceived 

and denied. The Applicant i.s put to strict proof thereof. 
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Thai the contents of Para 6.3 are wrong and denied. It is vehemently 

denied that a few days later, when the stumps of the original lrees 

began to regenerate new shoots, even these were uprooted using a 

JCB. proving a deliberate and systematic atlempt to liaan the green 

cover and harm the ecological balance, as alleged. It is submitted 

that the said averment is factually incorrect and based enti rely on 

conjecmre. No such deliberate or systematic attempt to haon the 

green cover was undenaken by or at the instance of Respondent 

Nos. 5 and 6. "I11e Applicant has not produced any contemporaneous 

record, work order. authorisation. or independent material 

establishing personal involvement of the answering Respondents in 

the alleged act. ll is lurther submitted lhal allegations of"uprooting 

using JCB" are factual ly incorrect and contradicted by the ground 

position. It is submitted that the residual root systems of U1e two 

Bakain trees - a species expressly exempted under Lhe operative 

gazeile notitication S.O.8/P.A.2/ 1900/S.4/2013 - were si tuated on 

and above the basement s lab, causing strnctural damage and 

obstructing the common pathway. Any limited remedial action 

undertaken by the facility managemem agency was a bona fide 

structural safely and maintenance measure, not an act of 

environmental harm. The Applicant has mischaracterised 

maimenance activities as unlawful felling. The relevant period, 

borticul!ura l and maintenance activities within the society premises 

were being carried out through the established maintenance 

mechanism. It is denied that there was any deliberate and systematic 

attempt to ham1 die ecological balance, as alleged. The said 

allegation is a mere exaggeration and speculation. The Applicant is 

put to strict proof thereof. 

l"I ,I 
( J J . 
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7.1 That the contents of Para 7.1 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

there exists any ongoing proposal to uproot or otherwise discretely 

damage additional healthy green trees under the pretext of 

beautification oflhe condominium, raising serious apprehension of 

further environmemal harm, as alleged. [tis submitted that U1e said 

averments are based on vague apprehensions and unverified 

perceptions attributed lo unnamed residents and do not disclose any 

concrete or imminent action by Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. The 

answering Respondents have not initiated or approved any such 

proposal, and the allegations are speculative and are therefore 

denied. 

7.2 That the contents of Para 7.2 are wrong and denied. ft is denied that 

on 07/12/2025 yet another tree was uprooted within the society 

premises" by or at the instance of Respondent Nos. 5 and 6, as 

al leged. It is categorically submitted that the tree in question had 

collapsed during a si::vere windstorm event in May 2025 due 10 

adverse weather conditions prevailing at the time. Tbe said weather 

event is duly documented and annexed hereto as Annexure-RS 

(Colly) for the kind perusal of this Hon'blc Tribunal. It is further 

submitted that upon the tree falling due to natural causes, the facility 

management team immediaLely secured the affected area. 

particularly as the fall had caused damage lo underground and 

overhead electrical conduiLS serving the internal street lighting 

system, creating risks of exposed wiring, electrocution and short 

circuit. Thereafter, sustained efforts were undertaken from May ro 

November 2025 lo revive and stabilise the tree by repositioning it 

at the original site and re-packing Lhe root system with soil and 
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compost support. The intent throughout was presc1vation and 

restoration, not removal. However, despite sucb bona fide revival 

efforts, the tree failed lo survive and was confim1ed completely 

dead by late November/early December 2025. In view of the 

continuing safety concerns arising from strnctural instability and 

interference with electrical infrastructure, the faci I ity management 

team initiated ~teps to address the dead stump. Upon objections 

raised by certain residents, any such relocation activity was 

immediately halted. It is specifically clarified that the tree was 

never uprooted or extracted, and U1e dead stump remains standing 

in its original position to date. The decision relating to the dead 

stump was an independent operational decision of the facility 

management team taken in discharge of maintenance and safety 

obligations and not at the direction, instrnction or behest of 

Respondent Nos. S and 6. 

7 .3 That the contents of Para 7 .3 arc wrong and denied. It is denied that 

chemicals are being poured near the roots of other trees or by any 

other means to make them die slowly so they can be declared 'dead' 

and removed. as alleged. It is submitted that the said allegation is 

purely speculative and unsupported by any scientific analysis. 

laboratory report or expert material. f he answering Respondents 

bave neither authorised nor undertaken any such act, and the 

Applicant's suspicion-based averments are misconceived and 

denied. 

7.4 That the contents of l'ara 7.4 are wrong and denied. ll is denied that 

this poses an immediate threat to the entire green cover of the 

society. as alleged against Respondent Nos. Sand 6. ft is submitted 

77



7.5 

24 
that the statement is alarmist in nature and is not supporred by any 

technical asscssmenr or independent verification. TI1e avennem is 

therefore denied. 

That th~ conlenL5 of Para 7.5 arc wrong and denied. ft is denied that 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 have undenaken any high-handed acts 

resulting in the removal or damage of die green area, as alleged, or 

dial any re.straining order is warranted against them. as aJJeged. The 

Applicant has failed to establish any prima facie environmental 

violation attributable lo the answering Respondents. It is submilled 

that the present avennents are based on conjecture and are an 

attempt to seek unwarranted directions against the answering 

Respondents. The same are therefore denied and the Applicant is 

put to strict proof thereof. 

8.1 That the contents or Para 8.1 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

the present Application is filed within the prescribed limitation 

period tmder Section 14(3) of the National Green Tribunal Act, 

2010, as alleged. It is submitted that rhe Applicant has incorrectly 

invoked the plea of limitation without establishing a legally 

sustainable cause of action against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 within 

the statutory period. fhe issue of limitat ion is a mixed question of 

·-, fact and law and is denied in the manner asserted by the Applicant. 

8.2 Thal the contents of Para 8.2 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

che cause or action is continuing in nature, as the illegal felling of 

two healthy trees occurred recently and the imminent threat of 

further unlawful removal or damage to additional green trees 

persists till date. as alleged. It is submitted that lhe Applicant has 

sought to rely on speculative apprehensions to artificially invoke the 
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doctrine of continuing cause of action. No continuing environmental 

violation attributable to Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 has been 

established. The avennents are therefore misconceived and denied. 

8.3 That tl1e contents of Para 8.3 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

repeated complaints co the concerned authorities have not resulted 

in remedial accion. thereby keeping the envirorunental wrong 

ongoing and the limitation period continuously active, as alleged. It 

is submitted that repeated representations by the Applicant cannot 

extend limitation in the absence of any subsisting or reemring 

environmenta l violation attributable to Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. 

The allegations are therefore legally untenable and arc denied, and 

the A pp 1 i cant is put to strict proof thereof. 

9. That the contents of Para 9 and Grounds A to G are wrong and 

denied. 1t is denied that any "illegal tree felling wi thout statutory 

permission," "abu:,-e of power by AOA office bearers." 

"environmental degradation ru1d loss or green cover," "destrnction 

of planted saplings." or any act of "threats and intimidation" has 

been carried out by or is attributable to Respondent Nos. 5 and 6, as 

alleged. It is submitted that the Applicant has made sweeping and 

omnibus allegations without placing on record any cogent material. 

technical assessment. or statutory finding establishing any unlawful 

act by the answering Respondents. Jt is forther denied that 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 have violated any binding siaiutory 

framework or NGT jurisprudence relating LO lTee preservation. The 

answering Respondents have at all times acted bona fide and within 

the scope of their roles in the Apartment Owners Associat ion. No 
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prohibited felling of healthy trees attributable to them has been 

established by any competent authority. 

IL is also submitted that Lhe allegations relating to alleged failure of 

statutory authorities are matters beyond the comrol of the answering 

Respondents and do not create any liability against them. The 

Applicant's attempt to auribute environmental damage and personal 

culpability to Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 is speculative, exaggerated 

and legally untenable. 

The avem1ents contained in lhe present paragraph are therefore 

misconceived and denied, and the Applicant is put to strict proof 

thereof. 

I 0.1 That the contents of Para 10.1 an: wrong and denied. IL is denied that 

the prescnc Application is maintainable before this Hon'ble Tribunal 

under Sections 14, 15 and 18 of the National Green Tribunal Act. 

20 I 0, as it raises subsiantial questions relating to the environment, 

including illegal felling uf trees. violation of statutory environmental 

safeguards, and degradation of the green cover within an urban 

residential society. as alleged. It is submitted that the present 

Application is founded on disputed and unsubstantiated allegations 

against Respondent Nos. S and 6 and does not disclose any 

established environmental violation attributable to them. The 

Applicant has merely made omnibus assertions without any 

adjudicatory finding or technical material linking the answering 

Respondents lO the alleged acts. The maintainability of the 

Application against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 is therefore 

specifically denied. 
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10.2 Tbatthe contents of Para 10.2 are wrong and denied. It is denied that 

the reliefs sought pertain to prevention. control and abatement of 

environmental harm. restoration of ecological balance, and issuance 

of appropriate directions ... square)) within the scope of this I lon'ble 

Tribunal's powers under Section 15 of rhc NOT Act, 2010. insofar 

as the same is sought to be applied against Respondent Nos. 5 and 

6. IL is submitted that the Applicant has failed ro demonstrate any act 

of environmental ham1 attributable to the answering Respondents 

warranting invocation of tht: Tribunal ' s remedial jurisdiction against 

them. Tn the absence of any proven violation, the reliance on Section 

I 5 is misplaced and denit:d. 

10.3 That !he contents of l'ara I 0.3 arc wrong and denied. It is denied thar 

"the cause of action has arisen within the tcrri1orial jurisdiction of 

the Hon'blc Principal n ench, New Delhi. .. insofar as it concerns 

Respondent Nos. 5 and 6." as alleged. lt is submitted that the 

Applicant has not established any legally sustainable or actionable 

environmental violation attributable to the answering Respondents 

so as to confer jurisdiction against them. TI1e bald assertion of 

jurisdiction. without proof of wrongdoing by Respondent Nos. 5 and 

6, is misconceived and is therefore denied. 

I 0.4 That the contents of Para I 0.4 arc wrong and denied. It is denied that 

this I Ion'ble Tribunal has su~jcct-maller jurisdiction. te1Titorial 

jurisdiction. and statutory jurisdiction to adjudicate the present 

Application against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 in the manner alleged. 

It is submitted that in the absence of any established environmental 

v iolation attributable to the answering Respondents, the invocation 
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of the Tribunal's jurisdiction against them is premature and 

unsustainable in law. The Applicant be put to strict proof thereof. 

It is respectfully submiued that the contents of the Prayer 

clause are wrong. misconceived and denied to the extent they seek 

reliefs against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6. lt is denied that Respondent 

Nos. 5 and 6 have undertaken any illegal telling, lopping, uprooting, 

poisoning or damage to trees wi thin ATS Kocoon Society, or that 

any case is made out for grant of injunction, imposition of 

environmental compensation. or direction for compensatory 

plantation against them. ll1e Applicant has failed to p lace on record 

any cogent material, techn ical assessment. or statutory finding 

establishing environmental harm attributable to the answering 

Respondents. The sweeping reliefs sought are founded on disputed 

and unverified allegations and are therefore legally untenable. 

Tt jg further submitted that the prayers seeking directions for 

Lree audit, independent enquiry, police action, environmental 

compensation. and personal liability are premature and unwarranted 

in the absence of any established violation by Respondent Nos. 5 

and 6. The answering Respondents have at a ll times acted bona fide 

in discharge of their responsibilities within the Apartment Owners 

Association. lt is respectfully submiued that the dead stump remains 

intact and avai lable for independent inspection, and the answering 

Respondents welcome any site inspection by the DFO, MCG or any 

expert appointed by this Hon' ble Tribunal. 

In view of the above, the reliefs sought against Respondent 

Nos. 5 and 6 are liable to be rejected and the present Application 
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deserves dismissal qua the answering Respondents. The Applicant 

is put to strict proof of all avem,ents made in support of the prayers. 

PRAYER 

In view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances stated hereioabove. 

it is most respectfully prayed that: 

a. This Hon'blc Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the pre.sent Original_ 

Application qua Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 as being misconceived, 

unsubstantiated and not maimainablc in law: 

b. Reject the reliefs sought against Respondent Nos. 5 and 6 in the 

absence of any established environmental violation attributable to 

them; 

c. Delete the name of Respondent No. 6, who has already resigned as 

from the position of General Secretary of the Apartment Owners 

Association on 15.06.2025, from the array of parties; and 

d . . Pass any other or further order(s) as this Hon'blc Tribunal may deem 

fit and proper in the facts a-od circumstances of rhe pres nt case. 

Place : Gurugram 

Date : 14.03.2026 
~~ 

RESPONDENT NO. 5 & 6 

---
(UMESH GULATI, OJVlJ GULATI & TANYA SAXENA) 

Advocates 
Enrolment No. P/776-A/ 1992; D/6038/2021 & D/7261/202 l 

Transjuris - Legal & Corporate Consultants 
A-182, LGF, South City- I, Gurugram· 

M: 9810256766. E: umeshgulati(@.transjuris.in 
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBINAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEWDELID 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 659 OF 2025 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Gaurav Saluja . . . Applicant 

Versus 

DFO Gurugram & Ors . .. Respondents 

AFFIDAVIT 

1, Wg. Cdr. P.P. Singh (Rctd.). S/o Late Sh. Dharam Pal Singh aged about 

57 years, R/o 5111, ATS Kocooo, Sector 109, Gurugram-122017 do 

solemnly affirm and declare as under:-

1. That I am Respondent No. 5 in the abovementioned matter and am 

well conversant with the facts of the case leading to filing of the 

present Reply/ Written Statement. 

2. T say that the accompanying Written Statement has been drafted by 

our Counsel as per my instructions, the contents of which are tme 

and are correcc and may be read as part and parcel of this Affidavit, 

as the same have not been reiterate~~i~~~a;~:n 

~ ta~ a':ruslal~I :hi .. ,j.~\".-.i.~c--======~~k~':iFV'v'"FIV_~ 
011 .. t'.1~\. .. .. .al q !!!. ;~~!den~ b'f DEPONENT 

-~ Sh .... t>~~.f. .. , •• • 01 ~'ho is ~ r;on«'ly 
VERIFICATIO ·, ,~ .. 1.,J..J,b ....... -;;: .. 1 .. ,, ,.-i\ia~:t is read 

...... , c~ 1ur\hel .,a ••• "'" ':f!red'j. 
Verified at \Nfl\.\l\iw.,..~!"''.~i$o~~y 0 1 March 2026 that the 

anri~ theftrtd ma'kilQ "'""'' 
contents of the ab~~'l\m1iv1t are true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge and no part thereof is false and nothin~ bn 

concealed therefrom. ~ t/ 
cflt).____ DEPONENT 

'-'CT7" ~~ 
ATTESTED ~QW/l~&sOi/11 Peu.,et/11e fpuo1si.pu, 

o //€aJ SI /!leptJ/\, s!l/i Jel,IJ ::-P ii/IO/~ ' a pve 

f r \/iul-. t~"""-.WJ ~oo S! ~Mio ····•-......... ..... aw 0/ 1£\\0tq 
I /4 ~ •- ... - .......... . 

Advocate ··· •-.: ......... ~ .. ~ .. ...... .... ............. •-....... qs 
0
: 

Oath Commissioner U/e/Bruns 1e .................... uo 
Guru~ ram 5! IIJaWaJtls aloQe SIR iei, Pi!P:l 

t ~ lt>~r-8¼ 
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TlUBINAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHJ 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 659 OF 2025 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Gaurav Saluja ... Applicant 

Versus 

DFO Gurugram & Ors ... Respondents 

AFFIDAVIT 

l , Mr. Ajay Goel, S/o !ale Sh. Ram Kumar Goyal, aged about 55 years, 

R io 3051 , ATS Kocoon, Sector 109, Gurugram 122017 do solemnly 

afflfrn and declare as under :-

3. That Tam Respondent No. 6 in the abovememioned matter and am 

well convcrsam with the facts of the case leading to ming of the 

present Reply/ Written Statement. 

4. 1 say lhal the accompanying Reply/ Written Statement has been 

drafted by our Counsel as per rny instructions, the contents of which 

arc true and arc co1Tcct and may be read as part and parcel of this 

Affidavit. as the same have not been reiterated herein for the sake or 

brevity. 

DEPONENT 

VERTFICA TION :-

Verified at Gurugram on this 141h day of March 2026 that the 

contents of the above Atlidavi1 are true and con-ect to the bes1 of my 
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VERIFICATION :-

Verified at Ourugram on this 14"' day of Marcb 2026 that the 

conlents of para 1 to 9 of aforesaid Reply on merits are true and con·ecl to 

my knowledge and those ()fparas 1 to 8 of the Preliminary Objections and 

10 of the Reply on Meri ts are true and correct on the basis of rhe 

infonnation received and believed to be true. Last para is a humble prayer 

lo this Hon'blc Court. 

RESPONDENT NO. 5 & 6 
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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBINAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 659 OF 2025 
IN THE MATTER OF: 

Gaurav Saluja 
Versus 

... Applicant 

DFO Gurugram & Ors ... Respondents 
KNOW ALL to whom these prescms shall come U1aL We. Wg. Cdr. P.P. Singh (Reid.) 
and Mr. Ajay Goel, R/o Flar No. 5111 & 3051 respectively. ATS kocoon Sector 109, 
Gurugram. Haryana 122006, the abovenamed do hereby appoim 

(UMESH GULATI, OJVIJ GULATI & TANYA SAXENA) 
Advocates 

Enrolment No. P/776-Nl992: D/6038/202 1 & D/7261/2021 
GURUGRAM-122001 

hereinafter ca.lied the Advocate, to be my / our Advocate in the above n oted 
case and do hereby authorise him :-

To act, a ppear and plead in the ahovenoted case in trus Coun or in any orher 
Court in wh ich the same may be tried or heard and also In the Appellate Courts. 

To sign, verify Md pres(mt pleadings, replications, appeals, cross-objections, 
or Petitions for execution, review, rt."Vlsion, reslon1tion withdrawal, compromise or 
other Petitions, replies, objections, Affidavits or other documents as may be deemed 
necessary for cond ucting the said case in all its stages. 

To me and take back documems. 
To withdraw· or compromise the s..1.id case or submiL to arbitration any 

diffel'enccs or disputes that may arise touching or in any manner relalil1g Lo the said 
case. 

To take out execution proceedings. 
To deposit, clraw and receive money, in cash or by \l'ay uf ch eque and issue 

receipts therefor and to do all other acts, deeds and things that may be necessary Lo 
be dune for the progress and in course of conducting the said case. 

To appoim Md instruct any other legal practitioner authorising h im to exercise. 
the powers and authorities hereby conferred u pon the Advocate whenever he may 
think fh to do so and to sign the power of attorney on my / our behalf. 

And I / We the undersigned do hereby agree to ratify ru1d confirm acts done 
by the Advocate or his substitute in the mallcr as if the same were done by me / us 
for all intents and purpos<'-~- I / We further undertake that I / we or my / our duly 
authorised agent shall appear in the Court on all hearings and will inform the 
Advocate for appearance when the case is culled. 

And I / we the undersigned do hereby agree not to hold the Advocate or h is 
substitute responsible for the result of the case in consequence of his absence from 
the Court when the said case is called or for any negligence of the said Advocate or 
his substitute. 

And I / we do hereby agree that in the event of the whole or any pan of the fee 
agreed by me / us to be paid to the Advoca te remaining unpaid , he shall be entitled 
to withdraw from the prosecution of the said case mitil the same is paid up. ff nay 
costs are allowed for 311 adjournment, the Advocate shall be entiLled to the same. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF 1 / we do hereunto set my / our hands to these 
presents, the contents whereof have been understood by me / us this 14tl> day of 
March, 2026. ~ 

Accepted / c;§~ ~ 
- - oJ' 

AdvocatJ Client 
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24/11/2025, W :43 Gm.ail - lmmediare and Fmal Resign.at.on from the Posl of Seaetary - ATS Koooon AOA 

M Gmail Annexure -R1 
Ajay goel <ajaykumargoel@gmail.com> 

Immediate and Final Resignation from the Post of Secretary - ATS Kocoon AOA 
t message 

Ajay Goel <ajaykumargoel@gmall.com> 15 June 2025 al 10:4S 
To: pp singh <pp_bhavnagar@yahoo.com>. ajayaoc@yahoo.co.ln, Surendra BhaIoa <sbhatoa.nia@gmall.com>, Vaibha11 
Kumar <valbhav.kmr@gmall.com> 
Cc: drfsgurugram@gmail.com, "shobajggm.pol-hry@gov.in" <shobajggm.pol-h,Y@gov.in> 

To: 

-Wg.Cdr. P. P. Singh President. AOA, ATS Kocoon 
Committee Members, AOA, ATS Kocoon 

Dear Sirs, 

Late last night, a group of residents approached the police and named me in their complaint regarding a lechnical 
decision to operate the DG set, which was part of a calibrated and well-considered strategy to prevenI repeated 
tripping or the 11 KVA line due lo overload. I received a call from lhe police station around midnighl, which deeply 
disturbed my peace of mind and compelled me to reflecl on the exIenl to which this group of residents are willing to 
escalate lechnical matters Into personal 11arassmenl. 

I am writlng lo formally resign, with immediate effecl, from my position as Secretary, ATS Kocoon AOA, due to 
serious mental health deterioration caused by ongoing harassment and a persislenlly hostile envllonment within 
ATS Kocoon. 

Please note thaI this resignation is final, non-revocable, and does not require acceptance to be effective. I have 
been medically advised to immediately disengage from all stressful and public-facing responsibilities in the interest oi 
my health and well-being. 

Despite my sincere and tireless efforts to serve the residents of our society in good faith , I have been subjected 
lo sustained harassment and physical and personal attacks. including: 

Physlcal assault inside lheAOA office on 17 April 2025 by a resident This matter is currenUy under coun 
jurisdiction. 

• A false and malicious police complaint lodged on 25 May 2025 by another resident. 
Clrculalion of frivolous legal notices and repeated public sharing of lhe~ documents by the same residents. 
Unauthorized sharing of my personal contact Cletatls wilh lhe reporters and media, resulling in harassing 
calls and mental distress. 
Targeted, frivolous and defamatory content circulated by a group of residents across multiple pubfic forums 
and chat groups. 
False allegations related to DG operations, culminating in a late•night police complalnt followed by a 
midnight call on 14-15 June 2025, causing further trauma. 

in the aftermalh of the traumatic 17 April assault. I have been undergoing treatment for panic att~ks and relaled 
mental health issues, and the ongoing environment has become medically and emotionally unsustainable. 

This letter serves as my final communication in the capacity of Secretary. I request Iha! official responsibilities be 
reassigned at the earliest. I remain committed io assisting with a smooth handover of all records and responsibnities 
to the incoming Secretary, 10 the extent feasible and in accordance with my heallh. 

I thank those residents and executive members who stood by me, and I extend my best wishes lo the AOA and lhe 
community for continued progress. 

1·vt.sh the AOA and all residents conlinued progress and hanmony. 

warm regards, 
AjayGo&I 

cc: Distnct Registrar and SHO Bajghera police station 

https-J/malJ,googla.com/mailhu'0"1'\=3bdf3b 76 1 c&\llew=pt&search=.ati8permthld=1hread-a..L 426'108 73 20.95268446 7%7Cmsg-a .rt. 11 04063173 765 _ 111 
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Annexure-R2 

Dear Allottees/Owners of flats & Shops of ATS Kocoon, 

Greetings of the day! 

Corporate Office 
ATS Tower, Plot No,16, Sec1or 135, Nolda. 201305 

Ph: 012().71 11500, Fax: 0120•711 1550 
oma!}@atsgreens.com 

www.alSlJreens.com 

June 3, 2025 
c:ir:: v .. 

This is with reference to the HOTO agreement signed among. Umritha Infrastructure 
Development LLP, ATS Maintenance Services Pvt Ltd & the Kocoon AOA on 10th of May 2025, 

- , whereas the operation and maintenance of the project named ATS Kocoon has been handed 

over to Kocoon AOAw.e.f'. 1" May 2025 and the Electricity & Power backup systems w.e.t. 1" 
June 2025. 

.. , 

In view of the above, all are requested to pay MMC, Water, Electricity recharge or any other 

appUcable charges to AOA only and not to ATS Maintenance Services Pvt Ltd anymore. 

All the debit/credit Into the account of ATS Maintenance Services Pvt ltd under the above• 

mentioned heads have been taken into account- means AOA is authorized to collect the 

outstanding under these heads from the allottees/Owners. 

Therefore, all are requested to get in touch with AOA representatives for the matters related 
to operation and maintenance and the payment of charges thereof. 

ices Pvt Ltd 

ATS Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd. 

Registered Office: 711/92, Deepall, Nehru Place. New Derhl - 110019 
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3G 
14/02/2026, 07 53 G-rr.aJ • HanQO\enTateo ... er Comi-nunicat1on_ATS K()(.O()fl 

t-4 Gmail Ajay goel <aJaykumargoel@gmall.com> , . 
- - -----------

Handover/Takeover Communication_ATS Kocoon 

Care <care@alsmalntenanceJn> ◄ June 2025 at 12:32 
To: "ajaykumargoel@gmall.com• <ajaykumargoel@gma1l.com> 

Dear Allottees/Owners or flats & shops of ATS Kocoon, 

Please find an important communlcaUon related handoverllakeover or ATS Kocoon. 

Regards, 

ATS Maintenance Services Pvt Ltd. 

~ Handover Takeover Communlealion.pdl 
308K 

le 
--, .......... 

1
ka3bdf3b761c:4>/iew-pt&.WMcha.a11&pc,,mm1Q)(l,;ms.g.f 1833!:.aog774&?693~24&,su,,pl=mso•t 1833980Qn

4
626 

htlPS ltma•l.gDOg ..00, , ,11,..,IIYIUf f 

1/l 
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Annexure -R3 
••• !" 

M Gmail AOA Kocoon Accounts <aoakocoon.acct@gmail.com> 

Factual Report Regarding the Dead/Dried Tree Near Gate Area - Incident of 
December 2025 - Actions Taken by Facility Management in Discharge of 
Maintenance and Safety Obligations 

Enviro ATS Kocoon <a1skocoon@enviroindia.in> Mon, Feb 18, 2028 at 7:25 PM 
To: AOA Kocoon Accounts <aoakocoon.acct@gmail.com> 

Respected Sir, 

This is with reference to the incident relating to a dead/dried t ree situated in the common area of ATS 

Kocoon Society near the gate area, which has become the subject of certain complaints and 

proceedings. As the Facility Manager responsible for the day-to-day maintenance and upkeep of the .... ,"' 

common areas of ATS Kocoon, I am submitting this factual report for the record of the AOA, setting out 

the complete chronology of events, the rationale for the decisions taken, and the current status of the 

tree. 

1, BACKGROUND AND CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

1.1 Tree Damage During May 2025 Storms: During a severe gust/storm event in May 202S, the tree in 

question - which was already in a weakened and declining condition -fell/collapsed, causing significant 

damage to the underground and overhead electrical conduits and cabling of the internal street lighting 

system in the vicinity. The fall of the tree disrupted the street lighting in the affected zone and posed an 

immediate risk of electrical hazard (exposed wiring, short-circuit risk) to residents, children, pedestrians, 

and maintenance staff. 

i.2 Immediate Response - Securing the Area: Upon being alerted to the tree fall, the facility 

-management team immediately: (a) secured the area and cordoned off the zone around the fallen tree 

and damaged electrical conduits to prevent injury; (b) disconnected the affected street light circuit to 

eliminate the risk of electrocution or electrical fire; and (c) assessed the extent of damage to the 

electrical infrastructure and the condition of the tree. 

1.3 Efforts to Revive the Tree: Rather than Immediately removing the fallen tree, the facility 

management team, in consultation with the horticulture staff, made concerted and sustained efforts to 

revive the tree in situ. The tree was propped upr ight and supported; the root system was re-packed 

w ith soil and compost, and regular watering was arranged. These revival efforts continued over a period 

of several months (May to November 2025). However, despite these persistent efforts, the tree failed 

to revive. By late November/early December 2025, it was evident that the tree was completely dead -

the bark had dried and was peeling, the branches showed no sign of budding or leafing, and the sprouts 

that had initially appeared had also dried out completely. There was no living tissue remaining in the 

tree. 

2. SAFETY ASSESSM ENT AND DECISION-MAKING 

2.1 Safety Concerns: By December 2025, the dead tree stump presented the following active safety and 

maintenance concerns: 
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(a) Structural instability: The dead t ree, with its root system compromised by the May 202S fall and - • 

subsequent soil disturbance, was structurally unstable. There was a real and present risk of the dead 

trunk collapsing again - potentially onto pedestrians, vehicles parked in the adjacent parking area, or 

children playing in the common area; 

.. (bT Continued damage to electrical infrastructure: The root system and base of the dead tree were in 

direct contact with and exerting pressure on the electrical conduits serving the internal street lighting. 
The affected street light circuit remained partially non-functional/compromised due to the tree's 

interference. Full restoration of the electrical system required addressing the source of t he damage; 

(c) Pest and termite risk: Dead and decaying tree stumps are known to attract termites, borers, and 

other wood-destroying organisms, which could spread to the nearby healthy trees and to the building 

structure, causing further ecological and structural damage; 

(dl Obstruction to pathway and vehicular movement: The leaning dead stump was partially obstructing 

the adjacent pathway and creating a hazard for vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the area. 

ii 

2.2 Decision to Relocate/Remove the Dead Stump: In light of the above safety and maintenance 
concerns, and after confirming that all efforts to revive t he tree had been exhausted, the facility 
management team took the decision to relocate the dead stump from its current position to eliminate 

the safety hazard and enable repair of the damaged electrical infrastructure. This decision was taken in 
·good faith, In the ordinary course of routine facility maintenance, and in discharge of the facility 

management team's duty of care towards the residents and common areas of the society. It was not 

taken at the direction or instruction of any individual office-bearer of the AOA, nor was it motivated by 

any consideration other than safety and maintenance. 

3. ABANDONMENT OF REMOVAL UPON RESIDENT OBJECTION 

3.1 That when the facility management team commenced the relocation work in early December 2025, 

certain residents or the society raised objections to the removal of the dead stump. Upon receiving 
these objections, the facility management team immediately ceased all removal/relocation work and 

left the dead tree stump in its existing position. 

3.2 That this immediate cessation of work upon resident objection demonstrates the following: 

(a) The facility management team's respect for residents' concerns and willingness to accommodate 

·lMir views, even when the team was acting on legitimate safety grounds; 

(bl The absence of any coercion, compulsion, or instruction from any AOA office-bearer to forcibly 

remove the tree - had there been any such instruction, the work would not have been abandoned 

merely upon objection by individual residents; 

(c) The decision was an independent operational decision of the facility management team, taken and 

reversed on the merits, without involvement of the AONs executive committee or any individual office­

bearer. 

3.3 That the dead tree stump remains standing intact in its original position to this date. It was never 

uprooted, removed, or extracted. The trunk and root system are still in the ground, though the tree is 

completely dead with no living foliage, dried bark, and dried sprouts. 

g, CURRENT STATUS AND RESIDUALSAFEJY CONCERNS 
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4.1 That the dead tree stump continues to stand in its current position. It is submftted that the safety 
concerns identified in paragraph 2.1 above continue to persist . The dead stump remains structurally 

unstable, continues to interfere with the electrical conduit system, and poses an ongoing risk of pest 

infestation. The facility management team has taken interim measures (periodic Inspection, temporary 3 9 
support) to mitigate t he immediate r isk, but a permanent resolution - either removal of the dead stump 

or comprehensive engineering intervention - will be required in due course, subject to the AOA's 

directions and any orders of t he competent authorities. 

4.2 That the facility management team remains committed to the preservation and protection of all 

•tiving green cover w ithin ATS Kocoon. The decision to attempt relocation of the dead stump was 

directed solely at a confirmed dead tree posing active safety hazards, and was never intended to - nor 

did It - affect any living tree or green cover within the society. 

S. IMPORTANT CLARIFICATIONS FOR THE RECORD 

5.1 That for the avoidance of doubt, the following is clarified: 

(a) The decision to attempt relocation of the dead stump was an independent operational decision of 

the facility management team, taken in the ordinary course of routine maintenance and safety 

management. It was not taken at the direction, instruction, or behest of any individual office-bearer of 

the AOA, including the President or any member of the Executive Committee; 

(bl The tree was confirmed dead after exhaustive revival efforts spanning several months. The removal 

attempt was directed at a dead stump, not a living tree; 

.(~~ ~he primary motivation was resident safety and protection of electrical infrastructure, not 

aesthetics, personal preference, or any extraneous consideration; 

(d} The removal work was immediately abandoned upon resident objection, and the dead stump 

remains intact in its position to this date; 

(e) The tree was never uprooted. Any characterisation of this incident as "uprooting" or "illegal tree 

felling" is factually incorrect and does not reflect the ground reality; 

(fl The facility management team acknowledges, with the benefit of hindsight, that a formal assessment 
and documentation of the dead tree's condition should have been prepared and placed on record prior 

to commencing any removal/relocation work. The team has been counselled accord ingly and will ensure 

that such documentation is prepared in the future for any similar situation. 

6. OFFER FOR INDEPENDENT INSPECTION 

•-6.1 -That the facility management team offers its full cooperation for any independent inspection or 

assessment of the tree in question by any authority, including the Divisional Forest Officer (DFO), 

Municipal Corporation of Gurugram (MCG), or any expert appointed by this Hon'ble AOA or any 

competent Tribunal/Court. The dead/dried condition of the tree, and the fact that it was never 

uprooted, will be .self-evident upon physical inspection. 

6.2 That the facility management team is also prepared to provide any further information, records, or 
clarifications as may be required by the AOA or any aut hority in connection with this matter. 
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This report is submitted for the record of the AOA and may be produced before any au thori ty or Tribunal 

as may be necessary. 

Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully, 

Hetram Yadav 
Facility Manager 

Enviro Facility Management 

ATS Kocoon, Sector-109, Gurugram 

Mob:-9220605400 

... "' -
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Annexure R4 
IIARYJ\Nt\ GO\ I (,,\/ J,\N 1:, ~tJl.1 

1PAIJS. ~5 1914 SAKAI 

( A 111/m 11n ·,I I· 11 ~/tsl, I"'" , /"1,1111 I 

IIAR\'ANA GO\'lmNME'\' f 

FORE))'! DH'AlffMENT 

Nolincntion 

The 4th Junun, y. 2011 

No. S.O. 8/P.A. 2/1900/S. -'/2013,-Whcrcas the Governor 111 Haryana ,s 

satisfied. after due enquiry. thoi the rcgulntion. restnc1ions and prohibitions 

hcreina Iler comaincd arc necessary for the purpose of giving cffec1 m the pM,iisions 

of the Punjab Land Preservation Acl. 1900 (Punjab Act 2 of !900l: 

Now. therefore. in ellercisc ofpowen;confcrred hySec1ion 4 of the s~id J\ct. 

the Gornrnor of Haryana hereby pmhibils 1ht following acts fora period o ffifleen 

years with ~ffoct from the date or publit.-ation of thisordet· in the Oflkinl Gn~trc 111 

the areas more particularly specified 111 the Schedule given hclow. whid, has been 

nC1Lified under Section 3 of 1hc said Acl. i,id~ lfnryuna Governmcn • Forest 

Department. Noti ficat ion No. S.O. 81/P.i\. 2/1900/S. J/2012. t.. atJ 1he 

l 9th December. 20 l 2. 

(a) The cuning of 1rces or 1imber e~ccpt l!ut·alytus. P,1pl.1,. Bakain. 

Bamboo. Tul. Arnrood and Ailan1hus or !he collection,,, removal 

or subjection 10 any manufac1uring process. of any fol'c,t pmdm.:i: 

other than nower. frui1 and hon~y. save fnr bmw fid~ domei;tic or 

agrkuhurAI purposes of the right-holders in the land. provided 

that the owner:,; of the bnd may sell trees or timl:tcr after obtaining 

a perm ii to do so from the Divisio,1;1I Forc~l Offkcr \lf 1hc conccmcd 

division. Such permil wi ll prcS¢ribe ~uch i:ondi11u1\.< for sal~ as 

may. from time lo ti nt¢. appear neces.,,nry tn the mte1·es1 <1f f(lrcs1 

conservancy. The farmers of the Swte shall be lihc, ty 10 sell Khair 

trees to any pcrs(ln/ugcncy/Haryann Forc~t Development 

Corporation L101i1cd of their choice so as 10 enable 1hcm 10 gc1 

rcm11ncrn1ivc rnce of their products pr<wided 1hat the owners of 

the land may sell the Khair lrees after ubt.tining a pe1mi1 IO du ~o 

from lhe Divisional Forcsl Officer co ncerned. 

41 
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HARYANA vUV'I'. (,/\L. JAN. 8. 20D 
lf'AUS. 18. 1934 S.'\K/\l 

Oi,lrict 'l'ehsil 

2 

Partchkula Kalk8 

Panchkula 

Ambala Naraingarh 

Y:ununa Nagar Jag~dhari 
Chhachhrauli 

Faridnbad RallalJg:irh 
Fnridab:1d 

SCHEUUL£ 

Village 

3 

Areas lyi11g on Norlh side of metalled & unmcmlled road 

c,rnnccting Chandigal'l1. Panchkulu. Ramgarh. Rn,pur Kan1. 

Naraingarh. Sadhaura. lli!Jspur. Chbachhrauli. Dadupur and 

reaching Jamima river-nenr villages Nathanpur and Lakur 

Areas lymg on weslem side of l'Jelhi-Rallabr,arh road anti nonhem 
road and northern side of Ballobgarh-Sohna road . 

Mcwm Nub Areas lying on western side of Delhi-Al war road. 
l'erozcpur Jhirka All Revenue Estates of Fcro1.epur Jhirka Tehsil. 

Ourgaon Gurgaon 
Sohna 
Pataudi 

Mohindergarh Narnaul 

Rewad 

Bhiwani 

Mohindergarh 

Rcwari 
'Bawa! 
Kosli 

Dadri } 
Bhi wan i 
l.oharn 

All Revenue Estates of Gurgaon Tehsil. 
All Revenue Estates of Sohna Tebsil . 
All Revenue Estates of Pataudi Tehsil. 

All Revenue Estates of Namaul Tehsil. 
All Revenue Estates of Mohindergarh Tehsil. 

All Revenue Estates of Rewnri Tehsil. 
All Revenue list:11cs or Bnwal 1'ehsil 
All Revenue Estates of Kosli Tehsil. 

Areas1ying.on western side ofDadri. Bhiwani. Tosham & Hi,nr 
Road. 

KRISHNA MOIL<\N, 
Additional Chief Secretary to Government Hary,1na. 

Forest Department. 
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Annexure RS 

---
1,c>Mf ,-CWS 8U11NlSS Uillllt"11iti:Otl WOSll urt.STTU. fCOINOlOGT W(TIONS MOit • Q •f~MIUM 0 

Massive Storm Resul ts In Power Cuts, 
Waterlogging Across Gurgaon; Netizens 
Question Authorities 

---
1 e-: __ ,.- 7i! 
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,... ' 
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~ ... . '• 

...... ~ ... - - - - .. 
,..,.. - -- ,. . - -~·· 

_-- • ..__.,- ~- ;,.- II ~ 
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Hailstorm hits Delhi-NCR: 5 dead, trees 
uprooted, flights affected,. metros stall 

fOf~~t.~i'fO&A~lu,pc:;,t.:IH-,) •· -A ~@ ~-..-• ■ 

n.,...r'°' , ... .,, dlaooc ~~ .a, 111n,; uarm,. MUWtm. _., ' -"" ~~ t'lnXql'I 
(M~ OM ~\IIWM.~ f_,,.peopl,t Alf°anl~U~~,CI~ 
lt.;N.,,.~o~v:ted....,~lld'4'W.'.i"l._,1ffi'ott_m lr_,ie-~ildwrt.t .._, 

• 

N£W~l·Ali,tr <.1 davofse.wmg t heal!:, w.vr tri.e,ttll!at WloOt'X hlthng..J 

oange,°"' S0-2•c arwndnoon. Ot:IN 

ana Nauorw c;m,.r ~ M<rt 

. . I CROWICS ~ hillwed tr, • ~ . ,,nc1 intl:Ml" ,,.-orm 
FtOOO BEll1lAUl1lJ "ililif ..., .,,.,_., •-· 

\'(,,m-"'<J up to,..,,,.. ....... , 
nff't'V r ••ll"llll 11, ha::hilOl'f'M. ~ 

w~prud~ aaoM Oofll!-N~ 't.kll~ Ill'°"''~ P90Q'c,, kM:l<MI~ tJ'l'O WI 

0th' And UV\'C ,., Nn ~ ,,. ___ _ 

\\~athC'r nips • fter intcMI! heal 

TM fHD wad the. Riddel'\ ch.)09!' ,n ,w~ - dt.-.: lO • f0!.lrirwar1.:t-"'1Nfll} 
con~.on ttl(>OEl'ftl ~ ill tydonic- tirftt!Al.16'1 ~ H.,,yan11, c!n\,u"9 tnO&Un: 

cmm boU\ uw, Arab1ttn 5e3 2f\d 5a)' ol &!tng.bl 

Sudden storm l'xposes hole.~ in Gurugram's infra 

-----· IIUU!A'I ti -"""4lAI OF ■ 

ro IR.\tt TO fJLO(I( u. ). s lRl)tfS 

1 
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