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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

PRINCIPAL BENCH AT NEW DELHI 

I.A. NO. 474 OF 2025 

IN 

APPEAL NO. 48 OF 2025 

 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

RAJESH SHARMA …APPELLANT 

VERSUS 

STATE OF HARYANA & Ors. …RESPONDENTS 

 

REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 6 & 7 TO THE 

APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY  

 

1. The present Reply is being filed by Respondent No. 6 & 7 in 

response to the Application for condonation of delay in filing 

the Appeal under Section 16 of the National Green Tribunal 

Act, 2010 [“NGT Act”], challenging the Environment 

Clearance dated 19.02.2025 [“EC”] granted by the State 

Environment Impact Assessment Authority [“SEIAA”] to the 

Respondent No. 6 & 7 for the development of Industrial 

Plotted Colony Project located at village Shidrawali, Tehsil-

Manesar, District-Gurugram, Haryana.  

 

2. At the outset, each and every averment of the Appellant/ 

Applicant is denied except wherein it is explicitly admitted 

and nothing shall be deemed to be admitted merely because 

of non-traverse.  
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3. It is submitted that in an application for condonation of delay 

before the Hon‟ble Tribunal, the onus is on the Applicant to 

account for day-to-day events that led to the delay in filing 

the Appeal, indicating how there was a sufficient cause 

preventing the Appellant from filing the Appeal. However, 

the present Application is vague, unsubstantiated and makes 

generalised statements and is in no manner indicative of a 

sufficient cause. The Application is liable to be dismissed on 

this ground alone. 

 

4. With respect to paragraph 1, the contents of the same being 

formal in nature are not being replied to. 

 

5. With respect to paragraph 2, the same being a matter of 

record is not being replied to.  

 

6. With reference to paragraph 3, it is denied that the 

Appellant/ Applicant has been highlighting the alleged 

violations to the concerned authorities ever since the 

commencement of the project. It is submitted that there has 

been no statutory violation as alleged by the Appellant, it has 

at all times ensured due compliances in respect of the 

aforementioned project.  

 

7. With respect to paragraph 4, it is denied that the 

environmental norms were flouted by Respondent No. 6 & 7 

or undertook any construction even before grant of CTE and 

EC. It is further submitted that complaints of Appellant 
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before various authorities are frivolous and devoid of merit. 

These complaints have been filed with a deliberate intent to 

obstruct a significant public developmental project and to 

harass the Respondent No. 6 & 7, thereby causing 

unwarranted delay and prejudice.  

 

8. With respect to paragraph 5, the contents of the same are 

being denied for want of knowledge. It is further submitted, 

that even assuming without admitting that the Appellant‟s 

alleged illness prevented him from taking appropriate steps 

in filing the present appeal, the medical prescriptions relied 

upon are routine in nature and does not sufficiently justify 

the extended delay or proves that the Appellant was 

incapacitated to such an extent that he was prevented from 

taking any steps whatsoever for pursuing his legal remedy. It 

is pertinent to submit that the Appellant has deliberately 

concealed in the present application under reply that he had 

filed a suit for declaration and mandatory injunction on 28th 

January 2025 before the Ld. Civil Judge, Gurugram bearing 

No. CS/380/2025 seeking similar directions as sought under 

the present appeal. A copy of the Civil Suit is annexed and 

marked as Annexure R-1.  

 

9. The Appellant is making a false case on account of alleged ill 

health to have the delay condoned, whereas the appellant 

was well and was seeking redressal for the same issues before 

a different forum. That the defendant No. 6 had filed an 

application for dismissal of the Suit, which was never replied 

to by the Appellant, who kept taking adjournments before the 

3 219



said Civil Judge, seeking time to file the reply. However, on 

22nd September 2025, the Appellant withdrew his suit with 

the liberty to approach an appropriate forum. The 

complainant has deliberately delayed the filing of the present 

appeal with no just cause, and the delay ought not to be 

condoned. Copy of orders passed in CS/380/2025 are 

annexed hereto and marked as Annexure R-2 (Colly).  

 

10. With respect to paragraph 6, the same is denied in entirety 

and the Appellant is put to strict proof thereto. It is 

categorically denied that the Appellant took diligent steps to 

prepare the instant appeal. On the contrary, the Appellant‟s 

negligence is evident from the fact that even after the alleged 

illness of nearly two months, he took almost 30 days more 

merely to consult the counsel and prepare the compilation for 

filing the appeal on 16/05/2025. There is nothing on record to 

substantiate the said averment of the Appellant and hence, 

denied.  

 

11. With respect to paragraph 7, it is denied that there was 

absence of communication of grant of EC to the affected 

persons by way of publication in newspaper, despite the 

project being of significant environmental consequence. The 

said contention of the Appellant is wholly misconceived in 

light of the fact that a newspaper publication had duly 

advertised the grant of EC to Respondent No. 6. The said 

publication is accessible on „Public Notice‟ section of the 

website of Respondent No. 6. Had the Appellant been vigilant 

enough, he could not have taken such a plea. This in fact 
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demonstrates gross negligence and omission on the part of 

Appellant in remaining unaware of such information already 

in public domain and thereafter relying upon such ignorance 

to justify an erroneous „sufficient cause‟ that prevented him 

from filing the present appeal. An extract of the newspaper 

clipping dated 24.02.2025 is attached hereto and marked as 

Annexure R-3.  

 

12. With respect to paragraph 8, the same is denied in entirety 

and it is submitted that the said application is devoid of merit 

and warrants no consideration by this Hon‟ble Tribunal.  

 

PARAWISE REPLY OF GROUNDS 

 

13. With respect to paragraph 1, it is submitted that the period of 

30 days to file an appeal has already elapsed and further 

extension of 60 days, as under the proviso to Section 16 of the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 is subject to the satisfaction 

of the tribunal based on demonstration of sufficient cause, 

however, the Applicant, in the present case, has failed to 

justify the sufficient cause.  

 

14. With regard to paragraph 2, it is submitted that the decision 

of the Hon‟ble Tribunal in M/s Focus Energy Ltd. v. SEIAA, 

Haryana & Ors being distinguishable on facts, is inapplicable 

to the present case.  

 

15. With respect to paragraph 3, it is submitted that the 

Applicant‟s reliance on Kisan Sahkari Chini Mills Ltd. v. 
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U.P. Pollution Control Board and Hafed Sugar Mill v. 

HSPCB & Anr. to suggest liberal interpretation of sufficient 

cause is clearly misplaced. It is submitted that though the 

expression „sufficient cause‟ may warrant liberal 

interpretation in environmental matters, but such benefit 

cannot be extended to the litigant whose conduct on the face 

of it appears to be evasive and negligent.   

 

16. With respect to paragraph 4, it is categorically denied that the 

EC in question pertains to a project that has a history of 

commencing construction illegally without prior EC and in 

violation of environmental norms. It is submitted that the EC 

was granted following strict adherence to the prescribed 

procedures, with due regard to the applicable law and 

relevant precedents set by this Hon‟ble Tribunal.  

 

17. The Application is replete with vague, unsubstantiated, and 

unequivocally falsified statements, devoid of any supportive 

material on record. The delay is solely attributable to the 

Appellant's own carelessness and procrastination. In light of 

the foregoing, no sufficient cause has been demonstrated, and 

it is imperative that this Hon‟ble Tribunal dismiss the 

Application and impose costs accordingly. 

 

18. It is denied that any grave injustice will be incurred by the 

Appellant if the delay is not condoned. On the contrary, 

Respondent No. 6 & 7 have been subjected to continuous 

harassment by the Appellant, who has persistently filed 

frivolous complaints with the intent to obstruct vital 
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developmental work. Should this Hon‟ble Tribunal condone 

the delay based on the Appellant‟s misleading, vague and 

false assertions, it would inevitably result in a miscarriage of 

justice. It is submitted that the Applicant is devoid of merit, 

serves no cause of justice, and has been solely advanced as a 

tool to harass Respondent No. 6 & 7. Moreover, Respondent 

No. 6 & 7 maintains a strong case on the merit in the Appeal, 

and any allowance of the Appellant‟s application would 

cause grave injustice.  

 

19. In light of the foregoing, it is most humbly prayed that this 

Hon‟ble Tribunal may be pleased to: 

 

A. Dismiss the Application for condonation of delay of 54 days 

in filing the Appeal under Section 16 of the National Green 

Tribunal Act, 2010; 

 

B. Award costs in favour of the Respondent No. 6 & 7; and 

 

C. Pass such further or other orders as this Hon‟ble Tribunal 

may deem just and proper in the facts and circumstances of 

the present case. 
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THROUGH 

 

 

Date:22.11.2025            

PLACE: NEW DELHI      

  

 

  

  

  PALLAV MONGIA 
ADVOCATE FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.6 & 7

C-70, 2
ND 

FLOOR , NIZAMMUDIN EAST              

NEW DELHI-110013

  M: 9650530410 
EMAIL: Pallav.mongia@pmlc.in
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CIS No: CS-380-2025

RAJESH SHARMA AND ORS. VS DEPARTMENT OF TOWN AND
COUNTRY PLANNING

Present: Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff.

 Suit received by way of assignment. It be checked and regsitered.

Let notice be issued to defendants for 14.02.2025 on filing of PF, RC etc. 

Date of order: 28.01.2025   (Mukesh Kumar)            
    Stenographer Gr.III:- Tanya  CJ(JD), Gurugram.

  (UID-HR0400)

Annexure R-2
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CIS No: CS-380-2025

RAJESH SHARMA AND ORS. VS DEPARTMENT OF TOWN AND
COUNTRY PLANNING

Present: Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff.

 Notices issued to defendant no.4 and 5 received back served. Notice

issued to defendant no.1 to 3 not received back in any form. In the interest

of justice, fresh notices to defendants be issued for 07.03.2025 on filing of

copies, etc.

Date of Order : 14.02.2025 (Mukesh Kumar)
CJ(JD), Gurugram 

Nitin Chawla, SG-II (UID No.HR-0400)      
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CIS No: CS-380-2025
 

RAJESH SHARMA AND ORS. VS DEPARTMENT OF TOWN AND
COUNTRY PLANNING

Present: Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff.

 Sh. Jagmohan Krishan Dang, advocate for defendants No. 4 and 5. 

 Power of attorney as well as an application under Order VII Rule

11  CPC  for  rejection  of  plaint  has  been  filed  today  on  behalf  of

defendants No.  4  and 5.  Reply be called for  27.03.2025.  Notice  issued to

defendant no.1 to 3 not received back in any form. In the interest of justice,

fresh notices to defendants be issued for 27.03.2025 on filing of copies, etc.

Date of order: 07.03.2025    (Mukesh Kumar)            
    Stenographer Gr.III:­ Tanya   CJ(JD), Gurugram.

   (UID-HR0400)
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CIS No: CS-380-2025
 

RAJESH SHARMA AND ORS. VS DEPARTMENT OF TOWN AND
COUNTRY PLANNING

Present: Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff.

 Sh. Jagmohan Krishan Dang, advocate for defendants No. 4 and 5. 

 Reply  on  an  application  under  Order  VII  Rule  11 CPC for

rejection of plaint not filed. Same be called for 27.05.2025. Notice not

issued to defendant no.1 to 3 by Ahlmad. He is warned to be careful in

future. In the interest of justice, fresh notices to defendants be issued for

27.05.2025 on filing of copies, etc.

Date of order: 27.03.2025    (Mukesh Kumar)         
    Stenographer Gr.III:­ Tanya   CJ(JD), Gurugram.

   (UID-HR0400)
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                                               Vs. 
Present: None

 File taken up today as the undersigned is on casual leave  on

27.05.2025.  Now  the  case  is  adjourned  to__________for  the  same

purpose  as  already  fixed.  All  concerned  parties/Learned  counsels  be

informed accordingly.  

 
 (Rupam)
Date of Order: 27.05.2025 CJ(JD)-cum-JMFC

Gurugram/UID No. HR0557
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Rajesh Vs. Department of Town CS-380-2025

Present:  Sh Ashwani Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff 

                       Sh J k Dang, Advocate for defendant No.4 & 5

   

   Case received by transfer. It be checked and registered.

                          Reply to application u/o VII Rule 11 CPC for rejection of plaint not filed.

On request, case is adjourned to 19.09.2025 for filing the same.

 Notice not issued to defendant No.1 to 3. Let fresh notice to defendant

No.1 to 3 be issued for the date fixed on filing of PF, copy etc.

Date of Order: 03.09.2025

rekha

(Rupam)
CJ(JD) Gurugram

UID NO . HR0557 
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Rajesh Vs. Department of Town CS-380-2025

Present:     Adv. Ms. Mansi Kaushik, proxy counsel for Sh Ashwani 

    Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff 

                       Sh J k Dang, Advocate for defendant No.4 & 5

   

        Reply to application u/o VII Rule 11 CPC for rejection of

plaint  not  filed.  On  request  of  proxy  counsel  for  plaintiff,  case  is

adjourned to 22.09.2025 for filing the same. Date is given on the choice

of proxy counsel for the plaintiff

 Notice not issued to defendant No.1 to 3 as copy not

filed. Same be filed today itself. Thereafter, let fresh notice to defendant

No.1 to 3 be issued for the date fixed on filing of PF, copy etc.

Date of Order: 19.09.2025

rekha

(Rupam)
CJ(JD) Gurugram

UID NO . HR0557 

(Rupam )
Judicial Magistrate, 1st Class
Gurugram UID No. HR0557
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Rajesh Vs. Department of Town CS-380-2025

Present:          Sh Ashwani Kumar, Advocate for the plaintiff 

                       Sh J k Dang, Advocate for defendant No.4 & 5

   

             Sh Ashwani Kumar,  advocate for plaintiff appeared in person and

made separate statement regarding withdrawal of the present suit in order

to approach the appropriate forum seeking liberty to file afresh. In view

of the statement made by counsel for plaintiff the present suit is hereby

dismissed as withdrawn with liberty to file afresh before the appropriate

forum. File be consigned to record room after due compliance.

Date of Order: 22.09.2025

rekha

(Rupam)
CJ(JD) Gurugram

UID NO . HR0557 
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Annexure R-3
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19 November 

Pallav Mongia, Adv. Kashish Lalwani,Adv.
D/17226/2025

43 

  

D/1462/2010

Ms. Ishita Nayak

Ishita Nayak, Adv.
D/13339/2025
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SIGNATURE
GLOBAL
REALTY. RELIABILITY. RESPONSIBILITY.

AN ISO 9001:2015;14001:2015; 45001:2010;27001:2022 CERTIFIED COMPANY

CERTIFIED TRUE COPY OF THE RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF SIGNATUREGLOBAL (INDIA) LIMITED HELD ON
THURSDAY, 15TH MAY, 2025

AUTHORISATION TO REPRESENT ON BEHALF OF THE COMPANY BEFORE
JUDICIAL/NON-JUDICIAL BODY AND OTHER AUTHORITIES

’’Resolved that m supersession to the earlier resolution passed by Board of Directors in its meeting
held on 7,h January, 2025, Mr. Vineet Maheshwari (PAN: AFXPM9686C). Authorised Person, Mr.
Siddhartha Kapoor (PAN: BGQPK3764C), Assistant Vice President- Legal, Mr. Vedant Batra
(PAN: CRXPB0736L), Assistant General Manager- Legal, Ms. Niyati Malik (PAN:
DCWPM2166J) Manager, Ms. Kriti Khokhar (PAN: EFDPK8223M), Senior Executive-Legal, Ms.
Anisha Mitra (PAN: BLHPM6646M), Authorised Person, Mr. Amaijeet Singh (PAN:
DINPS1845H), Assistant Manager, Mr. Kapil Bakshi (PAN: CRGPB4765E), Authorised Person
and Ms. Mansi Pahel (PAN: ETAPP7205M), Authorised Person of the Company (hereinafter
referred as the Authorised Representatives), be and are hereby severally authorized and empowered
to do the following acts, deeds and things for and on behalf of the Company:
To appear and represent the Company before any court of Law/Quasi-Judicial Body(ies)/Statutory
Authority(ies)/ Forum(s), Comraission(s), Tribunals, Police Authority(ies) etc. including but not
limited to District Court(s), Consumer Commision(s), Real Estate Regulatory Authority(ies),
Tribunal(s), High Court(s), Supreme Court in any and all proceedings whether civil and/or criminal
and/or revenue etc, and to make statement for and on behalf of the Company and to sign, verify,
execute, affirm and present plaints, complaints, petitions, affidavits, applications, objections,
replies, review, revision, appeal, and Vakalatnama and/or any other papers, or other petitions, to
inspect the file and take notes and apply and receive certified copy thereof, to engage advocate(s)
/law professionals/consultants for the purposes, if required, to adduce evidence, to give statement
and enter into compromise, accept the payment, withdraw the suit, to admit or deny any document,
to receive and hand over the document, to apply for transfer of case from one court to another court
as may be deemed necessary, and to file the same before the appropriate Court and to appear and
represent the Company and seek refund, if any, and to file and take back documents and papers
from the court and to bring, prosecute, defend all action, suits claims, complaints, demands, and
proceedings in respect of or affecting the cases(s), and for that purpose to appear and act for and on
behalf of the Company.
Resolved further that the aforesaid Authorised Representatives of the Company be and are hereby
severally authorized and empowered to sign and execute settlement deeds with customers / allottees,
file complaints or submit replies to complaints/ show cause notices or to make other communication
with DTCP Department and to represent and appear before them on behalf of the Company.
Resolved that any act, deed or thing done by any of the aforesaid Authorised Representatives of the
Company for and on behalf of the Company and in the manner aforesaid shall be deemed as has
been done by the Company and shall be binding on the Company.
Resolved further that the dfuiesakl Authorised Representatives of the Company shall ensure the
strict confidentially of the information in their possession or brought to their knowledge and shall
not disclose /share, directly or indirectly, such information to any person except for legitimate
purpose nor shall use or exploit such information for any personal benefit and shall refrain from
disclosing/ sharing such information to any person that could benefit competitor(s) of the company.

SIGNATUREGLOBAL (INDIA) LIMITED
CIN:L70I0ODL2000PLC104787

Regd.Off :13" FLOOR DR.GOPAL DAS BHAWAN,28 BARAKHAMBA ROAD, NEW DELHI-110001 Plione:011-49281700
Corp. OfT.: UNIT NO.lOl,GROUND FLOOR,TOWER-A,SIGNATURE TOWER,SOUTH CITY-1 GURUGRAM HR-122001Plione: 0124-4398011

E-mail: complianceffislgnatureElobal.ln,Website: www.siRnatureelobal.in
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SIGNATURE
GLOBAL
REALTY. RELIABILITY. RESPONSIBILITY.

AH ISO 9001:2015;14001:2015; 45001:2018; 27001:2022 CERTIFIED COMPANY

- ^
Resolved further that the aforesaid Authorised Representatives of the Company shall not sub-
delegate any of the aforesaid powers and authorities that have been delegated to them vide this
resolution unless such sub-delegation is expressly permitted by another Board Resolution or in
writing by any one of Mr. Pradeep Kumar Aggarwal, Chairman and Whole-time Director; Mr. Lalit
Kumar Aggarwal, Vice- Chairman and Whole-time Director; Mr. Ravi Aggarwal, Managing
Director and Mr. Devender Aggarwal, Joint Managing Director of the Company.
Resolved further that the aforesaid powers and authorities entrusted to the aforesaid Authorised
Representatives ot tne Company shall be valid, effective and exercisable by them so long as they are
in the employment of or are associated with Company or unless revoked by the Board or by any one
of Mr. Pradeep Kumar Aggarwal, Chairman and Whole-time Director; Mr. Lalit Kumar Aggarwal,
Vice- Chairman and Whole-time Director; Mr. Ravi Aggarwal, Managing Director and Mr.
Devender Aggarwal, Joint Managing Director of the Company, in writing.
Resolved further that Mr. Pradeep Kumar Aggarwal, Chairman and Whole-time Director; Mr. Lalit
Kumar Aggarwal, Vice- Chairman and Whole-time Director; Mr. Ravi Aggarwal, Managing
Director; Mr. Devender Aggarwal, Joint Managing Director and Mr. M R Bothra, Company
Secretary of the Company be and are hereby severally authorised to give certified true copy of this
resolution on behalf of the Company.”
For SIGNATUREGLOBAL (INDIA) LIMITED

.N / \C-: O
'4 New Delhi ~M R BOTHRA

COMPANY SECRETARY
M. NO.: F6651
ADDRESS: 2890/1, RANI BAGH
DELHI 110034

V •> &

SIGNATUREGLOBAL (INDIA) LIMITED
CIN; L70100DL2000PLC104787

Regd.Off :13« FLOOR DR.GOPAL DAS BHAWAN, 28 BARAKHAMBA ROAD, NEW DELHI- 110001 Phone:011-49281700
Corp. Off.:UNIT NO.IOI,GROUND FLOOR, TOWER-A,SIGNATURE TOWER.SOUTH CITY-1 GURUGRAM HR-122001Phone: 0124-4398011

E-mail: comnliance@stenafcureglobal.in. Website: www.siRnatureelobai.ifi
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Jugal Kisor Prajatapatishri Dayaram 

609 A International Trade Tower

 November19

Pallav Mongia, Adv. Kashish Lalwani

46 

Ms. Ishita Nayak

Ishita Nayak, Adv.
D/13339/2025
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Ishita Nayak <ishitanayak2001@gmail.com>

Advance serivce of Reply to the I.A. No. 474 of 2025 on behalf of Respondent No.
6 & 7 in the matter of Appeal No. 48 of 2025 of Rajesh Sharma v. State of Haryana
& Ors.
1 message

Ishita Nayak <ishitanayak2001@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 22, 2025 at 3:04 PM
To: "info@ralo-associates.com" <info@ralo-associates.com>

Respected Sir, 

Please find attached the Reply to the I.A. No. 474 of  2025 on behalf  of  Respondent No. 6 & 7 in the matter
of  Appeal No. 48 of  2025 of  Rajesh Sharma v. State of  Haryana & Ors. 

 Reply on behalf R6 and R7 (final).pdf

Thanks & Regards,
Ishita Nayak
Associate of  Pallav Mongia Law Chambers

11/22/25, 3:04 PM Gmail - Advance serivce of Reply to the I.A. No. 474 of 2025 on behalf of Respondent No. 6 & 7 in the matter of Appeal No. 4…

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=d367499917&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r-1346368252549207933&simpl=msg-a:r-2412220395… 1/1
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