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* IN  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  DELHI  AT  NEW  DELHI 

+  C.A.(COMM.IPD-TM) 4/2026 

 VEERENDRA KUMAR SINHA    .....Appellant 
Through: Mr. Nupur Sinha, Mr. Asif Khan, Ms. 

Suman Prasharkar and Mr. Rajendra 
Prasad, Advocates. 

    versus 
 
 THE REGISTRAR OF TRADEMARK AND ANR   .....Respondents 

Through: Ms. Nidhi Raman, CGSC with Mr. Om 
Ram and Mr. Arnav Mittal, Advocates. 

 CORAM: 
 HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE TUSHAR RAO GEDELA 

    O R D E R 
%    27.01.2026 

1. This is an appeal under Section 91 of the Trade Marks Act, 1999 and 

Rule 156 of the Trade Marks Rules, 2017 challenging the orders dated 

05.09.2025 and 29.10.2025 passed by the Registrar of Trade Marks, Delhi 

rejecting the appellant’s Trade Mark application no. 5787410 in Class 45. 

2. Mr. Sinha, the appellant in person who is also a counsel practicing in the 

Courts at Delhi since 2008 states that ‘VNS Legal Partners’ is a proprietorship 

alongwith an association of the advocates and the said name has been used by 

the appellant since the years 2008-09. He submits that he had filed a trademark 

application No. 5787410 in Class 45 on 01.02.2023 for registration of the 

trademark “VNS LEGAL PARTNERS” as a word mark. He states that in the 

said application, the date of use was mentioned as 01.08.2008. He further states 

that so far as the statement as to use of mark is concerned, the appellant had 

made it clear that the mark is being used since 01.08.2008 in respect of the 

goods and services mentioned in the application in Class 45. 

3. He submits that alongwith the said application, certain documents were 

This is a digitally signed order.
The authenticity of the order can be re-verified from Delhi High Court Order Portal by scanning the QR code shown above.
The Order is downloaded from the DHC Server on 30/01/2026 at 12:20:03



C.A.(COMM.IPD-TM) 4/2026                                               Page 2 of 5 
 

also filed demonstrating the use from the year 2008-09, like an article in a 

magazine called “Witness” in which the appreciation of the work rendered by 

the proprietorship, for which the trade mark is sought to be obtained, was 

published. The same commences from page 51 onwards to page 58 of the 

appeal paper book.  

4. That apart, he submits that the photocopies etc. of bills issued in the 

name of VNL Legal Partners by various vendors were also placed in support of 

the application. He has also filed the copy of the Income Tax Return pertaining 

to the FY 2025-2026. He states that without even considering the said 

documents, the Assistant Registrar has rejected the application. He submits that 

the Assistant Registrar was under an obligation to give reasons for rejection 

which have not been provided in the impugned orders.  

5. Per contra, learned counsel appearing for the respondent takes this Court 

through Document P-1, particularly the statement as to use of mark. He states 

that though the application was filed on 01.02.2023, however, the use in the 

statement as to use of mark has been mentioned as 01.08.2008. He submits that 

the appellant was under a legal obligation to provide sound and substantive 

documents to prove or establish user since 2008. For the said purpose, he relies 

upon Rule 25 of the Trade Mark Rules, 2017. He also invites attention of this 

Court to page nos. 73, 75, 78 and 81 to submit that the receipts which have been 

filed in support of statement of use do not appear to be genuine and as such, the 

rejection by the Assistant Registrar cannot be found fault with. He submits that 

the documents themselves do not inspire confidence as to their genuineness and 

also the statement of use of the said trade mark sought to be registered.  

6. This Court has heard the arguments of the learned counsel for the parties 

as also perused the impugned orders dated 05.09.2025 and 29.10.2025 in the 

review application. It would be apposite to extract the order dated 05.09.2025 

which reads thus:- 
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7. It is also necessary to reproduce the order passed by the Assistant 

Registrar in the review application seeking review of the order dated 

05.09.2025. The order dated 29.10.2025 passed in the review application by the 

Assistant Registrar is extracted hereunder: 
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8. This Court has perused both the orders, the original order dated 

05.09.2025 as also the order dated 29.10.2025 passed in the review application. 

9. Apart from just perfunctorily rejecting by noting that the evidence filed 

is not satisfactory, the Assistant Registrar has not given any indication as to on 

what grounds the application had been rejected. Even those grounds as were 

mentioned by the learned counsel for the respondent in the arguments are also 

not referred to in the impugned orders. The Assistant Registrar was under a 

legal and statutory obligation to pass a reasonable speaking order rather than 

rejecting the application in a single sentence.  

10. Apart from stating that the directions at the time of hearing have not been 

complied with or that the evidence filed is not satisfactory, no reasons have 

been recorded. The recording of reasons is a sine qua non and the bedrock for a 

quasi-judicial authority to explain as to why the application is being rejected.  

This is for the reason that the applicant is entitled to know the grounds of 

rejection so as to take appropriate measures in order to assail the same. 

11. This Court has also perused other documents on which the appellant in 

person is relying upon. This Court has perused the purported magazine placed 

at page 51 of the appeal paper book which is claimed to be an article published 

in the magazine, viz., “Witness”. Although the date of such publication is 

obscure and not clear from the photocopies placed on record, the appellant in 

person asserts that the same pertains to the period 2008-09. He submits that he 

has the original magazine with him even today. He also submits that there are 

other documents like Income Tax Returns and possibly some documents 

emanating from his office while rendering services as a legal professional, 

which may be relevant for consideration. 

12. In the considered opinion of this Court, the publication in the said 

magazine may have some relevance so far as the prior user of the trade mark 

applied for i.e. ‘VNS Legal Partners’ is concerned. This publication, for 
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whatever it is worth, has not been considered by the Assistant Registrar. From 

the perusal of the impugned orders placed on record, this Court is unable to 

satisfy itself as to on what grounds the application of the appellant has been 

rejected. Thus, it would be appropriate for this Court to remit the matter back to 

the Assistant Registrar with the request to reconsider the said application and 

simultaneously, permit the appellant to file more documents as required under 

law so as to substantiate his claims under application bearing no. 5787410. 

13. The Assistant Registrar is also directed to issue a hearing notice so as to 

enable the appellant in person to furnish original and additional documents, if 

any. The Assistant Registrar shall grant a physical hearing to the appellant in 

person to make good his case. The same may be done within two weeks after 

the receipt of this order.  

14. The Assistant Registrar is requested to decide the application with due 

expedition. 

15. The appeal is allowed and disposed of to the aforesaid extent.  

 

 

TUSHAR RAO GEDELA, J 

JANUARY 27, 2026 
Sumit 
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