Government of UP
Industrial Development Department; Section -4
No. 2811/77-4-26/79Appeal/24
Lucknow: Dated 06.06.2026

M/s Paramhans Educational Foundation ver.. Revisionist
Vs
Greater Noida Industrial Development Authority(GNIDA) ..... Respondent

The institutional Plot No. 51, Sector Knowledge Park-5 Greater Noida
allotted in favour of M/s Paramhans Educational Foundation by the
Respondent Authority on 13-04-2005. By means of this revision petition, the
Revisionist have challenged the impugned order dated 21-01-2026 passed by
the Respondent Authority in respect of the representation of
Revisionist/allottee for grant of zero period under the circumstances listed in
their revision petition.

The contention of the Revisionist is that he was originally allocated
Plot No. 21/1, Knowledge Park-III vide Authority’s letter dated 19-04-2005
on deposition of 10% reservation money. However, the plot was unilaterally
shifted by the Respondent Authority to Plot No. 51 Knowledge Park-V vide
letter dated 22-02-2007. They have further contended that they had deposited
the balance 20% under the terms of allotment by 21-09-2007. However, no
lease plan was issued for 8 years i.e. until 18-11-2015. Further, the check list
was issued on 27-07-2013, so the delay in execution of lease deed between
the period 2005-2016 is solely attributable to the default in services on the
part of Respondent Authority and therefore, the Respondent Authority has
erred while passing the impugned order by not taking into account the
extenuating circumstances under which the lease deed could not be executed.

On behalf of the Respondent Authority, the argument is that the
brochure inviting applications for the institutional plot in question did not
invite applications against the specific plot; rather, it was a general invitation
and the plot numbers were allocated after decision regarding allotment had
been made. Therefore, the Respondent Authority was well within its right to
allot a plot of its choice in response to the application submitted by the
allottee/Revisionist. Therefore, the mandatory consent of the allottee as
pressed for by the Revisionist was simply not required. More specifically, the
Respondent Authority has argued that as per the allotment letter, the execution
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of the lease deed was conditional upon deposition of 30% of the land premium
by the allottee/Revisionist within 60 days of allotment i.e. till 19-06-2005.
However, the Revisionist/allottee failed to do so and could meet this threshold
(along with the accrued interest) only on 22-04-2012. Given the material
breach of the allotment conditions, the Revisionist cannot claim that the delay
in execution of lease deed has been solely on account of default on the part of
the Respondent Authority but squarely a consequence of the breaches
committed by the allottee himself.

I have perused the impugned order which gives a detailed account of
the various litigations pursued by the Revisionist in the Hon’ble High Court
& I find the order to be well argued both on factual as well as legal grounds.
Moreover, this order is a considered view on the recommendations of an
eight-member committee who have examined the facts governing the case in
great detail. After a detailed examination of all relevant facts, they have come
to a conclusion that Revisionist/allottee is in breach of the conditions of
allotment and that the delay in execution of the lease deed has nothing to do
with the grounds raised by the petitioner in the instant petition.

Therefore, no interference is warranted in the impugned order passed
by the Respondent Authority. Revision dismissed. .

Sd/-
(Alok Kumar)
Additional Chief Secretary
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