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Shri Shailender Singh, the learned counsel for the appellant submitted that cost of 

Rs. 1,000/- imposed vide order dated 12.04.2022 has been deposited through 

online mode. 

The Accounts Department of the Tribunal is directed to verify from the bank about 

the amount deposited by the appellant and submit report. 

The learned counsel for the respondent submitted that he has not been paid  

Rs. 5,00/- by the respondent of the total cost amount of Rs. 1,000/-, which was 

required to be paid as per direction of this Tribunal vide order dated 12.04.2022. 

The learned counsel for the appellant submitted that inadvertently the entire cost 

amount of Rs. 1,000/- has been deposited in the Tribunal’s Account.  

The learned counsel for the respondent submitted that as the entire amount of cost 

has been deposited in the Tribunal’s account by the appellant, therefore, let it be 

treated as received by the respondent.  

With the consent of learned counsels for the parties, we proceed to hear the matter 

finally.  



The learned counsel for the respondent while replying the arguments of learned 

counsel for the appellant, laid much emphasis on the letter dated 30.04.2016 of the 

Greater Noida Industrial Development Authority, by which additional 

compensation was required to be paid by the respondent. The learned counsel for 

the respondent further submitted that in the letter 14.11.2011 of the Grater Noida 

Industrial Development Authority, Ajnara India Ltd. has been mentioned whereas 

the respondent is Ajnara Realtech Limited and by letter dated 30.04.2016 first time 

the Greater Noida Industrial Development Authority raised the ‘Pratikar’ against 

the respondent.  

On examination, we found that in the letters dated 14.11.2011 and 13.04.2016, the 

details of the plot are same. Further it reveals that the demand was raised vide 

letter dated 25.06.2013 and the respondent was to deposit first installment by 

30.10.2013. 

The learned counsel for the respondent at this stage submitted that he may be 

granted time to seek instructions and bring on record the relevant documents.  

Appreciating the request of learned counsel for the respondent, we grant a week’s 

time to the respondent to bring on record the relevant documents through an 

affidavit of authorized person of the respondent. We direct the respondent to 

clarify the position and relation/status of Ajnara India Ltd. and Ajnara Realtech 

Ltd. The respondent will also indicate as to when Greater Noida Industrial 

Development Authority for the first time raised demands of ‘Pratikar’ to the 

respondent and when the said amount has been deposited by the respondent with 

the Authority.  

The learned counsel for the respondent is directed to send soft copy of the affidavit 

and its annexures to the appellant and his counsel through e-mail within a week. 



Reply, if any, will be sent by the appellant to the respondent and its counsel within 

a week thereafter.  

List this appeal for orders on 27.09.2022.     

(K.K. Jain)                           (D.K. Arora) 

Dated: 02.09.2022 
SYEDTANVEER 


