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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH, 

NEW DELHI 
 

EXECUTION APPLICATION NO.   73   OF 2025  

IN 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO 465 OF 2023 
 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
 

ASHISH SHARMA                                                                                     …APPLICANT   

            

                                             VERSUS 
 

STATE OF U.P. & ORS.                                                                        …RESPONDENTS 

 

REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO.4 I.E. M/s GAURSONS PROMOTERS 

PVT. LTD. TO THE EXECUTION APPLICATION FILED BY THE APPLICANT.  

 

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 

 

1. That the present Execution Application has been filed on behalf of the Applicant for 

execution of order dated 16.08.2024 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal in Original Application 

No. 465 of 2023. The present Execution Application is pending adjudication and is now 

listed for hearing on 29.01.2026. 

 

2. That the present reply is being filed by the Respondent No.4 herein in compliance of the 

order dated 04.11.2025 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal. That before submitting para vise 

response to the Execution Application, the Respondent No.4 herein would like to make the 

following preliminary submissions: 

 

PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS: 

1. That so far as the compliance of the order dated 16.08.2024 passed in Original Application 

No. 465/2023 titled Ashish Sharma vs. State of U.P. & Ors (execution of which is being 

sought by the Applicant in the captioned Execution Application) is concerned, the order 

itself specifically records: 

 

“5. The above matter was considered on various dates and various orders were 

passed. Project Proponent however, expressed its willingness to shift OWC Machine 

from basement to another place but submitted that since the said location was to be 

approved by G Noida, therefore, it has submitted an application seeking permission of 

the said authority for shifting of the said OWC to another place but no permission has 

been granted. 
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 6. Taking note of above statement of Learned Counsel appearing for Project 

Proponent on 12.07.2024, this Tribunal impleaded G Noida as respondent 5 and 

issued notice.   

7. Pursuant, thereto, Shri Ravindra Kumar, Senior Advocate has appeared today on 

behalf of G Noida and on instructions from Ms. Leenu Sehgal, General Manager, has 

stated at the Bar that within one week appropriate order shall be passed by G Noida 

and communicated to Project Proponent.   

8. Shri A.R. Takkar, Advocate appearing for respondent 4 stated that from date of 

receipt of order of G Noida with regard to permission of shifting of OWC Machine, 

appropriate steps shall be taken and process of shifting shall be completed by Project 

Proponent within one month.  

9. In view of above stand taken by respondents 4 and 5, we do not find that any further 

order is required to be passed in this matter except that the said authority and 

proponent shall comply with the above stand.” 

2. That a bare perusal of paragraphs 5 to 9 of the order dated 16.08.2024 clearly establishes 

that the compliance obligation of the Respondent No. 4 was expressly contingent upon the 

grant of approval by Greater Noida Authority for shifting of OWC Machine from the 

basement to an alternate location. 

 

3. That this Hon’ble Tribunal, while disposing of the Original Application, specifically 

recorded the statement of learned Senior Counsel appearing for Greater Noida Authority that 

an appropriate order with respect to the proposed shifting would be passed within one week 

and communicated to the Project Proponent. 

 

4. That the undertaking recorded on behalf of the Respondent No. 4 was conditional and time-

linked, namely that the process of shifting would be completed within one month from the 

date of receipt of the order/approval from Greater Noida Authority, and not otherwise as on 

its own the Respondent No.4 cannot shift the machinery from the specified place as per the 

approved building plans. 

 

5. That since no response whatsoever was received from Greater Noida Authority even after 

the expiry of a month from the date of the order dated 16.08.2024, the Respondent No. 4, in 

furtherance of its bona fide efforts to comply with the directions of this Hon’ble Tribunal 
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apart from inquiries made, addressed letter dated 16.09.2024 (Page 91 - 92 of the court file) 

to the said Authority, specifically requesting it to accord approval for relocation of the OWC 

Machine at either of the proposed alternative locations, strictly in terms of the order dated 

16.08.2024. Despite such repeated follow-up and compliance-oriented communication, no 

decision or response was received from Greater Noida Authority, due to which another letter 

dated 05.10.2024 (Page 93 - 94 of the court file) was submitted by the Respondent No.4 

herein. That the Authority failed to respond to any of the letters, rendering the Respondent 

No. 4 incapable of proceeding further in the absence of the requisite statutory approval. 

 

6. That most shockingly, after the filing of the present Execution Application and issuance of 

notice by this Hon’ble Tribunal vide order dated 04.11.2025, and just one day prior to the 

next date of hearing i.e. 16.12.2025, the Respondent Authority, in an attempt to justify and 

cover up its prolonged inaction, handed over a letter purportedly dated 30.09.2025 (Page 102 

of the court file) to one Mr. Ajim Khan, an employee of the Respondent Promoter, on 

15.12.2025. The said letter, for the first time, merely contained a direction to apply online in 

terms of the applicable Rules and the Building Regulations, 2010. 

 

7. That the timing and manner of handing over of the said letter clearly demonstrates that the 

same was back-dated and was never communicated earlier, as no such correspondence was 

ever received by the Respondent No.4 despite repeated follow-ups. It is further submitted 

that after handing over the said letter, Mr. Ajim Khan was asked to sign the receiving register, 

however, when he attempted to record the actual date of receipt, the officials of the 

Respondent Authority abruptly snatched away the register from him. An affidavit of Mr. 

Ajim Khan affirming the aforesaid facts is already on record at Page 103 - 104 of the court 

file.  

 

8. That the aforesaid conduct of the Respondent Authority clearly establishes that no effective 

approval or enabling direction was ever communicated to the Respondent No. 4 within the 

time frame recorded by this Hon’ble Tribunal in its order dated 16.08.2024. It is submitted 

that despite repeated oral/ written communications, including letters dated 16.09.2024 and 

05.10.2024, no response whatsoever was received from the Respondent Authority for a 

4181



 
 

period of more than one year, compelling the Applicant to remain in a state of complete 

uncertainty with respect to compliance.  

 

9. That immediately upon receipt of the letter purportedly dated 30.09.2025, which was for the 

first time handed over to the Respondent No. 4 on 15.12.2025, the Respondent No. 4 acted 

with utmost promptitude, diligence and bona fide intent and, without any loss of time, 

submitted an online application on 18.12.2025 in terms of the applicable Rules and Building 

Regulations. In the said online application, Respondent No. 4 proposed two alternative 

locations (the one’s which were submitted earlier offline) for shifting of the OWC Machine, 

strictly in furtherance of and in compliance with the order dated 16.08.2024 passed by this 

Hon’ble Tribunal. A copy of the online application dated 18.12.2025 submitted by 

Respondent No. 4 is annexed and marked as Annexure-R4/1. 

 

10. That in response to the aforesaid online application, GNIDA issued a communication dated 

07.01.2026, wherein it was stated that both the locations proposed by Respondent No. 4 fell 

within the setback area of the project. By the said letter, GNIDA directed Respondent No. 4 

to earmark an alternative location for installation of the OWC Machine and to submit a 

revised layout/map for its consideration. A copy of the said letter dated 07.01.2026 along 

with its true typed copy is annexed hereto and marked as Annexure-R4/2. 

 
11. That in immediate compliance with the directions contained in the letter dated 07.01.2026, 

Respondent No. 4 promptly identified and earmarked two additional locations within the 

project premises, both of which were clearly outside the setback area, and the same were 

verbally informed to GNIDA for approval. 

 

12. That thereafter, GNIDA issued yet another communication dated 08.01.2026, wherein, 

instead of approving either of the locations proposed by Respondent No. 4, it suggested and 

marked Option-3, which was a completely new and different location not earlier proposed 

by Respondent No. 4. It is respectfully submitted that the said Option-3, as suggested by 

GNIDA, was found to be grossly insufficient in area and technically unsuitable for 

installation and operation of the OWC Machine, including its functional, safety and 

ventilation requirements. Copy of the communication dated 08.01.2026 issued by the 
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Respondent GNIDA along with is true typed copy is marked and annexed herewith as 

Annexure-R4/3. 

 

13. That accordingly, and in order to ensure effective, lawful and sustainable compliance, 

Respondent No. 4, vide letter dated 15.01.2026, proposed Option-4, located at the stilt level 

of Block-O of the project. It is respectfully submitted that the area earmarked under Option-

4 has been carefully identified and is demonstrably suitable for installation of the OWC 

Machine, inasmuch as the said location is: 

 

(a) Completely outside and excluding the setback area; 

(b) Separate from and in addition to the area earmarked for Solid Waste Management, including 

waste collection, segregation and storage; 

(c) Adequate in size to accommodate the OWC Machine along with requisite operational 

clearances, ventilation and safety norms; and 

(d) Fully compliant with the applicable environmental norms, building regulations and statutory 

requirements. 

 

Copy of the letter dated 15.01.2026 is marked and annexed herewith as Annexure-R4/4.  

 

14. That the above detailed chronology unequivocally establishes that Respondent No. 4 has, at 

every stage, acted in a bona fide, transparent and compliance-oriented manner and has 

continuously engaged with GNIDA to facilitate implementation of the directions recorded 

by this Hon’ble Tribunal. It is submitted that the alleged non-compliance is neither deliberate 

nor wilful, but is solely attributable to the prolonged inaction, delay, and shifting positions 

adopted by GNIDA, over which Respondent No. 4 had no control whatsoever. 

 
15. In these circumstances, it is respectfully submitted that no case of wilful disobedience, 

contumacious conduct or deliberate non-compliance is made out against Respondent No. 4. 

The present Execution Application is therefore liable to be dismissed, with appropriate 

directions to GNIDA to take a final and reasoned decision on the pending proposal for 

relocation of the OWC Machine within a fixed and time-bound period, so as to enable 

effective compliance of the order dated 16.08.2024. 
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16. Further, it is of utmost importance to mention herein that the Original Application was filed 

only seeking relocation of the OWC Machine, and no prayer whatsoever was made for 

shifting of the entire Waste Collection Centre. The relief now sought in the present Execution 

Application is, therefore, a clear attempt to expand and enlarge the scope of the Original 

Application as well as the order passed thereon, which is impermissible in law. It is further 

submitted that a careful perusal of the order dated 16.08.2024 would show that this Hon’ble 

Tribunal’s observations and directions were confined to the shifting of the OWC Machine, 

subject to approval by the competent authority. There is no direction, finding or mandate in 

the said order requiring Respondent No. 4 to shift the entire waste collection and solid waste 

management operations from the basement of Tower-I. The waste collection center is an 

integral part of the sanctioned solid waste management plan and involves multiple processes 

including collection, segregation, temporary storage and handling of waste, all of which 

require a substantial and specifically earmarked area as per statutory norms. No other such 

large or suitable area exists within the project premises which could accommodate the entire 

waste collection facility without violating building regulations, safety norms or 

environmental guidelines. It is submitted that the attempt of the Applicant to seek shifting 

of the entire waste collection center, under the guise of execution, amounts to seeking 

substantive and fresh reliefs which were never prayed for, adjudicated upon or granted in the 

Original Application. Execution proceedings cannot be used as a forum to seek new 

directions or to rewrite the scope of the original order. In view of the above, the prayer 

seeking directions for shifting of the entire waste collection along with the OWC Machine 

is beyond the scope of the Original Application, beyond the scope of the order dated 

16.08.2024 and beyond the jurisdiction of execution proceedings, and is therefore liable to 

be rejected outright. That post the approval from Respondent GNIDA, the Respondent No.4 

herein shall shift the OWC machine along with its ducts etc. to the location approved by 

Respondent No.5. 

 

PARA-VISE REPLY TO THE EXECUTION APPLICATION: 
 

1. The contents of the present paragraph are denied, save and except to the extent that it is 

admitted that the Applicant has filed the present Execution Application purportedly under 

Section 25 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and that this Hon’ble Tribunal passed 
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an order dated 16.08.2024 in O.A. No. 465/2023 titled Ashish Sharma v. State of U.P. & 

Ors. It is specifically denied that by the order dated 16.08.2024 this Hon’ble Tribunal issued 

any unconditional or absolute direction to Respondent No. 4 to shift the Waste Collection 

Centre and the OWC Machine within one month. It is further categorically denied that 

Respondent No. 4 was directed to carry out the shifting within one-month simpliciter. The 

undertaking recorded on behalf of Respondent No. 4 was expressly conditional and 

contingent upon the grant of approval by Respondent No. 5, i.e., Greater Noida Industrial 

Development Authority, for shifting of the OWC Machine from the basement to an alternate 

location. The said condition precedent has been clearly acknowledged and recorded by this 

Hon’ble Tribunal in the order itself. The contents of the preliminary submissions are 

reiterated and not repeated herein for the sake of brevity.  

REPLY TO BRIEF FACTS: 

2-6. That the contents of the corresponding paragraph being the proceedings in the Original 

Application No. 465 of 2023 are a matter of record and hence need no reply from the 

answering Respondent No.4 herein. The contents of the preliminary submissions are 

reiterated and not repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 

 

7. The contents of the present paragraph are denied as being incorrect, misleading and based 

on a selective and erroneous reading of the order dated 16.08.2024, save and except to the 

extent that it is admitted that the matter was heard by this Hon’ble Tribunal and an order 

dated 16.08.2024 was passed in O.A. No. 465/2023. It is further denied that Respondent No. 

4 undertook to shift OWC Machine within one month simpliciter. The statement recorded 

on behalf of Respondent No. 4 was expressly conditional, namely that the process of shifting 

would be completed within one month from the date of receipt of the approval/order from 

Greater Noida Authority. That a bare perusal of paragraphs 5 to 9 of the order dated 

16.08.2024 clearly establishes that the compliance obligation of the Respondent No. 4 was 

expressly contingent upon the grant of approval by Greater Noida Authority for shifting of 

the OWC Machine from the basement to an alternate location. The Applicant has deliberately 

omitted this crucial qualifying condition, which forms the very foundation of the Tribunal’s 

order. It is submitted that the reference to compliance with the Solid Waste Management 
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Rules, 2016 does not create an independent executable obligation in the present facts, 

particularly when the existing location of the Waste Collection Centre and OWC Machine 

was itself approved by Respondent No. 5 as per the sanctioned building plans. Any shifting 

without prior approval would have resulted in a statutory violation. The contents of the 

preliminary submissions are reiterated and not repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 

 
8-10. The contents of the present paragraphs are vehemently denied as being false, misconceived, 

exaggerated. It is specifically denied that the directions contained in the order dated 

16.08.2024 were required to be implemented within one month from the date of the order. 

As repeatedly submitted hereinabove, the order itself clearly records that the obligation of 

Respondent No. 4 to shift the OWC Machine was expressly contingent upon and subject to 

the grant of approval by Respondent No. 5 (GNIDA). The period of one month was to 

commence only from the date of receipt of such approval, and not otherwise. In the absence 

of any approval or communication from Respondent No. 5 within the said period, the 

question of computation of limitation or alleged delay does not arise. It is further denied that 

Respondent No. 4 has failed or neglected to act in accordance with the order of this Hon’ble 

Tribunal. On the contrary, Respondent No. 4 has acted with utmost diligence and bona fide 

intent and has made repeated written representations to Respondent No. 5 seeking the 

requisite approval, which were met with complete silence for a prolonged period. The 

alleged non-implementation, if any, is solely attributable to the prolonged inaction and delay 

on the part of Respondent No. 5, over which Respondent No. 4 had no control whatsoever. 

It is further denied that Respondent No. 4 has failed to act in accordance with the order of 

this Hon’ble Tribunal. On the contrary, upon receiving no response from Respondent No. 5 

even after expiry of one month from the date of the order dated 16.08.2024, Respondent No. 

4, in furtherance of its bona fide efforts to comply, addressed detailed letters dated 

16.09.2024 and 05.10.2024 to Respondent No. 5, specifically seeking approval for relocation 

of the OWC Machine in terms of the Tribunal’s order. Despite repeated written 

representations, no response whatsoever was received from Respondent No. 5 for a 

prolonged period, rendering Respondent No. 4 incapable of proceeding further in the absence 

of the requisite statutory approval. It is submitted that only after filing of the present 

Execution Application and issuance of notice by this Hon’ble Tribunal, Respondent No. 5, 
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in an apparent attempt to justify its prolonged inaction, handed over a letter purportedly dated 

30.09.2025 to an employee of Respondent No. 4 on 15.12.2025, i.e. just one day prior to the 

next date of hearing. The circumstances surrounding the issuance and delivery of the said 

letter, including the manner in which acknowledgment was sought to be manipulated, clearly 

demonstrate that no effective or enabling communication was ever made earlier. An affidavit 

to this effect is already on record. It is further submitted that immediately upon receipt of the 

said letter, Respondent No. 4 acted with utmost promptitude and submitted an online 

application on 18.12.2025, proposing alternative locations for shifting of the OWC Machine. 

Thereafter, Respondent No. 4 continuously complied with every observation and 

communication issued by Respondent No. 5, including submission of revised maps, 

identification of non-setback locations, and proposal of technically suitable alternatives, 

culminating in submission of Option-4 at the stilt level of Block-O, which is fully compliant 

with applicable norms and regulations. It is respectfully submitted that Respondent No. 4 

cannot be proceeded against in execution for an alleged non-compliance which arose solely 

due to the prolonged inaction, delay and shifting stands of Respondent No. 5. There is no 

element of wilful disobedience, contumacious conduct or deliberate defiance attributable to 

Respondent No. 4. The contents of the preliminary submissions are reiterated and not 

repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 

 
11-13. That in response to the contents of the corresponding paragraphs it is reiterated that the order 

itself clearly records that the obligation of Respondent No. 4 to shift the Waste Collection 

Centre and OWC Machine was expressly contingent upon and subject to the grant of 

approval by Respondent No. 5 (GNIDA). The period of one month was to commence only 

from the date of receipt of such approval, and not otherwise. In the absence of any approval 

or communication from Respondent No. 5 within the said period, the question of 

computation of limitation or alleged delay does not arise. Upon receiving no response from 

Respondent No. 5 even after expiry of one month from the date of the order dated 

16.08.2024, Respondent No. 4, in furtherance of its bona fide efforts to comply, addressed 

detailed letters dated 16.09.2024 and 05.10.2024 to Respondent No. 5, specifically seeking 

approval for relocation of the OWC Machine in terms of the Tribunal’s order. Despite 

repeated written representations, no response whatsoever was received from Respondent No. 
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5 for a prolonged period, rendering Respondent No. 4 incapable of proceeding further in the 

absence of the requisite statutory approval. The prayer seeking initiation of penalty 

proceedings under Section 26 of the NGT Act, 2010 is wholly misconceived and 

unsustainable. It is settled law that penal action under Section 26 can be invoked only in 

cases of wilful, deliberate and contumacious disobedience of a clear and executable order. 

In the present case, neither is there any unconditional executable direction nor any wilful 

defiance attributable to Respondent No. 4. The invocation of penal provisions in the absence 

of mens rea and despite impossibility of performance is legally impermissible. The contents 

of the preliminary submissions are reiterated and not repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 

 
14. The contents of the present paragraph are misconceived, untenable and denied as being 

contrary to the pleadings in the Original Application as well as the scope of the order dated 

16.08.2024 passed by this Hon’ble Tribunal. At the outset, it is respectfully submitted that 

the Original Application was filed only seeking relocation of the OWC Machine, and no 

prayer whatsoever was made for shifting of the entire Waste Collection Centre. The relief 

now sought in the present Execution Application is, therefore, a clear attempt to expand and 

enlarge the scope of the Original Application as well as the order passed thereon, which is 

impermissible in law. It is further submitted that a careful perusal of the order dated 

16.08.2024 would show that this Hon’ble Tribunal’s observations and directions were 

confined to the shifting of the OWC Machine, subject to approval by the competent 

authority. There is no direction, finding or mandate in the said order requiring Respondent 

No. 4 to shift the entire waste collection and solid waste management operations from the 

basement of Tower-I. It is emphatically denied that the entire waste collection facility can 

be shifted as casually suggested by the Applicant. The waste collection centre is an integral 

part of the sanctioned solid waste management plan and involves multiple processes 

including collection, segregation, temporary storage and handling of waste, all of which 

require a substantial and specifically earmarked area as per statutory norms. No other such 

large or suitable area exists within the project premises which could accommodate the entire 

waste collection facility without violating building regulations, safety norms or 

environmental guidelines. It is submitted that the attempt of the Applicant to seek shifting 

of the entire waste collection centre, under the guise of execution, amounts to seeking 
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substantive and fresh reliefs which were never prayed for, adjudicated upon or granted in the 

Original Application. Execution proceedings cannot be used as a forum to seek new 

directions or to rewrite the scope of the original order. In view of the above, the prayer 

seeking directions for shifting of the entire waste collection along with the OWC Machine 

is beyond the scope of the Original Application, beyond the scope of the order dated 

16.08.2024 and beyond the jurisdiction of execution proceedings, and is therefore liable to 

be rejected outright. That post the approval from Respondent GNIDA, the Respondent No.4 

herein shall shift the OWC machine along with its ducts etc. to the location approved by 

Respondent No.5. The contents of the preliminary submissions are reiterated and not 

repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 

 
15-19. That in response to the contents of the corresponding paragraphs it is reiterated that the order 

itself clearly records that the obligation of Respondent No. 4 to shift the OWC Machine was 

expressly contingent upon and subject to the grant of approval by Respondent No. 5 

(GNIDA). The period of one month was to commence only from the date of receipt of such 

approval, and not otherwise. In the absence of any approval or communication from 

Respondent No. 5 within the said period, the question of computation of limitation or alleged 

delay does not arise. Upon receiving no response from Respondent No. 5 even after expiry 

of one month from the date of the order dated 16.08.2024, Respondent No. 4, in furtherance 

of its bona fide efforts to comply, addressed detailed letters dated 16.09.2024 and 05.10.2024 

to Respondent No. 5, specifically seeking approval for relocation of the OWC Machine in 

terms of the Tribunal’s order. Despite repeated written representations, no response 

whatsoever was received from Respondent No. 5 for a prolonged period, rendering 

Respondent No. 4 incapable of proceeding further in the absence of the requisite statutory 

approval. The contents of the preliminary submissions are reiterated and not repeated herein 

for the sake of brevity. 

 

 

20. That the contents of the corresponding paragraph need no reply from the answering 

Respondent No.4 herein. The contents of the preliminary submissions are reiterated and not 

repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 
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REPLY TO PRAYER CLAUSE: 

The prayer seeking a direction to Respondent No. 4 to shift the entire Waste Collection 

Centre along with the OWC Machine from the basement of Tower-I to an “already identified 

location” is categorically opposed and denied. It is submitted that the Original Application 

was filed only seeking relocation of the OWC Machine, and no prayer was ever made for 

shifting of the entire Waste Collection Centre. The present prayer is therefore beyond the 

scope of the Original Application as well as the order dated 16.08.2024 and is impermissible 

in execution proceedings. The order dated 16.08.2024 does not contain any direction for 

shifting of the entire waste collection facility. The Applicant is seeking, under the guise of 

execution, to obtain substantive and fresh reliefs which were neither prayed for nor 

adjudicated upon. The shifting of the entire waste collection center is practically and 

statutorily impermissible, as it involves processes such as segregation, storage and handling 

of solid waste, requiring a substantially large and earmarked area in accordance with 

statutory norms. No such alternative area is available within the project premises. That post 

the approval from Respondent GNIDA, the Respondent No.4 herein shall shift the OWC 

machine along with its ducts etc. to the location approved by Respondent No.5. 

The prayer seeking imposition of penalty or punishment under Section 26 of the NGT Act, 

2010 is wholly frivolous, vexatious and devoid of merit. It is submitted that Penal action 

under Section 26 can be invoked only in cases of wilful, deliberate and contumacious 

disobedience of a clear and executable order. In the present case, there exists neither any 

unconditional executable direction nor any wilful non-compliance on the part of Respondent 

No. 4. Respondent No. 4 has acted bona fide and has been prevented from implementing the 

conditional undertaking solely due to the prolonged inaction and shifting stands of 

Respondent No. 5. The contents of the preliminary submissions are reiterated and not 

repeated herein for the sake of brevity. 

 

PRAYER 

 

    In view of the facts and circumstances stated hereinabove, it is most respectfully prayed that 

this Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to: 
 

 

i. Take the present Reply on record; 

ii. Direct the Respondent GNIDA to grant approval so the OWC machine can be shifted at the 

earliest; 
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GREATER NOIDA INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Plot No. 01, Knowledge Park-04, Greater Noida, Gautam Budh Nagar, 

Uttar Pradesh 201308
RECEIVED BUILDING PLAN AND DOCUMENTS FOR REVISED BUILDING PLAN

 SANCTION PERMIT PREPARED BY

DATE: RECEIPT No:  SM-18-Dec-2025:26812

SCR NO: SCR-26613

ARCHITECT ID:  GN00396

ARCHITECT NAME :  GN00396

ARCHITECT ADDRESS:  GAUR BIZ PARK PLOT-01 ABHAYKHAND-II INDIRA 
PURAM-GHAZIBAD-201010

OF SHRI / SMT/ KUMARI :  M/S GAURSONS PROMOTERS PVT. LTD.

ADDRESS:  GAUR BIZ PARK, PLOT NO.-01 ABHAY KHAND-2, 
INDIRAPURAM, GHAZIABAD, 201014.

PLOT NO. :  GH-03 BRS03/1000023

BLOCK NO / NAME:  GH-14 OWC

SECTOR: SECTOR-16C

GREATER NOIDA

After acceptance of this receipt the Allottee can start the construction as per the submitted building 
Plan/Revised Building Plan. This is subject to any observation issued separately within 30 working days 
of this letter.

Note:
A) This is automatically computer generated receipt after preliminary checks installed in computer 
system, which is subject to manual checking. Any correction objection if not issued within 30 working 
days of issue of this receipt shall be taken as final sanction of Building Plan/Revised Building Plan.

Annexure - R-4/1
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b) In the deemed sanction, Authority shall not be liable for any damages and losses on account of 
incorrect/wrong information furnished by Architect and Owner and deviations or non-compliance of 
GNIDA Building regulations 2010 Direction, Zonal Plan (all as amended from time to time) and all 
other requirements stipulated by Authority from time to time for deemed sanction.
 
c) Applicant is liable to pay all charges which are required by GNIDA on account of submission of all 
above documents.
 
d) Incomplete application shall be rejected automatically without any information.
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GREATER NOIDA INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
Plot No. 1, Sector Knowledge Park-4, Greater Noida City 

Gautam Buddha Nagar 201310 

 

Reference No: Neo/O/2026/Misc./1917 
Date: 07/01/2026 

 

To, 

M/s Gaursons Promoters Pvt. Ltd. 
Gaur Biz Park, Plot No. 01 Abhay Khand-2, 

Indirapuram, Ghaziabad. 

 

Respected Sir, 

Please refer to your online application number SCR-26613, dated 18.12.2025, 

through which you submitted an application marking the OWC (Organic 

Waste Composters) in the map of Plot No. GH-03 / GC-14, Gaur City-2, 

Sector-16C, Greater Noida. 

In sequence to the above, you are hereby informed that upon examination of 

the maps submitted by you, it was found that the OWC has been marked at 

two locations. Both the referred locations are shown within the setbacks of 

the plot. According to the Greater Noida Building Bye-laws-2010 (as 

amended), OWC plants are not permissible within the setback area. 

Therefore, you are requested to mark the location of the OWC at a place other 

than the setback and provide the revised map to the Authority. 

      

     Sincerely, 
        (Sd/-) 

In-charge General Manager (Planning) 

 

Copy to: In-charge (Legal) for information and necessary action. 

In-charge General Manager (Planning) 
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GREATER NOIDA INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
Plot No. 1, Sector Knowledge Park-4, 

Greater Noida City, District Gautam Buddha Nagar 
 

Letter No: Planning/2026/1918 
Date: 08 January 2026 

 

To, 
M/s Gaursons Promoters Pvt. Ltd., 

Address: Gaur Biz Park, Plot No. 1, Abhay Khand-2, 
Indirapuram, Ghaziabad. 

 

Respected Sir, 

A Solid Waste Management plant was installed by you at Tower-I of Plot No. 

GH-03/GC-14, Sector-16C. The residents of the said location filed a writ petition in 

the Hon'ble NGT (National Green Tribunal). On 16.08.2024, the Hon'ble NGT passed 

an order directing the developer to relocate the Solid Waste Management system to 

another location. In this regard, letters were sent to the developer by the Authority 

on 21.08.2024 and 30.09.2025, directing that the Solid Waste Management system 

be relocated and the map be got approved accordingly. 

For map approval, you submitted the layout plan via online application SCR-

26613 dated 18.12.2025, marking the location of the Solid Waste Management 

system. Upon examination of the referred layout plan, it was found that both 

locations marked for Solid Waste Management are situated within the setback and 

are near the Authority's 60-meter wide road and a petrol pump. 

According to the provisions of the Authority’s Building Bye-laws-2010, the 

installation of a Solid Waste Management plant within the setback is not 

permissible. 

Since this matter pertains to the Hon'ble NGT, the Solid Waste Management 

system has been indicated on the layout plan. Dense plantation (trees) must 

be carried out around the said area. You are requested to kindly proceed with 

the construction of the Solid Waste Management plant at the site as per the 

above instructions. 

Please be informed accordingly. 

In-charge General Manager (Planning) 

Enclosure: As above. 

 
Copy to: 

In-charge (Legal), Greater Noida Authority, for information. 

 

 

In-charge General Manager (Planning)
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Outlook

ADVANCE SERVICE OF REPLY BY R-4 TO EA NO 73/2025.

From Prince <prince@artlo.in>
Date Tue 1/27/2026 7:01 PM
To advrajansingh@gmail.com <advrajansingh@gmail.com>; surbhi@adhritlegal.in <surbhi@adhritlegal.in>;

kaustubh@adhritlegal.in <kaustubh@adhritlegal.in>; pradeepmisra@yahoo.com
<pradeepmisra@yahoo.com>; authority@gnida.in <authority@gnida.in>; gdagzb@gmail.com
<gdagzb@gmail.com>; dmgha@nic.in <dmgha@nic.in>

Cc Aastha Tyagi <aastha@artlo.in>; Unnati <Unnati@artlo.in>

1 attachment (5 MB)
ASHISH SHARMA (REPLY TO EA).pdf;

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find attached herewith a copy of reply on behalf of Respondent no 4, to the Execution Application
No 73 of 2025 Titled as Ashish Sharma Vs State of UP & Ors.

Regards 

Prince Sharma
Prince@artlo.in
9582209633

PROOF OF SERVICE
31
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