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HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY AUTHORITY PANCHKULA

Website: www.haryanarera.gov.in

Complaint no.: | 1167 of 2019

| Date of filing: | 21.05.2019

Date of first hearing: | 28.00.2019

| 31.01.2023

Date of decision:

Monika Mittal
R/o it1264, Sector-21, Panchkula.

v JCOMPLAINAN

VLERSUS

M/s Samar Estaies Pvt. Ltd.
Registered office at #87, Sector-7, Panchkula.

RESPONDEN

CORAM: Dr. Geeta Rathee Singh Member
Nadim Akhtar Member
Present: - Mr. Vishal Madaan, 1d. counsel for the complainant

None for the respondent

ORDER (DR. GEETA RATHEE SINGH-MEMBER)

1

Present complaint dated 21.05.2019 has been filed
complainant under Section 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation & Deyeley

Act, 2016 (for short Act of 2016) read with Rule 28 of'the iHaryena Keal Lsuue

(Regulation & Development) Rules. 2017 for violation or contraven|
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provisions of the Act of 2016 or the Rules and Regulations made thereunder,
wherein it is inter-alia prescribed that the promoter shall be responsible to
fulfil all the obligations, responsibilities and functions towards the allottee as

per the terms agreed between them.

BRIEF HISTORY OF THE CASE:

2. Present case was disposed of vide order dated 28.06.2019 passed
by Sh. Anil Kumar Panwar, the then 1d. Adjudicating Officer, Haryana Real
Estate Regulatory Authority, Panchkula vide which relief of refund was
declined to the complainant and she was directed to pay all outstanding dues.
Respondent was directed to deliver possession of the flat to the complainant
by 30.09.2019 after completing the construction. It was further observed that
outstanding amount has not been paid by the complainant, therefore
respondent would be at liberty to cancel allotment and forfeit a part of already
paid amount. Complainant has filed appeal before Hon’ble Appellate Tribunal
and matter has been remanded back for rehearing the case on merits.

Therefore, case was listed for rehearing.

A. UNIT AND PROJECT RELATED DETAILS:

3. The particulars of the project, the details of sale consideration,
the amount paid by the complainant, date of proposed handing over
possession, delay period, if any, have been detailed in following table:

y
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S. No. | Particulars Details
L. Name of project Ess Vee Apartments, Sector-20,
Panchkula
2. Nature of the Project Affordable Group Housing
RERA registered/not | Registered (HRERA-PKL-54-2018)
registered
4. Booking of the flat 18.05.2011 by original allottee Alka
Jain
5. Builder buyer agreement | 10.01.2013
6. Unit No. E-901
7. Unit Area 1725 sq. ft.
8. Payment plan Construction link Plan
9, Total Sale Consideration | X71,50,000/-
10. Paid by the complainant %25,74,708/-
11. Deemed date of possession | Within 36 months from date of builder
buyer agreement i.e. 10.01.2016
12 Offer of possession NA

B. FACTS OF THE CASE AS STATED IN THE COMPLAINT FILED

BY THE COMPLAINANT

1.

Following are brief facts of the casc:

Originally, flat was booked by Smt. Alka Jain and she has already

paid total sum of %25,74,708/- to the respondent against the basic sale

price of ¥71,50,000/-. Flat bearing no. E-901 was allotted to her by the

respondent in his project “Ess Vee Apartments, Sector-20, Panchkula”.

Present complainant purchased flat from Smt. Alka Jain on 10.01.2013
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and the same got transferred in the name of complainant on same date.
Flat buyer agreement (FBA) between the parties was also executed on
the same date i.e. 10.01.2013, copy of which has been placed at
Annexure C-5. As per clause 32 of FBA, the respondent was obliged
to offer possession of the flat within 36 months from the date of
commencement of construction. Complainant’s grievance is that
neither construction has been completed nor possession has been
offered even after lapse of over 8 years from the date of booking.

ii.  Complainant further alleged that delay in offering of possession
of flat caused great harassment to her and since project has neither been
completed nor is likely to be completed because of mismanagement and
severe defaults on the part of the respondent, her money should be
refunded along with interest. She has also demanded compensation for
the mental torture and harassment suffered at the hands of the
respondent who has already caused delay of more than 8 years.

C. RELIEF SOUGHT:

5. The complainant in her complaint has sought following reliefs:

i To direct the respondent to refund of the entire paid
amount of 325,74,708/- along with interest @20% per
annum from the respective dates of deposit or interest as
prescribed Under section 18(1) of RERA Act,2016 read
with rule 15 and 16 of HRERA Rules, 2017;
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ii.  To direct the respondent to pay 25,00,000 on account of
deficiency and mental agony;
iii.  Todirect the réspondent to refund of litigation expenses of
X50,000/- incurred by the complainant;
iv.  Any other relief which is deemed fit by this Hon’ble
Authority.
D. REPLY:

6. Respondent does not dispute the payment of alleged money paid
to it by the complainant. Its plea is that the delay in completion of the project
is not intentional and it has been caused due to non-payment of the due
amounts by the complainant, which were demanded vide letters dated
14.05.2017, 31.05.2016, 12.06.2015, 12.01.2015, 24.10.2014, 09.07.2014,
21.04.2014, 02.03.2014, 05.12.2013, 10.01.2013, 01.02.2012. Respondent
further averred that inspite of the fact that no payment has been made after
07.01.2013 by the complainant, he had completed the final roof slab of Tower
E and construction up to plaster work of the booked apartment. Claiming that
he has paid all enhanced EDC and IDC which was due to the State
Government. Respondent has further asserted that he has full intention of
completing the project and handing over possession of completed apartment
to the allottee.

E. ARGUMENTS OF LEARNED COUNSEL FOR COMPLAINANT:

7. Learned counsel for the complainant submitted that respondent

is not in position to complete the project and hand over possession of booked
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flat to the complainant. Aggrieved from the default committed by respondent,
the complainant has filed present complaint seeking refund of entire paid
amount along with interest. Further, Authority has also disposed of bunch of
complaint cases with lead complaint case no.865 of 2019 titled as “Mamta
Gupta versus Samar Estates Pvt Itd.”, allowing relief of refund along with

interest provided under Rule 15 of HRERA, Rules 2017.

F. JURISDICTION OF THE AUTHORITY:

8. The authority observes that it has territorial as well as subject

matter jurisdiction to adjudicate the present complaint
F.1: Territorial jurisdiction

As per notification no. 1/92/2017-1TCP dated 14.12.2017
issued by Town and Country Planning Department, the jurisdiction
of Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Haryana, Panchkula shall be
the rest of Haryana except Gurugram for all purposes with office
situated in Panchkula. In the present case the project in question is
situated within the planning area Panchkula District. Therefore, this
authority has complete territorial jurisdiction to deal with the present

complaint.

F.2: Subject matter jurisdiction

,
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Section 11(4)(a) of the Act, 2016 provides that the promoter
shall be responsible to the allottees as per agreement for sale. Section

11(4)(a) is reproduced as hereunder:

(4) The promoter shall— (a) be responsible for all obligations,
responsibilities and functions under the provisions of this Act or the
rules and regulations made thereunder or to the allottees as per the
agreement for sale, or to the association of allottees, as the case may
be, till the conveyance of all the apartments, plots or buildings, as the
case may be, to the allottees, or the common areas to the association
of allottees or the competent authority, as the case may be:

34. Functions of Authority—The Junctions of the Authority
shall include—(f) to ensure compliance of the obligations cast upon
the promoters, the allottees and the real estate agents under this Act
and the rules and regulations made thereunder;

In view of the Provisions of the Act of 2016 quoted above, the
authority has complete jurisdiction to decide the complaint regarding
non-compliance of obligations by the promoter leaving aside
compensation which is to be decided by the Adjudicating Officer, if

pursued by the complainant at a later stage.

G. ISSUES FOR ADJUDICATION:

Whether complainant is entitled to refund of the deposited amount

along with interest in terms of Section 18 of Act 0f 20167

H. OBSERVATIONS OF THE AUTHORITY:

9. Considering above facts and pleadings made by learned counsel

for complainant, Authority observed that this is a distress project.
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Construction activities at the site have not taken place for morc than 5-5 ycurs.
Project is badly delayed. Initially project was registered vide Registration No.
HRERA-PKL-PKL-54 of 2018 dated 05.10.2018 but on account of the
repeated defaults made by the respondent company, registration granted U/S
5 of the RERA Act,2016 was revoked and certificate of registration was
withdrawn. On the basis of these [indings. Authority has alieady ullowed
refund 1n bunch of complaints with lead complaint No.865 of 2019 titled as
Mamta Gupta versus Samar Estates Pvt Lid. vide order dated 09.10.2019,
Detailed orders had already been passed in the said lead compliint No 865 of
2019 dated 09.10.2019, operative part of the same is reproduced below for

reference:

9. Authority has gone through the proceedings of the
matter over the course of last one year. It has gone through all
the facts and documents placed before it. It has alsa gone throygh
the documents submitted by the respondents while getting the
project registered before this Authority. Keeping in view the
facts and circumstances of the matter, it observes and orders as
follows: -

1) Project of the respondents was registered in this
Authority vide registration certificate dated 05.10.201%,
Entire project is comprised of 24 towers with 925
apartments, out of which 464 apartments have been
allotted/sold. Respondents had assured the Authority,
while getting the project registered. that Phase-1 of the
project will be completed by December, 2018 and Phase-
Il by March. 2019. The fact however is that for the last
more than one year not even a brick has been luid 1 the
project. No efforts whatsoever have been made by the
respondents for completing the project and handing over
the apartments to the complainants. No investment at ull
has been made in the project. Promoter docs not appear to

&
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be having any Plan of Action for doing so. Accordingly.
it is concluded that the respondent has severally defaulted
in fulfilling its obligations. Respondent has been making
only false assurances without arranging funds tor
investment. Respondents have thus violated even the
conditions of registration. Accordingly, a Show Causc
Notice deserves to be issued to the respondents  for
cancellation of the registration granted to the project

Law Associate shall send a copy of this order to the
Project Section with the direction of the Authority o 1ssic
a Show Cause Notice to the respondents for canc 2{lation
of the registration certificate.

iy  Respondent has severely mis-managed the project.
If assurances made by him at Sr. No. (1x) of Para-4 of the
order dated 30.04.2019 are taken into account, against the
projected cost of Rs. 340 crores, the respondent claims o
have already invested Rs. 208 crores ggainst which about
94 crores only could be collected from the allottees.
Respondents appear 1o have commengced construction of
much larger number of apartments than booked/sold
whereas they should have constructed the project in phases
in tandem with the sale of apartments. Respondent has also
clearly has mis-managed his finances. Apparently.
respondent also raised loans from banks and financial
institutions and non-repayments of which may have
resulted into a piling up of huge interest liability.

Real Estate (Regulation and Devclopment) Act
2016 provides for payment of interest (@ prescribes
case, apartments are not delivercd in time. Apparentiy.
with delay of 4 to 10 years, interest liability ©f the
respondents towards allattees will also be huge.

It is a well-known fact that property market is down
at present and sale of apartments projects like this is nol
likely to easy. lurthermore, the allottees who have lost
faith in the promoter and have been waiting for possession
of their apartments from the last more than 4-10 yeurs are
unlikely to pay more moncy 1o the promoter.

In these circumstances, promoter is unlikely be able
to arrange funds for completion of the apartiments of
complainants as well as rest of the projeet. As noted by the

,&
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Authority earlier also, this has become a stuck project
which the promoter is unlikely to be able to complete.

(iif) Inaccordance with the provisions of Scetion-§ ol'the
RERA Act. cfforts have been made to constiule
associations of the allottees so that they may take over the
project and complete it at their level at least to the extent
of the towers in which their apartments are located.
Allottees have repeatedly expressed their inability 10 juin
together and to constitute an association for this purpose.
Accordingly, option of handing over the project 1o the
association of the project is not available.

(1v) As per the conditions of the license, in case d
promoter defaults in completion of the projeet, the Town
and Country Planning = Department  of the  Staie
Government can take over the said project for completion.
A letter had been written to the Town and Country
Planning Department in this regard, to which they Liave
submitted their reply dated 11.09.2019. the operative part
of which is as under: -

“Since, the applicant company has 1ot
submitted the bank guarantee of Rs. 98.65 lacs on
account of IDW conveyed vide this office memo
dated 04.06.2019 (CP/2014), Henee the reauest ol
the applicant for approval of service plan ¢stimates
and renewal of license cannot be processed due o
non-deposition of bank guarantee and the same w il
be examined after deposition of Bank Guaraptes on
account of IDW, Therefore, the Department cannot
take any action to take over the Project at this siage.”

In simple words, the department is only concerned
with  recovery of Rs.98.65 lacs on account of mternal
development works and they would not bother themiselves
to the problems of the allotices. Forall practical purposcs,
the department has flatly denied the responsibility for
completion of the project.

(v) Itisbut natural that the promoter of the project would
have incurred multiples liabilities during the last 10 years
including liability of rcpayment of loans aleng wih
interest to the financial institutions: lability towurds the

10
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operational  creditors; and ligbilitics towards  State
Government agencies.  Most importantly, they have
liabilities towards the allottees comprised of principal
money received and interest liability incurred on account
of delay caused in completing the project.

[t is cvident that the promoter docs not have
any liquidity to discharge any of the obligations besides
funds needed for completion of the project.

For these reasons also, it is for unlikely that
the respondent-promoter would be able to complets the
project.

(vi) In the above circumstances, provisions of Section 18
of the RERA Act, provides for grant of relicf of refund of
the money paid by the allottecs along with interest (@
prescribed.  Authority accordingly —orders  thal the
respondents  shall refund the money paic by tl
complainants along with interest @ prescribed i Rule-13
of the HRERA Rules, 2017. All the complainants shall file
their claims before the respondents and the respondents
shall be liable to pay the amount as calculated n
accordance with this order.

1(*

(vii) This Authority realises the fagt. that smnee
respondents have not been able to arrange the moncy ior
completion even first phase of the project, now. they may
not be able to arrange money for giving refund to the
allottees. Accordingly, the Authority orders that allottees
may use the provisions of any law of the land for enforcing
their rights for getting the money refunded including
considering class action against the respondents by
invoking provisions of Insolvency and Bankruptey Code,
2016 (1BC, 2016).

So that the respondents do not alicnate their
propertics to the prejudice of the complainants and other
similarly placed allottees, the Authority considers it just
and fair to prohibit the respondents from alicnating any of
their properties including the properties of the project
without permission of this Authority.

This Authority can grant the permission 1o
sell the propertics of the project, if justified. with a
stipulation that proceeds of the sale shall be put into an

A
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cscrow account which shall be devoted first for refundimg
money to the complainants and rest for investment in the
project.

(viil) While disposing of a bunch of cases in lead case
No0.383/2018 titled Gurbaksh Singh versus ABW
Infrastructure Pvt Ltd., Authority had inter ulia ordered as
follows: -

“13. We arc of the considered view that the nght
granted to an allottee by the amendment ordinance
of 2018 is a value-able nght and that right can be
pressed betore the appropriate foruni/autharity for
satisfaction | of  their  claims  against  the
promoters/debtors.

However, we are of the further view that the

rights guaranteed by the RERA Act, 2016 for
protection of allotteey are very wide i nalure and
must be interpreted accordingly. As already stated
in the arguments listed in Para 10 ubove that the
allottecs of a project. after having paid the EDC and
substantial amount of money to the developer
should be treated as deemed owners of the
proportionate picce of the land and asscts of the
project, and their rights cannot be alicnated by wuy
of an agreement made between the promoter and the
lending financial institution. Rights of the allotiees
must be treated superior to the nights of the lending
financial institutions. Financigl institutions. (11 sa tar
as. the assets of the related real estate project ure
concerned, are free to satisfy the claims from the
remainders of the assets of the project after
satisfaction of the claim of the allotiees, and in
addition they are free to set their claim satistied
from other assets of the promoters. They can press
their claim even against the surcties and guarantees
offered by the promoters.
14.  Aforesaid conclusion that the rights of the
allottees should be treated superior to those of other
financial creditors are also supported by the
principles of nawural justice and the  express
provisions of RERA Act. 2016. In support ol these
arguments it 1s observed as follows: -

’&
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(1) Financial institutions are  cxpert
agencies which carry out due diligence ubout
the promoter as well as his project before
taking decision to lend money. They have
expert manpower and machinery to adjudpe
the wviability of the project and
creditworthiness of the promoters. They have
capability to understand risk factors involved
Accordingly, at the stage of lending, either
they are fully aware of the facts that full or a
portion of the project has been allotted 16 the
allottees, thus creating third party rights or
they are fully aware that the allotments will
be made by the promoters in future, thereby
creating third party interests in the assets
hypothecated or kept with them as security. It
15 to be presumed that lenders have factored-
in these facts at the time of lending
Lending institutions arc also supposed
to monitor progress of the project in order to
cnsure that money lent by them is salt and is
invested properly in the projeet. If the money
lent by them is diverted or siphoued away,
they must also share burden for the same for
the purpose of protecting the rights of
ordinary eitizens. [ the lenders fail to moniior
the Project closely and if their loan is not
repaid in time, they themsclves also niust
share the blame. Allottee, however, mast not
suffer on behalf of the promoter or the
financial institution.
(i1) On the other hand, an allotice typically
is a middle-class person who harbours the
dream of owning a house for his family.
Savings of two or three gencrations usually
have to be mobilized to own a house. He
invests money on the basis of assurances held
out to him by the promoters and the State
Government agencies. He cannot access or
understand the account of the project nor does
he have any power to monitor progress ol the
project on day-to-day basis.

13%
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Principles of natural justice, theretore,
dictate that the rights of the allottees should be
treated superior and higher to those of the
financial institutions.

(ifi) It is relevant to quote here the provisions
O it o v .. Section 79 and Sectien 89 of

the Real Estate (Regulation & Development)
."\CL_ 2016,

ookt
o e
Section 79: Bar of Jurisdiciion- No civil
court shall have jurisdiction 1o entertain any
L suil rzgu;émwedmg in respect of any matter
b;f’lfi’;i :(hee /frrahgmn' ar the adivdicaiing
officer wIhé S dppellate  Tribunal s

) Pn'?;'mwemd by or tinder this Act to determine
a‘sxﬁ"_ﬂ@ injunction shall-be granted by any
W ol "r;?her auu‘mrm' in h“;;)cc! of any

vection 89: Act to have over-riding effect-

Tke prm)x sions of this A{f shall hm ¢ /m;

__ lt is_observed that Section 89 cxplicitly
* mandates ‘that provisions of RERA Act shall
have-—effect notwithstanding anything
inconsistent thef@with contained in any other
taws for' the timve being in force. Funher,
Section 18 gharantees that in the cvent ol a
project not being completed he shall have a
right to seck refund of his money along with
inferest without prejudice to any other
remedy available. Sumilarly Sub Section 3
and Sub Section 4 of Section 19 assure the
allottee that he will be given refund of the
money deposited by him in the cvenl of
default in completion of the project by the
promoters.

14 M
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This Authority is, therefore, of the
considered opinion that since these rights of
the allottees have been held superior 1o any
other law for the time being in loree, the
rights of the aliotiee, therciore, shall be
treated superior to that of the rights of other
creditors including the financial institutions.

(1) Allottees of the projeet in gquestic

shall be treated as deemed owners of tiu,
project. The promoters of the project and the
lcm'lin_g f'nanuul instilulmm cannot al im e

L 7own "’1;;\%0! wuhuul 1hczr consent. []1 refore,

the Lﬂdm‘vcﬂﬁ@ allottees against the assets of
the project tﬁh’:ﬂ peftreated superior to any

‘olhu right of anyrether person o entity

ing_the financia) m\mul!ms and/or

( laimn; u[' IhL allc' Llw are mn

stion. they shall bc zreaicd ereditors of

_ﬂ'fe pl‘Q!ﬂD!CI“: at par w1th mllu -..mhlmn. lm

(ws' Complainamts and  other simi larly
placed alloftces may present these orders
before any authority dealing with Liquidation
of assets of the Project, or the respondents
and seek satisfaction of their claims on
priority. It is, however made clear that the
claims of the allottees shall be reswicted (o
the refund of the money paid by ther 1o the
respondents along with interest as provided
for in rule 15 of the HRERA Rules, 2017,

B
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Authority considers it just and fair to grant the
similar rights to the complainants of this projeet as well

10. Facts and circumstances of the captioned complaint are exactly
similar to the matters already disposed of vide order dated 09.10.2019
Authority in the previous hearing has already gave its tentative view 1o allow

refund in favour of complainant along with interest provided under Rule 15 of

HRERA Rules 2017 in terms pL’gbové;_gaid..urdcr'.

1. Autherity finds it to be fit case for dllowing refund in favour of

complainant, As per Section-18, Act, interest shall belawarded at such rate

as may be prescribed. Rule 14 RA _-igir'itrs. 2017 provides for preseribed

rate of interest which is as under

“Rule 15: Interest pavable by promoter and Allatiee. [Section
19] - An allotee. sh L bécompensated by (e promoter for loss
or damage sustained die 1o incorrect or false.statenient in the
notice, advertisenient, pro pectys or brochure in the (erms of
section [2. In case, allottee wishes 1o withdrawfrom the projec
due io discontinwarnce af promoter's business as developers on
account of suspension or revecation of e regisiration or any
Qtherreasonts) in teris of clause () sub-section (1) of Section
18 or the promoter. Jails 1o give possession af the apariment/ plol
in accordance with terms a;-féf'vémdz‘f ions of agreement for sale in
terms of sub-section (4) of section 19. The promoter shall return
the entire amownt with 'r'nfm'c'-.\‘.r' as well as the COIMP NS0T

payable. The rate of interest pavable by the promorer 1o the
allottee or by the allottee 1o the pramoter, as the case may be.

shall be the State Bank of India highest marginal cost of lon ling
rate plus two percent. In case, the allotiee Jails 1o pay 10 the

promoter as per agreed terms and conditions, then in SUCA case,

the allottee shall also be liable fo pay in termis of sub-section (7

of section 19:

16
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Provided that in case the State Bank of India nicieinal cost
of lending rate (MCLR) is not in use, it shall be replaced by sich
benchmark lending rates which the State Bank of Indio mey' fix
Jrom time to time for lending to the general public.”

12, The legislature in its wisdom in the subordinate legislation under
the provisions of Rule 15 of the Rules, has determined the preseribed rate of
nterest. The rate of interest so determined by the legislature, is reasenable and
if the said rulc is followed to award the interest. it will ensure uniform practice

in all the cases.

13. Cnn_séq,afemly,ﬁs'p-gr' websi{bfﬂ-i;s@hﬁ- state Bank of India ie.

hitps://sbi.co.in; the marginal costof gpding rate (in shert-MCLR) as on date

r

e 31 .01_.2‘@2,3 15 8.60%. 5"‘_-;;;1';:1‘ibl:d rate of interest will be

V[CLR =+ 2%1 IL‘ 1[].60“0.
14. - The term ‘interest as dpf:inéd under Section 2(73) of the Act

which is‘as.under:

s the rares of interest pavable by the
tee. as the case may be,

(za) “interest™ g
promoter or the aflo

Lxplanation. -For the purpose of this clause-

(i) the rate<af-interest) chargeahle from the allotree by ihe
promoter, in casé of default, shall be equal (o the rate of interes!
which the promoter shall be liable 1o pay the allottee, in case af
defaulr, '

(it) the interest payable by the promoter to the allotee shail he
Jrom the date the promoter received the amount or any part
thereof till the date the amount or part thereof and interest
thereon is refunded, and the interest payable by the allonee 1o
the promoter shall be from the date the alloiee defandts in
payment to the promoter till the date it is paid:
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LS. Accordingly, respondent will be liable to pay the complainant
interest from the date amounts were paid by him till the actua! realization of
the amount. Hence, Authority directs respondent to refund to the complainant
the paid amount of 325,74.708/- along with interest at the rate preseribed in

2017

Rule 15 of Haryana Real Fstate (Regulation and Development) Rules.
l.cat the rate of SBI highest marginal cost of lending rate (MCLR)+ 2 % which
as on date works out to 10, 60'” (8.6 l"" 2.’[)0‘-?-{;) from the date amounts were

paid till the actual rcahzatmrt s)f' Lhu ;memt Au{!}m tv has got calculated the

total amount dlong, 3 with | mt{,rem at lhc rate of ] ). 60‘* (] t11I the date of this order

and said ameount works ou_J:‘_‘ -286.26,832/2 15 per detail given in the table

below:
ki | RIBG [ me__4
S_.ho. Principal l)aie 9[' Interest Acerued —1() AL
| | Amount L3202y
L1} ™. 15,000/ ‘3_\_‘_.&._{_}9;/___ = 216.03.093/-
2 210,72,500/- O (3,23 418/ 323.95.918
r AN - BT Y ERB 06137 S R607800
Total | 325,74,708/- TS = 1155.‘124/ o | $56.26.832/.
16. Reg mdmg Telief, c;L comp(,nsaimn swg,hl by the complainant

under the heads: grievances dncl fmslratmn an-(-i l'i’tigalion expenses, it s made
clear that nothing stated in this order shall debar the complainant from filing

4 complaint before the Adjudicating Officer to claim such compensations as

ghe may be entitled under the law.
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L. DIRECTIONS OF THE AUTHORITY:

LA Taking into account above facts and circumstances. the Authiority
hereby passes this order and issues following directions under Section 37 of
the Act to ensure compliance of obligation cast upon the promoter as per the
function entrusted to the Authority under Section 34(f) of the Act of' 201 6:

() Respondent is directed to refund the entire amount of

156,26,832/- tothe complainant,

(i)~ A pel‘md@f gbj':'cieiy{-s h é:i'i?cn-lg) the respondent to comply

with the‘directions givcn in this order ag provided. in Rule 16 of

121 ;r-r_\ima Real .L‘.‘a,i

al:__iikcgulatmn & Dcvcfur‘mt‘n' Rules, 2017

failing which Icg,al -' n.s{:quemcs would follow,
18. ‘The complaint is, ﬁCCGL‘de{y, disposed of. File be oy nsigned to

the record yoom and order be _up.__-_e_ad.cd- il the website of the Authonty.

Merdssaemasnne

NM)IV[AKH!AR IELS DR FF!< ,\ RA ﬂ! SINGH
(MEMBER) i (MEMEBER)




