B HARERA

CR/2233/2019 and CR/3866/2021
&2 GURUGRAM

BEFORE THE HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY

AUTHORITY, GURUGRAM
Date of pronouncement:-  18.08.2023
NAME OF THE BUILDER M/s Neo Developers Pvt. Ltd.
PROJECT NAME “Neo Square”, Sector 109, Gurugram
S. Case No. Case title Appearance
No.

1 CR/2233/2019 Neo Develﬂpers Prwate Limited Vs.

Sh. Pankaj Chandola
Advocate

Ms. Ankur Berry
Advocate

2 CR/3866/2021 | Vikas, Chauqlhan% Vs I:Jeo pggelopers

Ms. Ankur Berry

LY *"QP’I“IW ’E*e lelged Advocate
AV, e aig ; Sh. Pankaj Chandola
> S Advocate | ]
g o .‘*’»%; - | ..?,%saw E
CORAM: |

| Shri Sanjeev Kumar Arora

i

Memberw

~_ORDER.

1. This order shall dlspose of both the co;nplamts titled as above filed

before this authorlty under sectlon 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation

and Development) Act, 2016 [herelnafter referred as “the Act”) read

with rule 28 of the Haryana Real Estate (Regulation and

Development) Rules, 2017 (hereinafter referred as “the rules”) for

violation of section 11(4)(a) of the Act wherein it is inter alia

prescribed that the promoter shall be responsible for all its

obligations, responsibilities and functions to the allottees as per the

agreement for sale executed inter se between parties.
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CR/2233/2019 and CR/3866/2021

The core issues emanating from them are similar in nature and the
allottee in the above referred matters is allottee of the project,
namely, “Neo Square”, Sector 109, being developed by the same
promoter i.e., Neo Developers Pvt. Ltd. The terms and conditions of
the buyer’s agreements fulcrum of the issue involved in both the
cases pertains to failure on the part of the promoter to deliver timely
possession of the units in questmn seeking award of refund the
wI;\?S‘g,m:e both the cases related to the
allotted unit, one filed by tha h;;l i

entire amount along with 1nt§- t

gf and the other one filed by the

allottee, so for dec1d1ng both the \cases. the facts of the first case are

i

being taken.

: # - Qm I 5 et Jff :
The details of the complamts, reply to st;atus unit no., date of
agreement, possessmn clause, due date of - possessmn total sale

consideration, tot;alﬁfpald amount, and I‘EILEf sought are given in the

table below:

No.

Particulars _ AT o [ Details

Name and ﬁmtlﬂnﬂg “Neo Square , Sector 109,
project o N _"_'_‘Gurugram

Nature of the.;i;‘oj.’ect | Commercial

Project area 2.71 acres

DTCP license no. 102 of 2008 dated 15.05.2008
valid upto 14.05.2024

Name of licensee Shrimaya Buildcon Pvt. Ltci, and
5 others

ni
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6 RERA Registered/ not | Regd. No. 109 of 2017 dated

registered 24.08.2017 valid wup to
23.08.2021
7 Allotment Letter 24.05.2012
8 Shop no 83, Ground Floor, Tower A
9 Shop area admeasuring 566 sq. ft.

10 Date of builder buyer|10.12.2012
agreement ol

11 Possession clause rg‘ﬁﬂ "_‘*2 That the company shall
‘/’rﬁﬁﬁ %omplete the construction of the
FA RN sa:d “building/complex, within

V& Wa A f't'Whl H. Qe said space is located
‘wthm 36 months from the

IS/ " ldate of~ execution of this

170 | “ . | Agreement or from the rt

% \1 I I con;tructron, whichev
>N i B

i § | {ater qnd apply for granr of
\ &’% £ | _chupatlon/Completlon ‘
2Nl - Certif icate.

) 5 4 That the allottee hereby' Iso
- /% | |grantan/additional period of 6

4% 1% months \after the completion
& ~\date sas; grace period toT the
company after the expiry of the

aforesaid period. |
12 Date of start of construction is | 15.12.2015 |
take from the affidavit which
is submitted by the promoter
13 Due date of possession 15.06.2019 {

(Grace period is allowed )
|
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a» GURUGRAM CR/2233/2019 and CR/3866/2021
14 Basic Sale Price Rs. 49,80,800/- (BSP)
15 Amount paid by the|Rs. 19,29,026/-
respondent/allottee (As stataid by the
respondent/allottee)
16 Occupation certificate Not obtained
17 | Offer of possession .| Not offered
18 | Payment Requests A ';%;'()%3]03.2016
» '_ E’ﬁage 22 of reply)
/9% 123102017
%Mf Page mof reply)
19 | Reminder Letters : Letter9;03 .05.2016
| ' (Page 23 of reply)
\T\, 25052016
? %Pagg 24- of reply)
20 | Final Notice P 13%072%016 '
~. *'”;(P-agé 25 of reply)

A. Facts of the complaint

= e . . i
£ B4 B
R 3 2

\vha_.

v
e

i

P

i :
i, Sl mald

—

3. The complainantmﬁ“omoztéif made_the" following submissions in the

complaint:

. That on 16.05.2008, the Director, Town and Country Planning,

Haryana issued a License bearing No. 102 of 2088, in favour of
M/s. Shri Maya Buildcon Pvt. Ltd., Smt. Sunita W/o Sprmder
Singh, Rohit S/o Surinder Singh, Varsha D/o Surinder Singh, Smt.
Kavita W/o Deepak Verma, Vijay Singh S/o Sh. Bhagwaﬁa, Gaje
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Singh, S/o Sh. Roop Ram, Dharambir Uraf Mangat, Karambir,
Behram Prakash, Rajpal S/o Jagmal C/o M/s. Shri Maya Buildcon
Pvt. Ltd. for setting up a Commercial Colony at village, Pawala,
Khusrupur, Gurgaon. That the Complainant entered into a
collaboration agreement with M/s Shrimaya Buildcon Pvt Ltd for
the purpose of selling, marketing and development of the project,
Neo Square located at Sectorw109 Gurugram, Haryana.

II. That the Respondent w1th }11% v%n free will and consent made an

?{.

application for bookmé”i,“_‘- s%n office/retail space in the

Complainant's Projegt, suﬁb)é(‘;t to other terms and conditions
Including the paYment schedi’lle thereof for BSP Rs.49,80,800/-
and made a pagment of Rs 4- OHOO / as bqokmg amount via two
Cheques v1de cheque numbers%arfl?ely 004623 dated 15.02.2012
and 120205 dated 103.12. 20i2 whereas Respondents were
supposed to pa)&»«Rs&;l 98 080/-<at the tlme of booking as per the
payment Schedﬁ]e The Cﬁmplamant issued acknowledgement
receipts dated 03.03. 2012 against the payment of Rs. 3,00,000/-
and Rs. 1 00 000/’- éaccor&dmgly The Respondents were
prowsmnally allotted Umt No 82 admeasurmg 584sg. ft. That the
Complainant -r—ecewed payment of Rs. 4,00,000/- vide cheque
number 004646 dated 10.05.2012 towards the total
consideration of the unit. Accordingly, an acknowledgement
receipt was issued to the Respondent on 15.05.2012. That the
Complainant issued an allotment letter dated 21.05.2012 in
favour of the Respondent provisionally allotting Unit No.82 in Neo

square. It is pertinent to mention here that the allotment was
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provisional and was subject to change in future. That as per the
payment plan, the Respondent was supposed to make a payment
of 20% of the BSP amounting to Rs.2,59,600/- inclusive of the
service tax payable by 15. 05. 2012 as per the payment schedule.
However, since the payment was not made, the Complainant
raised a demand letter dated 24.05.2012 extending the time of
making the payment to Ol.llﬁ 2012 However, the Respondent

-----

failed to make the said* pagp@

F

e@i‘le, the Complainant was to make
the payment of 30% of tBe Bsgby 22 106.2012. However, since the
previous payment v\fas aIso_no? matfe hy the Respondent, the

e

Complainant senﬁd a demand’ Ietter dated 22.06.2012 for the

IIl. That as per the Paymenﬁ_?"

previous pajgfment along w1th the curre!ht payment of 30% of BSP
amounting to £s 7 89 400 /- 1nclud1ng Serwce Tax. That after

raising two déma?nds, the Comglalnantwecelved a payment of Rs.
2.59.600/- videw, géhequewﬁf 120224 dated 25.06.2012.

Accordmgly, a recelpt of payment was issued to the Complainant.
That a Buyet; Agre_ement @erem zjfter re%erred as "Agreement”)
was executegl betw”/‘veen the f{iomplémant and the Respondent for
Unit No.83 on 10.12. 2012,

IV. It is pertinent to note that the Respondent has failed to adhere to
the payment plan as agreed. That the Complainant received a
payment of Rs. 4,80, 812/-. Accordingly, an acknowledgement
receipt dated 01.11.2012 was issued in favour of the Respondent.
That a payment request was raised by the Complainant on
01.12.2015 of Rs. 3,91,421/-. A cheque dated 22.12.2015 with
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cheque n0.000072 of Rs. 3,87,614/- was received by the
Complainant on 23.12.2015. An acknowledgement receipt dated
24.12.2015 was issued to the Respondent by the Complainant.

V. That a payment request was raised by the Complainant on
01.12.2015 on the start of 3rd Basement Roof of Rs. 3,91,421/-. A
cheque dated 22.12.2015 with cheque no.000072 of Rs.

3,87,614/- was received hy the Complainant on 23.12.2015. An
acknowledgement receiot%“ﬁa‘ged 124.12.2015 was issued to the
Respondent by the Cof%jﬂﬁlﬁént That on 03.03.2016, the
Complainant ralsef a paymé‘ht request on the start of Ground

..... y%},

3,952, 05/ \payable by 18. 03.2016.

.w

v, R et §

However, the ﬁespondent failed to make the payment within the

Floor of an arpount of Rs '

stipulated u@e and hence, a remmder letter dated 03.05. 2016
was issued tio. Ee Respondent However, since the payment was
not received eve‘n after the Remipder Letter the Complainant
issued a second remmderle’ffer dated 25.05.2016. That even after
the issuance of the Derrfand Ietter followed by the Reminder
letters, no paﬁnent_ vsfas recewedf by ‘the Respondent. The
Respondent, left with no cholce, was forced to serve a final notice
dated 13.07.2016 whereby in.case-of failure to remit the amount,
the Complainant would be constrained to cancel the allotment.
That the Complainant as per the Payment plan raised demands on
the following stages:

e On the start of 2nd Floor of Rs. 4,18,387/-

e On the start of 4th Floor of Rs. 9,86,606/-

« On the start of Floor below Top Floor of Rs. 9,86,606/-
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e On the start of Brick Work of Rs. 4,18,387 /-
e On the start of Top Floor of Rs. 4,18,387 /-.

VI. However, no payment was received by the Complainant and the
Respondent failed miserably to comply with the Payment
Schedule agreed. That since no payment was received by the
Complainant even after repeated reminders, the Complainant
sent a payment request: dated 23.10.2017 requesting the

Respondent to clear* all;,,p'f'

"::'ndmg dues amounting to Rs.

37,52,325/-. However, mﬂh

i
completely 1gnored the \tarlm%s deménd requests and reminders

nent to note that the Respondent

and chose not tD respond 1;0 lt '_l‘hat the Complalnant has never
adhered to the pay;'ment schedule However the Complainant was
aghast and §hocked to know that the Respondent without making
any substan%al payrnent after Eoohﬁg the unit along with Mr.
Yogesh Rangwam and Ms. Hemlata Rangwanl lodged an FIR
bearing number’ 830/20?7 under Sectlon 420 and 34 of the
Indian penal Code, 186b Wlﬂ‘l the Karol Bagh Police Station on

i D | »

24.11.2017 by False makang [«_éte ents agamst the Complainant
just to make more delayg in the payments and to harass the
has booked the unit with malicious intention and has time and
again failed to make the payment and to respond fo the
Complainant.

4. The complainant/promoter has sought following relief(s):
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Direct the respondent to pay instalments due along with interest
as per the builder buyer agreement from the date when the
amount became due for the payment.

Alternately, to pass an order entitling/ enabling the complainant
to cancel the allotment and forfeit the amount paid by the

respondent.

B. Reply by the respondent v

5. The respondent has contested t h -. o

i.

ii.

iil.

_]“'amt on the following grounds.

S
That on 15.2. 2012 Ihe J'?sPoﬂ’dent has booked a shop in the

ot BEAEL Vi, ™

complainant’s prqlgct‘ N‘eo Fq lare,
the respondgn; xhat th@WMaﬁphymcﬂ possessmn of the shop

T»ﬁ,e%eqmplamant had promised

would be @el%q“red w1thun th;ee ye%rsa That vide provisional
allotment leéter gated 29 5.20 12 the, unit no. 82 measuring 684
sq. feet at the ground floor m quer A was allotted to the

respondent. .ﬁa . |

That on 10.12. 2012 BuyerwsJAgreement was got signed between
the parties wheremjl?mit no.. %83 measaring 566 sq. feet at the
ground floor i m Tower-A was allotted to the respondent and as 5.2
the complalhant was to Qeﬁlver tl"xe shop within 36 months i.e.
15.2.2015. That as per clause 5.3 an additional period of six
months as grace period after the completion date is provided to

give the possession i.e. total 42 months i.e. 15.8.15.

That as per clause 5.6 of the Buyer's Agreement, if the
complainant fails to hand over the possession of the shop, then

the respondent would be entitled to receive compensation at the
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rate of Rs. 10/- per sq. Feet per month. That vide legal notice
dated 10.1.2016, the respondent while pointing out that the
complainant was to hand over the possession of the shap by
10.12.2015, had paid a sum of Rs. 20,28,026/- has suffered huge
financial loss/mental agony called upon the complainant to
deliver the possession of the shop as early as possible.

iv. That despite sending the legal notice, in February 2016, the

respondent visited the gpgp}ect site and found that the

construction work of mggglggp was on its initial stage. The

respondent went 10 the o&' %é‘“of the “complainant and confronted

»WN}

‘.f

them that smce the work ‘of the constructlon of project is at its
initial stage ;lkerefore th:;y wr;ulﬂ not“bg able to deliver the shop
within prescrlbed perlod and the very purpose of buying the shop
would be frustrated The complamant ‘regularly requested the
complainant to deliver the shop but the complainant on one
pretext or the otﬁerﬁept on aelaymg tHe matter.

V. That the complamant keﬁt”tﬁh ralsmg the demand for the payment
but at no lrgstagce mforlned ‘the respondent that when it will
deliver the possessmn. Upon recelvmg the demand letters, the
respondent confronted the complamant-that the possession of the
shop has not been delivered on time and now the respondent is
not interested in the plot and requested the complainant to return
his payment but the complainant paid deaf ears to it. That after
visiting the office of complainant several times but the

respondent returned empty hand and on 24.11.2017, the

respondent was constrained to get register a FIR bearing no. 330
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under section 420/34 in Police Station Karol Bagh against M/s
Neo Developers Pvt. Ltd., Krishan Lal Anand Chairman, M/s Neo
Developers Pvt. Ltd, Ashish Anana Director, M/s Neo Developers
Pvt. Ltd. The case is still pending adjudication. That the
complainant is not entitle for any relief rather the respondent has
counter claim to direct the complainant to refund the amount Rs.
19,29,026/- with interest from the date of payment till date, paid
by the respondent to th .; "{iplainant because the complainant

failed to deliver the pé%%é&g;bﬁ of the shop within prescribed

L |

time. P | { 1% .
Y, «ﬁ * By &ﬂg ?_ %W%@ /2 \
6. Copies of all the relevant documents have been filed and placed on the

record. Their authenticity is not in dispute. Hence, the complaint can
be decided on the basis of these undisputed documents and

submission made by the parties.

C. Jurisdiction of the ag,;tho'ptg i

>
B 4
“ L | -

" = '-.';__kw;- ‘ ? - | |
7. The authority observes thatithas territorial as well as subiieds Bherser

jurisdiction to adﬁd@gatethe@reséntc&m“plamt for the reasons given

%
i

below. o )
C.I Territorial ilfxrisx?ﬁiction-: U\

8. As per notification no. 1/92/201 7-1TCP dated 14.12.2017 issued by
Town and Country Planning Department, the jurisdiction of Real
Estate Regulatory Authority, Gurugram shall be entire Gurugram
District for all purpose with offices situated in Gurugram. In the

present case, the project in question is situated within the planning
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area of Gurugram District. Therefore, this authority has complete
territorial jurisdiction to deal with the present complaint.
C.II Subject matter jurisdiction

9. Section 11(4)(a) of the Act, 2016 provides that the promoter shall be
responsible to the allottee as per agreement for sale. Section 11(4)(a)
is reproduced as hereunder:

Section 11

(4) The promoter shall-

(a) be responsible for d!l thgatfons, responsibilities and
functions under. tl;le prgws ns{@ ; r?us,Acg or the rules and
regulations made“’thé?eunder or »@‘u?!ottees as per the
agreement f Ig or to the as.éoelatron‘qf*aﬂottees as the case
may be, til the conveyance of all the apartments plots or
buildings, as the case Jbe, to. the a!!ottees, or the common
areas to the asgacratton oj{zﬂo'ttees or the campetent authority, as

the case may, be% % p

1:,

Section 34- hmctwns of tﬁe A‘uthont.Vg s '/

\M«;»

34(f) of the Acﬁprowdés to. ensu&%compbance of the obligations
cast upon the promoters, the.allottees and the real estate agents
under this Act and the rules and regulations made thereunder.

10. So, in view of the provisions of the Act quoted above, the authority has
complete ]urisdlévtijn to decide the gomplamt regarding non-
compliance of obligations by the promoter leaving aside
compensation which is to be décided by the adjudicating officer if
pursued by the complainant at a later stage.

11. Further, the authority has no hitch in proceeding with the complaint
and to grant a relief of refund in the present matter in view of the
judgement passed by the Hon’ble Apex Court in Newtech Prometers

and Developers Private Limited Vs State of U.P. and Ors. (Supra)
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and reiterated in case of M/s Sana Realtors Private Limited & other
Vs Union of India & others SLP (Civil) No. 13005 of 2020 decided

on 12.05.2022wherein it has been laid down as under:

“86. From the scheme of the Act of which a detailed reference has
been made and taking note of power of adjudication delineated
with the regulatory authority and adjudicating officer, what
finally culls out is that although the Act indicates the distinct
expressions like ‘refund’, ‘interest’, ‘penalty’ and ‘compensation’, a
conjoint reading of Sections 18 and 19 clearly manifests that when
it comes to refund of the imount; qnd interest on the refund
amount or directing payn; ) erest for delayed delivery of
erest ‘thereon, it is the regulatory
authority WhICh has the poﬂer to ‘examine and determine the
outcome of a comp!amt. it the"“same time, when it comes to a
question of seekrng, the*miﬁef ‘?@”3&!!19& compensation and
interest theregn,inder Sections 12,.14, 18 0@59 the adjudicating
officer exc:'usfve'ff has the. ;%Efu“_}* .deten%méf keeping in view the
collective readlng of Section 71 read with .§'ectron 72 of the Act. if
the adjudication| under Sections 12, 14, 18 and 19 other than
compensation-as enwsgged if extended to.the adjudicating officer
as prayed th !;%yniour wview, may intend toexpand the ambit and
scope of the,powers and funcnons of ;haga@ud:catmg officer
under Section 71 qndethat would be ag’am,s‘t the mandate of the
Act 2016. ” -kt ﬁ? T E— r@-’-w S ,s‘ ' 4

.-0-“'

12. Hence, in view of the authontatwe pronouncement of the Hon'ble

Supreme Court ln th‘ cases g&gntﬁ*)neq ai;ove the authority has the
PeaSAN M)
jurisdiction to entertqm a complalng see,kmg refund of the amount

and interest on the reﬁmd amoimt

D. Findings on the relief sought by the complainant/promoter

D. I. Direct the respondent to pay instalments due along with interest
as per the builder buyer agreement from the date when the

amount became due for the payment.
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13.

D.IIL Alternately, to pass an order entitling/ enabling the complainant
to cancel the allotment and forfeit the amount paid by the
respondent.

The project detailed above was launched by the

complainant/promoter as commercial complex and the

respondent/allottee was allotted the subject shop in tower A on

24.05.2012 against basic sale consideration of Rs. 49,80 ,800/-. It led to

2T B R Y

execution of builder buye_; a ljeement between the parties on

10.12.2012, detailing the terms and condmons of allotment, total sale

s

consideration of the all\otted umt 1ts dimensions, due date of
&5 -9#‘
possession, etc. A perlod of 36? mon 1S ffmn ‘the date of execution of

T %

this agreement or ﬁ'om the start of constructlon whichever is later

was allowed to the respondent/allottee for completlon of the project

1w

and that period has admlttedly explred on 15 06 2019. It has come on
record that agamst the basm sale c0n51derat10n of Rs. 49,80,800/-, the

bl

respondent/allottee has pald °a sum of Rs. 19,29,026/- to the
respondent. In the month of ]une 2019 ‘the respondent/allottee has
made their mtenﬁfpngylear to wrth@raw from the project by filing reply

.\&&VM E

dated 14.06.2019 to the present complalnt.

-,1»es<...-

14. As far as contentlon of the complalnant promoter regarding obligation

of the respondent-allottee to take possession is concerned, the
authority is of view that no one can be forced to purchase a house but
as the respondent himself is at default in making the payment as per
the payment schedule and still he intends to withdraw from the project

which will amount to the breach of the contract on their part. This has
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also been observed by the appellate tribunal in appeal no. 255 of 2019
case titled as Ravinder Pal Singh V/s Emaar MGF Land Ltd, & anr.

wherein it is stated as follows:

32. However, nobody can be forced or compelled to purchase the
house, but as the appellant himself is at default in making the
payment as per the payment schedule and if he still intends to
withdraw from the project out of his own which will amount to the
breach of the contract on his part, in that eventuality he will be
entitled for refund of the:amount paid by him after forfeiting 100/0
of the basic sale consideratiot which will be considered to be the
reasonable earnest money  amount and after deducting the

statutory dues alreqdy'ﬁgﬁﬁsj%f wr'!;h the government”.

15. So, the deduction sﬁ%&]d%%.‘-_gﬁgﬁ‘e”@%@péﬁ&fhe Haryana Real Estate
F | AL U e T - e

B

Regulatory Authofi»’:c:y’ (':urugram [F;}rfeitlire of earnest money by the

builder) Regulatibzlﬁ;, 2018, which provides as under-

YA PN
"5. AMOUNT, OF EARNESTMONEY, |/ = |

Scenario priok, to"the, Real Estbte%'(Reﬁtfiaﬁqu: and Development)
Act, 2016 was different. Prauds were Carried.out without any fear ds
there was no law fonl(tég same ﬁ_l_ftﬁq%w;‘ﬁi view of the above facts
and taking into consideration-the ‘}"ﬁfdgements of Hon’ble National
Consumer Disputes gégre‘%a?@o@fg‘fséﬂ) jand'the Hon'ble Supreme
Court of Inﬁa, @hé‘ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ is of thebview that the forfeiture
amount of the.earnest.money shall not exceed more than 10% of
the consideration amount of the real estatei.e. apartment /plat
/building as the case may be in all cases where the cancellation of
the flat/unit/plot is made by the builder in a unilateral manner or
the buyer intends to withdraw from the project and any agreement
containing any clause contrary to the aforesaid regulations shall be
void and not binding on the buyer.

16. Thus, keeping in view of the aforesaid factual and legal provisions, the
authority, hereby directs the complainant-promoter to return the

amount received by it ie., Rs. Rs. 19,29,026/- to the respondent-
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allottee after deduction of 10% of the sale consideration. The
complainant-promoter is further directed to pay an interest on the
balance amount at the rate of 10.75% p.a. (the State Bank of India
highest marginal cost of lending rate (MCLR ) applicable as on
date+2%) as prescribed under rule 15 of the Haryana Real Estate
[Regulation and Development) Rules,2017 from the date of surrender/
filing of reply to the present complamt i.e.,, 14.06.2019 till the actual
date of refund of the amountvg;gh@o;he timelines provided in rule 16
of the rules, 2017.A period 0@6&;@3}'5 is given to the complainant -
builder to comply w1th the di gections gwen in this order and failing

Uoeh, ot

which legal conseque s%ﬁld fo]]%%‘ A

¥
4 ww ‘9

H. Directions of th&authonty

;% é‘

17. Hence, the authonty‘hgrehy passes thls 6rder and issues the following

directions under %sectwm 37 of the At:& t@ ensure compliance of
obligations cast upon the promoter as per the function entrusted to
the authority under section 34[f)' £V

i. The complalnant—p

Rs. 19,29 026/- after deductlng 10% of the sale consideration of
the unit belngmeemes:t rnoney ras; per ‘regulation Haryana Real
Estate Regulatory Authority Gurugram (Forfeiture of earnest
money by the builder) Regulations, 2018 along with an interest
@ 10.75% p.a. on the refundable amount, from the date of
surrender/ filling of the reply i.e., 14.06.2019 till the date of

realization of payment.
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ii. A period of 90 days is given to the respondent to comply with the

directions given in this order and failing which |1

consequences would follow.

egal

18. A copy of this order be placed on the connected case file bearing no.

CR/3866/2021.

19. The complaints stand disposed of.

20. Files be consigned to regist

_'l

Dated: 18.08.2023
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