
ffi HARER
#- eunuenlv

HARYANA REAI. ESIAIE REGUI.AIORY AUIHORITY
GURUGRAM

eftqrun T-riq-fl trftqrro qrfurrur Ivrrq
\"f1ry9!!t9f se{ffL!I1'4ttt{t{, ,"vltt a{I $ -."{a fa,rrA Tr Ra-d drf{ ,F,tF rfrqlqr

PROCEEDINGS OF THE DAY

Day and Date 'f uesday and 08,0U.2023

Complaint No. MA No. 14912023 in CR/
titled as Yashika Mah
DEVELOPERS PVT. LTD.

129 /2078 Case
rjan Vs NEO

Complainant

Represented through

Yashika Mahajan

Shri Deepak Mehra Advoc; te

Respondent

Respondent Represented

Last date of hearing

Proceeding Recorded by

NEO DIiV!]I-OPF]RS PVT, L]'D.

S/Shri Venket Rao and Par
Advocates

kaj Chandola

Application u/s 39 ofthe Act

Naresh Kumari and H R Mehta

Proceedings-cum-Order

Shri Deepak Mehra Advocate has appeared on behalf of the cornplainant and
filed memo of appearance today.

The complainant has filed an application for rectification dated 02.05.2023
regardinS rectification in the detailed order dated 22.10.201-A.

The authority observes th4t there are provisions under section 39 of the Act
which deals with ratificatipn of the order, however, the amt it and scope of
section 39 of the Act is vefy limited. The authority observes that section 39
deals with the rectifcoLion of orders which empowers the au:hority to make
rectification within a periofl of 2 years from the date oforder rnade under this
Act and the authority may rectif, any mistake apparent from the record and
make such amendment, if the mistake is brought to its notic(, by the parties.
However, rectification ca4not be allowed in three cases, frstly, when the
application for rectificatio4l is filed afier 2 years from the dc'te of the otdet
made under this Act, sbcondly, ord,ers against which al,peal has been
preferred,, thirdly, to amcnd substantive part ofthe order. The lelevant portion
of said section is reproduc{d below:

".Section 39- Reclificotion bf orders
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is Act, with o view to rectifying any mistok? apparent
ty order possed by it, ond sholl make such onendment,
its notice by the parties:

omendment shall be made in respect oI ony ordet
s been preferrecl under this Act:

the Authority sholl not, while rectilying ony mistoke
d substontive port of its order passed under the

(Emphasis Supplied)

was disposed ofby the authoriry on 22.70.201A
d the present application on 02.05.2 023 which is
f 2 years as provided under section :i9 of the Act.

dated 29.07.2019 has declined th-. request for
No.428 of2018 and 429/2018. An appeal against
'ble Appellate Tribunal and was disposed off vide

the application for rectification dat(.d 02.05.2023
gned to thc registry.
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