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BEFORE THE HARYANA REAI ESTATE REGULATORY

AUTHORITY, GURUGRAM

Complaint no.
Date of complaint
Date of order

Vivek Verma,
R/o: - C-901, Pragya Apartments,
PIot-18, Sector-2, Dwarka, New Delhi-110075.

Versus

1. M/s Pareena Infrastructures PvL Ltd.
Regd. Office at: - Flat-z, Palm Apartment,
Plot- 13 B, Sector-6, Dwarka-110075.
2. Armed Forces 0fficials Welfare Organization [AFOWOJ
Regd. Office at: - f-29, lor Bagh Lane, BK Dutt Colony,
Near lor Bagh Metro Station, New Delhi-110003.
Respondents

CORAM:
Ashok Sangwan

APPEARANCE:
Garvit Gupta (Advocate)
Prashant Sheoran (Advocate)
Ravinder Tyagi (Advocate)

763 of ZO23
13.01.2023
31.o,^.2024

Complainant

Member

Complainant
Respondent No.1
Respondent No.2

ORDER

1. The present complaint has been filed by the complainant/allottee under

section 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016

[in short, the Act) read with rule 28 of the Haryana Real Estare

fRegulation and DevelopmentJ Rules,2017 (in short, the Rules) for

violation of section 11(4) (a) ofthe Act wherein it is inter afta prescribed

that the promoter shall be responsible for all obligations,

responsibilities and functions under the provisions of the Act or the
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Rules and regulations made thereunder or to the allottees as per the

agreement for sale executed inter se.

A. Unit and protect related details

2. The particulars of unit details, sale consideration, the amount paid by

the complainant, date of proposed handing over the possession, delay

period, ifany, have been detailed in the following tabular form:

s.N. Particulars Details
1. Name and location of the

project
"Micasa", sector-68, Gurgaon

2. Nature ofthe project Group Housing
3. Project area 12.2 5085 acres

4. DTCP license no. 111 of 2013 dated 30.12.2013 valid up
to 1,2.08.2024 (area 10.12 acreJ

92 of2014 dated 13.08.2014 valid up to
1,2.08.2019 (area 0.64 acreJ

94 of2014 dated 13.04.2 014 valid up to
72.08.2024 (area 2.7 3 acre)

5. RERA Registered/ not
registered

Registered vide no. 99 of 2017 issued
on 28.08.2017 up to 30.06.2022

6. Date of booking Not on record
7. Unit allotted 701, Tower-3

(page 26 of complaint)
8. Unit admeasuring area 1450 sq. ft. (super area)

(page 26 of complaintJ
9. Date of builder buyer

agreement
Not executed

10. Date of start of
construction

08.06.20L6
(date of start of excavation)
(page 26 of complaintJ

11. Due date of possession Not provided
L2. Cancellation email by

respondent no.2

03.02.2018
(page 28-29 of complaintJ

13. Total sale consideration Rs.85,35,300/-

Page 2 of 17
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Facts ofthe complaint

The complainant has made the following submissions: -

That the respondent no.1 i.e., Pareena Infrastructure Pvt. Ltd. offercd

for sale residential units in its project named'MICASA'at Sector 6U,

Gurugram which claimed to comprise ol residentiai units, car parking

spaces, recreational facilities, gardens etc. The complainant received a

marketing call from the office of respondent no.2 i.e., Armed Forccs

Officials Welfare Organization (AFOWO) on behalf of Respondcnt no.1

in the month of March, 2013 for booking in the proiect of the

respondent no.1. It was specifically assured by the representative ot

respondent no.z that the prorect would be ready by 201,7 -2018.

Accordingly, Rs. 10,000/- was paid by the complainant to respondent

no .2 on 07 .03 .2014 .

I I. That on 10.03.2014, the complainant made a payment of Rs.6,00,000/-

to respondent no.1 and the respondent no.2 on behalf of the

respondent no.1 allotted a unit bearing no. 701, Tower -3 having total

area of 1450 sq.ft. to the complainant for a total sale consideration of

Rs.85,35,300/-. Thereafter, the respondent no.1 demanded and the

complainant made another payment of Rs.9,00,000/- to the

respondent no.1 on 14.06.2014. Thus, before the execution of thc

agreement in question, the complainant was compelled to makc

payment of more than 17% of the total sale consideration.

Complaint No. 163 of 2023

[as per payment schedule on page 16 of
complaint)

1.4. Total amount paid by the
complainants

Rs.15,00,000/-

["s per demand letter dated
2 s.05.2016)

15. 0ccupation certificate Not obtained
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That no updates were given by the respondents to the complainant

about the status of the proiect and he was left clueless about thc

implementation of the project as a whole. Furthermore, respondent

no.1 had failed to even share the copy ofthe builder buyer's agreement

with the complainant, Therefore, the complainant requested thc

respondents telephonically, and by visiting the office of thc

respondent to update him about the date of handing over of the

possession.

That the complainant met the representatives of the respondents at

their office and they informed him vide minutes of meeting dated

1,2.07 .2075, that the possession of the unit would be given within 4I
months with effect from 12.07.2015 i.e by 12.07 .20'19 and rhe

respondent no.1 would soon get executed a builder buyer's agreement

with the complainant.

That the respondent no.1 in blatant violation of Iaw vide its lcttcr

dated 25.05.2016 demanded an amount of Rs.10,19,535/- in

contradiction to the terms and conditions on the allotment, Moreover,

there was no whisper of the execution of the buyer's agreement nor

the same was ever shared with the complainant. The complainant

made it clear to the representatives of the respondents that there was

an inordinate delay on the part of the respondents and that he would

not make payments until a detailed explanation as to thc definitc

timeline is given as to when the possession of the unit would bc

handed over and till the time the agreement is sharcd with thc

complainant. The respondents yet again, with malafide motives, gavc

an assurance that it would soon do the needful. However, yct again,

the assurances made by the respondents turned out to be false. Nct

concrete steps were taken by the respondents for completion of thc
Pagc 4 ol 17
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unit in question and the complainant therefore sought refund of the

total amount paid by him along with interest. Thus, there was

complete breach of trust and misrepresentation and the same is

covered within the ambit ofSections 11 and 12 ofthe Act, 2016.

VI. Thatto the complete shockand dismay ofthe complainant, he received

an email dated 03.02.2018 from the representative ofrespondent no.2

wherein it was informed that the unit has been cancelled. The

respondent no.2 completely overlooked the fact that there were

absolutely no construction updates from the respondent builder and

that even builder buyer's agreement was not executed as the same was

never shared. Hence, there was no locus standi to even terminate the

allotment by respondent no.2.

VII. That the complainant immediately on 03.02.2018 confronted thc

representatives of respondent no.2. Understanding that thc

complainant was duped by the false representations made by the

respondents, the complainant once again sought refund ofthe amount

paid by him along with interest vide legal notice dated 17.09.2021.

However, the respondents failed to respond to the same for the

reasons best known to them.

VIII. That the complainant was left with no other option but to approach

this Authority to seek justice.

C. Reliefsought by the complainant:

4. The complainant has sought following relief(s):

L Direct the respondent to refund the entire paid-up amount along

with prescribed rate of interest.

5. 0n the date of hearing, the authority explained to the

respondent/promoter about the contraventions as alleged to have been
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committed in relation to section 11(aJ [a] of rhe Act to plead guilty or
not to plead guilty.

Reply by the respondents.

The respondent no.1 has contested the complaint by way of reply dated
04.11.2023 on the following grounds: -

That the AFOWO i.e., respondent no.2 has already cancelled his unit jn

2018 itself, thus after passing of more than 3 years present complaint
cannot be filed being time barred.

That the respondent no.z cannot be termed as agent in any manner in

the provisions of RERA and the complaint approached respondent
no.2 for booking of a unit in t}le pro.iect of respondent no. 1. I'hat the
process of booking through respondent no.2 is that AFOWO approach

respondent no 1 for booking of a unit and any interested person will
file application through AFWO and thereafter said person will pay

amount to AFWO which in turn pays to respondent no. 1. However, jn

the present case as alleged that complainant pay Rs.15,00,000 directly
to builder is absolutely incorrect. It is submitted that in case ol

members of AFWO, payment never remitted to builders and

whatsoever payment was made was done through AFOWO only.

That respondent no.1 allotted units to respondent no.2 who in turn
allots unit to their members, thus present complaint is legal not
maintainable as the complaint was not filed by AFOWO, rather by onc
of its members in individual capacity. That said fact is also cleared

form the documents attached by complainant himself, wherein it is

stated that AFOWO had already cancelled its allotment and forfeited

his money, thus ifthe money was already stands forfeited by AFOWO

same cannot be recovered from respondent no.1. Further, AFOWO is

neither a builder nor a prompter, rather an independent organization .r'
Page 6 of t7
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for the welfare of armed personnels/officials, thus they can't be

brought under the purview of RERA.

That as it's a matter between AFOWO and complainants, RERA has no

jurisdiction to entertain present complaint.

That in view of above stated facts and circumstances, the present

complaint may kindly be dismissed in the interest ofjustice.

The respondent no.2 has contested the complaint by way of reply datcd

28.04.2023 on the following grounds: -

That the respondent no.2 helps inproviding housing facility/solutions

to its member in the form ofho[ses/flats by selecting reputed builder

keeping the price factor in mind. Therefore, it plays the role of

introducer between the builder and its member.

That the respondent no.2 is not a necessary party as the complainant

has paid all the monies towards the unit to respondent no.1. Therefore,

the complainant is liable to be dismissed at the threshold for

misjoinder of party.

7.

ll.

iii. That the complainant became a member of respondent no.2 by paying

Rs.10,000/- as membership fees for demand survey for housing

projects and it has only introduced the desirous person/its members

with the builder.

That the respondent no. 2 has neither promised to deliver the flat to

the complainant nor received any payment for construction of thc

same from the complainant and he has directly made the payment to

builder i.e., respondent no.1.

Copies of all the relevant documents have been filed and placed on thc

record. Their authenticity is not in dispute. Hence, the complaint can be

decided on the basis of those undisputed documents and submissions

made by the parties.
Page 7 ol 17
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9.

f urisdiction of the authority

The respondent raised a preliminary submission/objection that thc

authority has no jurisdiction to entertain the present complaint. The

objection of the respondent regarding reiection of complaint on ground

of jurisdiction stands reiected. The authority observes that it has

territorial as well as subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate thc

present complaint for the reasons given below.

E.l Territorialiurisdiction

As per notification no. 1/92/2017-1TCp dared 74.12.2077 issued by
'[own and Country Planning Department, the jurisdiction of Real I.]statc

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 area of Gurugram

District. Therefore, this authority has complete territorial jurisdiction

to deal with the present complaint.

E.ll Subiect matter iurisdiction
Section 11(4)(a) of the Act, 2016 provides that the promorer shall bc

responsible to the allottees as per agreement for sale. Section 11(41[a)

is reproduced as hereunder:

Section 17.,,,.(4) The promoter shall-
(a) be responsible for all obligotions, responsibilities and functions
uncler the provisions of this Act or the rules onil regulations made
thereunder or to the allottees os per the ogreement for sctle, or to
the association of ollottees, os the case may be, till the conveyonce
of all the apartments, plots or buildings, as the cose nay be, to Lhe

allottees, or the common areas to the ossociation ofallottees or the
competent authority, qs the case may be;

Section 34-Functions of the Authority:
344 of the Act provides to ensure complionce of the obligations
cast upon the promoters, the ollottees ond the real estote agenLs
under this Act and the rules and regulations made thereunder_

10.
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11. So, in view ofthe provisions ofthe Act quoted above, the authority has

complete ,urisdiction to decide the complaint regarding non_

compliance of obligations by the promoter leaving aside compensation

which is to be decided by the ad.ludicating officer if pursued by the

complainant at a later stage.

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 promotcrs

and Developers Private Limlted vs state of ll.p. and ors. 2027_

2022(1) RCR(C), 357 and reitcry&,h in case of M/s Sana Realtors

Private Limited & other Ys Unloa of India & others SLp (Civil) No.

73005 of 2020 decided on 72.05.2022 wherein 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 ofadjudication delineoted with
the regulatory authoriU and odjudicoting ofricer, what finally cu s
out is thot although the Act indicates the distinct expressions like
'refund', 'interest', 'penol,/' ond'compensation,, a conjoint reoding of
Sections 18 and 19 cleorly manifests thatwhen it comes to refund of
the amount, and interest on the refund qmount, or directing poymenL
of interest for delayed delivery olpossession, or penolry and interest
thereon, it is the regulotory outhority which has the power to
exomine and determine the outcome ofa complqint At the some time,
when it comes to a question of seeking the retief of odjudging
compensation and interestthereon under Sections 12, 14, 1g ond 19,
the adjudicatiry olficer exclusively has the power to determine,
keeping in view the collective reoding of Section 71 read with Section
72 of the Act if the odjudicqtion under Sections 12, 14, 18 ond 19
other thon compensotion as envisoged, if extended to the
odjudicoting ollicer as prayed that in our view, may intend to expond
the ambit and scope ofthe powers and functions of the odjudicoting
ollicer under Section 71 qnd thot would be ogoinst the mandate of
the Act 2016."

Hence, in view of the authoritative pronouncement of the Hon,ble

Supreme Court in the cases mentioned above, the authority has the

13.
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jurisdiction to entertain a complaint seeking refund of the amount and

interest on the refund amount.

Findings on the obrections raised by the respondents.

F.l Obiection regarding complaint being barred by limitation.

The respondent no.1 has contended that the present complaint is not

maintainable and barred by the law of limitation as the AFOWO i.e.,

respondent no.2 has already cancelled his unit in 2 018 itsell thus after

passing of more than 3 years, the present complaint cannot be filed

being time barred. However, as per the admitted facts, the respondent

no.2 i.e., AFOWO is neither a builder nor a promoter, rather an

independent organization which allegedly helps in providing housing

facility/solutions for the welfare of armed personnels/officials by

introducing the desirous person/its members with the builder, but the

respondents have failed to satisfy this Authorify that in what capacity

the allotment of the unit was cancelled by respondent no.2. Moreover,

the respondents have failed to refund the amount to the complainant so

far, which clearly shows a subsisting liability. Further, the law of

limitation is, as such, not applicable to the proceedings under the Act

and has to be seen case to case. Thus, the objection of the respondent

no.1 w.r.t. the complaint being barred by limitation stands rejected.

F.II. Obiection regardlng maintalnabillty of complaint against
respondent no.2.

15. The respondent no.2 has contended that the present complaint is not

maintainable against it as it is an independent organization who helps

in providing housing facility/solutions for the welfare of armed

personnels/officials by introducing the desirous person/its members

with the builder. However, after perusal of the documents available on

record, it appears that the respondent no.z has encouraged the

Page 10 of17
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complainant to become a member of the organisation by paying an

amount of Rs.10,000/- and has induced him to buy a unit in the project

ofrespondent no.1. Moreover, vide demand letter dated 25.05.2016, the

respondent no.1 in pursuance of the application form submitted by the

complainant with AFOWO, made a request to the complainant to remit

a sum of Rs.10,19,535/- in its favour in terms of the application form

and as per the agreement with the AFOWO. The relevant portion of the

demand letter dated 25.05.2016 is reproduced as under for ready

reference;

"'l'otol obove mentloned demand is in pursuqnce of the opplication forn
submitted by you, being member of AF1WO, seeking allotment of o

residential unit in the Mi casa Sector-68, Gurgaon, and in furtheronce of the

allotment ofUnit No.701 in Tower-3 ofthe above nomed project, the present

letter is being issued seeking payment of the obove mentioned installments.

The present letter is in terms of the opplication form and as per the

agreementwith AFowo".

16. Further, the respondent no.1 has submitted that no paymcnts wcrc

directly made to it, and it has only allotted units to the respondent no.2

who in turn allots units to their members. However, the complainant

has placed on record two payment receipts issued by respondent no.1

vide which it acknowledged the receipt of payment from the

complainant amounting to Rs.15,00,000/-. Also, as per the above-said

demand letter dated 2 5.05.2 016, the respondent no.1 has requested thc

complainant to remit the due installment in its favour. Therefore, after

going through the above-said demand letter and submissions made by

the parties, prima facie it appears that the respondent no.2 has actively

participated towards allotment of unit in question and it must have

some collaboration agreement with the respondent no.1 regarding

allotment of some units including the unit of the complainant in thc
Pagc 11 of 17
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project of the respondent no.1. Thus, in view of the above,

contention/objection of respondent no.2 stands reiected and

respondent no.1 & 2 are iointly and severally held liable.

G. Findings on the relief sought by the complainant.

G.l To refund the entire amount paid by the complainant along with
prescribed rate of interest.

17. The complainant booked a unit in respondent's upcoming project

situated at sector-68 Gurugram. The respondent no.2 on behalf of the

respondent no.1 allotted a unit bearing no. 701, Tower -3 having total

area of 1450 sq.ft. to the complainant for a total sale consideration of

Rs.85,35,300/-. He has paid Rs.15,00,000/- i.e., 77.57o/o of thc total

consideration but respondents failed to execute any buyer's agreement

and also no updates were given by the respondents to the complainant

about the status of the project and he was left clueless about thc

implementation ofthe project as a whole. Despite receipt of more than

17% ofthe sale consideration, the respondents have failed to execute a

builder buyer agreement with the complainant and have further raised

a demand of Rs.10,19,535/- from the complainant vide demand letter

dated 25.05.2016. Thus, the complainant denied to make any payment

to the respondents and made a request for refund of the amount paid

along with interest. Thereafter, the respondent no.2 vide email dated

03.02.201,8 arbitrarily cancelled the allotment of the unit which cannot

be held valid in the eyes of law. Moreover, the respondents have failed

to satisfy this Authority that in what capacity the allotment of the unit

was cancelled by respondent no.2.

18. Before coming to the facts of the case, it is to be seen as to the receipt

issued by the respondent/promoter falls within the definition of

the

the
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agreement, as per section 2(eJ of the contract Act, 1g72 and which
provides that:

"Every promise and every set of promise forming the
consideration for each other is on agreement.,,

Further, section 10 of the act defines the conditions under which the

agreement made fall with the definition of contract and the same

provides as under:

"All agreements ore controcts if they are made by the free
consent of parties competent to contract, for o lowJul
cons[deration ond with a tawful object ond ore not herby
expressly declared to bevoid,,,

There is a large number of cases coming to the notice of the authority
wherein the builder had taken the whole or partial amount of rnoney

and only issued receipt against the allotment of a plot either in the

exiting or in its upcoming project at Gurugram. Neither, it issued any

allotment letter nor executed any builder buyer,s agreement. Even in

some cases, the builder accepted more than 50 lacs either in cash or
through cheque and promising to allot an apartment/plot in thc
upcoming or existing proiects and then vanishing or not taking any

further steps with regard to either allotment of the unit of the property

in any proiect or refunding the amount received. The holders of those

receipt/allotments are harassed a lot failing to act on the basis of the

documents issued by the developer and to initiate any civil or criminal

action against the builder. This position existed in pre-RERA cases as

after Act of 2016, a promoter is obligated to comply with the provisions

of the Act and follow the same while receiving any money against

allotment of unit and execution of builder buyer agreement.

The document/receipt so issued in favour of a person can be termed as

an agreement for sale to put the developer before RERA Authority,

compelling it to fulfil its obligations against the holder of that document.
Page 13 of 17 u
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The promoter is duty bound to explain the reasons for which it has kept

such a huge amount for so long, considering the fact that the promoter

company is not a bank or non- banking financial company INBITC]. ln

case offailure on the part ofpromoter to give an explanation, it shall be

liable to refund the principal amount deposited by the allotee.

22. The complainant intends to withdraw from the project and is seeking

return of the amount paid by him along with interest at the prescribed

rate as provided under section 18(1) ofthe Act. Sec. 18(1) ofthe Act is

reproduced below for ready reference.

"Section 78: - Return oJ amount qnd compensation.
1B(1). lf the prcmoter fails to complete or is unable to gtve
possession ofon apartment, plot, or building. -

(o). in accordance with the terms of the agreement Jor sale or, as the
case may be, duly completed by the dote speciJied therein; or
(b). due to discontinuonce ofhis business as a developer on account
ofsuspension or revocation ofthe registration under this Act or for
ony other reason, he shall be liable on demand to the ollottees, n
case the ollottee wishes to withdrqw from the project, without
prejudice to qny other remedy avoilable, to return the smount
received by him in respect of thot apartment, plot, building, as

the csse may be, with interest at such rdte as may be prescribed
in this beholf inclucling compensation in the manner os provided
under this Act:

Provided that where on ollottee does not intend to withdraw from the
project, he sholl be paid, by the promoter, interest for every month of
deloy, till the hqncling over of the possession, ot such rote as may be

prescribed."

(Emphasis supplied)

23. Admissibility of refund along with interest at prescribed rate of

interest: The allottee intends to withdraw from the project and is

seeking refund of the amount paid by him in respect of the subject unit

with interest at prescribed rate as provided under rule 15 of the rules.

Rule 15 has been reproduced as under:

Page 74 of 17
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Rule 75, Prescribed rqte of interest- [Proviso to section 72, section 18
ond sub-section (4) and subsection (7) of section 791

(1) For the purpose of proviso to section 12; section 18: and sub-

sections (4) and (7) oI section 19, the "interest qt the rqte
prescribed" shall be the State Bank of lndio highest marginal cost

ollending rote +20k.:

Provided thot in cose the State Bonk of lndio morginal cost

of lending rote (MCLR) is not in use, it shall be replaced by such

benchmark lending rotes which the Stote Bank of lndia may lix
Jrom time to time for lending to the generol public,

24. The legislature in its wisdom in the subordinate legislation under the

provision of rule 15 ofthe ruleS; has determined the prescribed rate of

interest. The rate of interest so determined by the legislature, is

reasonable and if the said rule is. followed to award the interest, it will

ensure uniform practice in all thd cabes.

25. Consequently, as: per webSite of' the State Bank of India i.e.,

26.

27.

https://sbi.co.in. the marginal cost of lending rate (in short, MCLR) as

on date i.e., 31.0L.2024 is 08.85o/o. Accordingly, the prescribed rate of

interest will be marginal cost of lendingrate +20/o i.e., 10.85o/o.

The authority after considering the facts stated by the parties and the

documents placed on record is of the view that the complainant is well

within his right for seeking refund under section 18(1) of the Act, 2016.

In the instant matter even after lapse of more than 8 years from the date

of payment till the filling of complainL no buyer's agreement has been

executed inter- se parties. Therefore, the due date of possession cannot

be ascertained and the complainant cannot be expected to wait

endlessly for the unit as observed by Hon'ble Supreme Court of lndia in

Ireo Grace Realtech Pvt. Ltd, Vs, Abhishek Khanna &Ors., civil appeal

no. 5785 of 2079, decided on 77.07.2027

".... The occupotion certificate is not avoiloble even os on date, which
clearly amounts to deficiency oI service. The allottees connot be

mode to woit indefrnitely for possession of the aportments allotted to
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them, nor can they be bound to take the opartments in phase I oJ theproject......."

28. The promoter is responsible for all obligations, responsibilities, and
functions under the provisions of the Act of 2016, or the rules and
regulations made thereunder or to the allottees as per agreement for
sale under section 11(4)(a). The promoter has faired to comprete or
unable to give possession of the unit in accordance with the terms of
agreement for sale or duly completed by the date specifled therein.
Accordingly, the promoter is liable to the allottee, as he wishes to
withdraw from the proiect, without prejudice to any other remedy
available, to return the amount received by it in respect of the unit with
interest at such rate as may be prescribed.

29. Accordingly, the non_compliance of the mandate contained jn section
11(4J[a) read with section 18[1) of the Act on the part of rhc
respondents is established. As such, the complainant is entitled to
refund of the entire amount paid by him at the prescribed rate of
interest i.e., @ 10.95% p.a. (the State Bank of India highest marginal cost
of Iending rate (MCLR) applicable as on date +2%oJ as prescribed under
rule 15 ofthe Haryana Real Estate (Regulation and Developmentl Rules,
2017 from the date ofeach payment tir the actuar date ofrefund ofthe
amount within the timelines provided in rule 16 of the Haryana Rules
2 017 ibid.

H. Directions ofthe authority
30 Hence, the authority hereby passes this order and issues the fbrowing

directions under section 37 of the Act to ensure compliance of
obligations cast upon the promoter as per the function entrusted to the
authoriry under section 34(0:
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31.

32.

Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Gurugram

Dated:31.01.2024

MHARERA
SH ounuennr'l

i. The respondent no.1 & 2 are jointly and severally held liable for
non-compliance ofthe mandate contained in section 11(4)(a) read

with section 18(1) of the Act and are directed to refund the paid-

up amount of Rs.15,00,000/- received by them from the
complainant along with interest at the rate of 10.g5% p.a. as

prescribed under rule 15 of the Haryana Real Estate (Regulation

and Development) Rules, 2017 from the date of each payment till
the actual date of refund of the deposited amount.

ii. A period of 90 days is respondent to comply with the
directions given in this failing which legal consequences

would follow.

iii. The Secretary identi$r and check the
antecedents dent no.2 and to ppropriate actlon.

Complaint stand

File be con
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