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rom the date ot order made under thrs
authority may rectifu any mistake apparent from the record and make such
amendment, if the mistake is brought to its notice by the parties. However,
rectification cannot be allowed in two cases, y'rstly, orders against which
appeal has been preferred, secondly, to amend substantive part of the order.
The relevant portion of said section is reproduced below.

Section 39 : Rectillcatlon of o rders:

"The Authority moy, at any time within a period of two yeors from the date of
the order made under this Act, with o view to rectifying any mistoke apparent

from the record, amend ony order possed by it, ond sholl fioke such
amendment, ifthe mistake is brought to its notice by the parties:

Provided that no such amendment shall be made in respect of any
order against which on appeol has been preferred under this Act:

Provided further that the Authoriry shall not, while rectilying ony
mistoke opporent from record, amend substantive port of its order possed

under the provisions ofthis Act."

Since the present application involves amendment of substantive part of the order
by granting refund from the alleged date till realization, this would amount to review
of the order, Accordingly, the said application is not maintainable being covered
under the exception mentioned in 2nd proviso to section 39 of the Act, 2016.

A reference in this regard may be made to the ratio of law laid down by the Haryana
Real Estate Appellate Tribunal in case of Municipol Corporation of Faridobad vs.
Rise Projects vide appeal no.47 of2022: decided on22.04.2022 and wherein it was
held that the authority is not empowered to reyiew its orders.

Thus, in view of the legal position discussed above, there is no merit in the
application dated 21.12.2023 filed by the respondent for rectification oforder dated
15.17.2023 passed by the authority and the same is hereby declined.

Rectification application stands disposed off. File be consigned to registry.
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