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ORDER
1. The present complaint has been filed by the complainant/allottees in Form
CRA under section 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act,
2016 (in short, the Act) read with rule 28 of the Haryana Real Estate
(Regulation and Development) Rules, 2017 (in short, the rules) for

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

Pagelof 18



HARERA Complaint No. 953 of 2018
® GURUGRAM

that the promoter shall be responsible for all obligations, responsibilities

and functions to the allottee as per the agreement for sale executed inter

se them.

A. Project and unit related details

2. The particulars of the project, the details of sale consideration, the amount
paid by the complainant(s), date of proposed handing over the possession,
delay period, if any, have been detailed in the following tabular form:

'S.N. | Particulars | Details ST T 1

1. Name and location favl" ,ﬁe ~Landn ark {Z_',rher Park”, Sector 67,
project /o 1 .h. .. 1 |

3. |RERA Registered/ not|Not Registered i
registered - If

4 Date of executi ﬁ:fiibkﬂ J l;lzan 2010

5, Unit no. v\ |ﬁ‘iut Mentioned in Mol

b, Assured return ngyahh Clause4 Of Mol- Rs. 27,500/ per
upto . ' }'month till the date of possession or 3

_ | ez rs’ﬁrﬁichever is later
8. Delay till date Eapnut be ascertained

7. Due date of pos '

9 Total sale consideration | Rs. 13,?5,[![:-[};’-

10, |Amount paid by the|Rs.13,75,000/-
complainant
| o)

11 | Offer of possession 15.07.2015

{intimation of possession prior to
receiving occupation certificate)

11 Occupation certificate 26,12.2018
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12

Offer of possession 14.05.2019

B. Facts of the complaint
3,

The complainant has made the following submissions in the complaint:

a. That complainants and respondent entered inte memorandum of

understanding for the upcoming project of the respondent named as
"Landmark Cyber Park” at sector-67, Gurugram,

That complainants were a]]qtta;i 500 5q. Ft. subject to the final
confirmation of area on l:m of the building for the total sale
consideration of Rs. ,:If!;?ﬁ ﬂﬂﬂf "Dubnfwhach the complainants have
paid a sum of Rs. 13 75,000/-

That the complainants as well as the respondent entered into the MOU
dated 12.10.20104
liable to make pay
as assured rel:urn: uptiﬂ tfm', date of possession of the property or 3

t erms u Whjchﬂs per clansae 4, the respondent was

ment of Rs. 27,500/- pmmainth to the complainant

years whichever is later:

. That complainants visited v:ifﬁr:e dft'he respundent and requested the

respondent to ha'rt&um pwtﬁ ]mmsxﬂm of the property and to
clear the nutstandmg assured returns from December 2012 onwards.
Similar request was made by email dated 31.07.2015, 30.07.2015.
However, no reply was received from the respondents. That the
respondent had offered possession to the complainants on the ground
that respondent have applied for occupancy certificate from the
appropriate authority, however it is a settled principle of law that the
possession offered without the occupancy certificate is non-est in the

eye of law.
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e. That the complainants sent email to the respondent for providing copy

of license, sanction plan, application for occupation certificate and
occupancy certificate and seeking the resolution of issues regarding
payment of assured return as well as handover of possession of the
property, however no reply was received. The respondent was also
asked to make the payment of the remaining assured return along with
the interest of 18% P.A.

f. The complainants have been sﬂnekh‘.lg payment of assured return due,

sl
a.

.

however the respondent hg ﬁj;q“rltu respond to the complainants In

any manner. Hence the prefén: :_ plaint.

g. That the respund&ﬂt has not Fnid the assured return in terms of the
agreement w.e.l, from January 2013, and therefore, as on the date of
filing of this co p{-a:jnt a total sum of Rs. 18,70,000/- has become due
and payable al g‘uﬁti'l jntebestl@ 18% per ahnum

C. Relief sought by the complainants:
4. The complainants have sought following relief{s)

ITE peGh

a. The complainants in vfe{u ofthe-forégoing submissions be awarded of
Rs. 18,70,000 du@élmﬁﬁi@u&d return from January 2013 till date
along with interestat the rate of 18% per annum compounded guarterly
in terms of the provisions of the Act governing this present forum from
the date of the same becoming due, until its realization.

b. The complainants further be awarded future assured return in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the MOU along with
interest at the rate of 18% per annum compounded quarterly in terms
of the provisions of the Act governing this present forum from the date

of the same becoming due, until its realization.
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¢. The respondent be directed to provide copy of License, Sanction Plan,

d. The complainants further prays for compensation for the harassment

and mental agony caused to the complainants on account of the

harassment meted out to the complainants for the past 10 years by the

respondent.

e, The respondent be directed to allot and identify and handover the

physical possession of the office space.

5. Onthe date of hearing, the authority expla{ned to the respondent /promoter

N

about the contraventions as ahw tﬁ,_[have been committed in relation to

section 11{4) (a) of the Actto plead guilty or not to plead guilty.
D. Reply by the respondent. '
6. The respondent mﬂ@t&d the complaint on thefollowing grounds:

d.

The respundenz’é,s&hmttted that the hon'ble authority in the similar
matter titled as "B:'tjimjeet vs. Landmark Apartments pvt. Ltd. last
listed on 7.8.2018, ._l_'ra.s hgld{hﬂ: Ehe matter in dispute therein was to
be adjudlcated hy the ad[uﬂwaﬁagﬁfﬂcer and not by the authority and
accordingly :llsm'dksed Hm-.ma'nglainb with the liberty to approach the
adjudicating officer,

The respondent submitted 't'hat. the present complaint is not
maintainable or tenable in the eyes of law as the complainant has not
approached this hon'ble authority with clean hands and has not
disclosed the true and material facts relevant to this case of the
complainant. The complainants had specifically not disclosed the fact

that the complainants had failed to make timely payments which was
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a necessary covenant under the provisional allotment. That despite

several reminders from the respondent, the complainants had failed to
make the payments so as to be entitled for the possession of the unit.
c. The complainants, thus, have approached the hon'ble authority with
unclean hands and has suppressed and concealed material facts and
proceedings which have a direct bearing on the very maintainability of
the purported cumplamt anﬂu if rh:;re had been disclosure of these
. '.tl'lE question of entertaining the

purported CR r:ﬂrn]]];ﬂﬁ;ltﬂ iﬂ-‘::mﬂd nothave arisen.

material facts and proce

d. The present petiﬂnrs 50 preﬁermd under the real estate regulation and
development igtlﬂlﬁ is not majntalnnhle as the complainant has
failed to disc P mamta{nahle cause-of action under the said
provisions of ﬂ;e Att as aileged That section 19 of the real estate
regulation and deve}namemﬁﬂ 2016 clearly prescribes the rights and
duties of the a]]-::utees amf wﬂm ~'.t'? (6).

e. That the present mmpialrﬂ perl‘ﬂns to compensation and interest for
a prievance under section 12, 14, 18 and 19 of the real estate
(regulation and Jevelo pment) Act, 2016 (hereinafter referred to as the
"sald Act” and are required to be filed before the adjudicating officer
under rule-29 of the Haryana Real Estate (Regulation & Development])
rules, 2017 read with section 31 and section 71 of the said Act and not
before this hon'ble regulatory authority under rule- 28. Section 31,
section 71, rule-28 and rule-29.
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f  Itis submitted that the respondent vide letter dated 23.6.2015 offered
possession to the complainant with the request to make payment
towards EDC/IDC/IMFC and any other charges in order to take
possession.

All other averments made in the complaint were denied in toto.

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

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

decided based on these undiqu@ﬁ,ﬂ@ym ents and submission made by the

complainant. WA L
r 1"'."'._"1. 1].'.:'..

Jurisdiction of the authority
The authority obseryes that it has territorial as well as subject matter

jurisdiction to adﬁ;ﬁﬂp’qte__the prasent tﬂmpglzéﬁ'.t for the reasons given
below: i

E.1  Territorial jurlzni;t:ﬂnn .
As per notification no. 1192,’2&17‘ TIEP dated 14.12.2017 issued by Town

and Country PIar@-lng épﬂtﬁqe@. the jurisdiction of Real Estate
Regulatory Authority, ﬁurugﬁ}m sha]] ;ae entire Gurugram District for all
purpose with offices situated in Gunrgrhm. 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.Il  Subject matter jurisdiction
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11. 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)fa)

Be responsible for all obligations, responsibifities and functions under
the provisions of this Act or the rules and regulations made thereunder
ar to the allottees as per the agreement for sale, or to the assoclation
of allottees, as the case may be, till the conveyance of ali the
apartments, plots or buildings, as the case may be, to the allottees, or
the commaon areas to the ﬂ#ﬂg{gﬁ'ﬂﬂ of allottees or the competent
authority, as the case may Eu‘{. >,

Section 34-Functions of i the s ty:
34(f) of the Act pmm'tiﬂqiﬂ Eﬂmmmmp#ﬂnm of the obligations cast

upan the promoters, the allattees and the'real estate agents under this
Act and the rules and regulotions made thereunder,

S
A2 _,_1_: ¥

12. S0, in view of the rmvm%uns of the Act quoted above, the authority has

13

complete jurisdiction to decide the cﬂmplalnt regarding non-compliance of
obligations by theipru;ute} Eelavlng aside compensation which is to be
decided by the adjudicating officer if purgued by the complainant at a later
stage. '. .- el b

Findings on the reﬂ@ﬁg‘!ﬂ: kjﬁlﬁﬂ ﬂlﬂmt

F.l Assured return

The Act of 2016 defines “agreement for sale” means an agreement entered
into between the promoter and the allottee [Section 2(c}]. An agreement for
sale is defined as an arrangement entered between the promoter and
allottee with freewill and consent of both the parties. An agreement defines

the rights and liabilities of both the parties i.e., promoter and the allottee

and marks the start of new contractual relationship between them. This
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contractual relationship gives rise to future agreements and transactions

between them. The different kinds of payment plans were in vogue and legal
within the meaning of the agreement for sale. One of the integral parts of
this agreement is the transaction of assured return inter-se parties. The
“agreement for sale” after coming into force of this Act (i.e, Act of 2016)
shall be in the prescribed form as per rules but this Act of 2016 does not
rewrite the "agreement” enterﬂ;l hﬂtﬂﬂen promoter and allottee prior to

-._J ' ¥ l'- I
i g =g it
n

coming into force of the Act ’_'%,the Hon'ble Bombay High Court in

q
.
e L

case Neelkamal Heu!turﬂaﬁ&bﬂﬂnd'ﬂvdﬁ& Limited and Anr. v/s Union
of India & Ors.,, (Writ Petition Hu. 2737 of 2017) decided on 06.12.2017.
Since the agreeme advegnes the buyer-promater relationship therefore, it
can be said that th q&ement&nr assured refurns between the promoter
and allottee arises out of the same relationship. Therefore, it can be said that
the real estate regulatmf nuﬂmrit;thas v:ump#.te jurisdiction to deal with
assured return cases as t’hE cﬁmmﬁlaﬂunship arise out of agreement
for sale only and beﬁv#mth #fée partiesas pamhe provisions of section
11{4])(a) of the Act of 2016 wﬁiqﬁ provides that the promoter would be
responsible for all the nbllgaﬁmis under the Act as per the agreement for
sale till the execution of conveyance deed of the unit in favour of the
allottees. Now, three issues arise for consideration as to:

a) Whether authority is within the jurisdiction to vary its earlier stand

regarding assured returns due to changed facts and circumstances.
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HARERA Complaint No. "31'53 of 2018

b) Whether the authority is competent to allow assured returns to the
allottees in pre-RERA cases, after the Act of 2016 came into operation,
€) Whether the Act of 2019 bars payment of assured returns to the
allottees in pre-RERA cases

While taking up the cases of Brhimjeet & Anr. Vs. M/s Landmark
Apartments Pvt. Ltd. (complaint no 141 of 2018), and Sh. Bharam Singh
& Anr. Vs. Venetain LDF ijscts LLP" (complaint no 175 of 2018)
decided on 07.08.2018 and Z“?.ILZE’IE respectively, it was held by the
authority that it has no jpf{sdlcll:ju;;r m daa! with cases of assured returns.

Though in those cases, IJIE{}‘SST.}E nf_ assured réturns was involved to be paid
by the builder to e;n allottee hut at that time, neither the full facts were
brought before the-*anﬂlhrlty nor it was argued onbehalf of the allottees that
on the basis of contractual obligations, the builder is obligated to pay that
amount. However, there is m:n har tu take.a different view from the earlier
one if new facts and law have h‘mbmught before an adjudicating authority
or the court. There isa -:in;;trl'_rm; nF‘pmﬁpecﬂve overruling” and which
provides that the l?w declared by the court ap_pl.tes to the cases arising in
future only and its ﬁppliéhhility'm the cases which have attained finality is
saved because the repeal would otherwise work hardship to those who had
trusted to its existence. A reference in this regard can be made to the case
of Sarwan Kumar & Anr Vs. Madan Lal Aggarwal Appeal (civil) 1058 of
2003 decided on 06.02.2003 and wherein the hon'ble apex court observed

as mentioned above. So, now the plea raised with regard to maintainability
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of the complaint in the face of earlier orders of the authority in not tenable,

The authority can take a different view from the earlier one on the basis of
new facts and law and the pronouncements made by the apex court of the
land. It is now well settled preposition of law that when payment of assured
returns is part and parcel of builder buyer's agreement (maybe there is a
clause in that document or by way of addendum , memorandum of
understanding or terms and cnn&iﬂuns of the allotment of a unit), then the
builder is liable to pay that ammig;}\ax,agreed upon and can't take a plea that
it is not liable to pay the qﬂﬁunt :::-f ﬂﬁﬁl.l nﬂl return. Moreover, an agreement
for sale defines the blﬂl‘dEf'hH}'El’ nsinttnnsh‘lp So, it can be said that the
agreement for assured returns hetween the promoter and allotee arises out
of the same I'Elﬂ.[lbgﬁlk am:l lﬂﬁ'nﬂ.ﬁkﬂﬂ by the original agreement for sale.
Therefore, it can bE$ﬂ1d ‘that the authority hascomplete jurisdiction with
respect to assured returq mse: Haﬂmmh:rﬂcmal relationship arises out of

.

the agreement for sale nnly andphnmaeh the same contracting parties to
agreement for sale. Fn titeer;m |:§iiand ﬂl&’iﬁuaufassured returns is on the
hasis of cuntractua]..nbi_igatiuns_m:ising between the parties. Then in case of
Pioneer Urban Land and Infrastructure Limited & Anr, v/s Union of
India & Ors. (Writ Petition (Civil) No. 43 of 2019) decided on 09.08.2019,
it was observed by the Hon'ble Apex Court of the land that "...allottees who
had entered into “assured return/committed returns’ agreements with

these developers, whereby, upon payment of a substantial portion of the

total sale consideration upfront at the time of execution of agreement, the
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developer undertook to pay a certain amount to allottees on a monthly

basis from the date of execution of agreement till the date of handing over
of possession to the allottees”. It was further held that 'amounts raised by
developers under assured return schemes had the "commercial effect of a
borrowing' which became clear from the developer's annual returns in
which the amount raised was shown as "commitment charges” under the
head "financial costs”. As a resfull:_,msqnh allottees were held to be "financial
creditors” within the meanln&ﬁ%gbn 5(7) of the Code" including its
treatment in books of aq::ﬂmts of the promoter and for the purposes of
income tax. Then, in th& iut&ﬂt prnnuuhcernent on this aspect in case Jaypee
Kensington Bnulergrd Apartments Welfare Association and Ors. vs.
NBCC (India) Ltd, {indbrs [2@12021-5&] MANU/ SC/0206 /2021, the
same view was followed as taken earlier in the case of Pioneer Urban Land
Infrastructure Ld & Anr. with 'FE.EﬂId to the allottees of assured returns to
be financial i:redltnrs wlthin Hmfmaaﬂing of section 5(7) of the Code. Then
after coming into w ghérﬁﬁ: ﬁf m’l&cwef 01.05.2017, the builder is
obligated to register the project with the authority being an ongoing project
as per proviso to section 3{1) of the Act of 2017 read with rule 2{o) of the
Rules, 2017. The Act of 2016 has no provision for re-writing of contractual
obligations between the parties as held by the Hon'ble Bombay High Court
in case Neelkamal Realtors Suburban Private Limited and Anr. v/s Union
of India & Ors,, (supra) as quoted earlier. 5o, the respondent/bullder can't

take a plea that there was no contractual obligation to pay the amount of
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assured returns to the allottee after the Act of 2016 came into force or that

a new agreement is being executed with regard to that fact. When there is
an obligation of the promoter against an allottee to pay the amount of
assured returns, then he can't wriggle out from that situation by taking a
plea of the enforcement of Act of 2016, BUDS Act 2019 or any other law,
15. The present complaint was disposed-off on 31.01.2019 by the Authority

with following direction:

A8 stich, the counsel for the res it stated that they have received

L "k ﬂl 1 }I

occupation certificate w,h.*r:ﬁ' i pi'qr:gg on record and they are offering
possession to the mmﬁi'mnﬂﬁt As pﬂ'fr clause 4 of Moll, both the
camplainant and respondent are advised to settle their matter wort

5 !

a_rectification application dated 16.11.2020 for
rectification of order dated 31.01.2019 before this authority but the same

assured return,

The complainants

ey

was dismissed without any uyﬁ%ﬁhﬁﬂ-rﬂﬂéf to the complainants. The
complainant ther prﬂ arta,ppea,l before the appellate tribunal
wherein the instant matter has been remanded back to the authority for
fresh adjudication of the matter considering the merits of the case, which is

reproduced as below:

We, thus, feel that the order passed by the Authority is wholly
unsustainable in the eves of law. The order under challenge is hereby set
aside. The matter s remitted to the Authority for decision afresh after

affording opportunity of hearing to both the parties...
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16.

17,

18.

19.

Tl d El e rrligl == 3ot 4

The complainant was allotted 500 sq. ft. for a total sale consideration of Rs.
13,75,500/- against which the complainant paid a sum of Rs. 13,75,000/-.
The complainant and respondent entered into the MoU on 12.10.2010. As
per clause 4 of the MoU, the respondent was liable to make payment of Rs.
27,500/- per month to the complainant as assured return up till the date of
possession of the property or 3 years whichever is later. Which is
reproduced as below: s
that the First Party will pay Hs. i r,‘:-lcm assured return per month

LAY

payable guarterly to Second, .F"r.';r't}' -J:ﬂq' the ::fz:-m of possession or 3 years

whichever is later

The complainants are seeking unpaid assured returns on monthly basis as
per Mol at the ra#;réenﬁqnﬂgi t}.}'erﬁiri ‘as possession s not yet handed
over. It is pleaded thattﬁa raspmd&nt'l'!ta-s not complied with the terms and
conditions of the Moll, Thm%hi'ur some time i.e. June 2013 the amount of
assured returns was palﬂqufﬁtﬂ:m,"tﬂa respondent refused to pay the
same. .—.1 N |*_| | B

The respondent states that the project was complete in the year 2015 and
accordingly the respondent had applied for QC before the competent
authority and offered possession vide intimation letter dated 15.07.2015.
Now the question for consideration arises as to for how much period, the
allottees are entitled for Assured Return. It is necessary to clarify this

concept because after valid and lawful offer of possession, the liability of

promoter for assured return comes to an end. On the other hand, if the
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20.

21

22,

HARERA Complaint No, 953 of 2018

possession Is not valid and lawful, the liability of promoter continues till
valid offer is made and allottee remains entitled to receive assured return
till valid possession. The authority is of considered view that a valid offer of

possession must have following components:

i. Possession must be offered after obtaining occupation certificate;

ii. The possession should not be accompanied by unreasonable additional

demands.

It is observed that the respundﬁﬁffgﬂd the possession of the subject unit
on 15.07.2015 without gbfg;ning ﬂ-lil{:‘l:l]]ﬂl:lﬁu certificate as the same was
obtained from the cnn'qpetmtﬂatt;;ﬁxy only nn 26.12.2018. Hence, at the
outset the said nﬁ'jer of pussesismn failed to fulfil the first and foremost
criteria of the validipﬂ!bn of pnssrssipn. Hen::e, the same cannot be regarded
as a valid offer of pu;aﬁsﬂtﬂm

Moreover, the fact l:alm,ﬂt I;r. ignm’ad l.'hal: oceupation certificate is public
document as well as Section I‘J{Lﬂ} afﬂct also conferred obligation over
complainant- allul:t&ﬁsgu tz.lﬁ- Wuﬁﬂsﬁnﬂ ofthe subject unit within two
months from gr:mtlnf pccupation certificate. The relevant part of the Act of

2016 is reproduced as below: .

Every allottee shall take physical passession of the apartment, plot or building as the case
may be, within a period of two months of the occupancy certificate issued for the soid
apartment, plot or building, as the case may be.

Section 19(10) of the Act obligates the allottees to take possession of the

subject unit within 2 months from the date of receipt of occupation
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24,
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certificate. In the present complaint, the occupation certificate was granted
by the competent authority on 26.12.2018, The respondent offered the
possession of the unit in question to the complainant only on 14.05.2019,
so it can be said that the complainants came to know about the occupation
certificate only upon the date of offer of possession. Therefore, in the
interest of natural justice, the complainants should be given 2 months’ time
from the date of offer of pnssessiﬂn These 2 months’ of reasonable time is
being given to the :nmpiainant&hﬁaﬂ?g in mind that even after intimation
of possession prm:tica]!:,e he has I:r:t :rrange a lot of logistics and requisite
documents including but not l[mited to inspection of the completely
finished unit but this is subject to that the unit h&iﬂg handed over at the time
DE ip hahltabla condition.

Therefore, considering Ehe facts af the prE:-:Eﬂt case, the respondent is

of taking possessi

directed to pay the amount of assured feturn of Rs. 27,500/- per month
from the date the paymem of assured r’eturn has not been paid i.e, July
2013 till offer df- épﬁmlin Iﬁ: 14.05.2019 plus 2 month ie.
14.07.2019 as per the provisions of section 19(10) of the Act of, 2016.
The respondent is directed to pay the outstanding accrued assured return
ameunt till date at the agreed rate within 90 days from the date of this order
after adjustment of outstanding dues, if any, from the complainant and
failing which that amount would be payable with interest @ 8.75% p.a. till
the date of actual realization.

FlI- Direct the respondent to provide copy of License, Sanction Plan.
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As per Section 11(3) of the Act, the promoter/builder has to make avallable

to the home buyers the layout/ sanctioned plans of the project along with
its specification and the approval by the authority.

F.IIl  Compensation

Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, in case titlad as M/s Newtech Promoters
and Developers Pvt. Ltd. V/s State of UP & Ors. (civil appeal nos. 6745-
6749 of 2021, decided on 11.1 1392;1_-1135 held that an allottee is entitled
for claiming compensation und;ﬂf.‘gigﬂﬁns 12, 14, 18 and section 19 which
is to be decided by the adwdjcam}g olficer as per section 71 and the
quantum of cumper};ﬁﬂby slia,ll 'he mﬁuﬂgaﬂ by the adjudicating officer
having due regard td the factors men;luned in.section 72. Therefore, the
complainants are at liberty to approach the adjudicating officer for seekin g
compensation. AN |

F.IV The respondent quhaHbtlandddenufy and handover the
physical possession of the office space

The respondent hriﬂt@%r: .-iﬂg_.dg_'aﬁ::eg_ to locate the allotted unit to the
complainants and haqdﬂu?qr_j;@erphy's;i:al possession of the office space
admeasuring 500 sqft. with proper access from common areas and
passages in the premises as per terms and conditions of the Mall,
Directions of the authority

Hence, the authority hereby passes this order and issues the following

directions under section 37 of the Act to ensure compliance of obligations
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cast upon the promoter as per the function entrusted to the authority under

section 34(f) of the Act:

I The respondent is directed to pay the amount of assured return at the
agreed rate i.e, @ Rs. 27,500/- per sq. ft. per month from the date the
payment of assured return has not been paid Le., July 2013 till offer of
possession i.e. 14.05.2019 plus 2 month i.e. 14.07.2019 as per the
provisions of section 19[111] of the Act of, 2016.

i. The respondent is dlrectﬁgf! pa% the outstanding accrued assured
return amount till date at thaageed pate within 90 days from the date
of this order after adjusm@nt of outstanding dues, if any, from the
complainants aflﬂffflling wfjich t]iqat_amauﬂtiwnu!d be payable with
interest @ 8.75% p.a. till the date of actual realization.

ili. The respondent isdirected to handover the possession of the allotted
unit to the cumplaihﬁnt& cﬁmﬁlatﬂﬂ-in allaspects as per specifications of
MoU within two months ﬁ'nmdata r.i'f t]'us order,

iv. The respunden&hiﬁ!dar is ﬂir-el‘:tﬁi nl:it to charge anything which is not
part of Mol.

29, Complaint stands disposed of,

30. File be consigned to the registry.

V) _.
(Sanjee M (Ashok Samgwan) (Vijay Kum l]

Memhﬁr Mem Memher
Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Gurugram

Date: 09.01.2024
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