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Compla

Complaint
Date ofco
Date ofo

Sanjeev Vohra,
R/O: fayant Vihar, Bari Haler,
VPO-Kangra, District- Kangra.

M/s Landmark Apartments PrivaG Limited
Regd. office: A-11, Chittranjan Park,
New Delhi-110019.
Also at: Landmark House, Plot no. 65, Secto
Gurugram-12 2003.

CORAMI

Ashok Sangwan

APPEARANCE:

Priyanjali Singh (Advocate)

TPHARERH
#"eunuennlr

BEFORE THE

Amarjeet Kumar (Advocate)

ORDER

The present complaint has been filed by th

Section 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation an

t No. 7557 of 2022

HARYANA REAL ES TE RE ULATORY
AUTHORITY, GURU RAM

7SS7 of 2022
t3-12-2022
o7.04.2024

Complainant

Versus

Respondent

Complainant

short, the Act) read with rule 29 ofthe Harya

Rcspondcnt

complai nt/allottee under

Develop ent) Act, 2 016 (in

Real E te (Regulation and

olation of section

the promotcr shall

nctions undcr thc

DevelopmentJ Rules,2017 (in short, the lesJ for

1 1(4)(a) of the Act wherein it is inter alia pres ibed th

be responsible for all obligations, responsibil ties and
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A.

2.

HARERA
ffiGURUGRAN/
provision ofthe Act or the rules and regulation

allottee as per the agreement for sale executed

Unit and proiect related details

The particulars of the project, the details of sal con sid tion, the amount

paid by the complainant, date ofproposed han lng over he possession and

delay period, ifany, have been detailed in the llowing bular form:

made re under or to the

inter se.

Complai tNo.7557 of 2022

Particulars Details
Name of the project idency, sector -

Proiect area
Nature of the Droiect
DTCP license no. and
validity status I:'!e

33 of 20LL dated 19 04.2011 valid up

Name of licen Ltd. and others

registered
Provisional
letter

t9.12.20L2

Date of execution of
apartment buyer

reement
Unit no. A-L23,72th

laint
Unit area adm

Possession clause
Due date of p .L2.2075

ICalculate

D'Lima a
MANU,

per Fortune
Ors. vs. Trevor

2.03.2018 - SC);

Total sale consideration Rs.92,72,3
Pase no. 2

Amount paid by the
complainant

Rs.25,95,0

Occupation certificate 25.09.2020
Page 36 of
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RERA Registered/

allotment
no. B bfcom

Not executdd

3.

4.



B.

3.

I.

II.

I II.

HARERA
GURUGRA[/

Complai rt No. 7557 of 2022

1,6. Final reminder 10.09.2012
(paee 30 of "eplv)

1-7. Cancellation letter 27.09.20t2
(page 32 of
Note: Canc€
respondent
replvl

reply)
llation w
as admit

Ls revoked by the
ed on page 13 of

18. 0ffer of possession Not offered
19. Refund request t2.70.2018

(oas.e 46 of :omDlain l

Facts ofthe complaint:

The complainant has made the folloyying subm

That the complainant was allotted a resider

admeasuring 1710 sq.ft., lZth Floor in proje

"Landmark The Residency", Sector 103 (

allotment letter d ated 79.L2.2012.

That attracted by the glamorous brochure p

complainant submitted application dated

measuring 1710 sq.ft. in the said project und

Clause 16 of the terms and conditions

completion and delivery of possession witl
execution of buyer's agreement with a gri

respondent fraudulently avoid execution

despite recovering 35% payment from comp

That towards the booking, complainant

respondent against receipt dated 15.07.2

receipt dated 07.09.2072. on 10.09.2012,

Reminder cum cancellation letter" showing t
payment plan of Rs.1838250/- out of wh

unpaid and demanding payment of this unp

ssions: -

tial unit

rt of the

urugran

rblished '

12.07 .201

er constr

of the I

in 36 m(

rce perio

of the t
lainant.

paid Rs.

012, Rs.z

responde

le amoun

ich Rs.71

aid balan

)earing no. A-123,

espondent named

vide provisional

ry the respondent,

2 to book a unit

rction Iinked plan.

ooking promised

nths after date of

I of 90 days, but

uyer's agreement

',00,000/- to the

,00,000/- against

rt issued a "Final

t due (250lo) as per

5052/- remained

;e on the threat of
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ffiHARERA
#- arnuennl,r

cancellation. Complainant paid Rs.7,95,0

29.09.2012, completing 25% of payment.

email on 19.11.2072 forwarding a demand

Rs.6,78,550/- being the amount required

Complainant issued email protesting again

that earlier demands had clearly showed 2

rest ofthe payments were construction linke

the withdrawal ofthe demand notice dated

execution of builder buyer agreement that

be execute before Deepawali. Since

cancellation, complainant met officers of

reiterate the protest that he had earlier rai

against the demand for 35% and to d

buyer agreement. Respondent told the comp

immediately and issue a postdated ch

1.0.01.2013, assuring that before cashing th

builder buyer agreement would be execu

cancellation the said cheques dated 1

(postdatedJ were submitted by the complain

issued by the respondent on 19.1,2.2012.

IV. That the respondent issued allotment le

unit no. 4-123 to the complainant. This was

the same unit which had earlier been allo

0 3.11.2011.

That PDC given earlier on 12.L2.ZO|Z agai

was cashed by the respondent, the

Rs.z5,95,000/- being the completion of 5o/o

Page 4 of16
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0/- agai

ereafter,

receipt dated

spondent issued

otice da 15.11.2072 for

350/o payment.compl

t the de nd, pointing out

7o as th booking amount,

and th re he asked for

5.tt.201. and asked for the

pond

pondent

d the

ainant

ponden

t had promised to

was threatening

on 1.2.L2.2072 to

in the il of L9.77.2012

tion of builder

pay Rs.1,50,000/-

ue of ,50,000/- for

cheque f 10.01.2013, rhe

.Toa rt the threat of

.t2.20L2 and 1"0.01.2013

t, for ich receipts were

dated 1 .72.2072 allotting

fraudul t re-allotment of

to r. Rajesh Ghai on

recer dated 19.12.2012

comp ng a total of

nt. No further



HARERA
ffiGURUGRAM

payment was made by complainant beca

execute the builder buyer agreement.

That the complainant met officers of

reminding that they had promised executio

in fanuary 2013 before cashing the cheque d

installment of 350/o costs. However, the offic

execute the builder buyer agreement ci

complainant discovered that he was vi

allotment, and that the construction was fro

was under litigation between respondent an

That since no construction was happening

allotted to another person and since the

litigation amongst the ioint venture partn

since respondent was refusing to execute

the complainant asked the respondent for

VIII. That when the respondent refused to return

filed complaint no. 180 of 2013 with Econo

IX. That on 15.04.2015, the Iicence of respond

refund, no progress in Economic Offences Wi

the complainant issued a legal notice

terminating the allotment and demanding re

interest. However, the respondent neither r

to the legal notice. The receipt ofnotice was

in subsequent NCLT proceedings.

That on 25.01.2019, complainant (together

company petition no.280(PBJ/2019 before

the lBC. Reply was filed by respondent a

VI.

VII.

x.

respondent claims that it cancelled the allo ent on 2

Page 5 of16
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e the re pondent failed to

spond on 12.01..2073,

buyer agreementof build

e appea

develop

fu nded

d 10.0 2013 towards last

s ofres ndent refused to

ng inte I issues. Later

m of a udulent double

en beca e the proiect land

its join venture partners.

nd sin unit was already

d to be ongoing

g the proiect, and

y builde buyer agreement,

rn ofh monles,

monl s, the complainant

ic Offen Wing.

t lapsed. ince there was no

CASC A no construction,

ted 1"2 10.2018 formally

nd of monies paid with

onies nor replied

mitted by the respondent

with an er allottee) filed

e NCLT under section 7 of

d. In th ir reply in NCLT,

.09.2012 but says



ffiHARERA
# aiRuGRAr'/

that the cancellation was revoked on 10.0

was no cancellation. While the story of thi

obviously false because the respondent i

19.L2.Z0LZ which is before the period

cancellation. However, the IBC petition

dismissed on 14.12.2021 due to the new r

Bankruptcy Code (Amendment) Ordinance

Bankruptcy Code (Amendment) Act, 2020.

XI. That the license was renewed by the respo

may have been obtained recently. However,

cancelled and refunded nor offered po

complainant.

XII. That as complainant has rightly termina

notice dated 12.10.2018, respondent is liabl

of the complainant with interest.

C.

4.

D,

6.

5. On the date ofhearin& the authority explained

about the contraventions as alleged to have b

section 11[4)(aJ ofthe Act to plead guilty or n

Reply by respondent:

The respondent vide reply d,ated 07.02.2024

the following grounds:

l. That the complainant vide application da

al Direct the respondent to )"nnA "t['"

prescribed *" "t,ft[.f1R L :

in its proiect named 'Landmark The Reside cy'at

Page 6 of 16

t No. 7557 0f 2022

.2013 a thereafter there

tempo

ed the

of alle

cancellation is

lotment letter on

revocation of

ren red invalid and

quire ts introduced by

2019 a d Insolvency and

dent on

the resp

sslon o

1.06.2019 and OC

ndent has neither

the unit to the

the al tment vide legal

to refun the entire monies

id-up ount alongwith

the res ondent/promoter

tted in relation to

guilty.t to plea

the complaint on

L2.07 .2 12, booked a unit

r 103, Gurgaon

en co



ffiHARERA
ffi aJRricRAN/

for a total sale consideration of Rs.92,72,3

Rs.7,00,000/- for further registration.

ii. That the complainant was well aware of

mentioned under the said application and o

and every term agreed to sign over the

demur.

lll. That as per clause 16 ofthe application for p

project was proposed to be completed with

date of execution of the buyer's agreement

as may be proposed and the respondent w

grace period over and above the aforesa

necessary approvals etc.

lv. That as per clause 10 of the application fo

bound to make the payment for the said uni

the respondent as per the payment schedul

the time was an essence for the complaina

payment towards the agreed sale considera

not duty bound to issue any payment

That inspite after knowing the payment obli

failed to pay the requisite amount as

respondent in compliance with the pa

receiving any amount the respondent h

calling upon the complainant to pay the amo

That the respondent was authori

allotment/agreement and recover all the

performance of the agreement.

That vide clause 31 of the application form ivll.

payment is delayed, or any loss is suffered the resp

Page 7 of 16
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0/- and id an amount of

ly after s

and conditions

srying with each

ut any protest or

visional lotment, the said

thirty-si months from the

bject to rtain limitations

also enti ed to ninety days

for applying ford perio

ainant was duty

hen demanded by

.ltisan itted fact that

s obli on in making the

on and e respondent was

ers/no

tion, complainant has

when emanded by the

the co

as and

ent s

to se

ule and on not

demand notices

nt so

to terminate the

and seek specificayment

was d that in case the

ndent due to non-

vl.



trHARERA
#-GURucRAr'/

payment of the instalment, then the com

respondent for the loss so suffered.

vlll. That the complainant being the habitual de

have failed to adhere to the payment plan

and conditions embodied under the aforesai

That upon not receiving the payment des

reminders the respondent was bound to i

letler on 27 .09.2012 to the complainant. Ho

given by the complainant, the respondent

and agreed to re-allot the said residential

subject to the complainant making the pay

was arrived at on 10.01.2013 between the

x. Thattill 10.01.2013, the complainanthad pai

the respondent against the allotted

Rs.92,72,300 /-.However, even during this ti

paid the full amounts due and payable to th

earlier demands made by the respondent

commitment.

xl. That on 25.07.2013, the respondent also

executing the builder buyer agreementwith

in question. After issuance of the stam

requested the complainant to sign the

however, the complainant never came fo

made any payments with respect to th
respondent. Thereafter, in the year 2014

oblique motive and in order to wriggle out o

filed a false complaint case alongwith si ilarly si

Page B of 16

rNo.7557 of 2022

ulter in

d have

said ap

ite afte making payment

ue can on of the unit

er, up n oral assurances

cancelation letteroked i

ill indemnify the

terms of payment

olated the terms

Iication.

e said petitionerunit to

ent. Suc

deman

sponden

an understanding

and complainant.

a sum Rs.2 5,95,000/- to

unit valued atsidential

e, the plainant had not

respon nt in terms of the

was short on his

t issued stamp papers for

e compl nant qua the unit

the respondentpaper

ilder yer agreement;

to cute the same or

s raised by the

the co plainant with an

the con al obligations

ted individuals

lx.



ffiHARERA
#*arRucRArr,t

against the respondent with the Economic

New Delhi, under the Indian Penal Code.

Thatthe complainant had for the very first ti

12.1.0.2018 terminating the contract and

amount alongwith interest and had not rai

date ofissuance ofthe legal notices.

xlll. That the complainant had earlier filed a cla

same was dismissed with a liberty to pu

survives.

xlv. That the present complaint filed by the com

as the same has been filed on 02-L2-2022 (

refund of the entire amount along with

complainant had lastly made payments q

19.12.2072.|n other words, the limitation to

as sought by the complainant stood exp

December 2015.

xv. That in Iight ofthe above, the respondent hu

mutually agreed clauses of the applicati

entitled to forfeit the amount paid by the co

execute the builder buyer agreement and to

7. Copies of all the relevant documents have b

record. Their authenticity is not in dispute.

decided on the basis ofthose undisputed d

by the parties.

E. furisdiction ofthe authority:

8. The authority observes that it
jurisdiction to adjudicate the

below.

xll.

has territoria

present com
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ing Mandir Marg,

issued legal notices dated

ng ry of the alleged

any su claim before the

m befo the NCLT and the

ue the r if the cause

lainant thus time barred

forma-B) seeking

terest, reas the said

his it in question on

ek ofthe amount

d way back in the year

bly sub

form,

its that as per the

plainan

he respondent is

as he has failed to

ake th further payments.

en filed

ence, th

placed on the

complaint can be

submissions made

ate of P

ts and

as well

int for

as subrect matter

e reasons given



9.

10.

11.

F.

12.

HARERA
P-GURUORAI/
E. I Territorial iurisdiction
As per notification no. 7 /92 /2017 -1TCP dated

and Country Planning Department, the j

Regulatory Authority, Gurugram shall be enti

purpose with offices situated in Gurugram. In

in question is situated within the planning

Therefore, this authority has complete territo

the present complaint.

E. ll Subiect matter jurisdiction

Section 11(4)(a) of the Act, 201 es

1,4.L2.20

risdictio

e prese

area of

Gurug am District for all

7 issued by Town

of Real Estate

t case, the project

urugram district.

for sale. ion LL(4)(a) is

Section 17(4)(a)
Be responsible for all obligations, responsibili ond fun ns under the

ial juris iction to deal with

hat the romoter shall be

rding non-compliance of

provisions of this Act or the rules and regulatiot
ollottees as per the agreementfor sole, or to the t

cose may be, till the conveyance ofall the oportm
cose moy be, to the ollottees, or the common

made th nder or to the
on ollottees, os the

plots buildings, as the
reos to qssociation of

allottees or the competent authoriry, os the case v be;
Section 34-Functions ofthe Au
34(l) olthe Act provides to
promoters, the ollottees and the
ond regulations mode thereundet.

above, the authority hasSo, in view of the provisions of the Act quo

complete jurisdiction to decide the complaint

obligations by the promoter.

Findings on the obiections raised by the

F.l Obiection regarding complaint being barre

The respondent has contended that the

maintainable and barred by the law of limita

lastly made payments qua the unit in question

to seek recovery of the amount as sought by th

J\:
rondent:

by limitation.

present complaint is not

ion as the complainant had

tn 1,9.12.2012 and limitation

) complainant stood expired

)lainant has submitted that

Page 10 of16
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responsible to the allottee's as per

reproduced as hereunder:

way back in year December, 2015. The com



ffi HARERA
S- aJRucRAM
despite payment of 35% of the cost of flat,

execute a builder buyer agreement with the

construction was happening at the project si

amongst the joint venture partners developing

G.

13.

vide legal notice dated 12.10.2018 sought refu

alongwith interest, but the respondent has n

replied to the legal notice. After considering do

notice dated 12.10.2018, the

interest.

project and sought refund ofthe amountpaid

the respondent has neither replied to same n

paid by the complainant so far, which clearly

Moreover, the law of limitation is, as such, not a

under the Act and has to be seen case to cas

above, the objection of the respondent w.r.t. th

limitation stands rejected.

In the present complaint, the complainant in

project and is seeking return ofthe

unit along with interest at the prescribed rat

18(1) of the Act. Sec. 18(1) of the Act is

reference:

"Section 78: - Return of amount ond comp
1B(1). Ithe promoter foils to complete or is
ofan apqrtment plot, or building.-
(a) in accordonce with the terms of the ag

case may be, duly completed by the dote ified th

Page 11 of 16
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e respo dent has failed to

t. Moreover, as no

ongoing litigation

mplaina

e due to

proj the complainant

ount paid by him

ther r nded monies nor

ments vailable on record

determ ed that vide legal

ready thdrawn from the

nterest, However,ongwith

r has nded the amount

ows a ubsisting liability.

plicable the proceedings

. Theref re, in view of the

compla t being barred by

nt.

ngwith rescribed rate of

ds to thdraw from the

by him i

d of the

as pro

produce

respect of subject

ed under section

below for ready

ve possession

ent for le or, os the
n;or



ffiHARERA
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prescribed,"
(Emphosis supplied)

14. Due date ofhanding over of
on record, no BBA has been ex

period stipulated in the agreement, a
into considerotion. ln the facts and
period of 3 years would have been reasonob
contract i.e,, the possession wqs required to
2014. Further there is no dispute os to the fo
no redevelopment of the properE. Hence,
discussion, which drow us to an irresistible
defrciency of service on the port of the appel
issue is answered."

15. Accordingly, the due date of possession is ca

date of allotment i.e., 19.72.2012. Therefore, t

(b) due to discontinuance ofhis business qs

suspension or revocotion of the registro
any other reason,

he shall be lioble on demand to the ql
wishes to withdrqw from the project, wi
remedy available, to return the qmount
ofthat qpartment, plot building, .rs the
at such rate as may be prescfibed
compensotion in the monner as provided un
Provided that where an qllottee does not in
project, he shall be paid, by the promoter, i
delay, till the handing over of the

of possession cannot be ascertained. A consid

taken by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in th(

possession of the Jlots allotted to them and
the refund of the amount poid by them, o
Although we are ewore of the foct that wh

possession cannot be ascertained then a reaso

has to be taken into consideration. It

Infrastructure v. Trevor d' lima (2018) S SCt

and then was reiterated in Pioneer lJrban la

Govindan Raghovan (2019) SC 725 -:

"Moreover, a person cannot be made to

ofthe possession for the flat/unit comes out to e 79.12.?0r5.

Page 12 of 16
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deve on occount of
under is Act or Ior

tn co the allottee
t prejudi to ony other

by in respect
mqy be, with interest
this
this

nd to wi 'raw from the
t for ry month of

ot such te as may be

cuments available

lf including

and the due date

has already been

ere due date of

period of 3 years

matter Fortune

18) 3 SCC (civ) 1

structure Ltd. V.

n: As

epa

ate vi

442 : (2

&ln

r the
seek

tion.
ivery
aken
time

tf the
ter of
?re is
tbove
2re is
'Y the

:ely for
led to 1

tpensal
no deli
to be ta
'ase, a I
ttion oJ
:quqrt
ow thel
the ot
tot thet
rdinolv

'tak'
a tir
o.f t
rter
here
obo
\ere

lly t,

ttety )
itled I

mpen
nod

itoba
case,
tetion

indefi I itel:
re enlitler
vith cqmpt
re wol no
ime h* to
ofthil cas
'com/l"ti,
n by ldst q

t until nou
iew df th
usion lhot
nd acqord

ote ame
nces of t,
te for cor
given b!
t thot un
in view

:onclusio
nts ond (

ind,
are
with
ere
cime
t of 1

tr co
en b-

qt ut

with
lere I
time

tit
ry
q

th
ng$
1 the
ble ti
nces
e for
give'
I tho)

:oncl1

nts o

quqrter
iw there
the obo
ot there
"dingly t)

lated a$ 3 years from the

e due dafe of handing over



ilARER"
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16, Admissibility of refund along with pr

complainant is seeking refund the amount p

prescribed rate of interest as provided under

has been reproduced as under:

Rule 75. Prescribed rdte of interest- [Pro
18 qnd sub-section (4) and subsection
(1)For the purpose ofproviso to section 72;
(4) ond (7) of section 79, the "interest at
the State Bank of lndia highest morginol co

Provided that in cqse the Stote Bo

lending rote (MCLR) is notin use, itshall be

lending rates which the State Eank of Indi

for lending to the generol public,

17. The legislature in its wisdom in the subo

provision of rule 15 of the rules, has d

interest. The rate of interest so determined by

and if the said rule is followed to award the i

practice in all the cases.

18. Consequently, as per website ofthe State Ban

the marginal cost oflending rate (in short, M

is 9ol0. Accordingly, the prescribed rate of in

lending rate +20lo i.e.,llo/o.

19. The complainant has submitted that in te

plan, the complainant had paid a sum of Rs.

said apartment to the respondent being the

and no further payment was made by him be

execute the builder buyer agreement. Mo

happening at the project site due to ongoin

venture partners developing the project, the

dated 12.10.2018 sought refund of the am unt pai

Compla ntNo.7557 of 2022

ibed of interest: 'Ihe

ong with interestby

rule the rules. Rule 15

iso to 12, section
ofsectio 1el
tion 18; nd sub-sections

e rate pre.

t of lendi
k of lndio orginol cost of
placed by uch benchmork
moy fix ft time to time

ate le slation under the

ined th prescribed rate of

the legisl ture, is reasonable

rest, it ill ensure uniform

of lndia i ., https://sbico.in,

ral

im

5c

h

1

ribed" sholl be

rote +296.:

R) as on

rest will be marginal cost of

of the onstruction linked

of the5,95,00 - in respect

mpleti n of 350/o payment

use the spondent failed to

construction was

amongst the jointlitigatio

mplai nt vide legal noticc

by him alongwith

te i.e.,07.o8.2024

ver, as

1/
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HARERA
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interest, but the respondent has neither refund

legal notice.

20. On consideration of the documents available

made by both the parties regarding contraven

the authority is satisfied that the responden

section 11(4) (aJ ofthe Act by not handing ove

The possession of the subiect flat was to

whereas, the occupation certificate for the p

respondent on 25.09.2020.

withdrawn from the prorect by
ll

sought refund of the paid-up amount with in

occupation certificate, due to inordinate dela

but the said request was not acceded by the r

21. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the

and Developers Private Limited Vs State

reiterated in case of M/s Sana Realtors Privo

of India & others SLP (Civil) No. 73005 of Z

observed as under: -

"25. The unqualified right of the allottee to
Section 18(1)(0) and Section 19(4) of the A
contingencies or stipulations thereof. lt oppeo
consciously provided this right of refund on
obsolute rightto the ollottee, if the promoter fa
apartment, plot or building within the time sti,
the ogreement regardless of unforeseen e fs or .rto

Page 74 ol16
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nor replied to the

n reco and submissions

ion of p isions of the Act,

is in co

possessi

travention of the

n by the due date.

d by 19.12.2075

obtained by the

nt has already

12.10.2O18 and

delive

ject

complai

otice da

on part

sponden

rest i.e., prior to obtaining

f the respondent;

Moreover, as per

way ck in September

the allo ent nor offered

of above-mentioned

and is well withinproject

) ofthe

es of h Promoters

of U.P. qnd Ors. (supra)

e Limlted & other Vs Union

20 decided on 12.05.2022.

refund Under
rs not ent on ony
thot the islaturc hqs

ndsso unconditional
ls to give ion ofthe

loted u the terms of
orders of the
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22.

GURUGRAN/

Court/Tribunal, which is in either way
allottee/home buyer, the promoter is under
amount on demand with interest ot the ro
Government including compensqtion in the mo

with the proviso thot if the allottee does not
project, he shall be entitled for interest for the
over possession ot the rate prescribed."

The promoter is responsible for all oblig

functions under the provisions of the Act

regulations made thereunder or to the allo

under section 11(a)[a). The promoter has fai

provided Section 13 of the Act, 2016 and also

to give possession of the unit by the due dat

the promoter is liable to the allottee, as he

project, without prejudice to any other rem

amount received by it in respect of the unit wit

be prescribed.

23. Accordingly, the non-compliance of the

11(4)(a) read with section 18(1J ofthe Act on

established. As such, the complainant is e

amount paid by him at the prescribed rate of

State Bank of India highest marginal cost of le

as on date 120lo) as prescribed under rule 1

(Regulation and Development) Rules, 2017

till the actual date of refund of the amount wit

rule 16 ofthe Haryana Rules 2017 ibid.

H. Directions ofthe Authority:

24. Hence, the Authority hereby passes this o

directions under section 37 of the Act to en

Compla tNo.7557 of 2022

not qttri table to the
to refund the

by Lhe StoLe

obligoti
prescri

ner provr under the Act

ish to wi drow from the
riod of d ty till handing

tions, r ponsibilities, and

or the rules andof 2076,

as per ment for sale

to ful I its obligations as

ailed to mplete or unable

of pos sion. Accordingly,

ishes to ithdraw from the

avail Ie, to return the

intere at such rate as may

date co tained in section

e part

ed to

interest

f the respondent is

fund of the entire

e., @ 1170 p.a. (the

IMCLR) applicablcding ra

of the ryana Real l,lstatc

mthed of each payment

in the ti elines provided in

randi es the following

nce of obligationscomp
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S" eunuennvr
cast upon the promoter as per the functio

under Section 34(0 ofthe Act of 2016:

to the Authority

i. The respondent/promoter is directed to paid-up amount

nant along withof Rs.25,95,000/- received by it from

interest at the rate of 110lo p.a. as pres

Haryana Real Estate IRegulation and opment Rules,2017 from

e com

Haryana Real Ilstate Regulatory Authority, G

Datedt 07 .08.2024

bed u rule 15 of the

the date of each payment till the actual ization the amount.

ndent comply with the

which I consequences

25. Complaint stands disposed ofi
26. File be consigned to the registry.

t No.7557 of 2022

ii. A period of 90 days is given to the resp

directions given in this order and failinp

would follow.
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