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BEFORE THE HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY
AUTHORITY, GURUGRAM

| Complaint no. ; ’ 8005 0f2022 |
Date of filing: 06.01.2023 |
Date of order .| 10.12.2024 |
1. Mr. Raj Kumar Rana
2. Mrs. Shanti Rana
Both RR/0: C-403, Unique Aartments, Plot no. 38,
Sector-6, Dwarka, New Delhi-110075. Complainants
"-Fal.‘sus
1. M/s Advance India Projetts lell&d
Regd. office: 232-B,. 4% floor, Okfila Industrial
Estate, Phase-1II, New Dethi-110020. -
2. Wellworth Project Developers Private Limited
Regd. Office: A-11, C.R. Park, New Delhi - 110010 Respondents
CORAM: P\ | 1)
Shri. Arun Kumar | Chairperson |
Shri. Vijay Kumar Goyal " Member |
APPEARANCE WHEN ARGUED: ' | . | _ i
Dhruv Lamba (Advocate) she Complainants |
Sh. Dhruv Rohtagi (Advecate) ! Respondent no. 1 |
None , Respondent no. 2
ORDER
1. The present complaint has been filed by the complainant/allottees under

Section 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 (in
short, the Act) read with rule 29 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 that the
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promoter shall be responsible for all obligations, responsibilities and

functions under the provision of the Act or the rules and regulations

made there under or to the allottees as per the agreement for sale

executed inter se.

Unit and project related details

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

complainants, date of proposed handing over the possession, date of

buyer’s agreement etc, have EH}EII detiiled in the following tabular form:

S.No. | Particulars = Dtﬂ;ills
1. Name of the project.—" '." .'H?Ljoy Central”, Sector-65, Gurgaon
2. Nature of projact , L] Commercxal colony
3. | DTPC Licenge i~ zﬁrﬁ.znnmated 02.11.2007
| Validity status 01.11.2024
Licensed area 3.987 acres
Name of licensee ME& W,u!]mﬁurﬂl-Project Developers Pvt.
- Ltd.
4. RERA Registered/ not 13‘3 ur'*m? dmed 14.09.2017 valid up
registered t031,12.2022
5. Unit no. L. Sl'mphu SF-55, Second floor
_ | {Pagefio. 29 of the compliant)
l6. Unit area g_dn}easp_;in%_- i | 190.955q. ft.,
1 L [Stperaea)
7, Allotment letter I’u; shop L0Z.062017
bearing no-2043 jan (294 (Pagen6.22 of the compliant)
| floor
8. Date of execution of 20.11.2020
buyer’s agreement | (Page no. 26 of the compliant)
9. Possession clause 7. POSSESSION OF THE UNIT
7.1 Schedule for possession of the
unit: - The Promoter agrees and
understands that timely delivery of
possession of the Unit to the Allottee

and the Common Areas is the essence of

| the Agreement.
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the Unit/ Project. It is agreed between
| the Parties that for the purpose of this

(Page no. 39 of the complaint)

5. TIME IS ESSENCE:

The Promoter shall abide by the tune
schedule  for completing the
Unit/Project, handing over the
possession of the Unit to the Allottee
by 31 December 2022 as disclosed at
the time of registration of the Project
with the Authority or such extended
period as may be intimated and
approved by Authority from time to

| ime. The completion of the Project shall |

mean grant of Occupancy Certificate for

Agreement "handing  over  the
possess;on of the Unit" shall mean
issuance of Notice of Offer of Possession
of the Unit (defined hereinafter) by the
Promoter to the Allottee.

(Page.no. 38 of the complaint) |

10. Due date bf_possesaon 31512 2022 |
11. Total sale consideration | Rs, 22,18 332}
' 1'f{As per statement of accounts dated
- l18 012022 on page no. 69 of
| . complamt]
17, | Amount paid by -_the ﬁx%@].}?lﬂf
complainant © 7 [AS per starement of accounts dated
lﬂﬂ'lzﬂ'!d on page no 69 ol
mmphfm]
13. Occupation certificate .- 24.12.2021
_ (page no. 128 of the reply)
14. Offer of constructive | 28.01.2022 =
| possession [Page 131 of the reply] ‘
B. Facts of the complaint
3. The complainants have submitted as under:
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That in 2007, the respondents M/s. ADVANCE INDIA PROJECTS
LIMITED and M/s WELLWORTH PROJECT DEVELOPERS PVT. LTD.
issued an advertisement w.r.t launching of a Commercial Colony
namely “AIPL Joy Central” situated at Sector - 65, Village
Badshahpur, Tehsil Badshahpur, District Gurugram under the
license no. 249 of 2007 dated 02.11.2007, issued by DTCP, Haryana,
Chandigarh and thereby 1nv1ted applications from prospective
buyers for the purchase of Imit:». il the subject project.

That relying on the assuratweﬁm promises of the respondents, on
09.01.2017, the present cumplﬂlnams namely Mr. Rajkumar Rana
and Ms. Shanti Ranga hﬂd hﬂuk&d &-umt iththe subject project and in
lieu of the same: p1|d an amuunt ni‘ Rs.4 nEr 000/ The payment was
acknowledged “ by the respondent's compiiny and accordingly
reflected in rhé'smremeng of acﬁuuﬁﬁ_ IIS:.il-I'E‘i.'I by the respondent’s
company.

That on 02.06.2017, an. allotmént fefter was issued by the
respondent’s company-ii the nam# of the present complainants
namely Mr. RafkumarRana and Ms Shanti Rana vide which a retail
shop bearing no. 2043 on E&E:nn'd'ﬂci]:rr"having a super area of 190.67
sq. ft. was allotted at BSP @ Rs. 10,315/~ per sq. ft., Development
charges @ Rs. 676/- per sq. ft,, PLC @ Rs. 1,060/- per sq. ft. and IFMS
@ Rs. 100/- per sq. ft.

That the complainants have made all the payments well on time as
and when demanded by the respondents. It is a matter of fact that
complainants have paid an amount of Rs.4,00,000/-, Rs. 2,00,000/-,
Rs. 5,00,000/-, Rs. 1,08,292.68/- and Rs. 11,50,095 /- on 09.01.2017,
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14.02.2017, 16.05.2017, 03.06.2017 and 09.03.2020 respectively

against the total sale consideration of the subject unit. All the

Complaint no. 8005 of 2022 J

payments as mentioned above are acknowledged by the
respondents and the same are also reflected in the statement of
accounts issued by the respondents.

e.  That right from the time of allotment, the complainants were eager
to get the buyer's agreement executed and kept on pursuing their
grievance w.r.t the same with the respondents but the respondents
never gave a satlsfactor}-‘_mply g 1 keep on lingering the matter. It
is pertinent to mentiof m:;}? ﬁ;:rE'lsh'.u the present complainants
were law abiding nil:-[zgn.s ar_rd m:du Eﬂ-:h ‘and every payment as and
when demanded by the respundents It i5 4 matter of fact that the
respondents golfected more thﬂn 98% of'the total sale consideration
of the subject un!t [rnm the mmpiah'.tanrs without even executing a
buyer’s agreemént. Furthérmore, 1uﬂ;,tq bring to the kind notice of
the Hon'ble Authu:‘ﬁ?;-_mﬁiﬂsﬁuﬁﬂé_afs totk almost 4 years from the
date of booking to exeeute the .b.l.lj'EI"S agreement with the present
complainants and that tao aft!r *millefnng, maore than 98% of the
Hon'ble Authority that how the builders like the present one is
misusing their dominant position and harassing the naive allottees
after looting their hard-earned monies. In the light of the
submissions made above, the respondents are liable to pay interest
of the hard-earned monies of the allotter which they have collected
and used for their personal wrongful gains without even executing a

buyer’s agreement for 4 long years after booking of the subject unit.

Page 5 of 31



HARERA
& GURUGRAM

f.

Complaint no. 8005 of 2022—|

That after the continuous effort of the present complainants for
almost 4 years (from booking of the subject unit) and after making a
payment of almost 98% of the total sale consideration of the subject
unit, on 20.11.2020, a buyer’s Agreement was executed between
respondents and the present complainants) wherein a retail shop
bearing no. SF-55 on Second Floor having a super area of 190.95 Q.
ft., Carpet area of 80.21 sq. ft., Unit Covered area of 95.48 sq. ft. was
allotted. As per Clause 1_;_11]' El‘_lg;.huyer's agreement, the total sale
consideration of the suhject m:tlt was Rs. 23,85,471.68/-. It is
pertinent to mentio_nﬂ'&ﬁ,'-h&;:ﬁﬁﬁtjﬂluuse 5 of the said agreement
talks about Timg fsrf_s'ﬁméi!::iltid:?;peﬁﬁpﬁ Due date of possession to
be 31.12.2022; Clause 7 of the said :agreeﬁée_nt talks about Possession
of the Unit, ciause20 speaifies Phy'sical possession of the Unit.

That to the uttet shock: anjﬂ surprise of the complainants, the
respondent’s ‘réquestéd | the complaiiants to sign a buyer's
agreement whose. fe;ﬁzs WELE mmﬁl&tél}f arbitrary and one sided.
The complainants objested I‘j:r fh&iﬂ:rhe but the builder who was in a
dominant pagition ﬂirﬁi'#t:«h{.:l EhE fomplainants to cancel the
allotment and furfeirur‘e nf ﬂlE‘h" ‘Hard“earned monies and
accordingly the forceful consent [under undue influence) of the
present complainant was obtained and accordingly, a pre-printed
buyer’s agreement containing unilateral, arbitrary, one sided clauses
heavily loaded in the favour of the builder was executed. The
consent of the present complainants so obtained was not a free
consent as defined in Section 14 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872. The

clause 7 of the buyer's agreement speaks about “Possession of The
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Unit” wherein a new word “Constructive possession” was inducted
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in place of physical possession which is a violation of the provisions
of the Act of 2016 and Rules of 2017. Further, vide clause 5 of the
buyer’s agreement dated 20.11.2020, which was executed after 4
years (from the date of booking) of continuous efforts of the
complainants, the promoters have promised to handover the
possession of the subject unit by 31.12.2022.

h. That on 18.01.2022, a nnric'é ﬂf'-:iﬂier of possession was sent by the
respondent company to t.h& :&rea&nt complainants along with final
statement of account: The suh;Ei:t .of the said notice reads as

“Intimation of Ecrnm'umve Fﬂﬁ&ﬁmn nf Unit no......". Not only this,
but the said statement uF acmunt ajsn tonsisted of certain illegal
demands as Sinking Fund, Labolr cess, Infrastructure Augmentation
Charges, Elegtric switch-ln station & i}l-.:I:.'lﬂ'iit Charges, Sewage/
Storm Water/ Watf.-r Eﬁnn,ﬂctlnn ch a:rgEs. Electric Meter Charges etc.

i.  That the said notice'of offer.of pﬁsessiun ‘was completely illegal and
unlawful as firstly, it nu“hg:_j!; talkrﬂhout physical handing over of
possession. 50, stichan offer of plssessin where practically no
physical possébsionis Sftd¥elis rselfnull anl void in the eyes of law.
Secondly, the'said notice of offer-of possession was accompanied by
many illegal demands as Sinking Fund, Labour cess, Infrastructure
Augmentation Charges, Electric switch-in station & Deposit Charges,
Sewage/ Storm Water/ Water Connection charges, Electric Meter
Charges, to name a few. This Hon’ble Authority in many of its
judgements have held that an offer of possession which is

accompanied by unlawful and illegal demands is not a valid / lawful
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offer of possession. It is most humbly prayed before this Hon’ble

Authority to struck down the said notice of offer of possession along
with the illegal demands made by the respondent’s company and
declare the same as unlawful and invalid. Further, it is also most
humbly prayed that a direction w.r.t issuance of a fresh offer of
possession in which physical possession of the subject unit is
offered.

J. That the present comp!aln@ﬁ had made all the payments well on
time as and when demandp;f{:r}f 'I'J,'*e respondent builder. It is a matter
of fact that the .cl:}h::pﬁl'ﬁéfiﬁ'- had made a payment of
Rs.28,11,738.83 /- mﬂardsﬂiﬂtntﬂlﬁal:& cansideration of the subject
unit against the denfanded amotint of Rs24)00,992.29/-.

k. That further it'is of immense importance t¢ submit here that no
valid/ lawful pffer.of possession hasbeen made to the complainants
till date. Furthérmore, as per &Iﬂus&rs;-uf the agreement dated
20.11.2020, the FMEH-MUB:NBMEE& to handover possession
of the subject unit by 81.12, 21'322 But it's a matter of fact that till
date, the possession of the suhjetr !.lrr.ﬂ ls mnot handed over to the
present complainants and in view nflﬁe same, the respondents are
liable to pay de-}ay possession Ehargﬂs.nfﬁ’ @% prescribed rate from
the due date of possession i.e., 31.12.2022 till actual handing over of
the possession as per the provisions of the Act of 2016.

|l Thatthe respondent builder cannot charge Holding charges from the
present complainants. However, as per the law settled by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in civil appeal no. 3864-3889/2020 dated
14.12.2020, the holding charges shall also not be charged by the
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respondent builder at any point of time even if they are part of the
agreement.

That due to the acts of the respondents and the deceitful intent as
evident from the facts outlined above, the complainants have been
unnecessarily harassed mentally as well as financially, and therefore
the opposite party is liable to compensate the complainants on
account of the aforesaid unfair trade practice. Without prejudice to
the above, the Comp]mnants resenrr_-s the right to file a complaint
before the Hon’ble Ad]ud.l,qting EEIT&cer for compensation.

Relief sought by the co mplama I.'lts.
The complainants haye-gonught fuilnwmg rﬂ:Hﬂﬂ;s]

4.

Direct the respondent to handover physi_-:atnpssession of the subject
unit as per the pravisions.of the Actof 2016,

Direct the respondent to pay 1n€éru§fall'* prescribed rate as per the
provisions of thﬁ'&-i"l.__nl' 2016. |

Direct the respol ndent (o ﬁil:hﬂraﬂ' a.ll I:hu} lllegal demands as Sinking
Fund, Labour-cess, I'nfras'Lructu:'E Augmentation Charges, Electric
switch-in snttnn & Depuslt ;hnrges; Sewage/ Storm Water/ Water
Connection charges Flectric Meter ﬂharges Payment due area
change.

Direct the respondent to charge CAM charges from the date of
handing over of the actual physical possession of the subject unit.
Direct the respondent to not charge “Holding charges” from the
complainants.

Direct the respondent to not charge anything from the present

complainants which is not part of the agreement.
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On the date of hearing, the authority explained to the respondent

/promoters about the contraventions as alleged to have been committed

in relation to section 11(4) (a) of the Act to plead guilty or not to plead
guilty.

Reply by the respondent no. 1

The respondent no. 1 has contested the complaint on the following

grounds:

a.

The present complaint l:ajé&s sﬁrﬁral such issues which cannot be
decided in summary prnnaadmgs. The said issues require extensive
evidence to be led by both, the! parElE':- and examination and cross-
examination of witn_ﬂs*;gs _I’E:'r p:'q[mr adj'udlr:ation. Therefore, the
disputes raisedl in the pre;ént C(J:rrnplainf-lrr:an-unly be adjudicated by
the Civil Court. The present complaint deserves to be dismissed on
this ground a[t:if_l_iz_'. That the Complaiga nts are not “Allottees” but are
Investors who hasbookedthéap ﬁ]’l’lﬂﬂihfﬁil Question as a speculative
investment in order fﬁaﬁr’n'f'entéi incomie/profit from its resale.

That  the Complamants hml ﬂpproached the Respondent No. 1
and expresséd-an fﬂtEl_‘Eﬂ m booklng an apartment in the
commercial colany dﬂveluppd h}' the Respongdent No. 1 and booked
the unit in ‘guestion, ‘bearlng’ ntmber '§F/2043, Second Floor
admeasuring 190.67 sq. ft. (tentative area) situated in the project
developed by the Respondent No. 1, known as “AIPL Joy Central” at
Sector 65, Gurugram, Haryana. That thereafter the Complainants
vide application form in 2017, applied to the Respondent No. 1 for
provisional allotment of a unit bearing number SF/2043, Second

Floor in the project. It is submitted that the Complainants prior to
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approaching the Respondent No. 1, had conducted extensive and
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independent enquiries regarding the project and it was only after
the Complainants were fully satisfied with regard to all aspects of the
project, including but not limited to the capacity of the Respondent
No. 1 to undertake development of the same, that the Complainant
took an independent and informed decision to purchase the unit, un-
influenced in any manner by the Respondent No. 1. The
Complainants conscmusl;,r and ‘Willifully opted for down payment
plan as per their choice ﬁnr renﬂﬂ,ance of the sale consideration for
the unit in question and l'urther represented to the Respondent No,
1 that they shall remit mﬂlﬁtaﬂmﬂm on time as per the payment
schedule. That the' HEEpﬂnﬂﬂm"Nu ] lﬁlr! no reason to suspect
bonafide of tije’ Eumplaminu.

. Thatat this instance, it negds to be l't:::tE:—:l thit relationship between
the Parties is tommercial in nafure mdﬁacrusanct to the agreed
terms. That in the: prﬁaent :a:.e,ﬂ!E Eﬂltrplﬂlnants purchased the Unit
only on the categoricil uud,e:‘:{tanding that the Unit shall not be for
physical possession. That the bookmg was categorically, willingly
and voluntarily made by the Complamant with an understanding of
the same being for leasing purposes and not self-use, as can be noted
in clause 43 of the Schedulé I of thé A.pplication form:

“43. The Applicant has clearly understood that the Unit is
not for the purpose of self-occupation and use b iy the
Applicant and & for the purpose of leasing to third parties
alang with combined units as larger area. The Applicant
has given unfettered rights to the Company to lease out the
unit along with other combined units as a larger area on
the terms and conditions that the Company would deem fit.
The Applicant shall at no point of time object to any such

decision of leasing by the Company”
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That pursuant to the execution of the Application Form, the
Respondent No. 1 had no reason to suspect the bonafide of the
Complainants and the Allotment letter dated 02.06.2017 was issued
to the Complainants. That as can be noted from the above-mentioned
clause 43, the Complainants had given unfettered right to the
Respondent to lease the Unit and had agreed to not object to the
decision of leasing at any point in time. However, despite having
booked the Unit on these wry terms, the Complainants, have
malafidely filed the presml: mmplamt with the motive to seek
wrongful gains from e HE!pundEn‘r

That the Unit allotté! Wpruﬁﬁnml and subject to change as was
categorically 3gl:ead Immhfen the partie:i. That the Clause 1 of the
Schedule 1 {:Eﬂt‘e Appiicmiun Formis reiterated as under:

“The Applicanthas ﬂppfw for the provisianel allotment of
a Unit fthe ‘Linit") n the Projedt abd tlegrly understands
that the glldgrient bf the Unit by the Fompany shall be
purely prwm.::m:u' till suc.ﬁ pime that the Unit Buyer's
Agreements. jn.the. Jirmul Fﬂ.ﬁ"ﬁfﬁﬂ by the Company, is

executed betwen thy Comp@nytind the Applicant”.
That the Respondent, vide its Letter dated 23.06.2017 sent 02 copies

of the Buyer’s Agreement for its execution by the Complainants.
However, the said request wa* _]g_numl:! by the Complainants
deliberately afid Tntentionally. AS an abundant caution, the
Respondent once again sent a reminder to the Complainants vide its
letter dated 18.08.2017, which too was deliberately ignored by the
Complainants for reasons best known to them, or on the
misconceived notion that they shall remain unbound by the terms of
the Agreement and hence, intentionally procrastinated from their

obligation to execute the Buyer’s Agreement.
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That thereafter, after persistent requests, the Buyer’s Agreement
was executed by the Complainants as late as on 20.11.2020, which
delay cannot be attributed to the Respondent. It is pertinent to note
that as per clause 18 of the Schedule I of the Application Form, the
Applicant shall get possession of the Unit only after the Applicant has
fully discharged all his obligations and there is no breach on the part
of the Applicant and complete payment of Sale Consideration against
the Unit has been made umf ﬂh’ dther applicable charges/dues/taxes
of the Applicant have begn jmfr.ﬁ Lonveyance / Sale Deed/necessary
transfer documents in ﬁ:ruuun af the Applicant shall be executed and/or
registered upon paiient ﬂftﬁﬂ entire Sale Consideration and other
dues, taxes, chargesetc. fn‘mmﬂft of rhe tinit by the Applicant. After
taking the pﬂﬁ.-:-‘;ﬂcm of the Unit, it shall be #edmed that the Applicant
has satisfied himself/herself/itself with regard to the construction or
quality of workmanship. That in the pmsém' case, the Complainants
failed to abide hfmé.mm_mnﬂ]ﬁnﬂs of the Buyer’'s Agreement
and defaulted in remftﬁﬁgljiﬁé]jtriﬁﬁﬂ]ments. That the Respondent
was constraingd to issue reminders ta the Complainants. The delay
in making the payments s evidénced from the various payment
reminders and-demand’ ﬁ_!l:tars. The Respc:_-nﬂent had categorically
notified the Compléinants that they had defaulted in remittance of
the amounts due and payable by him. It was further conveyed by the
Respondent to the Complainants that in the event of failure to remit
the amounts mentioned in the said notice, the Respondent would be
constrained to cancel the provisional allotment of the unit in

question. Further as per clause 5 of the Buyer's Agreement, the
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possession of the unit in question was proposed to be handed over
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by 31.12.2022. It is relevant to submit that the OC was applied for on
09.05.2021, which was granted on 24.12.2021. Hence, there is no
delay whatsoever on the part of the Respondent. It is the
Complainants themselves, who have been in default of his
obligations of timely payment of the instalmen ts, and hence, are not
entitled to any relief whatsoever. Despite the aforesaid delays and
defaults, the Respondent]itﬁ glvﬁn an interest waiver of Rs.8,144 /-
to the Complainants. It is iuhmlﬂed that the Complainants despite
being in default, has, beén ﬂfﬁ}l‘l‘.‘ﬂ the possession of the said unit in
question within th&shpuim:eﬂ time. Th&t in terms of Clause 5 of the
Agreement to Sell dated 20112020, th:e ﬂue date possession of the
unit in quesnr.l_n was 31,12.2022or apysather date, as may be
extended by thé Hon'ble Authority,

h. That it is  Submitted that the “project underwent a
change/modiﬁcﬂﬁnn : and.__ upnu Z-_t;hé. same being done,
objections/suggestios ﬁ.‘:rr a"pﬂt.himl of building plans were invited
from the Complalnants off 201102019 to'Which the Complainants
had given their consent and o objection.

i.  That the Respondent No. 1Iwas_ miserably affected by the ban on
construction activities, orders by the NGT and EPCA, demobilization
of labour, etc. being circumstances beyond the control of the
Respondent and force majeure circumstances, that the construction
was severely affected during this period and the same was rightfully

intimated to the Complainants by the letter dated 30.11.2019.
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That it is pertinent to highlight that the arrangement between the
parties was to transfer the constructive possession of the Unit and
the same was categorically agreed between the Parties in the
Application form and the no protest in this regard had ever been
raised by the Complainants and the same was willingly and
voluntarily accepted by the Complainants. That the leasing
arrangement furthers the constructive possession of the Unit. It may
be necessary to point ﬂut Ihit ﬂm: to the lapses on the part of the
Complainants to make thﬂ ou tstal:;ﬂmg dues towards the possession,
has caused severe prﬂudj'ta to, llu Respondent No. 1 as, the unit in
question could haye grnergtgﬂ_ {ulual:l_; returns not only for the
Respondent No.1'hat for ﬁiefﬁﬁijﬂailﬂﬂhﬁ.as well.

That it is an enfrepr:hed prichplgqﬂf.]aw.’tﬁ_ata lease may be limited
to take effect eithér immediat;&tv or fiom i futiire date. That by virtue
of such an uﬂdE—rsmnding. the Eumphrnam&/ allottee enjoys the
rights of the lessor andhm ut}nr:.-'s ﬂmcnnstructlve possession of
the Unit, after the nnt:tg.t}f _[IGSS“E.SE!IIEPH.

Further, it needs to he categorically noted that a lessor is always
considered to'part w:th the phﬁﬁlta{'pﬂﬂessfun of the property and

L] RSES}@ R—AM lessee. That such a

stay in consfruesis

relationship is vali and has been recognized in law at various
occasions. For instance, it was observed in Motilal Govindram vs.
Gopikrishna  Shadilalji and Ors. (06.08.1960-MPHC):
MANU/MP/0284/1960.

That without prejudice to the preliminary objections on

maintainability, it is vehemently submitted that the physical

Page 15 of 31



HARERA
& GURUGRAM

possession cannot be given, and the Unit shall be leased out, It was
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observed in Gunwantlal v. The State of M.P,
MANU/SC/0130/1972: AIR 1972 SC 1756, 1759. That possession
can be shown not only by acts of enjoyment of the land itself but also
by ascertaining as to in whom the actual control of the thing is to be
attributed or the advantage of possession is to be credited, even
though some other person is in apparent occupation or the land. In

one case, it would be actual pnﬂs'ﬂgﬁgon and in the other case, it would

s

'h.

be constructive possessign.

n. That the Complainants ]:r_1.r fi Ih'lg thE present complaint and by taking
such baseless and’ unmﬂhle pIEa.i is jur{t trying to conceal the
material facts/ifi order 14 somehow EmHEr up their own wrongs,
delays and latchesand to wii pgle out of thelr contractual obligations
by concocting false and frivelous story. Despite all the goodwill
gestures extengded by the Respondent the Complainants are trying
toillegally Emﬁ'béneﬂtiﬁm.ﬂ%ﬁ'ﬂeﬁpnﬁdent No. 1 and their main
aim is to cause wrongﬂﬂ.g:alg_t_qtﬁﬂ.m'sélves and wrongful loss to the
Respondent No. 1 from thnﬂ _tu_ T_._!me. Therefore, the present
Complaint is filed with grave illeghlfties and lack of jurisdiction and
the same is @URU@R:AM very outset and the
Complainants shall be directed to file pursue the complaint before
the civil court for any dispute arises from the Agreement in the form
of investment agreement and lease agreement.

0. That the law of equity and justice cannot allow such Complainants to
reap benefits of such opportunistic attitude and will strive for

balance of rights of both the parties at dispute. That this Hon'ble
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Authority should not allow the Complainants to mislead the Hon'ble
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Authority and to misuse Real Estate (Regulation and Development)
Act, 2016 for harassing the builder. That despite the utter failure of
the Complainants in fulfilling the obligations, the Respondent No. 1
has always showed exemplary conduct.

p- That thereafter, the Complainants, through the letter dated
20.05.2020 were informed about the re-numbering of the Unit
number SF/2043 to SF-55, osecond Noor.

g. That it is further submllied’ thatlr]esplte there being a number of
defaulters in the projeet, the- E’Espnﬂdent itselfinfused funds into the
project and has dtﬂgauﬂjr dEvehpfd the project in question. The
Respondent had applled for: Dcﬂﬁpaﬂnn Ct.'nlflcate on 09.05.2021.
Occupation gertificate was theéreafter issued in favour of the
Respondent * ““vide . memo = Bearing  no.  ZP-322-Vol.-
11/AD(RA)/2021/32717 dated 24. i’ziu';'t It is pertinent to note
that once an applfﬂatlun for. grﬂnt ol !‘.]cl:upatlon Certificate is
submitted for appm#&l in 'ﬂw nlﬂn- of the concerned statutory
authority, the Respoddent céasés tolhiave afiy control over the same.
The grant of sanction of the ﬂrt[rparlun Lfrﬂﬁ cate is the prerogative
of the concerned statumrv ﬂuﬁmrrt}f over \l.llll:h the Respondent
cannot exercise any influence. As far as the Respondent is concerned,
it has diligently and sincerely pursued the matter with the
concerned statutory authority for obtaining of the Occupation
Certificate. No fault or lapse can be attributed to the Respondent in
the facts and circumstances of the case. Therefore, the time period

utilized by the statutory authority to grant occupation certificate to
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the Respondent is necessarily required to be excluded from

computation of the time period utilized for implementation and
development of the project.

r. That the Complainants were thereafter offered possession of the
unit in question through letter of offer of possession dated
28.01.2022. The Complainants were called upon to remit balance
payment including delayed payment charges and to complete the
necessary formalities/d m:umu'_nmtlon necessary for handover of the
unit in question to the C.rnmpiajnints That the copy of the offer of
possession dated 28,01 21.'1.?.2 15 ‘herewith annexed. The Respondent
No. 1 earnestly peth‘.'ﬂﬂﬂ thﬂ Eﬂmﬁhmants to obtain constructive
possession of £Hg whit in ‘question anfl to furrj'uer complete all the
formalities Fegarding delivery “of puﬁsﬂzsmn. However, the
Complainants did not pay any heed to the légitimate, just and fair
requests of the Respondent No. 1 and threatened the Respondent
with institution of .HEWérmnmd.liﬂgaﬁuh.' It is relevant to note here
that the Responderit~Np, 1 company had complied with its
obligations by nffering the pbssessian wellWithin time.

s.  That it is pertinent to mention thiat the Complainants did not have
adequate funds-to rerl'nit_ the ; balance 'payments requisite for
obtaining pos:;ession in terms of the Buyer's Agreement and
consequently in order to needlessly linger on the matter, the
Complainants refrained from obtaining possession of the unit in
question. The Complainants needlessly avoided the completion of
the transaction with the intent of evading the consequences

enumerated in the Buyer’s Agreement. Therefore, there is no equity
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in favour of the Complainants. Without admitting or acknowledging
in any manner the truth or correctness of the frivolous allegations
levelled by the Complainants and without prejudice to the
contentions of the Respondent No. 1, it is submitted that the alleged
interest frivolously and falsely sought by the Complainants is illegal
and bereft of logic. The Complainants are not entitled to contend that
they are entitled for any sort of interest even after receipt of offer for
possession within stipul_sj:fed ~time. The Complainants has
consciously and malicio@'-i.{;;iéfﬂ?md from obtaining possession of
the unit in question. TI0aT

Thatitis the oblig‘atl_ﬂﬁ of tﬁla'r Eunmla !ﬁaﬂtﬂ under the Act to take the
possession of the allotment iﬂthin two ymonths of Occupancy
Certificate after campletion of all formallties including the payment
of outstanding @ues of stamp duty and reglstration charges, as per
the notice of \offer uf pjbssgssﬁ:n.;.’ That the Complainants have
intentionally disi‘:ﬁﬂ:&ﬁfﬁle real and trl.l_E f@cts in order to generate an
impression that the Remnnrlﬁht I'i‘dln. 1 has reneged from its
commitments, No cause of dction has arisap or subsists in favor of
the Complainants to iffstitute Err‘pFnéérhté the instant complaint.
The Complair@ W@@RA@Mmplaint on absolutely
false and extraneous grounds in order to needlessly victimize and
harass the Respondent No. 1.

That it is submitted that several allottees, including the
Complainants have defaulted in timely remittance of payment of
installments which was an essential, crucial and an indispensable

requirement for conceptualization and development of the project
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in question. Furthermore, when the proposed allottees default in
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their payments as per schedule agreed upon, the failure has a
cascading effect on the operations and the cost for proper execution
of the project increases exponentially whereas enormous business
losses befall upon the Respondents. The Respondents, despite
default of several allottees, has diligently and earnestly pursued the
development of the project in question and has constructed the
project in question as Expfdiﬁuu{;]}r as possible.

v. Thatitwas an obligation nf fhe ﬁwnplamants to make the payments
against the Unit, huwever the anplmnants have gravely defaulted
in the same. That mEre-m'E"uuj;mndmg dues towards stamp duty
and registration tﬁtargeﬂ agﬂiﬂst t}m m‘ut to the tune of Rs.
10,26,403/- a8’ stated aboye. || '

w. Thatitis submitted that this Hon'ble Authority has no jurisdiction to
deal with the cises pertaining to leasing: That the Act is entirely
silent on the mmﬁT'[l%% had.thﬁl'e_msriahire intended the jurisdiction
of the Act to extend tey lée.'ls,i_ﬁg';a_fi:im'gemenrs, the same would have
been incorporated. It is'a settled principle that what cannot be
attained directly, cannot be" attained indirectly. Accordingly, the
Hon’ble Authority has no jurisdiction to deal with the present matter
and the present Complaint .need to be dismissed at the outset.

%, That it is submitted that the Respondent No. 1 has acted strictly in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the Agreement
between the parties. There is no default or lapse on the part of the
Respondent No. 1. The allegations made in the Complaint inter-alia

that the Respondent No. 1 has failed to comply with its obligations
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are completely false and bereft of any merits. On the contrary, it is
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the Complainants who are in clear breach of the terms of the
Agreement by not remitting the outstanding amount of the said unit
in question within the stipulated time and by not coming forward to
take the possession of the said unit in question. That the Respondent
No. 1 has duly fulfilled its obligations. There is no default or lapse in
so far as the Respondent No. 1 is concerned. The allegations levelled
by the Complainants are totally bageless. Thus, it is most respectfully
submitted that the presm;__l;@%}i{él%_lnt deserves to be dismissed at the
very threshold. ItCaT

y. Itis also submitted thatthe-all the ficts and submissions set out in
the Complainf are/lncortect, and are ﬁenied as if the same are
specifically sét ﬁut herelp. and ﬁ"mlu.ars@j,: except those which are
specifically admitted herein, Further, the contents of the preliminary
objections, sét” out hereinabove, should be deemed to be
incorporated in reply to all parasof the Complaint as well as in reply
to the list of dates. ' =

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

8. The present complaint was filed on 06.01.2023 in the authority. The
notice for hearing was duly served to respondent no. 2. However, despite
providing enough opportunity for filing the reply, no written reply has
been filed by the respondent no. 2. Thus, keeping in view the opportunity

given to the respondent no. 2, that despite lapse of one year the
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respondent has failed to file the reply in the registry. Therefore, in view
of the above-mentioned fact, the defence of the respondent no. 2 is hereby
struck off by the authority. Further, respondent no. 2 failed to put in
appearance before the authority and has also failed to file reply. In view
of the same, the matter is proceeded ex-parte against respondent no. 2.
Written submissions filed by the complainant and respondent no. 1 are
also taken on record and considered by the authority while adjudicating
upon the relief sought by the complainant.

Jurisdiction of the authoritj;'- 3- s

The authority observes that trhas féil'f'fturlal as well as subject matter
jurisdiction to adjudicite the i?lf‘ESEIlt,-'EE!'H-‘Ip[ﬂII'It for the reasons given
below. e i

E. I Territorial jul_:isiﬂ:tlun

As per notification nn. L/92/2017-LTCP dated 14.12.2017 issued by
Town and Country Flanning Department, Har}ranul the jurisdiction of
Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Auﬂ‘ttgﬂty. Gurugram shall be entire
Gurugram district for al.l pumusg:,inthe present case, the project in
question is situatgd within the plagnihg area of Gurugram district.
Therefore, this authority has complete territorial furisdiction to deal with
the present complaint:

E. Il Subject-matter jurisdiction

Section 11(4) (a) of the Act, 2016 provides that the promoter shall be
responsible to the allottees as per agreement for sale. Section 11(4) (a) is

reproduced as hereunder:

Section 11(4) {(a)

Be responsible for all obligations, responsibilities and Sfunctions
under the provisions of this Act or the rules and regulations made
thereunder or to the allottees as per the agreement for sale, or to
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the association of allottees, as the case may be, till the conveyance
of all the apartmants, plots or buildings, as the case may be, to the
allottees, or the common areas to the association of allottees or
the competent authority, as the case may be.

Section 34-Functions of the Authority:

34(f) to ensure compliance of the obligations cast upon the
promoters, the allottees and the real estate agents under this Act
and the rules and regulations made thereunder,

So, in view of the provisions of the Act quoted above, the authority has
complete jurisdiction to decide the complaint regarding non-compliance
of obligations by the promoter leaving aside compensation which is to be

el 0T B

decided by the adjudicating E.ﬁiqer iﬁéf%pursued by the complainants at a

later stage.
Findings on the objections raised by the respondent:

|
F.I. Objection regarding maintainability' of complaint on account of
complainant being investor

The respondent taok'a stand Eb;g;tstjpé;Mplak% are investors and not
consumers and therefore, they are not entitled'to the protection of the
Act and thereby not entitled to file the complaiht under section 31 of the
Act. However, it is pertinent-to note that any aggrieved person can file a
complaint against the promoter if--1hél- contravenes or violates any
provisions of the Act or rules c-_J__r regulations imade thereunder. Upon
careful perusal of all the terms'and conditions of the allotment letter, it is

hant Is bgﬁ%ﬁQ ?xvlj?ve paid a considerable

amount to the respondent-promoter towards purchase of unit in its

revealed that the comp

project. At this stage, it is important to stress upon the definition of term
allottee under the Act, the same is reproduced below for ready reference:

“2(d) “allottee” in relation to a real estate project means the
person to whom a plot, apartment or building, as the case
may be, has been allotted, sold (whether as freehold or
leasehold) or otherwise transferred by the promoter, and
includes the person who subsequently acquires the said
allotment through sale, transfer or otherwise but does not
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include a person to whom such plot, apartment or building,
as the case may be, is given on rent”
In view of the above-mentioned definition of "allottee” as well as all the

terms and conditions of thebuyer’s agreement executed between
promoter and complainant, it is crystal clear that the complainant are
allottee(s) as the subject unit was allotted to them by the promoter. The
concept of investor is not defined or referred to in the Act. As per the
definition given under section 2 of the Act, there will be ‘promaoter” and
“allottee” and there cannot he__a.'l:!g;@j.'-!:aving a status of "investor". Thus,
the contention of the promotg_r%ﬁ#}_@e allottee being investor are not
entitled to protection of tl'!'ls:.e"n.-.:'l hll.:.m.ﬂ:'«lliﬂ!. rejected.

Findings on application urrdrer Eﬁrﬂﬂn 35 being filed by the
complainant on 24;!}‘342024 '

On 24.09.2024 the respondent I"I'Iﬂdﬂﬂ.[‘l igppii:;é_x_ﬂpn under section 35 of
the Act, 2016 in tﬁ_e._pﬁageﬂt mattér wherein the complainant prayed for
appointment of iﬂ:iuirj.* nﬂ‘-ﬁ:er}’experf 10 examine the agreement
executed in the year 2020 hmarse pﬂ.ﬂ:tﬂs aﬂd to ascertain whether the
said agreement is in compllante mth HERA Act, 2016 or not. Thereafter
abrogate the clauses !..-uhilzh im.- ar‘hamﬁy and against the law and
initiate penal proceedings against the errant respondent promoter for
violation of provisions of the Act, 2016 & Riles, 2017.

In the present matter the complainants executed the buyers’ agreement
on 20.11.2020 which as per complainant is not in consonance with RERA
Act, 2016. The authority considering the said request of complainants
hereby directs the planning branch of the Authority to examine the BBA
executed with the complainants and the draft BBA submitted by the

respondent at the time of registration with the model Buyers' agreement
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18.

19.

20.

as per RERA Rules, 2017 and issue show cause notice and initiate penal
proceedings as per the Act, 2016 for any violation of the provisions
thereof, if any.

Further, the complainants may approach adjudicating officer for
compensation under the Act, 2016 if the respondents are found guilty
under the Act, 2016.

Findings on the relief sought by the complainant.

H.L Direct the respondent to handbver physical possession of the subject
unit as per the provisions of the Act of 2016.

H.IL Direct the respondent ta ;ﬁi interest at prescribed rate as per the
provisions of the Act of 2016 | 7%

In the present matter the i.i!;::r_'m}rll:ll,ar uhserved that the registered buyers’
agreement executedigter e parties on ED,J. 1:2020. Clause 5 provides for
the handing over ufphsﬁessidn of fhe's"ﬁhjef't T-ﬁﬂt by 31.12.2022. As per
the documents available on record the mspundannnﬁered the possession
of the unit on ZB o1, 2022 after uhmmmg DC from the competent
authority on 24.12. "III'21

f d&laj.l Possession charges it would

L3

Before adjudicating upon ¢ l‘hﬂ rgli.ﬁf,ﬂ
be relevant to give qbﬁewa;lun upon ihevahmry of the offer of possession
dated 28.01.2022. The {:mnpliﬂrrant!i In ﬁtﬂprasém matter have pleaded
that the respondent offerad the copstructive offer of possession although
as per BBA but the clauses 'of the said BBA were'arbitrary, illegal and are
in violation of provisions of the Act, 2016. On the contrary the
respondent, contended that the arrangement between the parties was to
transfer the constructive possession of the unit and the same was
mutually agreed between the parties in application form and thereafter

in the BBA.
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forth any document to show that the agreement dated 20.11.2020 was
executed under coercion. Also, no objection/protest whatsoever, was
made by the complainants at any point of time since the execution of the
new BBA. Moreover, clause 7.1 of the BBA specify that whenever the
possession of the unit in this agreement with reference to the subject is
made, it shall always mean constructive/symbolic/notional possession of
the unit and not physical handﬂvﬂr of the Unit to the allottee.

22. Accordingly, the physical mmﬂﬂfl was never the intent of the
respondent and thereforg, the ﬂrfﬁ:r ﬂ?pﬂﬁﬁEEﬁlon dated 28.01.2022 is in
terms of the agreemenit dated 20.11.2020 executed between the parties
is valid. In view af the ahmé'ﬁndfngs na, delay in handing over the
possession of the stbject unit.an part of respéndent is established and
accordingly no caseof delay possessian charges Is made out.

H.IIL Direct the respandent to withdraw allthe illegal demands:
* Infrastructure Augmentation Charges
»  Electric switch-in station.& Dtpnsit Charges
23. The complainant has sought.the relief for fjuashing the above-mentioned

charges charged by the respongent at the time of offer of possession
dated 28.01.2022.The eiuthoritj'f is of the view that the respondent is
directed not to charge anythingl which'is not the part of BBA dated
20.11.2020. |

*  Sinking Fund
24. The authority observes that the term sinking fund is not mentioned

anywhere in the BBA executed inter-se parties. Moreover, sinking fund
and IFMS are the same as both of them are collected for the same purpose.

Therefore, the respondent cannot charge it under different heads and is
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directed to quash the amount of ¥ 43,699 /- charged towards sinking fund
as the respondent has already charged the maintenance security.

e Labour-cess
Labour cess is levied @ 1% on the cost of construction incurred by an

employer as per the provisions of sections 3(1) and 3(3} of the Building
and Other Construction Workers’ Welfare Cess Act, 1996 read with
notification no. 5.0 2899 dated 26.9.1996. It is levied and collected on the
cost of construction incurred by employers including contractors under
specific conditions. Moreover; thig Issu€ has already been dealt with by
the authority in complaint nu.g'ﬁ.?! ufﬂ;l? titled Mr. Sumit Kumar Gupta
and Anr. Vs Sepset Pmﬂertfarﬁ'im&e Limited wherein it was held that
since labour cess is to-bepaid by the respondént, as such no labour cess
should be chargec_l:liy' the |~Espu'r'1deﬁt.' The authority is of the view that
the allottee is neither an em]ﬁluj'erﬂni!‘a contractor and labour cess is not
a tax but a fee. Thus, the demand of labaur cess raised upon the
complainant is completely acbitrary and the' complainant cannot be made
liable to pay any labour bess tif the fﬁﬁﬁhdem and it is the respondent
builder who is solely reswnsilﬁil}_ fq-r- the.disbursement of said amount.
Accordingly, the respandent i}.ﬂftecféd to quash the amount of ¥3,322 /-
charged from the complainants on account o_f labour cess.

*  Sewage/ Storm Water/ Water Connection charges.
The authority has already deliberated the said issue in complaint bearing

no. 4031 of 2019 titled as Varun Gupta V/s Emaar MGF Land Ltd.
wherein the authority has held that the promoter would be entitled to
recover the actual charges paid to the concerned departments from the
complainant/allottee on pro-rata basis on account of electricity

connection, sewerage connection and water connection, etc., ie.
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depending upon the area of the flat allotted to the complainant vis-a-vis
the area of all the flats in this particular project. The complainant would
also be entitled to proof of such payments to the concerned departments
along with a computation proportionate to the allotted unit, before
making payments under the aforesaid heads.

*  Electric Meter Charges
The respondent also demands a sum of 9,440/- besides taxes as meter

connection charges and the demand has been challenged by the allottee
being illegal. However, while dellh&l‘aﬂng this issue in complaint bearing
no. 4031 of 2019 titled as ¥arun Gupta V/s Emaar MGF Land Ltd. the
authority has held that the '];;Irp'l:.lt_lgt_:ér‘:wuul_ﬂ. be entitled to recover the
actual charges paid' 16 the conceried departments from the
complainant/allottegls] on pro-rata. basis .0n account of electricity
connection. Howeyer, t_he complainant(s) would/also be entitled to proof
of such payments ti i:ﬁe"::_ur_a’:erned'depa rimentalong with a computation
proportionate to the allotted unit, hefore making payment under the
aforesaid heads. The model of thedigital meters installed in the complex
be shared with allottee(s) so that they.could verify the rates in the market
and the coloniser. 4 I

* Payment due area change

28. As per the documents available on record it is observed that the

complainants and the respondents has already entered into an
agreement on 20.11.2020 wherein the super area of the allotted unit was
increased to 190.95 sq. ft. As per the agreed payment plan annexed at
schedule E of the BBA dated 20.11.2020 the respondent mentioned the
total sale consideration (inc. of taxes) as ¥ 23,85,471 /- Therefore, the

authority opines that the respondent already mentioned the sale
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consideration of the unit in the BBA dated 20.11.2020 and the respondent
cannot charge for change of area of the said unit as the area mentioned in
offer of possession dated 28.01.2020 is same as that of BBA dated
20.11.2020.

H.IV. Direct the respondent to charge CAM charges from the date of
handing over of the actual physical possession of the subject unit.
In the present matter, although the respondent has offered the

possession of the said unit on 28.01.2022 after recetving OC. But vide said
letter dated 28.01.2022 only constructive possession has been offered by
the respondent which means the c;:)'m]i;laina nts are not in actual physical
possession of the said-unit. The rjespondent has very specifically
mentioned in its application form and BBA executed inter se parties that
physical possession was never to be handed over and is for the purpose
of lease only. Furthermore, itis the obligation of respondent to put the
said unit on lease. Accordingly, the CAM charges shall be payable by the
lessee once the said unit is put on lease by the respondent and the
complainants are not liable to pay the CAM charges.

H.V. Direct the respondent to not charge “Holding charges” from the
complainants.

H.VI. Direct the respondent to not charge anything from the present
complainants which is not part of the agreement.

The complainant has also challenged the demand raised by the

respondent builder in respect of holding charges. On the contrary, the
respondent submitted that all the demands have been strictly raised as
per the terms of the flat buyer agreement.

The authority observes that the SOA annexed with the offer of possession
dated 28.01.2020 does not mention any charges under the head of
“Holding Charges”. Although, this issue already stands settled by the

Hon’ble Supreme Court vide judgment dated 14.12.2020 in civil appeal
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no holding charges are payable by the allottee to the develo per.

32. Thus, the respondent is not entitled to demand holding charges from the
complainant at any point of time even after being part of the buyer’s
agreement as per law settled by Hon’ble Supreme Court in civil appeal
nos. 3864-3889/2020 decided on 14.12.2020.

33. In the present case, the authority . (Shri. Arun Kumar, Hon’ble
Chairperson, Shri. Vijay Kumar Goyal, Member & Shri. Sanjeev Kumar
Arora, Member) heard the ¢omplaint-and reserved the order on
02.07.2024, the same was fixed for pronouncement of order on
01.10.2024 and 22.10.2024 respectively. The same could not be
pronounced on that day and the matter was agfourned to 10.12.2024. 0
16.08.2024, one ofthe member Shrl, Sanjeev Rumar Arora got retired and
has been discharged from his duties from the Authority. Hence, rest of the
presiding officers of the Authority have pronounced the said order.

. Directions of the authority:

34. Hence, the authority hereby paskes t:[‘s'is'.iifdeﬂnd issues the following
directions under section 37 of the A¢t to ensure compliance of obligations
cast upon the promoter as per the function entrusted to the au thority
under section 34(f):

a.  The respondent has already changed the sale consideration of the
unit as per the revised area as mentioned in the BBA dated
20.11.2020 therefore, the respondent cannot charge for change of
area of the said unit being already agreed between the parties in BBA
dated 20.11.2020.
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The respondent is directed to quash the amount of 3,322 /- charged
from the complainants on account of labour cess.

The respondent cannot charge it under different heads and is
directed to quash the amount of 343,699 /- charged towards sinking
fund as the respondent has already charged the maintenance
security.

The CAM charges shall be payable by the lessee once the said unit is
put on lease by the respondent atid the complainants are not liable
to pay the CAM charges simee the sald unit is not for the purpose of
self-occupation. 1

The respondent ig not entitled to demgnd holding charges from the
complainant at any point of time tven after being part of the buyer’s
agreement as per law seftled by Hon'ble Supreme Court in civil
appeal nos. 3864-3889/2020 decided on 14.12.2020.

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

would follow.

35. Complaint stands disposed of.

36. File be consigned to registry.

Vol - ‘%smu,.

(Vijay Kumar Goyal) (Arun Kumar)

Member Chairperson

Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Gurugram

Dated: 10.12.2024
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