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BEFORE THE HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY

AUTHORITY, GURUGRAM
Complamt no. : | 2873 0f 2021
Date of filing complaint: 29.07.2021
Date of decision : 06.08.2024

Vaibhav Kansal and Neha Kansal

Both R/o0: EFP-31-0201, emerald floor premier, Sector 65,
Gurugram, Haryana 122102 Complainants

M/S Emaar MGF Land Ltd. R
Regd. Office: Ece House, 28 Kastu :

Delhi 110001 Respondent
CORAM:

Shri Arun Kumar Chairman
Member
'y Member

V&7
é?;",}rﬁ‘y Complainants
) ﬁﬁmm‘m;rw Respondent

The present com lalntfhas be n fledlE% the cmm lamant allottees underSectlon
P P e **}*y/fﬁ Y Tarand

31 of the Real Estate (Regulgﬁrohn zlrid Development) Act, 2016 (ins 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 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 allottee as per the agreement
for sale executed inter se.

A. Unit and project related details
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A

The particulars of the project, the details of sale consideration, the amount

HARERA
GURUGRAM

Complaint No. 2873 of 2021

paid by the complainants, date of proposed handing over the possession and

delay period, if any, have been detailed in the following tabular form:

S.No. Particulars Details
1. | Name of the project Emerald Floors Premier at Emerald Estate,
' Sector 65, Gurugram, Haryana
2. | Total area of the project 25.499 acres
3. | Nature of the project Group housing colony
4. | DTCP license no. ;m@&{f 2008 dated 17.01.2008, renewed
Esi916.01.2020
e mr
5. | Licensee @513 ive Promoters Pvt. Ltd.
| v;"‘/as’RSe ak Developers Pvt. Ltd.
ﬁ“*fjégm " t-g]w&j%(ugnar son of Sh. Nanu Ram, Smt.
F o 7 PSlGRSakNta a“%\M/o Sh. Nanu Ram
fay gy R
,@ =2 o f 1G ArotM/s EmaamMGF Land Pvt. Ltd.
9 ¥
6. | Area for Whl(Zhh llftl:ense was i‘ZS"“‘L%acres ‘%
T :
granted Idh A ENL
7. | Registered/not I%glsteg d§ E 'gRegglstere ae no. 104 of 2017 dated
A 2308 2@22‘13; sV
o0 il MagbB 025
8. | Validity of registration: é%kg 23t 08«20;22’
S i
Occupation certificate on %éiﬁ;ﬁ'yg’% 019
W & ‘?“"“”%"ag [page x4‘3;2@f reply]
f= o fede | Y ; (o
10J Provisional allo;ggggnt lettel,;;&n@b 03,11 20@ SN 1
favour of Orlgln@h NlmEtee TPasE6 fof Repk
(Sanjay Choudhary)sg ?B Eé L gv@f &% g\&p b
Vo % N [ B R4 B W !ﬁ
11 Unit no. EFP-31-0201, 2nd floor, tower 31
[page 99 of reply]
12/ Area of the unit (super area) 1650 sq. ft.
13} Buyer’s agreement 01.02.2010
(between the original allottee | [page 97 of reply]
and the respondent)
14| Possession clause 11. POSSESSION
(a) Time of handing over the Possession
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Complaint No. 2873 of 2021

Subject to terms of this clause and subject to tl;’
Allottee(s) having complied with all the terms
and conditions of this Buyer’s Agreement, and
not being in default under any of the provisions
of this Buyer’s Agreement and compliance with
all provisions, formalities, documentation etc. as
prescribed by the Company, the Company
proposes to hand over the possession of the
Unit within 36 months from the date of
execution  of buyer’s agreement. The
Allottee(s) agrees and understands that the
Company shall be entitled to a grace period
of three months, for applying and obtaining
. jZnthe occupation certificate in respect of the
el gnd/or the Project,

GRRS
% g5 X 8

ol | B AN
15{ Due date of possess@:@g@é’fi . ﬂjf@?\%sfzgs%&

e
PN

P el o DSIEENR, 6
16{ Complainants aggﬁgﬂbﬁﬁﬁgﬁaﬁkﬁg&ﬁan%&g agreement to sell dated
allottees , gjﬁ"% § & a§1:820§~2.20ﬁ5“f§p3é%5ge 152 of reply) executed

b”é“;t’”v’\‘ze.en t%e%:@gmplainants and the original
allc’z);tt%{gh tsegjgé;’omplainants’ name was
nr’c;gorgedv‘&,?on‘ %he buyer's agreement in
| || itetms]| of daffldavit dated 28.03.2015.
N i i Thgrgg@g% 4 the respondent  has
X {’2%:@@3@ gmlgss&”év%l gié:‘m;ifﬁation letter in favour of the
Y Flicofiblaindnts on 08.04.2015 (Page 156 of
o reply).
w ) Eﬁ?m% tﬁ‘% co-complainant ie. Neha

i ) LG ey o .
1% Kansa g/(v;as{a{%ﬁzgd in terms of affidavit date

1}

=
.31
B GALRRANR Gnty

g g s L26.032018],
: ] | B AR Y7

17) Total considerat{%();:rli,('i"fy Jﬁ‘{wé%&# 7{3@72@%%-5 g

[As per the statement of account dated

31.08.2021 at page 91 of reply]

18, Total ~ amount  paid by | Rs.78,19,349 /-

the complainant [As per statement of account dated

31.08.2021 at page 92 of reply]

19] Tripartite ~ Agreement b/w|12.10.2018

complainant, respondent and [page 128 of complaint]
HDFC Ltd.

20{ Conveyance Deed executed 28.01.2021
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21| Occupation certificate on 05.03.2019
[page 43 of reply]
22] Offer of possession 29.01.2020
[As on page no. 171 of reply]
23/ Unit handover letter dated 02.03.2020

[As on page no. 179 of reply]

24| Delay compensation paid by the | Rs. 14,07,424 /-

;espondent in 'Ecerms of the [As per statement of account dated
Uyer's agreemen 31.08.2021 at page 92 of reply]

Facts of the complaint:

The complainants have made the u submlssmns in the complaint:
55
The respondent company announ he launch of “Emerald Floors Premier"

i (s){%eﬁ’ig second buyers for the flat

NS
bearing no. EPF- 31- 0240’1-1 n secer:;lﬂoarth a%&ewant quarter at 6% floor at
sector-65, Gurugram Iéagy@ ‘ Jmf B %% g
On 22.09.2009, the A%{;@eiﬁsyﬁgid% clgigequ ﬁg;éfno 424374 made booking
payment of Rs. 5,00,000 A \%\é:%:’gg;eg?alg un th y ieppayments which were duly
acknowledged by the respondent.videsstatetnent of account dated 07.04.2021,

ﬁ@?ﬁ%ﬁ Zi%? &"‘I ,mg: :
were made in following manner: ™ s mmmssss

SERESS R A SRR, RN vmm

Dates [LlVide/Recéipt/Cliequend? | £9:Amc
17.10.201 16| 44 21 3015 a1 4248715 Bl REM,51 ,837/-
28.12.2009 M%mqs &€989259 f&ﬁ g‘% %776,770/
12.01.2010y, j 990987 £9392 06, R&.6,38,385/-
28.08.2010 030891 Rs. 3,19,193/-
06.01.2011 319927 Rs. 7,700/-
17.10.2011 122147 & 142478 Rs.4,51,784/-
01.12.2011 131015 & 142481 Rs. 4,51,838/-
30.12.2011 142484 & 142484 Rs. 7,22,255/-
16.01.2012 142485 & 143892 Rs. 7,22,256/~
26.03.2012 . 142485 & 143892 Rs. 5,31,600/-
28.05.2014 871361 & 415978 Rs. 5,41,126/-

' 11.02.2015 RTGS no. 721219156 Rs. 22,828/~
25.04.2017 000046 Rs.52,681/-
03.10.2017 000052 &000051 Rs. 7,03,161
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[ 28052014 |  871361&415978 | Rs.541,126 N

The builder while executing the builder buyer agreement has failed to offer the
exclusive right of open space as per the terms and conditions of the builder buyer
agreement and thereby guilty of charging the complainants unjustly, without
living up to the terms of one-sided agreement.

The builder buyer agreement was endorsed in favour of complainants vide
endorsement on 26.09.2018. The complainants being second allottees were

charged a hefty amount of Rs.2, 96 3W’*as PLC for their allotment. Further it is

ok

allotted parking which has not bee‘

i “’%

complainants has to use y@ther%ﬂt ;

parking(s). Further in th%g;;amefe% ?&3’% a clubhouse building is
constructed which bl ﬁéﬁfhe opéen SBack Ddce oﬁafe%the allottee(s) house as
promised in bullderb 1576 riagreer%‘gn i f§ g Egﬁ’gé

Further the complalna v'%%%%,s k{dﬁto féaa}%th% C é‘%ﬁ %%i’&‘tgx amounting to Rs. 6438
which is refundable in nazgl‘f%“ ggrg%@h%éjﬁ; W fa’%arged arbitrarily.

That it is absolutely evidentefa ‘ﬁti%ﬁ fey p@{lﬁ n‘ﬁs involved in unethical /unfair

co pl nants and the respondent
& 4{7;
r:%\%money illegally from the

sragtual damages are usually

awarded to compensate an'i ‘ hg f contract for the loss of
his bargain.

Before we address the issue of PLC amount, it would be appropriate to look at
the settled legal position concerning the same. At the outset, we may note that
even under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, the damages for conimercial
contracts need to be determined as per the Indian Contract Act.

Itis apposite to mention that Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in M/s. Motilal

Padampat Sugar Mills vs. State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors. :
. Page 5 of 24
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“it has been observed that the true principle of promissory estoppel
Is that where one party has by his words or conduct made to the
other a clear and unequivocal promise which is intended to create
legal relations or affect a legal relationship to arise in the future,
knowing or intending that it would be acted upon by the other
party to whom the promise is made and it is in fact so acted upon
by the other party, the promise would be binding on the party
making it and he would not be entitled to go back upon it, if it
would be inequitable to allow him to do so having regard to the
dealings which have taken place between the parties, and this
would be so irrespective whether there is any pre-existing
relationship between the parties or not. Equity will in given case
where justice and fairness delg'zqu,?preventa person from insisting

on strict legal rights even W;ﬁ;’%%

ntsh that if a representation made by

AR %b *gg%%tp a promise and that if acted
indingtoneboth the parties and shall be

ix. Itis well established from the

a party to create a legal 1@

upon by the other partfhied it wil

37 ¥
Fasf

enforceable. o i o lé -
. i | , WE’% E
C. Relief sought by the %’gml‘?y A. % J; ﬁg;,,
4. The complainants hav%%u%%x egf(;s)%%’;
i, Direct the respondé%fé% cfundio ,v%%ﬁifa%l}buntmg to Rs.5,46,917.5
with interest. i M

ii. Directthe respon“fi[’éﬁjif%’ t%ﬁ;ay‘?”é"‘d;rpp‘gnsﬁa?tion Rsf30,00,000 with the interest
0 e B AV .
@18% per annum aﬂﬁvtfﬁﬁthe \ia"cﬁlél‘aﬁ Jdaﬁééﬁoféﬁ&payment of amounts till

rasson SURUGRAM

iii. Direct the respondent to pay cost of litigation of Rs.50,000/-.

iv. Direct the respondent to pay Rs. 10,000.00 for mental agony faced by the

complainant.

D.  Reply by respondent:

5. The respondent by way of written reply made following submissions:
L. Thatthe present complaint is not maintainable in law or on facts. The provisions

of the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 are not applicable to
Page 6 of 24
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the project in question. The application for issuance of occupation certificate in

respect of the project in question was made on 29.06.2017, i.e. well before the
notification of the Haryana Real Estate Regulation and Development Rules 2017.
The occupation certificate has been thereafter issued on 05.03.2019. Thus, the
project in question (Emerald Floors Premier, Sector 65, Gurgaon) is not an
‘Ongoing Project” under Rule 2(1) (o) of the Rules.

That the complainants are estopped by their own acts, conduct, acquiescence,
laches, omissions etc. from filing the present complaint. The complainants have
*a' a141«12 2019 with the respondent in full

executed a settlement agreemen ‘-e

0] Rtions and grievances harboured by

2@
1 2

é*““"“.ﬁ e
them. It is pertinent to mﬂggtlﬁontagc E{ae&settlement agreement expressly
f‘% % b { \ o
records that the complalnfants A

el &t@%g@ further claims, demands,

ﬁ‘x\‘.’: 2 -i.:-': ,3 }»&:‘,Jﬁ; %y‘ &%@3
obligations, actions, causes SRIALS, d»a ages, costs, loss of services,
@ f wma s Yo h

'ﬂ

expenses, compensatlonﬁa Etc inr ‘Ef“of?the ;@}i in question against the
£l fg .
respondent. The compl?ail‘ antg Iggtare 4 by{j%tkﬁgy tﬁigqs and conditions of the
ik 2% §
said agreement Whlch%*s G {%sede ileri%gre%ments between the parties.
The filing of the present c‘é%rff‘* laingis i mlg buah abuse of process of law on
N
the part of the complalnantg@"‘@lt 1S=Tesp ec}(:& ylly 'submitted that the settlement

)

agreement was executE%d“‘by tie Cﬁqmplgnért S
wWAY 4 N
that were extendeddftok thema«lﬁ &theaurgsﬁ%ndeﬁt upon the deliberate

representations of the‘écomglalenamts %ﬁggfg%%e}%?e rtinent to mention that the

benefits enumerated in the settlement agreement were towards full and final

cohsi sideration of the benefits

};xﬂ

settlement of all claims, contentions and grievances of the complainants. The
complainants admittedly are not left with any further claims, benefits,
compensation etc of any nature whatsoever in respect of the unit in question

and therefore filing of the instant complaint is a gross abuse of process of law.

That even otherwise, the complainants have no locus standi or cause of action

to file the present complaint. The present complaint is based on an erroneous
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interpretation of the provisions of the Act as well as an incorrect understanding
of the terms and conditions of the buyer’s agreement dated 01.02.2010, as shall
be evident from the submissions made in the following paragraphs of the

present reply.

That the original allottees i.e., Mr. Sanjay Choudhary and Ms. Deepti Choudhary
had booked the unit in question, bearing number EFP-31-0201, situated in the
project developed by the respondent, known as “Emerald Floors Premier”,
Sector 65, Gurugram, Haryana vide application form dated 22.09.2009.
Provisional allotment letter %?’iibzom had been issued by the
respondent in this regard and‘-:{ntly a buyer’s agreement dated
01.02.2010 was executed bet\*/\“f&ge“
pertinent to mention her iﬂ al @ ‘ pphcatlon the bulldlng plans

.@%

3 \% gmpetent authority and this
: o {5
@'&% the

of the project had not

e giiginal allottees at the time

I }g‘ﬁf&

ication form. The original

fact was clearly and tra% %
i
of booking itself and Eé? arly
W %g‘
o L
allottees consciously and
@*ﬁa “‘}-"E‘nv.g

remittance of the sale éogskderza-ﬂ@nmﬁ@t thet i{'1;1n1t In question and further
ST pEG s . .

represented to the respondent\fhsa@they,@s‘h‘» Il remit every installment on time

AT AT

: /
;?;f(iyé‘agg(?n"’sltructlon linked plan for

The c otte eS further undertook to be

B
as per the payment schedul t alle S
L) A VAN

5-1-

iy A Ve
bound by the terms and condltlo‘ns of glﬂe apph Stfon f rmThe original allottees
were conscious and ayyage @;%Mébnstgu%m@& J uld commence only after
approval of building plans and as such were/are aware that time was not the

essence of the contract when it came to delivery of possession.

That the original allottee had defaulted in terms and conditions of the buyer’s
agreement. That that the original allottees had defaulted in remittance of
installments on time. Respondent was compelled to issue demand notices,
reminders etc. calling upon the original allottees to make payment of
outstanding amounts payable by them under the payment plan/instalment

Page 8 of 24
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vii.

viii.
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plan opted by them. However, the original allottees despite having received the
payment request letters, reminders etc. failed to remit the instalments on time

to the respondent.

Itis pertinent to mention that clause 13 of the buyer’s agreement provides that
compensation for any delay in delivery of possession shall only be given to such
allottees who are not in default of their obligations envisaged under the
agreement and who have not defaulted in payment of instalments as per the
payment plan incorporated in the agreement. In case of delay caused due to

,a@mple‘cion certificate or any other

09} e‘ten ,uthorities no compensation or any
’ to wthe allottees. As delineated

: B «
hereinabove, the orlglngalgdallo «ae:‘é vty rfde ulted in timely remittance of

AT el
ATE AN
instalment, were thus r g%}gﬂﬂeq%tqégxhc%npemsati @n or any amount towards
g £ : 3
interest as an 1ndemn§ Ication fo ﬁaelay‘ﬂ}a ly, umd,,e;n the buyer’s agreement.

T

other compensation shall .sba 2
p Wﬁ%g% oay

@ x%% ‘L:

acceded to the request of th c‘@mﬁw

G g

its rights, entitlement and title 1n tie=amitin question to them. An agreement to
T A ‘MH e o

c tveen’th edévorlglnal allottees and the

%

_3§ ﬂ o

rr%datedﬁ(JS 04,2 ‘15§135ued by the respondent in

et

=
[Cy .
= ;

=
complainants. Nominatie; e
2URUGIE

favour of the complainants:

Furthermore, it needs to be highlighted that the complainants had executed an
affidavit dated 28.03.2015 and an indemnity cum undertaking dated
28.03.2015 whereby the complainants had consciously and voluntarily

declared and affirmed that they would be bound by all the terms and conditions
of the provisional allotment in favour of original allottees. It was further
declared by the complainants that the complainants having been substituted in

the place of original allottees in respect of the provisional allotment of the unit
Page 9 of 24
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in question were not entitled to any compensation for delay, if any, in delivery
of possession of the unit in question or any rebate under a scheme or otherwise

or any other discount, by whatever name called, from the respondent.

Furthermore, the respondent, at the time of endorsement of the unitin question
in favour of the complainants, had specifically indicated to the complainants
that the original allottees was not entitled for any compensation/interest on
account of their defaults in adhering to the terms and conditions incorporated

in the buyer’s agreement. Consequently, the complalnants would not be

complainants are conscious aﬁ‘d Keﬁf%ct that they are not entitled to

ctsoamd, arcugnstances of the case. The

&,

any compensatlon/mtenestﬁg%yf )

A & et
complainants have 1ntg@b?8ﬁ’élly diste; - §1 ang true facts and have filed
S - L
the present complalnt%i order tomharass the r\ésﬁjg%dent and mount undue
gﬁ%“%’ﬂ L M &
pressure upon it. It i %%%bémt“t iling/ 921? e present complaint is
AN 7 &
nothing but an abuse ofthe,process Y
W@%"i ) @’ﬁj

s

ol Wi
Furthermore, without pre]ufgz‘%;‘fé;%g@m ¢ foreg
oy

Q{»

complainants had stepped into the™s
2

all the rights and llablllﬁs Q% hféw\(é%;igz wll(a tte}}es; were transferred to the
AEBEALBNGIs 0wl B

complainants. As has been deghneated hereinabove, the original allottees were
=] 111 BYAN\Y

not entitled to any cempen»satlfom Orminterest forvdelay, if any, in offering

F;{’alyt is an admitted fact that the

e original allottees and therefore

fi
3
1

2

jrfal i

possession of the unit in terms of the buyer’s agreement on account of default
of terms and conditions thereof by the original allottees. Thus, the
complainants are estopped from advancing claims in contradiction .and
derogation of the rights and liabilities transferred to them from the original

allottees.

That the rights and obligations of the complainants as well as the respondent

are completely and entirely determined by the covenants incorporated in the
Page 10 of 24
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buyer’s agreement. It is submitted that as per clause 11 of the buyer’s
agreement the time period for delivery of possession was 36 months alongwith
grace period of 3 months from the date of execution of the buyer’s agreement
subject to the allottee(s) having strictly complied with all the terms and
conditions of the buyer’s agreement and not being in default of any provision
of the buyer’s agreement including remittance of all amounts due and payable
by the allottee(s) under the agreement as per the schedule of payment
incorporated in the buyer’s agreement. It is further provided therein that the

time period for delivery of posg

occurrence of circumstances/re
of the respondent. The g)gmp

29,
g T
misinterpreted and mlscal/ﬁatgd i etermined in the buyer S

{' N g 1P ',. K
agreement. It is pertine r{imtgg;men%lon SEhavit i 1cally provided in clause
11(b)(iv) that in case-'ofman!y defaul%/ del5 etallottees in payment as per

|

,,%i R
wlancc@)rporated in the Eﬁu@ersg agreement, the date of

ANd AN
handing over of po\%s‘.;;gsélf shgl%all i beﬁ{ e?;gtejigé“d‘{f accordingly, solely on
respondent’s discretion tl]l&?tg% gamﬂg@@?} };1; utstanding amounts to the
T2

satisfaction of respondent. Claus“é’ mt(b)(lv) f the buyer’s agreement, till

o s

mg amounts t@i““th“é""“satlsfactlon of the respondent.

WA 8N
Clause 14 (b) (iv) is he:relnarepr@duc dbe %an@ruéfurther reference:
“That the Allotee(s)z g%%é and“aqgﬁ} #tjﬁ{g?c% ggm case of any
default/delay in payment as pér the Schedule of Payments, the date
of handing over of the possession shall be extended accordingly
solely on the Company’s discretion till the payment of all outstanding

amounts to the satisfaction of the Company”

payment of all outstifid

That the complainants have defaulted in timely remittance of the instalments
and hence the date of delivery of possession of the unit in question is not liable
to be determined in the manner sought to be done by the complainants. The
complainants are conscious and aware of the said agreement and have filed the

present complaint to harass the respondent and compel the respondent to
Page 11 of 24
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surrender to their illegal demands. It is submitted that the filing of the present

complaint is nothing but an abuse of the process of law.

That it is pertinent to note that the complainants have preferred the instant
complaint seeking refund of Preferential Location Charges (PLC) remitted by
them to the respondent. The possession of the said unit has been offered vide
letter of offer of possession dated 29.01.2020. The complainants have obtained
possession of the unit in question vide the Unit Handover Letter dated

02.03.2020. The complainants prlor to obtaining possession of the unit in

question had satisfied thems‘éfl"/ sf}jh regard to construction and

against any aspect of?\ %%he unl

specifications, design th ﬁ%éo f. Consequy

permitted to allege tf@l tithe wnit }»ifaSEQCea";Sed;
tANNAN

allegations of the com%)lamahts regarding
R, 1 Ié

b Q‘(, e

location aspects from the e 3%% C pfs

location of car parking space aresfa

=

@R

%

That, without admittinegs adkhosiic
at, without admitting=or acknowledg

EHTWTCEST
of the allegations adva ced by the c p a n nts and w1th0ut prejudice to the

contentions of the resp@n nat% S sml.fgmqi %thats the complainants have
miserably failed to provide the particulars as to how the unit in question has
ceased to be a preferentially located unit or regarding the alleged
inconvenience of location of the car parking space. The complainants have
merely advanced vague and nonspecific allegations against the respondent
without substantiating the same in any manner. The complaint preferred by the

complainants is baseless, whimsical and ill-founded.

Page 12 of 24
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That without admitting or acknowledging in any manner the truth or legality of

the allegations levelled by the complainants and without prejudice to the

contentions of respondent, it is submitted that the project has got delayed and

changes had to be incorporated in the layout plan on account of the following

reasons which were/are beyond the power and control of respondent:

I. Second staircase issue:

The building plans for the apartment/tower in question was approved by
the competent authority under the then applicable National Building Code
in terms of which buildings h%gnggh?fe'ght of 15mtrs. or above but having
area of less than 500 sq. mtrs. :,‘e:ci= floor, were being approved by the
competent authorities with a sfn y
carried out accordlngly *ﬁﬁ"w J UV
Subsequently, the N atmn éBuljdf{fn-' 5E0
2016 and in terms of thﬁ%ame il Lj

LK S w B,
height of 15 mtrs. anﬁg“geabove) 1Tresp‘%gt1ve c‘)‘gf% he :
|

Et

1Ry
now required to hav%two stalr*”‘é"fi*ses E! e
i i S o &;??:

Furthermore, it wa$ Tnot1f1ed§\nde Gazette ib*liQShed on 15.03.2017 that

k] o L e s
the provisions of NBC«er016 supersedes‘thg Ej‘ ofiNBC 2005.

The Fire Departmentl sqe%e)émg 0] retr ;‘We ) ;/!wy apply the said provision
and while processing the@Flr@?l%)Céﬁpll(c%t[n"’has been insisting on two
staircases in all high rise bull?:lmgslemenmn cases where the building plans

stood approved withiy “‘f}pr@fgisi@ﬁ f;go ’,fsmgle sfdircase and which have

been constructed acce)rdlngl;ii Thei;l};l;;e:‘%m DéPartment has issued a
provisional Fire NQE- ewath gthe requlr%me?t thatathe second staircase
would be constructed’by: the ]Devel@p Ew{;'@hm Eonftgyear from the date of
Issuance of the provisional Fire NOC,

In view of the practical difficulties in constructing a second staircase in a
building that already stands constructed according to duly approved
plans, the Respondent made several representations to various
Government Authorities requesting that the requirement of a second
staircase in such cases be dispensed with. It was pointed out by the
Respondent that construction of a second stair case would not be possible
for several technical reasons such as obstruction of Fire tender path,
violation of the set back norms, violation of fire safety norms in as much

as the second staircase would not be connected to the common lobby area
Page 13 of 24
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and that construction of second staircase by connecting balconies of the
dwelling units would pose a security and privacy concern. The
Respondent had also pointed out that the allottees of the dwelling units
were also eagerly awaiting possession of their units since long and
requested that the Fire NOC be issued without any pre conditions.

¢ The Fire department inspected the site of the project and sought alternate
proposals from the Respondent to meet the requirement of second
staircase in the buildings in question. The Respondent accordingly

- submitted various proposals to the Fire Department.

e Eventually, so as not to cause any further delay in the project and so as to
aV01d ]eopardlsmg the safety of the“ﬁ‘ecc ants of the buildings in question

& ‘ ",'rtrnent in question is situated, the

”‘p K '

Respondent had taken a dec1s" g g g@ ahead and construct the second

staircase. It is submitted thﬂ;aftmqgh luctlon of the second stair case has
been completed and gecu ﬁ“‘ati@' "cate*“has been obtained by the
/ﬁ"? 3

respondent in respec m@” hf"e

L

that the respondent} hé’srdehveraed;th[e possessnonaof\the unit in question to

&= i
the complainants orﬁir 2.03.2020.. ‘%\% %
W ARNE
That the complainant§ %@v@@e&gb@éen gprqui ﬁ}}g preferentlally located unit.
% s O 1 b «s‘t@
The unit cannot ceaset b E referentia l(/r ,;a:?tled merely on the basis of

« 3 *‘?aEi ; fou b §
we ainant s. .M OLeover, it is submitted that the

%ﬁ“fif” RECT”

project has been constructed 1n® wacceadan’é% with the sanctioned layout and
building plans. The Ilesp%@ndéghttﬁé

o
i W ¥ A

.
separate lift for each unlt/ floor. Téle 'numger of elevators and location thereof

\‘
subjective inclinations of &

m

w ]

depend on a number of] factg;g lik l’gl r‘{gf“ﬂ@@@ and units in the building,
super area of the building, expected daily traffic etc. The installation of
elevators cannot be made subject to the subjective whims and fancies of the
complainants. It is submitted that the complaint preferred by the complainants
has been drafted in a clever manner. The entire complaint does not
state/establish that the aspects for which PLC have been charged from the
complainants have not been provided to the complainants nor does it state the

alleged hardship/inconvenience faced by the complainants on account of
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location of their car parking space. The instant complaint is nothing but a gross

misuse of process of law.

That, without admitting or acknowledging the truth or legality of the allegations
advanced by the complainants and without prejudice to the contentions of the
respondent, it is respectfully submitted that the provisions of the Act are not
retrospective in nature. The provisions of the Act cannot undo or modify the
terms of an agreement duly executed prior to coming into effect of the Act. It is

further submitted that merely because the Act applies to ongoing projects

Gy "e\Act cannot be said to be operating
";’\ Y

jelied upon by the Complainants for

aldﬁ ui‘?"derogatlon and ignorance of the

pe ) *%%m

provisions of the buyer’s agree“ (aes estz is compensatory in nature

and cannot be granted’ lgl%derogatw daignoraneé of the provisions of the

E , !.w‘iﬂ %{&&3@%
buyer’s agreement. = , =l
! { E el J
That the allegations of; atjt i?’ deli lvery of possession of the
;&

unit in question has %be Wf%@‘g?’ malafide and result of
afterthought in view of t : | &g ue%;oomplalnants had made several
el S R

payments to respondent even “after=tlie alleged due date of delivery of

ipayment was received from

% oL
5 Lk i

; P %agghg o
the complainants on wOl 09 202; The c lamants have wantonly and
needlessly leveled falsef& (gefagmator bP»and 1ous allegations against the
respondent. It is submitted that if there was a delay in the manner claimed by
the complainants, then the complainants would not have remitted any amount
after the supposed due date of delivery of possession of the unit in question.
The allegations of the complainants are irreconcilable, illogical and a result of
afterthought. Moreover, it is pertinent to note that the complainants had
purchased the unitin question from the original allottees in the year 2015. The

complainants were fully aware of the status of construction at the relevant time
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and have consciously and willfully proceeded to purchase the unit in question.

The allegations advanced by the complainants are barred by estoppel.

That without admitting or acknowledging in any manner the truth or legality of
the allegations levelled by the complainants and without prejudice to the
contentions of respondent, it is submitted that the project has got delayed on
account of the following reasons which Were /are beyond the power and control
of respondent:

L. Defaults of Contractor:
e That a contract dated 1 No

lgi%%ﬂf 0 was executed between the

Respondent and M/s B LL Kash. '\ES%%S (BLK/Contractor) in terms of
which the Contractor was@t i xsfnuct residential projects being
developed by the Respgpde“nﬂ t iy, th ;%am%?and style of “Emerald Estate”
.jlhgﬂcmlm structure, finishing, MEP,
external developmen« B mfrasq i1:%&@-‘]; e hon%%%re EWS, clubhouses,
swimming pools, conve{gnence Sl’%opplmg‘"aelic Tge;sﬁart date of the project
as determined by the“‘fip%rtlesgwags 2;;,6 ]ufly ;O%le(l); arnr&d};the scheduled date of
completion of the pr01 (Betxw‘ﬁ% 25 July 2@)13

4 8, ;e
¢ That the Contractor @v% néot g%abl : &t% o

k,-
S

.23’25.

iy
meet dt%e agreed timelines for
0% & ANy
construction of the pro; A\eet “; Nﬁ{pr@, gress i}%\/\i‘grk at the project site was
extremely slow on a(:c(")blnt'é}’?;%H ¥ Vario u‘% é”?aults on the part of the

Contractor, such as fallure% plo adequate manpower shortage of

ok it Sndentim atde?&several requests to the

Contractor to expedlteﬂpr@gness;" o'éthrenwerk atf%hgwpro;ect site. However,
the Contractor did nét ad‘herée o the sald?mé fdesks and the work at the site
came to a standst111 aw AN ﬁg

* That in the aforesaid circumstances, the Respondent was constrained to
issue Notice of Termination dated 16.01.2015, terminating the Contract
and calling upon the contractor to remove itself from the Project site
without removal/ damage to the materials, equipments, tools, plant &
machinery, and to hand over the Contract documents.

* That the Respondent apprehended that the Contractor would remove
from the Project site, material, tools, plant & machinery which would then
not be available to the Respondent for use for completion of the Project in
terms of Clause 95.1 (GCC) of the Contract. Therefore, the Respondent

W
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filed a petition bearing no. 0.M.P. No. 100 of 2015 under Section 9 of the
Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 before this Hon’ble High Court
seeking urgent reliefs in the nature of restraining the Contractor from
interfering with the business activities of the Petitioner at the Project site,
removing any material, equipment, tools, plant & machinery from the
Project site and appointing alocal commissioner to inspect the Project site
and prepare an inventory of material, equipment, tools, plant &
machinery.

e However, the parties settled the disputes during the pendency of the
aforesaid proceedings and the contractor assured the respondent that the
project shall be completed Wlw the decided timeline. This was
considered to be in the lnterestv,eﬁ %}%r@ject as well as to mitigate losses,
since considerable time woul ‘» € lg@een spent in re-tendering of the

X ls%{undertaken to complete the

: @Nlthll’l%lghtGGl’l (18) months.

»»ttlementn}}between the Respondent

and the Contractor, a d Wlth thregcontriactor s;"%assurances that the project

will be finished w1th1ri"the ag:}eggdw%gnel thegé;%gqtractor did not amend
its ways, and perswtelgtly defau'lted i g,mei | ggft?ﬁe agreed timelines for

completion of the Pr oject 'E

T8 Pl o
e ‘ F /4 e buildings (i.e buildings
having height of 15 mtrs andssal:') ove)
o T B T Wy

n
e That in the meanwhi ile, the%?t é nﬁ‘é Bu 1ld§1: @’{C‘ e (NBC) was revised in
theyear 2016 and in termsf@“fq?;c“e samegva‘llfh igh
ﬁp Efiggw Ctive of the area of each floor,
are now required t%,have two.stair cases...LFurthermore, it was notified
vide Gazette publlsgzed“ on@l% 0%@01#7%&1&& ~f§h%§promsmns of NBC 2016

%, |
representations to(;rar}&mgs ﬁgutﬂl&%&%eg ,‘,%1 en tlfymg the problems in
constructing a second stalrcase Eventually, so as to not cause any further
delay in the project and so as to avoid jeopardising the safety of the
occupants of the buildings in question, the Respondent had taken a
decision to go ahead and construct the second staircase. However, due to
the impending BL Kashyap (contractor) issue of non-performance, the
construction of the second staircase could not be started as well.

e That in view of the above, the Respondent was constrained to terminate
the contract with the Contractor vide termination notice dated 30.8.2018.
After termination of the contract, the Respondent filed a petition against
the Contractor before the Hon’ble Delhi High Court seeking interim
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protection against the Contractor so that the Contractor does not, inter
alia, disturb the possession and work at the site. Similar petition was also
filed by the Contractor against the Respondent.
¢ Thatthe aforesaid two petitions, along with two other petitions pertaining
to a different contract came up for hearing on 6th of September 2018. The
Honourable High Court by order dated 6th of September 2018 disposed of
the said cases and issued several directions. The Honourable High Court
appointed Justice A P Shah (Retd) as the Sole Arbitrator for adjudication
of disputes between the Respondent and the Contractor. Furthermore,
RITES Ltd ( a Government Undertaking) was appointed as the Local
Commissioner to inter alia, 1ns§@tﬁand take joint measurement of work
done and balance to be done af %1%%eport before the Sole Arbitrator.
levResiondent to award the contract to
ﬁ: (vs, “anining work. However, it was

directed that the proje%ﬁsjﬁé@f‘sﬁ@ : ﬁ‘et'?a( £ %“'er to such new agency(ies)

edeov:

o ¥ 2

) .. el SN TR 3""%& :

with the permission of tgeﬁ,;Solé‘}A' %a%r « ("3%’ s’-’g
. . 5 &’E:é:l;». .‘a"b . “ﬂ., 'y Y7 2o ;

* That the arbitration; (gg*qégedlng{sqtl;t edyagB LK ;s{h%ap and Sons Vs Emaar

MGF Land Ltd (arbitgrfg@c‘"i@n casenumb”é“’ff%jgﬁl*@gf Zoglgi)k%efore Justice A P Shah
(Retd), Sole Arbitr ’g%%%h%ve beel im".‘tiad’zed;ﬁ“'w? =

w ! i 8 § i e;_" ‘;f
e The hon'ble Arbitra%@@gvgde éorcélier éat@d %7@%‘;2?;19 gave liberty to the
respondent to appoin 5 |

Y I )

grer oon eqopiblbos 2010,

%‘*"* P «ia et Y o A

That several allottees have,dfanited-int@inely remittance of payment of
g

g

ST
s
e

R GT R

o

o

installments which wa;i%zgg essential, cricial. and an gpdispensable requirement
{3 n\s"'..‘ - ; /

£ ety e
for conceptualisation %ﬁdﬁﬁe lopment A%ighﬁﬁp@;o] getin question. Furthermore,
when the proposed allettees :Irefallsgllt im*th.eél f

upon, the failure has a castadine effect brithe operations and the cost for proper

T

"I‘%payments as per schedule agreed

T

sy
g

execution of the project increases exponentially whereas enormous business
losses befall upon respondent. Respondent, despite default of several allottees,
has diligently and earnestly pursued the development of the projectin question

and has constructed the project in question as expeditiously as possible.

That despite there being a number of defaulters in the project, the respondent
itself infused funds into the project and has diligently developed the projectin

question. The respondent has applied for occupation certificate on 29.06.2017
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the same was thereafter issued in favour of the respondent vide memo bearing
no. ZP-441/SD(DK)/2019/5982 dated 05.03. 2019. It is pertinent to note that
once an application for grant of occupation certificate is submitted for approval
in the office of the concerned statutory authority, the respondent ceases to have
any control over the same. The grant of sanction of the occupation certificate is
the prerogative of the concerned statutory authority over which the
respondent cannot exercise any influence. As far as the respondent is
concerned, it has diligently and smcerely pursued the matter with the

concerned statutory authority for 0, "ggp 34| g of the occupation certificate. No
: 5

fault or lapse can be attributed to t@ '?‘g
of the case. Therefore, the tlmet*'ﬁeﬁl

,«ﬁ‘” ,

grant occupation certlflcaﬂe%%)to%}}e

oo m}gesz :

&, ja‘ ' SRR

excluded from comput g??@f the Kt?%’
¥ &

development of the pro ec‘@ %%
| <

dent in the facts and circumstances

/'k,_..

] %
R

That the complalnant%a';%n%mtfgaf ; e’iarels?t he amount of PLC as the
338N | Vs
same is in contraven 1fon%§:g%§1e : ;55»’9 ﬁl; buyers agreement. The
k- '%’, < - . 7 ok
complainants cannot un 11%%32%: cla ﬁj;agalnst the respondent which
g, T4 T ““
is beyond the purview of tﬁe%bru“)g’ 7 wagreement The complainants and
respondent are boundit .by the‘ﬁterms ‘?elig%éﬁoﬁﬁdsumoﬁs;

i 'y g b
agreement and the satiie 1s451nd1ng ELli"fnmgmn tﬁ?m With™ full force and effect. The
ookl S

complaint preferred by&ﬁge- C @@ana«ms fa } eangd Qrivolous to their positive

knowledge.

That the project has been constructed in accordance with the sanctioned layout
and building plans. Moreover, the respondent cannot be compelled to provide
a separate lift for each unit. The number of elevators and location thereof
depends on a number of factors like number of floors and units in the building,
super area of the building, expected daily traffic etc. The installation of

elevators cannot be made subject to the subjective whims and fancies of the
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complainants. Therefore, the claim regarding re-location of car parking space

is ridiculous, fanciful and misconceived.

That it is submitted that all the demands that have been raised by the
respondent are strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions of the
buyer’s agreement duly executed and agreed to between the parties. Therefore,
no default or lapse can be attributed to the respondent. It is evident from the

entire sequence of events, that no illegality can be attributed to the respondent.

The allegations levelled by the complalnants are totally baseless. Thus, it is

¢ m £

That the complainants ha /Xv‘%@ n%from HDFC bank. Thus, HDFC is a
necessary and proper pﬁa*ﬁrfi:»?% e » e c‘omplalnants have failed to
implead HDFC as a par ) @3 r'f'cf ﬁ\é %F: ?f? complaint is liable to be
dismissed on account%ﬁtg;gmin ' r‘ﬁ péir%y

That, in so far as payfn . %{ nté%éé%t to the complainants is

mAnts being in default, are not

c) of the buyer’s agreement.

) s,

Furthermore, in terms?? of Clause., 13(d «;O{ t}}ﬁ buyer’s agreement, no
i ’,‘: :,’ ffﬂ,fj k‘"

compensation is payabl& ﬂe?%tdi a@oﬁ%@omﬁrﬁgelpt of the occupation

certificate, completionster I“Ulflgaté , (‘J‘mf;ﬁ%y othér B’Iérmlssmn/sanctlon from
IS ALY

the competent authorlty Although ndtentitled to any compensation under
Clause 13(c) of the buyer’s agreement, nevertheless, the respondent has
credited an amount of Rs.14,07,424 /- as delay compensation against the last
instalment payable on notice of possession. Furthermore, the respondent has
also credited a sum of Rs.79,790/- as benefit on account of anti-profiting.
Without prejudice to the rights of the respondent, delayed interest if any has to
calculated only on the amounts deposited by the allottees/complainants

towards the basic principle amount of the unit in question and not on any
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amount credited by the respondent, or any payment made by the
allottees/complainants towards delayed payment charges (DPC) or any

taxes/statutory payments etc.

It needs to be highlighted that an amount of Rs.4,37,650 is due and payable by
the complainant. The complainant has intentionally refrained from remitting
the aforesaid amount to the Respondent. It is submitted that the complainant

has consciously defaulted in his obligations as enumerated in the buyer’s

2 %%ffi’“ed of delay continued even after
: &&ﬁ AN
eRixeio)

Scomplainant has consciously and

. . . e’ i N Y A :,\ . . .
maliciously refrained aﬁlﬁs@};}a obtgiing ;possession. of the unit in question.

%G PN &%‘? v\%‘ﬁfﬁﬁ %
ant isliablefos the consBqliences including holding
WY

AN N
charges, as enumeratediin thesBuyer’slagreement/for not obtaining possession.

0,5 e
The instant complaint%q{‘ﬁ is Sﬁi’éz’é"f,ﬁrocess of law.
%, 605 \Q‘{:‘?}f 2 5
% 3‘:{%’ *%‘EQ"' vgg
. . . g s
Written submissions are filed

Consequently, the cong 1a1%1

=g

e % < ;'!:;'.._- A A _‘
d-byythe resporiden:

Sl

REE s D, =

M B
’%hégﬁc* %?

record and perused fulfther.
¢ingthe, cormpl

A
Hm,
All other averments miam 7

Y
vere denled in toto.

Zc

iy

. PN Al g # [;T“""\‘hﬁ B4 ,
Copies of all the relevaht.documents have.beendilethand placed on record. Their
P ORI A |
authenticity is not in dispute. Hence, the complaint can be denied on the basis

of these undisputed documents and submissions made by the parties.
Jurisdiction of the authority:
The authority observes that it has territorial as well as subject matter

jurisdiction to adjudicate the present complaint for the reasons given below.

E.I Territorial jurisdiction
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10. As per notification no. 1/92/2017-1TCP dated 14.12.2017 issued by Town and

11.

12.

13.

Country Planning Department, the jurisdiction of Real Estate Regulatory
Authority, Gurugram shall be entire Gurugram District for all purpose with
offices situated in Gurugram. In the present case, the project in question is
situated within the planning area of Gurugram district. Therefore, this
authority has complete territorial jurisdiction to deal with the present
complaint.

E.Il Subject matter jurisdiction

reproduced as hereunder:

Section 11(4)(a) %{@gjﬁ A , i |
Be responsible for aﬁlfl oblzgatzons*ﬁmg’ S %5@ functzons under the
provisions of this Acg@ni‘i'he ruleSFamai: egulatzons m?g;g e\thereunder or to the
allottees as per the agreem%ent for sale, owtog‘the assocmtzén of allottees, as the
case may be, till the[c dye%/ance,gof a%ﬁn Hﬁze apart?ments pl@t@ or buildings, as the
case may be, to the alloweés, 0 the comr%mngf regqﬂ.;‘%f“@ghe assoczatlon of allottees

or the competent authfﬁ? 2as the case g'%lay
(4 ;
ity

SSESE
S“

Section 34- Functlons«\wf%the Ag

‘%’%%% *’ﬁu k e
34(f) of the Act provides to"&aensure complian
@3@‘%
promoter, the allottees and theeqrealvesta ted

and regulations mad@hereunder

= ‘y:,. e

‘e?off& hé oblzgatzons cast upon the
nts “under this Act and the rules

453
Qx’:ﬁ

A DTD A
So, inview of the prov151ons oF %ﬂﬁt@g@@dﬁab Ve the authority has complete

3

jurisdiction to decide the*coﬁq‘fﬁl”amtj Fegarédlngﬁnon é¢ompliance of obligations

AR U

by the promoter leavmg aside compensatlon which is to be decided by the

W

adjudicating officer if pursued by the complainants at a later stage.

Findings on relief sought by the complainants:

F.I Direct the respondent to refund of PLC amounting to Rs.5,46,917.5 with
interest.
In the present complaint, complainants are the subsequent allottees.

Complainant no.1 entered into an agreement to sell dated 18.02.2015 with
original allottee, the complainant no.1 was endorsed on the buyer’s agreement
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in terms of affidavit dated 28,03, 2015, after the due date of possession i.e,,

01.05.2013. Thereafter, the respondent has issued nomination letter in favour
of the complainant no.1 on 08, 04.2015. The name of complainant no.2 was
added in terms of affidavit dated 2. 08.2018. Complainants raised the i issue of
refund of PLC, which was charged for open space as per the builder buyer
agreement dated 01.02.2010 executed between the original allottee and the
respondent. The offer of possession was offered to the complainants on
29.01.2020 and unit handover letter was issued on 02.03.202 0. Subsequently,

on 28.01.2022 conveyance deed “;f;&gecuted between respondent and the

complainants.

-
0Q
Q
—~
=
=
aQ
S
=,
o
P n
5
S
%9
"GS
g
‘%}%
=]
Q)
4D g
-4,'
.?:"
ﬂ-L
.ﬂ
C"

f’

The LC visit the site fé’ lns

@wg i *m%?
were submitted in thies A he -écof’l.clusnon of LC report dated
BT TR

s
16.03.2023, it is obsem’é{d‘
?ﬁh% %{'&4\

apartment of the complam

co‘im‘m‘mnlrty centre bullt in front of

-ﬁ,«;theiweménas 1Cen of!th{e community centre is notin
SV mEh

front of the captioned unit blgeke sandnas=pér site plan as approved by DTCP

il . '“‘x: e W’qf‘é

Haryana and photos gﬁ’{bﬁ e\b lrﬁaﬁ'tbﬁe J.i w‘;@m?\ there is paved parking with

<‘*- i u i o s v

greenery in front of the unit ani behind 1":“’11‘% ‘C%" omim unlty centre. On ground, the
A

@4‘ o
location of the commun1Wc£tre 1”5 {oyio) tlyfche same as shown in the

ol

X

HEI

TERED

figlje

==Ea‘

site plan as approved by DTCP Haryana. In brochure map submitted by

complainant, the front open space area is indicated as community space.

15. Moreover, the financial liabilities between the allottee and the promoter comes
to an end after the execution of the conveyance deed. The complainants could
have asked for the claim of refund of PLC amount before the conveyance deed
got executed between the parties. Therefore, after execution of the conveyance

deed the complainant-allottee cannot seek refund of charges other than
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statutory benefits, if any pending. Once the conveyance deed is executed and
accounts have been settled, no claims remain. So, no directions in this regard

can be effectuated at this stage.

FII Direct the respondent to pay compensation Rs.30,00,000 with the

interest @18% per annum from the actual date of payment of amounts
till realisation.

FIII Direct the respondent to pay cost of litigation of Rs.50,000/-,

F.IV  Direct the respondent to pay Rs.10,000.00 for mental agony faced by
the complainant,

16.The above mentioned reliefs no. FII, FIIl and FIV as sought by the

complainants are being taken togg;g_;t%’s:‘@he findings in one relief.

,13..43}}};, S
3‘-}:'}}* T T
17.The complainants are also seekin liet of compensation wur.t litigation
30 3 ‘
expenses and mental agony. Hon? me,Court of India in civil appeal nos.
p gony Hon s

Py
X

6745-6749 of 2021 titled a§.M oters and Developers Pvt. Litd,

i
é 3

V/s State of Up & Ors/, 1f"‘1{a),

5

vallottee is entitled to claim
s B

¢

3

B gand 1.45/
compensation & litigationy char§§is un@l-e;;%sectl\“c?),.n
il -"f:‘ % 7 ¥

which is to be deCIdQme)é%th&ggﬁad]i?dlgeatl'g?g %?fﬁ%gpg as per section 71 and the
wATS NN Y .
quantum of compensj gorf@g%a\&ggfhtﬁéatg;(‘)n ?iex%g@%eféﬁﬁhall be adjudged by the
G N i oo g Py
.. . , S N N A L . . .
adjudicating officer having’ ?%Je: \ he fae Ors mentioned in section 72.
R ‘:}\\‘%) A

Sy } i &'}%‘\) /‘“n?}’ . . .
18. In the light of the facts mentidng d“abos hg;ei’”éﬂmplamt as well as applications,

N

Al

if any, stands dismissegd beingeno fﬁl;ai tairiable. The case stands disposed off

. . )FW (' L 5y
accordingly. hoan b G Bond BN AT
. . S § e &
19. File be consigned to t@e&%glsgrfx,é' i §
s A BTN &
Vo s 4R W

(Demitted Office) L

(Sanjeev Kumar Arora) (Ashok Sangwan)
Member Membe
%j\/\g\u r
. (Arun Kumar)
Chairman

Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Gurugram
Dated: 09.07.2024
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