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Date ofcomplaint oL.o3.2024
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ORDER

1. The above-mentioned matter was heard and disposed of vide order dated

13.11.2024 wherein, the Authority has directed the respondent to pay

interest to the complainant on the paid-up amount at the prescribed rate of

11.10% p.a. for every month of delay from the due date of possession i.e.
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Complainant

Garima Tripathi,
R/o: B-1195, Palam Vihar,
Gvtgram-122017.

1. Pareena Infrastructures Pri
2. Virender Verma,
3. Surender Verma,
4, Ravi

Apartments, Plot N
New Delhi-11007 Respondent

Complainant in

Versus

CORAM:

APPEARANCE:

Complainant

Prashant Sheoran (Advocate) Respondent no.1

None lRespondent no. 2,3&4
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30.06.2022 till the expiry of 2 months from the date of offer of possession

(77 .01.2023) i.e. upto 1.7.03.2023 only.

The complainant has filed an application for rectification of order dated

13.11.2024 stating that the total sale consideration has been erroneously

mentioned as Rs.1,06,87,892.96l- instead of Rs.1,03,83,495/- in the final

order and the said amount can be cross verified from page 34 of the BBA.

The counsel for the respondent has supplied a copy of reply to the

application for rectification of order-.dated L3.Lt.2024 to the complainant

and has also placed a copy of,,saqq^o^ri record during proceedings. The

respondent vide its reply to the apfllialigir has submirted that the present

application is not maintainable.befgre.the Authority as the respondent has

already registered an .appeal beaiing no. H-REAT-19-2025 before the

Appellate Tribunal agaiiist the order dated L3.77.2024. He has further

submitted that the applicant by way of present application is trying to

rectification of orders which empowers the authority to make rectification

3.

4.

within a period of 2 'order made underthisAct. Under

the above provision, the authority may rectiff any mistake apparent from

the record and make iuch amendment, ifthe mistake is brought to its notice

by the parties. However, rectification cannot be allowed in two cases,

lirstly, orders against which appeal has been preferred, secondly, to

amend substantive part ofthe order. The relevant portion ofsaid section

is reproduced below.

Section 39: Rectifrcation oforders
"The Authoriy may, at any timewithin a peiod of two years from the date
of the order mode under this AcC with q view to rectifying any mistoke

?,
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not maintainable before the A

Section 39 of the Act, 2016 and

6. Rectifi cation application

Haryana Real Estate
Dated: 08.01..2025

apparent Irom the record, omend any order by it, and sholl mqke
such omendment, if the mistake is brought to notice by the pqrties:

Provided that no such amendment be made in respect
of any order against which an appeal has
Act:

preferred under this

Provided further thqt the Authority not,while recwing
arny mistake apparent from record, amend substqntive part of its
order passed under the provisions oI this

Since the respondent has already preferred

dated 13.LL.2024 before the Appellate Tribu

HARE
GURUGR

appeal against the order

the present application is

eing covered under proviso to

be consigned to registry.
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