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Dav and Date Tuesday and 11.03.2025

Complaint No. M.A No. 6112025 in CR/1270/2023 Case
titled as Archana Prabhakar V/S Ocean
Seven Buildtech Private Limited

Complainant Archana Prabhakar

Represented through Ms. Tanya Advocate

Respondent 0cean Seven Buildtech Private Limited

Respondent Represented throuC I Shri Arun Yadav Advocate

Last date ofhearing Application u/s 39 of the Act

Proceeding Recorded by Naresh Kumari and HR Mehta
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