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Complaint No. CR/7769/2022 Case titled as Usha Mohan
VS NEO Developers Private Limited

Complainant Usha Mohan

Represented through Shri Harshit Goyal Advocate

Respondent NEO Developers Pr ivate Limited

Respondent Represented Shri Gunjan Kuma Advocate

Last date ofhearing 02.05.2025

Proceeding Recorded by Naresh Kumari an HR Mehta

Proceedings-cum-order

The present complaint was disposed of vide order da
respondent was directed to pay arrears of assured r
the complainant till leasing ofthe unit.

The respondent has filed an application for recl
19.06.2024 and asked the following reliefs:

r The complainant has an outstanding dues o
should also be adjusted in detail order.

Reply to the said application on behalf of coml
07.02.2025.

The authority obseryes that section 39 deals with th
which empowers the authority to make rectificatior
years from the date of order made under t}ris Act. Th

any mistake apparent from the record and make sr

mistake is brought to its notice by the parties. Howevc

be allowed in two cases, frstlH orders against $
preferred, secondly, to amend substantive part of tl
portion ofsaid section is reproduced below.
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the order mode under this Act with o view to rectilying ony mistake
qpporent from the record, amend ony order possed by it, and shall moke
such omendment if the mistake is brought to its notice by the parties:

Provided that no such omendment shall be mqde in respect of any
order ogoinstwhich an appeol hos been prefeffed under this Act:

Provided further that the Authority shall not" while rectilying
ony mistake apporent hom record, omend substantive poft of its order
passed under the provisions of this Act"

Since the present application involves amendment of substantive part of the
order by seeking relief of adjustment of outstanding amount, this would
amount to review of the order. Accordingly, the said application is not
maintainable being covered under the exception mentioned in 2nd proviso to
section 39 ofthe Act, 2016.

A reference in this regard may be made to the ratio ff law laid down by the
Haryana Real Estate Appellate Tribunal in case of ltlllnicipal Corporation ol
Faridabad vs, Rise Projects vide appeal no. 47 of 2022; decided on
22.04.2022 and wherein it was held that the authorify is not empowered to
review its orders.

Thus, in view of the legal position discussed above, fhere is no merit in the
application dated 19.06.2024 filed by the respondpnt for rectification of
order dated 22.03.2024 passed by the authority afrd the same is hereby
declined. File be consigned to the registry.

Arun Kumar
Chairman

04.07.2025
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