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Day and Date

Complaint No.

I Complainant

o:r..'.1T1{ough
-'T"*Tl--
Responden, *up..*nr.a
through

Last date of h.r..g --

f

Tuesday and 13.OS.ZOZ|

*^ *rr%^* ," ,/*,/r*, ,*;
titled as Harshvardhan Krishana Atray VS
Vatika Limited

Harshvardhan Krish@- 
f__l

IIl19':,':ll1':.1,: 
]

Vatika Limited

Shri Shivadirya r*tarji;"**" ---l

- -l
Application u/s 39 of rhe Act 

I

Proceedi
The complaint herein was dispos
02.02.2022 whereby the .erpond.
return to the complainants from
1151.65/- per sq. ft. till the complet
the building @ t130/- per sq. ft. or
unit put on lease whichever is earlir
The present complainants have file
that the present complaint was filec
on One Pyr. Lrd. and (b) Vatika Lrd
come to the notice of the Complai
Vatika One on One pvt. Ltd. was not
instead name of M/s Vatika Ltd h;
mention here that the final order

ffirnr"i"rr" 
I

ings-cum-order - - 
'

I

ed of by the authority vide order dated 
I

nt was directed to pzry arrears of assured 
lOctober 2018 at the agreed rate i..,, l

ion of the building and after completion of, 
i

:r super area up to three years of the said)r' 
1

d an application dated 21,.03.2025 statins I

I against 2 respondents i.e., [a) Vatika OnI 
i

. During the execution proceedings it has i

inant that Name of Respondent no.1 i.e., I

reflected in the colurnn of parties, details 
I

rs been repeated twice. It is pertinent to ]

was passed against both the respondent 
I

New PWD Rest House Civil Lines, Gurugram, Ha frE-df,r{s,

and the aforesaid error is typograpfiical in nature, thus ,i;";;;;;
rectification application under section 39 of the Act is allowed.
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The aforesaid errors were inadvertently made while preparing the detailedorder dated 0z.o2.zoz2. It is observed that as per the ,-p.oio.-r- 
B, g.n.ratedby the complainant as weil as the 'Memo or pr'.ties, filed by the comprainant,reflects name of both the respondents i.e., fai vriit, one on one pvt. Ltd. and[b) Vatika Ltd' Thus, the afoiesaid errors uuing iypographical apparent fromthe record and clerical in nature, the rectificltion in detailed order dated02'02'2022 as proposed is allowed under section 39 read with section 3B(z)of the Act' This order be read with and in continuation of detailed order dated02.02.2022.

Rectificatio application stands disposed of. Fire be consigned to registry
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Arun Kumar
Chairman

1,3.05.2025

New PWD Rest

S.No.

7.

Matter sought
be rectified

I Relevant page of
] detailed order dated

loz.oz.zozz showing
I error;ffi
[Page 1 of order dated
02.02.20221

Proposed rectifi cation ;;;"
applicant-complainant with
relevant page of paper book
showing error

1. M/s Vatika One On One
Pvt. Ltd.

[Description at page 1 of
complaint]

Name of
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description of
parties
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