
*HARERA
9* Glnlcnlrv

BEFORE THE HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY
AUTHORITY, CURUGRAM

Cohplaint no,
Date ofconrplainr :

OrderPronounceOnl

Ashok Kumar Mehra & Sons
R/o: A-5,West End Colony, New Delhi

Ve.sus
I N.{/s Ardce Inhastructure Pv!. Ltd.

Addressr Copal Das thawan,28 Barakhamba
Road, New Delhi-110001

2 \4/\ Aidec Vdl Vdrnlendnre Scrvrce\ lvr LIJ.
Omce at: Ardee Mall, Ardee Ciry, Sector52,
Curugranr

Sh. Arun Kumar
Sh.Vijay Kumar Goyal
Sh Ashoksangwan

APPEARANCE:
Sh. lshaan Dang (Advocatel
Sh. Venket Rao fAdvocate]

02,04.202t
17.o3.202t

Chairperson

Complainant

?948 ol2o2l

l.

2 T\e ''rmpld ndnr ha\ mrde rhe following.Lbmi\srons rn the compldrnt'

ORDER

'lhe present complaint has heen hled by the complainants/allottee

under section 31 oithe Real Estate (Regulation and Developmentl Act,

2016 [in short, the Act read with rule 28 olthe Haryana Real Estate

(Regulation and Developm€n0 Rules, 2017 (in short, the Rulesl.

Facts ofthe complalnt:
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The Karta of the complainant was also shown the residential

project known as Ardee City spread over area measuring about

hundred acres ofwhich the shopping mall "Plaza Gardenia" was a

part. In fact, all the representations reterred to above had been

made by Mr. Ashok Verma and Mrs. Meenakhi Verma to induce

the Karta of the complainant to invest in theproject.

That relying upon the representations made by Mr. AshokVerma

and M rs. lvleenaksh i Verma the complainant th rough ,ts Karta had

agreed to purchase area measuring30,000 square feet located on

1st floor ofthe shopping mall known as Plaza Gardenia along w,th

30 car parking spaces. The Karta of the complainant was called

upon by Mr. Ashok Verma and Mrs. Meenakshi Verma to issues

cheques in Favoui of M/s Ardee lnfrasuucture Private Limited

towards pa!,rnent of sale consideration amount.

The total sale consideration amount had been seftled at Rs. 90

Lacs and rhe same had been paid by the complainant to the

Re(pondenr Number I in the follornng mdnner: -

Sr.No. Date Cheque Amount (i)

T

21041200:l Puniab &
Sind

Puniab &
Sind

Punjab &
Sind

482880 20,00.000/-

142241 20,00.000/

20.00.000/

I

21.03.2003

29 0t 2003

224926 9,40,000/-

04 2003

2
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06.05.2003

90.00 000/

21.05.2003 & 48224\ 20 00,000/-

Complaint No 2q48 of 20?1

& 4U2241 18.60.000/.Punjab

Sind

Sind

Bank

d That so faras documentation fo.the transaction is concerned. Mr.

Ashok Verma had assured the Karra of the complainant thar he

would getthe same drafted aod complered. It had been repearedty

assu.ed by [1r. AshokVerma ro the Karta ofrhe complainant thar

the complainant ought not to worry on any score. Accordingly,

agreement dated llrh of March 2003 was executed by rhe

conrplainant through its Karta. It is pertinent to mention that the

entirc salc consideration amount had been paid by the

conrplainant to the Respondent Numbe. 1 within a period oa

approximately 3 months from the date olsigning olthe aforesaid

agreeme.t. At the time signatures ofthe Karta oithe complainant

wer€ obtained on agreement dated 111i of March 2003 by Mr.

Ashok Verma, the last page ofthe said agreement was left blank.

llowever, since I\4r. Ashok Kumar Meh.a, the Karta of the

complarnant reposed complete fath rn Mr. Ashok Verma, he had

proceeded to append hissignaturestoth. afor€said contract.That

actually, atter about 2 weeks oisigning ofthe aloresaid agreement

by the Kana ol the complainant, N,lr. Ashok Ve.ma had handed

overthe said agreementto thecomplainantthrough its Karta.The

agreement dated 11ft of March 2003 had been placed in the bank

locker by the Karta oi the complainant tor safekeeping w,thout

examining the contents ol the agreement Even otherwise the
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Xarta oF the complainanr had got no reason ro suspect that rhe

project would not be complered within the promised period.

That after about 2 years of signing oi agreement dated 11'r, ot
N4arch 2003, the Karra ofthe complarnant while vrsiring Gurgaon

decjded to have n look a he projcct sire ofshoppinE maltknown

as Plaza Cardenia. The inspecrion ol the prolect sitc reveated thar

thc construction cerfled at the spor was g.ossly inadequate and

h'ghly delayed. Under these crrcumsrances the Ka.ra of rhe

conrplainant had contacted Mr. Ashok Ve.ma and had acquired

f.om him the reasons lorthe tremendous delay in execurion ofthe

project. Mr. Ashok Verma had assur.d the complainanr that the

constructron work was proceeding at a sluggish pace on account

of shortagc of labour in Cu.saon. Mr Ashok verma had assured

the Karu of the conrplrinant that the construction of the project

would bc nrarginally delayed. At the same time rt $,as represenred

by IU r. Ashok Verma that corrective sreps wcr. beiDg taken by rhe

Respondcnt Nunrber 1to ensure timely dehvery ofthe Shoppin8

I\4allincluding the unit agreed to besold ro rhecomplainant Even

till thnt stage it was .epresented to the Karta of the complainant

by I4r. Ashok Verma that every concervable attempt would be

made to complete the proiect within the stipulated period of 30

]'hat with ctiect lronr 3rd of [4arch 2005 the 2 daughters oi ]\4r

Ashok Verma, namely l,1s Shefali Velrna and l\4s. ShibaniVerma

were appointed as additionaldirectors ofthe Respondent Number

l.'l'he 2 ladies indicated above started to actively pa.tjcjpare in

the lunctioning/business ot the Respond.nt Nunrber L It is

CohplarnrNo 2948ot2021
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pertinent to mention that to th€ best of the knowledge of the

complainant Ms. Shibani Verma stillcontinues to be the direcror

of the Respondent Number 1. That in rhe month ofjanuary 2006,

the Karta ofthe complainant once again went to the site and was

completely shocked and dismayed to notice rhar no progress

whatsoever had been done on the spot so far as construction of

the shopping mallwas concerned. Furthermore, the construction

workoathe shopping mallhad been torally abandoned atthespot

by the Respondent Number 1.The complainant rhrough its Karta

had immediately contacted Ms. Shefali Verma and had fixed a

meet,ngwith her at the site office of shopping mallat Curgaon.

That during the course of the meeting the Karta of the

complainant had confronted Ms. Shehli Verma and had called

upon her to give cogent or plausiblE explanation with regard ro

suspension ofclnstruction worl ofthe shopping mall.lnstead of

behavin8 in a ratlonal manner, Ms. Shefali Verma conveyed her

displeasure to the Xarta of the complainant. Ms. Shefali Verma

stated that in case the Karta ot the complainant continued to

cr€ate an uproar with regard to suspension ofconstruction work,

he would not end up gettinS anlthjnS in the project. ln fact, Ms.

Sheiali Verma tried her level best to intimidate the Karta ofthe

complainant. She bluntly conveyed to the Karta of the complainant

that ,t would be incumbent upon the complainant to surrender

part otthe area subject matter of agreement dated 11th ofMarch

2003 to the Respondent Number 1. That the aloresaid request

made by Ms. Shefa)i Verma was absolutely unjust and illegal and

contrary to contractual covenants contained in agreement dated
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11th oiMarch 2003.Accordingly, rhe Karta ofthe comptainant had

voiced his concern and disappoinrment with regard to artitude

and behaviour ol NIs. Shefali Verm. to her father, namely Mr.

Ashok Venna. Upon hearing ihe grjevanccs of the Xarra ot the

complainant, Mr. Ashok Vcrma had adopted an apotogetic tone

but had steadtasdy maintained thar in case the surrende. ofpart

olthe ar.a was nor made, rhe parties woutd have no option but to

commence Iitigation.

That lv1r. Ashok Verma had turther conveyed to rhe Xarta of rhe

co m plainant that the funds realised by rhe Respondent Number 1

trom salc oi the surrender the area would be much higher and

would ensure completion ol the project. Mr. Ashok Verma had

lurther unreasonably insjsted that ths payment of the

surrendered ar.a lvould be m.de by the Respo nden t N unrber 1 to

rhe conrplainant in instalments. Mr. Ashok Verma had even

offered to adequately conrpensate the complainant. So far as the

complainant is conceroed, it did not wish to senerare

unwarranted controversy or to create an unsavoury situation.

That under these compelling circumstances, the complainant had

no option but to surrender area measuring 14393 square teet

fo.ming part of the total area measuring 30,000 square leet

sublectmatterol.greementdated lltholMarch 2003 in lavour

oftheRespondentNumb.rl Thesaidsurrenderwasmadebythe

complainant in lirlour olthe Respondent Number 1 by virtue of4

surrenderdeeds gotprepa.ed bythe Respondent Number I in the
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. Area measuring 8333 square feet vide surrender deed dated

3rd oiApril 2006 on paymenr of considerarion amounting to

I29,16,550/ by the Respondent Number 1 to the

. Area measuring 151s square ieet vide surrender deed dared

21st ofApril 2006 on payment of consideration amounhng to

15,30,250l by the Respondent Number I to thc complainanr

. Area measururg 3030 square leet vide surrender deed dated

Uth of May 2006 on payment ot conside.ation amountjng ro

110,60,500/- by the Respondenr Number 1 ro rhe

. Area measuring 1515 square ieet vide surrender deed dated

21st ofJune 2006 on payment ofconsiderarion amounting to

{5,30,250/- by the Respondent Number I ro the comptajnant.

lhat rn this manncr retail/.omnlercial area measuring 15607

square feet located on 1st Uoor ofshopping nrall known as Plaza

Cardenia forming part of Ardee City and subject marter of

agreenrent dated 11rh ol March 2003 was srill reranred as unsold

by the co nr plaina nt with itself.lt is pertinent to mention thar the

entire sale consideration amount in resped ofthe af,oresaid area

had already been paid by the complainant to rhe Respondent

Number 1.lt ispeftnentto mentionthar orally M r. Ash ok Verma

had cven conleyed to thc Karta ofthe complainanr that return on

rnvestment at the rate of Rs. 25l- per square feet per monrh

would be pard to thecomplainantbutthesamewas nordone.

l hat the Respondenr Numbe. 1 did not pay rerurn on investment

at thc rate ol Rs.25l- per square feet per monrh ro the



HARERA
GURUGRAI\I

collrpl:rinant, and also fniled ro d e live r physi.al possession of the

afo.esaid retail/commercial area nreasuring 15607 square feet.

Unde. these crrcunrstances, th. complainant was left wirh no

option bur to insrilute suir for specitic pcrformrnce titled,Ashok

KumarMehra&Sons (HUF) Versus M/s Ardee lnt astructure pvt.

Ltd." against Respondent no.1 jn respect ofarea measuring 15607

sq. fcet located on first floor oi Shopping Mall known as .plaza

Cardenia form,ng part oiArdee City, Gurgaon atong with j0 car

pa.king's and al1 .ights appurtenanr rhcreto including bur not

confined to propoftonate, indivjsiblc and impartible ownership

rights in the land unde.neath. Thar during thc pendency ot

atoresaid litigation, marter had been comp.onrised berween

complainant and Respondenrno.l. ln fact, the suit had been fited

by the complainant on 21st October 2015. lhe Respondent no.1

had adopted every conceivable tact,c ro delay the decision ofthe

said case so as to dissuade the complainant hom continurng ro

Prosecute the aloresaid suit.

l. That in order to avoid protracted litigation, the complainant had

succumbed to thc dilatory tactjcs adopred by rhe respondent

number 1/rts ottice bearers and had compromised rhe matter. ln

fact, the respondent number 1/its office benrers have exploited

thei. donrinant position and had compelled the complainant to

enter rnto a compromise which was completely biased in favou.

of.espondent no.1. The complainant had made paymenr ofent,re

sale consideration in respect olarea in questjon way back in the

year 2003 to respondcnt no.1. The complainant had been

conrpclled to givc up all rts clainrs pertaining to dclay in delivery

Conplarnr No 2q48 ot2021
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of possession of area in question. The comptainant was atso

pressurized to pay a substantial sum oi 142,50,000/ . That the

respo ndent nu mbe r 1/its office bearers had claimed thar the said

anrount ol142,50,000/ was requi.ed io be paid for upgradarion

ol in lrastru ctu ra l facilftics in the shopping matl The comptainant

had nooptron butto make paynrcntofrhe afbresaid amountvide

chcquc beirring Number 210057 d.rted ltth of September20tS

dralvn on lunlab N.rnonal Bank, t\lid-Corporate Llranch, A 9,

Connaught Place, New Delhi. In fact, rhe comptainanr during the

cou.se oi talks which had culminated in the execution of rhe

aloresaid compromise had categorically exp ressed its objection to

the unreasonable demand relerred to above.

That ofUce bearers ol Rcspondent Number t had been acrivety

involyed iD nrounting undire and unwarranted pressu.e on the

conplainnnt to compronrse the matrer. ln fact, Respondent

Numb.r l/rts oifice bearers had persistently conveyed ro the

complainant that the payment ofthe aloresaid amounr would be a

one-time payment towards all charges requircd ro be paid

towards occupation/use/utilisation ofthe area reterred to above.

Since, complainant wanted to end the Iitigation, it had acceded to

the unrcasonable request ol the Respondent Number 1/its office

bearers. 0n this account substantial payment refe.red to above

had been made by the complainant.

l hnt relying on drc rcprcsentatrons nrdde by respondcnt number

1/its of|ce bearers, the complainant had executed compromise

whrch had been tiled in theaforesaid litjgarion.Theaforesard one

sided compromise had been executed by the complainanr nrerely
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to purchase peace and to put an end to litjgarion.'the intention of

respondent number 1 to cheat and defraud the complainant is

evrdent from the lact th at after mo re tha n 1 5 years of execution of

the agreement dated 11th of March,Z003, respondent

numberl/jts oftice bearers had unilaterally communicated ro the

compla,nant that an unjusrified loading ratio for the purpose ot
calculation olsuper ared i.e. 56.95:43.05% o. 57.7:43.92% woutd

be apphcable to the commercial units being sold in iavour of the

complainant by respondent number 1 It was aurther

communicated to the complainant by respondent number 1/its

otljce bcarers that theafo.esaid loading ratio would be uniformly

a pplicable in rh e project. In tact, the aforesajd rep reseniations had

been made by respondent number 1/its offce bearers ro cheat

and defraud the complainant and to cause wrongful loss to it and

to obtain gajn tor respondent number 1.

That the complainant was utterly shocked and dismayed when it

subsequently iound that the compla,nant had been duped into

entering into the aforesaid compromjse. In terms olcompromise

referred to above various obligations were required to be

perfo.med by Respondent Number 1. lt was specifically

mentioned in CIause 2 ofaioresaid compromise that Respondent

Number I would pro, ecd Io e\ecLrte ond regr\ter .ir L onveydn, p

deeds in respect of area subject matter oi litigation i. favour of

complaint wthin a period of three months from the date of

execution ofthecompromjse. ludgmrnt and dccree dated 27th of

November 2018 had been passed by the honourable court of I\4..
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Manish Kumar, Cjvjl ludge, Gurugram. Compromise relerred to

above had been made part ofdecree sheet.

That Respondent Number l/its offcial bearers insisted that

maintenance ag.eenrent be turther executed by rhe comptainant

in resp€ct of Commercial tinits agre.d ro be purchased by the

complainant. Ihe covenants inco.porared in the maintenance

agreem e nt were absolu tely biased and one sided. However, irwas

insisted by the respondents rhat they were completely inflexible

with regard to makinC of any amendments/modifications in rhe

tcrns and conditions in€orporated iD rhe maintenance

,rgreement In order to rnspire the confid.nce of the complainant,

it had been indicated by the .espondents to the complainanr that

the draft ofthe maintenance agreement had been drawn up lor the

enti.e mall and the same would be required ro be executed by all

occupants of th. mall. It was un,laterally incorporared by the

respondents in the said ag.eement that maintenance charges ar

the rate of Rs.30/- would bel,ableto be paid bythe complainant

from lst oi March 2018. Respondent Number 1 insisted and

prcvailed upon the complajn:nt to executc maintenance

agreement The aforesard marntenance agreement contained

highly unjust, uniair and biased terms and conditions. Since the

Respondcnt Nunrber I wrs rn a dominant posirion and the

convcyance deeds Ln respect olthe comme.cialunits had not been

executed and registered, the Respondent had no option but ro

execute Maintenance Agreement dated 5th ol January, 2019 rn

respectofarea measuring 15607 square ieet.ltwas mentjoned in

the aloresaid lvlainrenance Agreemenr rhat a highly inflated and
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amount ofmaintenance charges at the rat€ oiRs.30/-
per square feet would be ljable ro be paid by the complainant ro

the Respondents. However, it is pertinent to menrion thar it had

been explicitly and carego.ically communicated and assured by

the Respondenrs/their oifrce bearers to the complainant thar the

loading iactor ot 43tzo lbr compurarion ot super area a.d
nraintenancechargcs at the rare ofRs.30/- per square feet would

be uniformly applicable ro att commerciat units,

owners/occupants otcommercial unirs in the proj.cr
q. That on 12 , ofJanuary 2019 the Respondent Number 1/its office

bearers had delivered the physical possession of properry

situated on First Floor olArdee Mall beanng unit Number 1 [teft
sjde) and unit Number 2 (right side) allegedty having total

saleablc area measu.ing 15607 square ieer. The Respondent

Nunrber 1/its otfice bearers had cleverly obrained the signatures

ol the complainant on a plan on 12th olJanuary 2019, which did

notcontajn anydilnensions. ltisnowrranspired thatthe intention

oI thc respondenrs liom the very inceprion was ro cheat and

defraud the complainant and to hoodwink it. Lerter dated 56 of

lanuary 2019 had been issued by the Respondenr Number 1/its

office bear€.s with regard to delivery of possessjon. The ptan

refe..ed to above which did not conta,n any dirnensions was part

ofthc atbresdid letrer

.. That another lerter dated 5th ollanuary 2019 had been,ssued by

Respondent Number l wherein it w:s falsely mentioned thar rhe

complainant was completely satidied rn all .espects wrth regard

to d elivery o f physical po ssess ion. Since, rhe co mplainanr wanted
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to put an end to the entire episode, the complainanr had

proceeded to append rts signarures on the aforesaid letter. The

said lette. does not c.eate any right whatsoever in iavour of the

Respondenrsand thesamewasobtained trom the complainantby

the Respondents by taking undue advantage of rheir dominanr

position. That it is pertinent to mention thar the atoresaid

compromisehad been executed between the parties and had been

filed in the honourable cou( on 27th ol November 2018.

llowever, the Respondent Number l/its oifice bearers without

any right or justifiration, illegally, deliberarely and wiliully

reirained fr onr executing:nd procecding ro regjster 6 conveyance

deeds in respect of area subject matter oi litigarion mentioned

hereinbefore. There was absolutely no cogent or plausible

explanat,on available to the Respondent Numbe. l/Is office

bearers in terms of which, they could have refrained from

complying with its obligations arising out ol aforesaid

That the Respondent Number 1/rrs office bearers had brazenly

violated the terms and conditions ofcompromise and had shown

utmost disdain and djsreSard towards the majesty of the

honourable court Consequently, the complainant had proceeded

to file the present execution petition rirled Ashok Kumar Mehra

& Sons (HUFI Vs. M/s Ardee Infrastructure Pvt. Ltd." Thar after

filing of execution petition referred ro above, the respondenr

number 1/its office bearers had proceeded to execute and register

the aollowing conveyance d.eds in resDect of commercial units

mentioned hereinafter in favour olthe complainant.
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137220t9

Shop Number 21 located
!dmeasuring 2601.14 square
with 2 car parkrnsspa..s
Shop Number 22 located
admeasunng 2601.14 squa.€
with 2ca.parkingspaces.
Shop Nuhbe.23 lo.ared on
admeasu.ing 2601.14 square
with 2 car parkiq spaces.

\2.2A19 Shop Nunber 24 located

1?20L9

admeasuring 1931.51 sq.

Shop Nunber 25 locared
adheasuhng 2935,89 squar€
with 3 carparkrnsspaces

L3.L2 20t9 Shop Nunber 26 locared on firsr
adneasuring 2936.18 square leet
\r tlr U (,I p.[krn!\t).tr.\

Thatit hrd been specrflcally agreed berween the Respondenrs and

the complainant and had also been cxplicitly incorporated in the

compromise referred to above in turrherance ofwhich Judgment

and decree dated 27u ofNovember20lE had been passed that the

respondents would provide facilities that is adequate, air,

conditioning, adequate electri€ity load as pe. requirements ofrhe

occupants, gas, water and wastewater line, opening for exhausr

and opening tor lrcsh air in all the 6 unirs referred to above. Tbat

the Respondents had illegally srarted demanding common area

maintenaDce charges and electricity charges in respect of the 6

shops lrom thc very inception. The complainant over the last

severalyears has been rcpearedly requesting the Respondents ro

supply it the complete details pertaining ro computation ofsuper

area of the units referred to nbove as had been promised by the

2

5



*HARER
S- eLrnrcn,qu rumpla'nt No 2q48 ur 2021

B.

3.

conrplainant. DurinB rhe course ofvisits made by the complainant

to the mall, it was revealed to rhe complajnant that varyjng

amounts of mainrenance charges were being realised by

Respondent Number 2 in collusion wirh Respondenr Number I
from diflerent occupants oithe mall.l'he complainanr atso came

to know that different pirrameters for compuranon of loadirg

lactor hnd becn selectively and .apriciously deployed by the

Respondents whrle dealing wirh drflerent occupants in the same

u. That the cornplainant diligently pursued rhe nratrer with rhe

respondents but the respondents were not at all lorthcoming to

reveal any details to the complainant. The co mplainantrepearedty

urged the respondents to supply to it copies ot orher leases

executed and got registered by them in favour olother occupanrs

of the mall 1t was time and again come indrcated by the

complainant to the respondents that ir was the legal ri8ht of the

complarnant to seek disclosure of computarion ol super area as

lvell as detdrls of fixatjon olnrainten,rnce charges and realisanon

of the samc from djfferent tenants- Thc respondenrs had become

completely hostile and arrogant in dealingwith rhe complainanr.

Reliefsought by the complainant:

The complainant has sought followjng .elief{sl.

a. That the respondents may kindly be directed to provide

justrfrcatron lbr deternrinatron oi loading fa.tor/quantiticntion of

super arca of a1l commercial units fornring part of "Ardee N.lall',

s'tuated in Adee City, Sector 52. Wazirabad. Gurugram.
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d.

h That the.espondents may very kindly be directed to apply the

sameyardstick for determinarion oiloading iactor/quantificarion

ofsuper area ofallcommercial units forming part of"Ardee [ra[",
situated in Ardee Ciry,sector52, Wazirabad, Gurugram and after

doing th€ same to allot duly constructed commercial space on the

same floor in the aforesaid shopping mall to make up the

deficiency in space allofted/sold to the complainanr withour

Payment olany additio nal amount.

The respondents were very kindly be directed to transfer valid

and marketable title in respect of the aloresaid deficient space

pursuant to its quantification without payment of any additional

amount by registration oiconveyance deed(sl.

The respondents may also very krndly be directed to pay the

.ent/revenue r€al,zed by them along with interest at the rate of,

18% pe. annum from leasing ofth€ spac€ deficiently conveyed to

The said amount may kindly bedirected to be paid forthe period

commencing lrom date ol registration ol conveyance deed till

delivery of physical possession of the said deficient area during

the course ofpresent proceedings.

That the respondents may very kindly be directed to provide

completc details offixation ol maintenance charges for different

commercial units located ,n Ardee l,4all", situated in Ardee City,

Sector-52, Wazirabad, Curugram. The fair quantum of

maintenance charges may very kindly be determined by the

Honorable Adjudicating officer and the respondents may very

kindly be directed to denrand and realize mnintennnce charges at
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theuniform rate hom all com me.cial u nits located ir "Ardee Malt",

situated in Ardee City, Sector-s2, Wazirabad, Curugram_ The

excess amount, illegally r*lized by rhe Respondents from rhe

complainant in respect of area measuring 15607 sq. feet located

on first floorof shopping mall known ns'plaza Cardenia' formins

part ofArdee City, Curgaon very kindly be directed ro be refunded

to the conrplainant rlong with interest as pcr provrsions of the

Real Estate (Regtrlation and Developmentl Act, 2016.

That the respondents may very kindly be directed to reiund rhe

ntarketing aees illegally and wronglully reali,ed by the

respondents irom the complainant a he rate oi{2/, squa.e foo!

along with 18Yo interest.

That the ..spondents nray very kifldly bc dirccted to refund the

amount oi 142.50 lacs forcibly and rllegally extracted fronr the

complainant in the manner and circumstances highlghted above

as a condition p.ecedent unilateraily imposed by the respondent

upon th. complirinant for obraining rhe allotment, title and

physical possession ofarea measuring 15607 sq. feet (SuperAreal

Thatthe respondents may kindly be di.ected ro pay pendente lite

interest and luture interest at the rate ol18 % pe. annum ro rhe

complainant tiom the date olfiling olrhe complaint rillrealization

of the entire decretal amount.

'l hat the respondents mdy kindly be directed to pay an amountof

15,00,000/ as compensatjon towards the nrental agony and

harassment caused by it to the complainant.

(umplarnt No. 2q43 of 2021
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k. Ihat the rcspondent may krrdl), be directed ro pay 150,000/-as

litigation expenses to the conlplainanr.

On the date ol heanng, the Aurhoriry explained to the

respondent/promoter about the contravenrions as alleged to have

been committed in relation to sedion 11[4] [a) of the Act to plead

guilty or Dot to plead guilty.

Reply by the respondentno.l.
'Ihe respondcnt no. t has contesred rhe complainr on rhe toltowing

grounds:

a. That in the year 2002, in one ofts visirs to Lare Mr. Ashok Verma,

(dre ernwhile Dir.ctorordre RespondenrNo 1 I the Complainant

.ame to kn oi! about the Commercial P rotect " P laza Ga.den ia' now

been renamed as Ardee [Iall" [here,nafter refe..ed as the

'Project"lbeing developed bythe Respondent No.1 in its licensed

colony 'A rde€ City'. The licen sed colo ny is being developed by the

Respondent No.1 and oiher Group Companies ofthe Respondenr

No 1. That the Complarnnnt showed its interest to purchase

Commercial Units in th. Project, as an invesrment and specifically

lor gencrating rental income and asked for the brochure. The

brochure was provided to hinl by the executive ol Respondent

no.] and being jmpressed by the brochure, the Complainant

requested a site vjsrt which was also p.ovided to him by the

executives of the Respondent No.1. Thereafter, the Complainant

through its Karta, be,ng completely satisfied proceeded to buythe

CommercialSpacc admeasuring 30,000 squrre feet located on the

1st floor ol the shopping mall knolvn as "Plaza Ca.denia" along

Cumplarot No. 2943 of ?021

c.

5.
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with 30 cars parking space

''CommercialSpace").

ComplaintNo. 2948of 2021

[hereinafter referred to as

b It rs submrtted that in view otrhe atbresaid rransacrion relared to
Connnercial Space ad,neasuring 30,000 sq. tt. in the p.oject ofthe
Rcspondent No.1, an Agreement tor purch,rse otrhe Commercjal

Spacc [hererraiter ret.rred to as As.eement fo. sate,,) was

d.afted and executed between the two parrjes on 11.03.2003. tr is

further submitted rhat the sajd Agreemenr for Sate was duty

signed by the Complainant after carefully examining each clause

of the said Agreement tor Sale and understating and agreeing to

c. l hereafter, in the year 2006 rhe Comptainant throu8h its Karta

approached the Respondent No.1 dnd exprcssed its desire and

requested to surrender certajn porrion otrhe Conrmercialspace

.rs was allotred to rhe Corrplainant rn the p.oject.l.har accepting

the request of the Complainant, the Respondenr No.t executed

iour (a) Surrender Deeds with rhe Comptainant wherein the

Complainant surrendered a totalot 14393 sq. ft ofthe Commercial

Spac. admeasuring 30,000 sq.ft. The consideration i.e the retund.

in fulland finalsettlement ofthe surrendered arcas were also duly

paid to the Complainant by the Respondent No.1 immediarety

upon signing ofthe Surrcnder Deeds

d lhat thc Conrplainant and theRespondent No.l hadatreadycome

to a comp.omise and the said Compromise dated 21.11.2018 was

also filed and recorded in the ludgment and Decree dared

27.11.2018 of the Hon'ble Courr oish [4anish Kumar, Civ,tludse

(lr. Div), Curug.anr. The ludgment and decree clearty menrioned
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thata compromise has been arrived

is no transaction remai[ed to bedon€,

e. lt is necessaryto point outthatas perthe Compromise deed dated

21.11.2018 presented in the Hon'ble Civil CourL Curugram the

Complainant after being tully satisfied with the development of

the unitsallotted to it has taken the physical possession ofrhe said

I That it is significant to ment,on that rhe sratement dated

27.11.2018 before the Hon'ble Court provides that there is no

cl)mnliLni N. 7943.r7o7l

betwcen the Parties rnd rherP

s

rema'ning due and both the pa(ies are bound towards the rerms

and conditions mentioned in the Compromlse Deed

It is iurther submitted that after the Compromise Decree ol the

Hon'ble CivilCourt, Gurugram, a detailed r€port dated 17.12.2018

was filed by the Cou.t Obseruer Sh ri. Rakcsh Kapoor, Retd. District

Judge in the Honble High Court of Delhi in Civil Suit No.

l'.BlllLrl4 rpSird.ngrl-p\dndrntsover oIrLr, po\,. \on.

That on 05.01.2019 the physrcal possessron of the Commercial

Space along with 20 parking slots was handcd over to the

Complarnantand the Complainanthad put in its signatures that it

has taken over the physical possession. in fact, the Complainant

has also given an undertaking dated 05.01.2019 that it has

inspected the said premises to its complete satisfaction and

confirms rhrt the Commercial Spnce is complete in all respect and

have no claim whatsoever as pe. theAgreement for Sale.

It is lurther submitted that the Respondent had offered the

physi€al possession olthe space vide its letter dated 27.12.2017

to which the complainant had replied vide dated 06.01.2018
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stating that only after its satisfaction to the delivery of physjcal

poss.ssion ofpremises and translerring the title in respect ofthe

area, rhe complainant shall withdraw thc civil suit.

j. 1t is very important to bring to the notrce ofthis Hon,ble Authority

that in facta detailcd first floorarea plan and rhe pa.king, with p,

marking of the Complainanfs area was duly executed with the

letter of handing over oi possession dated 0S.01.2019. Further,

the Complainant in th€ presence olits own architecthired by him

has m.asured and examined the shop\ a.eas and then only the

Conveyance Deeds we.c executed dnd.egisrered. Furthermore, it

rs pertinent to mennon tha! the before rhe registration of

Conveyance lleed, the calculation ofsaleabie area was done by the

nrchitect hired by the Conrplainant and accordingly the saleable

area was written in the conveyance De€ds.

k. That on 13.12.2019, alter all the joint measurements, six [6]
Conveyance Deed were signed and executed between rhe

Complainant and Respondent No.1 pertaining to the Commercial

Space admeasuring 15.607 sq mts, which has also been duly

recorded in the order dated 03.01.2020 ol Hon'ble lustice Ms.

Sumitra Kadjan, Crvil judge, Gurug.am in Execution Application

No 231 ot 2019.

L In view ofthe above submissions, it is pertinentto mention that

there is no basis aor admissibility of the present Complaint. The

Respondent No.1 Company has no ill intention towards the

Complainant.lt is significantto mention that there is nodishonest

inducement or delivery of the property, misappropriation of

properry, ctc rhus thc complaiDt should be dismissed in limini.

PaEe 21 ul32
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The Conveyance Deed was executed and lateron confirmed before

the various concerned authorities. The Present Complainr is the

misuse olthe process oflaw.

It is evident from the abovc thal no r.ansaction is pending

between the pa(resand possession ofthc space has been handed

over and .onveyance de.d has ,lready bccn executed. Even thc

property has been mutatcd by rn McG record and thecomplainant

is paying the property taxand the matrer has been closed f.om all

angles. In view oi this also, the pr€senr compl.rint is not

maintainable and liable to be d,smissed on this ground alone.

That the ld. Authorjry has no jurisdiction over the Maintenance

Agency as rt does not fau within the meaning ol 'Promoter" under

section 2(zkl of the Real [strte [ReEulation & Development] Act,

2016 (he.einafter rctcrred to as RERA Act, 20161. The Ld.

Authority has jurisdiclron to only acr against rhe Promoter,

Allottee or a Real Estate Agent.

The'l\4aintenanceAgreemenf execnted between rhe Respondent

No. 2 and the Complainantis not a'BuilderBuyerAgreement' per

se therefo.e any disputes arising out olthe same are not renable

before this Hon ble Authority. That in a catena ofjudgmeDrs it has

been rcitcrated that the confines oi the disput.s shall be wrthin

the ljuilder Euyer Agreement. Thc only su(ed lorum that the

Complainant can approach is the civil courts for any disputc

arisjng bexleen the Respondent No. 2 and the Complajnant lrom

the [4.rintenance Agrcemenf .

Thatwithout prejudice, it is submitted thatas perthe Compromise

Deed, thc Complarnant rs bound to abidetheterms and conditions
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ol the l\4arntenanc. Agreement dared 12.01.2019. The

I\4aintenance Agr€emenr has already been acted upon and

complied with by the parries. The comptainant initialty paid rhe

maintenancecharges as per rhe agreemenr but taier on stopped to

pay for which Pre-lnstitution Application filed by the Respondent

No.2 is pending betorethe Patiala House Cou(s, New Delhias per

seciion t 2A olthe Commercial Court Act.l he Respondenr No.2 is

contiDuously demanding the due amou.t of maintenance charges

but thc complainant has iailed to pay as per rhe maintenance

agrcenrent.It is lurrher stared thar the renanr olone shop/space

olthc Complajnant rs paying the mainrenance @ Rs.30/ persq.

tt. per month. It is pertinent to mention rhar it is specifically

mentioned in the Mainrenance Agreemeot dared 12.01.2019 thar

"the Owner binds himself to pay the Common Area Maintenance

(CAM) Charges @r Rs. 30/-per sq. fr. per monrh'. Ir is furthe.

submitted thatas pe. the Clause 10 ofrhe MarntenanceAg.ecment

in the cvent olthe 0wner/Occupant committing two consecut,ve

deiaults in paying the dues fo. whatsoever reason, the

maintenancc agency has the righr to disconnecr/disaltow the use

and enjoyment of the lacilities until the charges and arrears are

paid by the Owner/occupant as per the demands raised by the

maintenance agenry. lt is .elevant to menrion thar it is a setrted

position of the law laid down by the Suprenre Courr that the

parties are bound by the bilateral agreement and also no parties

can go behind the Decre. olrhe Courr.

It ls submitted thdt ihe Respondent has :rlready executed the

odcr of the Hon'ble Civil Court. Curugran and has complied wjth

Page 2J of12
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its dircctions jn toraliry. The Comptainantcannot retract trom the

orders after the order has been acted upon and duly compljed

with by th€ ltespondenr.

r. It is a well sertled principle oa ldw that once rhe rerms and

conditions ofrhe Scttlement/Compromise Deed h:rs been agreed

upon and further the terms and conditions have been exe.uted

the same cannot be re w.irten or red.aft. Thereiore, by fit,ng the

present Compla,nt and not complying with the final order ofthe
Hon',ble civil court, Gurugram may rantamount to contempt of

s. It is also pertinent to nore the tenants olrhe Comptajnanr are

vacating the shops rented out by the Complajnant through its

Karta and after the tenants move out Lom rhe shops the

nuintenance charges have to be paid by the Complainant, and in

order to avold the paymenr of tvtainrenance charees, the

Complainant in the present Complaint is questioning the

maintenance charges along with other baseless allegations.

Furthermore, it is pertinent to menrion that the relief for

possession oi thc allotted units and rhe dispure regarding the

maintenance charges are fully covered under rhe Compromise

Deed filed in the llon'blc CivilCourt Gurugram.

t. h is su b mitted th at the Complai nant has rajsed q uestion regard,ng

the lodding factors and super areas of the shops is complerety

absurd, as the Complainant in the presence of irs own architect

hired by him has measured and examined rhe shopt areas and

then only the sale deed was regisrered. Furrhermore, ir is

pertinent to mention thar rhe before the regisrration ofs:le deed,
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the calculation ofsaleable area was done by rhe architect hired by

the Complainant and accordjngly rhe saleable area was written in

the Conveyance Deeds.

It is submifted that as fa. as the loadjng lactor is concerned, the

loading tactor in Ardee City N{all is about 55:45, but since the

ComplaiDantthrough its Ka(r is a habituat titigantand in orderto

resolve the dispute bctlveen the parri.s the Respondent Company

has iDcreased the loading factor of rhe Comptainanr, which is

57:.13. I'hus, the Conrplainant is gerting .n ext.a area which it is

not entitled to. lt is relevant to mention rhar thc site ofthe shops

m.ntioning the detailed area were signed and agreed between

both the parties on 10.01.2018.

1t is submitted that as per the legal proposition is concenred, rhe

Complainant and drc Respordent are bound by rhe terms and

conditions ol the Agreement/Conrpromrse Deed/Conveyance

Deeds. It is submitted that once parties enter inro a contract then

everv word stated therein has to be given due meanjng which

reveals rights and obligations between the parties thar no part of

the agreement or words used therein could be said to be

That a perusalotthe submissions made herein clearly concludes

thdt the Complairrant herein is not nn 'Allottee/ CoDsumel'. 'l hdt

the ComplaiDant is simply.n investor who had booked ihe

CommercialSpace in the Projectofthc Respondent fo r investment

opportunitics and speciiically ior generaring rental in.ome That

in the hghts ofthe said iacts and circunrstances it can be concluded

beyond any rcasonable doubt that the Conrplainant herern is not
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a 'Consumer or Allottee', that the relationship between the

Complainant and the Respondentis not that ofa'tsurlder buyer".

x It is furthcr submitted that none ofthe reliels as prayed lor by the

Complainant are sustainable before this Ld. Authority and in rhe

eyes ollaw. Hence, the complaint is liable to be dismissed with

imposition or exemplary cost for wasting the precious time and

resources of the Ld. Authority. That the p.esent complaint is an

utter abuse of the process of lar!, and hence deserves to be

D. Reply by Respondent no. 2

6. 'lhe respondent no.2 has contested the complaint on the lollowing

a. It is humbly submitted that Respondent No. 2 does not fall within

the meaning of'Promoter" under section 2 of the Real Estate

[Regulation & Development] Act 2016 [hereinalter referred to as

"RERA Act, 2016). That the present Complaint and the reliefs

sought thereunder are maintainable before this IIon'ble Authority

only if the Respondent No.z is squarely covered within the

meaning ol the dcfinition of a 'Promote.', whereas Respondent

No.2 is simply a Maintenance Agency.

b. lt rs clear from a bare perusal ol the aforementioned p.ovision

that Respondent No. 2 does not fall within the meaning of

"Promoter" under SectioD 2(zk) of the RERA Act, 2016. That the

sole agenda of the Complainant in arraying the Respondent No.2

as party rs to agonize the Respondent No. 2 and gajn wronglul

monies It is pe.tinent ro note rhat the RERA Act, 2016 was

enacted solely lor the adjudication oldisputes ofa Builder Buyer
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natu.e. The Respondenr No. Z by no strerch of imagjnation falls
under the meaning of,promoter, under the sajd RERA Act.2016.
Further lor adjudication ofthe present dispute a,Buitder-Buyer,
relnriorship is not esrabtished bcrween the Comptainant and rhe
Respondenr No.2.

'l hat the Complarnanr has wrongty an.ayed rhe Respondent No. 2
in thc prcscnr Conrplaint. It is perrinenr to nore thar in the entj.e
Complainr the Complainanr has faited to raise any allegarions
agaiDst the Respondent No.2 elaboratety or with cogent
evidences. Furthe., ir is noteworthy in the prayer Clause rhe

Complainanthas not so ught any relief against the Respondent No.

2 per sc 'lhat the accusations rais.d againsr the Complainant are

hollow and baseless. That rhe RespoDdent No. 2 is fir to be

removcd irom rhe array ofparties at the very outset.

1'he'lVajnrenanc.Agreement, executed between th. Respondent
No. 2andrhcComplarnanrisnota,Bujlder IJuyerAg.eemeniper
se therefore any disputes arjsing out ofthe same are not tenable
before this H o n'ble Authority. That in a catena otjudgmenrs it has

been reiterated rhat the co.fines ofthe dtsputes shall be within
the tsuilder Buyer Agreemenr. The only suited iorum rhat the

Conrplainanr can approach is rhe civil courts ior any dispute
arising betlreen rhe Respondent No.2 and the Complainant trom
the'i\4ainrenance ASreemcnt,. That rhe present comptajnt in
respcct oithe Respondenr No. 2 is not maintainabte before the Ld.

That lor reasons aforementioned the present Comptaint is not an

outcome oia Builder,Euyer,,dispute between the parties. Thar
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7.

the relationship between rhe Comptainanr and the Respondent

No.2 
's 

strjctlyarisjng out ofthe N{aintenanceAgreement berween

the parries. That the Respondenr No. 2 is not a 
,,p romoret, wthin

the meaning ofthe RERA Acr, 2016. The answerjng Respondenr

has nor violated any terms of the Maintenance Agreement and

more importantly the provisions oi the RERA Act, 2016 per se

Section 12,14,18 or 19. Fu.th ermore, the p resent Co mptaint filed
by the Complainanr is under Rule 29 ofrhe HRERA Rutes. thar rhe

allegations being raised by the Complainant against Respondent

No. 2 are nor within the purv,ew ot Rute 29 Hence the present

Complaint, is not mainrainable by any means whatsoever.

f. That ir is a matter of iact that th€ Comptainant executed the

lvlaintenance Agreement with the Respondent No. 2 out of his

complete iree willand w,th a clear conscience atter going th rough

the terms therein thoroughly. That the Complainanr is simply

.aisiog alterthought and vexarious grounds against the

Respondent No. 2 at this belated stage with an utterior morive to

gain wrongful monies lrom the Respondent No. 2 and to evade its

obljgation to pay the pcnding dues.

Copies of all the relevant documents have been filed and placed on

record. Their authenticiry is nor in djspute. Hence, rhe complaint can

be decided on the hsis oa those undispured documenrs and

submissions made by the complainants.

The complainant has fi led multiplew.itten submissionsalongwith the

documents for kind considerarion ofthe Authoriry, rhe same have been

taken on record and has been considered by rhe Aurhorjty while

adiudicating upon the relielsought by the complainant.
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tindlngs on the reli€f sought by the comptainants.

Before adjudi€aring upon the relj€f sought by the complainant jt is

relevant to through light upo. the detajled fads of, the case. The

complainants have execured rhe buyer ag.eement on 11.03.2003 and

had agreed to purchase area measuring 30,000/- sq. tt. tocated on

1n floor olthe shopping mallknown as,,plaza carden ia,, along with 30

car parking. The complainant furrher surrendered rhe area measuring

14393 sq. ft. and left with 15607 sq. ft. and the amount of the said

surrendered area was retumed to the complainant as srated by

complainant but the return on investmenr was not paid to him.

Thereaater, they filed a suit for specific performance againsr

respondent in c,vil court in respect of the said area on 21.10.2015

subsequently the suit came to compromise ard the same was brought

on record on 21.11.2018. Clause 2 ot compromise dated 21.11.2018

can be read as under:

''that an request oI the ptanttill. the defendant hos asreed
to e\ecute 6 conveyon@ deeds io resprt olo bave oreo in
lavot olthe ptoihtilfvithina period al3 nahths

10. Consequently, complainant filed execution petirion on Z1_Oa.2Ot9

(page no. 123 olcomplainrl titled as ",4rrrok kumar Mehra and ors. ys.

M/s Ardee lnJrastructurePva.Ird." andas perorderdated 2t.t 1.2018

respondent duly executed 6 conveyance deeds in favour of

complaina nts. 
-l 

he units were dlso differently leased out

11 Clause 11 of convcyance deeds dated 13.12.2019 states as unde.:

" -----tn ese of ony terns ohd/ot condition ol the tod
cohnerciol lat bryer ogreenent dated 11_oj_2003 ohd
conp.ohiy deed doted 21.11,201a refe ed in the
beginnihg is at variane with the terns and condjtions
contoined ih the conveyonce ded in that c6e th. tetms
ond conditions olthh deed sholl prewil
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The counsel for the respondent states that the complainant and

respondent no. t has atready come to a compromise dated 21.11.2018

and there is no transact,on remained to be done herween them as

recorded in rhe order & d ectee dated 2?.11_2ota and hence, the above

complaint is not maintainable before this Authority. Moreover, rhe

complainants have approached this Authorty by filing present

complaint after execurion of conveyance deed as wel as amtcable

settlement .eached between the par.ties without any extemat influence

and conditions oiabove settlemenr cannot be.e-initiated byany as has

been held bef,ore Hon'ble Supreme Court in wapeos Ltd, V/s sotma
Dam lointyenture &Anr, The relevant para is produ€ed betow for rhe

"36. t:ren athcNi\e\|e leel thot.n.ethe pot,es hove
aftived at o se$lenent )n rcspect ol onr dspute or
dillerence oising uhdet o contract ond thot dispute ar
the dillerencc is onnablr settled by ||oy ol a finol
settlenent b! ontl between the partie, unless thdt
settlenent h set oside in ptopet prcc9.ting|i it connat he
in the nauth oI ohe ol Lhe parne! b the setttenent ta
spu.n tton the s.ound thot it wds a nistoke antl procee,t
to invake the orbtrotnn cta6e_ tfthi\ is pe.mtted the
\ohLtlty al the Qntroct, the settlentnt aba beno o
.ontro.t,would bewhollylonond nwoultl be ope. ta one
patty to tdke the benelttundetthe seulenentontl then ta
question the some o the lround of hlstoke withaut
huvtno the te&lenent ser oside lnthc cncunstoncer@
thihk thot in the h\tont tute sinLe the dtsbltp nr
-\|t.t pr e 4 r. h.al, ]un I o.d por1\ 1L r "t. aooe u\
Jrr the scttlenent, tt wos not open to the respondent
Lnnate.allf to treot the setttenent as non_est and to
pt u, ppd, a, FruLp t ap o.bttto run tou\e "

13. The Authoriry observes that it is nor disputed that prior ro fiting ofthe
present complaint before the Authority on 02.08.2021, the

complainants had already filed a civil suit ior sperific perfo.mance in

the civil court bearing no. 2803 of 2015. To sertle the said matte., rhe
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parties entered irto a compromise deed on 21.11.2018 reduced the
same into wrftingwhich led to the said complaint beingdisposed ofon
27.71-201A in the terms of the setttement. Thereafter, an execution
petition was filed by the complainant in the executing court for
execution oirheconsented decree dated 27.11.2018. The said execution
petition was disrnissed as wirhdrawn vide orderdated 03.01.2020.1r is
also nor dispured thar rhe in pursuance ofrhe compromise deed dated
21-11.2018, the complajnanrs and rhe respondent no. l executed the
conveyance deeds for rhe units tn quesrion. It is atso brought ro the
not,ce of rhe Authority that before axecution ofthe conveyance deeds,

the complaioanr has signed a detailed maintenance agreement dated
05.01.2019 with the respondentat its own votitjon and was expected to
exercise due dil,gence, especia y after the past history of the mafter.
Moreover, the subiect of maintenance agreemenrs sjgned inrer-se
parties does not lie in thejurisdiction ofthis Authoriry.

14. The Authoriry notes thatthe issues raised in thecurrent comptaint have

already been resolved and conctusively ctosed through the compromise
deed dated Noveinber 21, 2018. Additionaly, rhe Authority lack
iurisdiction over the maintenance agency, as it does not meet the
deffnit,on of a 'promoter,. Furthermore, mai[tenance charges are
governed by the maintenance agreement executed berween the parties,

which is not classif,ed as an ,agreemenr 
aor sale,. Therefore any

disputes arising from this agreement are not wirh,n rhe Authoriry,s
purv,ewand should be addressed in acivilcourt.

15. ln view ofthe above, this Authoriry does not find the relieis soughr by
the complainant maintainable under the provisions oftheAct,2016 &
hence declined since, the parties have already preferred a cjvit suit for

ComplaintNo. 2948of 2o2r
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specific performance & conveyance deed has also bee[ executed inter-
se parties in terms olsettlement arrived thereto, Also, the parties may
approach competent court of law for any djspure per se.

16. Furrhermore, the Authorty notes rhat the aforementioned proiect
remains unregisrered with the Authority. Consequenrty, proceedings in
respect otrhe said non,regjstration shal be iniriated independentty by
the Planning Celt ot the Authorjry. Addirionall, rhe respondent is

mon areas to the association

ad with sedjon 17[1) ofthe

\.1 -.a--)(viiay kuffZr coyatJ

ority, Gurugram

obligated to transfer possession otthe comm
ofallottees, in terms or section 11(4)(al rear

4ct,2016.

Irile be consigncd to regisrry.

|-
(Ashoksl;Ewan) tMemtrr ,ft^rA,

v lArun Kumer)
ChairDerson

Haryana Reat Esrare Regutaiory Aurho
tedr 11.03.2025

17.

Da

Goyal)


