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BEFORE RAIEND-ER KUMAR, ADIUDICAT'ING OFFICER, HARYANA REALESTATE REGUTATORY AUi_ONTTY, GURTIGRAM.

Complaint No. 2966 of Z}ZJ
Date of Decision: 06.08 .2025

virendra Gupta, R/o FF-1, prot no. g2, pocket no. L, Ramprastha
Green, Sector-7, Vaishal i, Ghaziabad.

.....Conrplainant.

Versus

M/s ss Group pvt. Limited Regd. officre at:- ss [:rouse, prot no.TT,
Sector-44, Gurugram, Haryana.

......Respondent.

APPEARANCE

For comprainant: Mr. Mahavir parshard Gupta, Advocate.For Respondent: Mr. Rahut Bha;;;;fedro.r,*.

ORDER

This is a compraint fired by virerndra Guptz,r, (ailotteeJ unrler
section 31 read with section 71, of 'Ihe ltear Estate (Reguration and
Development) A*, zo16 [in brief 'r.he Act of 201.6), aga.,nsr M/s SS Group
Pvt. Limited [prom oter/ developer).

2' The brief facts of the comprainant,s case are that ,he

fcomplainantJ booked a Unit in the project ,,The Leaf, bearing no. 3c,

2B3r1K having approximate super area of 757s sq. ft.[n Tower no.z, a

residentiar comprex, situated in Sector-85, Gurugram. The basic rate r:f
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@ Rs,250/- per sq. ft. EDC of Rs.3li5 sq. ft,, and infrastructural

development charges @ Rs,35/- sq. ft., making a total sale consideration of

Rs.92,18,000 /-.

3' That possession of flat was proposed to be handed or,zer to

complainant-allottee within a period of 36 months l'rom the date of signing

of agreement i,e. on 1,0.09.201,2. No formal agreement was executed,

however flat was allotted on the basis of terms of illlotment letter. l\s per

the terms of agreement, the respondent developer was entitled for an

extension of 90 days, after expiry of 36 months for obtaining occupration

certificate in respect of the said complex. Date of delivery of posserssion

came to be 09.12.201,5.

4. That in case respondent failed to refund sale price on acr:ount

of failure to deliver possession, it (respondent) was to pay interest @ l;o/r:

for any period beyond the said period of 90 days. The allottee then had no

other claim, against company in respect of the said unirt.

5. That as per clause 10 of allotment letter', time was the essence

of the contract. Irurther, any failure on the part of complainant to pay the

instalment after delay of 60 days, attracte,C is liablr: to charge intererst @

180/o per annum, from the date of such ins;talment, Alll this clearly sfuows

that agreement was one-sided, and complainant had tto sign the sarne on

allotment was @ Rs'4800/- per sq. ft., preferential location charges (pLC)

q'il
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he complainant approached Haryana Real

Gurugram (The Authority) by filing a

s decided on 14.03.2023. Copy of order is

directed respondent to refund the paid up
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of The Real Estate (Regulation and

[Rajende, l,*in
Ad j u cl icating Officer,
Haryana Real Estate
Regulatory Authority, Gurugram.
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