
Ral<esh I(umar etc. vs, GLS
1

Infraprojects pvt. Ltcl.

Complaint No. ZZgt of Z0ZS
Date of Decis.ion: 01.08 .Z}Zs

1' Ral<esh Kumar S/o Manohar Lar yadav, resident of QTR No,
(:/':101, Delhi porice Quarter, sector-L6c, Dwarka N.s.r,T,
$otrth-West Delhi, Delhi- LL00ZB,
2' sabina yadav w/o Anir l(umar, resident of Atari (37),
IVIahen dragarh, Haryana _ LZ3 )Z1

.....Co mplainants.

Versus

GLS Infiaprojects pvt. Ltd. (through its managing directors
and other director), resident of 707, 7th floor, IMD pacific
Iic1rr;rre, Sector 15 part-ll, Gurugram.

......Respondent.

BEF0Rq RAIENDER
I-IARYANA REAL
fiTTRUGRAM.

APPEAI{ANCE

For Complainants:
For Resllondent:

I(UMAR, ADIUDICATING OF'FICEIT,ESTATE REGTJLATORY AUHORIT'Y,

Mr. Nitesh ftanctranda, Advocate.
Mr. Harshit Batra, Advocate.

ORDER

S,bina Yadav, (allottees), under section 31 of .t,he

([:l*grrlatiorr and Developrnent) Act, zaL6 (in rLrrief

2016) read with l{ule 29 of The Haryana Rear Erstare

'l'his is a complaint firecl by Mr. Irakesh I(umar &
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ccrnrlrlaifrant :in equal proportion along with interest at rate of 10ok
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Annouriced

File be consigned to the record room.

in open court today i.e. on 01.08.2025.

l,v
(Rajender Kumar)
Adjudicating 0fficer,
Haryana Real Estate
Regulatory AuthoritY,
Gurugram. 01.08.25
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