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Date of Decision: 10.11.2

rn of Sh. Mohan Singh r/o Irlar No. 503 'l-,4,py
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ratech Pvt Ltd, Unit 501-509, Unitech'l'rade C,
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ORDER

is a complaint, filed by Sh. Mahipal Singh, ur

istate fRegulation and Development), l\ct 20

nst M/s. Pyramid Infratech Pvt. Ltd. (prornoter

rdin,; to the complainant, thc promoter

:ion of the main entry/exit gate for its own

seeking written consent of 2/3,a crf the

;ection 14 (2) of the Act 2016. The promroter.
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had originally shown the position of the gate at tnre mai

commercial area as such was within the gated premises.

3. That the promoter-respondent had malafidr: in

more value for its commercial project, in shifting the pcls;ition

such a way that the commercial area is now outside the ga

and this fact is duly certified by the report of Mr. Manoj Gup

which is attached with the complaint.

4. That the shifting of the gate from the proposed

other place and that too, with malafide intention is a material c

plan and requires approval of not less than 2/3,a of the

contemplated u/s 14 (2) of the Act of 2016. By rhis a(

respondent/promoter the latter has earned higher amr:unt t

commercial units by keeping the access open to the general pu

only the gated societrz.

5. That said action of the promoter-responrlent ,

residents-allottees to risk as they have to go outside the gatr

makes purchases in general and women & children, in particu

of the gate has allowed ot.her residents in the nearby area t

vehicles in front of tk e present gate and creating avoidalble int
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Further, this action of the promoter is illegal and is r:reatit

inconvenience and is a securily challenge for the allottees;-resic

6. It is prayed by the complainant that the res

ordered to re-align/shift the gate to its position as per origina

and a compensation of Rs.1.00 lac be given to him [cornplait

other allottees for illegal activity apart from I1s'5000/- as

Architect and I1s.40,000/- as legal expenses.

7. 'fhe respondent contested claim by filing w

through Mr. Vikas Sharma, stated to be Authorized rerprr:se

vide Board resolution of the respondent company, 'fhe

challenged even maintainability of present and cause of actiot

present complainant in filing this complaint. Moreover, all tl

and contents stated in the complaint under reply are deniecl ir

B. It is further averred that the present complaint is

of the process of law and the complainant is guilty of "suppr

suggestion falsi". The complainant has not intentionzrlll' prc

background of the case and has not produced all the docrumet

to the case, which were in his knowledge and possessipn.

g'ThatpresentcomplaintistimebarredaStl

question was completed and handed over to allotteel; in tl
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Plan sanctioned vide

25.05.201 5. Thereafter
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was filed in the year 2024 i.e.

ificate and handing over of the A

the License No. 154 of 2014 d

of 'l'own & Country Planning,

roup Housing over Land admeas

r-86, Guurgram, it [respondent)

emo No. ZP-1068/AD(RA)/2:.015/

n addition of land admeasuring 1

lranted vide License No. 7tl of

ondent) gave public notice in th

ne (English), The Pioneer (tinglis

03.2020. In terms of the letter i

tions against the proposed revi

th the office of the respondent,

STP, Gurugram. Same were also fl

,n & Country Planning, Haryana.

: Project has been properly r

submitted by the allottees.
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12. Contending all this, the respondent prayecl for

complaint.

13. Learned counsel for complainant submittelcl th;

(complainant) does not want to adduce any evidence excep

annexed/produced with the complaint. Respondent filed

evidence in support of its claim.

t4. I have heard learned counsels appearing for bot

and perused the record.

15. As reprfducerl above, according to responde

I

complaint is not malntainable, complainant having no cause

I

fi]1n8 nl.senf comP,lln,- Same i.e. complaint is gross misuse o

law I

I

1,6. Section J, (1) of Acr of Z0t6 prescribes ias w

I

complaint with the {uthority or the Adjudicating Officer. Acc

I'any aggrieved pers{n' may filc a complaint with the l\uthr

I

Adjudicating Officer, 
fs 

the case may be-- Although the r

claims himself ,n n.l an aggrieved person, but it is not clari

I

same is aggrieved. Alfhough, complainant has shown his,arldrer

I

developed by presenf respondent i.e. Pyramid Infratech [)vt. L

I

503 T-4 Pyramid Urhan I.lomes-ll, Sector 86, Guguram. It is r

Illt
| >'ko

ot clarified
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that in which capacity he is residing there i.e. whether he is an allottee,

tenant or licensee. The complainant claims that action of re$pondent in

shifting the gate has put the residents to risk, Even if the com$lainant is a

resident of the project, it is not explained as how shifting of th$ gate (even

if, it is shifted) has put him to any risk.

17. In this way, complainant failed to prove th{t same is

'aggrieved' from the act of respondent. on the basis or ftt this, the

complainant has failed to establish that he has any locus stpndi to file

present complaint. Same is thus, dismissed.

18. Irile be consigned to record room.

Announced in open court today i.e. on L0.1,1,.2025

ilrfo--
(Rajender Kumar)
Adjudicating Officer,
Haryana Real Estate Regulatory
Authority, Gurugram.
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Present:

consigned
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Mr, Ashwani Kumar Singla, Advocate for complainant.
Mr. Ilavinder Singh Kinha, Advocate for responclent.

complaint is dismissed, vide separate order today. File be

to record room.

J_[,-_-

[Rajender Kumar)
Adjudicating Officer,
10.11 .2025


