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BEFORE RAJENDER KUMAR, ADJUDICATING OFFICER, HARYANA REAL
ESTATE REGULATORY AUHORITY, GURUGRAM:

Vinita Dalmia Vs. M/s Elan Ltd. Complaint No. 5941/2025
Ajay Kumar Dalmia Vs, M/s Elan Ltd. Complaint No,565 1/2025

Present:  Mr Vipul Dalima, Attorney for the complainants.
Mr. Ishan Dang & Mr. Naveen Yadav, Advocates for the
respondent.

ORDER

Both of aforementioned complaints (Complaint N0.5941/2025
titled "Vinita Dalima vs. Elan Ltd. & Complaint No.5615/2025 titled "Ajay
Kumar Dalmia Vs. Elan Ltd.") are taken up together, as submitted by learned
counsels for both of parties, The respondent in these cases is same i.e. M/s

Elan Ltd. and issues are also same.

2. On the previous date i.e. 12.08.2026, an application filed by the

respondent with a prayer to dismiss the complaint, was disallowed
observing that similar application had already been filed on behalf of the

respondent and arguments were being advanced on that application.

3 Heard, on the application filed by the respondent with a prayer
to recall/correct aforesaid order i.e. dated 12.08.2026. It is submitted by
learned counsel for the respondent that no such application had been filed
by his client before application under consideration, which was submitted
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both the complaints on the ground that the POA in favoyr of Mr. Vipul Dalmija
Is not a legal and properly executed power of attorney. Reply to the said

application has already been filed by the complainants,

5 It is submitted by learned counsel for the applicant/respondent
that even if any such Power of Attorney (POA) was executed by the
complainants, the same s not a valid POA. ppa (original) has not been put
on record. Said POA is in relation to five properties. Present complaints are
in relation to Unijt no. FF53A Ist Floor in project “Elan Epic”, Sector-7(),
Gurugram and Unit No.FF57 Ist Floor of the same project. None of these
units or the project has been mentioned in the POA, allegedly executed by the
complainants, The impugned POA ig dated 13.06.2019. What to say of
allotment of aforesaiqd units in favour of the complainants til] this date, the
latters had not even applied to the respondent for allotment ofany such unit.
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6. Itis further plea of learned counsel that on a simjlar application

filed by his client [respnndentj, the Authority has dismissed complaint

Amit"CRP 75/2020 & CM Appl.29472 /2020 (Delhi HC), decided on17.11.2021,
“Baker 0il Tools (India) Pvt, Ltd. Vs Baker Hughes 1,4 (Delhi HC)” 2011 (34)
RCR(Civil) 885 and “Mangala Petroleum Associgtes Vs. Mahesh Motops

(Gauhati HC)" 2014 Supreme (Gau) 642,

Advocate, no Vakalatnamg has been filed by him in thig case, So far ag
validity /genuineness of POA is concerned, there is no denial that thijs
document was executed on 13.06.2019 when the complainants had not
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mention aboyt ANy unit, name of p
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»as done by
the Authority,
Files be consigned to the record room,
(Rajender Kumar)
Dated:15.10.2026 Adjudicaﬁng Officer,
Haryana Reg] Estate Regula tory Authority,

Gurugram.



