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BRIEF

The present complaint dated 21.01.2019 has been filed by the
complainants/allottees under section 31 of the Real Estate
(Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 (in short, the Act)
read with rule 28 of the Haryana Real Estate [Regulation and
Development) Rules, 2017 [in short, the Rules) for viclation
of section 11(4)(a) of the Act wherein it is inter alia
prescribed that the promoter shall be responsible for all
obligations, responsibilities and functions under the
provisions of the Act or the rules and regulations made there
under or to the allottee as per the agreement for sale
executed inter se them.

Unit and project related details

The particulars of the project, the details of sale
consideration, the amount paid by the complainants, date of
proposed handiﬁg over the possession, delay period, if any,

have been detziled in the following tabular form:

|5Hn| Heads 0 Al Tlr'll'ur.matiun
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2. | Unit measuring 2455 sq. ft.
As per allotment letter,
page 168 of the complainy
3. | Increase area | 2440 sq. f. =1
| (as per intimation of J
possession, page 60 of th
complaint)
t. | Date of allotment 15042010
(page 168 of the
complaint)
5. |Date of execution of Flat|20.082010
Buyers Agreement (page 31 of the
complaint)
6. | Agreement to sell is executed | 07.10.2014
on [page 131 of the
compliant) |
7. Payment plan Construction linked |
payment plan
8. | Total Sale consideration Rs. 1,42,77,460/- (As per|
agreement, page 31 ol the
complaint]
9. |Total amount paid by the | Rs 1,3306,2 EH:I',.J'T
complainants (As per receipts attached
with file)
10. | Due date of deliveryof | 20.08.2013
possession [due date calculates from
{As per clause 9.2 -36 months | the date of signing of the
from the date of signing of the | agreement|
buyer's agreement plus 180 (Grace period is not given
days grace period) to the respondent) |
11. | Intimation for possession 20.11.2018 |
(Page 137 of the '
complaint)
12, |Delay in handing over|5yea rs 3 months
possession  till  offer of
possession
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13.

Date of Occupation Certificate

20.11.2018
(page 30 of the reply)

3. The particulars of the project namely, "Pioneer Park (Presidia)”

as provided by the registration branch of the authority sre as

under:
Project related details
I Name of the promoter Registered no. 69 of 2017
dated 18.08.2017 valid
upto 30.12.2019
2 Name of the project "Pioneer Park (Presidia)”
3. Location of the project Sector-61 and 62, |
Gurugram |
|
4. Nature of the project Group Housing
B Whether project is new or | Ongoing
ongoing
B. Registered as whole/phase | Phase .
7. If developed in phase, then | 1
phase na, . ;
1
B. Total no. of phases in |2 '
which it is proposed to be
developed, ifany
8. HARERA registration no. 69 of 2017
10. Registration certificate Date Validity
18.08.2017  30.12.2019
| 14 Area registered 4.40 acrey
| 12. Extension applied on No
Licence related details of the project
1. DTCP license no. —| 268 of 2007 daled
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03.12:2007
2. License wvalidity/ renewal | 02.12.2024
period
3a Licensed area 24.606 acres
4. Name of the license holder | Pioneer  Urban  Land
Infrastructure Itd. ,
- Name of the collaborator | NA
b. Name of the developer/s , NA
in case of development |
agreement and for
marketing agreement
entered into. after
obtaining license,
7. Whether BIP permission | NA
has been obtained from
DTCP
Date of commencement of the project
L. Date of commencement of | 01.11.2011
the project
Details of statutory approvals obtained
SN, Particulars Approval Validity
no and
date
1. Approved building plan | 09.02.2011 | 0B.02.2016
j 2. Revalidation of building | 15.05.2017
| plan
; 3. (a) | For (Tower A,B,.C.D, E | 09,02.2016 | 0B.0Z2.2021
I and Basement 1&Z)
4. (b) | EWS, Shep 1& 2Z,|09.02.2013 | 09022017
Meter Room & Guard
Room
L Environment clearance 04.06.2008 03.06.2013
b. [a) | Occupation certificate date | 01.02.2018
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Tower C VI ]
(b) | Occupation certificate date | 23.07.2018
Tower F
Basement 1283 =
(¢) | Occupation certificate date | 14.02.2019
Tower D
{d} | Occupation certificate date | 03.04.2019
Tower G
7 Completion certificate date | NA
Details of Phases g |
Phase | RC No. | Reglstration | Details of Tower | Details of |
N, S AT Area
Phase | 69 of | 18.0B2017 |C,D,EandShops | 440 acros |
1 2017 upto
__|30.12.2019 Rigil 10
Phase | 101 of | 24.08.2017 ‘ 9BASHAE217
2 2017 upto sqm
31122019 |
Extension | |
dated !
11.06.2020
upto
31.12.2020 ) |
Details of 0C -
OC Dated Details of Tower in OC T Details of
_ Area
28.07.2017 A, EWS 18352.154
sgm
2623.669
sqm
| 15282648
sgm
15889 985
sqm
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14,11.2017 B | 16346507
sm
01.02.2018 C 12168.119
_____ =, gl ileal | sgm |
23.07.2018 F 24924616
sqm |
20.11.2018 E 11729.355
. sepm
; ] |
14.02.2019 | D 98A6.147
sqm
03.04.2019 G | 24663876
' sgm
""" 14.06.2019 H | | 24663875 |
! Sm

B. Facts of the complaint
4. The complaipants have submitted that Siddhartha Khosla and

Mrs. Sonali Khosla were the original buyers who bought and
were allotted the unit bearing number E-301, tower E, floor
no.3 Project “"Pioneer Park (Presidia)” Sector 62 and 63
Gurugram. The buyer's agreement was duly executed
between the original buyer's and the respondent on
20.08.2010 and then deposited an amount of Rs.10,00,000/-
as booking amount to the respondent and thereafter paid all
the instalments to the respondent upto September 2014, The
original buyer’s paid a total sum of Rs.1,33,07717/-.
Thereafter the complainants jointly purchased the unit from
the original buyers for a total sale consideration ol

Rs.1,57,28,835/- inclusive of BSP, EDC & 1DC, car parking and
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service tax and club charges demanded at the time of

possession and about Rs, 6,13,750/- pertained to preferential
location charges (PLC). The agreement sell dated 07.10.2014
executed between the original buyer and the complainants
The complainants had paid a total sum of Rs.1,44,12,469/- to
the original buyer's and remaining amount of Rs.13,16,365/-
was to be paid directly by the complainants to the
respondent.

The unit was subsequently purchased by the complainants
from the original buyers was duly acknowledged and
accepted by the respondent and was subsequently endorsed.
Thereafter no demand was raised by the respondent until
20.11.2018. However, despite the complainants having paid
more than 91% of the entire agreed consideration amount
along with miscellaneous and additional charges etc, the
complainants neither received nor were offered the said Unit
finished in the manner agreed in buyer's agreement.

As per clause 9.2 of the buyer's agreement, the respondent
had assured and represented that the possession of the said
unit after its construction will be handed over within a period
of 36 months from the date of execution of the buyer's

agreement, the respondent was entitled for an additional
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grace period of six months for applying and obtaining the

Occupation Certificate in respect of the said complex

7. According to the buyer's agreement, the unit was supposed o
be delivered by the respondent to the complainants on or
before 20.02.2014. The respondent offered pogsession ol the
Unit vide letter dated 20.11.2018 and raised an illegal
cumulative demand of Rs. 27,12,820/- under various
pretexts. The demands were illegal and were never agreed
upon and never formed part of the payment scheme which
was agreed upon between the parties,

B. The same Illegitimate demand of the respondent was
absolutely denied by the complainants via a letter, which is
annexed as annexure-c/5. The possession was offered in-
spite of the fact that the unit was still incomplete as various
works were yet to be taken up by the construction team.

9. As per the biased clause 95 of the huyer's agreement the
complainants were liable to pay simple interest at the rate of
18% p.a. for the delay in making payment by them however
the respondent had agreed to pay a trivial sum at the rate of
Bs, 5/-per sq. ft. per month of the super area till the date of
notice of possession in case of delay in handing over
possession. This aspect read with other clauses of the buyer’s
agreement clearly show the biasness of the agreement
towards the respondent and against the complainants, The
complainants had no option but to accept the terms ol the

Buyer's agreement without any negotiation because of the
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10,

11,

12.

13

assurance given by the respondent and the hope of the
complainants that the respondent will stick to their
assurances and promises. However, evidently, the
respondent has miserably failed in keeping their promises
and assurances causing irreparable losses and injury to the
complainants.
The complainants have suffered a loss and damage in as
much as they had deposited the money in the hope of getting
the said unit for residential purpose, They have not only been
deprived of the unit but also the benefit of escalation of price
of the unit and the prospective return they could have got had
they not invested in the project of the respondent.

Relief sought by the complainants:

The complainants have sought following relief(s):

(i) Directing the respondent to hand over the possession o
the apartment with the best amenities and specifications
as promised in all completeness without any further
delay as early as possible:

(i) Award pendent lite interest @24% per annum from the
date of payment of amounts till realization.

On the date of hearing, the authority explained to the

respondent/promoter about the contravention as alleged to

have been committed in relation to section 11(4] (a) of the

Act to plead guilty or not to plead guilty.

Reply by the respondent

The respondent has contested the compiaint on the following

grounds.
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i,

i,

iv.

That the present complaint is filed with the oblique
motive of harassing the respondent company and to
extort illegitimate money while making absolutely false
and baseless allegations against the respondent.

That the respondent has already received the
Occupation Certificate for the particular tower-E of
Presidia Project on 20.11.2018 in  which the
complainants have the unit Copy of the Occupancy
Certificate dated 20.11.2018 is annexed as annexure
R-2. Moreover, the respondent after the receipt of the OC
without any delay, on the very same day has offered
possession to the complainant ie. on 20.11.2018 itself,
which the complainants chese to completely ignore, That
the complainants have no cause of action to llle the
present complaint.

That in the letter of intimation of possession dated
20.11.2018. the respondent clearly mentioned that in
order to takeover possession, the complainants needs to
complete the required process of
documentation/formalities and was also requested to
clear the outstanding payments, stamp duty, registration
charges etc, which the complainants chose to utterly
ignore and are trying to shift their onus of failure on the
respondent. The complainants are guilty of not placing
complete facts before this authority.

The complainants stepped into the shoes of the original

allottees when they signed the cthange of right to
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VI

purchase/ transfer document on 27.10.2014. The
complainants agreed to accept the terms and conditions
as set out in the apartment buyers agreement. Therefore,
the complainants are now obligated in terms of ABA
dated 20.08.2010 to take possession and also to clear all
outstanding dues including interest on delayed
payments & other charges, stamp duty, registration
charges etc. to the respondent. It is also submitted that
Section 19(10) of the RERA act also casts a duty upon the
allottee to take physical possession of the apartment
within a period of two months of the occupancy
certificate.

It is the complainants who failed to perform their part of
the agreement by miserably failing to pay the
instalments in accordance with the payment schedule,
despite repeated payment reminders being sent by the
respondent from time to time and to take POSSTSSION.

As the complainants stepped into the shoes of the
original allottees on 27.10.2014 by transferring the right
to purchase from the original allottee to the
complainants and got the BBA endaorsed in their favour,
therefore, the clauses of the buyer's agreement came
into force effectively from 27.10.2014. Since the
agreement was executed with the original allotees on
20.08.2010 which was endorsed to the complainants on
27.10.2014. Therefore, the terms of the buyer's

agreement came into effect with respect (o he
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complainants only from 27.10.2014. As per the terms of
the Agreement, the Occupation certificate was to he
applied by 27.04.2018, including 180 days of grace
period from the effective date of 21.10.2014, wherein
the transfer took place. It is reiterated that the
occupation certificate with respect to the tower-E was
received on 20.11.2018 itself and possesston was offered
en 20.11.2018.

That considering the original execution date of
20.08.2010 with the original allottees, the occy pation
certificate was to be applied by 20022014, including
180 days of grace period. The complainants stepped into
the shoes of the original allottees only on 27.10.2014
after having due knowledge that there has been g delay
In obtaining the occupation certificate. Thus, this clearly
shows that the complainants took over the ynit from the
original allottees with an ulterior motive af receiving
delayed penalties from the respondent In Haryana
Urban Development Authority vs Raje Ram (2008)
17 SCC 407, the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that
the case of second allottee cannot he compared Lo the
case of first allottee as the Complainant was aware dela Y,
but in spite of it, the complainant took re-allotment, The
complainant was aware that there is a delay in handing
of the possession. The relevant para of the judgment is

reiterated below for ready reference:
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"Respondents in the three appeals are not the ariginal
allottees. They are re-aflottees to whom re-allotment was
made by the appeflant in the pears 1994, 1997 and 1996
respectively. They were aware, when the plots were re-
allotted tp them, that there was delay. In spite af i, they
took re-aflotment. Their cases cannot be compared Lo cases
of arlginal allottees who were made to wait for a decade or
more for delivery and thus put to mental egony and
harassment. They were aware that time for performance
was not stipulated as the essence of the controet and the
original allottees had secepted the delay. The appellant
offered possession to respondents (re-allatiees) and they
took possession the respective plats on 27.6.2002, 21.3.2000
and 13.9.1999 respectively. They approached the District
Farum in 1997, within a short period from the date of re-
allotment in their favour. They had not poid the Jull price
when they approached the District Forum, In the
circumstances, having regard to the principles luid down hy
this Court in Ghaziabad Development Authority v, Balbir
Singh - 2004 (5) SCC 65, Parsh Kumar (supra) and

. et B .
2007 (6) 5CC 711, we are of the view that the award i
interest was neither warranted nor justified,

That the project was delayed, in context to the execution
date of the agreement with the original allottees, due to
force majeure conditions which were beyond the control of
the respondent. That the Hon'ble supreme Court on
08.05.2009 had suspended all the mining operations in the
Aravali Hill range falling in the State of Haryana within the
area of 448 sq. Kms. approx. in the district of Faridabad and
Gurugram. This led to the acute shortage of building
materials and sand which directly affected the construction
schedules and activities of the respondent, That the acute

shortage of labour, water and other raw materials severely
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affected the real estate, and these reasons were not in the
control of the respondent and were not at all foresecable by
the respondent. As per the agreement, the project was
delayed due to reasons that were beyond the control of the
respondent therefore, the respondent cannot be held liable
for the things that were not in the control of the respondent.
Furthermore, this authority in the matter of Mr, Suresh
Kumar Vs M/S Bestech India Pvt Ltd, Case no. 787,/2018
vide order dated 29.01.2019 had granted the respondent,
the period of one year which was beyond the control of the
respondent as zero period while calculating the date of
completion of the project, That in this case of the
respondent too, the period which was beyond the control of
the respondent be termed as zero period and not be
counted in calculating the date of completion of the project.
Therefore, the proposed date of completion after reducing
the zero period was 20.02.2015. The actual delay in
obtaining the OC is of 1 year 4 months and 1 day, It is noted
that the allottees who have complied with the terms and
conditions of the ABA are entitled to compensation in case
of any delay. In view of the failure to abide by the payment
schedule and make timely payments, the complainants are
not eligible to receive any compensation for delay in
possession from the respondent. However even though the
complainants have utterly failed to abide by the payment
schedule and make timely payment, still the respondent

being a thoughtful builder has issued a credit note of
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Rs.11,63496/- dated 20.11.2018 for the delay even
though the delay was due to the reasons bevand the control
of the respondent. The complaint is liable to be dismissed
with imposition of exemplary cost for wasting the precious
time and resources of the Authority,

It was only on account of the following
reasons/circumstances which were beyond the control

of the respondent that the project got dela yed:

4. Delay in Payments by many Customers: The most
important factor in the delay of the project is that
customers who did not make timely payments which
lead to the squeezing of the working capital of the
respondent. As a customer centric company, the
Respondent did not cancel the allotments even though
there has been delay as well as non-payment by the
customers but today these very customers are
threatening/are filing fictitious litigation against the
respondent for delay in possession,

b. Dispute with Contractors: There was 5 big dispute with
the contractors resulting into foreclosure and
termination of their contracts and respondent had to
suffer huge losses and delayed timelines in this project.
The respondent had given the contract of construction of

the towers to the reputed constructing agency M/5
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Urban Ecoinfra Private Limited, a company registered
under the provisions of the Companies Act. 1956, for
construction of multl storied residential towers at
sector-62, Gurgaon within 30 months, However, from
time to time, it was observed that the contractor was not
constructing the project as per the assured timelines and
resulted into the labour slowdown and increase in
labour disputes. The respondent thereafter took over (he
construction to continue the construction from midway
on its own. It'is relevant to note that around the same
time there was an acute shortage of labour due to social
schemes detailed below which also was a fundaniental
factor in the delay of the project. It is submitted that the
dispute with the previous canstructing agency namely
M/S. Urban Eccinfra Pvt. Ltd and thereafter to support
faster and quality construction of the remaining contract
the respendent appointed new construction consultant
agency of international repute namely M/S. Leighton
India Contractors Pvt. Ltd for assisting in the
construction fram the point it was abruptly stopped had
a major Impact on the progress of the project.

Water Shortage: In addition to the labour the

respondent as per the High Court order which imposed a
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ban on ground water on the construction, faced extreme
water shortage which was completely unforeseen by any
of the Real Estate companies in the NCR region. The
respondent, already coping up hard with the ahove
mentioned shortage of labour, was now also faced with
the acute shortage of water in the NCR region. It is a
well-known fact that there is extreme shortage of water
in State of Haryana and the construction vitas direct W
affected by the shortage of water,

- Lack of Infrastructural support from State
Government: The respondent duly paid the external
development charges as per the license awarded in its
favour, The state government was supposed to lay the
whole infrastructure in that licensed area for providing
the basic amenities such as drinking water, sewerage,
drainage including storm water line, roads ete However,
even on repeated requests the department paid no heed
and ignored to provide such basic amenities in these
upcoming new sectors of Gurgaon.

Delay in approvals by the State Government: |t is
submitted by the respondent herein that such acute
shortage of labour- water and other raw materials or the

additional permits, licenses, sanctions by different
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departments were not in control of the respondent and
were not at all foreseeable at the time of launching of the
praject and commencement of construction of the
complex. The respondent cannot be held solely
responsible for things that are not In control of the
respondent,

Jat Reservation Agitation: The Jat reservation agitation
wis a series of protests in February 2016 by Jat peaple
of Narth India, especially those in the state of haryana,
which paralyzed the state including city of gurgaon
wherein the project of respondent are situated for #-10
days. The protesters sought inclusion of their caste in the
Other Backward Class (OBC) category, which would
make them eligible for affirmative action benofits
Besides Haryana, the protests also spread to the
neighbouring states, such as Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan,

and also the National Capital Region.

. NGT Order: The respondent stopped its development

activities in compliance with the National Green
Tribunal (NGT) order to stop construction in April, 2015
& November 2016 due to emission of dust, The NGT

orders simply ordered to stop the construction aetivitics
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h.

as the pollution levels were unprecedented took time of

a month or so.

Demonetization of Rs. 500/- and Rs. 1000/- currency
notes: The Real Estate Industry is dependent an un-
skilled /semi-skilled unregulated seasonal casual labour
for all its development activities. The respondent awards
its contracts to contractors who further hire daily labour
depending on their need. On Bth November 2016, the
Government of India demonetized the currency notes of
Rs. 500 and Rs. 1000 with immediate effect resulting
into an unprecedented chaos which eannot he wished
away by putting blame on respondent. Suddenly there
was crunch of funds for the material and labour. The
labour preferred to return to their native villages. The
whole scenario slowly moved towards normaley, but

development was delayed by at least 4-5 months.

13. The terms of a contract are binding upon the party signing

the contract and the same should be duly ahided by and

followed by the said party. It is settled law that in case of any

breach of any terms of the contract or any lapses committed

by any of the party to the contract, the terms of the contract

to the extent of providing damages in case of such breach or

lapses are binding upon the parties and the same have to he
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lapses are binding upon the parties and the same have to be

duly complied with. The Apex Court vide various judgments
has been pleased to uphold the view that the terms of the
contract are binding upon the Party. Thus, in view of the
settled law the complainants herein are barred from claiming
any exaggerated amounts over and above what has been
agreed by them in the agreements signed and executed by
them with the respondent. The respondent is, thus, not liable
to any interest. Thus, the present complaint, filed by the
complainant is bundle of lies devoid of merits and hence
ltable to be dismissed with exemplary cost as it is filed
without cause of action.

E. Written arguments filed by the respondent

14. The respondent has filled written arpuments on
09.04.2021 wherein the respondent has made following
submission:-
L. Area Calculation:- That clause 1.3 of the ABA clearly states that
"It is made clear by the FIRST PARTY ond the SECOND PARTY agrees that
the sale price of the said Premises shall be calculated on the basis of its
Super Area (as per the definition af Super Area given in Annexure I ) At is
specifically clarified by the FIRST PARTY und is agreed to by the SECOND
FARTY that the Super Area as stated in this Agreement s tentative and s
subfect to change till the construction of the Building is complete in ol

respects. The finol Super Area of the said Premises shall be confirmed by
the FIRST PARTY only upon the completion of the construction af the
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Building and grant of the occupation certificate By the  comperen
authority. If there sholl be an increase in Supor Areq, the SECOND PARTY
agrees and undertokes to pay for the increase in Super Area immediately
on demand, as per intimation received from the FIRST PARTY, and if there
shall be a reduction in the Super Areq, then the refundable amount due to
the SECOND PARTY shall be adjusted by the FIRST PARTY from the final
instalment as set forth in the Schedule of Payments (Annexure 1. The final
lotal price payable for the said Premises shall be colculated wpon
confirmation by the FIRST PARTY of the final Super Area of the said
Premises and any increase or reduction in the Super Areo of the soid
Premises shall be payable or refundable, as the case may be without any
interest at the same rate per square meter sguare fool as agreed in Clause
(1] of this Agreement. Accordimgly, there has been an increase in the

super area which also reflects in the Occupation Certificate of Tower £

The Hon'ble MNational Consumer Disputes Redressal
Commission has held in the matter of Pawan Gupta vs
Experion Developers Pvt. Ltd, NO. 286 OF 2018 has held
that there is no harm in communicating and charging for the
extra area at the final stage. Accordingly, in compliance to the
captioned order, the increase in area calculation has been

duly explained /communicated to the complainants,

ii. HVAT:- That HVAT was never challenged by the
complainant in its complaint. However, it is pertinent to note
that the Hon'ble Supreme Court in a catena of judgements
have held that the parties to the suit cannot travel beyond the
pleadings and that the Court cannot record any finding on
issues which are not part of pleadings. In the matter of

Shivaji Balaram Haibatti Vs. Avinash Maruthi Pawar, Civil
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Appeal No. 19421 of 2017, the Hon'ble Apex Court held as

follows:

28......... It is ¢ settled principle of law that the parties to the sult cannit
travel beyond the pleadings so also the Court cannot record any finding
on the issues whick are net part of pleadings. In ather words, the Court
has to record the findings only on the issues which are part of the
pleadings on which porties are contesting the case. Any finding recorded
o an issug de hors the pleadings is without jurisdiction.

In the matter of Ram Swarup Gupta v. Bishun Narain Inter
College (1987) 2 SCC 555 in which the Hon'hie Supreme
Court had observed that: [41)/nthe absence of pleadings.
evidence, | any, produced by the parties cannot be considered, No party
should be permitted to travel beyond its pleadings and all necessary
and material facts should be pleaded by the party in support of the
case set up by it. The abject and purpose of pleading is to enable the
adversary party to know the case it has to meet. In order to hove o foir
trigl ft is tmperative that the party should state the essential material
Jacts so that other party may not be taken by surprise,

ii(a) Therefore, it is submitted that the there are no pleadings
of the complainants with respect to the HVAT and raising
such contentions at this belated stage clearly shows the
malafide intentions of the complainants, Furthermore, clause
110 of the ABA clearly details about the pavment of

Government/Local body/Authority taxes:

1.10 i) That the SECOND PARTY agrees to pay directly or if paid by
the FIRST PARTY then reimburse to the FIRST PARTY on demand,

Government rates, praperty taxes, Weolth Tox, toxes of oll ond any
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kind by whatever name called, whether levied or leviohle now or in
future on the Plat and/or building(s) constructed an the Plol or the
said Premises, as the case may be, os assessable/applicable from the
date of application of the SECOND PARTY and the same shall be
borne and paid by the SECOND PARTY in proportion to the Super
Area of the said Premises to the Super Areo of all said Premises in
the Building as determined by the FIRST PARTY. Further the
SECOND PARTY shall be linble to pay from the date of its applicotion
house-tax / property tax, fire fighting tax or any other Fee ar Cess os
and when levied by o Local Body or Authority end so long as the sold
Premizes of the SECOND PARTY is not separately assessed to such
Taxes, Fee or Cess, the same shall be paid by the SECOND PARTY in
proportion to the Super Areq of the said Premises fo the total Super
Area of all the premises.in the Building / Plot as determined by the
FIRST PARTY. These taxes, fees cesses elc shall be patd by the
SECOND PARTY frrespective of the fact whether the maintenance s
carried out by the FIRST PARTY or its Nominge or the maintenonce
ggency ar any other Body or Association af all or some af said

Proimiges ownbrs

In terms of the ABA, advance/deposit is only towards

payment of HVAT, excess or shortfall would be paid off

accordingly.

Jurisdiction of the authority

The authority has complete jurisdiction to decide the

complaint regarding non-compliance of abligations by the
promoter as held in Simmi Sikka v/s M/s EMAAR MGF Land

Ltd.

(complaint no, 7 of 2018) leaving aside compensation

which is to be decided by the adjudicating officer if pursued

by the complainants at a later stage. The said decision of the
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authority has been upheld by the Haryana Real Estate
Appellate Tribunal in Its judgement dated 03.11.2020, in
appeal nos. 52 & 64 of 2018 titled as Emaar MGF Lond Led. V.
Simmi Sikka and anr.

G. Findings of the authority on the objections raised by the

16.

respondent:-

With regards to the above contentions raised by the
promoter/developer, it is worthwhile to examine following
issues:

Whether subsequent allottee is also allottee as per

provisions of the Act?

The term “allottee” as defined in the Act also includes and
means the subsequent allottee, hence is entitled to the same
reliefs as that of the original allottee. The definition of the
term “allottee” as provided in the Act is reproduced as under:

"2 In this Act, unless the conlext otherwise requires-

{d) “allottee™ in relation fo a real estate prafect, means
the person to winom a miot, apartment or buifding, ox the
case may be, has besn allotted, sold fwhether as freehpld
ar leaseheld] or atherwise transferred by the promaoter,
and Includes the persan who sehsequently acquires the
said allotment through sale, transfer or otherwise bul
does not fnclude a person ta whom such plot, apartment
or bullding, as the case may be, (s given on rent”

Accordingly, following are allottees as per this definition:

(a) Original allottee: A person to whom a plot, apartment or
building, as the case may be, has been allotted, sold
(whether as freehold or leasehold) or otherwise

transferred by the promoter.
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(b) Allottees after subsequent transfer from the original
allottee: A person who acquires the said allotment
through sale, transfer or otherwise. However, allottee
would not be a person to whom any plot, apartment or

building is given on rent.

From the bare perusal of the definition, it is clear that the
transferee of an apartment, plot or building who acquires it
by any mode is an allottee. This may include (i) allotment; (i)
sale; (iii) transfer; (iv) as consideration of services; (v) by
exchange of development rights; or (vi) by any other similar
means. It can be safely reached to the only logical conclusion
that no difference has been made between the original
allottee and the subsequent allottee and once the unit, plat.
apartment or building, as the case may be, has been re-
allotted in the name of the subsequent purchaser by the
promoter, the subsequent allottee enters into the shoes of the
original allottee for all intents and purposes and he shall be
bound by all the terms and conditions contained in the BBA
including the rights and liabilities of the original allottee.
Thus, as soon as the unit is re-allotted in his name, he will
become the allottee and nomenclature "subsequent allottee”
shall only remain superfluous and a misnomer for use by the
unscrupulous promoters. Therefore, the authority does nol
draw any difference between the aliottee and subsequent

allottee.

Relevance is placed on the judgment dated 26.11.2019
passed in Consumer Complaint no. 3775 of 2017 titled as
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Rajnish Bhardwaj vs. M/s CHD Developers Lid. by NCDRC

wherein it was held as under:

"15. 8o for as the (ssue raised by the Opposite Party that the
Complainants are not the original allattoes af the flat
and resale of flat does not come within the purview af
this Act, is concerned, in our view, having issued the Ke-
aflotment letters on tronsfer of the allotted Unit and
endarsing the Apartment Buyers Agreement in fovour of
the Complainants, this plea does not held any
DI o v i e s s ot y

Therefore, taking the above facts into account, the authority
is of the view that the subsequent allottee has been used
synonymously with the term allottee in the Act. The
subsequent allottee at the time of buying the unit/plot takes
on the rights as well as obligations of the original allottee vis-
a-viz the same terms and conditions of the BBA entered by
the original allottee. Moreover, the amount if any paid by the
subsequent or original allottee is adjusted against the unit in

question and not against any individual.

18. The Authority concurs with the Hon'ble NCDRC's decision
dated 26.11.2019 Rajnish Bhardwaj vs. M/s CHD
Developers Ltd. (supra) that it is irrespective of the status
of the allottee whether it is original or subsequent, an amount
has been paid towards the consideration for a unit and the
endorsement by the developer on the transfer documents
clearly implies his acceptance of the complainant as an

allottee.

F.Il Objection regarding the delay in payment
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The objection raised by the respondent regarding delay in
payment by many customers is totally invalid because the
allottee is already pay the 91% amount to the respondent.
The complainants have already pay 91% of the amount
required till the offer of possession and the complainants are
not accepting the offer of possession as they are disputing the
OC. If any amount is outstanding the allottee direct pay to the
respondent as per provision of section 19 [6) of the RERA Act
2016 at the time of accepting offer of possession, The Real
Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016
[(RERA) mandates under Sec 11 (4] (d], that the developer
will be responsible for providing and maintaining the
essential services, on reasonable charges, till the taking over
of the maintenance of the project by the association of the
allottees. Section 19(6) of the RERA also states that every
allottee, who has entered into an agreement for sale, to take
an apartment, plot or bullding as the case may be, under
section 19(6), shall be responsible to make necessary
payments in the manner and within the time as specified in
the said agreement for sale/BBA and shall pay within
stipulated time and appointed place, the share of the
registration charges, municipal taxes, water and electricity
charges, maintenance charges, ground rent and other

charges, if any.

F.IT Objection raised by the respondent regarding force
majeure condition:- The obligation to handover possession

within a period of thirty-six months was not fulfilled, There is
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delay on the part of the respondent the actual date to
handover the possession In the year 2014 and various
reasons given by the respondent is totally null and vaid as the
due date of possession was in the year 2014 and the NGT
Order refereed by the respondent pertaining to year
2015/2016 therefore the respondent cannot be allowed 1o
take advantage of the delay on his part by claiming the delay
in statutory approvals. The following reasons are given by Lhe
respondent: - (1) delay in payments by many customers [2)
dispute with contractor (3) water shortage (4) lack of
infrastructural support from state government (5) delay in
approval by the state government [6) Jat reservation

agitation (7) NGT Order (8) Demonetization.

The due date of possession in the present case as per clause
9.2 is 20.08.2013, therefore any situation or circumstances
which could have a reason prior to this date due to which the
respondent could not carry out the construction activities in
the project are allowing to be taken into consideration. While
considering whether the said situation er circumstances was
in fact beyond the control of the respondent and hence the
respondent is entitled to force majeure clause 9.5, however
all the pleas taken by the respondent to plead the force
majeure condition happened after 20.08.2013. the
respondent has not given any specific details with regard to
delay in payment of installments by many allottees or
regarding the dispute with contractor or about the ban an

extracting ground water by the High Court in Haryana. Even
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no date of any such order has been given. Similar is the

position with regard te the alleged lack of infrastructure
support by the state government. So far as |at reservation
agitation, NGT order and demonetization of Rs. 500/- and Rs.
1000/- currency notes are concerned these events are stated
to have taken pleas in the year 2015 and 2016 ie., the post
due delivery of possession of the apartment to the

complainants.

Accordingly, authority holds that the respondent is not
entitled to invoke clause 9.5 delay with force majeure
condition,.

F.IV One of the next conténtions raised on the behalfl of the
respondent is that the complainants had purchased the
apartment in guestion from the original allottees vide
agreement to sell dated 07.10.2014 and this fact was also
acknowledged and endorsed by the respondent on the same
day f.e. 07.10.2014. Thus, the contention of the respondent is
that on the date of purchase of the apartment in question
from the original allottees the complainants had acquired the
knowledge the compliance of the project was already running
late but despite they preferred to buy the apartment on
07.10.2014 and hence are not entitled to delay possession
charges. Reliance has been placed on a decision rendered by
the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India AIR 2009 Supreme
Court 2030--Haryana Urban Development Authority
Versus Raje Ram:
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¥?  Respendents in the three appeals are not the nriginal
allattees. They are re-allottees to whom re-allotment wes
made by the appellant in the years 1994, 1997 und 19596
respectively. They were aware, when the plols were re-
allatted to them, that there was delay (either in forming
the layaut itself or delay in delivering the allotted plat an
account of encroachment etc), In spite of it, they took re-
allotment. Their cases cannot be compared to cuses of
original allottees who were made to wait for o decade or
mare far delivery and thus put to mental agany and
harassment. They were aware that time for performance
was not stipulated as the essence of the controct ang the
ariginal allottees hod accepted the delay. The appellant
offered possessian to respondents (re-allottees] and they
took possession of the respective plots on £7.6.200¢,
21.32.2000 and 13.9.1592 respectively. They approached
the District Forum in 1997, within a short period from
the dutes of re-allotment in their fovewr. Thay had not
paid the full price when they approached the [hstrict
Forum. In the circumstonces, having regord to the
principles laoid down by this Court o fGhaziabod
Development Authority v. Balbir Singh « 2004 (5] §CC 65,
Darsh Kumar (supra) and Hangalore Development
Autharity v. Syndicete Bank - 2007 {6) SCC 711, we are of
the view that the award of interest was neither
warranted nor justified.”

The contention on the face of it seems to be very attractive
but if we go into the depth, it is forward that the contentions

is infant spineless, and |t is liable to be rejected.

F.V HUDA vs. Raje Ram (2008) he authority in this regard
observes that the said judgment does not apply in the present
case. In the said case the plots were allotted by the HUDA to
the three original allottee on 12/12/86, 08/04/86 and
21/03 /86 respectively. However, the physical possession of
the plots was not given to them and they sold their respective
plots to the three respondents (re-allottees) and the re-
allotment was made in their names by the Appellant HUDA in
the years 19941997 and 1996 respectively. The three
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respondents filed consumer complaints before the consumer
forum for compensation on account of delayed possession
after receiving offer of possession letters for the plots. They
won the legal battle before the district consumer forum and
again befure the state commission. The appellant HUDA took
the matter before the National Commissian but to no effect.
The matter ultimately reached the Supreme Court The
supreme Court allowed the appeal filed by the HUDA by
observing that the re-allottees were aware about the delay
(either in forming the lay out itself or delay in delivering the
allotted plots on account of encroachment etc.) and in spite of
It they took re-allotment. It was held that their cases could
not be compared to cases of original allottess who were made
to wait for a decade or more for delivery and thus put to
mental agony and harassment. It was observed that the re-
allottees were aware that time for performance was not
stipulated as the essence of the contract and the original
allottees has accepted the delay, Hence, the re-allottees were
not held entitled to any debt. Thus, it is abundantly clear that
this case Is altogether a different case and had been decided

on the basis of its own peculiar facts and circumstances.

F.VI Raje Ram also does not apply to the facts of the present
case for another reason purchase of the apartment in
question by the complainant from the original allottees was
acknowledged and endorsed by the respondent on
07.10.2014. as soon as transfer of the apartment in the names

of the complainants. The complainants become the allottees
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foe all intends and purposes and alse become bound by the

terms and conditions stipulated in the agreement 20.08.2010.
If It is so the complainant also become entitled to delay

possession charges,

In number of judgements by various courts it has pointed
that the terms of the agreement have been drafted
mischievously and are ex-facie one sided as also held in para
181 of Neelkamal Realtors Suburban Pvt, Ltd. Vs, UOI and
others. (W.P 2737 of 2017), wherein the Bombay HC bench
held that:

"..Agreements entered inte with individual purchasers

were invarfably one sided, standard-format agreements
prepared by the builders/developers and which were
overwhelmingly in their favour with unjust clauses on
delayed delivery, time for conveyance to the society,
obligations to ebtain occupation/completion certificars
ete, Individual purchasers had no scope or power to
nagotiate and had to opccept these one-sided
agresments,”

The Hon'ble Supreme Court also in the matter of Pioneer
Urban Land & Infrastructure Ltd. v. Govindan Raghavan held
that a term of a contract will not be final and binding if it is
shewn that the flat purchasers had no option but to sign on
the dotted line, on a contract framed by the huilder, The
recent judgement passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
WEg. Cdr. Arifur Rahman Khan and Aleya Sultana and Ors. v,
DLF Southern Homes Pvt. Ltd. [now Known as BEGUR OMR
Homes Pvt. Ltd.) and Ors. (Civil Appeal No. 6239 of 2019)
dated 24.08.2020 held as under;
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5, Force majeure stipulations were iliustrated in sub-clouses (&)
and (c} of clouse 11, which included delay due [o the reasons
beyond the control af the developer and fuilure to deliver
possession due to Government rules, orders or natifications,
respectively, Construction was behind schedule. The flat
purchasers were informed on 12 fanuary 2011 that possession
of the apartments was expected to be completed by the middle
af 2012, This assurance was not fulfilled. By o cammunication
dated 18 June 2013, the developers issued a revised timefine
intimating all flac buyers that the defivery of possession would
commence from October 2013, However, on 8 August 2013
ancther cammunication was fssved stating that the real gsore
industry was affected by an economuc sfowdown which had
hampered the pace of construction, The date jor handing over
possessian was extended to fune 2014. A tentative schedule for
delivery was indicated under which Towers D1 and D2 would be
handed aver by lanuary 2014, and Towers A3 to A6, A7, 13 and
14 would be handed aver by May 2014, On 8 August 2014, the
timelines for handing over possession were again extended by
the developers : under the revised schedule the flats in Towers
D1 and D2 were to be handed over in August 2014, those in Al
to A-7 in February 2015, B1 to B6 in April 2015 and €1 to 4 in
June 2015 On 4 May 2015, the developers issued another
communication. indicating the progress of the work onil
informed the purchasers that site wisits hod been initiated for
the project "till we receive the occupancy certificate for clusters
A, Band O This is an admission of the foct that until thet the
occupation certificate hod not been received. The abligation to
handover possession within a period of thirty-six months wus
nat fulfiifed,

The authority while considering the facts of the case stated
that it is apparent from the record that the authority does
not find any merit in any of reasons submitted by the
respondent towards the justification for the delay.

H. Findings on the relief sought by the complainants

Relief sought by the complainants:
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(i)} Directing the respondent to hand over the possession of the
apartment with the best amenities and specifications as
promised in all completeness without any further delay as
early as possible;

(i} Award pendent lite interest @24% per annum from the date
of payment of amounts till realization.

19. In the present complaint, the complainants intend to continue
with the project and is seeking delay possession charges as
provided under the proviso to section 18{1) of the Act Sec.

18(1) proviso reads as under,

“Section 18: - Return of amaunt and compensation

18(1). If the promoter fuils to complete or is unable to give
possession af an apartment, plot; ar building, —

Provided that where an allottee does not intend to withdraw
from the project, he shall be paid, by the promater, interest for
every month of delay, till the handing cver of the possession, at
such rate as may be prescribed.”

20. Clause 9.2 of the apartment buyer agreement (in shart,
agreement} provides for handing over of possession and is
reproduced below:

9.2 POSSESSION

"The FIRST PARTY shail make all efforts to apply far the Decupation
Certificate of the proposed residential project within thirgysiv [46)
months from the date of singing of the Buyers Agreement subject (o
such limitations as be provided in this Buyers Agreement and the
timely compliance of the provisions of the Buyers Agreement by the
SECOND PARTY. The SECOND PARTY agrees and understands that the
FIRST PARTY shall be entitied to grace perfod of one hundred and
eighty days (180} days; after the expicy af thirty-siz [36] months, for
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applyving and -:Jﬁrturm'ng the Qecupation Certificate in respect of the said
complex”. '

21. At the outset it [s relevant to comment on the preset
possession clause of the agreement whergin the possession
has been subjected to all kinds of terms and conditions of this
agreement and application, and the complainants not being in
default under| any provisions of this agreements and
compliance with all provisions, formalities  and
documentation as prescribed by the promoter, The drafting
of this clause and incurpurati.nn of such conditions are not
only vague and uncertain but so heavily loaded in favour of
the promoter and against the allottee that even a single
default by the allottee in fulfilling formalities and
documentations etc, as prescribed by the promoter may
make the possession clause irrelevant for the purpose of
allottee and the commitment date for handing over
possession loses its meaning. The incorporation of such
clause in the buyer's agreement by the promoter is just to
evade the liability towards timely delivery of subject unit and
to deprive the allottee of his right accruing after delay in
possession. This is just to comment as to how the builder has
misused his dominant position and drafted such mischievous
clause in the agreement and the allottee is left with no option

but to sign on the doted lines.
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22, Admissibility of grace period: The promoter has proposed
to hand over the possession of the apartment by 20.08.2014
and further provided in agreement that promoter shall be
entitled to a grace period of 180 days for applying and
obtaining occupation certificate in respect of group housing
complex. As a matter of fact, the promoter has not applied for
occupation certificate within the time limit prescribed by the
promoter in the apartment buyer's agreement. As per the
settled law one cannot be allowed to take advantage of his
own wrong. Accordingly, this grace period of 180 days cannot
be allowed to the promoter at this stage. The same view has
been upheld by the hon'ble Haryana Real Estate Appellate
Tribunal in appeal nos. 52 & 64 of 2018 case titled as Emaar
MGF Land Ltd. VS Simmi Sikka case and observed as under: -

68. As per the above provisions in the Buper's Agreement, the
possession of Retat! Spaces was proposed to be handed over to
the allottees within 30 months of the execution of the ugreement
Clause 16{a}(ti) of the egreement further provides that there was
a grace penod of 120 days over and above the aforesaid period
for applying and obtaining the necessary approvals in regard (o
the commereial projects. The Buyers Agreemen! has been
executed on |09.05.2014, The period of 30 months expired on
03.11.2016. But there i3 no moteriul on record thot during this
pertod, the promater hod applied to ony authority for ebtaining
the necessary approvals with respect to this project The
promater hafd moved the application for issuence uf pecupancy
eertificate only on 22.05.2017 when the period of 30 manths hod
already expired Se, the prometer connot claim the benefit of
grace period of 120 days. Consequently, the learned Authority hos
rightly dEtEﬂ_I'Jjned the due date of possession,
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Admissibility of delay possession charges at
prescribed rate of interest: The complainant is seeking
delay possession charges at the rate of 24% p.a. however,
proviso to section 18 provides that where an allottee does
not intend to withdraw from the project, he shall be paid,
by the promoter, interest for every month of delay, till the
handing over of possession, at such rate as may be
prescribed and it has been prescribed under rule 15 of the

rules. Rule 15 has been reproduced as under:

Rule 15. Prescribed rate of interest- [Praviso to section
12.5ection 18 and sub-section {4) and subsection (7) of
section 19]

(1}  For the purpose of provisa [o section 12: section 18:
and sub-sections (4) and (7] of section 19, the “interest
at the rate prescribed” shall be the State Bank of indin
highest marginal cost of lending rate +2%,

Provided thot in case the State Bank of Indin
muarghal cost of lending rate (MCLR) is not in use it
shall ve replaced by such benchmark lending rotes
whichithe State Bank of India may fix from time to time

for lending to the general public.

The legislature in its wisdom in the subordinate
legislation under the provision of rule 15 of the rules, has
determined the prescribed rate of interest. The rate of
interest so determined by the legislature, is reasonahle
and if the said rule is followed to award the interest, it will
ensure uniform practice in all the cases. The Haryana Real
Estate Appeilate Tribunal in Emaar MGF Land Ltd. vs,

Simmi Sikka (Supra) observed as under: -
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26,

"64. Takr'f!lg the case from ancther angle, the alloltee
wos only entitled to the delayed possession
charges/interest only at the rate of Rs.15/- per sq. [t per
month as per clause 18 of the Buyer’s Agreement for the
period of such delay; whereas, the promater was entitled
to interest @ 24% per annum compounded at the time of
every sucgeeding instolment for the delayed payments.
The functions af the Authority/ Tribunal are to safequard
the interest of the aggrieved person, may be the allotres
ar the promoter. The rights of the parties are to be
balgnced and must be equitable. The promoter canmol
be allowed to take undue advantoge of his dominate
positien and to exploic the needs of the homer buyers
This Tribunal is duty bound to take into consideration
the legislative intent Le, to protect the interest of the
consumerk/allottees in the real estate sector. The clgusos
af the H:iiyer'.s' Agreement entered into between the
parties are ene-sided, unfair ond wnreasonoble with
respect ta the grant of interest for delayed possession.
There are wvarious other clouses in the Ruyer's
Agreement which give sweeping powers to the promoter
to cancel the allotment and forfeit the amoaunt poid
Thus, the terms and conditions of the Buyer's Agrecment
dated 02052014 are ex-focie one-sided, unfuir ond
unreasonable, and the same shall constitute the wnjar
trade practice on the part of the promater. These tvpes
of discriminotory terms ond conditions of the Huper's
Agreement will not be final and binding.”
Consequently, as per website of the State Bank of India ie,

https://shi.cein, the marginal cost of lending rate (in short,
MCLR) as on d'létf 12, 07.04.2021 is 7.30%. Accordingly, the
prescribed rate of interest will be marginal cost of lending
rate +2% l.e, 9.30%,

The definition of term 'interest’ as defined under section
2(za) of the Act provides that the rate of interest chargeahle
from the allottee by the promoter, in case of default, shall he

|
equal to the rate of interest which the promoter shall be
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liable to pay the allottee, in case of default. The relevant

section is reproduced below:

"{za) “interest” means the rates of interest pavable by the

promoter or the allottes, as the case muay be,

Explanation. —For the purpose of this clause—

(il thergte of interest chargeable from the ullottee by the
promater, in case of default, shall be equal to the rate
of interest which the promaoter shall be liable to pay the
allottee, in case af default;

(ii)  the interest payable by the promoter to the aliottes
shall |be from the date the promoter received the
gmount or any part thereaf till the date the amount or
part thereaf anid intérest thereon is refunded, and the
interast payable by the allottee ta the promoter shall
be from the date the allottee defawlts in payment to the
promotercill the date It is paid;”

Therefore, interest .on the delay payments from the

complainants shall be charged at the prescribed rate ic,
9.30% by the respondent/promoter which is the same as is
being granted te the complainants in case of delayed
possession charges.

On consideration of the decuments available on record and
submissions made by both the partics regarding
contravention ef provisions of the Act, the authority is
satisfied that the respondent is in contravention of the
section 11(4)(a)of the Act by not handing over possession by
the due date as per the agreement. By virtue of clause 9.2 of
the agreement executed between the parties on 20.08.2010,
the possession of the subject apartment was to be delivered

within stipulated time ie, by 20.08.2013. As far as grace
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period is concerned, the same |s disallowed for the reasons
quoted above. The respondent has failed to handover
possession of the subject apartment till date of this order.
Accordingly, it is the failure of the respondent/promater to
fulfil its obligations and responsibilities as per the agreement
to hand over the possession within the stipulated perind,
Accordingly, the non-compliance of the mandate contained in
section 11(4)(a) read with proviso to section 18(1) of the Act
on the part of the respondent is established. As such the
allottee shall be paid, by the promoter, interest for every
maonth of delay:ﬁ'um due date of possession ie, 20,08.2013
till the handing over of the possession i.e. 20.11.2018 at the
prescribed rate i.e. 9.30 % p.a. as per proviso to section 18(1)

of the Act read with rule 15 of the rules.

Directions of the authority
Hence, the authority hereby passes this arder and issues the
following directions under section 37 of the Act to ensure

compliance of ﬂhllgatiuns cast upon the promoter as per the

function entrusted to the authority under section 34(f);

i. The respondent is directed to pay interest at the
prescribed rate of 9.30% p.a. for overy month of delay
from the due date of possession i.e, 20.08.2013 ull the

date of handing over possession 20.11.2018.
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iii.

.

The arrears of such interest accrued from 20.08.2013 tll
the date of order by the authority shall be paid by the
promoter to the allottee within a period of 90 days from
date of this order and interest for every month of dalay
shall be pa:id by the premoter to the allottee before 100
of the subsequent month as per rule 16(2) of the rules.
The complainants are directed to pay outstanding ducs,
if any, after adjustment of interest for the delayed
period,

The rate of interest chargeable from the allottees by the
promoter, In case of default shall be charged at the
prescribed rate i.e., 930% by the respondent/promoter
which is the same rate of interest which the promoter
shall be liable to pay the allottees, in case of default e,
the delayed possession charges as per section 2(za) of
the Act,

The respondent shall not charge anything from the
cnmplainarﬁs which is not the part of the agreement,
however, holding charges shall not be charged by the
promoter at any point of time even after being part of
agreement as per law settled by hon'ble Supreme Court

in civil appeal no. 3864-3899 /2020,
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vi. The promoter is directed to provide the possession with

all amenities and specifications as per the BBA,

30. Complaint stands disposed of.

31. File be consigned to registry,

7 Y1 —
(Sa mil&ﬁ;mar] (Vijay Kumar Goyal)
Member Member
{:Bmd;
(Dr. K.K. Khandelwal) g
Chairman

Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Gurugram
Dated: 07.04.2021

JUDGEMENT UPLOADED ON 01.06.2021.
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