HARERA ,
A GURUGRAM Eump]aint no. 2870 of 2020

BEFORE THE HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY

AUTHORITY, GURUGRAM
Complaint no. : 287002020
First date of hearing:  13.11.2020
Date of decision ; 25.08.2021

1. Rita Srivastava
2. Dileep Srivastava
Both R/o:- C 38, L.G.F, Panchsheel Enclave, New Delhi | Complainants

 Versus

1. M3MIndia Pvt.Ltd. ' |
2.  Martial Buildcon thrLEd.*' o o ' '
Address: - Office No. 1@21& Dewkn an,el%l 2th

floor, 6, Nehru Piate, Néw Delhi 110019 Respondents
CORAM: |
Shri Samir Kumar | Member
Shri Vijay Kumar Goyal ' Member
APPEARANCE: | |
Shri Anshul Gupta Advocate for the complainants
Ms. Shriya Takkar ‘ Advocates for the respondents

ORDER

1. The present' r:um‘p]nin‘l':l deted 06.10.2020" has tieen filed by the
complainants/allottees in Form CRA under section 31 of the Real Estate
(Regulation and Develepment) Act, 2016 (in short, the Act) read with rule

28 of the Haryana Real Estate (Regulation and Deve]a{:menl] Rules, 2017

(in short, the Rules) for violation of section 11(4) (a) of the Act wherein it

is inter alia prescribed that the promoter shall he responsible for all
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obligations, responsibilities and functions to the allottee as per the

agreement for sale executed inter se them.

Project and unit related details

The particulars of the project, the details of sa
amount paid by the complainants, date of propos

possession, delay period, if any,hhave been detal

e consideration, the
ed handing over the

led in the following

tabular form: 3 ,'{ ":: ﬂ
S.No. | Heads 4 Iu%r;mtium
1. Project nam tion M3M\Urbana, Sector-67
F . l i - i ' A Y
2. Project ar?'-é\"} f F | 8.2138 acrgs
3. Nature o&tﬁi ﬁrn]ect P Cnnimami# domplex
4. DTCP hc? ‘nu F“‘]I validity | (1)1000f 2D10 dated
status 26.1L2 10 valid upto
&\ 25.11.2022
D L 12}101 of 2D10 dated 26.11.2010
SUTE peCM valid upto 25.11.2022
it __|(3) 11 0f 2011 dated 28.01.2011
| 00 B I Dvalid upto 27.01.2023
5 Nameuflﬁenﬁeg AN ) al Buildcon Pvt. Ltd. and 2
CLRL I KR
6. HRERA “-registered/~ not | Registered vide no. 35 of 2019
registered dated 18.06,2019 valid upto
31.12.2021]
(Area of phase for registration
2.81875 aﬂ:l‘tjs}
7. Occupation cortificate granted | 03.07.2020
on
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| 8. Approval of building plans 11.11.2013
(As submitt d by the
respondent on his reply, page 39
of the compldint)
9. Provisional allotment letter | 04.05.2011 i
dated (Page 39 of the complaint)
10. Unit no. SB/R/GL/ l}?/ﬂ 3, Block-8,
Ground flool
11. Unit measuring 1016.71 sq.
1 v (As per BE@JK
1z, Date of execution of buyer's | 12.01.2013
agreement il | (Page 50 of 4\1 » complaint)
& 40N sl
13. Payment plan - " &7 - Cﬂnstrucu linked payment
: plan_
14, Total conf’iagrgnon Rs. au,ﬁz,g};
lem i | " |\(As perstatement of account on
\ mi A | pagq 149 J complaint)
15. Total amounts paid | by the | Rs,89,20,1 7/-
complainants " (As.per statement of account on
' page 149 ol the complaint)
16. Due date of delivery of 111.11.2016 J
possession agperclause 15.1- (The date of approval of building
36 months from the date of plan is late Tan the date of
approval of building plans of execution gf agreement so the
the commercial complex or the | due date of possession is
date of execution of this calculated from the approval of
| agreement, whicheve- is later | building plans)
plus 180 days grace period [Note:- Grace period not
aliowed]
i Date of offer of possessionto | 11 07.2020 |
the compiainants (Page 147 lof the complaint)
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18.

Delay in handing over 3 years 10 months
possession ti!l 11.07.2020 ie.
date of offer of possession i.e. +
2 months (11.09.2020)

The complainants have made the following submissions in the complaint:

L

il

il

That based on various ad\ierti,senents assurahces and promises of

the respondent, the complamqnts had, in May 2011, booked a
commercial unit imtﬂe pro}ect named “M3M lana" by making a
payment of Rs 110{3‘0 L000/- as bnoiung a'tmuunt. That the
respondent  issued the provisional allotment letter dated
04.05.2011. That the complainants were all ed commercial unit
admeasunng 296 34 sq. ft. bearing unit no. S /R{GL!DB{DB

That the respandsnt executed the builder quer agreement on
12.01.2013. That, fhgwagveemant cuntamed Tuus one-sided and
arbitrary clauses, ye’f‘the ;:nmplaiﬁants could not negotiate on any
of the terms, sinice the respondent had already collected significant
amount of money from the complainants.

That the cuﬁplaiha:ﬁs.paid all the 13 installments as demanded by
the respondent on or before the due date. That the complainants
had made a totai paymant of Rs. 89,20,177 /+ to the respondent as
per the payment plan even though possessipn was not offered on
time. That even the penultimate demand lletter raised by the

respondent dated 23.0+.2018 on installatioh of services indicates
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that no previous dues or interest charges are p

nding against the

complainants as all payments were made on time.

That the respondent sent a letter of possessian dated 11.07.2020

received on 14.07.2020 by e-mail along with

final statement of

account, including an unexplained interest charge, stamp duty and

with an invoice for IFMS deposit. That thi

received by courier but with the one-sided In

Itas subsequently
nity Undertaking

with M3M & a Mainteni‘in&é Agency, to execute before possession

wherein the respnndent; st;mds 1ndemmﬁed flany future claims

including delayﬁcdmpeﬁsaﬂw | o
That nuwhegeiﬂthe agré@fﬂentthe l:éspaRﬂE

has mentioned that

the carpet grea wﬂl be almost half of Super area. This is outright

breach of the sgid agraement and the rule

and regulations of

RERA. That Rule S1{2} of the HaryanaRERA Rules, 2017 states that
the promoter sha_ijl disclose the size of the apartment based on the

carpet area even if 'sold on any other basis such as super area/

super built up area, built up area etc. Th

nowhere has the

respondent mentioned i!lﬁé'jca%pe.it area of the unit. Further that the
statement Of aJﬂddHtS date{i 17.10.17 /includes an arbitrary

"demand" for "impact cf increase in area” of Rs
debited on 07.02.13 and paid in good faith wi
without any knowledge nor any explanation

charges for increase in area cannot be collected

Unit with a 50% decrease in carpet area.

65,184 which was
th interest charges
complainants. That

and then provide a

Page 5 of 32




HARERA .
& GURUGRAM Complaint no. 2870 of 2020

vi. That the complainants further sent multiple ermails to various
representatives of the respondent from 21.07.2020 to 01.08.2020
including the authorized signatory, the CRM df the respondent as

well as to the director of the respondent to no avail as no

satisfactory response was ever provided by the respondent despite
repeated requests. That the turn of events borne suspicion in the

mind of the cumplainau_tsﬁ That the complainants are demanding

possession of unit alnng;ﬁ_th '.r'ef_nuval of unnecessary charges and

delay penalty from the" rﬁspundent owing to the unreasonable

delay in the cnmpleuan nE construction party. Hence the present

complaint and resutt gross deficiency in | services by the
respnndenh . _

vii. That the c mplhin@éts are mnuqenn penp[ who have limited

income wi lu‘:i: bf llahillt;ies |and rEg ar taxpayers. The

complainants submq& that the d‘tfﬁtu}ﬁes a d| agony before the

complainants are inmnﬁgarable and undenia le, lifetime savings,

hard-earned money has been invested by th Ll)mplamants in the

respondent prﬁj'ett; which has now resulted in perpetual anguish.
The above hct{&j lp_rwg gross unfair trade| practice and wilful
negligence on t-:he ﬁart of the respondent, and it also reflects a gross
deficiency of service for which the respont e:}ﬂ is liable to pay
compensation to the complainants because the respondent has
caused mental ag;nny, harassment, and huge financial losses to the

complainants, as he had been suffering a lot of inconveniences
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without any fault on his part. The complainants thus felt cheated
and defrauded,

Relief sought by the complainants

The complainants have filed the present compliant for seeking following

relief:

i.  To direct the respondent to remove all unnecessary charges and

provide immediate possession of the commercial unit to the
complainants and pa}r a de[ay penalty @ 1 per annum on
amount de;:msated by Lhe cnmplamants
On the date of freaﬁﬂg, the  authority lained to the
respondent/pmm}atﬁgr‘about the mntraventmn as -le%ed to have been
committed in relaii;;l to section 11(4)(a) of the Act and to plead guilty or
not to plead guilty, | :
Reply by the respuﬁdent |
The respondent has :fbht'ésted' the present complahat'nn the following
grounds: |
i.  That the cumgla'&an{*ghaw apimaéhﬁd Eh]ig hon’ble authority with
unclean hands and have tned to muslead this h jble authority by
making incorrect and false averraents and stahr%g untrue and/or
incomplete facts and, as such, is guilty of suppre.rs*a very suggestion
falsi. The compiaiimnts have suppressed and/or mis-stated the facts
and, as such, the complaint apart from being whally misconceived is
rather the abuse of the process of law. On this sthart ground alone,

the complaint is liable to be dismissed.
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i.

iii.

The respondent provisionally allotted the| unit bearing no.
“SB/R/GL/08/03" in favour of the complainants vide provisional
allotment letter dated 94.05.2011. It is submitted that the cost of
the commercial unit was Rs. 79,70,720/- equswe of IFMS and

other charges. The complainants as per thei Jawn decision and
after fully understanding their obligations| opted for the
construction linked payment plan. The buy 5 agreement was

executed between the pa‘btie-s on 12.01. Zﬂtl t is pertinent to

mention that the buye: s agreement duly co a[l the liabilities
and rights of hathwﬂ'lg parties That all the dem

per the paﬁmeut plan opted by the co plamants on the

nds were raised as
achievement of the relevant cunstruchun IlESthE That the
present n:t:\vl'&stl'u't:tit:m1 and develnpmeut uf the present segment/
phase was n;nmﬁel#d ‘within the agreed t le limit and the
respondent applied fn t'he competent authnr;] for the grant of
occupancy certlﬁr:ate on 12.05,2017 after complying with all the
requisite formalities, |
That the res%ondent pursuant to a definitive agreement with M/s.
Martial Buildeon Pvt. Ltd undertook the develuLvment on 11.375
acres is being und.ertaken through M3M India P'Ift Ltd. in various
phases and a commercial complex under the name and style of
‘M3M Urbana Premium ' and another cuﬁmercial complex under
the name and style of ‘M3M Urbana Premium’ That it would also

be pertinent to state here that the said comme}'cial complex on
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land admeasuri ng 8.2125 acres consists of 9 Nos.

and after the completion of the construction ar
block/tower Nos. 1 (G+6), No. 2 (G+1), No. 3 (G+
5 (G+6), No. 6 (G+2), No. 9 (G+1) with

application for the grant of occupancy certif

of blocks /towers

id development of

2),No. 4 (G+2), No.

level basements

cate for the said

developments was made to the competent

completion of cunstrumun‘,»the ‘occupation ¢

issued by competent au
(G+6), No. 2 [G+1) No. 3 fﬂ+2j No. 4 (G+2
(G+2), No. 9 [ﬁ-l;i] w{thrtum level Basement
693/SD(BS) ;2;:?1 7;359”0 dated 23.02.2017.
That pursuant to the said applicatior

rrnril:y. That upon

ificate was grant/

‘pri‘l:z:in respect of| block/tower nos. 1

No. 5 (G+6), No. 6

s vide memo ZP-

there were no

deficiency(ies}cﬂmmunicated by the competent authority i.e.

DTCP, however &esplte, all cumpllances havi

g been made the

occupation cern ate 50, applied fnr and re upested for was not

granted/recewed. ‘I‘Eat “occupation  ce ﬁcate as stated

heremabnv@ui&h r ﬁ&"ﬁfﬁo ebrtaiii"hawers [i.e.
(G+16) & 8 c ﬁ part of Block tower
already been a,gpqud fm_j, ‘which aisp_ inclu

complainants, as the said block/towers

block/tower Nos. 7

|2 (2" floor)] had

s the unit of the

rwere completely

constructed and ready for possession a d' can be put to
use/occupied. That the matter for grant of o thpatmn certificate

was followed up from time to time at various Eil.r'els in the office of

competent authority i.e. DTCP and since no ac ﬁwas forthcoming,
[
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a civil writ petition bearing No. CWP No. 23889 of 2018 titled as:
Martial Buildcon Pvt. Ltd. vs. State of Harya aiand Ors. was filed
in the hon'ble high court for the states of Pur{j:ﬂb and Haryana on
the grounds as stated therein. Further, some o tPe allottees having
learnt and having assessed the state of development of the
blocks/towers wherein the respective units e}e situated and on
being satisfied that the same was ready for possession and in an
habitable condition, wet&;ébnst#ﬁined to appraach the hon'ble high
court for the states uf Funjab ar.I.d Haryana by iliing a writ petition
being CWP Nox ﬁﬁﬂi of 2019 ﬁtled as Varinder Pal Singh and
others Vs. staie {f Hai‘y‘ana and n‘thﬁrs, inter alia, praying for
issuance of appmpnate direction to state of aryana to consider
the case of the allottees for grant of oc ubauon certificate,
possession cerﬁﬁeate and other st,atutur}' permissions, as may be
required, on the same pattern ashas been con idered and granted
to other similarly placed coloniesin terms of prder dated June 17,
2016 passedin CWPINo. 10770 6f2016: M/s R P Estates Pvt. Ltd.
Vs State of Haryana And ors. and order dated March 23, 2017,
passed in CWP No. 2{3902 0f2016: anﬁer ho ia developers Pvt.
Ltd. Vs. State ufHaryana and Ors. by the ho hle high court.

v.  That both the civil writ petitions bearing Nos, CWP No. 23839 of
2018 and CWP no.6801 of 2019 have been de¢ided by the hon'ble
high court vide order dated May 29, 2019 uThereby the state

authorities were directed to grant the occupancy certificates as
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Vi.

vii.

expeditiously as possible, preferably within a period of 6 weeks
from the date of receipt of the certified copy of the order.

It needs to be highlighted here that the applicant/respondent
suffered a state of complete helplessness at the hands of the
statutory authorities, who despite the construction having been
completed in all respects, without any shortcaming whatsoever in
the construction, failed: tﬂ grant the occupation certificate in
dtﬂ:les The said

act that there were

compliance of their statutol
no shﬂrtcnmmgsfmﬁrmity in the apphcattnn _
apparent from ﬂle GC dated 03. {l? 2020, relea ed for tower 7 and
8. That me; GC was also deiayed due to national lockdown
&W‘ID 19 pandemic
llng day. That this
ithe OC cannot be

r grant of the OC is

announced bythe government of India due to
on 24.03. 2020 tp bg Effectfve from the follo
delay of the xl:ufi‘rr'xfﬁm:tant auth mzitles in grann
attributed in c&nﬁﬁeﬁng the d&!ﬂy in-deliveri
the flat, since on the‘dayth'e answering respon Tnt applied for OC,
the flat was complete in all respects. That i rwedlately after the
receipt of the-oéttpaﬁnﬁ certificate on 03.07.2 20, the respondent
1(1.0?.2020 to the

the possession of

company sent the offer of possession dated
complainants herein.

That the buyer’s agreement was entered into aftween the parties
and, as such, the parties are bound by the te n%ls and conditions
mentioned in the said agreement. The said agreement was duly

signed by complainants after properly und silanding each and
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viil.

every clause contained in the agreement. The

[

omplainants were

neither forced nor influenced by the opposite parties to sign the

said agreement. it was complainants who after understanding the

clauses signed the said agreement in his comp

ete senses. That it is

trite law that the terms of the agreement are binding between the

parties.
That in accordance with clause 15.1 of the

' ifs o3

uyer's agreement

ossession of the unit was agreed to be handed over within a

period of 36 munthsnf_rﬂ;i'l: é jﬂ%teaf approval

f building plans or

from the date ufﬁﬁ%;;ﬂﬂ‘trnfﬂmbﬁyeﬁs agreerrlent, whichever is
\J Gl BV O\
later plus lﬁqu*mcmﬁ-a-a. ThSt.E%gxrevi:ieﬁ building plans of
iy L |

the commercial complex wére approved

authorities on 11.11,2013. The construction
affected on ‘account of unforeseen circums
control of the respuh_dent. In theyear; 2012 on
hon'ble supremetcbﬁ-rt of India, the mining
minerals [vg,hieh mludgp sand) was regu
supreme colireidirected ﬁ‘ark'iufg ‘of ‘nfodern
rules. Refer’e-n;:é:!_ ln lt‘i_;:is r:aﬁard'.ggj?hre‘ had
“Deepak Kumar‘v. State of Haryana, (201
competent authorities took substantial time i
and in the process the availability of building
sand which was an important raw material for

said project became scarce. Further, the respon

by the competent
dlf the project was
tﬂ'nces beyond the
the directions of the

activities of minor

lated. The hon'ble

mineral concession
to the judgment of
2) 4 SCC 629". The

n framing the rules

materials including
dlevelopment of the

dent was faced with
|
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ix.

certain other force majeure events including bt not limited to non-

availability of raw material due to various orders of hon’ble Punjab
& Haryana High Court and National Green Tribunal thereby
regulating the mining activities, brick kilns, regulation of the

construction and development activities by the judicial authorities

in NCR on account of the environmental conditions, restrictions on

usage of water, etc.

Despite force majeure cmditiuns the respondent has completed
the construction of the cunsn'uctmn within t E! agreed time limit
and nccupancy pelrr:;isslnh from the cumpete authority was duly
applied for on 12;.05 2017. That desp;te all campliances from the
side of them&“tpundent, the-OC was not be n$ released by the
authorities until 03. [l? 2020, Itis submitted that the delay in grant
of uccupatmﬁ terﬁﬁ#teb}v the cumpetent au c|rr1ty is beyond the
control of the responﬂant and the sameis squ rply covered under
clause 15.4 of the buyer agreement. It is sub
clause 15.4, parties have agreed that if the delay is on account of
force majeu-r‘"'*é conditions, the time for delive |pf possession will
be apprupri"a_telyégxtgndﬂd beyond the grace pgr%ad,

Further the parties have agreed in clause 15.6 that in in the event
of delay for reason other than ‘force majeure’, tﬁ!e allottee shall be
entitled to compensation of equal to simple inlterest @ 9% per
annum on the amounts paid by the allottee, wh c+ shall be adjusted

at the time of handing over of possession/exec uljun of conveyance
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Xi.

Xii.

deed subject to the allottee not being in default under any of the

terms of the agreement. Thus, the delay cump sation, if any, to be
remitted /credited to the complainants can un e until the date on
which the application for the OC was applied for. It is submitted
that the complainants in the present cas:t faulted in making
timely payments and thus are not entitled to a rellefwhatsnever.
That the cumplamants are m;rt a consumer a #an end user since
they had booked the: ulﬁf irl *questmn pure y for commercial
purpose as a specqlatlve #n‘trestnr imd to ma pruﬁts and gains.
Further, the com}iiainal‘tf:s have ‘!nvested in ‘'many projects of
different cnmpames whfth prove that the co plainants are not a
consumer but only an investor. Thus, it is clear that the
cumplainants'ﬁige invested in the unitin question for commercial
gains, i.e. to earn income by way of rent and/or re-sale of the
property at an' ayp!:emaitad value and to earn premium thereon.
Since the mvesnnent has:béen mad?e fur the afpresaid purpose, it is
for cummerﬁaipur@s% and ,as sgch,. the is hat a consumer/end
user. The cc%pﬂuﬁt I% ]I’al:ﬁb to be dlsmissed n this ground alone.
Under these cu;qur}}stancé;s, it is.all the more necessary for the
complainants, on whﬂml the burden lies,|to show how the
complainants are a consumer.
The relationship of the complainants and the respondent is defined
and decided by the buyer's agreement exeu:u}ted between both

parties. It is submitted that a specific clause for

referring disputes
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to arbitration is included in the said agreement vide clause 47 of

the agreement which is extracted hereunder;

“47.1- Any dispute connected or arising out of
touching upon or in relation to terms of this Agre
interpretation and validity of the terms thereof
rights and obligations of the Parties hereto shall b
the process of arbitration.........."

Hence, both the parties are contractually bound by the above condition.

—_—

is Agreement or
it including the
nd the respective
solved through

In view of clause 47.1 of the agreement, the captioned complaint is
barred. The complainants cught’fﬁhave resorted to arbitration instead of
having approached this hon'ble aﬁthurity with the
It is respectfully suhrm!:tr.*d that in light of the arbi reptmn clause in the
agreement, this hﬂnﬂﬁp‘ aut]'mri’cy ‘does hot have t&'IE jurisdiction to
adjudicate upon #;g_*irjstant complaint-and pqght

That vide the instant complaint, the complaina si have sought for

tiuned complaint.

dismiss the same.
interest on delayed 'pds,sessmn qua subject unit. t‘ts stated that the
dispute and differences, ;lf any, between the pa Linvulves various
questions of facts and Iaw. The issues raised by the gomplainants cannot
be addressed before this hon’ble authority and the s

be adjudicated mthautﬂguinginiﬂ the facts of the case which requires

ject matter cannot
elaborate evidence tn_ha Ieg:l and ﬁhiﬁh:cannnthe adjudicated upon under
the summary jurisdiction of this hon'ble authority.
Copies of all the relevant documents have been filed and placed on the

record. Their authentiéity is not in dispute. Hence,

gl

» complaint can be
decided on the basis of these undisputed documen
Jurisdiction of the authority
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The authority observed that it has territorial as well as subject matter
jurisdiction to adjudicate the present complaint for [the reasons given

below.

E.l Territorial jurisdiction
8. Asper notification no. 1/92/2017-1TCP dated 14.12.2017 issued by Town
and Country Planning Department, the jurisdiction of Real Estate
Regulatory Authority, Gurugramﬂg_l;all ;be entire Gu gram District for all
purpose with offices situateﬂfﬁﬁ_ﬁpmgram. In the present case, the
project in question is situated within the planning area of Gurugram

District, therefore this authority has complete territorial jurisdiction to

deal with the present complaint.
E.Il Subject matter jurisdiction

9. Theauthority has cgg?plgt&juri_sdigtiun to dg;:i_q;e the/complaint regarding
non-compliance uf"q‘hlrlg?j:j?r‘t_s b}' meyrom?ter per provisions of
section 11(4)(a) of th’éﬁ&ﬁjg’?ﬁfggﬁ eﬂ?‘g_’enmpens tion which is to be
decided by the adjudicating officer if pursued by the complainants at a
later stage. .I

F. Findings on the objections raised by the respondent
F.I Objection regarding entitlement of DPC on ground of complainants
being investor '

10. The respondent has taken a stand that the complainants are the investors
and not consumers, therefore, they are not entitler} to the protection of

the Act and thereby not entitled to file the cumplainl l{nder section 31 of

Fhe Act. The respondent also submitted that the preamble of the Act
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states that the Act is enacted to protect the interest of consumers of the
real estate sector. The authority observed that the respondents are
correct in stating that the Act is enacted to pratect the interest of

consumers of the real estate sector. It is settled principle of interpretation

that preamble is an introduction of a statute and states main aims &
objects of enacting a statute but at the same time the preamble cannot be
used to defeat the enacting provisions of the A urthermore, it is
pertinent to note that any aggr;fved Persan can file a complaint against
the promoter if it cnntrauenes or w&aﬁes any provi iﬂns of the Act or
rules or regulations Jh.a&k Ehe{eﬂhd&r..uﬂp?ﬁ caref l‘parusal of all the
terms and cundinahs 9!’ the Eﬂyer’y”agreement, it is revealed that the

ll'atal price of Rs.
89,20,177/- to t;hg promuter ttiwards purchase ufa lpt in the project of
the promoter. At thlsstage it is tmpurtant o stress

cumplamants aré b‘ufers and they have paid a

on the definition of

term allottee under the Act, t'lle Same 15 reproduced below for ready

reference: :
“2(d) "allottee” !q.};'efqtfaq!tp a real estate project means the person to whom

a plot, apa}:mtﬁufmﬂu as the case may be, has been allotted,

sold whefiﬁer Hﬁfrﬁh old or! {easiahr}w or.otherwise trunsferred by the

promoter, and Mcfi:ées the’persan who subseqfuenrtw cquires the said

allotment through sale, transfer or otherwise but does not include a

person to whom such plot, apartment or building, l he case may be,

is given on rent;"

In view of above-mentioned definition of "allottee” aq H as all the terms

and conditions of the apartment buyer’s agreement .xecuted between
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promoters and complainants, it is crystal clear that the complainant is
allottee(s) as the subject unit was allotted to them by the promoters. The
concept of investor is not defined or referred in |t !e Act. As per the
definition given under section 2 of the Act, there will be “promoter” and
“allottee” and there cannot be a party having a status of "investor”. The
Maharashtra Real Estate Appellate Tribunal in its arclj' dated 29.01.2019
in appeal no. 000600000001955?- titled as M}s‘Srushn‘ Sangam
Developers Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Sarvupr{ya Leasing (P) L |And anr. has also

held that the concept of mvestor is not-defined or réferred in the Act.

Thus, the contention of prurnater that the a[lortee being investors are

not entitled to protection of this Act also stands rejected.

F.Il Objection regarding exclusion of time takem by the competent
authority in 'pr','riicéssilg_‘g the ifppiicat’lon and issuance of occupation
certificate \2N I I 0 } | _,'“;_:' -/ |

As far as contention of -tl‘llé_*‘respandent w1th q;espe 10 the exclusion of

time taken by the competent authority. in processing the application and

issuance of occupation certificate is concerned, the authority observed
that the respundeﬁt had éﬁp]’feﬂ for grant of occ jtinn certificate on

12.05.2017 and thereafter the occupation certificate h|as been granted by

the competent authority under fhe prevailing law. hp authority cannot

be a silent spectator to the deficiency in the applica nn submitted by the
promoter for issuance of occupancy certificate. It i s| evident from the

occupation certificate dated 03.07.2020 that an in r;nplete application
for grant of OC was applied on 12.05.2017 as fire NO ﬁ:‘om the competent
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authority was granted only on 02.07.2018 whlch subsequent to the
filing of application for occupation certificate. Msa, he Chief Engineer-],
HSVP, Panchkula has submitted his requisite report in respect of the said
project on 18.01.2018. The District Town Planner, Gurugram and Senior
Town Planner, Gurugram has submitted requisite report about this
project on 26.03.2018 and 27.03.2018 respectively. As such, the

application submitted on 12,05, 201? Was incomplete and an incomplete

application is no application m?r eyes of law.
The application for 1ssuapee of Pccupaney certificate shall be moved in
the prescribed fﬂrm&:i:ﬂsammi)mfed,hy thn doc rrlents mentioned in
sub-code 4.10.1 of the l-faryana Buﬂﬂmg Cnde 2 1’? As per sub-code
4.10.4 of the said Gude, after receiptof application far rant of occupation
certificate, the {:mppetgnt authﬂrlty shall communi ate in writing within
60 days, its decision for grant/ refusal of such per mn for occupation
of the building in Fulmﬂaz?ﬂ.fl‘herefﬂre in view o t e deficiency in the
said application dated 12:05 2017 and- aforesaid reasons, no delay in
granting occupation 1t:er£iﬁcate can be §ttnbut to the mncerned

\

statutory authority ' AN

In the present casp. -thé cbﬂﬁs&i for the responden n dated 25.08.2021
had produced a copy ururder dated 03.03.2021 anc t ted to convince the
hon'ble authority thaL the unreasonable delay in | F{er of possession is
attributabie to the zero period from 01.11.2017 to 11.|L')5.2{}20 granted by
the DTCP as per the office orders conveyed Hy the DTCP vide

endorsement no. CC-1185-JE (VA)/2021/5226-29 dated 03.03.2021. As
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per terms and conditions of BBA, the possession was|to be given to the

complainants on 01.10.2017 which is much more befare the zero period

license renewal, validity of license and interest on EDC/IDC and not for

came into effect and the zero neriod has been accnrdqrd only in relation to
the delay in obtaining OC. As such the respondent is{not eligible to grant

benefit of the above zero period.

F.IlIl objection regarding agreements contains an arbitration clause

which refers to the dispute resolution system mentioned in

agreement A

The agreement to sell‘egntgped {nt& beME_‘en the tw slide on 12.01.2013
contains a clause 47 relating to dtspﬂte résﬂlufion etween the parties.

I T L %
The clause reads aS tmﬂer -
47.1 Any dfsp te mmcted or ar."hng iut -:.5*' IS agreement or
touc nlor in relation to the terms qf this agreement

mc!ud‘mg te interpretation and validity of the terms thereof
and the requtﬁye rights and ebligatians of 8he parties hereto
shall be r;gsﬂlt through_the, pracess of |arbitration. The
arbitration ﬁf’aﬁ ﬂﬂl‘ﬂf shall bﬂﬁﬂvemed b t.’le provisions of
the arbitration and conciliation act 1996 or any stator
amendments/modifications to be appointed|by the company,
whose decision shall be final and binding Tm the parties
hereto. .. he

The authority is ufthf i}piﬂim} th:_-';'t the jurisdic nTu of the authority
cannot be fettered by the existence of an arbitration clause in the buyer’s
thhe Act bars the

jurisdiction of civil courts about any matter whic

agreement as it may be noted that section 79
falls within the
purview of this authority, or the Real Estate Appellate Tribunal. Thus, the

intention to render such disputes as non-arbitrable seems to be clear.
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Also, section 88 of the Act says that the provisions of this Act shall be in
addition to and not in derogation of the provisions |of any other law for
the time being in force. Further, the authority puts reliance on catena of
judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, particularly in National Seeds
Corporation Limited v. M. Madhusudhan Reddy nr. (2012) 2 SCC
506, wherein it has been held that the remedies pruvided under the

Consumer Protection Act arein: additiﬂn to and nutq| in derogation of the

other laws in force, cunsequen&f{ the ‘authority w not be bound to

refer parties to arbitrationeven if the agreement between the parties had
an arbitration clause.'[‘h&afnré by aﬂplylng same analogy the presence
of arbitration clause cuuld not be construed to take wa}.r the jurisdiction
of the authority. = ' |

Further, in Aftab Singh and ors. v. Emaar MGF

-0B

Consumer case no. 701 nf 2015 decided on 13.0

|
li)nd Ltd and ors.,

.2017, the National
Consumer Disputes Rudressa! Commission, New Defh (NCDRC) has held

e B Ty, =\ YV F

that the arbitration clause in agreements between cumplamants and

builders could not circumscribe the iunsdlcticm ﬂa consumer. The
relevant paras are repmduced below:

“49. Support to the abﬂye view is also lent by Section| 79 of the recently
enacted Real Estate '{ﬁ..'eg‘u.l'aﬁun and Development) Act, firﬁ (for short "the
Real Estate Act”). Section 79 uf the said Act reads as folldws: -
"79. Bar of jurisdiction - No civil court shall have .-rr.sd’mrmn to
entertain any suit or proceeding in respect of any matter which
the Authority or the adjudicating officer or I Appellate
Tribunal is empowered by or under this Act to detérdfﬁne and ne
infunction shall be granted by any court or other authority in
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respect of any action taken or to be taken in pursuance of any
power conferred by or under this Act.”

It can thus, be seen that the said provision expressly ousts the jurisdiction of

the Civil Court in respect of any matter which the Real Estate Regulatory
Authority, established under Sub-section (1) of St

ction 20 or the

|
ection 71 or the
on 43 of the Real

Estate Act, is empowered to determine. Hence, in view of the binding dictum

Adjudicating Officer, appointed under Sub-section (1) o
Real Estate Appellant Tribunal established under Sec

of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in A Ayyaswamy  (supra), the
matters/disputes, which the Authon‘n‘es under the Réal Estate Act are

empowered to decide, are m‘m urbwrub:‘e, nﬁmu.'wmn_ ng an Arbitration

FL S
Agreement between the pﬂ'rt!es to such mattem whfr:h al farge extent, are
AN o

similar to the disputes falling for resolution under the Consumer Act.

|

56. Consequently, Iwe unhesitatingly reject the argumerits on behalf of the
Builder and hold -rhajt _anhﬂrb.‘rra't:‘nn Clause in the afore-stated kind of
Agreements between thejﬂ'ﬁmp;'afnants.a.-:d the Builder cannot circumscribe
the jurisdiction of a Consumer Foru, notwithstanding thejamendments made

to Section 8 of the Arbitration Act."
1 § ._- Jk v

17. While considering the issue of mamtainabtllty of @ complaint before a

consumer forumfcommlssmn in the fact of an exis arbitratiun clause

/ i

in the builder buyer égreement the hon’ ble Suprem nurt in case titled
as M/s Emaar MGF Land Ltd. V. Aftab Singh in
2629-30/2018 in civil appeal no. 23512-23513
10.12.2018 has upheld the aforesaid judgemen

provided in Article 141 of the Constitution of Indi

ision petition no.
1201? decided on
of NCDRC and as

+E law declared by
ithin the territory of

_ﬂ_

the Supreme Court shall be binding on all courts

Page 22 of 32




ﬂHARERA
o GURUGRAM Complaint no. 2870 of 2020

India and accordingly, the authority is bound by the aforesaid view. The

relevant paras are of the judgement passed by th

L1

Supreme Court is
reproduced below:

"25. This Court in the series of judgments as noticed abave considered the

pravisions of Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as well as Arbitration Act, 1996

and laid down that complaint under Consumer Protectipn Act being a
special remedy, despite there being an arbitration pgreement the
proceedings before Consumer Farum 'haﬁe to go on and no error committed
by Consumer Forum on re,re:rmg the apphmtmn Therée is reason for not

interjecting pmceedmgs und::r Cansumer Protection Act gn|the strength an

arbitration agreEment by Act 1 99& The remedy under (o sT mer Protection
Act is a remedy pmvfded tn a consumer when there is a fect in any goods
or services. The rampfamr means any allegation in wri l'ng made by a
complainant has m’sn been e;'.'p!ufned in Section 2(c) of the Act. The remedy
under the Cansumer Pratectmn Act is can_.-" ned to camp!'m
defined under the {c{ f?f dffect or deﬁc:endes r:aused by

the cheap and a quick reme.;y has been prowded to the

t by consumer as
service provider,

iIsumer which is

ft

the object and purpase of the Act as noticed above.”

18. Therefore, in view uf the abave judgements and considlering the provision

of the Act, the authunty is uf the view that complainants are well within

their rights to seek a special remedy available in a béneficial Act such as
the Consumer Protection Act and RERA Act, 2016 in tT'ad of going in for
an arbitration. Hence, we have no hesitation in holding that this authority
has the requisite jurisdiction to entertain ti'ze complaint and that the
dispute does not require to be referred to arbitratio necessarily.

G. Findings on the reliefs sought by the complainan
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19. To direct the respondent to remove all unnecessary tharges and provide
immediate possession of the commercial unit to the complainants and
pay a delay penalty @ 18% per annum on amount| deposited by the
cbmpléinants.

G.1 Delay possession charges

20. In the present complaint, the cumplamants intend to continue with the

project and are seeking delayh 0! sion charges as|provided under the

proviso to section 18(1) ofthe)fet:.ﬁeﬂ 18(1) provise reads as under.
“Section 18: - Hemnpo{ gﬂanu‘t #u@cmpg?mgtion

18(1). If the prﬂnwmr'f?ffs Lo M is unuty'-ﬂa givle possession of an
apartment, pfa-';ﬁool‘_‘fudldmg,

Provided thav Wheré;an allottee does notintend to withdraw from the
praoject, he slmﬂ be\‘fmd by the promoter, mwresr;L

delay, till the hundmg over-cf.the possession, at such rate as may be
prescribed.”

21. Clause 15.1 of thé.agam‘? I& b‘&y@r ag'gﬁment (in

provides for time peral ﬂ‘:ur handing over of possession and is

rievery month of

Lo

hort, agreement)

reproduced below: || ¢ |
“15.1 POSSESSION OF THE UNIT

The company based upon its present plans an itfmares, and
subject to all exceptions proposes to handover possession of the
unit within a period of 36 months from the ddte of approval
building plans of the commercial complex rrhe date of
execution of agreement, whichever is later (committed period).
Should the possession of the unit not be gien within the
committed period., the allottee agrees to an extension of one
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hundred and eighty days (Grace Period) a r expiry of the
committed period. In case of failure of the Allottee to make
timely payments of any of the installments as per the Payment
Plan, along with other charges and dues as | pplicable or
otherwise payable in accordance with payment plan or as per
the demands raised by the company from time to time in this
respect, despite acceptance of delayed payment alongwith
interest or any failure on part of the Allottee ta abide by any of

o
ot ]

the terms and conditions of this agreement, time periods
mentioned in this clause shall not be binding u 1!:!:3 company
with respect to the handing over of the pdssession of the

commercial unit. e,
Atthe outset it is relevant to comment on the preset possession clause of

the agreement wherein-mgpus:shsstpn has been subjected to all kinds of
terms and condmi‘nsﬁ@fflhfsargz\eemﬁht 'If?'e_:.;glrafti ; giuf this clause and
incorporation ut'sgc;h gﬁnditjﬂhﬁ'are ﬂﬂt.ﬂﬂfi’;"?_g’?le' nfd uncertain but so
heavily loaded in fayour of the promoter and-against the allottee that
even a single défaﬁltiﬁ# tl;e allottee :ﬂ I:Ful,_ﬁll] 4 formalities and
documentations ete, as ‘prescribed by ‘the-promater may make the

possession clause irfeigirhut' for the ‘purpose of allottee and the

commitment date for hanﬁi'n_g Over possession loses its meaning. The
incorporation of suchplaﬁlsE in the Euyef’_.s-:agre.eme v the promoter is
just to evade the I;abiiit;r t;;vardé ﬁmeljf déli;rery 0 sleject unit and to
deprive the allottee of his !L'ig'ht-atcru{hg after delay in possession. This is
just to comment as to how the builder has misused his r.:lnminant position
and drafted such mischievous clause in the agreement and the allottee is
left with no option but to stgﬁ on the doted lines.
Admissibility of grace period: The promoter has proposed to hand over

the possession of the unit within 36 months from the date of approval of
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building plans or from the date of execution of agreement whichever is

later and further provided in agreement that prometer shall be entitled

to a grace period of 180 days after expiry of committed period. The period
of 36 months expired on 11.11.2016. As a matter of fact, the promoter has
not given the valid reason for delay to complete the project 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. .&ﬂﬁ’ﬂi‘dﬁtgly, this grace periods of 180 days
cannot be allowed to the pmmuter at this staga 1

Admissibility of delay q]3,1:;55&1‘.'3!:111 charges at prescribed rate of
interest: The camp'imnants aﬁ*seekfhg c;ialaj,ar poss aL‘:an charges at the
rate of 18%. Hawwar, proviso to section 18 provides that where an
allottee does not tﬁt&nd to withdraw from the projedt, Fna shall be paid, by
the promoter, mtaapst fé.{ every month of deiay, til tha handing over of
possession, at such r%te ‘ap Iﬂaji’ be pr&scnﬁedeand it has been prescribed
under rule 15 of the rules Rule 15' has been reprod cE: as under:

Rule 15. Prescribed mﬁgf Ig;w [Proviso to sec ol: 12, section 18
and sub-section (4) and subsection (7) of section 19
(1)  For the purpose of proviso to section 12; séction 18; and sub-sections
(4) and (7) afsécﬂan 19, the “interest at the rate prescribed” shall be
the State Bank of India highest marginal cost of lending rate +2%.:
Provided that in case the State Bank of Ind, i'narg:'nai cost of
lending rate (MCLR) is not in use, it shall b r:EpIaced by such
benchmark lending rates which the State Bank of India may fix from
|

time to time for lending to the general public.
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The legislature in its wisdom in the subordinate legislation under the rule

L5 of the rules has determined the prescribed rate of interest. The rate of

interest so determined by the legislature, is reasonable and if the said rule

practice in all the

ants-allottees were
nly at the rate of
us as per clause 15.6
of the buyer’s agreement for thp periad of such delay; whereas, as per
clause 7.5 of the hu}rez’sagre&mem thepmmnter was entitled to interest
@ 24% per annum’ af‘tlxe timé‘ft'ﬁfeai"ﬁ autséndlng : 3|vment till the date
the payment is r li%ad by the company. The furictions of the authority
are to safeguard the interest ofthe aggrteved' persun ay be the allottee
or the promoter. The rlghtsufthe parties areto be bdlanced and must be
equitable. The promoter cannqt be. allnwed to take undue advantage of
his dominate position and to. exploit the fieeds of th
authority is duty bound 1sq take into consideration

i.e., to protect the ?ntErest I&)f th@ mnsumef‘sfalintte_ s in the real estate

ome buyers, This

' legislative intent

sector. The clausn_s ef th_é hufﬂﬂ § agreement entered into between the
parties are one-sided, unfair and unreasonable with te pect to the grant
of interest for delayed possession. There are various bther clauses in the
buyer’s agreement which give éweeping powers to the promoter to
cancel the allotment and forfeit the amount paid. Thus, the terms and

conditions of the buyer’s agreement are ex-facie on -sided, unfair and
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unreasonable, and the same shall constitute the unfair trade practice on

the part of the promoter. These types of discrimi atory terms and

conditions ol the buyer’s agreement will not be final

Consequently, as per website of the State Bank of India

and binding,

e,

https://sbi.co.in, the marginal cost of lending rate (in short, MCLR) as on

datei.e, 25.08.2021 is 7.30%. Accordingly, the presci
will be marginal cost of lending rate +2% i.e, 9.30%.
Rate of interest equally chang@ibfle to the allotie

|
'iTed rate of interest

e in case of default

in payment:- The deﬁnmnn uf t&rm 'interest as t:leﬁ| ed under section

2[za] of the Act pruvfdﬂs that the rate of interest ¢
allottee by the promnter, in case of default, shall be

rgeahle from the
eFual to the rate of

interest which the promoter shall be liable to pay the allottee, in case of

default. The relevantsection is reproduced below:

“(za) “interest" .-fm;ns"ﬁh ates affntmc pqvaé!e ﬁy the promoter or the

allottee, as the case ‘:?,"a" i Y,
Explanation. —For thﬂtplm-ﬂﬁ‘wadggﬂ_

(i) the rate of mrerest crm;geab?&- from the allottee by the promoter, in
case of tg;faqln a@ﬂ b& eq:ﬁp! to the rate of jt rest which the
promoter shaﬁ be J'mbfe m pay the ah‘atree, in casé o defauit

(i)  the intemst payabi‘g by the promater to. Hre allottee s all be from the

date the promoter received the amount or any pd

date the amount or part thereof and interest theredn

irtl thereof till the
Lls refunded, and

che interest payable by the allottee to the promoter shall be from the

date the allottee defaults in payment to the proma

is paid;"”

ter till the date it
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Therefore, interest on the delay payments from the plainants shall be

charged at the prescribed rate i.e., 9.50% by the r@spondent/promoter
which is the same as is being granted to the complainants in case of
delayed possession charges.
On consideration of the documents available on record and submissions
made by both the parties it is the failure of the

:]':vmuter to fulfil its
obligations and responsibilities as per the buyer's

, agreement dated
12.01.2013 to hand over the?ossessinn within t J stipulated period.
Accordingly, the nnn—cq;;}p‘lié“ﬁég‘jﬁ:f'ﬁie_ mandate contained in section
11(4)(a) read with 55&&538{1@0&1‘1&4& ;ﬁ“rt_he p rlt of the respondent
is established. By vﬁ’mfzt;f clﬁﬁ?ﬁ‘l—?ﬁ“ﬁf thaf:myer agreement executed
between the parﬁe?o{n 12.01.2[] 13, pusseé’kinn 0 |

{Ihe said unit to be
i A § . :
delivered within a period of 36 months from th

iate of approval of
building plans i.e. 11.11,2013 or from the date of execution of buyer's

agreement i.c. lz.ﬂili'ﬂi;i:"nfhichéwei'-fiﬁ' later. As far as grace period is

......

concerned, the same is di'é‘ailmfeii'?fbrthé reasons quoted above. The date
of approval of building plans is later than the date of execution of
agreement , o thé’dﬁ% d:tgulf ]:%SSEESSIG}I'I s caleulated from the date of
approval of build{_ﬂé?pl_alisi:"l’hérgﬁ;ﬁ; ihé.’;li:‘a date of handing over of
possession comes c-nut- 'It{:.u he. 11-.11.2016. In the present case, the
ndent on 11.07.2020

020. The authority is

complainants were offered possession by the resp
after receipt of occupation certificate dated 03.07.2
of the considered view that there is delay on the part of the respondent

to offer physical possession of the allotted unit to the complainants as per
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the terms and conditions of the buyer's agreement dated 012.01.2013
executed between the parties.

Section 19(10) of the Act obligates the allottee to take possession of the
subject unit within 2 months from the date of receipt of occupation
certificate. In the present complaint, the occupation certificate was
granted by the competent authority on 03.07.2020. However, the
respondent .uﬁered the pqsﬁe;s:s_iqn of the unit ir‘ question to the
complainants only en 1 1.07.2_{}3&3@;_&. can be said that the complainants
came to know about the uﬁcﬂ}”)ﬁtﬁﬁq certificate only ;In the date of offer
of possession. ’I‘heréfnfe in the interest of natural justice, the
complainants shudd bef“gwen 2 months’ time fro e date of offer of
possession. These f months of reasonable tfme i§ being given to the
complainants keeptﬁgljn mind that EVEII aftit; inh ation of possession
practically they hawe to arrénge alot of Iugisﬂes and requisite documents
including but not llmfted l;n inspection of the completely finished unit but
this is subject to that the"unii‘_ bﬂi_l}g_?han‘ded over at the time of taking
possession is in habitable condition, It is further cldrified that the delay
possession charges shall Edé-[r)ziy‘éi‘hle' from the due dhte of possession i.e,
11.11.2016 till the expirynf.? months from the date of offer of possession
(11.07.2020) which comes out to be 11,09.2020.
In the present case, the counsel for the respondent on dated 25.08.2021

had produced a copy of order dated 03.03.2021 and tried to convince the

hon'ble authority that the unreasonable delay in nffJ'r of possession is
attributable to the zero period from 01.11.2017 to 11. |5.2{]20 granted by
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the DTCP as per the office orders conveyed by the DTCP vide
endorsement no. CC-1163-JE (VA)/2021/5226-29 ﬂlajed 03.03.2021. As

per terms and conditions of BBA, the possession was to be given to the

came into effect and the zero period has been accor

complainnat on 01.10.2017 which is much more bﬁf ire the zero period
1 only in relation to

license renewal, validity of license and interest on EDC/IDC and not for
the delay in obtaining OC. As sut:h the respundent i rJut eligible to grant
benefit of the above zero permﬂb '
Accurdmgly, the nnn-cempﬂanqe Df the mandate nntamed in section
11(4)(a) read with sectmn 13[1]-uftheﬁct un the p ri of the respondent
is established. As suc{r the complainants are entitled to delay possession
charges at prescn_bet:'l rate of the interest @ 9.30 % p.a. w.e.f. 11.11.2016
till 11.09.2020 as per 'pru'g'isic}ns of section 18(1) of
15 of the Rules. ; |

Directions of the autﬁ’nqﬁ;y | RS
Hence, the authority hera‘bjf pas'sés th.ls- Drder and |issues the following
directions under section 37 nt‘ﬁagﬁ@ to ensure com Iche of obligations
cast upon the prnmu'?er‘ arf peﬁ'.sﬂm funétmn entrusted to the authority

e Act read with rule

under section 34[f] |

i The respundents are directed to pay the interest at the prescribed

rate i.e. 9.30 % per annum for every month of delay on the amount
‘paid by the complainants from due date of possés Iicm ie 11.11.2016
“till 11.09.2020 i.e. expiry of 2 months from {the date of offer of

possession (11.07.2020). The arrears of interest accrued so far shall
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ii.

iii.

iv.

Complaint stands disposed of.

be paid to the complainants within 90 days from the date of this
order as per ruie 16(2) of the rules.
The complainants are directed to pay outstanding dues, if any, after
adjustment of interest for the delayed period.

The rate of interest chargeable from the allottees by the promoters,
in case of default shall be charged at the pres;

'h|ed rate i.e, 9.30%
by the respundents;’promﬂters which is the s rrhe rate of interest
which the promoter shall be liable to pay the lllottees in case of
defaulti.e, thedelaggdpuss_p_ﬁsmn charges as per section 2(za) of the

' AT AR ] S . |

Act. o |
The respundents’shall not charge anythlng fro |the complainants

which is not ?the ﬁart of the buyer’s agreemen The respondent is
also not éntiﬂed ta cIalm hnlding
cumplamants}alluttees at any point of time ev

arges from the

after being part of
the builder buyer’s agrﬂeme_nt as per law settled y hon'ble Supreme
Court in civil appeai nﬁsjﬂfaé-zaé?fznzu deci eij on 14.12.2020.

File be consigned to *-egistry :
. J
Samir Kumar Vijay m;ral
(Member) (Member)

Dated: 25.08.2021 . |

Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Girugram
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