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HARERA

= GURUGRAM

Complaint

10. 393 of 2021

Shri Venket Rao
&4
Shri Nishant Jain Advocate for the res
ORDER

Advocate for the respundent no. 2

spondent no. 5

The present complaint dated 28.01.2021 has been filed by the

complainant/allottee in Form CRA under section

section 11(4)(f)
prescribed that

e AR E R

the possession,

following tabular

]
TRt 1% =

1 of the Real

hort, the Act)

(Regulation and

|
far violation of

is inter alia

; sible for all

ottee as per the

sideration, the

handing over

_S.Nu. Heads Information |
1. Project name and location Scottish Mall, Se 01: 49,
Gurugram, Haryana
2 Project area 0.876 acres |
Nature of the project Commercial coml;ﬂer;
Unit no, Space no. FF-21, first floor
[ [Page 38 of ccmplaiqtt]
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HARERA
D, GURUGRAM

Complaint no. 393 of 2021

Facts of the mﬂtAREBA |
GRS IR

That in the year

project called “

5 Unit measuring 645 sq, ft.
6. | Date of execution of buyer’s | 25% January 2007 (page 37 of
agreement complaint) |
7. | Payment plan Construction linked payment
plan
8. | Collaboration agreement 27.07.2004
9. Total consideration Rs.26,28,000/-
as per averment of
complainant (page 3 of
.59 complaint) '
10. | Total amount paid by thed 'f 6,28,000/-
complainant fae k " per averment ﬁ::uf
'tomplainant (page 3 of
comp 1_-;..1
11. | Due date of deliv 125,01.2009 |
possession (aspe ‘
of the flat buye :
:
13. of

sed their proposed

u u_kram. Haryana
i

showing that the construction and quality of the commercial

complex and the infrastructur= would be world ck:
respondent no 1 is the developer and respondent n

collaborators/promoter/landowner of the commerci:

ass. That the
0.2to5 are

al complex.
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HARERA

2 GURUGRAM Complaint n. 393 of 2021

That the complainant is owner/allottee is possession the shop no.

FF-21 measuring 645 sq.ft. in Scottish Mall, Sector 48 & 49 Sohna
Road, Gurugram, The respondent no.1 entered into a collaboration
agreement dated 27.07.2004 as developer with the respondent no.
2 to 5 with respect to the commercial plot of land measuring 0.876

acres forming part of block ‘P’, of the residential colony known as

am tehsil &

known as

75 shops on

ICtion of the f;aid mall, the

respondent no, H ARE Mmus persons for
allotment of shat@atj i @fl? Amd Tnall known as

“Scottish Mall”. In various advertisement and hTacher the

respondent no. 1, had shown a rosy picture to eﬁt ce innocent
persons to purchase the shops in the afaresatd all and the
officials of the respondent no.1 also stated that the sth building is

free from all defect and the purchasers would get a title free from

Page 4 of 29




HARERA

= GURUGRAM ] Complaint no. 393 of 2021

all defects free from all encumbrance and it would be very
beneficial in future,

That initially the aforesaid shop was allotted to one Jaibir Singh

s/o Balbir Singh resident of h.no- 562, Sector 17, Gurugram and
Sudhir Kumar son of Shiv Nath Gupta resident of 122;’18 Laxmi

Garden Gurugram who entered into a cummer ial premises

‘\I-J'" kS

buyer’s agreement dated

Shailza Panwar, resider \9{ ;.m!"

Delhi Cant, New I.J- *"3 '!'-:

original comme

purchased the aforesaid shop-in-resale and their na e was duly

endorsed as buyeHA RnE RA Iises buyer’s
agreement dated 65“7'0 WU@W/& 1 duly accepted,

acknowledged and admitted the complainant as b yer/allottee of
the aforesaid shop. |
That subsequently the possession of the afargs%]cl shop was
handed over to the complainant by the respunde_lllt no.1 and a
certificate cum-confirmation letter dated 26.11.2014 was issued

by the respondent no.1 in favour of complainant. [t was also
Page 5 of 29




HARERA

2. GURUGRAM Complaint no, 393 of 2021

admitted and accepted by the respondent np.1 that the

respondent no.1 has received total dues in final settlement of

agreement consideration and accordingly the haTed over the
possession of the aforesaid shop to the predecessor of the
complainant. The complainant admittedly deposited the total

amount of sale consideration of the aforesaid shops with the

the complainant .
to 5 have been mise ransfer ti'ul legal title of
the aforesaid shop to'the complainant since Jé mmle than 5 years

without any rhyme or reasét tuting and g ng registered

conveyance deedH AR!’E RA r absence of
any legal title th@ﬁﬁu @WA f Wardships The

complainant has been approaching the respn dent no.1,

continuously as they had been deprived of the legal! ership of
the aforesaid shop in the absence of cunveyancej:; deed of the
aforesaid shop in her favour by the respondent no.l.
The respondent no. 2 to 5 while entering into the collaboration

agreement dated 27.07.2004 with the respondent no. 1 have
Page 6 of 29




10.

11,

HARERA
2, GURUGRAM Complaint no, 393 of 2021

Categorically agreed to execute necessary power of attorney in
favour of respondent no. 1 enabling it to execute and get
registered the conveyance deed of the aforesaid shap in favour of

complainant and various other allottees. Recently it come to the

notice and knowledge of the complainant that the r spondent no.

1 in collusion with respondent no. 2 to 5 executed and got

memo no, 5081 dated

wta200, ool AR M& by R
building has not )@Etj WG RAM

That the respondent no. 2 to 5, have duly aL orised the
respondent no.1 to develop the aforesaid mall and! book, sale
the shops fell into the share of the respondent no.1 are also duly
bound by the commercial premises buyer’s agre | ent dated
25.01.2007 and cannot escape from the liability of execution and

registration of the conveyance deed of the aforesaid shop in
Page 7 of 29




12.

13.

HARERA

—3 GURUGRAM Complaint no,

393 of 2021

favour of the complainant and bound to execute ne

of attorney in favour of respondent no. 1 au

Cessary power

thorizing the

respondent no.1 to execute and get registered the conveyance

deed of the aforesaid shop in favour of cumplafnant and other

shop owners.

That in the absence of legal and valid title free from all defects in

it 1 vroud A Mn

0.1
assurances to wrggj'@ L owners for
completion of the legal formality of execut:inn and Irjgistratiun of

wners by the

lute owners of

tion of their

atisfaction of

, gave false

the sale deeds/conveyance deeds, but the needful v_.l,as never done

and the respondent no. 1 and on persistence réquests of the

complainant and other shop owners for completion of the legal

formality of execution and registration

of  the sale

deeds/conveyance deeds, but the needful was never done and the
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HARERA
- GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

respondent no.1 and on persistence requests of the complainant
and other shop owners, stated that the respondent no.2 to 5 are
not executing necessary power of attorney in favour of
respondent no.1, therefore in the absence of same the conveyance
deed of the aforesaid shop in favour of complainant and other

remaining shops in favour of other owners/allottees could not be

of the same the

0 5, but none of

15. stated abovma d in view of

the inordinate arl'll AEReAtﬂe espondents
in collusion mGﬂWGT?ﬁMm hat all the

respondents after receiving the total sale consideration from the
complainant and other remaining shop owners wi respect to
their respective shops have become dishonest ia d none of
respondents have any intention to transfer or cunvef( e legal and
valid title of the aforesaid shops to the complainant and other

remaining shop owners in their favour with malafide intentions to
| | Page90f29
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HARERA
= GURUGRAM Complaint ne. 393 of 2021

cause wrongful loss to complainant and other shop owners and

wrongful gain to the respondents rendering all the respondents
liable for prosecution and punished under Inﬂn Penal laws
besides the liability to convey/transfer the clear title in favour of
complainant and other remaining shop owners and also to pay

damages suffered by the complainant on account of illegal and
shops in the
.2020 upon the

‘and requesﬂng

ither owners of

one of them

except the respondent no. S“who=i ts reply dated 01.09.2020

stated that the rMAIREERAHd ot registered
the sale deed be ggr?ﬂ 0 017 dated in
favour of respnndent No.2 respect to its shalJe However, no

|
This Id. authority is fully empowered to pass appropriate orders

copy of any sale deed was ever supplied or han over to the

complainant.

directing the respondents to execute and get registered the

conveyance deed of the aforesaid shop in favour of complainant
Page 10 of 29




18.

19.

HARERA

2 GURUGRAM

Complaint n

p. 393 of 2021

by exercising the power under section 31 of t
(Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 on th

present complaint as in terms of section 17 o

he Real Estate

e basis of the

f the Act, the

builder/promoter/developer is required to exE:ute and get

registered the conveyance deed of the unit/shop in favour of the

allottee within three months from the date of issuance of the

following reliefs

i. The respﬂndeH AREM

registration o

as issued way

een executed and

“ate has not yet
1sidered as an

| squarely falls

jant for seeking

execution and

shop No. FF-

21measuring 645 sq.ft. in Scottish Mall Sector-48 & 49 Sohna

Road, Gurugram on stamp and registration ch,r:L
by the complainant. |
On the date of hearing, the authority exp

|
respondents/promoters about the contravention

es to be borne

ained to the

as alleged to
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HARERA

=4 GURUGRAM Complaint np. 393 of 2021

have been committed in relation to section 11(4)(f) & 17(1) of the

Act and to plead guilty or not to plead guilty.
D. Reply by the respondent no. 5

20. The respondent has raised certain preliminary objections and has

contested the present complair:t on the following grounds:

i.

il

At the outset, respondent no 5 denies e ch and every

ﬁ\ .r -;_::,n- .r"t
G }S‘l} oin o ’*'

projection sought to be
'f"‘.a 1& complaint l_,lr]‘der reply to th
tr t with the true
missions made in
toto and no part
spandent no. 5 for

far as that which is
Eply' o the present

complaint is being fi

16 ough shri Rdhr Harbola, an
e ok AR R A 1
respondent @UW @-Fq A pleas to the

present reply and amend the same and to ﬁ e ﬂcuments ata
later stage, if need so arises. The cumplal has been filed
without any cause of action hence the pre!Te t complaint is
liable to be rejected forthwith.

The present complaint is not mamtamable d the hon'ble

regulatory authority has no jurisdiction whats pever to decide
Page 12 of 29




iii.

HARERA

2 GURUGRAM Complaint no, 393 of 2021

the present complaint. The project i.e., Scottish Mall, Sector
49, Gurugram, Haryana is neither covered under the Rules,
2017 nor is the said project of the respondents registered
with the hon'ble regulatory authority. As per the definition of
‘ongoing project” under Rule 2(o) of the said rules, any

project for which an application for uccupa ion certificate,

'_ﬁcate or part-completion

certificate is made to competent authnm on or before

e purview of

the hon'ble
lo | entertain the
has ‘In t come to the
ds and have

concealed the true and Al acts No cau uf action has

accrued in H A:El the present
complaint I@Uf’? Ul@ I‘?ﬂaﬁﬂ‘ uthority. The

complaint being without any cause of acl:ion is liable to be
dismissed on this ground alone. The complaint of the
complainant lacks bonafide and smells sm;a::k of malafide
who has not approached the hon'ble auith?rity with clean
hands. The complainant is not entitled for any relief under

the Act 2016.
Page 13 of 29




iv.

HARERA

-~ GURUGRAM Complaint ne. 393 of 2021

The complainant is estopped from filing the present

complaint by their own acts, conducts, admissions,

latches. The

commissions, omissions, acquiescence and
complainant has moved the instant vexation complaint to
harass the respondent no. 5. The present co plaint is not

maintainable in law or on facts. It is suij itted that the

0 not merit any
' of action to file

of the Act by

complicated

e HARERA
questions uf@ UF?U@T?% 1 _i ire leading of

evidence and cannot be decided in summeﬁry proceedings

under the Act. Hence, the present complaint cannot be
decided by this hon'ble authority. T

Reply by the respondent no. 2, 4 and 5 |

The present reply to the complaint is being filed on behalf of

the respondent no. 2, 4 and 5. That with the intention of
Page 14 of 29




ii.

iii.

iv.

HARERA

2 GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

keeping the Id. authority abreast with the subsequent
development pertaining to change in o ership, it is
submitted that presently Mr. Sunil Bedi, the respondent no. 2
has purchase the respective owner’s share nf r. Lalit Gulati
and M/s Gupta Promoters Pvt. Ltd. in the owner's area

allocation by executing the sale deed in his favour before the

sub-registrar, ,*w;ﬁ!m -
lgeiie following objections, each of

tTlE preliminary
may, unless

to be direct and

omplainant in

That at the very outset;"itis-stat€d that the instant complaint
has been pHAyR E’th frivolous and
unsustainab rs and the
complainant has not approached this learne‘fl uthority with
clean hands. The instant complaint is not maintainable in the
eyes of law and is devoid of merit and is fit trgl dismissed in
limine. l

That the respondent no.1 is the developer and promoter of

the commercial building "Scottish Mall" and the owners are
Page 15 of 29




vii.

HARERA

D GURUGRAM Complaint ne. 393 of 2021

only the landowners of the plot of land mea.ﬂixr[ng 0.876 acres
wherein the project is developed.
That a collaboration agreement dated 27.07.2004 was
entered between the developer and the landowners i.e. Mr,

Sunil Bedi the owner of 39.89% of undivided share in land

admeasuring 0.876 acres, Mr. Ashok Logani owner of 22.78%

of undivided share in lamds ‘:.::} easuring 0.876 acres, Mr. Lalit

AWl
.‘a

e o,
v !}Qr s f', -

Gulati owner of 22.78%¢ of/)undivided 'share in land

upta Promoters Pvt. Ltd.
|

la*x admeasuring
and construction

the developer on

.1 had satisfied

themselves fully about th : d title of l:he owners on the

land being nH An and also about
e GUR U@W?X’W

That according to the collaboration agreement, respondent
no.1 undertook to develop the project at its own cost and
expenses and with its own resources. Respuﬁj:l&nt no. 2, 4 and
5 had no role to play in the said cievelapme_pt{ construction
process and is solely confined to prnvidjngf the land to the

respondent no.1.
Page 16 of 29




HARERA

S GURUGRAM Complaint nP 393 of 2021

viii. ~ Therefore, it is submitted that the owners does not fall within
the definition of a promoter, as defined in CliﬂUSE 2(zk) of the
Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016
(hereinafter referred to as RERA Act, 2016) for the purpose
of this particular project. The owners | have neither
constructed nor developed the said prujec? and also is not

or any other

er way.

ix. Id. authority is

promoter, real

' discharging its

Wles, Regulations.

“The Authority may, for the purpose of discharging its
functions under the provisions of this Act or rules or
regulations made thereunder, issue such directions from time
to time, to the promoters or allottees or real estate agents, as
the case may be, as it may consider necessary and such
directions shall be binding on all concerned”

x. Since, the ownersare/riof @@fﬁ}r\ﬂhﬁﬂmnse of the said

project thus, section 37 of the Act cannot be %Tlicable on the

owners and no directions in terms of relieif ought can be
issued to the owners It is humbly suhmitteq at the words
“such directions shall be binding on all cnncgrﬁed“ cannot be

construed to mean that the directions will be binding on all

Page 17 of 29




xi.

HARERA

2 GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

persons. Such a construction will not extend the jurisdiction of
the Id. authority beyond the intendment of the Act. Moreover,
according to the rule of construction "Ejusdem Generis", where

a law lists specific classes of persons or things and then refers

to them in general, the general statements o_nlr apply to the

same kind of persons or things specifically Iis_terl. The Hon'ble

Supreme Court in M/s. d vs Collector
of customs, Bombay madg lowing observations with
regard to the rule of¢ |

"The rule is applicable” wi ‘ards, pertaining to a

class, catego ge *followe weral Words. In such a

case the gen i rtﬂmgs of the

reconcile incé eral words
in view of ords in a
statute are give construed
as a whole and\thé med to be
superfluous.” '

Therefore, the wort INcerne d in section 37

cannot be tak n but the persons
subject to mem m
Accordingly, @E}QL&@R}Q@MT not applicable

to the respondent no.2, 4 and 5 for this particular project.

It is humbly submitted before the Id. authority Fl at the owners
are not parties to the commercial premises bul er's agreement
entered between the respondent no.1 and tI:Te complainant.

Therefore, the complaint is liable to be dismissed at the

Page 18 of 29




Xii,

HARERA

2 GURUGRAM Complaint np, 393 of 2021

threshold qua the owners on the ground that the grievance
raised by the complainant falls within the domain and ambit of

being "purely private contractual agreement between

complainant and respondent no. 1 and the rest of the
respondents are not parties to the said contract executed

between the respondent no. 1 and the complainant.

s T{ureover. the

unit in the said

G
units to the complainantar *Project partiﬁu arly belong to

oo erersdr AR R e e o
|
documents, 1@@ F?ET@WMF stantiates the

fact that the contract was between the complainant and the
respondent no. 1, and the grievance of the complainant is also
against the respondent no.1. The owners havf:i no role to play
in what seems to be an issue between the resp?ndent no.1 and

the complainant. !

Page 19 of 29




xiii.

Xiv.

HARERA

2 GURUGRAM

Complaint no. 393 of 2021

It is pertinent to mention herein that the co
never approached the owners, nor were a

provided by the owners to the complainant

mplainant had
ny assurances

at the time of

booking of the commercial unit. Further, there is no

relationship of the promoter and allottee between the owners

and the complainant within the meaning of the Act.

al relationship
ttled privately.
into it as the

the owners nor

us Ashok Kumar

usudan Patel &

36"0f,2014), the Hon'ble Apex
|
Court has held specific pérformanCe cannot l.ieLranted against
a party who iHArR EMS the doctrine of
privity of W@CUN U@ﬁ s are reiterated
below for easy of reference:

"7. Upon considering the facts and circumstances of the
present case, it is evident that there is no privity of
contract between the Appellants and Respabdenr Nos. 1.
Respondent Nos. 1 were not party to the 1986 agreement.
Vice versa, the Appellants were not party to the 1987
agreements, though whether or not they had knowledge of
the same is disputed. Hence Respondent Nos 1 cannot seek

Page 20 of 29




xvii,

xviii.,

= GURUGRAM

HARERA

Complaint no. 393 0f 2021

specific performance of the 1986 agreement, or for that
matter, the 1987 agreements, against the Appellants......"

That the owners are liable to be deleted from the array of

parties in the present complaint because there

contract between the complainant and

is no privity of

the owners.

Furthermore, the owners are completely unaware of any

complainant has no“le "

.. yndent no.1 and

the complaint

nents have been

ners deserve to

against the

' 0 I
ulterior maﬂMK
litigation wit@l URL'J

abundantly clear that the complainant is m%r
process of law as the complaint is based on il
action. ‘

That the said buyer's agreement has been E:L{E

the complainant and the respondent no.

filed with an
into frivolous
on. That it is
ely abusing the

lusory cause of

cuted between

1. Thus, the

Page 21 of 29




Xix.

HARERA

= GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

obligations and liabilities arising from the said buyer's
agreement is attributable only to the signatories of the said
agreement. Nowhere it is stated that the owners are liable to
execute conveyance deeds with the allottees. In absence of

there being any liability under the buyer's agreement on the

part of the respondent no. 2, 4 & 5, the respond
- |
cannot be made subjeft! to the reliefs sought by the

A
RS W

ntno, 2,4 &5

ctive built-up
agreed in the said

les are entitled to

buyer qua their respe ares"and to receive the booking/

g A RERA

That in term eement dated

27.07.2004 the respondents were to earmark/ allocate the

respective area allocation on tentative building plans,

however, after completion of the said commerci;
|
respondent no.1 without keeping the rest nf_i e respondents

complex, the

informed sold maximum area out of its allocation to various

buyers and has also executed commercial perises buyer's
| Page 22 of 29



Xxii,

XXiii.

HARERA
- GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

agreement in their respective names thereof. The factum of

this commercial premises buyer's agreement u|ras deliberately

suppressed by the respondent no.l. and so, the rest of the

respondents are not aware of the details of LLE transactions

that have already happened with the buyers.

It is submitted that the respondent no.l has neither
S ib.any new list of buyers to

£$ to act upon in terms of the

on a previous

requested the

gydor only 11 units for
|

r'of the }?pective buyer
and the said request €diately acted upon by the

owners and aH A&RM:EM::' pondent no.1.
Thereafter, n@Uﬂﬁ@Wﬂ .a proached, nor

the complainant/ buyer has approache thﬂ‘ aners voicing
out any grievance whatsoever. |

[t is submitted at the cost of repetition that thﬁ owners have no
intention of delaying the execution of sale,’::miveyance deed to
the extent of their share in the said land by JI?s uing power of

attorney in favour of respondent no.1 provided tht list of such
Page 23 of 29
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=4 GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

agreements along with all the details is made available to
them.
That in view of the submissions above the complainant has

sought to rake up trivial issues qua the owners or the ones

which have no relevance in the facts and cir::_,l,lT'ustances of the
present case. All the allegations as stated by the complainant
aseless, false,
xtraneous and
stances of the
nies each and
at have been

e found herein

'TE ady and willing
to perform their part ¢

€ ligation with the
respondent MRE e :sln any POA or
allocate any 0
agreement SG:LQEMEEHE responden

collaboration

no. 1 and the

owners, It is submitted that a remedy if any that the

complainant has, isa against the developer i.e} respondent no.1
and not against the owners. Neither thlﬂ developer ie.
respondent no.l1 has approached the q!wj.mers for any

compliance in terms of the collaboration agreement nor has
Page 24 of 29




XXVi.

xxvii.

19.

20,

HARERA

4 GURUGRAM Complaint no. 393 of 2021

the complainant approached the owners pertaining to any

grievances related to the execution of the conveyance deed.

Further, it is pertinent to point that in the present complaint,
no relief has been sought/ claimed by the complainant against
the owners and the averments made in the complaint are
mainly confined against the respondent no.1 alone.

That despite the fact Tespondent no.1 has never
approached the answerif :”‘ ”I’:: for c rrying forward
tion agreement, the

ts, agreements and

to be extended

marcated share

' the property

Copies of all the r led and placed on

the record. The

ute. Hence, the

complaint can t@w U @ MMHE undisputed

documents.

Jurisdiction of the authority |

The preliminary objections raised by the respondent regarding

jurisdiction of the authority to entertain the p|re

sent complaint

stands rejected. The authority observed that it has territorial as

Page 25 of 29




21.

22.

HARERA

= GURUGRAM

Complaint no. 393 of 2021

well as subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate the present

complaint for the reasons given below.

E.l Territorial jurisdiction

As per notification no. 1/92/2017-1TCP dated 14

by Town and Country Planning Department,

jurisdiction of Real Estate Regulatory Aumnrity,

12.2017 issued
Haryana the

Gurugram shall

fices situated in
estion is situated

therefore this

‘to deal with the

present complai
E.Il Subject-matte
The authority has, ¢e

the provisions of section™

leaving aside c¢ HANE M
adjudicating offi

Findings on th DGMHU@T?

Relief sought by the complainant: The complai

following relief: |
i. The respondents be directed to complete th

registration of the conveyance deed of the

legide the complaint
Ik

omoter as per

CIE Act of 2016

ecided by the
t a later stage.
t

nant has sought

je execution and

shop no. FF-21,

measuring 645 sq.ft. in Scottish Mall, Sector 48 & 49 Sohna

Page 26 of 29




2 GURUGRAM

F.I Execution of conveyance deed

The complainant is seeking execution of conveyanc

HARERA

Complaint n

0. 393 of 2021

Road, Gurugram on stamp and registratio;

borne by the complainant.

1 charges to be

e deed.

23. Clause 34 of unit buyer’'s agreement (in short, agreement)

24.

provides for handing over of possession and is reproduced below:

Clause 34.: i 53-5{_‘

“That on the receiplipfirequisite permissions/sanctions
from the authe f-ﬁr"r ed YL the sale the said
premises tasthe'd oot bg qule of the
considerg money and, req charges for
executig ur of the
allotte received)
the de effect the
Conveyah ttee in such
manné; e of the
Allottes na of this
Agreeme sept th tted by the) lopers as
unneces the terms and ] if any,
imposed by theé duth - e '- a{f in \agcordance
with the provisions.g ershrp.%t, 983 and
other le la

The authuriH ARIEI‘RA‘I e clause of the

agreement an -

to all kinds of terms and cnnditions uf this a

s been subjected

ement and the

complainant not being in default under any qr visions of this

agreement and compliance with all provisions, formalities and
|

documentation as prescribed by the promoters,

In the present complaint, the complainant is s

seking relief of

execution of conveyance deed. Sec. 17(1) & proviso reads as

under.
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"Section 17: - Transfer of title

17(1). The promoter shall execute a registered conveyance
deed in favour of the allottee along with the undivided
proportionate title in the common areas to the association
of the ﬂfbr.tees or the competent authority, as the case may
be, and hand over the physical possession the plot,
apartment of building, as the case may be, ta the allottees
and the common areas to the association of the allottees or
the competent authority, as the case may be, in a real estate
project, and the other title documents pertaining thereto
within specified period as’pe ncﬁoned plans as provided

shall be {:trrrfed out by
i date of issue of

s and the builder

'W.r.t. any issue

yptent and timeline for

point at issue is

& .
getting done meHVAREMi dent no. 1 in
favour of the ca@w U@W}AM:L this context is

that the respondent no. 2 to 5 who are landowners, they may give
GPA to respondent no. 1 to execute the conveya ce deed (all the
documents / formalities on the basis of which collaboration
agreement inter-se the builder and landowners l'.llI':re been made.)

All the respondents are willing to do the needful. There is no hitch
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in complying with the directions of the authority i

n this context.

One month time period is give:: to the respondents to complete all

the formalities w.r.t. collaboration agreement, Thereafter one

more month is given to the respondent no. 1 to sign and execute

conveyance deed in favour of the buyers/allotte

compliance report in this regard before the authori

Complaint stands disposed o
File be cnnsignedHA.
GURUGRAI

(Samir Kumar) (Vijay K
Member Me;
Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority,

Dated: 14.09.2021

Judgement uploaded on 22.11.2021.

and submit a

3‘]1(0
he'eanveyance deed of

pleting necessary
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