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The present complaint dated 14.10.2021

complainants/allottees under section 31 of t

(in short the Aco read with rule 28 ofthe

ation and Development) Rules,2017 [in

n oi section 11(4)[a) of the Act wherein it

the promoter shall be responsible for all

3nd functions under the provision of the
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ComplaintNo. 3976of 2021

BEFORE THE HARYANA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY
AUTHORITY, GURUCRAM

First date of hearlnB:

Mr. Manish Rustagi
Mrs. Kriti Rustagi

ri K.X. Khandelwal
riVijay Kumar Goy

th RR/o:- Flat No: - 439,7u Floor Block-A,
ulya Apartments. D.D.A. I'4ulti-storey Fiats,
ctor 188, Dwarka, New Delhi- 1I

t Ramprashtha Promoters a
velopers Private Limited
gd. om(e: . Plot No.rr
ctor44, Gurugram'1

Chairman

e for the complainants
ate lor the respondent
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Act or the rulesand regulations made there under or to thealloftees

per the agreement forsaleexecured ira€r se.

ComplaintNo. 3c76of 2021

Project name and locti "The Edge Tower", Sector,
370, Gurugram.

008 dared 19.02.200
17a.02_2020

wrrFes9
08 nsued by DTCP

RERA Resistered/ not re Resistered vide no.279 ol
017 dated 09.10.20r 7

Extensioh RERA replstratlo EXT/s8/2019 d.ted
t2.06.2019

Extenslon RERA reSlstration vali 37.t2.2019

N402,4,ifloor, tower N

[Page Do.38 of complaintl

1575 sq. ft.

lsupera.eal
Date of execuhon of apartmenr 05 07.2010

Unit and pro,ect relared detatls

The particulars ofunit details, sale cons,deration, the amounr paid

the complainants, date olproposed handing over the possession, del

period, ifany, havebeen detailed in the following tab ular io.m:

v

v

lr-H

tr
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ComblaintNo 397a,nf 2021

IPage no. 34 of complaint]
Date of allotment lette. 24.06.2070

[Page no. 33 orcomplaint]
14. No Em, Scheme payment plan.

lPase no.53 orconplalnt]
15 Rs.61,03,153/-

las perschedule of payment
pageno.54 of complaintl

Total amount paid by the
comPlainants

Rs.52,66,7 44 / -

[as per st.tement ofaccount
paBe no.64 of complaintl

77.

lPaBe no. 48 ol complaintl

lru. dir. oldelivery olpossession as
por (lru*, 15(a) or the aparrne.r
buyer asreement 3-LOq
120 days srace p4rqt fi )Pl,1n8

31.08.2012

){,otallowedl'

("\

by

20

19.

I
,*"7

I
a.t

20 Re.offer ol possession afte.
obtaining the occupatron certifi .arc

*loVlozo

tPagd no.79 otreplyl

21 Delay in handing over possession
w.e.l. 3l.OA.zOtZ [Due date of
handing over possession) till
25.04.2020 i,.e., date of offer of
possession [25.02.2020) + 2 months

7 years 7 monthsand 25 days

Facts otthe complaint

*

, 14 09 2019
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3. The complainants have made the following submiss,ons in t

I. That the compla,nants are respected citizen of India a

respondentd company through their r€presentatives h

approached the complainants and represented that t

respondent company township proiect namely "The Ed

referred to as "said p

II That the resp

Haryana (

housing co

comprising

III Th.t pursudnt to the booking, the respondcnt company issu

an allo(ment letter dated 24.06.2010 whcrein the to

.onsideration lor the said Lrnit no. N 402 adme.rsuring 1675

ieet along with one parking in the said project located

Ramprastha City, Sector-37D, Gurugram [hereinafter referred

as sard unrt I was fixed as Rs. 56 68.615l..

IV. That both the parties entered into an apartment buye

agre€ment dated 05.07.2010 forthe sale of said unit.

I for developmentol

complarntNo 1976of 2021

d

d

effectively serve the purpose

that thev have obtain

& Country Planni

oject land into gro

08 dated 19.02.20

t

p

I

t

d

rl
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v. That respondent agreed to sell/convey/transfer the said unit for

an amount of Rs.56,68,625l' wh,ch includes basic sal€ price, car

parking charges, external development charges and

ini.astructure development charges, preferential location charges

plus applicable taxes. The complainants have already paid a sum

ol Rs.52,66,744/- towais the sale consideration in respect of the

VII,

That the buvert asrCe&Sig sianddrd form ot agreement

*nnn o ou,"o, oyiffiq, to unfair trade prac,ce as

t::::::tffi ,#.ffiflt'^TT;:".:,:.
*,'*-{i6",nf$}1;"}bl or,he,udsmen, o,

n*,u" s,n\ir\ft f ft,|*{r;lp1"", * "n""***
r.rd v. ceen \q$e$kb[i9{dycA No. 1677 or 20re

,udsment datedD@lg@rfihe Hon bte Apex coun.

*,, *" o,Ill,AfltjfflYt, both the eart'es,s a

s(andard for-m -f co-nt-racf hTcF waa br-cned by every orher-, '- '. ^ 
1 F r

ariottees whLoihLdi;rl wr"L;;,Jdti,*\r'".o'prrinanls but ro

sign on the dotted lines on a contiact which was framed by the

builder with no room for any negotiation whatsoever. The

complainants crave leave of authority to rely on specific clauses of

the ABA to substantiate it turther at th€ hme of oral hearing.

That as per clause 15(a) of the agreemenl the respondent was

obligated to offer the possession of the unit to them by

VI,

VIII,

f
d



31.12.2012 plus grace period of 120 days for applying a

obtaining the occupation certificate in respect ot the housi

complex. Further, as per clause 14 of said ABA also stipulared

penal interest @ 1.5% per month [18% perannum compounde

for any deldy ln paym€nt of installments made by

complainants. The ABA further sdpulates under clause 17 th

respond€nt company, if

inpugned unit withi;

days) and s

ol National Consumer D,sputes Redressal Commission. Furth

the said compensation clause is also in direct conflictwith the

Act, 2016 and rules made there -und€r. Therefore. the .lause

of ABA is ,on esl in law in view of the fact that it is repugDant

the explicit statutory provision and to that extant clause 17

severable from other clauses ofABA ln accordance with clause

till the date ot handi

ComplaintNo-3976of 2021

)

to deliver the possession of

m the date ol intimation

extend to grace period of 1

p

f

be liable for delay

nsation clalse is .x fo.

clause 14{al of the ABA arn companson ro clause 14(al ot tbe AtsA ar

ir trade practices in vlew of catena oijudgnen

e of intimation oi sr

depe.ding upon the,r o

THARERA
S!- eunuennv
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oa the ABA. Further, it is noteworthy that said clause of ABA is

part of standard form of agreement, which is biased, one sided,

amounting to unfair trade practice as the complainants were

compelled to s,gn on dotted lines in view ol one,sided standard

form ofagreement i.e., ABA. Therefore, such discriminatory clause

is not binding on the complainants in view of the judgment ol

Hon'ble Supreme Court. e complai.ants crave leave ol

on relevant jud8ments at the

tx oriiy of the total sale

dnet in the year May

ComplaintNo. 3976oI2021

espondent has larled

me (i.e.,31.08.20121

2012 itselt

respondent company

soning for the delay to

riod (i-e -, 2a -72 -2072)

refore, the respondent

he asreement for seu

,.e., ABA.

X. That the respondent company fail€d to handover the possession

to the complainants o. the agreed date (31.08.2012) o. even after

the elapse oa the grace period of 120 days (3r-12-2or?) as

provided unde. buyer's agreement. The reason for the delay in

handing over the possession despite payment of more than 900/o

the conrplainants. Even, the

has loDs aso becn brcach.d

company have the breached

te the sa)d n.vhents
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xt.

Complaint No 3976 oi2021

t

f

of total consideration is only best known to them as they

never bothered to intimate any rhymes and reasoning ior t

delay to lhe compla,nants. The.efore, the respondent com

has breached the sanctity of the ABA. The respondent hi

dellberately maintained silence and [ever bother€d to abreast

complainants of the latest development of the project and

rhymes and reason for duqh a gross and inordinate de

llenccforth. the respondent.ompaDy is Ljable to pay rntcrcst

delay€d period "r-r"ffifi"r "" 
possession [i.e.,

31 08.20121 till the actual

without any jLlstification, therelore, the same cannot form part

legally binding date ofpossession. In this regard, rhe ludgment

Appellate Tribunal in Maglc Eye Developers v Yogesh

Appeal No. 138 of2019 lvherein it was hcld that frescribing

Ai.r.e period without anv tustification is not ten.ble under l.r!t

14.08.2019 to the complainants that the construction ofthe sr

unit is complete and accordingly it k ready to be offered

possession. Further the respondent has also senr a statement

account with regard to pending dues and invoice for maintena

charges for six months. It is a matter ofrecord that no occupati

certificate has been granted to them ti|l13.02.2020 wirh regard

date ofhanding ov.r the possession i
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the last demand. However, the respondent company drd not

bother to reply to the queries inter alia ra,sed by the

complainants regarding the fact that even as per contractual rate

of Rs.s/- per square leet per month of super area, the delayed

possession interest payable is more than 8 lack. Thus, they have

requested them to adjust the delayed possession interest in the

last demand in accordance with the Act, oi 2016 and offer

the impugned tower. Hoivever, the respondent without having

occupation certificate sent said email to complainants with a

malafide intent unlawiully take further money from the

compla,nants without obtaining the occupancy certificate.

Further, the respondent company vide email dated 19.02.2020

iniormed that occupation certificate with regard to Tower N,

Tower-P and Tou

418volII/lD(Nc)i

charses in th#r
.o,,rr"inrry'$t
possesston ffis
appropriate\?l..n

themtnteral\

wer II hr

l/202o/4

I

m Fulth

h:Lve been .cccivcd vid. lv.nro no.zP-

-234dated |3-02-ZOZO. llos tver, the

ied to either adjusl delayed possession

rnd or to orvc the o0sstlsrun tu (hct"
judice to thcir right to claim dclaycd

1 other relief which nlry be clnnr.d at

rr, drey have i,lrote several enrrils k)

ut dre payment of delayed possession

has vided enrnil da(ed 0(.r.09.:019.r d

Complainr No 3976 of 2021

;T

p



ffHARERA
$- eunuenlur

possession to the complainants. However, the respondent h

rather than follow,ng the law or at l€ast their own ABA start

threatening the complainants with invocation of holding charg

as well as started maintenance ifthe illegal demand raised by

respondent company is not paid in Toto. The complainants ke

on requesting them to address their grievance regarding detay

possession charges witho

offer of possession an

Xll. That to utte

addressrng the genLrine grievance ol the complainants inrer al

with regard to delayed possession interest threatened to crnc

the booking of the complainanrs and iorfeit the cntire amou

paid. lhe said emai is nothing bur an artempt on them to elro

money from the complainants as rhey are well aware that as p

prevailing law the respondent company is under an obligation

pay delayed possession interest at the prescribed for the delay

more than 7 years in obtaining occupancy certificate of t

impugned unit. The complainants vide email dared 04.10.202

nt tl

ComDlaintNo.39T6of 2021

avail. 1t is noteworthv rhar r

ised thereto by the responde

ieure condition neither r

tion detailed about a

the (ompiainants. r

22.09.2021 tather th
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again reiterated their stand and also willingness to take

possession prov,ded their lawful grievances are addressed and

the commitment with regard to delayed possession inrerest is

abided by the complainants. However, no reply has been received

with regard to the said emailtilldate. Thus, ir is clear that due to

apparent and palpable rault of the respondent company, the

pos5essron of the rmpu it could not be handed over to the

complainants. Thus, ent company is liable to pay

a.tual handing over of the

es nor a.v mainte.abce

,ng so would amount

rong which rs not

permrssible

XII I

ComplarntNo.3976 of 2021

along with the

intimation ol grant

therespondfl?
maintenance charserli-l
nane ol M/3l3lrb*

. six months adva.ce

as to be issued in the

. who has no pnvrry oi

cont.act with complainants. That the said maintenance cha.Ee is

non esr i. law as no maintenance charge can be charged from the

allottee before actual handing over the possession ol the unit.

Further, there is no privty of contracl between M/s Arrow

lnframart Privat€ Ltd. and the complainant. Further, clause 22 of

the buyels agreement provides lor execution ol a tripartite

)rit sent

rtificate, it



ComplaintNo.3976 of 2021

1c ortouitableproun

ll

c

s

delay at the piescribed rate in view of the mandatory obtigat

as provid€d under section 18 of the Act, 2016 as well as

account of the acrimony ol respondent company wherein rl

obliterated the trust reposed on thern by complainants

handins over their hard earned money always on time and

{SHARERA
S cLrurc,nnu

x1v.

agreem€nt for maintenance ofthe impugned project as condiri

precedent for charging the maintenance charges, the said cla

has not been r€produced for the sak€ of brevity. It is a matter

record that no such tripartite agreement has been entered t

date, in such circumstances, no maintenance charges can

charged trom the complainants. Therefore, the mainte

ilJ:il;il'ffi#ffi'::::::

thenr s,ill amount ro favesty of jusri.e as respondent com

.rctrons s.cms to take rn bad faith and with ill nrorive

misappropriateco'ffi fierU@fi7-"arno*y.
That there js almost 7 years of unexpiained and rnordinatc

in hnn,ling ov.r the poslession by them to rhe conrplainants.r

thereknc a fit case wherejn authorio, shall order lor granri

possession immediately along with the interesr for unreasona
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The complainants have sought followins relief(sJ:

Reliefsought by the complainantsl

Direct the respondent to

unit to lhe complainants

the amount due with

complainants.

Direct the respon

2o/o) fot the

ConplajntNo. 3976o12021

t of interest payable to the

rescnbed rate [McLR +

over rhe possession

sion as mentioned in

ill the actual date of

ondent with regard to

accordance with the buyer's agreement. The respondent company

did not perform the required reciprocity which goes to very root

of any b,lateral agreenent.

immediately deliver the possession ofsaid

illegal demands and adjusting

increase in superarea

To set aside the demand raised by respondent with regard to

electricity meter charges, electricity supply and installation charges,

water connection charges, FTTH.

To set aside the demand raised by respondent with regard to

majntenance charges.

Dircct the respondent to pay a cost of Rs.1,00,000/- towards the

cost ofthe litigation.

0n the date of hearing, the authority explained to the

respondent/promoter about the contravent,on as alleged to have been
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6.

!}HARERA
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I]

present complaint due

,,.,*, r"*. f.1"fift"f,i,${ft ,r," o,*r,r"* "i,

il;:i:T##XT.I*HffAIffi il::::}J
has already been obtained by the respondent and rhe possessi

hds been duly offered by rhe respondenls in 20 tq itsell Howp,,e

it is the complainants who have despite several reminders

behalf of the respondent has miserably failed to approach t
respondent to pay the balance amount and complete t

committed in relation to section 11(4) (a) of the Act to plead guitry

not to plead guilty.

Reply by the .€spondent

The respondent has contested the compla,nt on the followi

grounds:

L That at the very ourser, rt is most

complaint filed by the

duthorrry has no jurisdi

That the pres

''The Edge T

ComplarntNo 3975 of 2021

respectfully submitted that t

ts is not maintainable

soever to ente.tain the

d by the complainan

ith interesr and leg

e of the said proje

d from entertaining t

ction of this authoriq,.
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documentation process. That the further there is no allegation ol

violation or contravention of the provisions of the Act. That the

complaint is liable to be dismissed o. this ground alone.

That the Haryana Real Estate [Regulation and Development)

Amendment Rules,2019 has been notified on 12.09.2019 whereby

inter alia amendments were made ro Rule 28 and 29 of rhe

Ha ana Rules. The Rule 28 s with the provisions related to the

complarntNo 3976 of 2021

b and Haryana. vide an 0rder

jurisd'chon of this auth

That, furth€r the Hi

dated r 6.10.20

High Court p

adjudicatingo

ot r, has observed as

re the said Hon'ble

,2019.

plaint before this authority

at onv violotion ot

s Prt Ltd vs Stote of

it or the rules and

moter, ollottee or real

estot€ ogent has been therelore alleged by the complainants. That

in the present case, no such allegation has been made by the

complainants wh,ch prima facie hints for a necessiry fo.

intervention of this authoriry. Thereaore, the present case is liable

to be dismissed before this author,ty for want of lack of cause of

*

IV,

VI,
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VI1, That, turther, another aspect which needs attention hereir is th

whpn ir (ome, to the parl or comppn5dUon or compeharion In I

lorm ofinterest, the adjudicating omcer shallbe the sole authori

to decide upon the question ofthe quantum of compensation ro

Amendment Rules,201

VIII, That in this context,

action and further, also the r€spondent cannot be held liable for

explanation when there ls no such allegation ofcontravention.

IX. Th€refore, t

Puntab ard

tudgment dat

Co\rt in M/s Sona

Irdlo, the Ho

hear,ngs are

pending. It is submitted that the question of jurtsdiction n
kindly be defeired till the rhatter is finally decided by rhe Hon'b

Supreme Court Theretore, in view ol the stay o.dered by t

Hon'ble Supreme Court, in any case, these matters require

erstwhile stay keeping in view the directlons of the Supreme Cou

endments hav€ bce

Complarnt No :1976o12021

Lt

Haryana Hi

Ltd- [Sup

eld by the Hon'b

o the Hon'ble Supre

imited & Ors Vs Union

vide an Order drted ;15 11.20

.2020 until fu(her ord.m 1'

g held on a day-to-day basis and thc s,rme is s
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ComplaintNo.3976of 2021

X. That the complainants have now filed a complaint ,n terms of the

Haryana Real Estate (Regulation & Developmentl Amendment

Rules, 2019 under the amended Rule 28 in the amended'torm

CRA' and is seeking the relief of possessioD, interest and

compensation under section 18 oi the Act. That it is most

respectfully subm,tted in this behalf that the power of the

appropriate covernment t ke rules under Section 84 of the

said Act is only for the p't rrying out the provisions ofth€

said A.t 2nd not ro di upersede any prov,sion of the

xt. Thatwithout

complainant

er submifted that the

e meaning of the

sole intention ol the

turisnc project of the

later stage when there is

have been reckoned due to delay in handover oipossession.

xll. That the complainants haviDg full knowledge of the uncertainties

involved have out of their own will and accord have decided to

invest in the present luturist,c project and the compla,nants have

no intention of using the said flat for their personal residence or

the reside.ce of any of their family members and if the

h respect to any

ot "Consumers" ivi
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project by ar

said to be gen

bousht/sold

and/or durlng

complaint and

interested in a

complaint bein

xll

against the co

XIV, That the comp

2010 and

request of the

tutunstic proi

complainant had such intentions th

futuristic project. The sole purposr

make profit rrom sale oithe flat at a

real estate market is seeing downial

latr

p

rld

dr

th

th€

ey

rtu

[,t

ested

rlainant has v

present exit strate$/ to conveniently exit from t

Misting the respondenL It is submitted thai I

having pur commer.ial motives have ma

and therefore, they cannot

apartment and therefore, r

g the ,mpugned pl

e date of filing of

rence ought to be dra

roject whrch is'not ready to move" and express

in a futuristic project. It rs submined thar

as not ,nterested in any of the ready to mo

on proiects. It is submitted rhat on the speci

mplainant, the investment was accepted towards

ct. Now th€ complainants are trying to shift

t

Complarnt No 3976 of2021

nants hrve approa.hed the respondent olficc

comn 
'nicated 

that the complainants ue
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Complarnt No 3976 of2021

burden on the respondentas the realestate market is facing rough

XV. Statement of objects and reasons as well as the preamble of the

said Act clearly state that rhe Act is enact€d for effective consumer

protection and to prote€t the interest of consumers in the real

estate sector. The Act, 2016 is not enacted to protect the interest oi

investors. As the said Act not defined the term consumer,

therefore the definitio mer" as provided under the

Consumer P.otection o be referred ior ad)udrcanon

estor and not.onsumer

ve the complainants

pleaded as t

e respondent. The

the purpose for which

the complainant ent ent with the respondent to

the comDlainant is c
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and have €oncealed the material fact that they have invested in

apartme[t for earning profits and rhe transaction therefore

relatable to commercial purpose and the complainant is nor bei

a consumersr within the meaning of sedion 2tl)tdl of

Consumer Protection Ac! 1986, the complainr itself is n

maintainable under the Acr of 2016. This has been the consiste

view ofthe National Consu

XVI- Therefore, the comp

consumer by any st

interpretatio

"Consumer"

rh€ complain

XVII, That the com

statem€nt of account That further, the rcspondent has alrea

obtained occupancy certificate and offered possession of t
property an theyear 2019 itsell howevertilldate the complainan

have not come forward to accept the possession of the prope

and pay their balance dues. That, therefore, the defauk is entire

thc Consumer Prote

aompla ntNo 3976 of202I

c

t

t

isputes Redressal Commission,

not be said to be genui

the compiainants are me

Vesior by any enend

ct. 2019. Therefo

on th,s ground.

ed this author,ty wi

e material fact that t

d

iaving deliberately lailed to mrke I

ts within the time Dres.rihcd whirnstallments within the time prescribed, whi

payrhent charges/interest, as reflecred in t
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That turther this

contradiction with t

CodplaintNo. 3976o12021

mplainant not only goes in

ut even breaches the builder

Clause 15 of the builder

hes the ? o.et1u e lor

on behalf of the complainants and the respondent cannot be held

responsible tor the same.

That further the Apex Court vide an order dated 11.01.2021 in

lrea Groce Reoltech (P) Ltd Vs Abhishek Khanno,2021 (3) SCC 241,

has cl€arly observed that once possession has been offered along

with occupation certificate, the buyer/allottee cannot deny the

buyer agree

,n:,,, o o:"Fl,fffit"HRlt mmeiarnan,s a,ons

with several olh6f r?as6n3 bEvdia me -m'htr6l of the respondent as/^\ r rr\r r/\ r_r ^ ^ ,citea ry ure \eiinJJdt-,1,1'r;n ldJ'& *i present unpreasant

situation. That it is due to the default of the complainants, the

allotment could not have been carriedout

accepted possession

is 2019, (he res ecover hold,ng charEes

lronr the.ompl.rinants.

That ifany obiect,ons to the same was to be raised the same should

have been done in a time bound manner while exercisjng time

restrictions very cautiously to not cause prejudice to any other

party. The complainants cannot now suddenly show up and

*



ComplaintNo. 3976of 2021

t

I

t

HARERA
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thoughtlessly file a €omplaint against the respondent on its o

whims and iancies by pu$ing the ,nrerest of the builder and

seve.al other genuine allotec ar stake. It at all, thc compl.rinar

hrd anv doubts about the project, rr rs only reasonable to expft

so .t much earlier stage. ILrrther, iiling such complaint after tat

of $.h a long time at such an interest only raises sLrspicions tl

the prcscnt conrplnint is only made with an intcntion to arn] tw

thc rcspondent ]'he entire jntention olthe.omplainants are nr,

crystal cLear with thc prese nt complaint and concretes thc st.hrs

the coniplainants as an investor who merely invested jn r

prescnt proiect with an intention to draw back the anrount as

cscalated ind exag8erared amount later.

Th.t it rs evident from the conrplainr that thc conrptainnnts ur

actu:rlly waiting for the passage of seve.al years to pouncc up

thc.espondent and drag the rcspondent in unnecessary tet

proceedings. It is submjtled that huge costs nrust be levied on t

.omplainant lor this misadvenrure and abuse of the process

.ourt for arm twisting and extracting money from respondenr

XX1II,

XXIV. That the respondent had to bear with the losses and extra co

respondent owlng to its general nature of good business ethtcs h

owing due delay of payment of installments on the part of t

complainant for which they are solely Iiabte. However,

always endeavored to serve rhe buye.s with utmost efforts a

good intentions. The respondent constantly st.ived to provi

erated amount later.
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utmost satisfaction to th€ buyers/alloftees. However, now, despite

of its efforts and endeavors to serve the buyers/allottees in the

best manner possible, is now forced to face the wrath of

Ltnnecessary and unwarranted lirigation due to the mischief ofthe

That from the in,tial date of booking to the filing of the present

complainl the

objections. Had

earlier date, the

as never rais€d any issues or

n raised by compla,nants at an

ve, to rts best, endeavored to

yer, now to th€ utter

lainant has nled the

pitv

hreasoneble demands

such complaint is that

ive measures due to

the downtrend of the real estate market and by way olthe present

complaint, is only intending to extract the amounts invested along

with pro6ts in the form ofexaggerated interest rates.

That this conduct of the complainants itself claims that the

complainants are mere speculative investors who have invested in

the property to earn quick profits and due to the falling & harsh

s genuine buyers and

f this authority to arm

l,,
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.eal estate market conditions, the complainants is making

desperate attelnpt herein to quickly grab the possession along wi

high interests on the basis ofconcocted facts.

XXVIII, That further the reasons for delay are solely atrributable ro t

regulatory process for approval of layout which is with,n

purview ol thp Town dnd Country Planning Deparrmeni.

compla nt is lable to b

complainant had indir

zoning plans which

would requir

of the layout

authority and

xx1x. That the co

fixed time per

letter is compl

Complarnt No 3976 of 2021

h

jected on the ground that

the question ol approval

ntrol of the respondent a

d in further vi€w olt

I

d

d

an investment in

for delay,n appro

e jurisdiction of

able to be dismissed on r

facts by the complarnanrr and rhe contenrion lo

was obliged to hand over possession within a

od lrom the date of rssue of provisional allorme

tely false, baseless and wlthout any substanttatio

ly the complainant had complete knowledge of

ing plans ofthe layout were yet to be approved a

v
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the initial booking in 2010 was made by the complainants towards

afuture potential project of the respondent End hence there was no

queshon ofhandover ofpossession within any fixed time period as

falsely claimed by the complainant hence the complaint does not

hold any ground on merits as well.

That turther the respond€nt has

However, in this bac

imagination the

ComplaintNo.3976 of 2021

mitted that by any bound of

ade liable for the delav

ration of the project

e there was delay rn

as acted as a causal

gistration of the project

nt is in no way responsible.

applied for th€ mandatory

authority but however the

the part of the authority.

ry and gover[mental

ol of the rcspondenL

There is no averment in the complaint which can establish that any

so-called delay in possessaon could be attributable to the

respondentas the finalization and approvaloithe layout plans has

been held up lor various reasons which have been and are beyond

the control otthe respondent,ncluding passing ofan HT line over

ult on the partofthe

L,
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rhe ldyout, road deviations. deprdion of vilhges ek. whirh ha

been elaborated in further detait herein below. The complaina

while investing in an afartment which was subject to zoni

approvals wene very well aware of the risk involved and h

voluotarlly accepted the sahe for th€ir own perconal gain. There

no averment i,l/ith supporting documents in the complaint whi

d

can establish that the respoHlQlt had acted in a manner which I

to 
"ny 

.o-."tt"a a"try ffiffiuer possession or the said flI

RA

h

d

t.

c

Compla ntNo 3q7b of 202r

Hence the complaintir.f$$lqlqt<dismissed on rhis ground

stntus of dre projecr The .espondent has becn ditigenr

conrpleting rts entire proic.t and shall be completing the .emaini
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snorr-re D spccuranvc

":ffikdk-:::::::::::
"'fl'k+tr[,. resorted ro rhis

'" 
r4*Jrl4i,/"o. u o ,""", ",."".,,

"ryffi6/"* **, ""*"","
of,${/"oon"t use but only had an

"fv$lfi a*.rr r,n *rtrr" t 
"

*;Jg(le\[VJssio" orthe nat t" t],"

:ibuted solely because of the reasons

d€, the respondent has applied for the

he proiect with the authority and has

-ation certificare No. 279 0f 2017 and

'lh.rt the complainants arc sI

onlv inteDtion was to make ;

land and having failed to resel

and setbacks in drc .eal er

litrgation to grab profits in th€

submitted herein thar the .or

the posscssion of thc properl

rnlent to resell the propelty a

nreaning of speculative invesi(

Furthcr that the delay in deli!

complainant herein has attril

beyond control of the respond

'lhat tunher, on the other sid,

mandatory registratjon of th(

successtully received registra

BdseTower l, ,,
KI"M
Tower H, N

P)

(Tower n, B, c,
D, E, F, G)

400
160

4.

5. Skyz

Rhe !
h.rt the complainants arc short-te D spcculativc rnvcstor. then'n
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nded vide Memo No.

a/2019 dated 12.06/2017 lExr le

18.02.2025. However, in this background it is submitted that

any bound ofimaginatlon the respondent cannot be made liable f

the delay which has occurred due to delay in regist.ation ol

project under the Act. It is submitted herein that since there w

delay in zonal approval frolE+e DGTCP the same has acted as

..rus.rl elfe.t in prolonging and obstru.ting the regrstr:rtion of t

project under rhe A

governmental process which is way out ofpower and control of t

respond.nr. This by dny matter ol fact bF countFd d\ a dpldLlt

the par( ofth

XXXVI, ll"r, 10"vermen'rnthe ompl,r,nrs shr,l c.rne.lrbI,h rn

any so-called dela

responsible. That thc approvaland registration is a statutory a

respond.nt as the finalization and approvalolthe layour plans ll

bccn held up for various r.asons whjch hnve been and .re beyo

thc conholof rhe respondent including passing olan HT line ov

rhe layoul. road deviations. deprcrion ot vrllages er(. whrch ha

been elaborated in further detail herein below. The complainan

while investing in a plot which was subjed to zoning approv

we.e very well aware of the risk involved and had voluntari

accepted the same for their own personal gain. There is

averment with suppoftlng documents in the complaint which c

y rny matter or tact

CohplaintNo 3976of 2021
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.2019 which is valid up

9

lt

v

v

d

e respondent is in no w

uld be attributable to

,1
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progress or construction €eting the agreed consruction

establish that the respondent had acted in a manner which led to

any so-called delay in handing over possession oi the said unit.

Hence the compla,nt is liable to be dismissed on this ground as

well.

Il. That the delay has occurred only due to unforeseen circumstances

which despite of best efforts of the respondent hindered the

schedule resultinE inr delay in timely delivery ol

possession of the P respondent cannot be held

spite hav,ngknowl€dge

tualities and despite

agreeing to ay has occurred as a

ivolous, taint€d and

the respondent with a

dated 20.10.2010, the

complaint. Howevet

ry party.

Copi€s ofall the relevant documents have been filed a.d placed on the

record. Their authenticily is not in dispute. Hence, the complaint can

be decided on the basis of these undisputed documents aDd

submission made by the parties.

Jurlsdtdion of th€ authorlty

ol

ion of time in case t

E.



8.

HARERA
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The respondent

authority has no

objeciion of the

sround of iurisdi

present.omplain

terflrorialjuflsdi

E.ll Subject m

E.l l€ftlto.lal

As per notificatio

area of Curugr

for the reasons giveD below.

no. t/9

Redl Estate Regul

D,stnct for all p

section 11[4](a)

responsible ro th

ponsible lor all obhgartons, rcsponebthnes ond
ndet the prcvisiohs of this Act or the rutes ond
node thercun.ler ot to the ottotteq as pet the

lor sle, or to the dsdiotion ol atotteet as the
. rill the conveyonce oIoll Lheapodnents, ptat! or

s the case na! be, to the allottees, ot the annon
e astuciotjon of ollottees or the canpetent

conplainrNo. 3976of 2021

as raised a prel,minary submrssion/objection

urisdiction to entertain the present complaint.

respondent regarding rejection of complaint

on stands reiected. The aurhority observes tha

eU as subject matter jurisdiction to adjudicate

P dated 14.12.2017 issued

it

$,}fi[yd *r" s""r"",rr+rr )

v

enl Haryana, the ju.isdiction

shallbe ent,re Gurugr

in Gurugram. In

within the planni

or,ry has compl

mplainr.

es that the promoter shall
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Section 34-Fuctions of the Authotity:

344 ol the Act prorides to ensure conplionce oJ the
oblig otian s ca st upoh the prcnaters, the ollotteet ond the reol
estate agerts under this Act ond the tutes ond rcgulotians
hodethercunder.

So, in view oithe provisions otthe Act quored above, the authorily has

complete jurisd,ction to decide the comptaint regarding non

compliance ofobl,gations by the promoter leaving aside compensation

which is to be decided by the adjudicating omcer if pursued by the

complarnrn(s ar a larer srage

Findirgs on the obie respondent

li.l obiection resarding entitlement ofDPC on ground otcomptainanr

The respondent itf} /taken a stao{that tlF tomplainants are the

ir!e.tor dnd not con\umer, tnerefore, rhev 5rc nor pnl.lled ro rhe

protection of the!fin trd tti+r*y boilley'litb/ to file the complaint

under section 31 oF the Act. The respondent also submitted thnl the

preamble of the Act stat Act is enacted to protect the

interest oi .onsumer of thc real estate sector. l'he authorirv obscnc!

that the respondent is correct in srating rhat rhe Act is enacted to

protect the inte.est ofconsumers of the real estate sector. It is setrled

principle oiinterpretation that preambl€ is an,ntroduction ola statute

and states main aims & objects of enacti.g a statute but at the same

time preamble cannot be used to defeat the enacting provisions ofthe

A€t. Furthermore, it is pertinentto note that anyaggrieved person can

file a complaint against the promoter if the promoter contravenes or
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violates any provisions of the Act or rules or regulations ma

thereunder. Upon carefulperusal ofaU theterms and conditions of

important to stress upon the definition ofterm alloftee under the A

the same is reproduced belowf

"2(d) 'allottee' in .elotior

ol "investor". The Mdhardshtra Real Estale Appellare Tribundl rn I

apartm€nt buyer's agreement, it is revealed that the compla,nants a

buyer, and he has paid rotal ptice o( Rs.52,66,744/' to the promor

towards purchase of an apartment jn its project. At this stage, it

compla,nants are allott

the promoter. Th

order dated 29.01.2019 in appeal no.0006000000010557 t ed

M/s Snrshti Songam Developers WL Lt r. ys, Sa opriya Leaslng (.

lfi.,4rd ollr. has also held that the

or r€ferred in the Act. Thus, the

ComblaintNo. 3976oi2021

cept ofinvestor is not defined or r.fen.cd in

on givcn under s€ction 2 oithc Act, rhere will

' and there cannot be a party having a sti

concept ofinvestois is not defin

coniention of promor€r rhat

r

t,

p.ojett neon\.he peNn
ing, os th. cdse no! be, hos

.rysial clear

as all t

that t

to him

)
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allottees be,ng investors are not entitled

ConplajntNo. 3976of 2021

to protection of this Act also

Dlrect the respondent ro immedtarety deliver the possession of
impugned unlt to the complalnants by revoktng iueSal demands and
adlusdngthe amount due wlth the amount oflnterest payabte.
Dlrect the respondent compary to pay lnte.est at the prescrtbed Ete
(MCI-R + 2%) to. delayed perlod ot handinS over or rhe possession

Findings on the rellefsought by the complainants

ABA t.e., fron 31.08.2012
possession said unit

till a valid offer

interest for the dela

.alculated from the date otdel ofpossession as mentioned in the
,l date ot handing over of rhe

Dire.t the respondent to ad mand raised by the respondent
.ohpany itr the nnalde e resPondent compady.
Validity of offer of ary to clarii/ this concept

n liability of promoter

On the other hand, if

f promoter continues

valid possession. The

tter has arrived at the

s entitled to receive

authority .rifer detailed con

conclusion that a valid o

In the present

ii. The subject plot should be in habitable conditioni

i,i. Possession should not be accompanied by unreasonable

additio.al demands.

RA

case, the respondent otrered the possession of the

the complainants on 14.08.2019, but till date no

red after obtaining oclcc;
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I

f

v

''Section 1A: - Retum of onount ana .onpeBotion

lrHARERA
S- crnrcnnv

occupation certificate with regard to tower N, in wh,ch the untt oftt

allottee is allotted. Since the first condihon ro a valid offer

possession is not satisfied, therefore, the laid offer of possessir

cannot be regarded as a valid offer ofpossession. The OC for tower

was obtained on 13.02.2020 and subsequently an ofrer ofpossessir

was made on 25.02.2020. Ther€fore, the first condihon among thr

essentiali for a valjd offer ofpgr.ssion. Further, there is no obiectir

raisea Uy ttre comptainansffia unt is unhabirabt€, rherefor

it ls presumed *rt the-ffi#*.5ince oflered after obraini.

;: :li'#reffih a\ed 2s 02 2o2o

***j *t
I

,"# H:::tthK"P.Rh',s 
per aw se" ed

"' ---' --- -i iH'' 12<---.; i--44-38ee/2020 
decldr

on r4.t2.2o20. r.-r U i( J Lz i(lrr ,'i
In the present complaint, th€ complalnants intend to continuewirh tl

pro,ect and are seeking delay po$ession charges as provided und

the proviso to section 18[1) of the Act. Sec. 18(1) proviso reads

13.

14.

tement of account pl
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"15.
(o)

Provided that whete on allottee daet not intehd to withdrow t'ron
the projeca he shal be poitl, b! the pronot ., intercst lar every
month ofdelo!, till the honding oret of the posse$ion, at such rcte
as mo! be pres$ibed.'

Clause 15(al of the apartment buyer agreement (in short, agreementl

provides for handing over ol possession a.d is reproduced below:

18(1). Il th. prcnotet Ioih to conptez ot B
posy$ion ofah oportneni plot, or buiktihg, -

ConplarntNo. l9?6of 2021

POSSESSTON

nd subject to the Allortee

agreement and obsedes

builderhas

of construction, approval of building plan etc. Th,s is a welcome step,

and the authority appreciates such firm commitment by the promoter

.egarding handing over ol possession but subiect to obseruations of

the authority given below.
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clarse and incorporarion of s

uncertain but so heavilv lo

the allottee that even

meaning. The inc

the promoter is j

subtect unit and to dep

doaed l,nes.

17. At the outset it is relevantto comment on the preset posselsion clau

of the agreement wherein the possesslon has been subj€cted to

kinds ofterms and conditions of this agreement and application, a

the complainants not being in default under any provisions of the

agreements and compliance with all provisions, formalities a

documentation as prescribed by the promoter. The drafting of t

onditions are not only vague a

ur of the promoter and again

by the allottees in fulfrlli

ibed by the promot

ards timely delivery

f their .ight accruing aft

18. Due date of handing over possession and admlsstbttity of gra

p€rlod: The promoter has proposed to hand over the possession

the apartment by 31.08.2012 and further provided in agreement th

promoter shall be entltled to a grace period of 120 days for applyi

and obtaining occupahon certificate in respect of group housi

d

d

s

f

t

ComplaintNo. 3976oI2021

'his is just to commant as to how (he buildcr h

: position.rnd draftcd such nrischievous clause

c allottee is lelt with no option but to siEn on i

c
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prescribed unde

complex. As a matter of iact, the promoter has not appUed fo.

occupation certificate within the time limit prescribed by the

promot€r in the apartment buyer's aSreement. As per the settled law,

one cannot be allowed ro take advantage of his own wrongs.

Accordingly, this grace period of 120 days cannot be allowed ro the

promoter at this stage.

Admissibility of delay poss charges at prescrib€d rate of

lnteresE The complainanr$i g delay possession charges at

the prescnbed rate. Pr l8 provides rhar where an

roje.t. he shall be paid,

elay, till the handing

ComDlaintN. 3976 of 2021

ibed and it has been

s been reproduced as

18 on.t subnecuon (4) an

prescribed shall be the Stdte Bohk of lndto highest notoinot.ost
,, ";:W PNGRA,ffi ̂ ., *,,. O'
lqdtn! rut. TMCLR) B not in u*, ir sho be reploed by such
benchno tendiry mtA |9hich th. stdte Eonk ol tndia nat lx
Iro tihe to time lor khdihg to the ge^etul pubhc.

The legislature in its wisdom in the subordinate legislation under the

provision oi rule 15 ofthe rules, has dete.mined the prescribed rate of

interest. The rate of interest so determined by the legislature, is

reasonable and ifthe said rule is followed to award the interest, it will

ensure un,form practice in allthe cases.

su.h rate es mav be

ett tdte of i,ttmst lProt
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ofthe authority are to safegua

may b€ th€ allottee orthe d

balanced and must be e

unfair and unreasonali

ComblaintNo. 3976oi2021

21. Taking the case from another angle, the complainant/allottee

entitled to the delayed possesslon charges/interest only at the rate

Rs.s/- per sq. ft. per month as per relevant clauses of the buye

agreement for the period of such delayr whereas the promoter w

entitled to interest @18% per annum compounded at the time

every succeeding Installment fo. the delayed payments. The iunctio

e interest olthe agg.ieved pers

e rights ofthe parties are to

omoter cannot be allowed

ition and to exploit t

the grant of inrerest i

of the buyer's agreement are exjacie one-sided, unfa,r, a

unreasonable, and the same shall constitute the unfair trade practi

on the part of the promoter. These types of discriminatory terms a

conditions ofthe buyer's agre€ment will not be Rnaland binding.

22. Consequ€ndy, as per website of the State Bank of lndia i.

httns://sbi.co.i.. the marginal cost of lending rate [in short, MCLR)

ers. This authori

slative intent i.e.. to

d
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on date i.e., 15.02.2022 is 7.300/0. Accordingly, the prescribed rate of

interestwill be marginal costoflendingrate +2y0i.e.,9.30q0.

The definition of term 'interest' as defined under secrion 2(zal of the

Act provides that rhe rate of interest chargeabt€ irom the allonee by

the promoter, in case of default, shall be equal to the rate of interest

which the promoter shall be l,able ro pay the alloftee, in case ot

deiault. The relevant section is

"ao) "interen" neors ka: t patlble by the pronater ot
the ollorrce. as the coy not
Explanation -Fatthe p

(i,

a)lottee b! the ptunoteL

1.e., 9.30% by

shall

.il::":f:[IJ$
being granted to the

respondert conpany wlth regard to in
the impugned unlt tro. N-402.

emand raised by the
ease in super .rea of

Vide allotment letter dated 24.06.2010, thecompla,nants were allotted

the subject unit ofthe complaint i-e., N-402. As per apartm€nt buyer's

ag.eement dated 05.07.2010, the area ofthe subject unit was 1675 sq.

ft. which was later ,ncreased to 1770 sq. ft. There is an increase of 95

sq. ft. which constituting 5-67a/o of otiginal arca- As per statement ol
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3,33,545

s.24,985

s less thi

e Authority observes th

e flat from 1675 s

at the flats and oth

) been constructed

rs th

p

:hi

t any prior intrmation and jusljficarion.

re. rs entitled ro charge for thc sdme ar rhe Jgre

rease in area is 95 sq. ft. which is less than 10

h

v

th

account on page r\lo. 6{ of complain! a total amount of Rs. 3

was increased on account of such increase ln arca of the a

The blfurcation of baid amount ls given below: -

BsP @ Rs.27sol.fersq.ft. amounting to Rs.2,61,2s0l.
PLC @ Rs.100/-ptrsq. ft. amounting ro Rs.9,500/.
EDC& IDC @ Rs. (335.72= 263l-) persq. ft. amounting lo Rs

IFMS @ Rs.50/. pdrsq. ft amountingto Rs.4,750/-

*Ll;fiffi$ffi

HARERA

26

Considering the

ft. to 1770 sq.

rbj

pe

in

pthe

27,

nditio

rojeci

' the cr

p

ty

the

edl

rth

)nt

p

fd

th

However, this
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G.V Dlrect the respondent to ser astde the demand ratsed by the
respondeDt company wlth regard ro etectdclty meter charges,
€lectrlcity supply and Insratladon char8Es, wate. connecdoD
charSes, FITH.

Electrlclty Meter Charges, Electricity Suppty, Water Connecfion

charS€s: As per staternent ofaccount on page no. 78 ofrhe reply, the

respondent has charged an amount of Rs.4t,7?2/- towards water

connection charges, Rs.1,04,430/. towards electricty supply and

As pe. clause 11[d] of

shall pay applicab

980/- towards electricity meter

5.07.2010, the complainants

electflory charges and

ment is reproduced

installation charges and

'1,::"#;y,.#ffiJft,#l"",*,,
,nar uw-"*affidtfiiffi '

(i) Th. Attot 4 Mderta-lffiy dd.hrioooly to

Y::XTM,ARjER#"|;
{;";i-WWffiM\
Hdryono vi.ltut Pwmn Nton uni@d t o[y o*u
elecrfkity sLwU conpoat ii hk hdtnduol ..otcirv ht
t eeuins dnt o.ttttuhot t@d ol ctettciE ot*, \ton *ot
Mng prcvided br the non,nd.4d nointeianee oslncy-

to be noted that the sald rlause deals wit charges applicable on

umption basis but tere is no specific cl4use dealing with one-

charges deallng wirh installarion.trr.gL", 
"t". 

The promorer

It is

24.

29.



31

32.

ffHARERA
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would be entitled to recover the actual charges paid to the co.cern

departments from the complainant/allottee on pro-rata basis

d

Complaint No 3976 of2021

account oi electrlcty connection, sewerage connection and wa

conn€ction, etc., i.e., depending upon rhe area ofthe flat atlofted to t

The complainant would also be entitled to proof of such payments

the concerned departments alo th a computation proportionate

the allotted unit, before m nts under the aloresaid hea

The respondent is direct ecific details w,th regards

€omplainant vis-a-vis the area ofall the flats in this particular proje

tyHence, the authorli

L

these charges.

FITH: - The aho

e arguments in t

that the complaina

entioned relief soug

findins w.r.L to the abo

not pressed by

passag€ of heari

t

;

d

mplarnant counsel d

d

Elx"9i
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to pay maintenance charges to said agency. The relevant part of the

agreementis reproduced for r€ady r€ference:-

''o, The Allottee hercbt ogrees and undertokes thot he/she/they
it shollenter into o teporcte triportite nointeno\ce ag/eenent
to be provided b! MMPMSTHA wth the no inte nonce oge ncy os

no! be oppointed or noninat d by RAMPP,ASTHA for the
nointenance of the crcup Housing conple^ and the .annon
o rcas thetein ( Ltai n tenon ce Agree ne ht)
b. The A ottee og.ees and Lndertokes to de.ute the sod
M ointenonrc Aoreenem wir t nteno n.e o s ency iden ti li ed

nontnared ond/or opPoi

funher oirces and unde ov the ihdicative ond
o p p ra ri note no i nteno n c

ce or clause 22(c) or

It is to be noted th

respondent widr offer olpossessron there .re Il'iv

Rs 50/- pcr sq. fL and the same is in consonan

agreenrent dated 05.07.2010 and no charges havc be.n charsed on

account of maintenance charges. Th€refore, as per clause 22(c) ofthe

buyer's agreement, the complainant has ag.eed to pay IFMS charges.

The authority directs the complainant to pay the IFMS charges as per

the buye.s agreement.

G,vll Direct the respondent compaDy to pay a cost ofRs. 1,00,000/-
towards the costofthe litigation,

MS charses €harged @
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executed between rhe part,es. It is the tailure on parr ofthe promoter

to fulfil its obligarions and responsibilities as per the flat buyer,s

agreement dated 05.07.2010 to hand over the possession within the

stipulated period.

36. Section 19(10) oi the Ad obUgates the atlotree to take possession of

the subject u.itwithin 2 months from the date ofreceipt ofoccupation

certiflcate. In the presenr complajn! the occupation certificate was

granted by thc competenr authority on 13.02.2020 The respondent

otrered the possession o st,on to the complainant only

on 25.02.2020, so i lainant came to know

the date ol offer of

atural tusnce, ihe

m the date of offer ol

possession. This 2 h being given to the

complainant keepins in er intimation of possession,

0,".,*,,,,n" IetA"fftE fl,frei",i.. 
and requ,sire

documents inciuinnq-b-ur noFlihite'd ti ifisiemon of rhe comDtetelv

n,on"o ,",,. o,GUI?,JGR,A\lM*,* n""o"o ;"",;
the time of taking possession is in habitable condition. tt is turther

clarified that the delay possession charges shell be payable from the

due date o[ possesslon i.e.,31.08.2012 tlll the €c{piry of 2 months Fom

the date of ofier of possession (25.02.20201 which comes our to be

25.04.2020
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37. Accordingly, the non-compliance of the mandate conrained in section

ll(a)(a) read with secno. 18[1) of the Act on the part of the

respondent is established. As such rhe compla,nant is entirled to delay

possession at prescribed rate of interest i.e., 9.30% p.a. w.e.f.

31.08.2012 till the expiry ot 2 months rrom the date of ofer of

Dlrectlons

(25.02.2020) wh,ch com€s out to be 25.04.2020 as per

ofsection 18(1] ot theA.t read with rule 15 of the rules.

H.

38. hi$sler and issues the followins

${d"-".o-pri"n." o-r

,ffi;;;;
t lrom due date ot possession i,t,,

a,[f1ft*".",, *.,,"0 * o.
:itArN/ldays from the date of

e rules.

to pay outstanding dues, if anr,

he delayed period;

ble fiom the allottees by rlle

Hefce, lhe ]uthority hereby passes tl

directiors undcr section 37 of th

oblgations cast upon the promoter

the ruthority under section 34(tl:

i ]'hc rcspondent is directed to f
ratc i.c, 9.3001 per annum for

anrount pard by thc complainan

31.0U.2012 till 25.04.2020. Th.

shallbc paid to the complainant

this oftter as per rule 16f21 ofth

ii. l'he complainants ar€ dirccted

alter adtustment olinrercst for rl

iii The rnte of interest chnrgea

promoter, in case of default shau be charged at rhe prescrib€d

rate i.e., 9.30% by the respondent/promoter which is the sa e
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rate of interest which lhe promoter shall be liable to pay the

allottee, in case of default i.e., the delayed possession charges as

per sect,on 2(za) ofthe Acti

iv. The respondent shall not charge anything from the compla,nants

which ,s not the part ol rhe buyer's agreement. The respondent is

debarr€d irom claiminB holding charges from the complaiDants

/allottees at any point ofti

buyer's agreement as per ed by hon'ble Supreme Court in

civilappeal no.3864.- ided on 14.12.2020.

Complaint stands

File be consisne

Yl - @tv4--<
K.K Khandelwal)(viiay Kutrar

Haryana RealEstate

Oered: 15.02.2022
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