
11. Vimal Kumar and tJrs. vs M7/s Sana Realtors Pvt. Ltd, E/1952/202,*

Presr.lnt: Mr Sh;ayon Cihakrabarti Adv for DH.

Mr Gaurav FLaghav Adv for: JD.

ThLis irs a petition seerkinE; execution of ordr:r passerl by ttne

authority datercl "L5.09.2023. Contenclinp; that decretal arnount has nrpt

beerr paicl, learnecl courlrs€l for DF[ reque$ts for direct:ion to ]D to disclose
its as;sets,/properties which can be attaLched to realize decreterl amount.

On ther othelr hand, it is contencled by learnr:cl counsel for ]D
that nothing rr:mains for his clienl:to Lre paid, rather it is fclr DH to pay,ttne

amount of outstanding d.ues.

It irs contended by learned counsel for DI-l ttrerl: calculation of

decretal amount zrs done by'Jl) is wrong" F'ossession of sub jecl. unit has nrot

been handed o'r'er till nr:w, w'hile f D h,as le,,ried rnaintenancel charges. l[s
per Iearned counsel for JlD, hi:; client ol[fered possession ro1 subject unit tly
sending a letter to the allottere-DH. Wh ile, as per k,:arned CrlunLS€l for lattrpr

no such Ietter was recerived by his client. Morer:ver, ;appeal is pending

before the Appelllate lfi'riburral pe{erding outstanding Cues. Learneld

counsel for JD could not explainrcfl as; how' such amounl- is outrstandirtrg

against DH. t31r1s.tions [ilec[ 1b,gJD have no rnrelrits. Iiante aLre dismissed,

JD is directed to ciisclose it:; arsserts/prcperties inr:luding bank

account;rnc[ unsold irurenLtories'whir:]r can be attachLecl to realize the

decrertal orrrJUnt. l[nforrrLatjon in tnris regiarct be grt,ren tilI next date in the

form of'al'ficlal'.it to be s'v\rorn Lry an'gone frorn direr::tclrs of ]D, trlreferrably hv

ManagrngJ D,irecto:r. At l:he serrne tjilne, Rer:ol,er), Ctflicer IRecc,very Cerll) of

Authority,be zrsked to enquire atrr:ut ther prn,cperties of'fD and tr: flle his

report tilI nexl date.

l'c corne or 30,01..ZAt2i.l:i fbr furthr:r prc,ceedin6Js.
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