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PROCEEDINGS OF 1'HE DAY

Day and Date

Complaint No.
lF'i9ry 1"-11q0fl0u
Cl1/2410 /2023 Case ritled as
Kumar Ilatra and Mamta Arora VS

Rajesh
Vatika

Lirnited

Complainant llajesh Kumar Batra and Mamta Arora

Represented through Ms. Meenal Khanna proxy counsel

Respondent Vatika Limited

Respondent Represented
I

Last date ofhearing

Proceeding Recorded by Naresh Kumari and HR Mehta

Proceedings
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Both the counsels for the partics state at bar that settlement talks are gorng
on betwecn thc parties ancl r.cqrresls lbr a short adjournment. Request is
allowed.

However the respondent i:,- her.eby directed to show cause within a period of
15days as to why lrenalty u/s 61 ofrhe Act 2076 should not be imposed lor
violation ofSection 13 of the Act, 2016 as the respondent took more than
10070 of the total sale considcr-atir.rn rvithout executibn of BBA and it is a post
RERA allotment.

Matter to come up o[ O5.O7.2O24 for ftrther proceedings.
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I Shri Anurag Mishra Advocate

05.04.2024


