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Proceedings

this matter was listed for consideration on an

application filed by respondent seeking rectification/recall/review of
order,/judgment 1,4.1,0.2021. Through aforesaid order, complaint filed
byShriSPGupta

direct,ed to refun

and sunita Gupta was allowed. The respondent has been

withinL 90 days

amount paid by the complainants i.e. Rs.1g,52,79,1/-

the date of order alongwith interest @ 9.30o/o from the

date of each pay nt till realization of amount. A costs of Rs.50,000/- was

also imposed upo respondent to be paid to the complainants.

ppeared on behalf applicant/respondent today despite

waiting till 3.00p

applicant.

. I proceed to dispose of said application in the absence of

{'P-
tecl under section 20 the Real lstate- (Regulatlon a"abwetoprnent) ncf ZOtO

Act No. 16 of 2016 Passed by the parliament
(ftfti-ra 3il'{ EcrO rfufua, zOtof,t rrm 2Oi.gr*rrfr qlra $fu{ilur

lrrra 4t drc <qra crfud' 201661 3rfufrq-q {sci6 16

PROCEEDINGS OF THE DAY

Day and Date Thursday and 12 .02.2022

Complaint No. CR/4997 /2019 Case titled S p Gupta VS MVN
Infrastructure Private Limited

Comprlainant

Represented th Ms. Priyanka Aggarwal, Adv

Respondent MVN Infrastructure Private Limited

Respondent Rep
through

Last dlate of heari

Proceeding Reco S.L. Chanan:r
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erred ln the applfca

filed an appli

documents. Said

was allowed by

follor,ving docum

p sions(Annexure A-2J
of 0ccupation certificate dated oz.or .zoz1(Annexure A-3)

It is er stated that after extensive arguments on oz.og.zoz1,,

this fclrum info the parties that it has reached to concrusion that project
of respondent ha been completed within permitted time and therefore, the

nt with respect to delay in completion of the project is notclaim of complai

maintainable. rther, that Hon'ble High Court of punjab and Haryana,

Chancligarh, duly

to removal of hig

sidered the issue of time lost of by the respondent, clue

the proposed bui

health of the resi

tension wires by DHBVNL from the middle of project or

ing which would have caused hazard to the lives and

to the extension o

ence of the project. The respondent was legally entitled

time of licence as well as the advancement of the date of
project by treating the period lost in revision of building

plans 1by the conce ed authorities as "zero period."

lt;---
under section 20 the Real Estate (Regulation and Oe"etopment) ectJOtO

Act No. 16 of 2016 lpassed by the parliament
fAft{rra 3il'{ firrq sfrftrrq, 2ot6# qro 2Oi rrfrrf, zrfu.d cr0-fiTor

srra fl dra <cro qlRir 201661 3rfuft{E risqi6. 16
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respondent

i)

ii)

CoiiiJ

CO

da
com
Co

28.0
and
mon

ion seeking permission to put on record additional
pplication was not opposed by the complainants and hence

is forum. Alongwith said application, the respondent filed

crf order bearing no. 9 /3-zozo, HARERA/GGM(Ad,nn)
. 26fi5.2020 where Hon'ble Authority extended time to
lete the project by six months.(Annexure A-1J
rrf notification No. Misc-102 s/2ozo/i3181 dated

.2020, passed by the Government Haryana through Town
)ountry Planning Department, providing additional nrine

to the respondent for the compliance of various

commencement o

hn Authority con
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arppllcant has a
El@gWit€run

so gnevanceg @nng
counrsel was no'

mentioned in the

Fro

respondent offe

date. The date of

date of start of

05.09r.2018. The

party to said orde
L-

over tf, unit in qu

of approval of bu

marked, rather name of some other lawyer is found

rder.

the impugned order, it can be deduced that the

possession of unit in question, about 09 months after due

nction of building plans i.e. 05.09.20!4 was taken as the

mitation, and the due date of possession came out to be

pondent offered of possession of unit in question on

07.06,.201,9. Itw also noted by this forum that the claim of complainants that

respondent cha unit and its size, was not disputed by the respondent.

Even, if vide order dated 26.05.2020, [Annexure A), Hon'ble

Authority extend

months or that

Department prov

time for respondent to complete the project by six

oyt of Haryana through Town and Country planning

provirsions by th

ded additional 09 months for compliance of various

respondent(Annexure A-2), The complainants were not

'Jfiere 
is no denial that the respondent had agreed to hand

n, to the complainants within four years from the date

lding plans or grant of environment clearance whichever

was later, with period of six months, as mentioned in the Clause 3.1I. of

BBA. When poss

the respondent c

these circumstan

CoIIlpr!tt5ation in

i.e. Annexure A-1

ion was not handed over as per agreed terms. Moreorrer,

nged unit and its size without consent of complainants, In

, the complainants were well within their rights to claim

ie',v of section 18 of the Act. May,due to aforesaid orders,

d Annexure A-2,the respondent was allowed to complete

the project in furt er six or nine months, even then, the right of complainants

ted under section 20 the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act,2016
Act No. 16 ol 2016 Passed by the parliament

(Ea-ara dk furrr1 nfufrq-x, 2016+I qr{r 2ot'3rf,fi zrfua crfu6-{ur
trrrd dl {m c-{rfl crfra 2016or nfrB-qq {sci6' t6

,An Authority co
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orders. The res

is vrell establi

judgrnent titled

Stater of UP & O

comprlainants ca

presence of argu

did not clariSr as

Even otherwise,

mentions the na

date rcf argume

modil[ication in

applicant/respon
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amount pEi cou

dent is still bound by covenants of contract agreed by it. It
ed from the mandate of Apex court given in a

M/s Newtech Promoters and Developers pvt
Etc.

ng counsel of applicant/respona.ntf$plicant/respondent

who was learned .ornr.L&-peared to argue the matter.

Ie r[QnI

Ltd. Vs

pondent that this forum announced in open court that
of claim refund of amount, has no basis. About marking of

me is a clerical mistake, it can be corrected if the applicant

e of learned counsel, who had actually appeared on the

on the reasons mentioned above, there is no need for
e impugned order except name of ld. counsel appeared for
ent. Applicant is thus disposed off.

back to the Registry,

il,
[Rajender Ku
Adjudicating
1.7.02.2022

mdi)
Officer

under section 20 the Real Estate (Rggulatio@
Act No. 16 of 2016 Fassed by the parliament
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