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Day and Date Thusrdavand 29.02.2024

CR/ 6439 /2022 Case irled as Vikas Coyat
And Sarita Coyat vS Tulip Infratech
Private L,mited and Brahm Prakash and
Apple Facilities Services P!'t Ltd.

Vikas Coyat And Srrita Coyal

Represented through Shri Sukhbir Yadav, Advocate

Tulip lnlratech Private Limited and
Brahm Prakash and Apple Facilities

Respondent Represented
through

ShriSudesh Ranjan Singh, Advocate on
behalioiRespondent no.1 and 3

None on beh.lf of Brahm Prakash

23.17.2023

Proceedins Reco rded by H R MEHTA

Proc€edings

On 27.07.2023 both the parties were directed to file written submission and
same has been filed by complainant on 25.10.2023 and by respondent no.1 &
3 on 06.11.2023

The present complaint has been received on 14.10.2022 and the reply on

behalf of the respond€nt on. 1 & 3 has been received on 25.01.2023 and
delens€ of respondent no.2 was struck off vide order d ated 27 .07 .2023.

Succinct facts ofthe €ase as per complaint and reply are as under:

I I ProJecr nJme and locarion l"TulipvioleL SectoF6q.'0. 6u.ugram

z. lProiecrrrea 25.44acres

3. lNatureottheprorecr L 
R9!,!!!!t!1 ry9491!!L

4. DTcP l,.enr no. .nd 178 ot 2010 ddted 15.10.1010 valLd uplo
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a RERA.egistration details
Vide resistratioD no. 36 of 2018 dated
18.12.2018 valid up to 31.12.2020
703,7t floor, tower.AT
(pase 62 ofcompl.in0

8 Unit a.ea admeasuring 2010 sq. ft Gupe.area)
Ipase 62 ofcomplaint]

oate of execution of 31.0t.2022

10 10 (r) S.nedule for posses.lon of the 3.ld

The construction oI the eid butldins/etd
oport ent is conpleted, dnd the
landom.B/vendot has aheadt owhed lot
@tpotioh cettificote. fhe londowe./v dot will
ofq the phyttcol po$e$ion ol the said aporthen.
wthit 30 doys ton the obtoining the oc l.o

lt. Due date olpossession
12 Basi.sale.onsid€.ation Rs.85,00,000/-

(as per BBA pase 62 ofreply)
Amount paid by the Rs.85,00,000/-

[as aUeged by complainant page 14 of

14.O2.2022

18,02,2022

Maintenance agreement 10.02.2022
(page 79 of.odplaino

The complainant has sousht following relief(s);
1. Direct the responde.t to cancel/revoke the demand oi Rs.1,50,000/

against charges of IFMS.
2. Direct the resEondent to allot covered/basement barkins in th€ samp

+@ {Eqr*\iri. rfia6 d,.a m;.r rr.! IRr rtu!
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Detailed orders w'11 follow.
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3. Direct the respondent to issue no dues certificate and statement ol
accounts for the said unit

The counsel for the .espondent states that the relief sought by the
complainant is not covered under section 18 ofthe Act and the same shallbe
nled before the Adjudicating Oftcer for compensation. However, the counsel
for the €omplainant states that th€ reliel sought by the complainant is
covered under section 11(4) of the Aci He also draws the attention of the
authority towards judgement passed by the Ho'ble Apex Court in case titled
as Abhishek KhannaVS Ireo Crace.

Written arguments have alreadybeen liled by both the p:rties.

vijay XufisrGoyal

29.02.2021


