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Raikumar Rana and Shanri Rana

CR/716\/2022 Case titled as Rajkumar
Rana and Shanti Rana VS Advance lndia
Projecl Limited& l,andmark Apa oents

Represented throush Shri Dhruv Lamba Advocat€

Advance lndia Project
Landmark Apanments Private

Sh.i Dhruv ltoha tsi Advocatc.

01.10.2024

Rctpondenr Bepresented

0rde' notprunuun.eJtodalfor6,n(otcld,rfi.dl.ur,"no'Li uL'on'UJ(r.v.

Proceedine ltecorded by

read in continuity to the bookingformand not separately. Moreover, as per thc
explanation given at point (b) in the rules,20l7 the modelagreement may be
modified and adapted in each Gse havinS regard to the facts and
circumstances of respected cases.

The counsel for the complainant stated at bar that as per the original
agreement siSned between the parties the possession was to be deln,ered to
the complainant and th€reafter th€ respondent mailed the in theyear 2019 to
get the hesh buyer's aSreement executed in terms of RDRA Act, 2016 and
Rules, 2017 whereas the respondent mischievously added the term
construchve possession in the said agreement, which is not as per the nrodel
agreement forsale pr€scribed in Rules,2017.

The counselfor the respondent states thatas per booking application fom thc
unitwas not for purposeolself-occupation and the buye6 agreement sha ll bc
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