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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Consumer Complai‘i_lt__No'_ of 2015
l

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
...Coxﬁplainants o
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another
.. ...Rgspond_ents

COMPLAINT UNDER SECTION 21 READ WITH SECTION 12 (1)

(¢) OF THE CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT 1§86
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED

1. That the Complainants are several allottees who h_ave_pu.rchased
residential flats in a multi—stéfey group housing project, by the name
of “Vedaanta”, promoted and constructed by the Respbndent No 1,

in Sector 108 of Gurgaon, Haryana, which is part of the development

NSRRI ya .

around ‘Dwarka Expressway’ -or “Northern P@riphera‘i' Road”.

‘Vedaanta’ comprises of three buildin’gs. namely ‘Vedaanta’,

‘Vedaanta Floors’ and ‘YSQ,?&’-

N sk SRR
2. The Complainants have the same/common interest and issues that
have been raised in the present complaint in relation to the project

‘Vedaanta’. The Respondent No L is guilty of practicing unfair trade
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practices on account of which the flat owners have suffered both

individually and collectively. The Complainant’é ha\fe moved a

separate application under Section 12 (1)(_0)' of the Cénsumer

Protection Act, 1986 (“CPA”); seeking permi_ssion of this Hon'ble -

Commission to file the present complaint collectively as a common

cause of the Complainants. Besides the Complainants, the present

complaint has also been filed for all other allottees who are similarly

placed and are supporting the present petition and the issued raised

therein. List of such allottees who are supporting the coerlaint is

annexed as Annexure-A.

The Complainants have purchased their respective flats in the project .

‘Vedaanta’ on separate dates starting from the year 2007 :till 2012.
However, as far as the terms and cdnditioﬁs of the agreexln_evnt to sell
and allotment is concémed the same are common to all the ﬂét_
~ owners except the time promised for delivery .of posses'sion_,‘ which

was either 36 months or 24 months. All f‘he_ﬂat.owners have suffered

identical and common problems in relation to their allotment, _suCh as

delay in handing over possession, deficiency in construction, illegal

demand of last installment of basic sale price and other charges,

issuance of occupation certificate to the project without the same

being complete as per the speciﬁcatiohs.and:plan's-, lack of el'e‘ctri_city -

and water supply, absence of access road to the site etc. In such

circumstances the present complaint is being filed collectively by the

Complainants.



The Respondent No' 1 is a prominent builder having several
residential group housing projects in and around Gurgaon in

Haryana.

The Respondent No 2 is the agenQy__of the Government of Halyana,

namely, the Town and Country Planning Depax‘trﬁent? under Haryana

Development And Regulation of Ui‘bar!l AreasAét- 1975 '(‘*_HDRUA |
Act”) and Régulations made there 'u'n.-der,'which ‘is 'll'espolﬁsible for
controlling and regulgting‘the urban _deyelopment éctivitiés iﬁ -the
State of Haryana. Under Sect_ion.'3 of the HDRUA ‘Act, the
Respondent No 2 is responsible for- issuing licenses to tﬁe
developers/builders for construction of residential and fo’m_inercial
developments in the State of Haryana, \thich are ._deﬁned as ‘Colony’
under Section 2(c) of the HDRUA A_ét and under Section 2(d) a
person, individual or company, to whom licensé is granted for
developing a Colony is defined as “Coloniser”. The Respo_ﬁdent’.No
1 is a Coloniser as ‘defined under the HDRUA Act and ‘Vedaanta’ is

a Colony as defined under the HDRUA Act.

In and around the year 2007, the Respondent No 1 héd lauﬁche'd the
project ‘Vedaanta’ as a group houéing project ‘in Sector-108,
Gurgaon on an area of 10.668 acréé on the basis ,(_)f License n.o-._ 204
of 2007 issued by the Respondeht No 2. Copy dfthe. liceﬁse iss_ued o -

to Respondent No.1 by Respondent No.2 is annexed as Annexure B.

It was around that time that the Respondent No 2 had started issuing
colony (development) licenses to various builders for -prﬁmbting

development around “Dwarka Expressway”, which was marketed
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and ‘promoted as the most promising- destination of planned

development and high quality living in Gurgaon-r—ather_NCR, in the

times to come.

8. In the year 2007, the Respondent No 1 issued adve_x“tis-émehts for
booking of flats in. Vedaanta (high -1'ise). In two, _'thrée' and four
i bedroom sizes. Initiallly, two high rise blocks were launche_d.und_er
o ' the name ‘Vedaanta’, howevef, later _in_the.ye.ar 2011,l__one of the
blocks was re-launched as ‘Vedas’. In Vedés, about_35% of the ﬂats.
| comprising of towers A, B and C had been launcﬁed for s_a-lelin the
year 2007 itself as part of the Vedaanfa'high rise and the I‘Tn&ining
towers D, E and F, were launched as Vedas in 2011. The total
number of flats in the aforesaid high rise towers appear._‘to be more
than 450 flats. Also, in the ye'a._r.2_011, the Respondént No 1
launched a low rise residential block named as ‘Vedéénta Floors,
which was initially planned as Vedaanta Villés in the y.ea'r 2007;
however later, in the year 201_1 it waé re_de’sighed and reﬁame_d and

launched in 2011.

9. At the time of initial booking in 2007, it was représeﬁted'_by the
Respondent No 1, that Vedaanta (high rise) would be ‘co:mplete-d in
36 months. Based on the repreéenfﬁtiohs of the Respbndent No 1
about the promise of délivery of poéée’séion- withinl 36 mo_nths, many
of the Complainants herein, besides several other.a-llotte_és, made -

application for booking of the flats starting from the year 2007.

10. It is submitted that the Respondent No 2, the Lice_nsor,' who 1is

responsible for regulating and carrying ouit devélomnent, of not only

|
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various projects by Qarious Colpnisers (Builders), but the entire
Dwarka Expressway Area, never made an attempt to caution the
public in general about the false promises made bythei Respondent
No 1 regarding delivery of posséssion in 36 months, sirige it later
became apparent that after the initial wave of launch of*hundreds of
projects by the buildcfs~and t'hev 'Respondent .No 2, by recklessly
issuing licenses, amassirig hundreds of thbusands of crore_s-of rupees
from the allottees, there was no - visible 'developmént works -
undertaken in the area. It started to come out in the public do’nﬁairi )

that even the acquisition of lahd fo_.r .the “Dwarka EXp_ressway"’,
around which entire arlea was beilng sold as a dream destination, had
not been concluded and there w.as serious uncex’taintT about the
timelines. Fully knowing about the falsity of its representation to
deliver possession in 36 months possession, yet the prorhise_s were
made to the customers. In fact the building plans of the p.roj'éct were
also not approved at the time ofinitiall booking and were abpr.o_ved Ias‘
late as in June 2008. Copy of the buil.ding appréyal letter.bearing

memo no. 4493 dated 18.06.2008 as available on the :\x'(ebsite

www.raheja.com maintained by Respondent No.1 is -annexed hereto

as Annexure C.

The application for grant of envirori'ment clearance was also made by
the Respondent No.l as late as on 11.02.2008 and was gréhted only
on 07.07.2009. Copy of the environment clearance bearing

DEH/09/SEIAA/831 dated 07.07.2009 issued to Respondent No.l by
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Government of Haryana as available on the website www.raheja.com

maintained by Respondent No.1 is annexed hereto as Annexure D.

At the time of launch in the year 2007, the_Resp'onden.t Né_ 1 had
offered construction linke_d payment plan (f‘CLP”) ' e.1_nd. down
payment options to the customers. At the time of booking, the flat
owners were made to sign an appliéatioh form which '_contained
certain terms and cond%tions on -thch the booking was 'madé, For
the CLP, the form contained a schedul¢ of payméht, as pe-_r which lb-
% of the Basic Sale Price (BSP) was payablé at the time of booking
and payments upto 90%of the BSP was payaBle by the 34‘*‘ in_onth
from the date of sighing of the Flat Buyer Agreement (FB‘A). The.
sale consideration comprised of Basic Sale Price (BSP) and External -
Development Charges (“EDC”))/Internal Developmeﬁt. Charges
(“IDC”) payable to the ReSpondeﬁt No 2. Copy of oné of .t_he
standard allotment letters/application forms containing CLP payment
plan and down payment plan is aftached he;réto as An..ne'xure-E' :

(Colly)

In case of Complainants who have opfed_fdl' down pay,-m_ent plan,
almost 100% consideration was paid within 2 ‘months ofith:e::déte of
booking to Respondent No 1. In te'1j@$ -of. the CLP, the Co:mp.lainlant's._
have already paid 95% of the BSP of their respéctive.ﬂats, as and
when the installments became due, -linked to stages of conStxﬁct_io.n,
thereby fulfilling their part of the contractual dbligatién malde to thé :

Respondent No 1. Furthermore, the Complainants have also paid' the
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requisite proportional  EDC/IDC, which is collected by the

Respondent No 1 for and on behalf .of the Respondent No 2.

Séme of the Complainants, who made the bo-oking.aftef 2010 and
onwards, the Respondent No 1 offered é tir_né linked instéllment plan
(TLP), instead of CLP. This was. for obvious reason, smce by the
year 2010 the construction stages _fdr paying installments,-as per the
CLP plan; had already been ac.hie.ved.' Howevel, it is pertinent to
note tflat, both the grdups. of allottée-s.,.the.ones Who made boékings
prior to 2010 and thése who madé bdokings pést 2010, .wefe
promised 36/24 months for delivery of péssessionﬁ'_ Such
representation was made in clause 31 o.f the letter of éllotment n
both the cases. Be that as it ‘may, even the post 2010

allottees/Complainants have pai_d' the 95% of the BSP, along with

EDC/IDC, in accordance with their péyment pllan thereby fulfilling-

their contractual obligations.

Likewise, for Vedaanta Floors, Iauhched in the year 2011, the
Respondent No 1 had offered CLP to the customers. In thié.éase the
possession was pr‘omised in 36 monthé too from the date of éigning
of the FBA. Since the build_ing Wasr only thré_e_ floors, thé_ payment . |
milestones were ciifferent -ffdm the | high | i:ise : 14 'étorey
Vedaanta/Veda towers. However, the 95% of th¢ BSP was o be paid

before the issuance of OC upon which the final installment of 5%

was payable.

The Complainants have also enteijed into their respective FBAs with

the Respondent No 1, in whose clause 4.2, the Respondent No 1
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reiterated its promise of handingoVer-.bosséssion to the Complairiént
within a period of 36/24 months from ‘the déte of the FBA.
Complainant’s have made further pé-y_ments, aftey the initi.él_' booking
amount, solely on the promise and repr_esentation of the Respondent
No 1, reiterated in clause 4.2 of the FBA, fhaﬁ poss’essio’nr shall be
delivered in 36/24 months .f.rom._th.e Signing of the FBA. The FBA
was a standard draft, barring few inincjr-vgi'iations diséuséed later m N
the complaint, which all the Complainants have .sig.néd. Cdpy of ohe

of the Flat Buyer’s Agreement for the bodkingé made m thelyear's__

2007, 2011 and 2012 are annexed as Annexure-F (Co_lly)_.-

The cheating and unfair trade practice of the Respondent No 1 is
evident right at the stage of booking i.e since the incep_tioT_ of the
relationship, (Vedaanta/Vedaa allotees), when the Cdniplai.nants_—‘

later discovered that all of them had been promised possession in

136/24 months, regardless of the date of signing of the FBA_: by each

one of them, which means that the Complainant, who has._' signed the
FBA in 2010, was promised the safne 36 monfhs, as the.. group of'.
Complainants who héd signed thé.FBA in the year 2007 '.an_d those
who signed the FBA in 201.1 and 1atéf in 2012 were promised the

same 24 months.

This cheating and deception was 1‘¢b_¢afed at the time of ';'signing' of
the FBA by the Complainants when all the Complainants ( allot tees
of Vedaanta/Veda) were promised délivery of bosséssion in the same
36/24 months regardless of their date of signing of the FBA. This

clearly shows that 36/24 months timeline was just a farce and the
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Respondent No 1 made this profﬁise_ fully kno‘wing thaf.t the _said
representation and promlise was false and won’t bé fulﬁl}led, even on
the day the same was made and w_ﬁen even théir building plans and
environmental clearance were not in place. The Colnplainants have
been deceived to part with their mor-l.e'y in the form of _'installments
that they paid pursuant to a fraudulent and false promise i_r)a_de by the

Respondent No 1.

The fact that all the avllot'tees of V-e.d'aanta/Vedd.towers, have been
promised the same 36/24 months, l'elga.rdless of tﬁeir date b_f signing
of FBA, was discovered much létél'-by them, whén 1jeéently th-e
Respondent No 1, in the month o.f Nov_embe.r 2014, issued a delﬁénd
letter demanding remaining 5% Qf the BSP, along witﬁ and some
other baseless and illegal chargeé; _ciaiming-that the buil_ding had
been issued Occupation Certificate (“OC”) .by the Reépolndéht_ Nq 2 |
and is ready for possession. The _Con:iplainants; visited the project
site én various dates were shocked a-t such claim made by the
Respondent No 1, since the building was far from habitable and
could not have been issued OC in ac;:ordance with the .a;-jplica.ble
ruleé and regulations. The Cdmblaiﬁants. (all(')tt_ee's. of
Vedaanta/V eda) met with each othér for the ﬁrét t:ime and d_i.'sc-:o.ve.red

that they all had been f'raudul'entlylpromised the same 36/24 r_honfhs.

That along with the demand for payment of the last installment of the

BSP and November 2014, the Respondent No 1, sent letters offering
possession to the Complainants on the basis that Occupation

Certificate (“OC”) had been received for the Project. The possession
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letter also required the Complainanis to pay'maintena_nc'e charges
@ Rs. 4 /-per sq. for a period of 3'1n6nthé chargeable from the dété
of the OC without mentioning the date of the OC oi‘ enclosing a copy
of the OC with the letter. Copy of some of the demand létt’e’fs dated

16.11.2014 alongwith letter offering po,ssession is annexed hereto as

Annexure -G (Colly).

Since the possession letter mentioned only the mélﬁo ‘numbe_r‘ of the
OC and did not mention the date on Which it was ob_tainjed, some of
the Complainants. requested Respondent NO-I. to send copy ‘of the
OC to them. When the OC was received, ‘.Lhe._ Complai:nants wer-er'
shocked to know that the demand_ lette.r. was _da{"ed 16.11.2014
whereas the OC was issued on 17.11.2014. Fufthermore, not bﬁly the
issuance of OC itself, was questionabie, however even the FC was
issued subject to fulfillment of several conditions by the Réspohdent _

No 1. Copy of the occupancy certificate is annexed as Annexure-H.

It is surprisihg that the_. OC has been issued, when adnﬁi’tte_dly the
building has no electricity/ water connection_‘ and the mandatory
access road to the colony. The buildih‘g_itself is incémple,te é‘nd it 1s
wondered how fire clearance has been iésued to the buil_di@g, when
the fire department could not have carfied out the ne’ces.sary_'_'
inspection before the fire safety clé,arance could have.b‘eelr.l.v There is
no water in the building for the 'ﬁfe departmen{to carry out any

inspection of the fire safety systems if at all the same have been

installed. Visibly, there are no water hoses which are pal“c' of '-ﬁ_re .
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safety system, found to be installed in the building by the
Complainant. Even the water sprinklers have not been fdund to be

installed in majority of the flats in the building. -

It is not only the project but the entire development whicn :is
promoted as Dwarka Expressway is far from being in la condition
where people can live. There are no éscess .roads to reach that 'area.
There is no electricity, water supply and road ‘connect’ivit.y tothe area
yet. The entire area is a oné:__' _lai‘gs construction  site. The
Complainants are not insisting, to be providéd with the social
infrastructure like hdspitals, publiC-ﬁﬁnspoH, schnol market etc as a
pre-condition for ‘issuance of occupation cei“tiﬁcaté but.-the basic
amenities like water, electricity, sewage, roads and police -stati(l)n in

the area, for a meaningful possesisi-on. In the absense- of basic -
amenities, the issuance of OC by the RsSpondent No 2, and the

Respondent No 1°s insistence to claim that the builidirwg is fit fo_r.
occupation and the Complainants shouid start lii/ing there is illegal

and unfair.

After the OC was sent, one of the flat .anérs', visited theroifﬁce of
the Respondent No 2 and obtained copies of cei“cain dQ.cium'ents
related to the OC issued to Respondent 'No.l_. One of ihe dd;cuments
that was provided was a report dated 03;07.2014 suBmitied b}-/ the
Superintending Engineer (HQ), HUDA Panchkula to. ihe Respondeni
No.2, stating that the Project site had been inspected and internal

public health services have been checked at site and found laid. The
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report also states that the site is as per the approved b),lildi_:n_g plans
and the services laid at the site are functional. Another document

obtained was copy of a the report dafed 14.07.2014 issued by the

Chief Administrator, HUDA to Res‘pond_ent ,NO.2 stating that the
external services at the Project,site_ have been got chécke.d. énd
reportedly laid at’site and are operéti'onall/ﬁmctional. The services
_ | include water supply, sewerage, S_WD Roads? street l_igh:ti.ng and
| horticulture. Copy of repor.t.date'd. .03.07.2014_0.'f the Supe_i'iﬁténding
Engineer (HQ), HUDA Panchkula a'nd copy .of the report dated
14.07.2014 of the Superintending Engineer (HQI), HUDA Panchkula -

are annexed hereto as Annexure —I (Colly).

25.  The reports dated 03.07.2014 and. 140720'14 are shoCkin.g to the say
the least and absolutely contrary _t_é the ground. reality as evéh on the
date of this filing of the petition, .t'hére are no provision waater
supply, sewerage of street lighting in the site. It is evident that the -
OC has been obtained by the Respondent Nozl by _gi\_/ing false
declarations to the Respondent No 1 about the condpletién of the
building, only to éxtrac_t the remaining 5% of -the BSP._', and of.her
illegal charges from the Complainénts, which as per th’é payment
plan are linked to thé issuance of OC to the bu.ildi_ng. I,t'..is cvideﬁtn
that the Respondent No 2; inlcompléte dereliction of their duties,
have issued OC to the Respondent | No 1 for {e};tranecl)us
considerations. Respondent No 1 and 2 are colluding with: ea:c.h othef

to cheat the Complainants.
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The Complainants approached the Respondent No 1 and protested
against the delays and demand being made for final insta111n¢nt |
without the completion of building. The Respondent No: 1 falrsely
attributed delays due to Government reasons and lack of -
infrastructure that was supposed to :be provided by the Gévémmeﬂt.
It is submitted that the Respondenf_ No 1’s excuse that delay is
attributable to the Goverrﬁnent of Héfyana is compietely false and
bogus. The alleged lack of infrastructﬁre did not i)l'éyent :the.
Respondent No 1 from.delaying the construction m_ilest,_o;iéé linked
to the installments, since that enabied _th_é Resbonldent No 1 fo extracf
money from the allottees. Even now, there is no infr-a_structul'e n
place however, that did not prevent the Respondent No 1 from
making a false declaration to fraudulently obtain OC, in -collﬁs’ion'
with the Respondent No 2. The ’sa'me..ha's been done only to extract
money and generate funds for its other projects by the Rgspondeﬁt

No 1.

The conduct of the Respondent No 1 has been unfair and the services
provided by it to the Complainant is deficient. The following are the
issues and instances of unfair practices and- deficient services

rendered by the Respondent No 1:

4

A.  Fraudulent promise of 36 months for delivery of

possession/No time fixed for signing of the FBA.

(i)  As stated above, both under the clause 31 of the letter of
allotment and Clause 4.1 of the FBA executed by the

Complainants with the Respondent No 1, it ‘was
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promised that the possession shall be delivered within a

period of 36 months from the date of si?niﬁg of the
FBA. The said promise was false and made without the
intent of fulfilling it since all the allottees of

: Vedaanta/Veda, regardléss of the date of their FBA,

'a i

were promised the same _36/24.months. An al‘.l'c_)'tteei who

had rhade booking in the’Year 2007 and the allottee who |

R AT

had made the booking in 2010, both were promised 36

e

months. The allottees who made their bookings in 2011

and 2012 were promised 24.months.. The terms of letter
of allotrﬁent and FBA for both thé groﬁps of allottees
were the same. Clearly such éiauéé was a t'”arce} énd a
false promise made by the 'Respon»dentnNol»'l to cheat

and' no intent to fulfill.

(i1)) The fact that the Respondent No 1 had no intertion to
fulfill the promise of handingkbos_session in 36 months,
became evident later, also from.. the féct that by 2010 th‘e
Respondent No 1 hadéoll_ecte’d 90% of the BSP a.pd»
then neglectéd the completion and atti'ibuted delays to
the Government. Such eﬂleged lack bf infrastrﬁctUre di-d' :
not prev.ent the Respondént_No I from del‘éyi_ng the
construction milesfones lihked to the installments since
that enabled the Respondent No 1 to extracf monéy
from the alldttees. Even now, there is no inﬁfa_str.ucture

in place however that did n_bt px'evérllt the Respondent
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No 1 from making a false declaration to fraudulently

obtain OC in collusion with the Respondent No 2. -

When the flats in 'the. blocks A-F were re—launche.d

under a new name ‘Vedas’ in the year 2011, the

construction of the bare shell was aiready complete and

the customers were therefore offered a time bound .pla:n_ '_
instead of CLP. The customérs vlvere -attra'cfed'_by the
Respondent No 1 by highlighting this fact that the
construction was already complete and .'_p‘b_s’se'ssion
would be handed over in 24 months. COpy of the
brochure issued n the.yle.ar 2011 fof the launch of Veda

1s annexed as Anpexure-J.

It is also pertinent thaf th'e"36 fnohths prbmise has be_enr
made from the date of §igning éf the FBA, wﬁereaé no
time has been fixed for sligning of the FBA itself. By
doing this, the Respondeﬁt No 1 'conveniéntly-defel;re'd
the commencement of 36 months. 'In 'sbm%a céé_es th¢
signing of the FBA happeﬁed as lafe as 6 months after |
the letter of allotment was issﬁed, which e_nab_léd thé
Respond_ent No 1 to dishdnestl.y aﬁd reduce the periqd _
of delay to avoid the qu.a'ntum of _com_pensatior.i,' and at

the same time extend the 36 months.

Penalty for delays
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Under Clause 31 of the letter of allotmenf and Clause
4.2 of the FBA, the Respondent No 1 had agreed to pay |
compensétion to the allottees @ Rs 7/- per\ sq ft for the _V |
period of delay. Ho_wev:er, the R"e.:spondent No 1 has
refused to pay any compénsation by illegally claiming
that it is not responsible for t;he delay and. the same 1s
allegedly attributed to the Governmental 1'eaSon's..__It IS
reiterated that blaming lack of inﬁ'astlructure'for delay is
a false and dishonest plea sincé, as stated ab:o‘ve, the
construction 1ﬁilestohes of the iﬁétalhnent ﬁlan. have
been achieved as plannéd- in. order to extract
installments from the alottees. Once. 95% of the o
payment was extracted the.- R.esponder-it. No 1
deliberately went slow and blamed the Govefnmenf for
delays. It is reiterated that the 'Respondent No. 1 is
liable to explain the .preciée cause of delay and 'which:
Governmental action prevented it from fL_ﬂﬂl ing its
obligations maqe to the_ allottees. Thé Respondent No 1 |
cannot casually claim t_hat the delays are attribgtabletb |
the Government. In any _casé;; as submitted ébové, the 36
months posséssion promise made in the allotﬁient Iettel':- |
and FBA was a farce and never'_meént to be fulfilled by -
the Respondent No 1. In which case the rate of Rs 7/- |
per Sq ft is also unfair and uﬁju’st and the Compiainants

must be compensated for the actual losses suffered by
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them and not at this.al'bitl'ary and unjust fixed .ra'te_. The
Complainants were .n'ot. allowed to barg_ain énd th"e.
allotment letter/FBA was made to be signed by the
Complainants as non negotiable.énd allegedly as a

‘standard document’.

-Respondent No 1 is liable to pay penalty for delay in

handing over of possession. The issuance of OC does
not absolve the Respondent No 1 from paying
compensation as the possession is not a meaningful

possession as the Flats and the complex is not fit for

occupation.

. o |
The period of delay should be calculated from the date

.of expiration of 36/24 months, calculated from the date

of payment of first installment at the time of booking
and not the signing of the FBA, which itself was

deliberately delayed by the Respondent No | as

explained above, till the possession is handed over in

future, upon completion of the conStruCtion] és".per the
specification and along witH all thé common facilities
and amenities like swimming pool, club _housé,
municipal water connectibn, elect'riéity supplies from .
the Government utilities, fully functional -séwage
system:' as per the applicab.le municipal rules and Flét

Buyers Agreement and the mandatory 24 mtrs access

road to the colony.
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(iv) The compensation is payable not at the rate of Rs 7 per -

Sq Ft per month, but @ -18% per annum:on_the BSP
collected by Respoﬁdent No 1 from the date of booking
when the 'ﬁ1'$t insta‘llm_ent-was' paid. Itis slen'll'it_ted that _
the Respondent No 1 has charged 18% per annum rate
of interest for the delayed payments from some of 'thé
Complainants who could _not_ 'pay soine of th.e
installments in time. It is pertinent to note t-hat' in fhe
allotment letter the liability to pay inté_rest @ 18% p.gais
the only clause printed in bold letters. The _Reépondent
No 1 blatantly'ﬁnfail'iy has kept a high’er cmﬁpensation
for itself but for compensaﬁion for.delaye.d ;poséession,_ :
has offéred a méa‘ger Rs 7/- | perr Sq Ft. The
Complainants are entitled to cbinpéhsation f‘o’r dé'layed.
possession at the same rate of- 18% oﬁ _the BSP baid
from the date of expiration of the 36 or 24 ~month.s.from

the date of booking as the case may be.

It is submitted that some of ,the. Cqmplainant's have also
been told that they are liable to pay.alleged: escalation
charges (the calcu.lation'and rationale. of which_?l has ribt
been providgd till date-by Respondent No..li‘) and tﬁ’at
even if penalty is to be paid, the same will be adjusted
against the escalation charges. Such ac_:t. of | the
Respondent No 1 is illegal.si_nce, as discus'sed'bel..ow, on

escalation charges are payable.
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(vi) The quantification  of compensation _for each
Complainant shall be made as and when the possession

is handed over as stated above.
C. Deficiencies in the Construction/Lay Out

(i) It is submitted thaf e;/en thbugh.the _OC 'has been
obtained by the Respondent Nolf‘yetl- the building c.ioes. :
not have the basic amenities like wlater, eleCtI'fcity and
road connectivity. The Respondent No 1 has offered tb_
supply electricity and water frbm back up séurées like
generators and water tankéfs. As per the Electricity Act
2003, and other laws the generafors cannof b-e ile.gally
used as a main sourclé;-. of el_ectl‘icity supply ';ar'ld can be
permitted only as a béck-up. Clea_rlly,’ the Respondent |
No 1 is violating rules and regulatioﬁs and fdrcing the
Complainants to take pdsseésiOn of 'én incomplete -
building. Also, it seems the Respondent No | I’s
intention is to 1nake_moh'ey from supplying expensive
power from the back—up generators and sﬁpplyir_lg water

from the tankers, which is an unfair trade prar:tiéé._

(ii)  Even as per the specifications and plans promised to the
Complainants, the project is deficient and lacks in the

following manner:

(a)  Swimming Pool shown in the plan and part of the

amenities is not constructed; the allottees of G, H




(b)
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(d)

(©)
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and I block weré rr_.1'ot informed t.hlat the swimming .
pool was not in their.block. |
Club shown in the pian and part of the_ amenities
is not constructed.

Parkinlg area is still under c,_ons.tructior; .
Landscaped area is less than the area originally
shown in the -blan,_ThiS reduction, as explained
above, 1s due to reducti_'oh in oﬁe level of
basement parking.

Underground parking of .two- levels Qriginally
planned in the s_anctio'ned plans. has .-n:ot been
constructed and only one _lé'vel*_of pafking has
been constructed; and-open pérking areé has bee’n _
créated'compromising on the opén green area
originally planned. As pe_'r the..'original Sénctioned |
plans, based in which represéntatiqns wés ﬁade
to the Complainénts, the building had a provision
for 2 level basement parking. Howe{/er,'
shockingly it has been discovered that pl_ayLs were
revised sometime in the 'yeér. 2011, withdut the
knowledge and consent of thé allo_tteés and the
parking was red_uced to just one level. This
reduction meant that parking became over ground: ,

than underground thereby compromising on the
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open space over ground, Which. was 01'igina11'y_.
sold as one of the hi.ghlights o_fthe'projéct.

Internal roads are not complete. |

The project 1s split in two parts with a révenué '
road dividing thé Prpject into two COIﬁplexes with
their own boundary walfls. .Thle inconvenience of
the design. will. compromise the ease of use é_f
club and swimming pool. Allottees in block G, H
and I would have to cross the road to '_'accelss t'}:'xe _
sWimming poo.l.and club situated across. the road'. |
Incompiete. flats ':w_ith broken .'and damaged
flooring; |
Insufficient power load per flat. Loac:i of 6 KW
provided for-eéch 4.' bed roo|m flat, whereas 5
AC’s have bee.n_.provided in the each flat: The
simultaneous ruﬁrﬁng of 5 AC’s -would'corisume
the entire load. No load left for the c;_ther
appliances.

Unfinished construction. Project is still Wo_rk in
progress and still looks .liI;e a constru.c'tlion site . -
and not ‘capable of stsessior'l.._ I

Project is not con.nect_ed to a sewage system.

The Respondent No 1 has claimed to | have

obtained fire clearance for the Project. However, |

no fire safety equipment and alarms are found at
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the site. Fire hoses and reels and other
infrastructure are not installed yet. It .i,S denied
that any inspection was carried out by .the.'Fire' '
Department ahd the ﬁre safety systemiw_as tested,
since there is ﬁO‘ water source at the site, |
(m) Plans Ihave | been changed in relation to
underground parkirtg, location of the‘ swimming_
pool, commercial ar\e’a, ﬂ'oqrs .and lay dut, without
the consent and knowledge.o_f the allottees. It is

submitted that Qriginélly the plans. had a.
.provision for vilias besides the High rise
residéntial blocks. Later the plans were r_é\zised in
the year 2011 -a'nd.villas- wer r_eplace.d.With low
rise floor development called Vedanta Floors.
The change disturbed the density of the coloﬁy
and dhanged it.s bésic des_ig_r_l é_ttraction.'.,From low
density colony it became a high density colony |
and the Respo-n'd]erit‘Nol sécUr'ed for. itself a
larger" saleable:area than what .was originally -
planned and represented to the allottees.

Copy of the original and revised plans and some of the

photographs of the project sife énd the building is annexed as

Annexure-K (Colly).

D. No access road to the pi'oject
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(1) It is shockingly discoVél'ed, after the Respond.ent'No l i
claimed that it had obtained OC', ahd r_aisecli' thé final
demand in November 2014, that the cblony_ do_eé not even
have the mandatory 24 mitrs access roéd, leading to the
colony from the sector road. Upon being confrontéd by the
Complainants, the Respondent No 1 has candidly ldmifted
that it has not yeit acquired the iana for constructing the‘ |
said 24 mtrs road. The_éurrentaecess to-thé colony is
through revenue land, -whfch ‘1S not pex'xlliséi_ble ahd
apparently was only permitted to be used _during
construction. Even this pathway‘is an adhoc khtcha 10ft
narrow dusty path over revé_nué land on v.y.hich. no rbad is
allowed to be constructed. It is submitted t_hei_lt as per_
Section 3 (3) (iii) of. the HDRUA, one t-_he': license
conditions is that the devé_l'oper shall be resﬁonsiblé for the
maintaining the roads f.or.a period of fli_\fe years and then
transfer it to the Governinent fq1' free of _cost.. The said
obligation is reiterated in .t}.lé .:bila'_[eral-agrgzeme_:nt_ that.. the .
Licensee execute.s under. Rule"l 1(1) (h) of the HDRUA
Rules. The initial respo_n_sibﬂﬁy of .a;:q_uiring the land for -
thé road and constructing the sa_id- 24 access 1.r'1tr.s road
vests with the Licensor and the Resp'o_ndent NJ) 1" has not
done the same so far and yet _appliéd for OC and is_ .
illegally asking the Complainants to.pay the remaining laét

installment. As far as the develop'meht plans prepared for -




the area they clearly -earmark. the  alignment of the
proposed 24 mitrs road that the Respondent No 1 was
supposed to construct and maihtain.'.'Copy. of the

development plan which shows the alignmeht— of the

proposed 24 mtrs access foad is annexed as Annexure-L.
E. Super Area Audit

(i) The Respondent No 1 | misled and deteived the
Complainants by not dislesing the carpet areé of the

Flats allo.tted to them th the time' of booking or .in the |
FBA. The carpet area coiumn of 'the Flat in _the FBA.-

~ was left blank howeve'r‘it' was represented that._'.th'e- same

)

would not be much less than the super area.

(i1)) It i$ now discovered thét .t-he carpet-'.area of fhe flats 1s
far less than the projections and the .ﬂa-ts‘ are much
smaller than what was represented to thé Complainénté.
The Respondent No 1 must carry Qut an audit of the |
Super Area to ensure that the same is as per the original
plans and as per the apblicable 1'.u1es..' A‘ny.vafiati‘on and
deviation found shall be to the account . of the
Respondent No 1 aﬁd the Complainants are -ent tled to

‘be compensated for any shortfalls.

F. One Project sold as three distinct projec'ts namely Ve‘daantar,

Vedas and Vedaanta Floors, un_der. one DTCP License
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(i)
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The Respondent No.1 has aivided the dével'oplﬁent _in. )
thrée distinct projec_ts' namely ‘Vedéanté’, “Vedaa’ and
‘Vedaanta Floors’, under ohe License ‘issueld by
Respondent No 2. |

Initially, in the year 2007, the Complainants, who had

booked before 2010, were not disclosed that ‘Vedaanta’: '

was merely one of the three projects within ,‘the colohy.
In the year 2011, the Resp'on(:ien't No 1 launched
‘Vedas’ within the colény and sold as an i-nc.i_'ependent
project. Aropund the same .time, the Respondé_nt Nd .1
rlaunched aﬁother develépment called Vedaéﬁta_Floor&- |

of which the allottees were not informe_'d by the

Respondent No 1, at the time of'bookin'g, that for the -

purposes of FAR and coverage restrictions ete, all the

three projects will be treated as one. The Comp’lainants‘
were under the impression that each of their respective
|

developments was an'independgnt project. Clearly, this

was done with intent to deceive and mislead. - All the

said three projects have their own boundafy walls - "

however facilities like club- and swimming pool, are

common for all the three. It is pertinent that for the

purposes of FAR and coverage restrictions the entire 10~ . -

acre of the licensed land is treated as one, wﬂereas’ each
of the buildings is sold as a separate project by the

Respondent No 1. It results in an anomaly where, the



(iii)

2

coverage restrictions én_d FAR, is distributed over the
three projects and thé'fnoré expenéi1Ve ones of the three,
will be provided more open areas, compromising orn the
open area the other less éxpensive.projéct is éntitled fo_, -
as per rules, had the plans been sanctioned '_for'thfeé |
projects as indepehdent_ dév‘eIOpments. In reality the
customers do not get the real benefit of the coverage
restrictions and the Respondent No_ 1 has- cleverly |
manipulated and distributed the: FAR t\o his own
commercial benefit. | |
The Respondent No 1 has also not disclos'ed_:how the
FAR of the entire 1ic¢nsed lplot has been -allo'cét'ed-
among the three proje‘cts.-namely'- Védaanta,- Veda and
Vedaanta Floors and what was the cor_lsic.ie_r.éti'oﬁ for

such allocation. -

G. FAR Audit

)

(i)

The Respondent No 1-has changed t'he'oi'iginai plaﬁs ;s
is evident from thé fact that ré_'vised p.l',ans were
sanctioned in the year-2011. The ReSpondent No 1 must
disclose what are thérevisioné made to the' original
plans and if more dWélling units have been added than -
originally planned after the launch of the proje.'c} in the
year 2007.

The increase in the dWelling units is unfair as the FAR

allocation remains the same and more number of flats
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are squeézed 01.1.t of the same FAR. lTh'e're_is_ a strain on
the common facilities liké open .areas, car par_kirllg
space, club facilities, slwimming'p.oo.l ﬁsage; as with
increase of population densify' th.e ease 6f use of
common facilities is _ée1‘i01jsly 'c_'omprromised la'gains.t. the
interest of the allottees.

H. IBMS & IFSD.

(i)  Some of the Complainants are charged Interest Free
Security Deposit (IFSD) on mainteﬁance charges and
some are charged 'I.nte_rest Bearing Maihtenah_ce
Security (IBMS) even though their bobkingé are of ihe
same year. No justiﬁcafion or ratiQﬁale IS prévided for
such distinction and the same is arbitrary and illegal.
The Respondent No 1 shbuld offer IBMS to all the
Complainants uniformly. | |

I. Car Parking |
(i)  As per the FBA:,-_'t.he allottees‘"lhave been ch.arged
additional sums for one car parking. The BSP does not
include the car parking charges and the same has beén
purchased by paying additional sum. The allottees weére |
represented that the -adAiti_onl'al sum was charged for a
cavered car park. Now with the reduced. underground
basement area in the revised plan from 2 level tb_l level,
the Respondenlt No 1 is not able tor provide tLe _chere’d

car parking for which it has charged money from the -
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allottees. The car parking in the open aré_a_ cannot be
charged siﬁce £he same is already part of th.es.u.per area -
and Includes in t_he-BlSP _Ipai_d by.| the allottees. The
Respondent No 1 should _I‘efu_rlld the Car p’a‘rking Charges
collected by it to the allottees who will not bé.lproyid.'ed L
covered car parking spac€ in the -baserﬁ'ent, .‘With '
interest. It is also p.ertine_nt_l'to note that the :R_espondent
No 1’s conduct has been dishonest, since in the year
2011 itself it had reﬂzised the plans and reduced the
basement to just 1 level. In the year 2011 itself it knew
that it. will not be able to provide Qnderg'rouhd covered
parking to all the allottees, the minimum parking area of
35 Sq mitrs per parking, yet it did not refund the Caf |
parking charges lying -wifh it or paid intere_sf on such
deposits. | |

J.  Demand raised in Novémber 2014 is illegal

(i)  That, vide letters issued in November 2014 on various
dates, the Respondent No 1 informed thé Co_xriplainants
severally that OC had been obtairn_e(i-‘ for the p"rojecf and
raised a demand for payment of certain cha.r-ge.:s
including the last installment (5% éf the BSP),‘ Which
allegedly became dué upon the issuance of OC. As
stated above, since the flats are still not habitaLle and
the entire project suffers from sefioUs deficiencies, no

meaningful possession can be offered, the last
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installment, which is  contractually ‘payable upon

delivery of possession, is still not ‘become due and

payable. Also certain other charges demanded by the

Respondent No 1, alohg with 5% BSP is pateritly'ill_egal

for the following reasons:

(a)

(b)

5% BSP: As stated _'aboVe, the _deman& is |
premature as the Flats and the entire project 1S
incomplete and suffers from serious deﬁciéricies: -
and not fit for occupation.
Enhanced EDC/VID.C Chafgés: It is submitted. |
that the Reépondén‘t No 1 has not expiained what
is the basis of additional EDC demand when the
Comblainants ha?e paid the entire EDC at the
time of their booking. EDC/IDC has been paid by
the allottees in the'rahge of Rs 185 to Rs .250/_
per Sq Ft. At the time of launch in the yéar 2007,
the EDC/IDC Was_ charged @ Rs 1.85/-. per Sq Ft..
This was laterignhahced to Rs 250/- for the
allotteeé who pquch_aéed ﬂats|.later in the.yéaﬁr
2010 onwards. Nb.éXp.lanation ha_s_beehiproVided
either for the origiﬁal demahd and the I'ev'ised _
demand made later nor the latest demand of
alleged additional EDC/ID.C made iﬁ the year

2014.
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The Reépondent Né 1 has'now tried to justify the
demand for additional EDC/IDC by cl..ail.ning that
the séme is puréuant to revision of rates .r:riade by
the Responde’qf -N_o 2 in it's.I notiﬁcatiqn dated
14.7.20122. Assuming the demand is based on
notification dated . 14.,7.2611 issued "by | the
Respondent No 2 for revision of EDC 'rates.,- the
same is not 'appl-i_.cable to_ the Corjnpléinanté.
Firstly, the said notification dated .14'7'2011
revised the rates retrospectively froin 2009 -
onwards for the Iiceﬁses issﬁed in 200£ andx later.
Whereas the license in the present 'casel was -
issued ‘in the year 2006 and therefore the |
notification dated 14.7.2011 does not apply to the |
present case. Coby._ of Vth'e n'otiﬁcatlic.)n “dated
14.7.201 1 is annexed és Ann_exur.e-M.'

in any case, vide’lo.r'de‘r dated- 1_9_._3.2013;, passed

by the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & .Hal"yana

High Court, in CWP No 5835 of 2013 titled as

Balwan Singh Vs State of-Hary-ana. In view of the
said order, the Respondgnt No 2, has issued :
Office Order d'a.ted- 7.11.2013, whereby all the
builders were 'directed not to recover.revised.
EDC/IDC from the allottees. Despite t}?e said

direction, the Respondent No 1 is illegally =
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‘claiming revised EDC/IDC chargesfrom)?:he
Complainants. Copy of the order dated 19:.3.2013
along with the-.ofﬁce order -'date"d 7.‘11".201'3 is
annexed as Annexure;N (Coliy). |
It is further submitted that the EDC/IDC charges
are charged by the Respbndént No 2 '.fronlm the
licensee on per acre basis, as per the rate fixed by
it from time to 'timé. The chafges are payab_le by
the Ii.censee up front, at the time of issuance of
license, or it may opt to pay the .Sa_nie in 4
installments 0?61‘_thé periodio.f license, subject to
the payment of ~applicéble interest | a.r_ld penal
interest. Licensees generally opt for inStallmént
plan,.to avoid paying the license fee ﬁbm their
own their pocket at the time of issuance of license
and pay the same éftér they recover 1t from the
allottees from the Vsale of flats. EDC/IDC was

claimed from the allottees at the time of the

booking itself, .;an_d it had .st_arted collecting the
same from 2067 onwards, "even though the
Respondent No 1, had to pay the same over four
years to the Respoﬁdeﬁt No 2. The R_espon'd.ent.'
No 1 should provide the completé acqoﬁ_ﬁt ofthe
EDC/IDC charges léollected over a pefio‘d of time

from the allottees and provide the dates on which

|
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t;he installments were paid to the Resbon_de_nt No
2 along with intefe’st and penal Iinte'res.t, if any
paid. If any interest .h_as been eaméd_ by .the
Respbndent No'l from the EDC d_e_p.:o.sits thé
same shall be p:a_s"sed on to the|-allottees éccording
to their 1'espec__tiv_e date of payment of such
charges. |

It is also pertinent to note that the total E_DCI/IDC' :
charges are 'paid_. Qﬁ per acre basis- to the

Respondent No. 2. The Respondent No 1. must

explain how the same is charged and distributed = .

among the flat owners.
Water & Electricity Charges: The Respondent-
No 1 has demanded water & electricity

installation charges without disclosing the details

of such charges and to which agency the same is

payable and what thé total'.cos.t. is. and‘.h'_ow the

apportionment_haé Been_madé fo_f eaéh;allottee.

No such charges are payablleby fhe Réép'ondent '
No 1 in the ab_sence of the-ReSpondent N'o 1

providing the necessary details and '_rendering

accounts. |

PVC Conduit :Charges: A ﬁ'on déscripti_ve and

vague demand of more than Rs 20,000/ has been

demanded from each allottee. No. bﬁsis of
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justification has 'be_zen provided for the_ée 'ch_arges'
*and why the same is not paﬁ of the BSP that has
already been .paild_by the allottees. _Cl-e:za.rly.the
démand.i.s illégél and made With',a vi_ev;/ to make
unjust enrichment at fhe' cost. of the allottees. The
FBA does not ‘provide fof pa}./ment- of such
charges. - | |
Stamp Duty: Admi:ttequ, t_h.é Conveyance Deéd
cannot be executed in near fﬁture until..th.e- deed
of declaration under  Haryana A.par_m.nent:
Ownership Act 1983, is filed by the Res\pondent |
No 1, within a pefiod of 90 .da"ys from the date of
completion certificate and the .completion
certificate has not .been obtained yet. The
Respbndent No 1 1S not entitléd to Vc'oll_ect the
stamp duty charges' whef_1 the same are not likely
to be utilized anytifne .soo.n, and .e'am-,inté-relst on
the sums collected. The demand ther'ef(':)'re is an

act of unjust enrichment. The Compléinént shall

pay the stamp duty as and when théy are liable to

' |
execute conveyance deed in accordance with law.

Legal/Registrati(.)n | & Deed of Apartment
Charges: The registration charges are payablé_a_t _'
the time of execution of conveyance deed. If the

conveyance deed is not likely to be executed in
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near future, no registration charges are due and

payable yet. Also, the sums claimed under Legal
and Deed of lA'partment is not _justiﬁéd.
Respondent No 1 has not provided détai_ls. of éuch
expense. Charging a fixed amount. ._ffolm ‘each -
allottee towarc:isn'a _'standard.| form of Deed of
Apartment is ot justified. A common and
standard Deed of Apartment shall be e#ecuted by
all the allottees. The charges are exorbitant and -
not justified. For abc_;ut mo_re than 450 allottees
the Legal & Deed of Apartment Cha;gés.beiﬂg
demanded by the Respon(‘ient No 1 éolnes to
more tlhan Rs .2 ;Crores‘ épproxiniate_ly. The
amount 1s unjustiﬁed and an act of unjust
enrichment at the cost of the Complainants. No
breakup of the charges is prévided and how much
is demanded .forl ..each. head namely,' Légal,
Registration and Deed of Apartmént
(k) Maintenance Cihz.l'rg‘es.; The ._.sum claimed
towards maintenance -chargés in lthe .p_c.)ssession
offer letter 1s nq_t payable since the. flats aré n.o't ﬁt
for occupation and possession. The entire
complex is incomplete._and unfinished. The

common facilities contractually agreed to, have

not been installed and made functional. The
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Respondent No 1 'nas not provi.ded t.he details of
the heads of the. alleged expenditur_e. ton/ards
maintenance charges. Al.so, -the rate of charge
demanded is highly exorbi‘;ant and unjnstiﬁed.
Admittedly, 'aH the commen- facil_iti_es in the
complex, including iifts, are not yet'reédy and
ﬁnctional. In -any case the mainfenanee charges
will be fixed and payabie-on-ly after c.onsul.tation
with the allottees. No  maintenance is payable
until the buildi.ng is complete and cépable of
Being possessed and livable.

Escalation Charges: In the demand leLter, the
Respondent Ne | has made a disclaimer that the..
demand does not include the escalatien'chal'geé.
It is submitted that such exclusion is not
permissible and is. a deceptive act. In any case, no
escalation chafges are payable since the
Respondent No | is. reéponsible fdr- the deiay and
it cannot benefit f1‘o¥n its own wrong. Aléo, if 90
% of the construction wée finished i-n £h-e year
2010, when 90 % of the sale-con.side.réti'on was
collecteci, the eScélatien, if eny],.would have been
loaded by the Respondent No 1 in ﬁhe final
demand. The fact tnat Iit has not been loaded

established that thel'e is no escalation. T_herefore a
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disclaimer been made in the foot ._'note of the -
demand letter, .to claim hidden chafge‘s in the
name of escalation is illegal and an'-unfair and
dishonest practicel.'. It is also pel’tin.ent'to..note that.
It is further submitted fhat under Qlau—se‘a.3.8.ofthe
FBA, .it has ._been._ agreed that the_‘.;:)rices of
apartments is :eécal_ation .fr'e'Ie to the éxtent of

increase n prices of inputs by 10%: The prices of

inputs are known to the Respondent No 1 and if

allegedly, there is an escalation why the same has

not been claimed yet and kept as a hidden charge.

‘The Respondent No 1 should provide the detaiis

how it is calculating the demand. It is ex-facie- =~ .

illegal,l unjusf enrichment - and dmounts  to
cheating the corispimers. .

Club Membership_Chargjes_:.It is submitted that
the as per the _applica-ble. building bye laws,
‘namely Building Rules .in'Co'ntrolled ‘Ar{eas of
Haryana there is no provision for a club in the
colony and _the- fule ._ only provideé; for a
community centre and the bl‘ans .are .s_'ancti-oned
only for the qommunity centre;'Thé colst. o f
building the .élubl/communityicentre 1s .already.
included in the BSP (super area) of the flats by

the Respondent No 1. Even if the sum charged is -
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actually membership and not the cost of
construction, even then the same. cinn'ot_ be
charged since there is no club rtmning> from the
premises, and .admittedly there is no club in
existence. Lega'lly, there 1s no clﬁb registerea in
the colony. The_refore charging of membership
fee of the non existing club is illegal. Shockingly,
the Respondent No 1 has aleo charged‘sewice tax
on the membership lcharges. The Resbqndentilv\;‘;;io
1 should explain under -which accoﬁnt’._.the séid
service tax hae' been paid when admittedly no
club is being .ru.n..frorﬁ the property and no club is
registered. Therefore the Respondent' No I’s
claim that it has. deposited sewiée tax ’_with tﬁe
authorities, 1is itself doebtful, eveﬁ . theﬁgh.
illegally collected’froin the flat owﬁers. Club
membership charges had started been collected in
December 2008 & September 2009 but the club
was not even in existence then and it is still not.

Also, the Respondent No 1 has chargea the club
membership fee arbitrarily. ‘Most ef the flat
owners have been charéed Rs 50000/~ ‘whereas
some of the allotteee have been eharged Rs 1 Lac,

without any justification.



K. Unfair and Illegal clauses in the Flat Buyers Agreement 5-0 _

(i) The Respondent No ! has made the allottees sign'the FBAs

which contains one sided terms and cqnditions.\Thé FBA is -
not a negotiated contract -and: deceptivély presented by th¢
Respondent No I as a standard foi'm of contract. The FBA
was signed months after the .booking '.o.f the flats 'a'nd. after
substantial sums had been b’a-id by the allottees .a-s per the
payment pfan. The complete. tefms of purchase wére- t_h_erefore
not made known at the time of booking. _.

(il) It is now discbveredl that after the a.llotte_es' Became aware of
their rights in the aftermath of the last insta_ll_méﬁt illegally -
demanded by the Respond.ent No 1 in November_iOlZ}, that |
the FBA signed is contrary to law, rules énd r_egulezltions.. _Thé E
Such illegal clauses are as underrz
(a) Carpet area not disé_losed: The Respondent No 1 has

deliberately not disclosed the carpet area of.the ﬂats:
sold. In the allotment letter the cérpet area éo’lumn Has_
deliberately beén left blank. Carpet _afea i1s not declared
in the FBA eithef. Definition of Carpet Area 1s neither
declared nor defined inrthe FBA. The pri'c'e has béén
charged on super area basis. Even the super aréa has not
been disclosed to the ailottees. Nor is the rat_ié between
the super area and carpét-area been diScIosed to the

allottees. Rather, in clause 3.9 of the FBA, it is s_tatéd
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(b)

| 5/
that the calculation Of-super area si'lall be communice_ited
to the allottees at the time of possession. Such- non
transparent clause 1s an. act of deception since iT enables
the Respondent Nol to.change the plan.s Vsince the

launch of the project midway. It enables the Respondent

No 1 to unfairly play around with FAR and squeeze

‘more number of dwelling units from the alldqated FAR.

In clause 3.9 itself, the .Resp_ondent No 1 has securéd
for itself the unfettered right to 'alter. and éhange the
plans. Till date the allottees don’t know _What is the
carpet areas of their reépective flats.

Computation of Sale Price: Clause 3.10 of fhe FBA,

is in violation of the Haryana Apartment Ownership. Act

1983. In the said clause the Re_spondént No | has stated

that the allottees ownefship in the land is restricted to
the foot print of the building and the Respondent No 1 |
would be the owner bf the sWimﬁling pool, ahd_ all open
areas and use the séme for permitting parties, get to
gothers and business .meets and the allotees shall be |
charged usage fee if they ‘wish to use the same. .Alslo-, :
the Respondent No 1 has state;d “that all fhe rights
including the  ownership of 1-and,' facilities and

amenities, areas under stilts aﬁd roof top ( other thanr

those within the said building and the. land beneath the

footprint of the building, shall solely vest with the
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Respondent No 1 aﬁd it'.shalll ha;}e the rights to deal
with it in any manner and -majsell, tr.ansfe’r,. .l'ease the
same at its sole discrefiori. It is submitted that such
clause is illegal since under Section 3 df the Haryana |
Apartment Ownership Act 1983, all such Preé‘s, lands
amenities and facilities a’re part of the ‘common area
and facilities’ vest with the alldtt'ees.
(¢) Maintenance Agreemeht: In clétise 3.10 and claqse_
6.2 of the FBA, the R'esponden_t No 1, hasz illegally
mandated for the allottées to hire a maintenahce_ égency
of the Respondent’s thice and pay such charges as it
may chafge. Th'is claﬁse 1s agaihst the léfter and spi‘rit of
the Haryana Apartment OqurShip .Act- 1983 andisa
restrictive trade practice. The allottees are -le.ntitllgd to
form their own apartments buyers éisSociatiori and ﬁaké 7
decisions about the m_.a-interjlar.lé'e' se&ices that .éuit them.
They can hire any agency and hire the same on the
terms and conditions they deem fit. There is ho legal‘
mandate that the allottees are obligated té ‘hire the |
Respondeht No 1 for such se1vi_¢es.
28. In view of the biatant violations by the Respondent No 1 of fﬁe
applicable fules and regulations and contract and represéntations,{ _
the Complainant had collectively issued a- legal no_tiée_ dated

13.12.2014 through their counsel to '_the Respondents, raising the




aforesaid issues and calling upon the Respondent No 1 to withdraw

the illegal demand made in' November 2014 and fulfill its
obligations by completing the building and in accordance with law
and specifications promised to the Complainants. Copy of the legal

notice dated 13.12.2014 1s annexed as Annexure-0.

29. The Respondent No 1 did not seﬁd'.ény written reply_torlégal notice
but called upon the Complainants fér a meetiné to discuss tﬁe i'ssu'es..
The Complainants had two meetings on 16" Decémber 2014 and 24"
December 2014with Sh Naveen Raheja, MD Qf the Respondent N:o
1, in which he candidly admitted that the c.onstmcti'on is incbmplete
and the building is not fit for occupafidn.-Mr Raheja also admitted
that the entire ‘Dwarka Expressway’ is runﬁiﬁg far behiﬁdi._’sﬁ_:hledule
as far as infrastructure like water, él_ectricity, ﬁoads etc 1s Concefned
and blamed the Government agenciés for not resoiﬂzing the issues. He

admitted that the area is not yet habitable.

30. It is submitted that the Respondent No 1 was takén -by. surprise by the .
legal notice and the anger .of the COm’plainants in the manner they
have been cheated and treated by the _Re.sponde.nt. No 1. In Orde; to
pacify the Complainants and the fact that the Respbndént_ No 1l = -
acknowledged and admitted to the deﬁ_ciencie's ;ind 'shoﬁtcloming in
the project, Mr Naveen Raheja assured the Compl‘ainants that he will

withdraw the demand until the building is made ready and fit for

occupation.

31. In the meeting dated 24.12.2014, Mr Naveen Rahéja had agreed to

and admitted the following.

53



32.

(i)

(111)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

(%)
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That .basement.parking has_.'bée.n'r'educed to 1 le\)el from_ 2
levels.

That there is no 24 mtr access road and .it is still lqokinglfor a
temporary alternate provision;

water supply in the area will still take 2 to 3 yeérs hdwe?ef the N
Respondent No 1 proposed to supply water througl]m ta-nk_ers; _ |
there is no electricity conne_ctior:1 in the célony and the power
lines etc are still being drawn héwe{/er the Requnden’t No .1.
has offered to provide electricity thro_ugh-.genf.:rators;
suspending the demand letter until February. 15, 2015_7‘; B

to carry out ‘super_area audit ofthé- building; -

To provide break up of maintenance éhafges;

get clariﬁcatioﬁ on le\'/}./ of enhanced EDC/IDC;

not to insist on the upfront p'asfm'ent of s.taﬁlp | dufy and -
registration charges.and requested the allotteeé to hand over
post dated cheques for the same;

the club and swimming pool was still under construction;

That the above assurances did not ﬁllly satisfy the grievances of the -

Complainants but still the Complainants réquested the ResLondént

No 1 to send the signed minutes which w_ill at_the least show the

sincerity of the Respondent No 1 in attending to the grievances of the

Complainants. Mr Manoj Kapoor, Vice President of the Respondent

No 1 Company had sentan email dated 08.01.2015 along with which -

he had attached the purported minutes of meeting dated 24.12.2014.
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In the said cover email it was ciearly admitted that there w_és no
electricity, water and access roed and effo'rt.s \X_/ere beiné made to
resolve it. However, as far as theipulperted'.mihutes of meeting are
concerned, the same were contrlaﬁy to what was agreed to. by_Mx'
Naveen‘ Raheja, in the meeting dated 24.12.2014. The pTxpomed
minutes did not faithfully record .wh_at'wasldis‘.cussed and 'pr_omisedv_ 4
in the meeting and the same had' diluted .'prolmises ,ﬁn_ade. Th_e
document appeared to be a carefully‘ worded document in Which the
Respondent No 1 deflected responsibility for delé_’y on .the
government and offered to address eertain issuee In a non eommittafI
manner and toe subject to the legel ﬁotiee'being w_ithdr.a.wn_ by the
allottees. Interestingly, the Respondeht No 1, blamed the .allottees
for delaying possession and claimed tﬁet_the constx‘ﬁcfion- Was
completed by 2011 and .the possession couid not beofferecll. as the
allottees had allegedly requested to'.d_vélay_'handing| over of poesession
due to lack of infrastructure. Copy of’the email dat_'ed. 08.01.2015 and

attached minutes of meeting are annexed as Annexure-P (Colly).

33. However, it is admitted in the purported minutes sent'_by'fhe
- Respondent No 1 that the project is .iricomplete'and the ﬂat.s are not

fit for occupa‘tion. Since the pu1p.o'1*ted minutes 'were"-not-.true and
correct recording of di.scussions_ and propesals, the al ottees had

rejected the same and informed the Resﬁondent No 1.

34. The Respondent No 1 is also guilty of practicing unfair trade

practices when it asked the flat owners to sign a non negotiable FBA

and the terms and conditions mentioned in the letters of allotmerit.

4




35.

36.

37.

5¢
The documents that the Complainént’s were maHe to sign were not
negotliated 'between. .the parties. :Thé same wére introduced as,
allegedly being according to the "Sténda'rd indust.r'.y pra.étice,_- The
terrﬁs of the FBA were one sided. Respondent No 1 secured for .it.self
favourable terms of 18 % intere.st. for late payment of installment
whereas for paying compensation for delay in boisse_ssidn' the
Respondent No 1 has only. offered to pay @ Rs 7.per é‘q f‘t N_&) reason. .'
and basis has been explained for.this rate and w':hat does it represent.

The FBA itself is an act of unfair tra'de,_practice. _

It is submitted that the Respondent No | has practiced unfair trade -
practices as stated above and has rendered services which are

4

deficient.

Respondent No 2 is responsible _f_or.is;'suing lice--nse.s-to tlhe builders
and nnder the HDRU Act and also col_lects.,. EDC frdm- the_ allc;ttees,
through the colonisers _(builde.r_s), for providing-. the ex_témél
development works like water supply, sewerage,, drai__ns, roads.,
electrical works, grid-substations etc in thc_e. lperipher'y of or outside
the colony. The Complainants hév'e paid their 'respg..cti\)e- share of
applica?le EDC soon after their're_specﬁive bookings starting-from,
the year 2007. EDC in the range of Rs 185/- per square feet WO about.
Rs 250/- per Sq Feet has been paid by each of the Coméléinants to-

the Respondent No 2.

Not only the EDC, the Respondent No 2 also charges serv_icé charges
from the allottees for providing the said services under a bilateral

agreement which it enters with the Colonisers under Rule 11 (1) (h)-




of the, under Haryana Development And Regulatiori of Urban Areas

Rules 1976 (“HDRUA Rules”).Service Charges @ Rs. 10 per Sq
meters of the total covered area of the colony is paid to Respondent
No 2. The service charge is paid by the Coloniser is presumably is a

pass through to the allottees and is loaded in the BSP charged by the

Respondent No 1 from the allottees.'

38. The Respondent No 2, having collected service charge and EDC
from the allottees is also a serVice provider and amenable to the -

jurisdiction of the Hon’ble Commission.

39. The Respondent No 2 has been dcﬁciént in prOviding servicesvto thé
Complainant by failing to bljovide ext.éi'n'al developmént 'wqu to the
colony in time. Even after 7 yearsi, since thé_Respondent I-\Io._.2 stafted
collecting the EDC frorﬁ the allottees, services.like water, §1éétricity,

sewerage have not been provided to the colony. -
|

40. The Respondents cannot keep passihg the responsib'il'ity frdm one'fo
another, as far as allottees, are concerned and undef law, aré 'requi-red'
to have some co-ordination in e*eéut‘ibn lof w;)rks. The Respondént
No 1 is trying to avoid paying penalty for delays on the ground t_hét
the necessary infrastruc.turle has allegedly not been provided by the
Government that has collected the charges through the Respondent
No 2 that acts as a licensor regulating the deyelépmeﬁt aétivities of

the Colonisers under Section 3 of the HDRUA Act. '
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42.
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That the Complainants have indiyi_dually suffered hal'éSSInenf and
inconvenience because of the délayé caused in the handing over of
possession of the Flats and colony; The Corhplainants- have been
eagerly waiting for taking over poss.elss'ion‘of the F lafs and- enjoy the
services and amenities promised.to them. Some of the Corhplaihénts
are currently living in rented .ac'c.ommoda'tion and: delays in
possession has caused them losses. in the form of rentals that théy are
paying for the delayed period. Most of the allottees ha1ve 'c_:)btained. .
bank loans for purchasing their flats and have been paying heévy'
EMTI’s without being able to enjoy the Flat in return. Due to delay
the money spent in purchasing the Flat and servicing intérest on the
loans, could have used by such CQmplainants for oth_ér -u.s.e.ful
purposes or acquiring property which 'the.y could have used. There
are some Complainants who are senior citizens or in their 'a:d\./anced
age. They had expectantly p'u.rchased the Flat in fhe hope_of living in
their own house but the delays has serioﬁsly affected their quality of

life in this advanced age and affected their plans. There are 'some

- Complainants who are NRI’s who have purchased their flats as their

own place of residence in India. The Idelgys héve p;‘eveﬁted them

from enjoying the pleasures of their own residence in India. -

It is also pertinent to note that the Respondent No 1 has charged
huge amount of interest on the delayed payments from some of the

Complainants who delayed in paying some of the installments. The

.interest has been charged by the Complainant at_.a high rate of 18%
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per annum, and curiously that is the only clau_se' m the allotment
letter that is printed in bold letters. lThé. Respondent 'No 1 has
wrongly charged interest 1f it has.. failed to handover pos_s.essi‘en in

time and should refund the interest charged fromi such Cmﬁplainants _
along with interest. The Respondent No 1 also _threatened

cancellation of the allotment to _seme of the 'éllottees for delay in
paymeﬁt, whereas the delays in poesession are .being-treate. 1ight1y: '

and casually by the Respondent No 1 by blaming the Government.

That the cause of action for filing the present complaint arOse when
the Respondent No 1 laﬁnched the project Vedaanta and adveﬁised
the sale of flats in the year 2007. It arose when the Respondent No 2-
issued a license to the Respondent No 1 for constructing Fhe'pr'oject.
It arose when the Complainants pa.id' sale consideration and
EDC/IDC charges to the Respondent S and were al'lotted.l_'Flets. It
arose when representations were r_-nade about the plan lay 'out.and.
specifications of the pl‘oject and eensf1'uction. |It arose when the.
Respondent No 1 failed te complete'eenst'ruction on fime aﬁd offered
incomplete and deficient project to the'.Corr‘lpléiriantsfor p_o.ssesfsion_ . '
It arose when the Respondent No 2 failed to provide the r-1eces.sary
external development works for the' colony. It arose when the

Respondent No 1 made false declarations for o'btaining OC and when

+ OC was issued. It arose when the Respondent No 1 delparided last

installment and other illegal charges from the Complainants. It arose

when the Respondent.No 1 breached and violated various rules and



44,

5B

and regulations in relation to the construction of the Project__ |

The value of goods and services and compensation claimed is more
o |

than Rs.1 crore. There are more than 100 complainants and the

collective value of flats is more than Rs. 1 crore. Therefore, this

Hon’ble Commission has jurisdiction to entertain the pre_sent

complaint.

PRAYER

It is therefore respectfully prayed that the HQn’blé CommisSioT be pleased :

to:

(1)

(i)

Direct the Respondent No 1 to coinple'te cohs‘truction of the Colohy,
Vedaanta in Sector-108, Gurgaon, H'arya_na,' étfictly in accorde_mce_
with the specifications, rules and'régulations, sanctioned j;lalns, lay
out and developmént plans, along. With necessary common.facilities
and services like swimming pocﬂ ?n_d comrr'lu,nity-hous_e,‘ legally
mandated 24 mtrs access roéd, and with water aﬂd'éiectl'icify supply

being provided to the Colony from the Govlemment utilities;

Direct the Respondent No 1 to carry out third party super area/ Floor

- Area Ratio (FAR) audit of the built up area in comparison to-the :

original plans sanctioned plans of the year 2'.007.5 and .'if the number
of dwelling units are found to be in excess of thé saﬁc.tioned_plalns of
2007, then compensate the allottees, who had booked the ﬂatT on the
basis of original plans @ Rs 10 Lacs per head and further direct the
Respondent No 1 to charge the Basic Sale Price,; and other charges

chargeable on the super area basis, only on such super built up area
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(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

6/

that was sanctioned in the original plans, from the allottees who had

booked flats before the revision of the original 'Sanéti'oned plans;;

Direct the Respondent No 1 to disclose thecafpet area of the
respective flats of the éllottees_and' if the same-is found to be less
than 90% of the super built up area, then di_fc_act the Réspondent Nol
to refund the BSP and other chaf_é'es -chargéd ffom ﬁhe éllo_tt’ees on
super area basis, to the extent of the carpet area found deﬁciént as
stated above, along with interest @ 18% pa from the date of

booking;

Direct the Respondent No 1 to pay 'comper_lsation to the :alottees for
delay in the handing over possession of the ﬂats @ 18% p.a on ‘the
BSP paid by'the flat owhers, from the date of booking Ul-'l'[il. the.dat.e
of expiration of 36/24 months, in-accordance with their respective
Flat Buyer’s Agreement, till the posses_sion is handed 'ovef to'them in

terms of prayer (i) above;

Direct the Respondent No 1 to refund the late payment :inte_rest-
charged by the Respondent No 1 ﬁ_‘()'m the aHotte_es who héve paid

|
such charges;

Restrain the Respondent No 1 from - enhancing/revising the

EDC/IDC with retrospective effect, unless permissible in law;

Direct the Respondent No 1 to render accounts of the payment of
EDC/IDC charges made to the | Respondent No 2, along with
interest/penal interest, if any, paid to the Respondent No ‘2. Further,

direct the Respondent No 1 to render account of all interest earned



_ 6
by it on the EDC/IDC deposits fﬁade Iby the allétt_ees, and
consequently, direct the Respondént No 1 to refund ihé_intél'est
earned on the EDC/IDC deposits to the allottees and refund the
interest/penal interest paid by .the- Respondént No 1 to the

Respohdent No 2, to the al.lottees; .

(viii) Restrain the Respbndent No 1 frblh aeménding _legal, reg’istrat_i()n_ .
and deed of apartment charges demanded in .the demand 1_etté'r iséued
in November 2014, and direct the Re-épdndent No I to éharge only
such sum for registration that '.is | payable for r:egist"ratic.)n. in

accordance with law; ' _ ‘

(ix) Restrain the Respondent No 1 frorr.ll.charging maintenanlce charges @ _
Rs 4/-Sq Ft and direct the Respondent’ No fo c.harge mainténance
charges in consultation and agreement with .the allottee.sl or -the:
Residents Welfare Association that may be-for-med of 'tﬁé duly
elected members from amongst the flat buyers and further direct that
the maintenance service shall be_prdvided '_by .su_ch ?igency. that the

allottees or the Residents Welfare Association fnay hire as and when

the RWA is formed; -

(x) Direct the Respondent No I to refurﬁd the c.a‘r_ pé_l'rking charges'paid
by the allottees, to such allotees who are not provided with covered
car parking space in the basement; along wifh in'teres_t. @' 18% _from
the date of payment and further direct the Respondent No ‘1 not to.

adjust or charge car parking charges in the open car parking s#uace;



(xi)

(xii)

(xiii)

(xiv)

(xv)

(xvi)
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Direct Respondent No.l to refund the club membership charges

along with interest @18% p.a from-the date of payment if first

installment;

Direct Respondent No.l to charge maintenance _securify amount

uniformly as Interest Bearing Maintenance Security deposit;

Direct Respondent No.l to compensate the allotees who had made
bookings between 2007 to 2010 for the changeé in the lay out plan

and construction plans, @ Rs 5 Lacs per head;

Restrain the Respondent No 1 from chargirﬁg PVC Conduit'charges
from the allottees with whom there is no agreément to pay such

charges;

Restrain the Respondent No 1 from Chargirig escalation charges from

the allottees;

Direct the Respondent No 2 to complete and provide the external
development works to the Colony in accordance with the law, before

the possession is handed over to the Complai'riénts; o

(xvii) Direct the Respondent No 2 ."to_' pay compensatioﬁ ‘to the

I |
Complainants for the delay in completing the external development

works at the rate of Rs 5 Lacs per Complainant, for the harassment,
inconvenience and mental agony suffered by them due to delays and =
non-disclosure  of carpet area in the Flat Buyers

Agreement/Agreement to Sell;

(xviii) Award costs;
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(xIx) pass any and such other order deemed fit in the facts and circumstances of'

case.

through counsél

NANT NO 1

S

COMPLAINANT NO 2

el

COMPLAINANT NO 3

oo
COMPLAIN‘ANTNO 4

COMPLAINANT NO 5

.UTT _ TT

ADVOCATE
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
- Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others - ...C(_)nipl_ai.n.ahts.
Versus
Raheja Developers . Ltd and another . ...Respo-"riderit-s
AFFIDAVIT

[, Amit Saggar, son of Sh. Chaman Lal Saggar, resident of C-1004,
Parasvnath GreenVille, Sohna Road, Sector 48,Gurgaon,Haiyana -
122018, age 37 years, presently in New Delhi, do hereby sojemnly

attirm and declare as under:
. That am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

"“\’ imo\w e;dge an belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof
SR ?’1\‘\01“‘ 4

@ Verlﬁed 1ere at New Delhi on this the .day of January 2015.,_that the

contents of the foretgomg afﬁdav1t are true and correct to the best of my
CERTIFI EPONENT -

Shri/Smt./Km....5€ . vy,\,, ......... N :
: ngcealed thereof.
' .3 M\/ _

ntified by Shri/Smt.....[ ./ gt
2 9 JAN 4»335 solemnly affirmed b(e/f &
Delhi on..covencnnnene. .38 Sl

have been read & exr, 12+e
him are true & correct to nis Kno.*.‘ed

P AT Seagar)




BEFORE THE. NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI | 66

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Others
...Cc.)rﬁpla.inan'ts -
Versus.
Raheja Developers Ltd and another
iy .Respo ndents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Diwakar Kheterpal, son of Mr. Subha'sh"Chandra Kushal, resident of o
House No. D-148, Rosewood City, Sect_or-SO, G_u_rgadn — 122018, Haryana,

"™ 2ge 38 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

él 96 bz - ‘;l That I am one of the Complainants in the pfesent petition: I am awaré .I
\&}kz\ 5 l_j;;of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this afﬁdav1t
B 2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Cc_)nsume'r

Protection Act has been has been drafted:by my counsel under my
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof_." = FD

DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Gurgaon on this the 15" day of January 2015, that the -
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

‘knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

e
™" L\%&/”aﬁ—ckke%-g)z,p@/

%WCA’W{LM%/ ATTESTED

Ve

DEPONENT
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI' |
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others - | . .C.omp.la.i.nar,lts
Versus.
Raheja Developers - Ltd and another .. ..;.Respohdents
AFF IDAVIT

I, Sanjay Kumar Nagpal, son of Late Sh. Jagdish Chander, _resident of
1084,Vikas Kunj, VikasPuri, New Delhi-18, age 49 years, do hereby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

. Thatl am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am 'a#vére,of
the facts of the case. I am cqmpetent to depose the contents of this

atfidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

belief. Nothing material h'as_ been concealed thereof.

P

DEPONENT

<
*%‘ VIZRIFICATION
g~ 19 JAN ZU 11} |
@ @gﬁﬁed here at New Delhi on this the : day of January 2015, that the

OQ \Q'

Q
e contents of the re§omg affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

N
S
;\\'\\@boeb\ hrl/Smt /Km .THAT THE DEPON
P knowledge ,%nd‘%_eﬁ’é : \ ngi,e;l% as bee concealed thereof.
NY po2 -

< entifiag 1 el 2 Ak . ‘a,
< 29 JAN nge'p;h%"i”f..f ,,,,,,,,, sl é/w\/\/ - /f/(“fgt\mu(
have beceorr;,te,-no_tgc?%'iﬁ: sy / . 0
€& corre, {“vj;:{\i‘-‘-z:_' : DEPONENT
%// E CSANTAY Kulmm NAGerD)

(SANWA\/ KUMAR NAG pm)
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
ComplaintNo  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: o |
Amit Saggar and Others ' - ...Complainants
Versus -

Raheja Developers i+ . Ltd andanother- ' Respondents

AFFIDAVIT |
I, Mr. Ravinder Kumar Sharma, son of Shri Tara Chand'-‘Sharm'a,
resident of D-704, Plot No. 31, Sec-6, Dwarka, New Delhi-1 10075;, age

55 vears, do hereby solemnly affirm-and declare as under:

I. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit. ' ‘

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Sect-ion 21 of the Consum_er'

salection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my

msti {ctions,
\j\bWNﬁj&\

BkHb d/ge and belief, Nothing material has been concealed thereof
% Ex )lF/ D/ / : : : . o
2706203 /= \/[p_)f/
WP R | EPONENT

- /§VFRIFICATION 29 JAN 1005

Vqﬂ‘hpd here at New Delhi on this the ~ day of January 2015 that the
& @Q

@ é\«s;Sments of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

\

. b a
\ef‘.\\\\i:?b knowledge&n&g Sleat %B&ﬁ&%aﬁfa\/ﬁ as been concealed thereof.

X« Slo, Wio R/o AN 7o
,\fb- ------------------------------------------ K’
< L?aesnhﬂ?d byl Shrl/Smt %u
SO
179 JAN 7-315 Delhi Onem,] y aff”med befs (ﬁ%"}\ﬂ/g"mm W
That the contents of the affiga L&h%i
have been read & exply 'n» DEP'ONENT

.I‘lat
................. s Sl
him are true & correct to his knoyi=dge
&TARY ,




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REPRESSAL K
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015 -

)
2
2
2
A
P4
2

IN THE MATTER OF

Amit Saggar and Othrs

| ..Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers . Ltd and another
...Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

[,Raginee khanna wife of Rajkumar Khanna, resident of Flat no 251_,Pllot no
18, Shivani Apartment, Sector 12 dwarka, New Delhi. 110078, age 47 years,

do hereby solernnly affirm and declare as under:

l. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. [ am aware _

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.
A

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

/Pj’dtectldn\Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under ‘my

/rnstructlons t\& contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

lief. Nothlng material has been concealed thereof.

| . jj . S o . ﬁ;- o }<1;LL»RJL :
y _ ra27¥uat~

I | : DEPONENT

S
*%E/ VERIFICATION R

\g | | |
@ Venﬁed: here at New Delhi on this the day of January 2015, that the
c@n@ents of the foregoing affidavit are txue and correct to the best of my
2
knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.
CERTIFIED T

Lo LTy " .
Idenhﬂed by éH' | . ; | |
Lo I Dﬁa’?xtro'e-.m.f.'.y...?_ff,’.r.r.”edsbffi o
et el

hlm are true & ce



BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: 7 -
Amit Saggar and Others ~...Complainants

Versus
Raheja Developers + . Ltd and another .....Resporidents
AFFIDAVIT |

[, Amit Saggar, son of Sh. Chaman Lal Saggar, resident of C-1004,
Parasvnath GreenVille, Sohna Road, Sector 48_,Gurgaon,Haryana -
122018, age 37 years, presently in New Delhi, do_ héreb_y_ solemnly

affirm and declare as under:

. That I am authorized by Power of atto'rriey-dated 13.01.2015 on behalf
of Mr. Diraj Ramchandani being one of the Complainants in the present

petition. I am aware of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose |

the contents of this affidavit.

7 JAN -zms,

VERIFICATION

Veé'med hereEgtTlI;{eE%vT T\QE B@éot@@m day of January 2015 that the
2 Shri/Smt./Km..... {Aﬁm.A.\ﬁ..g..,‘ |

cgﬁtents of e WOLR 0 b wrndavT abelir e ‘ect to the best of my

.............. O T4 &
,((@S/ E:thgﬁgnsjgly a?flrnTed befm a
L& ‘}r know edge @r?glglthe confents tlhiggf i gzh been Concealed thel eof.
& 006 have been read & expi:
\_\60?"9\ Z - him are true & correct to his x w dge
o 9 JAN ?05 OT_ARY N




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRE?SAL } /
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI '

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
‘ .Complai'nants
Versus
Raheja Developers . - . Ltd and arrother |
...Reépondent_s_ _

AFFIDAVIT

I, Mahendra Prasad, son of B.R. Agrawal, resident of D- 3/3245 Vasant' .
Kunj,New Delhi-110070, age 72 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare

as under:

1. That I am one of the ‘Complainants'in' the present petition. | am aware .

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this afﬁdavit.

:{m\ “T,hat the accompanying ComF aint under Section 21 of the Consumer
\///Protectlon \Act has been has been drafted by ‘my counsel under my

1 ,rlstructlons the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

Vo ‘ 'knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof

EPONENT
29 N 18

M§W§edge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. -

bé@‘»Q %Uﬁw}
<& o “DEPONENT
> N ' ' | |
NS
S & CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPQNE
\\bq? g/hn/vsvmt JKm P Acada . v&j@nﬁ -
< 0, W/o R/o.. /b Pl I Ny ; '

................. dS Ql N/
That the contents of the 5 7. | 25
have been read ’, v NG :
him are tree & correnr o 70y oo 2 0




J2.

BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:
Amit Saggar and Others | | o ...Complainents
Versus
| Raheja Developers Ltd and another . .....Respond_ents.
AFFIDAVIT

I, Ranjana Verma, wife of Shri Ravindef Kl_imar Verlma, resident of E-
988, C.R. Park, New Delhi-110019, age 51 Years, do hereby solemnly

- affirm and declare as under:
1. ThatIam one of the Complainants in the'present petit_iori. [ am aware of"

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer - =

e ~ " DEPONENT

VERIFICATION L3 JAN 0% : _
Vergﬁe(é’“here at New De1h1 on this the : day' of January 201-5, that the
o° &

bcg‘lrltents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
CERTIFIED
% b Shri/Smt,/K T.H_ T D._EPOUE%’V
Al ”@J-@..S been concealed thereof.

&2 gzp ANIANA. \/m
NENT. -

ldentlfledbSh/ .........................
(\ y ri/fSmt. Pm %Lc A—O\;}
Has sclemnly afflrmed ¥ 2 \" b
................. s Sl. M

hat the contents ofth f ¥
79 JAN Whave been read &e 2xﬂp\|/ne\xdl‘1?

himare true & correct to his knowis
QTARY




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL }3 |
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI = | ' |

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
. .Conipléinants
Versus
Raheja Developers.  Ltd and another .
| .....Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Wg Cdr Rajan Jalslnghanl son of Mr A Jaisinghani, re51dent of 10 Narpat
Niwas, Air Force Road, Jodhpur, age 63 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and

declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this-affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the _donsumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my -
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. -

DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Jodhpur on this the fourteenth day of January 2015, that the
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof

DEPONENT
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No - of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF: |
Amit Saggar and Others ' | ~...Complainants
{ Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another - .....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT
I, Nitin Srivastava, son of Shri Vijay Kumar Srivastava, l_re's.i'dent of
T4/1404, Bestech Park View Residericy, Palam Vihar, Gurgaon,
Haryana—i22017, age 37 Years, p'rese‘ntly'in New Delhi, do hereby
solemnly affirm and declare as under: |

. 1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petitioﬁ. I am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

|
|

2 M_Iilit the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of. the ansumer _

! /r, " Prgt\% Act has been has been dr.aft‘ed by my cdunseh under my

Ll e e g BT

e

N wuiand N ) .
/ {’;;.\\JN’ ~.¥ingtructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the-best of my
] NE .o ’ .

. S-Knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereofy

PONENT

( . D o
N/ VERIFICATION 29 N N N SRWASTAYS
@J Co.c\Veriﬁed here at New Delhi on this the. . day of January 2015, that the
& ' '
& ) : o . ’ . )
" contents of the foregoing affidavit are tEru$ and correct to the best of my
& N
CERTIFIED TR 2 s e
< knowledge ar&b@ﬁeggNothmg-If;_&}ftgq'gl;hgs been congealed thereo
s G S
o M B e o 2 e st N (e

have been read & explai

him are true & correct to hi}kyowledge DEPONEN‘T




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
.. .Compléinants
Versus
Raheja Developers . Ltd and another
...Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Urvi Sukul Singh, daughter of Jagat Nafayan Sukul, resident of 6D Autumn

%

Dale Apartments,Vidya Nagar, Kochi- 682020 age 53 years, do hereby' '

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

_ o | |
1. That I am the constituted attorney of Commodore Randhir Singh, one .

of the Complainants, vide power of attorney dated ;29th November 2014. I am |

aware of the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the on’su_rnef
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my. counsel under my

instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof \)\W%

' DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Kochi on this the 15" day of January _2015, that the contents
of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and

belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof, o \}\“&\
DEPONENT

S UNNT

RAMPS%AmOF Govt.Pled



BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL | ).é
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI |
: Complaint No  of 2015 %:E§§$f2f~§\%~&%m
' IN THE MATTER OF - o Lﬁ;g e 3l
Amit Saggar and Othrs ' \/ é\%
..Com;ﬂainanﬁ
Versus
aheja Developers . . Ltd and another
7;’; | - ...Respondéhts

2

AFFIDAVIT

I, Parminder Singh, son of Mr. Jagtar Singh, resident of E-1020, Rock

Enclave, Near Hindustan Naka, Kandivali - West, Mumbai -400067, age 38

yeags, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

.Jof the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents off this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Cohsumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

=) knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Mumbai on this the 23rd day of January 2015, that the
:';,contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

,/‘f knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

DEPONENT

 .1Yr%o1g7e]lY7

EFORE ME\ -

EPAK K TAALKANI
Aavecse a Neery, o OfIndia

08, Cancer-Pisces CH S Lid., Divya Park,

Off. Marve Road, Malad (West),
Mumbai-400 035.

4 5 JAN 7015
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others - .. .Complraina_nts
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another _ | | . ...Respondenté
" AFFIDAVIT

I, Somesh Kumar, son of Mr. Krishan Lall, resident of 90/88, -G-round
Floor, Malviya Nagar, New Delhi, age 38 years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:
1. ThatIam one of the Complainants in the present petition. [ am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint u'ndet Section 21 of- the Consumer

- \Pro ction Act has been has been dtafted by my counsel under mv:

ST

L mstruc%ttons the contents of which are true and correct to the beJt of my

’ t{now, edge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

| . %/(7
DEPONENT
Lywaﬁ;kumﬁ%'

(§§/ VERIFICATION 29 JAN 0,

@ V§f"1 fied here at New Delhi on this the. day ofJanuaty 201 D that the

i

'\§>c" & contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
,\S@f"" _,\,Jéy _ | _
R knowledge ardbel E@fTNch% stermlhas been concealed thereof.
N2 Shri/Smt. /Km..:_gtp.}m\u : :
N $10, W10 RI0.. [ &g sk

i 5y Shidn AR o Py
Has solemnly affirmed Sblefor RTe
o Delhi 0Nuveiinveenrinens as \sbb
q 35«“ mﬁ That the contents of the affidaylt /Qr& DEPONENT
‘Z have been read & explame

him are true & correct to hlj@kﬁ? Iedge CQON ESH (UM / )

OTARY




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI | ‘
Complaint No  of 2015 '

IN THE MATTER OF: | | |
Amit Saggar and Others | ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another | .....Respondents -
AFFIDAVIT

I, Urvashi Mishra, wife of Mr. Rama Kant Mishra, resident of B-2/80,
1 PWO Housing Complex, Sector 43, Gurgaon, Haryana 1_'221009, age
47 years, presently in New Delhi, b.eing Power of attorney holder, do |

hereby solemnly affirm and declare as_iinder:

1. That I am authorized by Power of attorney dated 17].01.2015 on behalf
of Mr. Shreesh Chandra Mishra being one of the Complainants in the
present petition. Iam aware of the facts of the case. [ am competent to

depose the contents of this affidavit.

//QT\Ihat the accompanying Complaint under. Section .21 of the Consumer
I : \

I {’A\ f
,rmstructhns the contents of which are true and correct to the|best of my

Pro;c\\)n Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my

e knOWI d/ge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. -

i | | DEPONENT
~“¥ERIFICATION 29 N 15 -

@ " Verified here at New Delhi on this the  day of January 2015, that the

contents of @%ﬁg&ﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁ ffiad P%Et&*iﬁe A/%\nd correct to the best of my
S/o, Wio R/o. IQ'“M th k_ f\'\.

knowledge éﬁiﬁéﬁéfﬁ&éﬁ """ materal has %Ke% w@ceﬁeﬁ? thereof. r

Has solemnly affirme befor
Delhi on.eecevivnnnnnn., as Sl

oo

That the contents of the affna it Whi . W
29 JAN ZU]S have been read & explained to '

him are true & correct to his kiiowde

e DEPONENT
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/3 * BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI |

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
...Complainants |
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another
: ..Re.:s'p'o.nd'ents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Nitu Sharma, daughfer of Mr. Kewal Krishan Shami-_a, resideht; of 702,
Skyland Apartment, Sector 56, Gurgaon 122011, age 37 years, do hereby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

That the accompanying Complaint under Sé?t_ion 21 of the Consumer

Act has been has been drafted by my counsel 'ur_id_e'r my
"rui;tio s, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

- 2 R k_nowledg?i and belief. Nothing material has been. concealed thereof.
-- // _ ' | DEPONE T: |

: / VERIF%CATION S
@ S 29 JN 105 |
ng‘iqféﬁ here at New Delhi on this the 19" day of January 2015, that the-

\\Q@‘r\ltents of the foregoing afﬁdawt are true and corréct to the best of my

\?‘ L
bo}\ N knowledge and belief. Nothmg materlal has been concealed thereof. - .
\ >
‘\'b

DEP

ghER/giFllEKD THAT THE DERONENT o
ri/Smt./Km...a ke i, i :
S/O’W/OR/O'Q)'I{'J;'T"'éﬁuwé“(""w\f%%w VZ\/«/M.
20 JAN 2015 [dentified Dy ShTSmt o to bt e NV

Has solemnly affirmed before
Delhi on..cevviineenen, as Sl. No.
That the contents of the affidavit\ivk

have been read & explaingd to




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL -
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI - do.

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF o __ | ’
Amit Saggar and Othrs
. .Co--mplainants
Versus |
Raheja Developers #+:. Ltd and another
.....Re_spondents:, |

AFFIDAVIT .

I, Arvind Kumar Singh Solanki, son of Ramanand Singh, resident of D-101,
Vigyan Vihar Sector 56, Gurgaon, age 44 years, do hereby solemnly affirm

and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present ‘pletition. [ am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material haé been cbnceéled thereof. ,ﬂ%
DFPONENT
|

VERIFICATION \ :
Verified here at New Delhi on this the ~  day of January 2015, that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true _and correct to the best of 'm_y :

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. &gi

DEPONENT -

C Y SINGH
Advocate '
TS SIONER

© Saurt, JAIOLOY




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL |
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI - d) / o

Complaint No  of %015._

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
- Q.;chmbia-inant-s
Versus
Raheja Developers .- Ltd and another
...Respondents

AFFIDAVIT |

3

I, Sumit Gupta, son of S.K. Gupta, resident of H-3/9-10, Ground ‘Floor,
Sector-11, Rohini, Delhi-110085, age 32 years, do hereby s.olem'nly'afﬁrm and

declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants-in the present petition. am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

/.j-/"fﬁ:fmm That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
e e Protﬁctlo Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my

"f"structlons; the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
%W\A |

DEPONENT

' contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed therebf._ IR %\(\(\ ’

DEPONENT

CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPONENT
Shn/Smt /Km. d,\xw.‘.\‘—....&\vq\g

jh“ m‘ﬁ dentified by ShA/SMte.... \j)e(:. e p(()\v
10 -_

Has solemnly affirmed before £
Delhi oNueeciiinnns. as Sl. Nog.!
That the contents of the affidavi .
nave ‘been read & explained—to
him are true & correct to his knov /ledge

OTARY



BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI _ Z ‘.

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Anchal Manglik and Othrs
. ..Ccrrrplainants_- _
Versus
Raheja Developers . Ltd and another
: ..Respondents

AFFIDAVIT.

I, Anchal Manglik, daughter of Pankaj Kumar, resident of C- 77 Diamond
District, Airport Road, Bangalore 560008, age 36 years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:

1

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

o |
2. That the dccompanying Complaint under Segtion 21 of the Consumer

Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. .= / / :
DEPONENT
"ERIFICATION

Verified here at Bangalore on this the 16th  day of January 2015, that the |

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the |best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothin

s been concealed thereof. ) ya

v\E e DEPONENT

......
.......

[sX !
'7f”)3r e GOVl 0
m 18t pnrd oo ampe
:ar:nau ka siof ,,ed ine iscue o al&omv
ineludiig fietary St Jr"gs rience
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES
REDRESSAL COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar anag)thrs L o ‘
A “ | ...Complainants
Versus -
Raheja Developers. Ltd and another .
| .. ..Re_épondents

AFFIDAVIT
I, Rajesh Kala, son of Lae Shri Bhargav Prasad Kala, resident of
House No.30 Lane No.6, Ashirdwad Enclave, .Dehradun,
Uttarakhand, age 57 years, do hereby _soleni‘nly affirm and

declare as under:

L. That I am one of the Complainants in the'present'peti'tion
- 1 am aware of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the

contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under_ Section 21 of.
the Consumer Protection Act has been has been drafted by my

- counsel under my instructions' the contents of which are true and
cortect to the best of my knowledge and belief. Nothing mater1al
has been concealed thereof. Z/% \<‘

ONENT
VERIFICATION

. Verified here at Dehradun on this the 16" day of January 2015,
28 mthat the contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to |
7/(’ * the. best of my knowledge and belief. Nothing material haioeey

' »Q:cﬁ’ée?ﬁed thereof,
X 42 ) :
& \/Qnﬁevoetore v _ .

DEPONENT




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTEo REDRESSAL Jé
COMMIS%ION NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015 ;

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
. .Con]plainants
Versus
Raheja Developers . « . Ltd and another-
.. .-.Réspondeﬁts

~ AFFIDAVIT

I, Manish Mohit Dabas, son of Sh. C.B.Dabas, resident of H.No. 300 W.No.- 4,
Mehrauli, New Delhi - 110030, age 37 years, do hereby solemnly_afﬁ_rm and

declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am corhpetént to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Seciion’_Zl of the Consumer

. e ' ' | -
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my -
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief, Nothing material has been concealed thereof. \ -
- | DEPONENT
VERIFICATION o ( lengv Mobil- ;5@5729

Verified here at New Delhi on this the 17 day of January 2015 that the
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.
DEPONENT '

( %uz,/i M- D
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION NEW DELHI
Complaint No _of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:
Amit Saggar and Others " ...Complaiﬁants
Versus -
Raheja Developers Ltd and another .....Respoﬁdents_
. AFFIDAVIT

I, Neelam Harpalani, daughter of La_ch_man Dass Hemrajani, resident of-
E-132, 1% Floor, Masjid Moth, Greater Kailash.Paﬁ - 111, New Delhi-
110048, age 55 years, do hereby so-lemnly affirm and declare as

under:

That [ am one of the ‘Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumef '

N ‘Wo ee“t1on\iAct has been has been drafted by my counsel unde1 my

mstruéno s, the contents of which are true and corr_ect to the best of myx

P /‘

b ;'-'"'Ck%jovgle'ﬁge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

«ﬁ/ | o DE&NT |
xﬁngICATION B

NN

o | 79 Ji |
" & 4\$er1ﬁed here at New Delhi oln this the day of J anuary 2015, that the
\
NE % . . _ .
a\"'c\\ N contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
e
‘\(4

knowledge arg pakgh N@;W&@%,@@s been concealed theleof

Shrl/Smt TKm,. A;

Has solemnly affirmed befo\ré

Delhi on................. as Sl No
LT - That the contents of the affidav /
73 \ have been read & explai 0

s him are true & correct to his knowledge




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES
REDRESSAL COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

/o Complaint No  of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF

Amit Saggar and Othrs

...Complainants

| A,
Versus . o T
. /}e .
- e
Raheja Developers - Ltd and another . o G
? -.....Respondents "'?”.ig,/ é{ d@é‘ 20>
¢ o '&Qggr - g @g. $x
i 3 28§ .:.ig
AFFIDAVIT gz E4T S
o % Epie
I, Rajen Kaul son of Late Shri Prithvinath Kaul %‘ ;f_;%
| 1 | o K 5 i%p
resident of 102, Panch Amrut, Panch Marg, Versova, g zgz
. ' g % %E
Andheri West, Mumbai 400061 age 65 years, do £ 2%
hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under: , :
1. That I am one of the Complainants in the . 9% S A2
o - PpAN 3
E present petition. I am aware of the facts of the case. 1 e B 52
e 7o E 39
am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit. : % Sz ~o oo
. : g O . 2
Oy il
P 0.
I e = L
P v O
> @D o
o] o oo ~
> e e wn




2. - That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

Protection Act has been drafted by my counse! under my instructions. the

contents of which are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Nothing material has been concealed thereof. o m/(
DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Mumbai on this the {ﬁay of January 20'1.5. that thL contents
of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best ot my knowledge and

belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

~ DEPONEN
BEFOREME
et < =

' HYAY
GULABDHAR UPADHY.

~ ADVOCATE & NOTARY NE
bineth Pandey Compound, Marol Rz
" Near Air Port Road, Andheri (E),

‘ umbai-400 059
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No - of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF: |
Amit Saggar and Others . ..Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers . +. Ltd and another = .....Respondents
. AFFIDAVIT

[, Jagmohan Gupta, son of Shri Shankar Dev Gﬁpta, resident of 612,.
Village Bajghera, P.O. Palam Vihar, Gurgaon, Haryana-122017, age

. _
: 31 Years, presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and
declare as under:
l.  ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of "
the facts of the case. I am competent to c:iep.ose the contents of this

affidavit.

e accompanying Complaint ﬁnder Sectien 21 of the C.ensume-r
M Protecthn Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
2rt instru?/ons the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

\\_ﬂ\- iy knowledge and belief. Nothing materlal has been concealed thereof

w& < R %NENT
\QS@\ & dVERIFICATION 70 N 05 (A 67T40H/7A/ G UP//? )

Sc-‘\'i f"* Verified here at New Delhi on this the day of January. %015, that the
& N ' -
PRI . : .
S contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
O e

TRATTHE DEPONE
knowledge gﬁagﬁq‘b D _Tt 1 Yg;\at s*t,lpeen concealed theleof
Slo, Wio R/o. 5 A W AR i
identified by Shri/Smt......\., A S Axr & \
Has solemnly affirmed be\%r ATeN 3 . v
Delhi ONuvveveeeerreenns as Sl.

L8 JAN 203 fhatthe onienis cfpe afiaai DE ONENT

him are true & correct to hls@y@dge o [/}H(:)MOHAN [ U?7/~7)

“AOTARY
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW_'DELIHI'
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: |
Amit Saggar and Others o | ...Compla’inants
Versus o
Raheja Developers -« Ltd and another : ~ .....Respondents
) AFFIDAVIT

[, Deepika Vasishth Saha1 w1fe of Mukul Sahal, 1651dent of B-231/F
Greater Kailash — 1, New Delhl 110048 age 47 years’ do hereby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:
I. That ] am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. | am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21'of_ the Cbnsumer

0(\)y\/ : : | c_ba{]g)LEngENT w)
@ YERIFICATION 20N a5 -
Velmed here at New Delhi on this the day of January 2015, that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the b' st of my

) . { & laitred ' P
T neve beenread b R g DE 3NENT: n

TARY _'

That the contents of the afflda




e e T L L L P AU U U P S VIS PN PP PN

P KRR 17D MOt I T M R T L T i T AR O e AR b g SR AR e T

R S T A 7

R RIS

AT
RO DA,

.
5

ARG

e

0.

BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: o
Amit Saggar and Others : _' _ ...Complainahts

Versus

Raheja Developers - : Ltd and another R .;...Respondents

AFFIDAVIT
I,Sanjay Kumar Garg, son of Sh. Ishwar Chander Garg, 1-esidenl of 702,
Adarsh Appaftment, Plot No. i67’ Sector 55, Gurgaon 12200_9, Haryana,
age 38 years, presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and

declare as under:
I.  That | am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this -

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

~~ " DEPONENT

29 JAN st (<ow\_ta\, ks, CO\/\% )
® @{\?entled here at New Delhi on this the = day of January 2015, that the

N X
(\\{\\%&p '
O a2 contents of the foregoing afﬁdavit are true and correct to the best of my
w
RIED TH DEPONENT
knowledge,‘%ﬁdlﬁe{ eg.tgla as been concealed thereof.
.m 0, W/o Rlo..f...... e N g et ‘

19 IN identified by ShA/SMI........{./ Hduvr7 S & Nohy
Has solemnly afflrmedsbefore e a8t .
Delhi 0N, ieeiieenninenens as Sl No[lA\ A ] - . -
That the contents of the affidavi{(h _ | /
have been read ‘& erpiz M ! | PONENT

him are true & correct to his Kro g

Wi (Sefay b Gang)
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL q ) :
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF |
Amit Saggar and Othrs
: .Corriplainant_s
Versus
Raheja Developers . . Ltd and another
. ..ReSpondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Meera Suri, daughter of Mr. Surinder Mahant, resident of F-53 (G.F.); Tulip
Garden, Sushant Lok — IT & III, Sector — 56, Gurgaon - 122003, aged about 35

years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

l. That I am one of the Complajnants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
%betééh@ﬂ\\ACt has been has been drafted by my counsel under m

ms’[ructlons, he contents of Wthh are true and correct to the best of m

Veriﬁed here at New Delhi on this the day of January 2015, that the

contentgcﬁof the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

o o
: © ekno@vledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof :
: . '\C-‘i\ & N i
: e DEP-O_ NT
s o~

CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPONENTH -
Shri/Smt./Km.

é. IPRVA

= S0 WIoR/o. P Nverny V0 M e RSN

1 9 M Wseniinied oy Shrisme RENVEE WY ({\3\")
Has solemnly aff med Baiarg e

Delhi onuvvvviveiiinnnns as

That the contents o the

have been rezd < BEEL

him are true & coirecl (G 1.8 K o’ J2

@ .

SRR DR R
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| BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
‘ COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others | | ...Complainants |
Versus |

Raheja Developers ™ : Ltd and another - k ,. .....Respbndehts
) AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Ha[resh Khushalani, son of Late Shri K. T. Khushalani, resident
of E-13, Indraprastha Apartments, 114, [.P. Extn.,, Delhi-l'lOOFTZ, ~do

hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complairiants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. | am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

RN .iinstruét}‘ions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
n,lgi’iqulf’edge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.
o=

UkArssw

DEPONENT \<Hosua

VE}RIFICATION 7 g JAN 2015 |
e Verlﬁed here at New Delhi on this the day of January 2015 that the |

‘ contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the_ best of my

SRS
>

o knowledge and belief. Nothing ma been gqoncealed thereof,
CERTIFIED TH %‘ ‘/\%M%

i/Smt./K '
S T e o

.................................. (J\Xf\.\n
Sh /Smt s
29 I I ‘Jfae;msfé@n?% sifimed Seloro/re baREsy KHusuas AN
De\h| ................. S”-‘ ) far . EPONENT |
That the contents of tge aex:\ane-.'z U

have been read

& correct to s Xnow

him are true

R R A M B e e B S U T A

AR
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF: | .
Amit Saggar and Others - - ...Complainants
: I
- Versus - |
| Raheja Developers. . Ltd and another S .....Respondents -
) AFFIDAVIT

I, Amit Saggar, son of Sh. Chaman Lal Saggar, resident of C-1004,
Parasvnath GreenVille, Sohna Road Sector 48 Gurgaon Haryana -

122018, age 37 years, presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly

|

I.  That I am authorized by Power of attorney dated 13.01.2015 on behalf

affirm and declare as under:

of Mr. Joginder Pal Saggar being one of the Compléinants.in the

present petition. I am aware of the facts of the case. I am competent to

depose the contents of this affidavit.

' That the, accompanying Complaint under Sectron 21 of the Consumer

Protectre Act has been has been drafted by my counsel -under my

é N (\," o
Q‘ ’ .
< \’ g
4 1nsu uctigns, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
9
: TN
3 \./
% .l

LA TN

@ A ‘VF RIFICATION R C""‘" TS ”f‘t ‘1&0>
;r\ """ Verified here at New Delhi on this the = day of January 2015, that the
,.(x. \ : .
oL contents of the foreR%oinl% affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
‘ CERTIFI

THAT TH.{E DEPON NT

Shri/Smt i

knowledge and bse’j lﬁf@"f PP 1A é—lﬁ '%j:oyealed thereof.
i'd'é‘r".‘.‘%;é.d."B‘y...s.'ﬁ;';)é;_]:{t ---------- ARARRST KL N ) .
Has solemnly affirmed bb;o 2 e M\/

Delhi on...ovcvvveennnnl. as S MbHAVA-

That the contents of the affes j)_’;}—h /
©7 have been read & ¢ ..z %

him are true & correct 1c mis angy. wtise
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS_ DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION; NEW DELHI o
Complaint No ~ of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others - ...Complaimants
Versus
Raheja Developers L.td and another o ‘-v.....Rcspo'nanls
AFFIDAVIT
[, Mr. Tribhuvan Akku, son of Shri Ram Sital. resident off Ashiana
Upvan, T3/Bx-415, Ahinsa Khand-2. Indirapuram. Ghaziabad. U.P.-

201014, age 40 years, presently in New Delhi, do hereby sTlcmnl_\'

affirm and declare as under:
l. That I am onc of the Complainants in the present petition. | am aware off
the facts of the case. | am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer.

IR : i : Cunde
< O w=—~Rrotefyion Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
N - ’ )

s
«

FRAN
N

. f‘t\»-:;\“(_'kmv-s‘trigct& s, the contents of which are true and correct to the best ot my

PX

. \-:\_;_,_.»-;‘;‘.‘.\lkhéwlqu"e and belief. Nothing material has been concealed lllm.f_c_ol-‘. ,
I " DEPONENT
Cvpmimicamion LPMUBE (o e Ao )

L

«"Verified here at New Delhi on this the  day of January 2015. that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

. | .
< : PONENT , ‘
knowledge and bedfefi i b TmTieiD h‘as.%(iwmccalcd thereol,

Slo, Wio R/O..&va... oA & |
’ A S

DRI S B o B Attt RS el <
ldentified by Shri/Smi........ o YfAM 35,)\( M“ o

| ONeernreenerenneess as
—— Delhi on...... fig g LRIE

- fth f B .
29 JAN 2015 hatine contene g 8 enihe o DEPONENT

him are true & correct to s kiiv =1

ATapY | ﬁ%kla\\k\)dn : Mt L_'{>
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
ComplaintNo  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: _
Amit Saggar and Others | - o ..Comp;laiﬁants
Versus B | o
Raheja Developers . Ltd andanother- o | .;...Rcsppndents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Ankur Malik, son of Shri A. D. Malik, resident of M-23, Ground
Floor, Kalkaji, New Delhi-110019, age 40 Years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:
1. That I am one of the Complainants in t_he present petition. I am aweiré of
the facts of the case. I am competent to. depose the contints' of th’is_

~affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under .Section 21 of the Consumer

~ Phogection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
el 2N ‘

g _iri‘s__tru};ﬁions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

\.‘»..,_""“ L knowle;‘dge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.
SaAiD - ;«Wi .
/\\& o @/DEPONENT |
> VER;.FICATION 79 JAN 2015 Q—#NU)L M%‘l’\

: V\e‘uﬁed here at New Delhi on this the - day of January 2015, that the

7 contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

CERTIFIED T
Shri/Smt./Km..§ o< ~

310, W0 RIO.... a3 {\I\ ....... D ,}\/?
iéé'ﬁ't}%iéé"b'y"Shff"f’.lfnTéaLﬁg‘f'om,' e at /}ch :
Has solemnly 2 s Si. Np.AA.

) i Olaeereesnessnrsss NP Fiie
2 9 JAN 20’15 ?ﬁ\atlthe contents of tDe af'i‘?iag:_“ gl
have been. read & er*l'glklno-\-.‘fer‘_,

nim are true & correct to 03

knowledge and belief. N hiq\g éﬂ%@ﬁa_ beeﬁ concealed thereof
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
| COMMISSION, NEW DELHI |
ComplaintNo  0of2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others . R . .Compiéinants
Versus.
Raheja Developers : - . Ltd and another | . ...Resp.o.ndent-s |
AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Harinder Arora, son of Shri Manak'Sinlgh, resident of "KD-42A,
Ashok Vihar, Phase-I, Delhi-110052, age 43 Years, do hereby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. Thatl am one of the (;omplainants in the present petition. [ amjware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. __That the accompanying Complaint under 'Sec_tio‘n 21 of the Consumer

S e }:;‘\1 § t . : ’ 7

B / ~ ;,,,*‘ ““*\eroi@ -1\10n Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
! Vs L : 3
s - A g . :
\}\?{) »\*\?ri‘nstﬁuc_ti\f)ns, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
e . . ) . : - :
AN A knowle{ége and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

' Uaied Moke

C DEPONENT
E <\§k VERIFICATION A (HARIND R ARORA)
. A 290N W -
: 4 p\ Verified here at New Delhi on this the * day of Jahuary 2015, that the
\;\qc*'- 7 contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
N NS .

s knowledge and bgligfiddothi nmv%m Tbeen concealed thereof.
§ ShrilSmt.}l?lim...\/\.{\.?rN\- t/@/\f‘\ -.\va\ _ i I
? Slo, Wio Rlo-.!-fcpeweoktr 214 L L
PR TR TIORGOS S 1 hera
Has solemaly affirmed befolre Jos pL _
Delhi ONueeiveenrnrrnees as 3l. No

That the contents of the affiday

ngAN 20'15 have been read & explams

him are true & correct to his KN

DEPONENT
(HAD ER. ARD LA,
N |

LASE
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI 9,7

- Complaint No of_'ZOlS
IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
..Complainants
‘Versus
Raheja Developers “ - Ltd and another
| ...Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

[, Ashwani Kumar Rustagi, son of Shri Kishaﬁ Lal Rustagi, resident of'-C_-66_, -
second floor, Ardee City, Sector 52, Gurgaop — 122011 age 54 yeal's"pl'esently o

in Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in'the.present'petit"io:h. T am aware
, : P

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit. =

2. - That the accompanying Complaiht under Section 21 of the Consumer

PI«@RCH@IL Act has been has been dlafted by my counsel  under my '

\
);;fS’EI’U’CﬁOnS thg\:ontents of which are tme and correct to the best of my
b

!;'/Akﬂ@w o and lief. Nothing material has been concealed theleof B
: Dz 41 S
o\ B %\ML& &

s \VVO;‘.\.' "’ ¢ | | | .. . @

L | '. . DEPONE

~)/ VERIFICATION

W CgEat |
: Verif@ﬁ’here at New Delhi on this the day-of-lénuéiy 201-5 that the
'gmf;n‘trs of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my .
_‘ e khowledge and belief. Nothmg material has been concealed ther eof
o 5" o
CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPOW DEPONENS

Shri/Smt./Km..

S/o, W/o R/o.. LL/ [,
ldewtmedvahl/Smt .....................
Has solemﬂly affirmed

Delhi on.iinen. . as

Thet tha conteats of the

hzve paen 4T .
himeimre > & Teee sl
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL é)
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI )

Complaint No of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF

Amit Saggar and Othrs

2

..Complainants

.=
o
A

=
¥
=
B
&
3l
=
&
ey
2

7
]

Versus

Raheja Developers . Ltd and another
...Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Rajinder Sharma, son of Shri Jamna'_Dass Sha.rm_a,' resident of C-502,

et

S R S I A

Dream Apartment, Plot No. 14, Sector-22, Dwarka, New Delhi - 1 1007'5_, age

49 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That ] am one of the Complainants in the present petition. 'am aware

of the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents of this afﬁdawt

AR RRISE O RS

2. That thesaccompdnying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my

instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the bes

P
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wlsdge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

$
@‘/ .
'NS®
©
]

CATION

s
Verified here at New Delhi on this the 1@‘ gay of January 7015 that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the bes

2% knowledge and belief. Nothing material haS;-b_ee’n .conceal_ed thereof,
[ .

DEPONENT

RIS O

solemnly artirmed betore me res.

swver & oxplunad to the deponent

..th C.-‘l 10NPT. ‘Plho

15 JAN 20\5
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL g 7
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI S
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Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF

e}
=
&
%
3
v

Amit Saggar and Othrs

...Complainants

N
R

NS

Versus

Raheja Developers and another

RS AR O

...Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

R R

A AR R R

I, Rajeev Kumar Singh, son of_ Chandrama Singh, resident of Flat no: 17054,
Prestige shantiniketan, Whitefield, Bangalore, age 38 years, dd'_hei'eby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of thJ CQhSumer |

Protection Act has been drafted by my counsel under my instructions, the

contents of which are true and correct to the best of my.knowledge and belief.

Sk

Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

o Ky, g
DEPONE
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VERIFICATION

Verified here at Banga101e on this the . az/day of January 2015, that the
_' contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

g ledge and belief. Nothmg material has been concealed thereof.

Solemnly affirmed / Sworn to before g
This the..eue EL..... day%w _&/}‘U{lm{
P‘Le £ L oo Oath Co . -

“K G)evara]a, B.A, LB,
aee cate / Cath Commissioner

mwo - # 25/1, 2nd Floor,

‘Anand vaas 3rd Cross, 6th -Main,

Opp. Hotel Moti Mahal Road,
Gandhmagar Bangalore - 560 009.

Sl WOwasas .8.2 .. «-Page No....ﬁ...Zs-
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES RED]TESSAL

: S COMMISSION NEW DELHI |
EE N g /OO

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs |
.. .Compl_ain'ants

Versus

N

‘ Raheja Developers ™ - Ltd and another
.....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, SHARAD GOYAL son of SHRI RS AGRAWAL resident of C-503,
SUJJAN VIHAR, SECTOR-43, GURGAON, age 41 years, presently in

New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present'petition.-l am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the C nsumei‘
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, ' DEP NENT
29 JN 205 %

Veﬁt\e‘ii here at New Delh1 on this the = day of January 2015 that the

\§ q?oﬁqfents of the foregomg affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof

DEPONENT

NENT
CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPQNENT
Shn/Smt /Km.. W}\HM

R SRR R S 5 R S i PR A
O

29 zm?hat;hgggater;zs e eyt W

hav
him are true & correct to his knoy’ ege
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEWDELHI N /6]

A

Complaint No of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
..COInplainants
Versus
Raheja Developers - Ltd and another
....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Rahul Kumar, son‘ of Late Inder Kumar'Kharbanda, resident 017"6'61,>=New
Millenium Apts., Plot # 2, Dwarka Sector 23, New D'elhi' 3| 10075, age 41 S

years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:
1. That [ am one of the Complainants in ihe present petition. i am aware
of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer = -

Protection Act has been has been drafted by my 'counse{ under my .
instructions, the contents of which are true and conect to the best of my -'
knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed ¢ ereof M\

‘ DEPONENT
C mln}é \\ -
-0 L9
/o‘ N 25196VERII\€ICATION
, %Q?’ S. \\; Boi _
{2 GO:’) \\‘/erkf d here at New Delhi on this the Sixteenth day ofJanuaIy 2015, that the

\M
v

ents of the foregomg affidavit are true and correct 1o the besl

Otmwy\
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—
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E ' BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS 'DISPUTES REDRE}SSAL' '

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI /6L

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
. .Complainahté
| Versus
Raheja Developers ~- . Ltd and another
| | B .'_'....Respond.ents

_ AF FIDAVIT

I, Sudershan Kaur w1fe of Jasblr Singh resident of 22/5, Punjabl Bagh
Extention, Club Road, New Delhi- 110026 aged 70 years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to dépose the contents of this affidavit.

Ifat the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Cc?ns'umer

Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel ‘under my

SQud veshan tears:
DEPONENT

o L 2 Q g a0 -
L ;@riﬁed here at New Delhi on this the 16 day of January 2015 that the

contents of the foregomg affidavit. arfv true and correct to the best of my

e T

knowledgg‘:%ﬁd behef foilgl\g rnaterlal Has been concealed thereof

S 'ga_mb Q\\w
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DEPONENT




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAJ‘ _
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI ' | / 0 3 '

Complaint No | of?_.Ol-S

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othfs
~ ...Complainants
Versus
. - Raheja Developers .© - Ltd and angther
. ..Respbndénis

AFFIDAVIT

I, Kshitij Kashyap, son of Kuldeep ChandlKashyap, reslident of C 109,
Jayabheri Orange 'County, Road No. 2,'-' Né.nakramguda, Gachi_bow'li,

Hyderabad 500032, age 38 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as

under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am
aware of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

afﬁdavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the
Consumer Protection Act has been has been drafted by r_riy cbunslel under
my instructions, the contents of which are true and conecﬁ_to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. | & :
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Hyderabad on this the  day of January 2015, that the
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed the'r‘eof.-i o

-
ATT E -
Q‘
SAILAJA 1 A
Advocate & Notary

" DEPONE
8.H.E.L., MIG-1110, R.C.Puram,

NT
Hyderabad-502 032. T.S.
Cell: 8548292806
Zommission Exp.on: 24/06/2017
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI . o /09
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:
Amit Saggar and Others _ ~...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another - ...Respondents
AFFIDAVIT .

I, Nonihal Singh, son of Laté Shri Mahender Smgh resmiem of 21,
Arjun Nagar, Green Park, New Delhi, age 62 years, do hereby |

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

That the dccompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

- PR
n . Ay
TR

1n r’uctio‘{ls the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledée and belief. Nothing mate11a1 has been concealed theleof .

/\/ W\A/L\ 9\/( ,C\NL/L,
- ~ DEPONENT
/i 9_ JAN 2018 | :

éferlﬁed here at New Delhi on this the - day of January 2015, that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

CERTIFIED THAT D NE
Shn/Smt/Km Qﬁ

S/o, Wio R/ou,ti it MMW&@\/ %N)/Z ,
1o i WS BRI e B N L Dk a5

Delhi 0Neecriveereinins as Sl. NgZi.4 .
That the contents of the affid _|t\ﬂ?rf | DEPONENT
have been read & explajned 10

him are true & correct to his knowied

knowledge and belief. Nothin mater 1al b%aﬁﬂbeen concealed thereof

OTARY
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMER.S DIS.PUTES REDRETSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Comp.laint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others ...Complainants -

Versus

Raheja Developers Ltd and another - ....Respondents

AFFIDAVIT =~
I, Satish Arora, son of Shri J. K. Arora, resident of A1/348, 'Dal Mill
Road, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-110059, aged 54 years, ~dd_p hereby.

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

That I am one of the Complaiﬁants in the present petition. I am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

o~

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

e 73 »

o y . | L
/,:/ uﬂ,PrOt tion Act has been has been ‘drafted by my counsel under my

« \,f/ . el

I Ihstructigns, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

DEPONENT
29 JN W15 | -
he  day-of January 2015, that the

VERIFICATION

.~ Merified here at New Delhi on this t

. SR
e

DR

27N

: contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my
& | .
RS knowledge and belief. Nothing materialr:lw been concealed thereof.

N CERTIFIED THAT THE D.E‘.D_'O'N, NG . '
Shri/SmLIKM. - L g - | .
QoﬂNmFU?:zjkg- ..... D THTARNPRY ;‘&&x P“}A/, (&CEAJ/\,/«\\__\'

19 JAN 018 icaiitied by SUHUSEL 00T s L= |

as solemly *es 8\ NC 2.3, DEPONENT
Lrat the contents of 126 2N o

\ ea L
veg been | RS Lo
?\?m are true & corfgc: 1o 3




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL / 0( o
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF . o |
| Amit Saggar and Othrs
: .Complainarité
Versus
Raheja Developers ® * . Ltd and another
| ' ...Resp_ohd_ents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Akash Deep Batra, son of Samsher Bahadur Batra, resideht of 368 Sector 9
Pocket 2 Dwarka New Delhi -75, age 32 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and .

declare as under:

. That [ am one of the Complainants in the present petition. [:am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the _conterfts of this affidavit. -

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
. "‘"’r—ﬁ - .

P ProtZE?i‘oq Act has been has been drafted by my counsel undef my

f" mstructlons the contents of which are true ‘and correct to the best of my.

29 Iy g
_ Veriﬁed___here at New Delhi on this the day of January 2015, that the
@ " conitenits of the foregoing affidavit are true.and correct to the best of my
N -

f-',i‘;lx\diié)wledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.
‘__\.9\‘ ' ' :
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CERTIFIED THAT THE DE;;(%%J\EGEAF /}ﬂjf)/o\

Shri/Smt. /Km] Faw’
S/o, W/o R/o.. ANE f} oA
o i&é‘&il%;'e'a"5'y'|“s"ﬁ';1f;éa\“”b A% KAV
9 ; sz Has solemnly affirmed a f
2 9 JAN @15 Delhi o0, icvvenennn. B S o A L
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL /)
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015 |

IN THE MATTER OF | | . |

Amit Saggar and Othrs
. .'Coin?lainants
Versus |
Raheja Developers  : Ltd and ano.ther
b ..Réspondents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Neeta Rakesh Dhingra, w/o of Rakesh Dhingra resident of J-49, Rajouri
Garden, New Delhi- 110027 aged 50 years, do hereby solemnly;afﬁfm. and
declare as under: " | o

S |
1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted by fny counsel under my
- Instructions, the contents of which are true a_nd'corre_ct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

D&iPO ENT
. VERIFICATION
Verified here at New Delhi on this the 15" day of January 2015, that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

- knowledge and belief. Nothing matgrial has been concealed thereof. o

» y

8, ' o i
J,aATTEinD DE?.O NT

5 cat comsonse | 1 JAN 206
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: ' -
Amit Saggar and Others .' . .'.Com;Jlain'a'nts
Versus |
Raheja Developers Ltd and another | | .....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Ms. Samina Ahmad, W/o Mr. Igbal Ahmad, resident of F-412,
Jalvayu Towers, Sector-56, Gurgaon—lZZOl'l, age 5_4'years,' presently

in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm-and declare as-Und@:
1.  ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present petitibﬁ-. [ am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to.dep'ose the contents of this -

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

Protection Act has been has been drafted by m_y'counsel-under my

T T
-~ 1\ s

{ Mtions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

TN - o
o know b%ge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed theréfof. ,

CoCs | DEPONENT |
e | m | s Mperad )

VERIFICATION 29 JAN 208 ( Sanns fwad
(,r"' Verified here at New Delhi on this the  day of January 20._15,- that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge ar(ljciiE belicf, I}T‘Q;hmggnmggt\%hs een concealed thereof.
Shri/smt./Km-&&W - e

{gentified by Sh“’sm"d“‘;VWv'

2 QJAN !;M Has solemnly affirrrlxaeS o .

Al ONeeveearreeers as . -
%\"}T t!?e contents o‘ T tose Y DEPONENT
havs 5 ; - [ .

h.\l..‘.‘_’ RETE Ot

[Sorrt Abmed)




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:
Amit Saggar and Others | . .Comp'laidants '
V‘ersus_ - | |
Raheja Developers.  Ltd and anofher o .,...Reseoridents |
AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Pramod Kumar Shukla, son of Shri Durga Parasad Shukla,
resident of B-261, Phase II, New Pélam Vi'har,,.Gurgaon — 122017,
age 47 Years, presently in New Delhi, d_o hereby solem_nly' affirm and

declare as under:
1. ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present petition. | am:aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of" this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
_._.Protection Act has been has been dréfted by Imy» counsel under my

, ""i‘nstructi‘@ns the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

R .owledge and belief. Nothing matenal has been concealed thereof

O e
NG e PONENT

e | (PRAMOD KUMAR SHUKLA/
o\é,k ] PRIYA SHUKLA)
o \{SERIFICATION i 9 JAN WS |
\§ & QV’erlﬁed here at New Delhi on this the day of January 2015, that the
3

S contents of the foregomg affidavit are true and correct to the beSt of my
&

<« knowledge and belief. Not% W‘Jf«\as been concealed thereof
CERTIFIED, THAT 62
Shri/smt./Km.. P

kR ey *mw@mﬁgmww
'\a;aa\a"a'b'v'”é'f"”- ONENT

S/o,
Hos solemaly 8777 R (PRAMOD KUMAR SHUKLA/
Deli 0 : "~ PRIYA SHUKLA)

gy g FTTE
[ETCRC S .
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| BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015

1 e AL

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others _ | ...Complainants
. Versus ‘
Raheja Developers - - . Ltd and another '. .....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Sharad Dubey, son of Late Shri Prabhat'Dubey, resident of E-
2366, Ansal Palam Vihar, Gurgaon, Haryaria-122017, age _40.Yéa'rs,
presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as

under:

1. ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I alm' aware of
the facts of the case. | am competént to depose thé'contents of this

: : affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

Protection Act has been has been drafted by my cou'_nsel under my

T T

iﬁ“s:;ructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

i1 - -\"t/kﬂowledg? and belief. Nothing materlal has been concealed thereof.

LY 2 _ (SHARADDUBEY)
VERIFICATION

2 9 JAN cfa |
V‘érlﬁed here at New Delhi on this the ay of January 2015 that the

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and l():ilé%fmlglé)thmg mgtﬁjb ﬁbeen concealed there
Ehri/Smt./Km.. m M N

Sjo, Wio Ri0..

.................................. N,
i'd'e'&'t}]i'e'a"B'y'"sm/sm.... i --faq’\\\ \\
Has sotemaly affirmed BTN
’ 5 Drm M""_'l"l.}'i';'.f'-.°;j' 5
Thot thp amarts 807
79 Jal 205 A

him 80 u e
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: |
Amit Saggar and Others - ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers . Ltd and a{nother - | .....Requndents
AFFIDAVIT

[, Mr. Saurabh Dubey, son of Late Shri Prabhat Dubey, resident of E-
2366, Ansal Palam Vihar; Gurgaon, Haryana-122017, age 40 Years,

presently in New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as

under:

1. That1am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents -of this-

affidavit.

S |
2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

- Protection Act has been has been dr-a.fted.b_'y my co_u.nsel. under my

———instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my .. =

A

e

“;—f_{'j__;ow.l__e\dge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

v S j |
\ e DEPONENT
N (SAURABH DUBEY)
‘\;( P ' : :

WRIE;ICATION 29 JAN 2015

$ | -
A . .
\@gntents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

& >
<

\ knowledge and belief. Nothing mater) das been concealed the_f { '
| ' CERT‘F‘,EKDmTHﬁT %F% @%M , : @I/
S o Rio.. Lz g%Wﬁﬂ“‘i it |
NT

. @; : . . . N '.
Vgﬁf}gﬁﬁlere at New Delhi on this the  day of January 2015, that the .
N

\dentified BY Sh[fif'-?f}'g"‘?}élﬁ%fﬁ;& . | DEPONE
T Has colernnly atl n:: - ny < NEPONENT
Py JA ' ngDe’.h‘, R T e B | D
29 i B ﬁ
h e o . ‘-h . .
oo T
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| BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL /2
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF

Amit Saggar and Othrs

et A AL I

..Coinp_laihants
Versus | ‘ '
Raheja Developers . Ltd and another
...Respondems‘ |

AFFIDAVIT

I, USHA GOEL, wife of SURINDRA KUMAR GOEL , resident of 18:704
Heritage City MG Road Gurgaon Haryana , age 63,years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:

l. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. [ am aware

of the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21} of the Consumer
) ,««Pfo-’ee jon Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my
/ / mstmctlons\ the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

oWIedge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed theleof : | péf
e | b Giodd

J - ~ DEPONENT

(“;"\:'-‘('VERI\FJICAFTION

=~ 29 I 1%

Verified here at New Delhi on this the 16" day of January 7015' [hlat the

content% @f the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowkdage and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. . _
DEPONENT,
CERTIFIED THSTQI’SE ot
oo Rlo- g n T 1 e
79 JAy 0t geniied oy SUERed o7
AT ...--'\"'r{(é"df"\?wde SAG
Tnat the ‘Egae:ead oL
nave © cori2ti v~

him are Wy &




L BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI |
Complaint No  of 2015 .

IN THE MATTER OF: | _
Amit Saggat and Others o - ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another _ o .....Respondents
- AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Sameer Pankaj, S/o Mr. Madan Mohan, R/O _A-33/518, Air India
Housing Colony, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi - 110057, age 35 years, do

hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

That I am one of the Complainants in the 'prese'nt petition. | am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the: contents of this

affidavit.

That the accompanying Complaint u'n.de.r Section 21 of the Consumer

. ' |
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my

in;LgKions the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

Enowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof

X |
e / DEPONENT
N o o . NKAT
>/ VERIFICATION g, (sAmeer P >
g_~-.. ;_:'u v L

- Verified here at New Delhi on this the da); of J anuary 2?15,_'that the
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and corfect to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof

CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPONENT,

...... /W\-
Shri/Smt./Km... &gy
Sio, Wio Rio.. fx«,&w)uw"\ _____ :
R iy s oy
ST e er 2ty affirms ONENT

(SAMLC@ PANKAT)

&

‘T"'""“O




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL Y
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI D 7

Complaint No _0'f2.015

IN THE MATTER OF

Amit Saggar and Othrs
...Complainants .
Versus |
Raheja Developers Ltd and another
| ...Beébondc_ents :
AFFIDAVIT-i

I, Subrat Das, son of Sh. Jugal Kishore Das, resident of 3052, _B-4,'Vasant
Kunj, New Delhi -110070, age 5lyears, do hereby -'s'olemnly affirm and

declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. [ am aware

of the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my.couns_el under my
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my -~ .

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed théreof.‘

Lo

- DEPONENT

VERIFICATION

Verified here at New Delhi on this the 17 day of January 2015, that the
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the_' b_e&t of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof. -

C'(—s(i.;nd that the Deponent ! |
Cf“"'; ...... ‘.ACA. L Q\Q*I bm ............. DEPM
3 036:\.5- ...... o 5 7\{Q N
lgentifind By Shri. 30k / & A 5 A
has solemniy affi V %o 2 m2 at MNew o NI'Q‘_"'
- ajﬁ/ Delhi d 7 \H\i .thatthe contenis ' -
\\\\ﬂ@“ of the affiavit which haz becn read ovr
and expiained to him are trus & corront
to his }\'r*-'*w"s-'*"-O

Oath Comfn:°saoner. """" T | ] JAN LU



BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL  //6
COMMISSION, NEW DELH]

Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
. .'.Com.pl-ai'nants
Versus
Raheja Developers i . Ltd and another

.....Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

I, Deepika Lala Savlani,wife of Purushotam lSavlani,resident of F-llat' no. C2-
903, L&T Southcity, MICO Arekere Layout, off Bannerghatta Road
Bengaluru, Karnataka-76 age 40 years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare

as under:

L. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware

of the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents of this :a.fﬂdavit.,

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 oft;he;'Con_su-mer_
Protection Act has been has been drafted by my QOunsel under my
instructions, the contents of which are true .and correct to the best of my

DEPONENT

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has ble_'e_.n concealed thereof. |

VERIFICATION

Verified here at Bengaluru on this the '6%day of January 2015, that the
contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge agsimttslNothing material has been concealed th_er'eoﬁ.-

WOoRp TO BEFOIQE}I)\,?SENT/: _
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI |
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another ...Respondents |

AFFIDAVIT

I, Mr. Korath. V. Mathew, S/o Mr. K.V. Mathew R/O |250.) Park
Royal Residency, Sector 22, Dwarka, Delhi - 110077, age 50 years, do

- hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

i 1. ThatIam one of the Complainants in the present pefition. [ am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this
affidavit.

Protection Act has been has been drafted by my'counsel Linder.my

i tructlons th contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
S NV

. Nothing material has been concea led thereof

QM\

JEPONENT
VE@FIC/ ATION 25 K Ko&@jf{h s Wd\w\

&“e{r?‘led here at New Delhi on this the

day of January 2015, hat the
~<\°‘6 Q@

‘S\@} contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my .
S & ,

bQ ™\

NS .
B
< knowledge aggR}%e;jngmNH%h \«NQ NH bgegl) concealed thereof.
2?(;‘/\?\1% RIO.fogeme\f e (\‘\

_1dentified by Shri/Smt...

L lemaly afflrmed bqfo 7 |

29 JAN 2015 ?.‘??h?%n ............... A G
Thnt he o r, e . o~
h*‘ P - .I‘:J.“__
RO
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL €ONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI =~ n’.

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
...Complainants -
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another
. ..RespFndents |

AIT FIDAVIT |

I, Puja Goyal, wife of Mr. Ashish Goyal, resident of 362, Guru CGHS, Plot
no. 2, sector 6, Dwarka, New Delhi, age 38 years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am the constituted attorney of Mr Ashish Goyal, one of the
Complainants, vide power of attorney datéd Jan 19, 2015. 1 am
aware of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents

of this affidavit.

r:."m-éﬂ_"

e,

2 That Ihe accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the

k,_‘»._‘Co‘ “’_mer Protection Act, 1986 has been has been draﬁed by my

r-_»;""'c"c;iunsel uqder my instructions, ther contents of which are tr_ue and

: p correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. Nothing material has

\,\\(}:‘Z;'_ , been concealed thereof. e | Q \ C N
L : , C 3 ] .'
S | -~ "DEPONENT

C
w VERIFICATION ]

N

NS

§%

,(\’b

b\ Q‘fhe contents of the fgregping ﬁfﬁdauft are

6 Shri/Smt./Km..

\ o LA

Q?s‘/‘zemﬁed here at Delhi c;n this the day of J anuary 2015, that
b° .

d correct to the best of my
% 0\"’40""‘.‘; o
knowledge and beliwf; W FHAS JOC

identified by hn/Smt - O

Has solemnly afflrmcc}/b gre

Delhi ON.cireririens

That the contents of H

have been read c‘ 1
v . .:'”hlm are true & cOrreci 1o .~

J

_onbe led thereof.

A

~NOTARY
BEFORE THE N/.ﬁ IONAL CON SWERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL -
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No  of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF o :
Amit Saggar and Othrs
.. .Complainénts
Versus

Raheja Developers Ltd and another

o ......Rlesp.o:ndents

AFFIDAVIT |

[, Ritika Pal, daughter of Mr. Krishna Deo Pal, resident of BC-2E,lDDA
Flats, Munirka, New Delhi-110067, age 36 years, do hereby solemnly

affirm and declare as under:

L. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. [ am

aware of the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents

'M”W ofthjs affidavit.
//\ / 2“: .. TH‘aI _}ve accompanying Complaint under vSectibn_ 21 of the
( (,\v\ " onsu r Protection Act, 1986 has been has been drafted by my -
| \A\ o .couhsel" under ry instructjons, the contents of .whiclh a_re‘ true and

. :'j"_'_i‘.(;k R _;/cggect to the best of my knowledge and belief. Nothing material has

“ been concealed thereof. | | K/ﬂéﬂ /ﬁf/ |

DEPONENT

SFH .
YEFIFICATION 29 N 205

Y . .

Geriﬂed here at NVew gék‘ on this the day of January 2015,[ that the

contents of the foreé%%éﬁfﬁiﬁ%@ t}éﬁfe[f
. f

Slo, Wio Rlo o

ot s ek N S gpeed vt 7

D,

&MHA correct to the best of my |

Has solemnly affirmed béfore
Delhi on..oin.l, as Si. Nt
That ths contents of the affic
e % rtaer read G oav o 3Xed

o T o' g {(hh DEPONENT
2 q JAN 2075‘hm' ¢ o burt SCTTIen S § s ar o ’ :
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL COMMISSION,
NEW DELHI . '

Complaint No' = of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF

Amit Saggar and Others ' . ...Complaiaaats
Versus

Raheja Developers '+ . Ltd and another - ....;Respondents
AFFIDAVI.'I"-

I, Sudhir Kant Gupta son of Late Shri-N.L Gupta, resident of 751, 8th Cross, 2nd Block
R.T. Nagar, Bangalore 560032, age 55 years, do heleby solemnly affirm and declare as

under:

1. That I am one of the Complainant‘s in the present petition. 1 am aware of the facts " -

of the case. | am competent to depose the contents.of this affidavit.

t 2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer Protection
' Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my instructions, the contents of which

are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. Nothmg materlal has been

concealed thereof. : _,_; w:LﬂM KQ\J

DEPONEN

/ L VERIFICATION

Verified here at Bangalore on this the 14k day of January 2013, that the contents of the

foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my kanledge and b'eliéf'.'N'othinQ

material has been concealed thereof,

I DEPONENT
Roremnr. atir eq o ' 0 Jers g
n“‘

~Tnis the
TN gy 0 R
a@e““%\w K{%

'@ 244./7‘

\//IN%lka;rm N mKJB:rTgntaRgiaa

M m@& ﬁ“ - ““\Bk

Comecuem ,
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL / 2 o
COMNHSSION NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
y .Complainants -
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another
...Rcspéndents

AFFIDAVIT-

I, Sudha Singla, wife of Ghanshyam Smga resident of Flat no. 5, Tower =

A10, Comfort Zone, Balewadi, Pune, Maharashtra - 411045 age J7 years, do

hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am'awa're

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer
Protection Act has been’ has been drafted by my counsel under my
instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best .of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

i
 DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

Verified here at Pume. on this thelTwday of January 2015, that_ the contents of
the foregoing affidavit are true and correc_t-to the best of my knowledge and

belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

AFRD#W"

?o'om iy B TR ;wam a2 M
oo %mmam ﬁ " DEPONENT
San.. Lo, )?W/Mf‘*%

4avocaty Wn-‘- D pdeaon &QQZMAW

/‘\lf,‘l") ) +1 Y

.,
wtate sy
M f
Pune Dietrkes




BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No ~ of 2015
IN THE MATTER OF: _ | o
Amit Saggar and Others | . ~...Complainants |
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another =~ _' e ..RespOnden'ts
AFFIDAVIT

I, Mrs. Néelam Bhardwaj, wife of Mr. R. N. Bhardwaj, resident of 22-
B, Sheikh Sarai, Phase-II, Pocket L, New Delhi- 110017 age 60

Years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as unde1

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the cbntents of this

affidavit.

PN AN DL M LT

PAG_,(‘_-QOL--A @gp, ;(‘J\.__ - L‘

Cl\fi ~ DEPONENT

VERIFICATION 7 q JAN 019 _
‘\?‘gﬁ%ed here at New Delhi on this the day ofJanuary 7015 that the o

) \@
\\ Q

K & ‘° contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

\\- b

S

knowledge and belief. Nothm& qqa&eglggb@&bﬁen oneea led theleof
i T L e
Slo, Wio R0

db ShnlSml A
l}fe:“:ge\emz\‘/ affirmed 0e

2 g AM\\ L\na H rn‘rﬂ‘“ i __'\_ -f‘..'

T nar

L,(’;_-" b"u’”\cp"“—"\
D[EPONENT |

RITRAGRRSIR RN

= T~
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015 |

IN THE MATTER OF: _ o
Amit Saggar and Others R ~...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another : .....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Mrs. Sunita Kakkar, W/o Mr. Anil Ktlmaf'Kakkar resident of B-602,
Som Vihar, R.K Puram, New Delhi - 110022 age 56 years, do hereby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present p_etition.' I 7m aWaI'e of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose t_he contents of this

1

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

| - DEPONENT
¢ . [ Sr A RAEIAR
DR VERIFICATION 29 4y o |

@J Verlﬁeﬁqhere at New Delhi on this the day of J é'nuary 20.1.5, that the

‘\ k‘)

éqtents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

\

knowledge and bellef N zagwﬁfff&jg been concealed thereof.
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI |
Complaint No . of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: o _
Amit Saggar and Others B ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and anhother ~....Respondents
AFFIDAV.IT

I, Mr. Kapil Kohli, son of Shri R. K. Kohli, resident of FE-4, Shivaji
Enclave, New Delhi-110027, age 34 years, being Power of attorney

holder, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am authorized by Power of attorney dated 12.01.2015 or[: behalf
of Mr. Pankaj Kohli being one of the Complainénts in the present
petition. I am aware of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose

the contents of this affidavit.

*'ih&truc}ions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

e /

famm

27'<"F)'khc§}vlle‘",clgé and belief. Nothing material has begn concealed 'thér_eo'f.

DEPONENT

\\§\/ .yV‘:E:‘RIFICATION : 79 \;A“ wi |
@ " ¢ Verified here at New Delhi on this the. . day of January 2015, that the -

W

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best bf_ my

knowledge and be?ﬁﬁgﬁtﬁ(ﬁmwaﬁlgkﬁiﬁgﬁp oncealed thereof.
0, W/o R/o £ “[C AR : :

[dentified by Shri/Smt... ..

Has solemnly affirmed before

; ‘mﬁ Oelhi on................ as Sl. Ng ,

have been read & exp!lv,.":-.::-l‘
Him are true & cerrgct {e his kb o
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI -
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: | |
Amit Saggar and Others o _ ...C_omplain_ants
Versus
Raheja Developers " Ltd and another | .|;....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

| I, Mr. Pankaj Tewari, son of Shri Kriﬁsh;na Mohan Tewari, reéident of
New Colony, Near Devi Temple, Amlai Paper Mill, Dist — Shahdol —
484117, M.P., age 46 Yearé, presently in New Delhi, .do' hereby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1.  ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents’ of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint undef Sectien 21 of the Consumer

Protectlon Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my:

/ - ""'*»\
T
-

B mstrucuo , the ¢contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

DEPONENT
(PAN KAJ TEWARI)_ _

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my |

knowledge and Hi'&eD lofrfgleT)een concealed thereof
t:

S/o, Wio R/o ..............................

Identified by Shn/Smt...u.

Has solemnly affirmed be forg
e Dethi 0N as Si. NOavy-ae
© 7 That the contents of the affigayi I

have berw ead & cxf e, 2

EPONENT
(PANKAJ FEWARI)




b .
BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: . .
Amit Saggar and Others - o ';..Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers - - Ltd and another - .....Respondenté |
AFFIDAVIT

I, Surendra Prasad Singh, son of Late Shri Mani Lal Singh residen't of
H. No. 6378, Sector- B9, Vasant Kunj, New Delh1 110070, age 72

years, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

I. ThatIam one of the Complainants in the present petition. ] am aware of -

the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this 7

atfidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Sec_tion 21 of the Consumer

:THon Act has been has been drafted by my counsel under my

@M %M@Z

DEPONENT
( éé{p,&@e/r oyt Sxes 0
VERIFICATION

9
N 20 N 15
Q&‘Q frified here at New Delhi on thls the day of Jaﬁuary 2015, that the
‘Q',Q ) . :
Q
_ '\o%\ contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothin HgEmaterl

T ?l al has been egled thereof.
CERTlFlEDTHAT. A Mi/\ j
Sem AL f?m w@; y

. /%AZ

DEPONENT
(ﬁér/z,&zoar Fowsad *@"?f 7/

(tified by Shri/Smt...

ll-({jaeé solemnly afflrmesd il

- TR ONvveecararnnannee a . N oor e g

fZ g JAN Wiy '?re\at the contents 8fthe ZT;J ) &‘ﬂ
n read &

rr\\?n\:izr:pisp & carrect to his knov
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL

COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No  of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:
Amit Saggar and Others ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another - - o ~.....Respondents
AFFIDAVIT |

I, Mrs. Sujata Sawhney, W/o Mr. Praveen Sawhney, re51dent ofB 602 o
Som Vihar, R.X Puram New Delhi - 110022, age 51 years do hereby L |

solemnly affirm and declare as under

1. ThatI am one of the Complainants in the present petition. I am aware of
the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint urrder Section 21 of the Consumer,

VERIFICATION

" DEPONENT U
Q{&egﬁed here at New De1h1 on thlS the déy of Januar.y 2015, that_ the - o

S
S
& gContents of the foregoing afﬁdawt are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

CERTIFIED TZAT THE DEPO ENT L\L- |
Shri/Smt./Km
S/o, Wi0 R/o.fJ. .......... 56\\1:\.«% |
.................................... {/ y

"DE

identified by Shri/Smt... PONENT

Has solemnly. affirmed Sb\ef re

TRE GNvveeinnernenes as
WD'I? =~ ~ontents of the affiday
h- oo trad & em‘“'fe

n
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI =
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF: | |
Amit Saggar and Others _' ...Complainants
Versus
Raheja Developers Ltd and another -~ ' .....Respoﬁdents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Manorma Anand, W/O Late Sh. Prem Nath Anand re&dent of B--
602, Som Vihar, R.K Puram, New Delhi - 110022, age 84 years, being
Power of attorney holder, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as

under:

1. That I am authorized by Power of aﬁo’mey dated 08.03.1995 on.behalf
of Ms. Sangeeta Anand being one of the Complainants in the| present
petition. I am aware of the facts of th_e_caée. I am competent to'depose'. |

the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer

' i--ag it: 10839

EX{‘)I D=t
> dknowle

ge- d belief. Nothmg material has been concealed thereof

- ﬁ#wJ
o o 1_ | DEPONENT
( / VERIFICATION Z [Tomoyma “ﬁw&mﬂg)

DN Verified here at New De1h1 on t]!us the day of January 2015, that the

Y

contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of m
going y
CERTIFIED THAT THE DEPO'r‘\\ENT

knowledge @Wiﬁ%m{ ﬁ}é@ﬁ% ‘%I\M o - ncealed oreof w&{
iaé'%i'l%ié'&'é'y"'s"ﬁ'r}}ér'rr{‘{e{d bcfﬁ?' ek N H QQ’N

Has solemnly affir
DEPONENT

Delhi 60w {
( MQ/V\C?W 74K

~t fﬁda =100 SN O
s Q0 U
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI

Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF
Amit Saggar and Othrs
.. .Comp_le;inants
Versus
Raheja Developers = - Ltd and another
...Respondents

AFFIDAVIT.

I, DILIP ARREN, son of Late Shri Chandra Prakash Arren, -fesident of A- o |
501, Pearl Gateway Tower, Sector 44, Noida 201303, age 60 years, do hefeby

solemnly affirm and declare as under:

L. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition. [ am aware

of the facts of the case. I am competent to depose the contents of this affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the, Cohsumer
Protection Act has been has been drafted ”by my eounsel under my
_instructions, the contents of which are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof :
/!

DEPONENT

_ VERIFICATION

Verified here at Noida on this the 14th day of January 70'15 that the contents
of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and

belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.

RS

NOTARY, Noida G.B. ieger (U.P.) India

M4 1AN 2015
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUT__F,S REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others _ . ._-.Comp.lainzmls
Versus:
Raheja Developers. [td and another o ., ......Rcsp.o'ndmtx
AFFIDAVIT

[, Mr. Gopal Taneja, son of Shri Sunder Lal Taneja. resident of 77.

Mandakini Enclave, Alaknanda. New Delhi-110019. age 36 ycars. do

hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under:

1. That I am one of the Complainants in the present petition.. [ am awarc ot

the facts of the case. | am competent to depose the contents ol this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumer -

wP%ction Act has been has been drafied by my counsel under

/f\“i. Cw ( /"/3 ,\\ . .
W S N . , C
/ instructigns, the contents of which are true’and correct to the best off my

"' L/—\ i /{\ ,[\ A.l . . ': ‘-r-'- . . ’
l".L‘Hmel".__e‘dg and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereol.

" DEPONENT )

&G ePh TAHEIR

Pl Ly
‘(\o . . . | . : Lo

(;:“ Ferified here at New Delhi on this the day of Januarsy 2015, that the

& ‘ : '

@Q contents of the foregoing affidavit are true and correct 1o the best of my

knowledge and belief. Nothing m b}ké}&@ been coheealed thereol’
CERTIFIED THAT TH %g.m% X

ShrilSmt.le..-.. D

igesiifed by SIS 0 fore 2=
e BRI S ' DEPONENT

o exisin®S i (Gofat TANETA,
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL
COMMISSION, NEW DELHI
Complaint No  0of 2015

IN THE MATTER OF:

Amit Saggar and Others | ...Complainants

Versus

Raheja Developers Ltd and another ....Respondents'

AFFIDAVIT - o
[, Ramesh Kumar Wadhwa, son of Late Sh: S. R. Wadhwa, reéident of
K5/11, DLF City, Phase- II, Gurgaon, HarYana, age 51 years, presently

in New Detlhi, do hereby solemnly affirm-and declare és under:

That I am one of the Complainants in the present .pet-ition-; I am aware of

the facts of the case. [ am competent to depose the contents of this

affidavit.

2. That the accompanying Complaint under Section 21 of the Consumér

/@}mgm\éct has been has been drafted by my 'counsel' under my

N h

,{i\nmuq&ons t}ﬁ contents of which are true and correct to the best of my
2 Al - I

VERIFICATION | 79 JAN 20
~J

o Vea.ﬁq\cf'here at New Delhi on thlS the - -day of January 2015 that the
SR :

$® ® @dntents of the foregoing afﬁdav1t are true and correct to the- best of my
Q@é',@\
&
S
\\ LY

knowledge and belief. Nothing material has been concealed thereof.
(\@

T THE DEPONEN AL
ERTIFIED THA w A\ e
%hn/Sm\ JKm... WWQAAA Ny

Slo, WO RIO- & i Lo X lel/ e
"""" 'f"e’a"éiy' Shri/Smt..
TR It \f?;mmwammﬁggm DE NENT
?. q JW S Delhi ONL e f..“m et

That the contents N AT ex
hzve bgl:'\ ead & nr v eit
hfr rue & correct 10 ms




