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Order under section 26(2) of the Competition Act, 2002

The present information has been filed by Shri Dilip Thakkar, proprietor of
M/s Thakkar Estates (‘the informant’) against the opposite parties above named
under section 19(1)(a) of the Competitio

n Act, 2002 alleging inter qlig contravention
of the provisions of sections 3 and 4 of the Act.
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and PEPPL are subsidiary companies of
of real estate and property developments.
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3(3)(a)-(c) of the Act.

6. Referring to the contraventions of section

4 of the Act, the informant has
defined th
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imposing unfair, discriminatory and un : S on the informant in
contravention of the provisions of section 44%0(9.) (1} hfREN

4 ] E,Agé*. Further, contraventions
of provisions of section 4(2)(b)(i)&(ii) of th AcOhaw ‘l n alleged as the opposite
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relating to business of land development etc

- to the potential consumers in
contravention of the provisions of section 4(2)(

¢) of the Act.

g, Relying upon the essential facilities
to the Commission to order the opposite p
the only access road available to the releas

doctrine, the informant has also prayed

arties to share the essential facilities (i.e.
ed land) with the informant,

goods or provides services. Mere development of
land does not bring a market into picture. It seems that the informant had

purchased certain land for the purpose of development, without caring whether the

, development of land does not become a market.
The informant before purchasing land was supposed to consider the development

plan of the area and was supposed to purchase the land in consonance with
development plan. If the informant had purchased a piece of land which was land-
locked from all sides by the land of others, he cannot approach the Commission for
giving directions to other land OWRErs 1o provide road to him by wrongly depicting the

land development as a market. Since there is no relevant market in this case, the
issue of abuse of dominance would also not arise.

Ll Hence, the plea based on abuse of dominance is thoroughly misconceived.
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The remedies for these lie elsewhere.

14. Resultantly, there exists no

prima facie case and the m
forthwith in terms of the provisions of

atter is closed
section 26(2) of the Act.

15 The Secretary is directed to inform the parties accordingly,

Sd/- . Sd- Sd/-
Member (G) | Member (GG) Member (AG) -
e Sdv.
Member (T) .
( Member (D)
- de— /
L‘hairperson

Ce




