Present : Thiru. D. GOPINy "H. ML M.HR-, EMBER-
TMT. KAVITHA KANgAN, ME2
THIRU. .R.SIVAKUNgAR,B-A-B 1

DATED TUESDAY THg, ¢ pAY OF DECEMBER 2025

: ) Vs
Schloss Udaipur Private Limited,

The Leela Palace Udaipur, _

Represented by its Directors Diplomatic Enclave,

Africa Avenue, Netaji Nagar, South Delhi,

New Delhi, Delhi, India, 1 10023. : .Opposite Party
>1:a'<>l<a‘;* :

Counsel for Complainant : Ms, Aryan Suresh

Counsel for Opposite Party My, Vivrti' Law

‘On perusal of records and aftet haying heard the | 1 ,
7 : ral ar
Counsels for the Complainants and  the Qpp Osite S guments of
1y, we deliVe,
r the

following;: ‘
ORDIR

., 'D'
Pronounced by the President ThilY=

I. Introduction:
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of ;
o deﬂ Chennaj has preferred the instant

nsulﬂe (Protection Act, 2019 [der hereinafter]

] Q
the
O\ nopt »53 fplaint u/s. 3 o ¥l gdgfwemy " services.
\Q, \ ,/c“_,..-v-::':,\,‘:,Q\ i te Pal-ty ll gl

UK oainst the OpPOS

aint:
IL. Averments in the Compla:

Complainant submits that She s Stl‘uggling and hardworking
2. The Comp
pendenﬂy in Chennai, booked hospitality services at

The Leela Palace, Udaipur with the legitimate expectation of a safe, dignified,
(3] y )

luxurious, and hassle—ﬁ*ee expel‘ience ﬁO celebrate her husband’s 27th birthday

advocate practicing inde

and their baby-moon, as she Was pregnant at the relevant time. Having married'
il nd i October, she planned the trip with
deep emotional investment and ﬁnanmal sacrlﬁce saving ‘her hard-earned
money to gift her husband his first blrthday after marriage. After travelling from
Chennai to Udaipur on 25.01.2025, the Complainant and her husband ‘stayed at
Radisson Blu for one night and the1eaftel checked into The Leela Palace

Udaipur on 26.01.2025, havmg booked a Grand Room with lake view for one
day at a non-refundable Cost of Rs.55,500.09/- )

3. . . .. : e
Despite initially being allotted room without a lake view, they were
later shifted to Room Npg. 210

Upo int. On 27.01 2025 at around 12:11
PM, a grave and shog: nco mpl?

) King ingj dent ocC ulled when a housekeeping staff
member.

| ) > Unlawfy)] >Un d, and without consent entered the
occupied room While the e Q an punced:

her husband were inside the
washroom; despite the ¢q

Omplalhaﬂt and
Uple

| ice,
within secondg Of ringing | Shouti «No serv

8 the ! h the br oken washroom door,
and observed the Comp e[, e ped t]noug

lan
seconds before Casual] 5

» he proceeded to enter

and naked state for several

.
Y a Comp e incident caused severe
mental trauma, hypy;, g il jeaVing 2 lainant, who
NG : omplainant, wh
O ang " gistress € e Eone
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was pregnant and left crying imonsolﬂbly’
Despite immediately reporting the matter th
response from senior managemen;, and the Guest
lem
. For nearl
ement delayed

attempted to trivialize the issue by prin

failing to grasp the gravity of the bye, . of privac

S a;surallce ; while the manag |
ive evidence and asserting &

s if no response is heard,

rther revealed that

e washroom

Complainant was misled with fa]

“access to CCTV footage, later Claimipg inco clus
flawed protocol permitting staff entry within second
even when shower sounds and music wéré' qudible. It was fu

the CCTV camera outside Room 210 was non-functional and th

d . : 2
oor was broken, facts admitted by the hotel staff, raising serious concerns of
: especially' as the

negligence, deliberate lapses, ang possible cover-up,
Complai i : » |
plainant was shifted to a room with such defects. The hotel failed to

after bei i drevised S(
er being assured a written apology and revised SOP by the same evening

Upon returning at 9:00 PM to colleét the same, the Complai t A
: inant was

4.

further harassed by confiscation of luggage and forced to wait f;
: wait for
hours, only to be given a scanned apology letter instead of the : e
| promised original

and without any revised SOP, despite g signed acl
: acknowledgment
_ of

responsibility by the Duty Manager: The Opposite Party’s d
conduct amoyn
ts to
ach of privacy,

gross deficiency in service, harassment Unfair t 4 5
e ractice, b
. % re
kin oy ]
E 0 e .
Yeurism, tendering the 'gepi
: ervice

e, the Complainant

|

violation of dignity, and an act 4
fundamentally defective and unsafe. LefUwith no alte

: rnatiy

on 11.02-2025’ Which :
action; having ar‘WaS madequately replied

complaing .lsen ON 27.01.2025 s

e IS f; b and contj
lled Within limitat; iy

On and falls

thereafter, subsists till date. Th
and Fltgyg)

JUriS 200
dlCtlon of thig -
on’ble

n the pecuniafy

issued a legal notice
04.04.2025, and the cause of

squarely withi
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ctlons for Compensation of Rs.25,00,000/- fg,
efund of the entire stay amount, costs of
e and PUblication of SOPs, issuance of a formal

y rel fief 3 deemed fit in the interests of justice,

RSION U BY THE OPPOSITE PARTY, IN

BRIEF:

5. The Oppos1te Party submltted that Schloss Udaipur Private Limited,
O;erel of The Leela Palace, Udalp”r’ is a duly incorporated company and that
the present Written Version i filed through its authorised 31gnatory At the
outset, the Opposite Party denies all Hegatlons made in the Complamt, except
those expressly admitted, and contends that the Complaint is false, exaggerated,
vexatious, malicious, and filed Wlth the sole intent of unjust enrichment and

reputational coercion, without any proof of deficiency in service. It is asserted
that the hotel is a professmnally managed law-abiding ﬁve—star establishment

guided by the ethos of AtltthaVOBhava with well-defined Standard
Operating  Procedures ahgned W1th

internationally recognised hoSpitality
practices to ensure guest prlvacy 0

mfort, and safety. The housekeepmg SOPs
require staff to check

door lndlcators ring the doorbell, announce themselves,
and wajt approximat

. tely 45° SeCOnds before entry if no response is received,
balancing guest privacy with

sl ns, and all rooms are equipped
with interna] latches gnq i ty conslderatlo quipp

to prevent entry. In the

Plaingp
to Room N 7
26.01 2025 Without rgic; & an dher msbaﬂd checked into Room No. 10 on

security. Qp 97 01 2005, WY ag mbla'nt regarding room condition, fi ,\tmes or
arg

the hougeke heduled housekeeping hours,
epir : g sche
Ping aSSOClate~ Ho()n during

accompanied by a female mtem

o Not Disturb” indicator was
I) jvac y/D
Dl]an r

d to the front desk, and
y by, n conveye
8 be

o
<]
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EY §
,n?;’ S
5 ; o2 ,!:.?;
ordance with SOP$g ]
neither the latch nor the doup]

T
n acc &
€ lock was engoged: | himself, and waited
U
E fecordeq ineryals; announced him S
nds before entering, 8 corroborated by

¢ bath
Without any interactiopn or

“w, \I

rang the doorbe]] thrice

approXimately 50 seco

isi - ’ exited the room,
Upon realising that th TO0m vyqq 11 yse, he immediately

The Opposite Party_denies

that the bathroom door or lock was broken and
c .
states

. ... . 1 al
that -thig allegation Was raiseq pelatedly for the first time in the eg
notice, after vacating the hote]

, and s an afterthought unsupported by any
contemporaneous complaint ¢

I' evidence, It is further submitted that the

Complainant failed to yge the avai

able privacy safeguards and that any
arose solely from h

Mmanagement promptly engaged with the Comyp
explained the SOPs, and issued apology

without admission of liability,

inconvenience, " if at all, ° OWn omission. The hotgl

lainaht, shared CCTYV footage,

letters purely ag goodwil

I gestures
while resistin

& Unreasonable (e
- S0p Modification,

disturbance, issued threats of legal action, o Subse

ieS WeIS isga g in gg

Mmands for
termination of a junior employee,

and eXorbitant
mp

compensation. The Opposite Party co

lainant Created

legal notice, to which detailed repl

- : Opposite :
7. Relying on settled law, the : Party SUbmits gy the burge
. jes on lhe ;s
proving deficiency in service lies | .Co
: idence of neghgen
discharged, as there is no ev fRsz
2 im OF 7.5
in service. The compensation clai | loss oy i 2H1S speculative
. C gctud Coe
and unsupported by proof of ac d pub iCatiQ | Mpensap]e injuyy
an <
prayers seeking public apology "Ib] reliefy ) E amendment
v +miagiblé Nday ,
are beyond the scope of permiss! » Wium de le C.OnSUlner D
2019 Having duly availed the serv iy

Dlote
ainay St
he Complaiit 1§
established deficiency, the



At Such relief
ts, and g/ ch relief would amount to unjy
st

© COS
setts .
atty 8 that it acted at all times bona fide

e Opposite

. enc to
and in strict adher® SOPs, and that the Complaint is

of pro Eahaly
and an abus® Cess, warranting dismissal in limine

frivolous, yexatious,

with exemplary costs.

IV, The complainant has filed b P foof affidavit, in support of their claim in

the complaint and had filed 17 documents which were marked as Ex.A-1 to A-

17 on her side. The opposite party has Submitted its proof affidavit along with a

~ document and document ExB-1 18 marked on their side. Brief written

arguments of complainant and opposite party have been filed.

V. ISSUES RAISED:

8.  Based on the above facts, perusing the records before us, and hearing
the submissions made by both sides, the following issues have become

relevant:

ssue .No I1: Whether there is any deficiency in service and / or unfair trade
practice on the part of the opposite party? " :

Issue No. 2: Whether th ' '
‘ e i . : :
htowlateaicaan o COmplainants are entitled to get any relief and if

Let’s insp'ect each of
the aboye ;
eI etail.

V1. ANALYSIS AND DI CUSSIO
SAND DISCUgyygy,

- Issue No. ]1:
ractice On'tWhether there is an d ficienc in service and or unfair trade
he part of e, O
Osite 't 92
arty-

pleadings, documentary evidence

of the o
e . this Commission finds that

Act, 2019, hav; are
’ , ha : Ly

Ving availeq i Wuhih the mea

S .

produced by both Sideg
) a

the Complainant 1sa ¢
on

n ;
d leI’lS,

ning of the Consumer Protection

fthe Opposite Party for valuable

Con;



cgpg t
psnfun

7

. o
: . : hat the Op bookmg%‘{w L
consideration as evidenced by Ex.A7, aﬂd : he

. is Co
provider amenable to the jurisdiction of i3

. . ! ” n
premium “Grand Room with Lake vie?. °

5,
admitted stay from 26.01.2025 27'01'202

to
Rs.55,500.09/- are undisputed facts,

t of 27.01.2025

_ i the inciden
10.  The core issue for determination is whether

5 art of the
. : : o ctice on the p
constitutes deficiency in service and ypfair trade pra

Opposite Party.

L : ; ted b
1. The Complainant’s version of events is consistently Suppol 4

contemporaneous documents, including WhatsApp communications with hotel
officials (Ex.A8 and Ex.A9), the apology letters issued by the housekeeping
staff and hotel management (Ex.A10 and Ex.A12), photographs and video

evidence of Room No.210 showing the washroom door and CCTV placement

(Ex.A13), and the immediate email escalation to the Leela Group (EX.A14)
These documents - clearly demonstrate tha the Complainant

. A protested
immediately on the same day, 1€, 800827.01.2025

Sought manageria]

intervention, and continued to pursue resolutioy even b
J , efore check
out, thereby

demolishing the Opposite Party’s contention that there Was no ¢ :
' ' ontemporan
protest. p cous

12.  The Opposite Party admits that \their' Usekcepi .

Room No:210 at around 12:11 PM 00 270150, e S associate entereq
occupancy, relying on its internal SOPs ‘by'USing ma 8 the Complainant’s
and the absence of a “Do Not Disturd” indicator “erkey s OPen the door

Or late,
; 0 us
Commission finds that the relianc® =1 gq age. HOW@VGI‘, this

. Can
. icularly ATVl SO
fundamental right to privacy, partict n 5 Verride

: K ' ame. E\/
premium tariffs, to guarantee the S N g

Pey
. qaster | the
case, entry was effected by using M= ey




se, 1S unreasonable and unsafe in a

hroom Was i
how a narrow

of this ca

cclined and the was

| itself (EX.AU) S

the hote
e spirit of privacy

uce e ’
J ety which contradicts th

pgs &

: Site party.
House Keeping
n behalf of the

ssued by © - %
he apology lettel> e i :
(3. The &P SR & Marketing Manager, ©

px.Al12) are highly significant. Though the

Associate, and

(Ex.AL0 ad

ks to characterize t gestures,” this

hem as “goodwill
ued on the very date

Opposite Party
vOpposite Party se€
Commission cannot ignore th
of the incident, acknowledge failure an

prudence, such admissions, even if sty
ot be brushed aside as routine hospitality practice,

ot such written apologies, 1SS
d lapse in handling the situation. In

consumer juris led as apologies, carry

evidentiary value and cann
@ : :
particularly when coupled with the Complainant’s consistent narrative and

sup orting ele ic evi ' ' '
porting electronic evidence about the intrusion of staffs and her privacy.

14. The allegatio S ' i
R gation regarding the broken washroom door also Metitesi
nce. Ex.A13 pri B ,
Opposite Party’s sh prima facie egqpylishes the defective condition, and the
y’s shiftin e ’
g stand admitting the complaint at the hotel level while

denying it in the
reply noti i
ice Wegkgy 115 credibility. Significantly, the Opposite

Party did not levy any d = \WY weig
am Complai
age Cl]argés on the Cor plalnant, hich lends weight
o

to the Complai
plainant’s assert;nr.
Sertion : :
on thyt the defect pre—ex1sted and was not caused by

her. The p

le
a that the allegatiop .. :
Wag ought is therefore untenable

h afterth

15. '
The conduct of th
e inci
the incident, is equally

disturbi
urbing. The projongeq 4 Oppogy, party after
th Clay
© camera outsige e lay iy broviding CcCTV footage, the admission that
assurance 100 i 3 :
hara Sy the GUest Was nOn—fUnCtlona]’ the :rop eated unfulfilled
ssment face Cryj
by th Ce ]\,I er
& Qo; andb
Tp]

(as reflected in Ex.A9), and the

.+h her husband at night when
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oul

9

their luggage Was withhe]

Promised apology letter, ¢

hospitality Service and cq

a
d and they yere 2

/ tes or
OllectiVely Co]’lstltu

rd
; . towa
llous Insens;tjvity

Complainant Was a preg

“neither
. hat “neit
te Party t
: he Opposl
16. The plea taken in the Written Version by ¢

. within
indication from
ice indicati
the female intern heard 21 e
nor the rn ne

ied
as occupie
esting tha
the room requesting them not tq enter or: SUg&

d of
: kground soun

: her the bac

until the door was opened, cannot be accepted: Furt

r contributed to the
er contribut :
W ide the room further
the water fountain in the courtyard outside the I

- ing and realising
-om within. Upon entering

difﬂculty in discerning any faint noise from within. Up i
: i m hroom

hat there was sound of water and music emanating fro

tha

ccupied and
immediately understood that the room was o p

] with the intern, exited the room without any delay”,
along ;

is not acceptable, if -
at all the said staffs

could not be able to'hear the voice from inside they

oided entering the room by using masters key and they
have aV ‘ Y . eye
bt formed the Reception Desk ¢, check aboyt the availability of
have inform I , s
e t inside the room through llltercom_or telephonj
the gues m i

C service, which
he Standard Obefaﬁn'g Procedure (SOP) of the
a pal‘t of t
would have been

failed to Prodyce before thig Commissiop
: which they have | ’
Opposite Party,

fon infer that Ouly ¢y o uard
. mission infer g -tard,
hence this Com

themsely
its staffs, the ot
well as of its s
interest as we

€S or its

Produceq, Further, if at )

g the Opposite Party
OCc“plea thy .

-out the room ough jts Rece tion

the guest to check-ou 1d thereb 5

Woulg have

P t the*du
he checking time is over, is 1t no ty of
the ¢

to inform

Sk over
. & l
i * lce9 ¢

'ntercom or telephomc sery | d

1 e

. erifieq Whether
thell” sty
: ctend
is about to ex
the guest is a

ireuny eeds any exty
te/check-out, and on su¢ i
vacate

a time to
S Woulq have .

ollected an
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22 \\ d ipstead of the unauthorised entry by usin
A ptled

@ oprosite Party would clearly establish the

& 1o staffs of f ,
m\,&g{'tcrs key by the sta vof its staffs, which the Opposite Party hag
7

¢! l

. pandling and maintaining the basic etiquette by its
. Jected m 1
failed and neg

; tic incident taken place in the instant case
o rod. the traumat
strictly followed, |

could have been avoided.

7 Tl.ﬂs Commission is constrai}n}ed to observe that the Opposite 'Party,
instead of demonstrating empathy and accountability which is expected from a
reputed luxury hotel of star categél'y, adopted a defensive and adversarial
approach, sought to trivialize a serious invasion of privacy, and attempted to
shield itself behind internal SOPs, Su‘(ﬁh conduct 1s strongly condemnable. The
right to privacy and dignity of a ho-tel guest, especially in a vulnerable

condition, cannot be compromiseg under the guise of operational convenience.

Further this Commission observes that it is the duty of the Opposite Party to

display and provide its website, the minimum SOPs at least to ensure the
privacy and safety of its guest/s during Check-

in, Stay and Check-outs, if the
entire SOPs are much confidentj,

las ¢]aimed. Enabling its staffs to use masters
key while the gest are in ocep |

ey 1, open the door and enter inside clearly
amounts to serioysg deficieng in ’

Sryjee on the opposite party.

18. Accordingly, thi

] he Opposite Party is squarelv
liable for deficieney - N holds that the Lpp ) qQuarely

ol ng hOsD'mlilY service for their unfair conduct and
A 1l
AusIng in and fferinoe
N ' ol ql agony pain and sufferings to the
complainant 1y, intruding g1 oy pental a8

€]

O e ered accordingly.,
I D“Vac This issue is answered accordingly
Issue No,2. Y,

H/thll erthe
what exten? U
e ————L

atitled to get any relief and if so to
is.¢

Wy
[{”"Q”{

19

n |

Oﬂ P,
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.. party is 1 NORTH. A

. s ite Par o N7

19.  Having arrived at a conclusion that op (o }67.;1]\; ,‘,,é'.,i»,};,:g;/,,,,
decided 1 S

in hospitality service, thé issue now {0
Complainant is entitled to?

; Ve ou
The complainant in the instant com’plamt had soug

000/~ (Rupees Twenty

(1) Direct the Opposite Party t AOO’ 1
y to pay Rs.25; ency in service,

; . ;
only) as compensation for mental agony. harassment, and defic

(i) Direct the Opposite Party, to immediatély revise its Standard Operating

Procedures (SOPs) and publish them on their official website.

(ii) Direct the Opposite Parties to ivssue o formal public apology to the

Complainant acknowledging their 1niscd11duct and negligence.

(iv) Direct the Opposite Party to reimburse the full amount of the Complainant's
stay, as their negligence and failure to provide a safe environment render the

service fundamentally defective.

(v) Quantify the costs of this proceedings at appr OXimater Rs 007 - ;
. : s - an
direct the Opposite Party t0? the said costsito the C Shp e

. : o his H ]
(vi) And pass any other order/orders a3 t on’ble Commissi
ssion may deem fit

in light of equity, justice and good conscience,

20. As we have already held that the Ohosite e
: : 1S iable fOr the

N . 5 . . . thOu :
deficiency in ~hospitality service & thig ot
~ o at it ¢ lon aoree
contention of the Opposite party th | annot . oy o grees to  the
_ ! 02168 ; rect <o
internal SOPs or compel public apoloB'SSag 5 Matter publication of

e s
ded Unge €, but at the same

U Sect
).gnst : on 39 o
Protection Act, 2019 to award comp* Bligy, of the Consumer

irect corre

i of cour
o « provl
time well within the powers pro

Compy
o 2y ]el‘lsllr .
{jve meas” ) ate \Vlth
e the loss or
(0)1

injury suffered and to d 10 preyen
' reCL]rre
nce,

Naty,

ne € of the b
L arasSt Ay 1€ Inciq .
agony, humiliation, prolonged he 4 the < ent, the ment

atuS o
[the Opposite Party

i I il
71. Hence, considering the tal

al



- complainant is clearly entitled to get Suitab)e

i of Rs.25,00,000/— 1s found to be op the
the ©*

Gas'e and requires moderation to align with

. ovidet U
4 service provl 4

premi .
Howeveb

- the
' 0
and prox

X 2 1ab1€ness ‘ . i
. winles of 1€asol o (e complainant herein and traumatic mental
ant womet

ortionality, we do observe that intruding of

. reon . . ‘ ‘
privacy of a Preg ity monetary consideration. This order is passed
easurt

; nnot be M . ;
sufferings ca digni, privacy, and safety are non-negotiable and

to reaffirm that consumer

ted service providers will be held to the highest standards of
that reputed S :

accountability under consumer aw.
Therefore, we have decided to grant the following reliefs:

1.The Complaint is allowed against opposite party for deficiency in
hospitality services.

2.The Opposite Party is {diréct;éd to reimburse the entire room tariff of
Rs.55,500.09/- to the C01nplainéﬁt,.a§,.' the service rendered was fundamentally

defective along with 9% interest from the date of occupancy i.e., 26.01.2025 to
till the date of realisation. =~ - :

3.The Opposite Party Shaﬂ

compensation fo i g - : -
p r deficiency ip 110S'pitali ty service, pecuniary and non pecuniary
damages. i i

:f"fl:mhef pay a sum of Rs.10,00,000/- as

4.The Opbosite Pg | :
1ty shan o 0,000/- towards costs of tt
litigation, 'au”fals_o pay R ‘ o

deﬁciel:c;heinrel::’~th? Complail‘l‘t; i allowed against opposite party for
reimburse t}e ent-p,ltal‘uy e"ViQes;, The opposite Party is directed to
i i ire rogp, t“l‘iff' 55,500.09/_ to the Complainant, as

ered wag f ofl RS- ive along with 9% interest

till the date of realisation.

iy lll](]( e’fCCt
P-a irom the dqte of oegy ar "‘\lentglly d
The Opposite Pal‘ty : Cy l.Q‘ i = of 118.10,009000/‘ as

025 to
hay ) 26-01 2
< : Q sur
‘ll‘ther pﬂy
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compensation for deficiey,

gé
. . \
. ry damag In llospitality service, pecuniary A
niar €s.

pecu

S oRTH
) \g‘jl/ :"." e Y
e OPposiy, Party shall also pay Rs.10,000/- towardsii>”
costs of the litigationwithin

rore.

0 mgpths from the date of receipt of this
order, failing which the complyy,

ant js entitled to get the above amount of
Rs.10,10,000/- with 9% in e,

P.a. from the date of this order to till the
date of realisation. '

%" D W/‘/ \})\‘u’/
W 1bi2)2s \30\
KAVITHA KANNAN T.RSIVAKUMHAR . GOPINATH
MEMBER — [ MEMBER — IT PRESIDENT

LIST OF DOCUMENTS FILED BY THE COMPLAINANT

\Ex.m MCA Datz pag‘m
Ex.A2 GST Data page of Opposite party with GST number
ExA3 ' - - Early Pregnancy Scan. Report of Complainant
Ex A4 '

" ings of : ‘
ExA5 [22/01/25  [Flight bookif8*Olithe Complainant ang her husband to Udaipur

T
\EX.A6 \22/01/25 Hotel Confi™Hon o2

son Blu Re

; sort, Udaipur
Ex.A7 \ py g Confirmag

on of The Leela Palacg
Udaipur '

. whﬁtsa})p ‘
Ex.A8 |26/01/25 Copy of & Versation with

. d Loy, 2,
27/0 1/25 Asso(ﬂate an hplalnant

Al

Palac¢ |
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ExA12| 27/01/25

:‘hatsapp conversation/calls with °

ﬂanagel and Complainant N
i
i 116 Apology Letter provided by the Housekeepmg TN

COP)’ f

i iten timings of alleged door bell rung by . give
L ~ to Complainant
Copy Of the Apology Letter provided by -~ 0

: beh.al“,f:of Opp081te Party

ExA13]27/01/25

'Pho»to»glrét[.)vhl@‘of TRoom 210, Broken Washroom Door and CCTV

Ex.A14|27/01/25

AT

ExA15 WC‘ =
© oDy 0f Legal notice sent to the Opposite party and it

|EXAT6| 17/035:——

'mcomplamant at 10. 40pm after call with custome

care of Leela to Leela group for resolutlon

Ack moWledg nent

Co . -
n between Complainant and
£ y 0f Wh atsapp conversatlo p

’Qounsel of ()pp031te party

Copy g . ‘ i
Yo . by Opposite party to the Complainan
Ofl.eply notlce sent by Opp 5

e B
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