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Adit Bhatia etc. vs, Ramprastha Estate rvt. r,td. ntcf

Although the complaint was filed by Mr. Adit Rhatif
k
y2an an application filed under order i. Rule L0 cpc, Mrs. ushf

rtia was also impleaded as a complainant.

Briefly stated, according to complainants, respondenI

L is a promoter and real estate developer undr:r Act of 20161

re is a company, having registered office at shop No. 10, d

:k Market, vasant vihar, New Derhi, The responclents no. z ,o q]

directors of respondent no,L. on og.Oz.zo1,4, ,n.i

nplainantsJ booked a plot measuring zoo sq. yds. with

rprastha Estate Pvt. Ltd. (respondent no.L) after making

ment of Rs.30,00,000/- through two cheques in the presence

ll its directors. on 08.0 3.zol4,respondents issued a receipt

rowledging said payment. Despite following up matter with all

respondents, no builder buyer agreement IBBA) was exe.cuted

he lal.ters frespondents). The respondents marce excuses on

pretext or the other. They (complainants) were informed tl.rat

r mapping [site plans), were not approved and hence they

rot execute BBA.

That they (complainantsJ tried to contac:t respondents

everal occasions through phone and emails, requesting them

:xecuting of BBA but respclndents remained defiant. 'fhey
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t plainants) were informed

M r of respondent that due
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petent Authority, neither B

er can be issued to the compl

That they [complai

w not alone who were

h dreds of the buyers had b

lodged against them.
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That after waiting fo

roached the respondents to

p ject. The respondents exp

ion of the plot orpo

ha

( mplaiinants) lodged a com

missioner of Police.
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1 per annum from the d
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order which this forum
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y Mr. Ashish Ahluwalia, Projec

to the pending approval from th

A can be executecl nor allotmen

inants,

ants) came to know that

uped by the respondents, bu

n cheated. Several complain

a long time, they (complainan

status of construction of t

their inabilit'y to hand ov

to execute BBA. Th

to the office of Depu

complainants requested fi

mpensation for c:ausing delay i

oked plot with interest at rate

te of payment till delivery

in a sum of Rs.2,00,000/-

y and harassment. Further,
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ted by complainants seekin[

allowed. Complainants throu8f

for following reliefs: -

dent to give compensation olf

tZo/o for 3 months) being interes[

ubstantial sum of Rs.30,00,000/f

re execution of the Agreement.

dent to give compensation ,[
ndue advantage of its dominan[
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interest LZo/o; and/or
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.;: ::::::::::I
)0,000/- towards the increase it
:h interest; andf or

:s to pay compensertion of 25olo ol

ss of escalation of cost of tnl
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Rs,90,000/- (calculated @

for wrongfully keeping a
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ii. To direct the respo

Rs.1,00,0 00 /- for taking

porsition and not executin

delay of 6 years along with

iii. To direct the respo

Rs.10,00,000/- for causin

financial burden to the c

1,2'%; andf or

iv. To direct the responde

by paying a sum of Rs.20

construction cost, along wi

v. llo direct the responden

the total sale price as I

property along with intere

vi. To direct the respond

tunre of Rs.2,20,000/- in li

the present case and the

civil case along with inte

vii. Pass any other order,
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lia

ag

all

le. In this way, pleapof res
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It is not denied o

ject was not complete till A

, project in question can

n Act came into force.

The respondent fu

nt complaint before the

e has; no jurisdiction to enSA
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As per learned cou

prayed for compensati

CO pensation is vested with the

As per Section 7L

ap inted for the purpose of

ons 12, 14,1.8 and section L

Ape>r Court while deciding

ters and Developers Pri
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l>-
rur. I

behalf of respondent that sai

of 201,6 came into force. In thi

termed as an ongoing projec

er challenged maintainability o

judicating Officer alleging tha

in present complaint.

sel for complainants, his

to

djudicating Officerr.

the Act, Adjudicating Officer i

adjudging compensation unde
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in case titled as M/s N

Limited versus State of UP
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t.,...,,... without first en
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laint, complainants prayed fo

pay compensation for causin

of booked unit. As it is explai

oters and Developers priva

de cases of delay possessio

tate Regulatory Authority

aforesaid facts, complainan

mplaint and after amendmen

ion on very counts as describe

mpensation of Rs.90,000 /- fro

amount of Rs.30 lacs and again

advantage and not executi

Act provides that a promoter

ten per cent of the cost of the

.e case may be, as an advance

ng into a written agreement fbr
6oul , 4__
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Further, relief sought i, ,n. complainants b direction

spondlents to pay Rs.20 tacs tf*ards increase in construction

compensation of 250/o total sfle price as loss of escalation of

None of these reliefs is for ui{frrion of any of Section s 1,2, L4,

rd 19 of the Act.

Again, when these .effefs are beyond the jurisdiction

ljudicating Officer, same .rnJ',o, allow compensation simply

rusing harassment, mentaf ugfny or litigation cost on account

cepting amount more than lpo/o of sale consideration or for

' is handing over possessiot ,r jurisdiction to allow such

's is rrested with the Autho{,,, and not with Adjudicating

)r. Tl:e complainants could fruu. approached the Authority

y othr:r Forum having iurisdiftion to entertain the complaint.

lnt complaint is not maintafnable before the Adjudicating

lr. Sarne is thus dismissed.

File be consignea ro ,"[ord room.

unce<l in open court today i.e. on 08.0L.2O26.

tr^U--
(Rajender Kumar)
Adjudicating Officer,
Haryana Real Ilstate
Regulatory Aut.hority,
Gurugram.
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Mr. Uday Raj Ram, Advocate for complainants.
None for respondents.

Complaint is disposed of, vide separate order today.

File be consigned to pecord room.

Ltd. Er!.

Present:

\r
\*[,,,

(Rajender Kuilrar)
Adj udicia.ting O fficer,
08.0 1.2A26


