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Contending all this, the complainants prayed

nsationofRs'4,12,20,t421-forthelossincurredbythe

rate appreciation in the said property' Rs'5'00'000/- fo

physical torture and pain resulting to them by beha iour of

dent. The complainants further prayed for a sum of Rs'3' ,0007'-

before
pensationtopursuethecasebeforetheAuthorityaswelll

judicating Officer.
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Again,duetotheimplementationofMNREGASchemesbythr:

Government, the construction industry as a whole has lreen facing

ge of labour supply, due to labourers regularly traverlling away
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ade imental impact to it (respondent) as it has been difficurlt to retain

rers for longer and stable periods of time and complete construction
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ious challenges for the project with no available labours,

ctors etc. for the construction of the prof ect'

Thatpaymentofinterestontherefundamountasorderedby
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begrantedtocomplainantsonlyincertaincircumstances.

That the complainants have sought compensatiron for legal

nses by placing invoices but did not show any evidence of payment'
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depict that the said Advocate has generated only one

two years interval and also the invoice no. for yea

the year 2023.It clearly depicts that the invoices are fo
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same have no locus standi to approach this

Admittedly, a complaint filed by present complainants, i'e'

ayment till the actual date of refund of the amount' A period of 90

as given to the respondent to comply r,vith the directio'ns given in

rder. The Authority noted in said order that the promoter is

nsible for all obligations, responsibilities and functi<lns; under tl"re

ions of the Act of 20L6, or the rules and regulations macle
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anner as provided under this Act. The complainants wt

:d for refund of the amount as well as compensation f

rter i.e. resPondent.
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:s of this case prior to enactment of Act of 201,6, it^no
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r into force. In this way, it was an ongoing project and was lir

tered under the Act. No force in this plea of respondent.
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ical torture and pain resulting to them by behaviour o1[ re

Rs.3,00,0 OO l- as compensation to pursue the case b

As descriuld earlier, complainants have sought com

4,12,20,1,421- for the loss incurred by them due to lo

ority as well as before the Adjudicating Officer'

Section 72 ofth. A:?^px#fi ,n. factors, which

ta in account while determining amount of compensation'
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respondent received sale consideration but failed to complete the

t--
t, lt gained undue profit from money of complainants. However,

inants did not adduce any reliable evidence to prove as what loss

n caused to them. The due date of possession as per BBA between

rties, was 02.08.2013. Possession was never handed 'oveI to thre

lainants, but ultimately after filing a complaint before the Authority'

mplainantsgotanorderofrefundfromtheAuthority0n

21.0 .2023. As per AI Overview, property prices in Gurgaon

wi'

pa

substantialappreciationbetweenz}Lsto2,023'

cularly driven by infrastructure developments like the Dwarka

sway and a shift towards luxury, high.rise, and builder floor

lopments. overall Market Trends: over the decade

ningroughlyfrorn2oL3to?;023,Gurgaonwitnesseda

ificant price hike, with some reports citing an average increase

Exp

dev

spa

S

of

uni

to

er 80%o to 150%0. Project where the complainants had booked their

i.e. Bellevue villa, Sector 82, Vatika lndia Next, Gurugranl, this is n'ear

h .t-
arka Expressway. Wfu It is presumed that am,unt paid by

4>'
plainants to the respondent in purchase of said unilwas investecl in
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other similar project, it would have at-least doubled till now'

tedly, complainants paid a sum of Rs,42,30,7931-. Said amount has

y been ordered to be refunded by the Authority. The complainant is

llowed a sum of Rs.42,30,000/- [rounded up) to be paid by the

dent as loss of appreciation caused to the complainants.

When complainants could not get their dream unit despite

g payment of about 40o/o, construction of project was not started

all this apparently caused mental harassment and agony to the

.50,000/- as cost of litigation.

ntal agony and harassment. Amount of Rs.5,00,0 00 /- as claimed by

mplainants appears to be excessive. Similarly cost of litigation of

Rs.3, ,000/- is also excessi'u'e. No court fee is required to be paid to thre

Au rity, while filing a complaint. The complainants were representerd

bya advocate during proceedings of this case, same are allowed a sum

The amounts mentioned abotre, are be parid by

ndent to the complainants along with interest at rate 10.850/o

m from the date of this order till realization of amount.
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complaint is thus disposed of. File be consigned to th

Ann unced in oPen court today i.e. on 03.02.2026.
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