
Chaturbhuj Singla etc. vs. M/s Vatil<a Ltd.
T

BEFORE RAIENDER KUMAR, ADIUDICATING OFFICER, HARYANA REAL
ESTATE REGULATO RY AUHORII'Y, GURUGRAM

Complaint No. 530L-2OZ}
Date of Decisi on 27 .03.2026

1. Mr. Chaturbhuj Singla S/o Narotam prasad,

2. Mrs. Tripti Agarwal w/o chaturbhuj singla, both Rs/o 74t/2,
Patel Nagar, near Hanuman Mandir, Gurugram, Haryana.

Complainants

Versus

M/s Vatika Limited, registered office at 4-002, INxr city centre,
Ground Floor, Block-A, sector-83, vatika India Next, Gurugranr-

L220L2.

Respondent

APPEARANCE

For Complainants:
For Respondent:

Mr. Kuldeep Kumar Kohli, Advocate
Mr. Venket Rao, Advocate

ORDER

'l'his is a complaint, filed by Mr. Chaturbhr"rj Singla and Mrs

'l'ripti Agarwal (allottees) under section 18 (3) and 1,9 of The Real Estate

IRegulation and Development), Act 201,6 (in brief Act of 2A1,6) against

M/s. Vatika Limited (promoter) as per sectionZ(zk) of Act 201,6.

2. According to complainants, they apirroached the respondent

for booking of Unit/l']lot No. 11/240 /Simplcx/28D1-4, residcnLi.ri

An Authority constituted under section 20 the Real Estate (Regulation ancl Developmen$ Act;
Act No. i6 ol 2016 Passcd bv rhc Parliamenr of lndia
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township project- Villas (Sign ure 2 Villa), admeasuring L52 sq.yd

booked on 27.12.2009. ]'he pondent allotted the said

(complainants) on 27 .1"2.200

executed between the par

ancl

len)nit to

t (BtsAThe builder's buyer agreeme

02.02.201,2. 'l'he total sa consideration of the sai unit

l\s.77,23,300.00. The total am

Rs.l7,53,333.00. The delay i handing over possession till date of

making incorrect, false and mi leading statements over the

thereby violated provisions o Section 1.2 of Real Estate [R aticl

Development) Act, 2016. e respondent has failed to provid

requisite facilities, amenities d services as agreed at the eof

'l'he respondent by using its dominant position is ictati

unreasonable demands to e complainant without s

proficient progress, The resp ndent had substantially fail tod

its obligations imposed upon hem under the Real Estate [R rgulatio

Development) Act, 201,6 and les and regulations made the under.

constituted under 20 the Real Estate (Regulatron and Deve

unt paid by the complainan

on 06.09.2010 and add ndum

till d

was

WAS

fling

complaint is 10 years and 02 month. The due date of po sion per

BBA was 06.09.201,3.

3. hat the respond t is in violation of Section l-l- 4) oft Act.

'l'he respondent company h resorted to unfair p byw of

and

and

th r.'

ing.

its

any

arge

and

Ac:t No. 16 r

r1-rwar 1fti+rm vtr
16 Passed bv the Parliament of lIrdia
rr o{fuftqcr ,6,u s1 vr*Lo }' .ir&n qBa srltroTul
ffi ffi- ;:,; ;r-cfiffi drgTio, u

t) Act, 201



comple

rtal ag(

nant at

:r:s and

; of ren

Jeem fit
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Citing the facts as mentioned above, the c

g relief: -

To award compensation towards ment,

torture and pain suffered by the complain

the respondent, to the tune of Rs.5,00,000/.

'Io award compensation towards legal fer:

prosecution, to the tune of Rs.3,00,000/-.

To award compensation towards the loss

of Rs.54,90,000.00.

'l'o pass any other order/reliefs as it may dr

cal

of

4.

for followin

I.

II.

III,

IV,

ntp

ny, ph

the ha

expens for

forap riocl

e respondent ntested the complaint by fil nga itten

ng

5.

reply. It is p ea of the respon ent that the claim of complai ants s

compensati is not maintai ble. It is further plea of the ponden

ion of project obstructed due to reason beyon

that

thc

the

p.a.

rof

the constru

control of

complainant

for every

possession

interest, w

r have already b

onth of delay

2 months which

respondent. per the order dated 202

n allowed to delay interest f 10.7 5

m due date of possession ti ll

r is earlier. The complainan are all d

is to compen te the complainants for loss/i jury su 'ercd

delay in possession of t unit. Theby the co plainants due

s clain"r of cocomplainan

'l'he complainan

pensation is contradictory and wi out

have wrongly claimed the

20 the Real Dstatc (Regulation and Develop
I6 Passed bv the Parliament of India
I) ofUllqq\ 2i16 t'i urtl zo t srdrm rrB-d srfirorul

constituted under sec

tionof lit

fu crfud ro,u ot .rltrfrqs trsia ro

Act No. 16 o
1k r rq q1 ( la [ilqrr.r 3lr{^l

'r{Fd 61

jurisdiction.
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6.

7.

B.

are not reliable as the invo raise

ience to be maintained.

Stating all this, res

Both of the parties

ondent prayed for dismissal o compla

led affidavits in support of th r clai

have heard lear ed counsels appearing for b of pa

and perused the record.

9.

possession

10. I

despitc said

rate of 10.750/o per annu

rcording to lear ed counsel for complainants, due da of

per I3l3A was 09.20L3 but respondent fail to de

I)uring deliberations, it is ag by learned counsel for com nants that

his clients approached th Authority seeking delay

ry of the possession and thcompensation for delay of del

possession at agreed time, ca sing loss to his clients i.e. mplain

t comp

has been allo by the Auth rity vide ordcr clatecl 08,08.2

respondent in that case has b

2|J, cct

ivcr

nts.

n

int

ol

tedndi

fbr

of possession i.e. 15.01. 023 till

ion or offer of possession 2mo

whichever is earlier, apart from some other rcliefs.

is contended by earned counsel for the compl inants

rder of the Au rity, it is for the Adjudicati Office

stitutcd under section the lleal Estr-lti) (llL.er.lIatirrn nnd Der,eloprnttr
Act No. 16 of 201

the

ths

at

to

rt +rq-o r fr FrwH ork ft-orsl
+rm of rrsEa

An Authority
by tht' l'arliament of Indra
,0,. e1 Ur{J ,o fr ordqfl qkd [rftrs-{ul
ro s-I stftftqq Tircqio' ro

ArD
Act,2016
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allow compensation for dela

section 72 of Act of 2016. Lear

has jurisdiction to allow com nsation in view of Sections 1

19 of said Act. Section 18 (3) rescribes for liability of pro

compensation to the allottees, if same (promoter) fails to di arge

other obligation imposed on hi under this Act or the rules o regulat

made thereunder or in acco

de thereunder

in handing over possession,

ed counsel reminded that this

nce with the terms and cond

unsel claims that respondent

or in accordance with l"he

sale, he is liable to pay corn

in vie

Forum I

1,4, lB

oter to

tions of

Ipromo

of

o)

nd

,ay

ny

,TS

thc

agreement for sale. Learned r)

failed to discharge its obliga n of handing over possessio , ilt

timc as per terms and con tions of BBA and hence, li ble to

rue, as per secti

the purpose of a

n 71, the Adjudicating Offi has n

judging compensation under ctions t2,

of the Act. The is no denial that in case, p oter fail

obligation im upon him under this

compensatio

11..

appointed fo

14,18 and 1

discharge hi

regulations

or ru

terrns

nsatio

to

&

nd

toconditions of the agreement

the allottee a prescribed u this Act.

L2. I

promoter/re

this w?/,

ndent fails in

en the

is case to

complainants

discharge its obli

slitutcd under section the ReaI Estate (Regulation and

ons u

Act No. 16 of 201
r1-nu-o 1ftftwra ofr* Fa-ois

bv tjle Parliament of lndia
,i,u E{l uffr,o & ord'tra rrfua srRroTut

/rn Authority

rnmol*iw stfua ro,,, qt1 ollqftqq TiEf,iE rs

Act,'20 l(r



in M/s New-tech Pr

State of UP & Ors, ei

seeking DPC. Relevan

as under: -

86. Fro

made a

'interes

7B ond

interest

thereon
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Adjudicating Officer gets ju

was mandated by the [{on'bl

djudicating officer, what final
cates the distinct expressions

ry of possessio n, or penalty

Authority which has the powe

of a complaint.

Chaturbhuj S

nd Developers Private Li,

the Authority to entertain compl

f the Apex Court order is rep uced

the scheme of th Act of which a detailed refere ce has

d taking note o. power of adjudication delinea with

regula ry Authority and

sclictio

Apex C

culls o

urt

int

the

f i.s

that al ough the Act in ke 'reft d"

n.5'','penalty' and 
"

pensation', a conjoint readin, of Sec

19 clearly mani, that when it comes to nd of the

Qmoun ond interest on

for delayed deli

it is the reguloto

refund amoltnt, or directi, p0yme oJ

and de rmine the outco

per Section 18 (1) of Act of 2016, if pronr ter fail tr.;

complete or u able to give pos ion of an apartment, plot or ildin

13.

nd in sf

to exa ine

as the

, he sha lbe

with

(a) in accord

may be, duly

liable on de nd to the allott

nce with the ter of the agreement for sale o

ompleted by the ate specified therein, [b)-------

rs, in case the allottee wisl-res

from the pr udice to any othcr remcdy

the Real Estate (Regulation and DevelopmenAn Authority

without p

)assed bv t]:e Parliament of India
tftqgq zors o1 urfl ro S,rf,.raqfuaglftrsrul
etfIil zors ot oftB{s trsfo ,o

vailabl to



return the

building, a

prescribed

provided

14.

withdraw

compensa

has alrea

provides

project, he

till handin

parliamen

allottee doe

or

be

AS

rh

(t
5,

be

ed

IW

IS;

)a(

S

hr

Jir

en

dr

/e(

:io
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him in respect of that apa

with interest at such rate

ding compensation, in the

ng here that complainants di

but prayed for delayed

romoter interest for every mo

vide compensation other than

raw from the project,

, following was held by Uttar

n case "Greater Noida

ent, pl

as ma

manne

int with the Authority. 'l'he sai compl

so added to sub section (11 o sectiorr

does not intend to withdra fronr

h of d

at such rate as may be p ribed.

not wis

lndu

e

PC in se

esh

to

on

int

1B

he

ay

I

I

15. e claim of compensation and nterest n

seeks to withdraw from proj ilsbe allowed

per Section

Iistate Ap

Developmr

decided on

"13,9. If we

that in s

njan Misra" Appeal No. 0 of 2 23

the above two provisions, it
re the Al exrsts the projects, the A

nstitutcd under sectron the lleal Iistate (Rcgrlalion ancl I)cvclopr.ncrrl)
Act No. 16 oi2016

+i-{va 1ftFrum.}rt{ frorsl ,r

HIl?S'T{r{r{il

by the Parliarncnt ol India
,olu +1 vRt ,o ft q-drrd rrfud rrfiritiur

An Authority

zors ol oftftrrq Ti@iir ro

comes
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provides INTEREST AND CO 'ENSATION both, but in where the

for'

to

ry

Allottee tends to stay in the project the Allottee is otrly

interest of every month till handing over of the ion,

the intention of the legislatu was to provide Compensa on

those Allottees who exit the p t and not to those who sto
in the project."

have already been

e Authority for delay

nt

all d

inh ding

16.

possession

possession

possession,

17.

hen complaina

mpensation by

f allotted unit, there is no reason to all w sepa

compensatio for same cau of action i.e. delay ind liverin

mplaint in hand is thus dismissed.

ed

ver

tc

of

ile be consigned record room.

Announced i open court toda i.e. on 27.03.2026.

J_,rq--
(Rajender Kumar)
Adjudicating Officer,
Haryana Real Estate
Authority, Gurugram.

thc tleal Flstatc (llcgttlaltou ald l)cvcloptncrtAn Authority
) Passed bv the Parliamcnt of India
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