
BEFORE THE MAHARASHTRA REAL ESTATE REGUTATORY AUTHORITY,
MUMBAI

coMPLATNT NO. CC00500000001 1420

Jonordon Kovlhekor .........Comploinont

Versus

Xrbio North Hinjewodi Developers Pvt. Ltd.

MohoRERA Registrotion No: P52l 0001 2738

..........Respondent

Corom: Hon'ble Dr. Vijoy Sotbir Singh, Member I

The comploinont oppeored in person

Adv. Vijoy Kumbre oppeored for the Respondent.

Order
(29th June,2018)

1. The comploinont hos filed this comploint seeking directions from this

Auihority to the respondent to give possession of flot odmeosuring 418

sq.ft. corpet oreo os promised by the respondent in the Provisionol

Allotment Letter ond to poy interest @ 18% until the possession of the flot

is given to him by the respondent with o cost of Rs. 5 lokhs in respect

of booking of the flot beoring No. 8/l-506 in the Projeci known os

'Riverfront- EH-1' beoring MohoRERA Registrotion No. P52100012738 ot

Hinjewodi Rood, Pune, Mohoroshtro.

2. During the heoring, the comploinont orgued before this Authority thot ot

the iime of booking of the soid flot. the respondent promised to hond

over the flot odm.418 sq. ft. corpet oreo. However, in the registered

Agreement executed on I51h Sept. 2017, the respondent hos mentioned

the oreo of ihe soid flot os 35.40 sq. mtr. (389 sq.ft. corpet oreo). Further,

he stoted thot he booked o two BHK flot in the projeci. But. the floi
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offered by the respondeni is one ond holf BHK. ln the Provisionol

Allotment letter issued in the yeor 2014, the respondent hos mentioned

the corpet oreo of the soid flot os 4,l8 sq.ft. The comploinont further

orgued thot in the MohoRERA website he hos noi mentioned the oreo

os 389 sq.ft. corpet in the building detoils. Hence, the present comploint

hos been filed.

3. The respondent disputed the cloim of the comploinont ond sloted thot

in the prospectus os well os in the provisionol letter issued in the yeor

2014, the oreo of the soid flot wos mentioned os 418 sq. ft. corpet oreo.

However, the respondent hos not issued finol olloiment letter to the

comploinont showing the soid oreo. The respondent further sioted thot

he executed the registered Agreement with the comploinont on i5tn

September. 2017 ond ihe soid flot wos sold for o totol considerotion

omount of Rs. 25,21 ,070/-. Oul of which. the comploinont hos poid on

omount ot Rs.17,21 ,998/- only. ln the soid Agreement, in poro -1, ihe

oreo of the soid flot wos mentioned os 36.14 sq. mtr. (389 sq.ft. corpet

oreo) ond the soid Agreement wos duly signed by the comploinont. Till

dote the comploinont hos never disputed the oreo mentioned in the

soid Agreement.

4. Now the flot of the comploinont is reody for possession ond they hove

obtoined Occupotion Certificote from the Plonning Authority on

05112/2017. Though the possession wos offered to the comploinont, he

refused to occept the some. The respondent is reody to hond over the

possession of the flot to the comploinont subject to the poyment of

outstonding omount. The respondent, therefore, requested for dismissol

of the presenl comploint.

5. This Authority hos exomined ihe orguments of both ihe porties. lt is on

odmitted foct thot the registered Agreement for Sole hos been
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executed between the comploinoni ond the respondent ond the flot

beoring No.505 in Bldg. B-l hos been sold to the comploinont. The soid

ogreement is duly signed by both the porties. The comploinonl hos

disputed the oreo of ihe flot offered by the respondent. He contended

thot the respondent should hond over o two BHK flot odm.418 sq.ft.

corpet oreo os mentioned in the Provisionol Allotment Letter issued in the

yeor 2014. ln this regord, this Authority hos perused clouse No' 5 of the

soid registered Agreement. ln the soid clouse, the corpet oreo of the

soid flot excluding the bolcony oreo wos mentioned os 36',l4 sq.mt. (389

sq.ft.) olongwith 1.86 sq. m. bolcony ond 2.1 4 sq.ml. terroce oreo.

6. The respondent hos clorified ihot 418 sq. ft. corpet oreo mentioned in

the ollotment letier included bolcony ond terroce oreo. Both the poriies

hove signed the ogreement occepting oll terms ond condiiions. The

comploinont con't roise ony objeciion regording the oreo of this stoge'

7. ln the light of these focts, this Authority does noi find ony merits in ihis

comploint. Moreover, there is no provision in the Reol Estote (Regulotion

ond Development) Aci, 2016 wherein the comploinont con cloim such

o relief . Hence the comploint stonds dismissed for wont of merits.

J-*^J
Dr. Vijoy S ir Singh

Member-U MohoRERA


