
BEFORE THE MAHARASHTRA REAI ESTATE REGUTATORY AUTHORITY,

MUMBAI

COMPLAINT No: CC006000000001 408

Dr. Bhorti Chintokindi

Comploinonl

Versus

M/s. Oosis Reolty ond 6 others

MohoRERA Regislrotion No. P519000121 l5
.... Respondents

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

Advocole Amornolh Boddul oppeored for the comploinonl.

Advocote Abir Polel oppeored for the respondent No. 2 to 7

Order
('l Ih Jonuory 2018)

The comploinonl hos filed this comploint seeking following directions from this

Authority in the MohoRERA registered proiect beoring No. P5,l9000121 15;

o) To direct the respondents to execute ond register the sole ogreement in

respect of the soid flot;

b) To direct lhe respondents to complete the construction of the building

expediliously ond hond over the possession of the soid flot to the

comploinont;

c) To restroin the respondents from creoling ony third porty rights in respect

of the soid promised/eormorked flot;

d) To direct the respondents to poy the compensotion to the exteni of

Rs.15,00,000/- for the deficiency in service & for violotion of the provisions

of the RERA Act ond on equol omount of cousing mentol ogony ond

duress undergone for o period of obout 21 yeors:
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e) And to direct the respondents to poy the compensotion for legol

expenses to the extent of Rs.2,50,000/- plus legol expenses of Rs.,l,00,000/

to the comploinont.

2. This motter wos heord todoy. The comploinont hos stoted thot she hod

entered into on ogreement doted 20ih Nov, 1997 with the respondent No.

l, who wos originol developer ond subsequently tronsferred the soid

proiect lo the respondent No. 2lo 7. Al thot time, she poid on omount of

Rs. 7 locs for purchose of o flot odmeosuring 800 sq.ft. The respondents

ossured her thot ihey will ollot her the soid flol os per the ogreement

executed in the yeor 1997. However, lill doie nothing hos been done. She

hos no home in Mumboi ond she hos been opprooching these respondents

for the soid flot. But, the respondents hove deloyed the project for more

thon l5-20 yeors ond olso did not execute registered ogreement with the

comploinont os per the ogreement doted 20th Nov, 1997. Ihe
comploinonl, therefore, stoled thol the respondents hove violoted the

provisions of Section 12, 14, 16 ond 17 of the RERA Act 2016. The

comploinont hod issued legol notice to the respondent, but till dote they

hove not replied to the some.

3. However, the respondents disputed the cloim of the comploinont ond

stoted thot the comploinont is not on ollottee of the project. Therefore, she

hos no locus stondi to file the present comploint. Even there is no

ogreement executed with the comploinont ond she is cloiming os ollottee

on the bosis of nolorized MoU execuled with the respondent No. I doted

2O-11-1997, which wos concelled by the respondent on 7-62W5 since she

mode defoult in poyments. Even the comploinont hod opprooched lhe

Stote Consumer Redressol Forum, wherein she wos directed to opprooch

the Notionol Forum due to pecuniory jurisdiction. But, till dote she hos not

implemented the order of Slote Consumer Redressol Forum. The
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respondents, therefore, requested this Authority to dismiss this comploint on

the ground of mointoinobility.

4. Considering the rivol submissions mode by both the porlies, this Authorily

feels lhot there is no registered ogreement in force between the

comploinont ond the respondents. Furiher, the concellotion of the booking

of the flot wos done in 2005, long before the commencement of RERA Act
ond this Authority is not the forum to deol with such dispute omongst the

comploinonts ond the respondent which ore of civil noture. Besides, there

is no controvention/violotion of ony provision of RERA Acl,2Ol6 ond Rules

ond Regulotions fromed there under for which this Authority hos jurisdiction

to inierfere.

5. Under the circumstonces,

some stonds dismissed.

there is no substonce in this comploint. Hence

(Dr. vijoy otbir Singh)
Member-l
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