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Complaint No. CR/2343/2021' Case titled Nimmi Bui

Tech Private Limited V/s M/s Ramprastl

Developers Private Limited & others

d
a

Complainant Nimmi Build Tech Private Limited

Represented through Shri Sataroop Das and Shri Ashish Ranji

Advocates

n

Respondent 1. M/s Ramprastha Developers Priva

Limited
2. M/s Ramprastha Promoteres a

Developers Private Limited

:e

d

Respondent Represented
1--
trvls. Gayatri Mansa Advocate

Last date ofhearing

Proceeding Recorded bY

?en7 ?011 _
Naresh Kumari and llR Mehta

Proceedings

The present complaint was filed on 07 06 2021 and the reply on beh

of respondent was received on 06 08.2 021,

File has been received on transfer from Adiudicating Officer in view of t

iudgment dated 11.1-1.2021 passed by the Hon'ble Apex-Court in the c;

L"r?ing no. SLP(Civit) No(s)' 3711-3715 OF 2027 titled as M/s Newt'

Promo'ters and'Oevltopiri Pvt Ltd Versus State of ll'P' and Ors" c

wherein it was held that as matters regarding refund and interest un(

,".,ion ta1tl are to be decided by the authority and m-atters regard

adjudging compensation to be decided by the Adjudicating officer'

The application filed in the form CAO with the adjudicating officer and on be

tranri"i."d to th" authority in view of the judgement quoted above' the isr

before authority is whether the authority should proceed further with

seeking fresh application in the form CRA for cases of refund along u

orescr"ibed inteiest in case allottee wishes to withdraw from the project
ffi ,"...',",..,..^.---
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New PWD Rest Hou5e, Clvll L n€5, 6urugram, Baryana

failure ofthe promoterto give posses

deliberated in the proceedings date

Harish Goel Versus Adani M2K Proje

material difference in the contents

whether it is filed before the adiudi

The counsel for the comPlainant
Heard. Request is allowed. He is di
the registry ofthe authority with an

days and the resPondent shall file t
next 15 days.

Matter to come uP o n 30.71.2022 fo

v)-z-.
Viiay Kumar Uoyal

Member
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6n-"s p"r rgreument for sale. lt has

70.5.2022 in cR No. 36aB /202r ti
LLP and was observed that there is

f the forms and the different headin

ting officer or the authority.

quests for filing of amended complai

cied to submit the amended complaint

vance copy to the respondent within
reply of the amen(led comPlaint wi

further proceedings.

Dr. KK l(handelwal
Chairman
3t.oa.2022
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