REAL ESTATE REGULATORY AUTHORITY, BIHAR

Before Bencti of Mr, R.B. Sinka & Mr.Nupur Banerjee, Member

Case No. RERA/PRO/REG.369/2018
Authorized Representative of RERA
Vs, |
M/s Agrajnli.-Homés Pvt. Ltd.

Project—10B (K & L)

02/09/2021
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23/11/2021 Order

1. Real Estat¢: Regulatory Authority, Bihar issiied 'a show-cause notice to M/s

!\J

Agrani Homes Pvt Ltd; through thejr Director, Mr. Alok Kumar on 11.06.2021 as
to why the application for registration of the Project IOB () & L), filed by the

‘company with the Real Estate Regulatory Authority (RERA), Bihar, should not
be ‘rejected -under Section 5 (1) (b) of the Real Estate (Regulation &

DGVB_]Opmcn_t)_’_Act,-ZO I6. 'fh_c-groun_d-' for rejéction were that Lhe-ap'plicam did-not.

furnish duly approved’ map from ‘the competent. autho_ri_ty, buildi_r’_:g- permit

- approval létter,-}a’_nd related documents including sale deed, non-encumbrance

certificate, mutation letter,: ‘réit receipt; Form B etc despite reminders having been
issied and-hence thc promotcr did not fulfil the. requirencnis of submission of
mi'onnauonfdocwncnls as’ snpuialcd undcr the- Section 4 of the Real Estate
(chulanon .and Developmcnt) Act 2016 and Rule 3 of the Blhar Real ‘Estate
(Regulation and Dcvclopmcnt) Rules 2017,

Hearing was taken up on 17.06: 2021 through video coufcrencmg mode. Nir..
Sanjay ‘Singh, learned counse] appea_rcd on behalf of ‘the promotcr along’ wnh '
Mr.Alok- Kumar Director of the resporident. company. appeared in 'the case.

In the course of hearing; the promoter submitted that he- Wanlcd to continue with
the project. and was: mllmg (0 submif. requisile docunients,



. The Full Bench, thcn.l‘nn. ordered that -the respondent-. should submit  the

documents within three weeks from lh:. date oi‘ hcnnng

. The promoter, however, failed to-submit the requisite-documents within. supulalc.d
pcncd after wluch another notice was served to him on 29/8/2021 for appcanng
before the Authority on 02109;‘20"1 Mcnnwhﬂc thic promoter sent gn-email to the
Authority on 31/8/2021 stating that all land documents had. been submitted to the
Authority and hence the: rcspondcnl was unsble 1o get map approved.

. The ‘promoter appcarcd on 02 (}9 20'71 bcforc the. Bcnch In course of hearing, Mr
Alok Kumar, the Director of the. Respondent Company reiterated. his. stalcrment
sent by emiail that the. Authority. had scized the. 0ngmal rcg:stcrcd development
agrccments of uli the projects-and hence he was not able'to get. approval of thc
building. PlamMAP of the project. The Authority counsel rebutted the claim and
pointed out that the promoter had been reminded many ‘times -for furnishing the
aforesaid documents rcquu'ed under the Acu'Rulcs The Authority counsel also
quoted: from- the- minutes. of the procccdmgs of the Full Beneh of the Authonly
dated 183%™ I‘cbruury 2021 that the respondent company had. submitted registered
.dévelopment agreements of the Projects en: 15-18" February 2021 for obtaining
the security/advance/nun money from the ]and-owncrs 50 that dcposusfadvancc of
the ‘hundreds of éustomers/aliottees c_o_ul_d be refunded. The Autherity: counsel

therefore claimed that the promolér had considerable. period (July 201 8- February
'702!) to-submit the requisite: docurments and have therefore failed to fulﬁl lhe_
requitements under the Scction. 4 of the Real Estate (chu!ahon ‘and

Development) Act 2016 and Rule 3 of the Blhn: Real Estate (Regulation and

Dcvclopmcnt) Rules 2017 for gcttmg the project rcg1stcrcd with the Authority:.

7. The Authority iook note of the fact that the promotes has.-not submiitted the
rcqulsnc documcnts despite repeated rcmmdcrs and also of lhc adn'ussmn of the |
promoter that the. building. plam'map of the-project has riot been approvcd by the
competent authority. In so far: as the issue of land. documents lying with the
'RERA is concemed, the Authority obsérved that-this- was -done to protect: the
‘intercst of the uIlottccs as thc: promoter had collcctcd huge advances from the
_allou;es amounlmg_-.lo hundreds of crores i in: the last ten years and-was neither
muking the refunds nor was compleling the construgtion of apartments ot‘
hundrcds of thc:r cunstuncrsmllnuct.s who had i lcd cases bc[’orc it. The-Authority
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nol instill confidence in the ability of the promoter to complete the construction

of the project and that it would be. unfair to ‘prospective customers if such a

project is registered by it.

The application for regi:stration of IOB (I< & L) project, therefore, stands rejected

as the promoter has failed to submit the requisite documents with the Authority as

stipulated-by Section 4. of the Real Estate (ch_ulation & Development) Act, 2016

“and Rule 3 of the Bihar Real Estate (Regulation & Development) Rules, 2017.

9. -T-he_ promoter is. also d_i'rec‘ted' to refund the money, taken from
consumers/allottees along with the interest at the Marginal Cost of Lending Rate
(MCLR) of,..the._State Bank of India (SBI). as applicable for 'thre_t_; years .or more

plus two percent from the date of deposit to the date of refund, within sixty days
ofissue of the order. '

Sa. (A |
R.B. Sinha Nupur Banerjee
(Member) (Member)

Asaniended on 23/11/2021.




