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BEFORE RAIEND[R KUMAR, ADIUDICA'I'ING OITF-ICER, HARYANA REAL

ESTATE REGTJLATORY AUHORITY, GURUGRAM

Conrplaint No.267 9 -2024
Date of Decisi on: 29.07 .2025

Mrs. Neepa Vasisht W /o Wg. Cdr. (R) Aiay Vasisht, acting through

POA holder Wg. Cdr.tR) Aiay Vasisht, R/o B-1/1O75, Vasant Kuni,

New Delhi- 110070.

Complainant

Versus

M/s Ansal Housing Ltd. Office at lndra Praksh Building,606,6th Floor,

27 , Barakhamba Road, New Delhi- 1 1 0001 .

Respondent

APPEARANCE

For Complainant:
For Respondcnt

Mr. Shayon Chakrabarti, Advocate
None for rcspondent.

ORDER

1. This is a complaint, filcd by Mrs. Necpa Vasisht W/o Wg.

Cdr.fl{) Ajay Vasisht, acting through POA holder Wg. Cdr.IR) Ajay Vasisht.,

[allottccJ unclcr scction 3.1 rcad with scction 71, and72 of the lteal I']statc

IRegulation ancl i)cvclopnrcnt), AcL'2016 (in bricf Act ol'2016) and Rulc 29

of the Ilarvilpa Iic,irl Iistatc (llcgulatiorr and l)cvclopnrcnt) Rttlers '2017

against Ansal I Iousing ancl Cotlstruction l,i rrlitcci Ipronlot cr').

,lL
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2. In bricf, facts of the complainant's case are that shc

[complainantJ bccamc thc second ownor by purchasing tinit No.208 llnd

floor at Ansal IIub 83 lloulevard, Sector-83, Gurugram by way of transfcr

through sale decd dated 26.02.2014. from earlier purchaser namely'l'ccna

Ilhatia and Sunit Ilhal. Shc Iconrplainant) paid total sale consideration i.e'.

2L,90p,52 rupccs along with premium of Rs.13,55,660f - which includcd

service tax ancl othcr charges paid by original allottee and also the balancc

amount to be paid to thc respondent as per payment plan.

3. 'l'hat the respondent through its officials Mr. Aninday Ganguly,

Mr. Ranjita Krishnan, Mr, Navtej etc. nlade several promises to hcr

[complainant), howcver the respondent failed to fulfil the promises. 'l.he

acts of thc rcspondent caused immcnsc mcntal agony upon the

complainant and hcr family members. Complainant has also been issucd a

threat letter clated 10.01 .2020 threatcning to cancel the allotted shop'

Astonished on thc saicl atrocious bchaviour, shc (complainant) sought a

meeting with Mr. Navtcj from the respondent side which fell in deaf ears of

latter.

4. That she [complainant) had remitted to the tune of

Rs.19,88,8061- out oi the total anlount oi Rs'21,90,0 52 /- i.e. 90oh ol' salc

consideration.'l'hc projcct in qucstion was l'ar l'ront completion and hence

{'L
cor-rstilirtr.d under scctron 20 thc llcal Flstate (R('Slllaliotl irttd I)t'r'eltlpmerrlln,, *f,p

Atl N<1. I(t rll'2OI(r l)itssr'tl llr thc l):ttltittrtt'llt ol-Irtrira -
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the complainant bcing aggrieved was [orccd to knock at the doors of thc

[{on'ble Ilaryana tl}illA sccl<ing rcftrrrcl of anrount. 1'hc conrplilint titlcd

'Neepa Vashisht v. Ansal Ilousing l,td.' bcaring no. CR/180412021 was

finally decided by the I{on'ble Authority in favour of hcr (complainant)

vide judgment/ordcr datcd 28.03.2023. llon'blc Authority granted libcrty

to her (complainant) to approach the adjudicating officer for

compensation in vicw of l)ara 33 of the judgntcnt.

5. 'l'hat thc rcspondcnt, despitc directions of the llon'blc

Authority has failed to comply with directions and hence the complainant

was again constraincd to initratc procccdings in thc form of execution

proceedings bcaring no, F,151 /2024/1804 /2021 pending bcforc this

Ilon'ble Court.

6. 'l'hat dcspitc running from pillar to post, the respondent has

deliberately taken the hard-earned money of the applicant and thereaftcr

harasscd thc cclnrplainant by not delivering the unit and by not paying thc

outstanding ducs in terms of the ordcr of thc Authority,'l'hc complainant

has been constraincc'l to cngagc Advocates to litigatc against thc'

respondent solcly duc to thc acts of the rcspondcnt. It is tritc law that tht'

respondent shall not be allowed to take advantage of its own wrong doing

and hence the complainant is constraineci to seek amounts towards l,cgal

An Aulhonlr'(ortsllltll('(l Lll)(i('l s('(llol) 20 thL'lit'irl I',st;trc (ll'gtllitlttrtl itltrl I)('\('lol)l)l(-l)l) A(1 2()l()
.\r t \rr lt,')l lol() l'ass"tl l:r 'lrt'l"ttlt'tt:lt'ttl ()l ll)'llrl

,1 t*o 'Fil^,,-,ir'r.,h laoie,;rfir@u' ,,,'n o1 tfl{''" }' 'vd'ta qlSa ffiowt
r+no +'i g-ra fnt grfoa zoro .hl olfUfiqg Htgti+ ,n
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Fees and Compcnsation,'fhc complainant is cntitlcd for loss of rental, loss

of property valuc, interest, compensation, legal fees ctc.

7. Citing the facts as mentioned above, the complainant has

prayed for following reliefs: -

L 'l'o award contpensation towards rncntal agony, paid and

harassment suffered by thc complainant at the, hands of thc

respondent, to the tune of 11s.5,00,000/-.

IL 'l'o awitrd compcnsation towards lcgal costs and expenses for

prosecution, to the tune of Rs.1 ,98,072/-.

III. 'l'o award compensation towards the loss of rental to the tune

of Rs,44,000/- per month.

IV. 'l'o award compensation towards the loss of

opportu n ity/retu rn on invcstnrent to the tu nc ol'

Rs.60,00,000/-.

V. 'l'o awat'd intercst at thc ratc. of MCI.R + 2o/o along with thc

abovcnrentroncd praycrs I, II, Ill and IV.

VI. 'l'o pass any other order/reliefs as it may deenr fit.

B. Thc rcspondent did not opt to contest the claim despitc

service of notice through e-mail as well as by speed post. It was procecdcd

exparte and its delcncc was struck off, vidc ordcr datcd 23.08.2024.

9. Complainant filcd affidavit in support of her clainr. I havc

heard learncd counscl [or conrplainant and pe.ruscd thc rccord.

tlYFro

An Authontr.'(()r)slitul('d rrnder st'clion 2O tht'llt'al [']stalc (li('gulatir>n an<l l)evelopnrent)Act. 2Ol(r
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Ir is poinred out that complarnt No. 1804/2021 filed by

present complainanL ltas alre.acly bcen allowcd by thc Authority vidc orclu'

dated 28.03.2023. Complainant has bccn allowed rcfund of entire amoltn[

from the datc ol cach trlaYment

deposited amount.
Y

11,. As statcd carlicrl thc rcsllorlclcnt did not opt to ctlt-ttcst ll.rc

claim despitc service of noticc. A prcsumption ariscs that the respondcnt

did not dispute the facts of the casc, as claimed by the complainant. Iivcn

othcrwisfin n., allidavit filcd in cvidcnccrthc complainant reiteratccl f'acts
,

of her casc on oath. Iscc no reason to disbelicve the complainant.

A conrplaint filed blZ. A conrplaint filed by present complaittant l,c, conlplaln[ no.

1804 of 2021 sccking rcfr-rncl olthc antount was allowcd by thc Authority

observing that non-compliance of the mandate contained in section 1 1 (4)

(a) read with scction 18 (1) of thc Act ol'2016 on the part of the

respondcnt was cstablishcd.

As pcr Scction 1t] t1) of'Act of 2016, if pronroter fails to

paid by her (complainant) along with interest at rate of 1,0.70o/o per annum

1 :t.

complcte or r-rnablc to givc posscssion of an apartment, plot or building, -

[a) in accordance with the terms of the agreement for sale or, as thc

casc ntay bc, cluly cornplctccl by ttrc datc spccificd therein, (b)

he shall bc liablc on dcntancl to tltc allottees, in case the allotti:c

I I)cvt'loptrrcrrr t rr, r.X
'\r I Nrt l(r ol 2oltr l"t'sst'tl lrr lllt'l';ttltilt-ttl'tll ol lnrltrt

u *o irinuii'' .ii.^fiiiw, "nq"oi '"1.{*I{i: &ud'ro nl6a wtuorut
,riiAt irri r"iqrfuo ,,,n ot s{tlfiqq $811o' ro

r,P6)

till the actual date of refund of the

y prescnt complaitrant i,e, conrplaint o
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wishcs to wrthclraw from the project, without prejudice to any othcr

remedy available, to rcturn the an"lount rcccived by him in respcct of

that aparttuct'tt, plot or building, as tltc casc may bc, with intercst aI

such ratc ils nlay bc prcscribcd in this behalf including

compensation, in the manner aS provided under this Act.

1,4. In thcsc circumstanccs, when promoter/respondent t'ailcd to

complete or unablc to give possession of unit to the complainant and thc

latter sought rclund of thc amount by withdrawing from the project, shc

fcomplainant) was cntitlcd for the refund of thc amount as wcll its

compensation in lhc }ttanncr as prcscribcd undcr the Act'

15. Scction 72 of thc Act of 2016 prescribes the factors which arc

taken into consicleration by the Adludicating Officer while determining

quantum of conrpcnsatiotr, which are: -

(a) thc amount of disproportionate gaitt or unfair advantagc,

whcrevcr quantifiable, made as a result of the default;

[b) the amoupt of loss causcd as a result of the default;

[c) thc rcpctitive nature oI thc default;

[d) such other factors which the adjudicating officer considers

nccc'ssary to thc casc in fr'trthcrancc of justice'

16. Apparently the promotcr/rcspondcnt used nloney paid by

complainant ancl got Lrnfair advantagc causing consequential loss to

complainant. As noted by the Authority while deciding complaint filed

An Auttlofil\ ( ()t)slllul(.(i ult(l('l s(.('tlot) ,2O th0 liCal I"slittt' (llIgttlitltott itllrl t)r'rUlrrtltltctlll '\( t \{Q(
\ t \r' 'r' ol 2()lr' I''5s''tl i'r 'lr'' l"irlliilrt'rr' "r tf i't- 

' y

1.*a anuii'' .h'1iiii +i,' "ru[" : "' a^T':: t:j:"..r[d a mfuo {ur

thc

thc

by

rnra o1 rgE frn qrft-o zo,o {,t .rtMi{s HBn+'n
p<<)



Necpa Vasisht vs. M/s Ansal Ilousing Ltrl.
7

complainant rcf'crrcd abovc, duc clatc of posscssion of unit was

07'12'201 5. Out oi basic salc price of'11s.2649202.16/- the complainanr

had paid a sum of Rs.l988806.77/- i.e. about 90o/o of entire salc

consideration. out of said amount, a sum of Rs.1355660/- was paid on

01.04.2014 along with signing of agrccnrcnt. 'f hc Authority directed rcfund

of the amount through orclcr dated 28.03.2023. same allowed 90 days'

time to the rcsltonde nt to rlake l)ayntclrt i.c. till 28.06,2023. ln this way,

the respondent uscd moncy paid by complainant for more than 9 years.

t7. I agrec with learned counsel for complainant claiming that

prices of rcal csLatc [cotrtnrcrcial, as thc subjcct unit was,) havc bccn

skyrocketcd in Millcnium City, Gurugram in last decade. According to

"Money Trec Rcalty" ycar ovcr ycrlr clrllit.al apprrcciirtion grow[h ul

Gurugram in l;,rst 10 ycars rc'maincd 30%r to 37o/o."Al Overview" mcntions

this growth in last dccade as 1 00o/o, stating as fbllows: -

"[)rolle.rly trans['ormaIion f'r'orn a satcllitc town to a global hub

f.or luxury housing, premiurn commercial spaces and advanccd

infrastructure has been nothing short of spectacular. 'l'his

boonr from 201 5 to 2025 has bccn drivcn by a perfect storm of

factors i rrcl ud i ng a [-ltrrgconi ng corporatr: ecosystent, stratcgic

inf'rastructure development and a strong influx of investntcl'rt

from both donrcstic and NIi.l buycrs. This penod has seen an

_ ,t*
Att Aulhonlr'(onsl rlul('(l un(l('r s('(1ron.2O lht'lit'irl l'.stirt<'(llr'grrlirliorr arrrl I)c\'alol)lrrcr)llA(l .lOl(,

\r'l \o. l(r oi 2()l() l)ilssr'd llr tlrr' l'rirllrrnt'rtl ol lrtrlnr
1l {rufl (fdFqrra ofrt. ii+rqr eifttBqqu ,u,,' d unT ,,, h or&m rrB,t urltrorur

rma sj) nwd iilil qrila zoro ftt 3dlfi{H tilgrE; ,o
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unprcccdcrltccl apprcciation in propcrty valucs across all

scgmcnts, making (iurgaon a top-ticr invcstment destination"'

18,
,l.hc obscrvatiOn of' aforcsarid wcbsitc is t"tot a conclusivc

evidence of thc fact as how much apprcciation, commcrcial propcrty' has

seen in last decade. Hven then, taking lower end, this Forum concludes that

commercial property would have risen at lcast by 30%' As mentioncd

above, conrplainatrt paid Rs.1988806,30%l of which Comes out to bc

I1s.596964.t1 rouncling up the l'igure, a sum of Rs'6 lacs is allowed to tht:

complainant in thc name of loss/return on investment' [lowever' samc has

claimed a sum of Rs.60 lacs, which appears to be exccssive.

19. 'l'hccomplainanthassoughtasumo[Rs'5'00'000/-towards

mental agony, p;rin and harassment suffcred by the same at the hands of

respondent. Apparcntly when conrplainant paid about 90o/o of salc

consideration b,t i.ailecr to gct posscssion of hcr clrcam unit, alr this c;lusccl

mentalagony,painandharassmenttoher.Complainantisstatedtobca

school 'l'eacher and wif'e of an Army officer' Same is allowcd a sum of

Rs.2,00,000/- on this count'

20. 't'hccomplainanthassoughtlegalcostofRs'45'000/-fo

engaginganadvocatc,forContestthisconlplaintanclaSLlnlo

Rs.1,38,0721-forcontestingcomplaintfiledbeforetheAuthority

- -+_Y^
A. Aurr,... ( o ,s, ,, ,( (r(r ,i,]l ',I :l,,jilii:',:]l^:''',:li'il,l';'iirl,li;llllil,I|il1,1;:{""'"11 
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Same is allowccl a sum of I{s.45,000/- as legal cxpcnses' Ilowever' t}rcrc is

no reason to allow litigation cost for complaint, which was filed before and

decided by the Authority. 
.r.he complainant could have craimed litigation

expenses from thc Authority at t.hc time whctr said matter was decided'

'l.hc cor-nplainant has also rcqucstccl rcntal loss to thc tunc ol'

Apparently, thc complainant was reprcsented by a Counsel in this Ci.]SC.

21..

Rs.44,000/. pcr nrotttlt, which is statr:cl to be aVCragc nrarkct rCnt. Whcrr

complainant has bccn allowcd a sum of Rs'6 lacs for loss on investmcnt

etc., no reason to allow rental loss. Request in this regard is thus, declincd'

.l.hct.csptltrclcntisdircctccltopayaforcsaidanlountsof.
2'2.

23.

24.

compensation to thc complainant along with intcrcst at thc ratc of 10'5(/tr

per annum fronr thc datc' oi this order, till realiz'ation of amount'

'l'hc corlplaint is thtts disposcd of'

F'ile be consigned to record room'

Announced in opcll ctlurt today i'c' on 29'07 '2025'

dt/
(Raicnclcr Kumar)
Adjudicating Oflicer,
I'laryana Rcal Estate Rcgulatorv
AuthoritY, (iurugram'

An Authoritv cons.tl('d xill:l',lt:'iilifi*]illiluffirffill#lll#H"re.'l) Ar 2or(r

1r $q dr I fr rr q I L, 
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Present: Mr. Shayon Chakrabarti, Advocatc for complainant.
llespondent exparte vide order dated 23.08.2024.

Conrplaint is disposed of vidc scparate order today.

Irilc bc consigncd to record room,

(Rajcndc r*k,
Adjudicating Officer,
29.O7 .2025

A1 Arrlh6rrlr't.rirrslilrrllrl rrrtrir.r slr'1i6n 20 tht'lltal I'lstatt'(llt'gtrllllloll itll(l I)t'r'cltlpttrt'nl) Att..2()l(r
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