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, New Colony,

New Delhi.
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(promoter)

re that the
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Responden
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ORDER

is a complaint, filed by Mrs. Krishnawanti [a

: Real Estate (Regulation and Developrnent)

i) against M/s T. S. Real-Tech private [,imite

zk) of Act2016.

brief facts of the complainant's case

conlpany engaged in the business of ret

; well as residential group housing soci

4 sq. ft. in the project "lris Broadway', at
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ESTATE REGU

Mrs. Krishn
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section 31 of

brief Act of 201

as per section 2
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constructions a

measuring 481,. B5-86,
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raring no. F-L42, First Floor was booked by

rinant with the respondent for a sum of Rs.42,90, BZ4/- in

ed to execution of buyer's agreement between the parties

The due date for completion of the project & offer of

rs agreed upon as 01.1,0.2016. It is the case of

lottee that though she paid a total sum of Rs.16,89,000/- i.e.

sale consideration but the respondent failed to get execute

tent' when she received a pre-printed space buyer

rs containing unfair and biased terms and conditiorrs and

ot as per the assurance given at the time of booking. But

rnative and being cheated, she had to execute buyer,s

1.07.201,3.

: further the case ol'the complainant is that after expriry of

: requested the respondent about the status of the project

possession of the unit. But she was surprised to recr:ive a

l2.2o18 cancelling the allotment of the unit violating the

lions of the booking. As and when the demands against the

lre raised, she used to pay and paid a total sum of

n all but the allotment of the unit was cancelled illegally

lowing the due procedure and as per the terms and
I

Gurugram,

allottee/compl

April, 2013. It

on 23.07.201.3

possession w,
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290/o of the tota

buyers' agree

agreement it'
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finding no alt
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3. Tha

the due date, sh
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terms and condi
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he buyers' agreement. so, on these broad averments, she

rint seeking setting aside the cancelation of the allotted unit

lelay possession charges besides litigation expenses.

rt as per the order dated 0z.o7.zo2z, the Hon,ble Authority

;pondent to refund the entire amount after deductin g 1,00/o

e price along with interest @ lo.7oo/o till realization. The

ity provided to approach the Hon'ble Adjudicating (lfficer

rn and litigation charges under section z I and zz of the Act.

plaint.

rg the facts as mentioned above, complainant prayed for

l direct the respondent to provide compensation to the
plainant for causing mental agony and harassment to the
: of Rs.5,00,000/-.

'o award litigation costs and expenses to the tune of
,00,000/- incurred by the complainant.

\ny further order this court and Forum, deems fit in favour
e complainant.

respondent contested the complaint by filing a written
,rrra L-
+tted that the present complaint filed by the complarinant

rsation on alleged mental agony and harassmenl. ancl

rd expenses is liable to be dismissed as mara fide, false,
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1. L. Iti contended by learned counsel for respondent that unit in
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ancelled as complainant-allottee was in default of rnaking
b*"-,+tt of instalment. Admittedly present^ complainant filed aI of instalment. Admittedly ffiffi^ complainant filed a

Ar

e the Authority i,e. complaint no. lsTZ of 20j.9 which was

on for cancellation of that unit. Complaint is thus

complaint befi

decided by the Authority vide order dated 07.07.2022. The Authorftv held

bted thaft the complainant-allottee was in default in

payments leading to cancellation of allotted unit by

failed to pay a ount of sale consideration in time, same is not entir[led to

as, "it is und

making timel

the responde as per terms and conditions of allotment". Although

the Authority a lowed refund of the amount but after deductin g l0o/o of the

basic sale pric of allotted unit.
Ivl

0h lI*
1,2. unit in questiQn was cancelled, fu allottle-complainant -(oury

question was

timely payme

any compen

dismissed.
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