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The ‘Cemplainant submitted a booking form to Nitesh Estates on
January 1, 2015, for booking an apartment in the project named
Nitesh Melbourne Park being developed by Nitesh Estates and
registered with RERA. The Complainant paid a booking amount of
Rs.4,00,000.00 on February 2, 2015, The Respondent issued a receipt
dated February 2, 2015 for the booking amount. The Respondent
encashed the cheque amount on February 4, 2015 and also issued an
Allotment Letter dated February 4, 2015 with reference

Q




NHDPL/CRM/NIMP. Apartment No.C-0207 along with one covered
car park was allotted in favour of the Complainant.

On October 4, 2016, the Complainant sent an email to the
Respondent that he agrees to cancel the booking due to: - inordinate
delay in commencement of the project as it was already more than a
year since he booked; and - inadequate legal documents pertaining
to the land for a clear and marketable title. Since then the
Complainant has made numerous phone calls and also sent many
emails requesting the Respondent to refund the booking amaiint.

The Respondent is also using delaying tactics to refund e booking
amount, and thereby violating the provisions of (fhe Real Estate
(Regulation and Development) Act, 2016. The Coinplainant prays this
Hon’ble Court may be pleased to order the Responuent to refund the
booking amount of Rs.4,00,000.00 along with ansiicable interest

Relief Sought from RERA :Refund of bozking amount, interest &
compensation

8B QAIPFT), SRCOTVOPRFROE SR Feetds JeBSOW.
HT003:03/07/2018 O %mm& TORTON QOSTOF TNTOTR Toxd, BRODTT
©ox000Y.  QFJ08:09/08/2018 Totd BIOITT®T  TORTON 353& VDI®)
BOBATIVT.  LOIIDF TRFRTH 2O8ON"  FPTO e W, IO eRTT.
WO, SN LOOTYABLIBEOD %e@éom;d O3VETNTTT HZ0F:03/07/2018
TOTH TRHTITH HN0T HoToN AWE PR TOTey) QOIIVF T noaﬁé 129 T
DPRRT STLBWIT” BT eﬁdeﬁwm‘{ BTV 0T ée@éoagd

BST0 BROTO® QI 3, IO AQR YPOITETIVTD 3R, TEOT
«:-395% 02.50,000/- cwene Administrative Charges ©03 sgodhen o3ns

TR, FeR® 2OBONY TRTO T DPROT WN 8 T, Forfeit
TRREREL WDIToDe EE JFR BOIRT LVITRY.

ASN
m\ét

Q)\?
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NATIONAL CONSUMER DISPUTES REDRESSAL COMMISSION
NEW DELHI

REVISION PETITION NO. 4053 OF 2014

(Against the Order dated 17/07/2014 In Appeal No. 40/2012 qf the State
Commission Delhi)

VINOD KUMAR GANDHI
Versus

PURI CONSTRUCTION PVT. LTD.,

We do not find any merit in thq conteniien of learned counsel for
the respondent/opposite party because.the aforesaid signed copy of
indicative terms and conditicns\Gfprovisional allotment letter is
dated 28.12.2007 meaning tivareby that at the time of taking of
booking amount, signatures of the petitioner on the indicative terms
and conditions was obta2ined. Subsequent to this, on 26.02.2008
provisional offer I&iterwas sent with a condition that if the petitioner
was agreeable to/tive terms and conditions he should sign the letter
and indicative terms and conditions and send it to the respondent.
The petiticner did not sign the provisional allotment letter and
aceembanying terms and conditions meaning thereby he did not
accept the counter offer given by the respondent. Thus, it is clear
that no valid contract between the parties came into existence and
since the complainant was not agreeable to allotment of flat at ot '
floor, he sought refund of his money which should have been
refunded by the respondent without any deduction.
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12.03.2022

Before the Lok-Adalath

The case taken up before the Lok-Adalat. The

copy of MOS both dated : 29/12/2021 filed by both the parties is
hereby accepted. Hence, the matter settled before the Lok-Adalat as

pre joint memo and MOS.

The above case stands disposed off as closed accordingly.

S V/m/g,

Judicial Conciliator.
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