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POIRFITT  : MEHMOOD KHAN DAFEDAR

no 21, 3rd cross, 22nd main,
vinayaka nagar, J P Nagar 5th Phase,
Bengaluru - 560078

Yerl~]
=

POTSS  : Purvankara Limited

Provident Park Square Phase - 1,
#130/1 alscor road, Bengaluru- 560042
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With reference to the above subject, i have paid Rs. 100000.00 One
Lac towards the expression of Interest in the above project, When i
have approached for the refund the Builder refuse to pay the.money,
with reason as company policies. Requesting you to kindly help me to
get the refund




Relief Sought from RERA :Requesting you to kindly help me to get the -
refund A\
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The Company states as follows in reply to the Complaint:

1. In relation to: “I have paid Rs. 100000.00(One Lac) towards the
expression of interest in the above project”
(a). the Company accepts and admits that a fota! sum of Rs.
1,00,000(Rupees One lakh Only) was received from tiie Complainant.
(b). the Complainant has submitted a request for a specific/
preferred unit, pursuant to which the Gamplainant chose Unit No.
B5-5B-504. The unit request from spacifically set out the apartment
unit number, total values of the agrzements excluding taxes and
terms and condition that apply subsequent to submission of the said
form and allotment of Comyiainant’s preferred unit. A copy of this
unit request form is attached to this reply and marked as Annexure —
1. The complainant.was not under any obligation to sign the unit
request form but having done so, he is no longer entitled to claim
remedy for «ctions knowingly taken by him.
(c). In signing the unit request form (Annexure-1) the Complainant
has agrecd to and accepted the deduction of an amount of Rs.
100,000 (Rupee One Lakh) in the event he cancel the booking after
allotment of his preferred unit. Accordingly, the Company is fully
entitled to and justified in deducting Rs. 100,000from an advance
paid by him. o
(d). in light of these facts and circumstances , it is eV|dent that the
Complainant is seeking to profit from and take advantage of his own
wrongs by ignoring and suppressing material facts.
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NATIONAL CONSUMER DISPUTES REDR™:SSAL COMMISSION
NEW DTLU
REVISION PETITiON NO. 4053 OF 2014

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

VINOD KUMAR GANDH!

197 STATE BA'K BACAR, PASCHIM VIHAR,
NEW DELH!-11063
Versus

PURy LUIWSTRUCTION PVT. LTD.,
1208-1210, SURYA KIRAN BUILDING,
19 KG MARG, NEW DELHI

We do not find any merit in the contention of Iearhed counsel for
the respondent/opposite party because the aforesaid signed copy of




indicative terms and conditions of provisional allotment letter is
dated 28.12.2007 meaning thereby that at the time of taking of
booking amount, signatures of the petitioner on the indicative terms
and conditions was obtained. Subsequent to this, on 26.02.2008
provisional offer letter was sent with a condition that if the petitioner
was agreeable to the terms and conditions he should sign the letter
and indicative terms and conditions and send it to the respondent.
The petitioner did not sign the provisional allotment letter and
accompanying 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 allotmen* o flat at 9"
floor, he sought refund of his money which should have been
refunded by the respondent without any deduction.
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REPOKTABLE
IN THE S(IPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

CIVIL APPEAL NO. 7588 OF 2012 [Arising out of SLP (Civil)
No. 4605 of 2012]

Satish Batra .. Appellant
Versus
Sudhir Rawal .. Respondent
JUDGM ENT
K.S.Radhakrishnan, J. &




This Court, considering the scope of the term
“earnest”, laid down certain principles, which are as follows:

“21. from a review of the decisions cited above, the following
principles emerge regarding “earnest”” (1) It must be given at the
moment at which the contract is concluded. (2) It represents a
guarantee that the contract will be fulfilled or, in other words,
“earnest” is given to bind the contract.
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CMP- 1719

04.11.2022

As per the request of the complainant, the execution
proceedings in the above case is taken-up for disposal in the

National Lok Adalat.

The complainant Sri. Mehmood Khan Dafedar joined
over phone call in pre Lok Adalat sitting held on 04.11.2022
and he has reported that the respondent/developer has
complied the order passed in the above case and the
respondent has forwarded memo reporting that they have
complied the order passed by the Authority. Therefore in view
of the submission of the complainant, the execution
proceedings in the above case have been closed as settled

between the parties in the Lok Adalat. The conciliators to pass
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Advdcate Conciliator.

award.




CMP - 1719
12.11.2022

Before the Lok-Adalath

The execution proceedings in the above case taken up
before the Lok-Adalat. The execution proceedings in the above
casec have been settled in pre Lok Adalat sitting held on
04.11.2022. Hence, the execution proceedings in the above case

stands disposed off as settled and closed in the Lok Adalat.
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AdV ate Conciliator.




KARNATAKA SATE LEGAL SERVICES AUTHORITY
BEFORE THE LOK ADALAT

IN THE KARNATAKA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY AUTHORITY AT
BENGALURU

DATED: 12TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2022

: CONCILIATORS PRESENT:

il F.Biday ~ 00 0 Judicial Conciliator
AND
Smt. Preethin =~ Advocate conciliator

COMPLAINT NO: CMP/181205/001719

Between
Mr. Mehmood Khan Dafedar . Complainant
AND
M/s. Purvankara Limited., Respondent
Award

The dispute between the parties with regard to execution proceedings

having been referred for determination to the Lok Adalat and the parties having

compromised/settled the matter, complainant joined over phone call during the

pre Lok Adalat sitting on dated:04.11.2022, same is accepted. The settlement

entered between the parties is voluntary and legal one. The execution

proceedings in the above case have been closed as settled between the parties.
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Advocate conciliator



