
BEFORE THE

MAHARASHTRA REAL ESTATE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

MUMBAI

1. COMPLAINT NOS: CC006000000054584

Sudhangi shwainkumar SuthraYe

2. CC0060000ms4587
Sandhya S. Ambaker

3. CC006000000054589
Swetangi Suresh Ambaker

Complai.nants

Velsus

Shree Mahalaxmi Developers
MahaRERA ReBn. No. P52W007219 R€spondent

Coruau Shri. Gautam Chatteiee, ChairPersoo MahaRERA

Complainants were represented by Mr. Anand N{amidwar, Adv
Respondent did not appear.

Order
November 14, 2018

1. The Complainants had booked aparknents in the Respondenfs project

'MAHALAXMI situated at Karat, Raigad in 2013 through memorandum of

understanding Oereinafter referred to as the said MOUs) dated May 13,20]3. The

Complainants stated that the Respondent at the time of executing the said MOUs, had

promised tllat poBsession of the aPartments will be handed over wi0lin two years or

the amounts paid will be refunded. The ComPlainants Prayed that since the

Respondent has neither handed over Possession no! rcfunded the amounts Paid till

date the Respondent be dtected to refund the entire amount Paid by therrL

2. The Respondent was not present, despite service of notice.

3. The lea.rned couLsel for the Complainants stated that the Complainants have invested

the arnounts in the said project as the ResPondent had Promised to deliver possession

within 24 rnonths.
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4. On perusat of the said MOUo dated May 13, 2013 as annexed by the Complaina s, it
is observed fiat the MOUS are not valid as on date, as the term of the said MOUg was

for a period of two years from the date of execuhon of the same. Iulther, the

arrangement betw€en the parties was lor a fixed return on the amounts invested by

tie Comptainants as a buyback amount for the aParEnents was guaranteed unde! the

said MOUS.

5. Relevant clauses of the said MOUs read as betow

1. The particshere\ ayees thotThe oalidity of the Prcsnt MOU is for apeiotl of2 years

fiotn the dalc of ercclttiofl of lhe sarne.

2. The parties hereifl agree the pos*ssion of the said ptuPerty uiL Lc hoded oL'et to the

Purchayt ofi its rcadirqss duinS the period of MOU i.e. 2 Wals prouided purclusr wants to

rctah the $aid ptoryrty, on payfient of followi g afiauflts:

i. Rs. 200/- pt sq. ft. toula s delelopne t charyes.

Rs. 99,000/- touards clubhouse fiefibership.

Ailoance htaifitenance for o cWar.

Amofilts to@arils sttmp d ty, registratin charges, Seroice Tax anil Vat as aclual

3. On comFletion of the MOU Wiod i.e. 2 Wars, if Putcha*t \oarlts to gioe ba.k thc sald

proryrty to tJte dewloper thet thc buyback amaunt to be Wid W the deleloper ruill hc Rs.

2250000/-(RuWs Twe y Tuo lakhs Fifty Thousafld oflly)

6. In view of the above facts, since the ComPLainant have failed to prove any violation

of the provisions of Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2015 or the rules

or regulations made theleunder, the complaints ale not maintainablP tefore

MahaRERA and therefore dismissed.

tam Chattedee
MahaRERA
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