
THE U.P. REAL ESTATE APPELLATE TRIBUNAL, LUCKNOW 

Division Bench Court No. 2 

APPEAL-485/2021 

RAKSHA SONKAR .............Appellant 

Versus 
M/S PAARTH INFRABUILD PVT. LTD. .............Respondent  

Counsel for Appellant 
MANDEEP SINGH  

Counsel for Respondent 
RAJIV SHUKLA 

SUYASH BAJPAI 

Hon’ble Mr. T.B. Singh, Judicial Member 
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Case called on. 
Counsel Sri Mandeep Singh on behalf of appellant, and counsel Sri Suyash Bajpai on 
behalf of respondent appeared.  
Heard the learned counsels of both the parties. 
Counsel for the appellant submitted that appellant wants refund of the deposited amount 
alongwith interest as there is no progress of the project since beginning of the project. 
Vehemently opposing the argument of counsel for the appellant, counsel for the respondent 
submitted that the appellant is not allottee, if he wants refund of amount the 
respondent/builder-company is ready to refund the same but after deducting the earnest 
money. He further submitted that appellant has not deposited the minimum 10% of the 
total sale consideration. 
Counsel for the appellant further submitted that argument of the counsel for the respondent 
that appellant is not allottee is devoid of logic because the respondent/builder-company did 
not sent agreement/allotment letter as per agreed term of application due to which appellant 
could not enter into agreement, therefore the plea of counsel for the respondent that a sum 
of minimum 10% of the amount has not been deposited by the appellant, and appellant is 
not allottee, is not sustainable.  
Judgment reserved. 
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