| TEM NO 1 COURT NO. 11 SECTI ON XVI |
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (CGivil)...... /2009
(CC 11198/ 2009)

(From the judgenent and order dated 20/01/2009 in FA No. 490/2008
of The NATI ONAL CONSUMER DI SPUTES REDRESSAL COWM SSI ON, NEW DELHI )

VI CE CHAI RVAN. DELHI DEVT. AUTH. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

R K. MEENA Respondent ( s)
Wth A1 (appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP)
Dat e: 12/05/2010 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE MR, JUSTICE G S. SI NGHV

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ASOK KUVAR GANGULY
For Petitioner(s) M. Mbhan Pandey, Adv. (N P)
For Respondent (s) M . G Urmapat hy, Adv.

M. Rakesh K. Sharma, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
Though t he case was called tw ce, no one has
appeared on behal f of the petitioner. This by itself

is sufficient for dismissing the petition in default.

Not wi t hst andi ng this, we have consi der ed t he

matter on nerits.
Del ay condoned.

Thi s petition is directed agai nst order dat ed

20. 01. 2009 passed by the National Consuner Disputes
Redr essal Conmi ssi on (for short, "t he Nat i ona
Conmi ssion’) in First Appeal No.490 of 2008.

The r espondent was allotted a flat by Del hi
2
Devel opment Authority in Novenber, 1996. He paid the
price by 7.2.1997 but possession could not be taken
because of | ack of basi c anenities I'ike wat er
electricity. The r espondent filed conpl ai nt

Section 12 of the Consuner Protection Act, 1986

an order dated 11.7.2008, the State Consumer Disputes

Redr essal Commi ssi on, Del hi (for short, "t he
Commi ssion’) held that there was deficiency of service

on the part of Del hi Devel opment Authority and awarded

compensati on of Rs. 1, 00, 000/ - to t he respondent,

besi des Rs. 10, 000/ - as cost by observi ng
possession of the fully devel oped flat was not handed

over for four years after deposit of the total price.

The National Conmi ssion disnissed the appeal preferred

by the petitioner and confirned the order of the State

Conmi ssi on.



We have carefully perused the entire record of
the case and are convinced that the State Commi ssion
did not commit any error in awarding conmpensation of

Rs. 1, 00, 000/ - and cost of Rs. 10, 000/ - to t he
respondent because the petitioner mserably failed to
make avai |l abl e basic anmenities necessary for taking
possession of the flat allotted to the respondent in
1996.
The speci al | eave petition is accordi ngly
di smi ssed.
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