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Sri Anurag Arora, learned counsel for appellant submitted that in pursuance to the 
order dated 24.08.2023, conveyance deed has been executed and the same has been 
handed over to the Bank from where the respondent took housing loan after 
executing tripartite agreement.  

Learned counsel for appellant submitted that initially the instant appeal has been 
filed for challenging the judgment and order dated 12.10.2021, of the Regulatory 
Authority, passed in Complainant Number NCR144/03/70947/2021, Manish 
Prasad Vs. Aastha Infra City Ltd. but during the present proceedings and on the 
willingness of the respondent, conveyance deed has been executed. Original of the 
conveyance deed is taken by the Bank from where respondent has taken home loan 
after executing tripartite agreement, however Photostat copy of the conveyance 
deed has been provided to the respondent. Now only the issue, which the appellant 
is pressing is with respect to grant of interest at the rate of MCLR+1% from 
1.1.2020 till receipt of OC/CC or offer of possession whichever is later. 

Learned counsel for appellant further submitted that though various grounds have 
been raised to challenge the impugned order dated 12.10.2021 but now he presses 
only ground nos. F,G,H,K,L,N & W. 

Learned counsel for appellant was directed to address on the grounds pressed by 
him. 

Learned counsel for appellant submits that the Regulatory Authority has not taken 
into consideration the provisions of Section-6 of the Act. He further submits that 
the difficulties caused on account of Covid-19 pandemic has also not been taken 
into consideration in its correct perspective. He submits that offer of possession has 
been given by the appellant to the respondent on 23.07.2021 whereas the OC/CC 
was received from the competent authority on 18.06.2021 and the same was 
applied on 30.09.2020. 



On being asked, learned counsel for appellant submitted that the 
documents/requisite NOCs required for applying OC/CC have not been brought on 
record and he is not in a position to give any statement with respect to the same. 
Orders of NGT have been placed on record. 

Further query was made from the learned counsel for appellant as to what action 
has been taken in pursuance to the order dated 12.10.2021 of the Regulatory 
Authority, he reiterated the fact that the offer of possession had already been given 
to the respondent on 23.07.2021, therefore, no action has been taken in pursuance 
to the impugned order and the same has been challenged by him before this 
Tribunal by the instant appeal. 

Learned counsel for appellant submitted that in support of his submissions, he is 
not placing reliance on any judgment. 

Ms.Jagriti Vasishth, holding brief of Ms.Surangama Sharma, learned counsel for 
respondent submitted that the appellant has not stated correct facts and on inquiry it 
was found that the appellant had applied for OC on 16.10.2020 and the same was 
rejected on the grounds of having 19 defects, copy of letter dated 10.11.2020 of the 
GNIDA is placed on record as Annexure A-1 to the objections. Subsequently 
conditional OC was issued on 18.06.2021 subject to several stipulations, copy of 
the same has also been brought on record as Annexure A-2. 

Learned counsel for respondent submitted that provisions of Section 6 of the Act 
and the force majeure mentioned in the said section are not attracted in the present 
case. The respondent even till date has not been provided the Photostat copy of the 
conveyance deed by the appellant, he is also not aware as to whether the same has 
been deposited with the bank or not. 

The grounds of delay on account of Covid-19 pandemic has been taken care of by 
the Regulatory Authority, therefore, ground pressed by the appellant for the same is 
misconceived and deserves to be rejected. 

Heard. 

Judgment reserved. 
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Dated: 06.02.2024 
MOHDIRKHAN 


