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Shri Saghar Mehdi, Advocate is present on behalf of the appellant. No one is present on 

behalf of the respondent. 

The order dated 17.09.2021 indicates that on account of absence of learned counsel for the 

respondent, the Registry and the counsel for the appellant were directed to communicate 

the said order to the respondent and its counsel through e-mail. The office report indicates 

that the order was sent through e-mail to the respondent and its counsel. 

Shri Saghar Mehdi, learned counsel for the appellant submitted that in compliance of the 

order of this Tribunal he had also sent the copy of order dated 17.09.2021 to the respondent 

and its counsel on their e-mail addresses and the copy of the same was also forwarded on 

the e-mail i.d. of the Tribunal.  

Vide order dated 17.09.2021, it was made clear that if no one appears on behalf of the 

respondent on the next date of listing, the matter may be heard ex parte and will be decided 

on the basis of the available record.  Accordingly, we proceed to hear this appeal on the 

basis of record available.  

Before completion of the submissions of learned counsel for the appellant, Shri Bal Kishor 

Verma, the learned counsel for the respondent appeared and requested for permitting him 



to make submissions. In the interest of justice, we allowed him to make submissions on 

behalf of the respondent.  

A specific query has been asked from learned counsel for the respondent regarding the 

amenities of the project where the plot in question is situated, especially status of roads, 

drainage system, water supply and electricity. The learned counsel for the respondent gave 

no response regarding facilities and amenities of the project area.  He submitted that 

conveyance deed of the plot in question was executed and vacant possession was given to 

the appellant on the request made by him. The learned counsel for the respondent 

submitted that there is no illegality and perversity in the order of RERA and the appeal 

deserves to be dismissed.  

Heard learned counsels for both the parties.  

Judgment reserved.       

(Rajiv Misra)                           (D.K. Arora) 

Dated: 21.10.2021 
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