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Shri Saghar Mehdi, the learned counsel for the appellant submitted that from prayer
Clause-II he wants to delete the prayer regarding interest @ 18% per annum for the first 3
months and after that interest at the rate of 24% per annum. He confines his prayer only to
the extent of interest @ MCLR+1% from the date of Builder Buyer Agreement dated
22.01.2007 till the actual and physical possession.

Shri Anurag Singh, the learned counsel for the respondent submitted that he has no
objection to the deletion of prayer from prayer Clause-II regarding interest @ 18% per
annum for the first 3 months and after that interest at the rate of 24% per annum and
addition of prayer, seeking interest @ MCLR+1% from the date of Builder Buyer
Agreement dated 22.01.2007 till the actual and physical possession.

Appreciating the request of learned counsel for the appellant and taking into consideration
‘no objection’ of learned counsel for the respondent, we permit the learned counsel for the

appellant to delete and correct prayer clause-II of memo of appeal.

The submission of learned counsel for the appellant is that the appellant approached the
RERA, seeking direction against the respondent for possession of the allotted plot as he
had already paid the entire consideration amount, but RERA taking into consideration the

delay, directed for refund of amount. The learned counsel for the appellant further



submitted that appellant had not sought for refund of his money with interest at any point
of time before the RERA and the impugned order passed by the RERA is beyond the
prayers as sought by the appellant. Therefore, the appellant has approached this Tribunal
for setting aside the impugned order dated 10.01.2019.

Shri Anurag Singh, the learned counsel for the respondent submitted that respondent
already showed its willingness to give possession to the appellant by January, 2020 and is
still ready to provide possession. The learned counsel for the respondent fairly submitted
that as far as interest for delayed possession is concerned, it is a statutory requirement,

which has to be applied in case of delay, therefore he has no objection on the same.

Heard Shri Saghar Mehdi, the learned counsel for the appellant and Shri Anurag Singh, the

learned counsel for the respondent.

Judgment reserved.

(Rajiv Misra) (D.K. Arora)
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