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Introduction 
This RERA Roundup analyzes significant judgments and orders in the real estate sector from October 2025 to 

March 2026. These pronouncements by various authorities under the RERA Act clarify the provisions and 

operational framework of the RERA Act and its application to promoters, allottees and other stakeholders. 

The compilation serves as a reference tool for identifying jurisprudential trends and promoting compliance with 

legal and regulatory requirements in the evolving real estate landscape. 
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Important Judgments 
Passed by RERA 
Authorities 

MAHARERA 

Rubina Abdul Rauf Patel & Ors. v. 
Touchstone Builders and Developers 

The complainants, as landowners, transferred 

development rights in land to the respondent under 

an MOU dated April 22, 2019, in consideration of 

four flats and two stilt parking spaces. Complainants 

sought possession and compensation for delayed 

possession of flats in the project "DEEP PLANET,” 

claiming possession was due by November 11, 

2023. MahaRERA held that, since complainant no. 1 

was also shown as a landowner promoter with an 

area share in the project, the complainants were not 

“allottees” under the RERA Act as no monetary 

consideration was involved and instead fell within 

the definition of “promoter.” The complaint was 

therefore not maintainable. Referring to the definition 

of ‘allottee’ under the RERA Act, MahaRERA held 

that the complainants were not purchasers who paid 

consideration for the flats; rather, they were 

landowners with an area share who transferred 

development rights under a development 

arrangement. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Raajyam Realty LLP v. Radhika Ganatra 
& Anr. 

The promoter, Raajyam Realty LLP, filed a 

complaint before MahaRERA against the allottees 

for allegedly occupying the property without 

permission and failing to pay the remaining amount 

due under a registered sale agreement. The 

respondents argued that the complaint was not 

maintainable because the complainant had failed to 

obtain a full and valid OC), failed to fulfill several 

conditions, and did not issue a formal possession 

letter or intimation as required under the aforesaid 

sale agreement. MahaRERA noted that the OC was 

conditional, subject to pending statutory 

compliances, and therefore could not be treated as 

a final and complete OC. MahaRERA also observed 

that recovery of possession and eviction falls outside 

its jurisdiction, as such reliefs involve adjudication of 

proprietary and possessory rights that lie exclusively 

before a competent civil court. Accordingly, the 

complaint was dismissed. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Mayuresh Vijay Kulkarni v. Shree 
Raghvanshi Developer & Ors. 

The complainant, Mayuresh Vijay Kulkarni, 

purchased a residential flat in the redevelopment 

project of Sah Parishram CHSL (“Society”). No 

registered AFS was executed despite substantial 

payments by the complainant. The project was 

significantly delayed and lapsed. The respondents 

contended that the development rights were 

subsequently assigned to a new developer, Surbhi 

Construction, through a tripartite agreement with the 

Society, and the Society disclaimed liability upon 

termination of the earlier development agreement. 

MahaRERA observed that the rights and liabilities of 

the erstwhile developer had been assigned to 

respondent no. 6, and consequently the erstwhile 

developer’s rights stood terminated. MahaRERA 

held that the new developer had stepped into the 

shoes of the erstwhile promoter and was solely liable 

to pay interest for delayed possession under Section 

18 of the RERA Act until actual handover along with 

the OC, and that the Society bore no liability. 

MahaRERA not only directed that the project be kept 

in abeyance but also froze the bank accounts and 

restrained the new promoter from selling any units. 

It further allowed (as an exception) registration of the 

AFS in favor of the complainant with the new 

developer and rejected the remaining reliefs, 

including refund and compensation. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Akshay Pandurang Manve v. M/s The 
Constructions Co. 

The complainant, Akshay Pandurang Manve, 

purchased a flat in the project “The Scenic 

Residency Phase-1,” with possession promised on 

or before March 2020 under an AFS dated April 23, 

2019, and paid INR 2 million. However, due to delays 

https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s56ceacc0767541f5873f71e917f6cb1f
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-sdabd321d74df4916bbe0b0904728f82b
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s7f63488e2788480ebc85f07b7419605e
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caused by the COVID-19 outbreak and other 

circumstances, the respondent failed to deliver 

possession by the scheduled date. The complainant 

sought a refund with interest by filing a complaint 

under the RERA Act. The respondent contended 

that the transaction was a business loan and that the 

complainant was merely an investor, not an allottee. 

MahaRERA held that the complainant was an 

allottee under Section 2(d) of the RERA Act. 

MahaRERA observed that the execution of a 

registered AFS, the description of parties therein, 

and the identification of a specific flat clearly 

established the complainant as a person to whom an 

apartment had been allotted and sold. MahaRERA 

further observed that once consideration is paid and 

a flat is allotted or sold, the allottee’s rights under the 

Act are not diluted. Hence, even assuming the initial 

payment was made as an investment, the 

subsequent execution of a registered AFS 

crystallized the complainant’s rights as an allottee 

under the RERA Act. MahaRERA also allowed the 

complainant to withdraw from the project and 

ordered the respondent (promoter) to refund INR 2 

million along with interest. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Kuttikant Kochamy Divakaran v. Adhiraj 
Constructions Private Limited 

The complainants, as homebuyers, entered into 

agreements for sale with the promoter, Adhiraj 

Constructions Pvt. Ltd., for flats in the project 

“Adhiraj Samyama Tower 1A,” with possession 

promised by December 31, 2021. Despite paying 

substantial consideration, the promoter failed to 

hand over possession along with the OC within the 

agreed timeline, and the promoter failed to honor a 

prior settlement deed executed with one of the 

complainants. The issue before MahaRERA was 

whether the complainants were entitled to relief 

under Section 18 of the RERA Act for delayed 

possession. The Authority held that the settlement 

deal was not legally enforceable due to the 

promoter’s non-compliance, and the AFS’s terms 

and conditions would be used to decide the case on 

its merits. It was held that as per section 18 of the 

RERA Act, the promoter’s failure to hand over 

possession on time is absolute, and that no 

exception is granted in terms of any waiver, 

disclaimer, exception or force majeure event and 

therefore, the delay attracted liability under Section 

18. Accordingly, the complainants were entitled to 

interest at the prescribed rate (SBI MCLR + 2%) from 

January 1, 2022, until actual possession. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

MREAT 

Sanju Daulatraj Desai v. Realgem 
Buildtech Pvt. Ltd. & Ors. 

The appellant/allottee paid more than 10% of the 

total consideration to the promoter, Realgem 

Buildtech Pvt. Ltd., for purchase of a flat. However, 

the promoter did not execute and register the AFS. 

The promoter terminated the allotment on the 

ground of non-payment of the remaining 

consideration. MahaRERA dismissed the allottee’s 

complaint, finding that the allotment letter contained 

an arbitration clause, and directed the parties to 

arbitration. The MREAT, relying on the BHC’s order 

in M/s. Rashmi Realty Builders Pvt. Ltd. v. Mr. Rahul 

Rajendrakumar Pagariya and Ors., held that RERA’s 

jurisdiction is not ousted even if the agreement 

contains an arbitration clause. The MREAT 

observed that the subsequent demands and 

consequent termination by the promoter were prima 

facie not legally sustainable, as the promoter cannot 

demand amounts beyond 10% without first 

executing and registering the AFS. The MREAT 

granted interim reliefs and directed the respondents 

to maintain status quo and refrain from creating any 

further encumbrances, rights or interests on the 

subject flat until disposal of the appeal. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Suchitra Sudam Patil v. Kailash 
Chattrapati Patil 

The appellant booked a flat with the promoter on 

June 19, 2011, with possession promised by 

January 2013. Despite paying a substantial part of 

the consideration, along with stamp duty and 

registration charges, the promoter failed to appear 

for registration, and wrongly attempted to shift the 

burden of additional stamp duty and penalties onto 

the allottee, whose willingness to complete 

registration was clearly demonstrated. The MREAT 

held that the delay in registration of AFS and handing 

https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-se2fcae6dee6d412682bfe662810f60e3
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s404d71eb718243ba8b9a8917c80c8142
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-sdcf091ded6d74136bf62debaa3d2cd00
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over possession was solely the promoter’s fault, and 

the promoter could not shift the burden of additional 

stamp duty or penalties onto the appellant. The 

MREAT held that an unregistered agreement for 

sale, once executed and acted upon, remains a valid 

and binding contract, and that the allottee’s rights 

under Section 18 of the RERA Act cannot be 

defeated merely because the promoter failed to 

register the document. The MREAT directed the 

promoter to register the agreement at his own cost, 

pay interest on INR.1.2 million from February 1, 2013 

at SBI MCLR + 2%, complete the project and hand 

over possession with the OC, while also restraining 

the creation of third-party rights in the flat. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Shreeram Haribhau Telang and Anr. v. 
Propel Developers Pvt. Ltd. @ Runwal 
Homes Pvt. Ltd. 

The allottees, as homebuyers, entered into an AFS 

with the promoter, Runwal Developers Pvt. Ltd., for 

flats in the project “Runwal Greens Wing-5-8,” with 

possession promised by December 1, 2015. Despite 

making substantial payments, the promoter failed to 

hand over possession within the agreed timeline, 

and the allottees raised concerns about a 

discrepancy in carpet area. The issue before the 

MREAT was whether the allottees were entitled to 

interest for delayed possession and a refund for the 

reduced carpet area. The MREAT directed the 

promoter to pay interest on the consideration 

amount paid by the allottee at SBI MCLR + 2% from 

December 1, 2015, until actual possession. The 

MREAT also directed the promoter to refund INR 

3.98 million for the reduction in carpet area, along 

with interest at SBI MCLR + 2% from date of 

payment to date of actual realization. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

OREAT 

Punjab National Bank v. Asish Kumar 
Pradhan & Anr. 

The respondents had booked a flat in an ongoing 

project and paid a substantial amount, but 

possession was delayed while the promoter 

defaulted on a loan secured by mortgaging the 

project land to the appellant bank. The appellant 

bank initiated auction proceedings. ORERA 

restrained the appellant bank from auctioning the flat 

and granted reliefs to the respondents, prompting 

the bank to file appeal. The OREAT upheld that once 

the bank invoked measures under Section 13(4) of 

the SARFAESI Act, it stepped into the shoes of the 

promoter and became subject to the RERA Act’s 

jurisdiction. It further held that the prior AFS created 

enforceable rights in favor of the homebuyers, and 

the mortgage entered into with knowledge of such 

agreements was effectively collusive, making the 

RERA Act applicable despite the mortgage 

predating the RERA Act. Emphasizing that 

homebuyers’ interests prevail in such conflicts, the 

OREAT confirmed the restraint on auction of the flat 

and directed that the project be completed through 

an alternative mechanism (such as appointing a new 

developer), with the bank required to cooperate and 

barred from enforcing its security against the 

allottees’ interests. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

KZK Developers v. Smt. Haripriya Patel 
& Anr. 

The complainant/allottee paid the full consideration 

for a flat scheduled for possession by July 2020 but 

received it only in March 2023, leading to a claim for 

interest, execution of conveyance deed and refund 

of parking charges. The appellant promoter argued 

that the delay was due to force majeure events the 

COVID-19 pandemic, regulatory issues and non-

issuance of the OC and that the parking charge was 

valid. The OREAT held that despite these factors, 

the promoter remained liable under Section 18 of the 

RERA Act to pay interest for the delay, emphasizing 

that the allottee’s right to such interest is 

unconditional and that possession without an OC 

cannot be treated as valid. However, it partly allowed 

the appeal by setting aside the refund of parking 

charges, finding that the parking space qualified as 

a “garage” under the RERA Act and was therefore 

lawfully chargeable. The OREAT upheld the 

directions for execution of the conveyance deed and 

payment of interest while modifying the order by 

removing the refund component. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-sd3896abb8b8441fca2b7a6b1d7cd5104
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s4a7b553495524f8d887d4069989ec9d8
https://oreat.nic.in/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/OA-26-OF-2024.pdf
https://oreat.nic.in/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/O.A-36-of-2025-MP.pdf
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UPREAT 

Pankaj Bhardwaj v. Alpine Infraprojects 
Pvt. Ltd. 

The appellant, a registered agent, entered into an 

MOU with the respondent promoter and facilitated 

bookings of units but was allegedly not paid the 

agreed commission of INR 0.99 million, leading him 

to file a complaint before UPRERA, which was 

dismissed as not maintainable. Upholding this view, 

the UPREAT held that the appellant was neither an 

“allottee” nor an “aggrieved person” under the RERA 

Act, as his claim arose purely from a contractual 

breach and did not involve any violation of the Act. 

The UPREAT clarified that the RERA Act does not 

provide a forum for enforcing contractual claims 

such as brokerage or damages, which must instead 

be pursued before appropriate civil forums, and 

accordingly dismissed the appeal while leaving the 

appellant free to seek remedies elsewhere. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Sushma Choudhary v. WTC Noida 
Development Company Pvt. Ltd. 

The appellant purchased 500 square feet of non-

lockable/virtual commercial space in the ‘WTC Noida 

project’ developed by the respondent and executed 

an agreement after paying approximately 80% of the 

consideration. Alleging delay in project completion, 

the appellant filed a complaint before UPRERA 

seeking a refund with interest. However, UPRERA 

dismissed it as premature (i.e., filed before the due 

date of completion), leading to an appeal before the 

UPREAT. The issue was whether the purchase of 

non-lockable or virtual commercial space qualifies 

as an “apartment” under the RERA Act. The 

UPREAT observed that the investment was not 

made for a physical space identifiable and 

demarcated by boundary in the real estate project 

and held that the space purchased did not qualify as 

an apartment under the RERA Act, and that the Act 

does not apply to sale and purchase of virtual/un-

lockable/non-lockable space. Consequently, the 

appellant’s complaint for refund with interest was 

held to be not maintainable before UPRERA. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

Nilesh Gunjan v. M/s. JKG Construction 
Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi 

The appellant booked a flat with the respondent in 

August 2014. Due to delays, the appellant was 

offered an alternative flat in January 2017 with a 

temporary OC issued in July 2019. The OC was later 

cancelled for non-fulfillment of conditions. The 

appellant filed a complaint for delay, and the 

adjudicating officer (UPRERA) ruled in the 

appellant’s favor, awarding delay interest as 

compensation. The respondent argued that the 

adjudicating officer lacked jurisdiction to grant such 

compensation. The UPREAT agreed, stating that the 

power to grant refund and delay interest lies with the 

regulatory authority under Section 18 of the RERA 

Act. Additionally, the UPREAT found the offer of 

possession based on the temporary OC is invalid. 

The UPREAT quashed the impugned order and 

directed the respondent to pay interest for delay from 

January 2020 until a valid offer of possession is 

made, along with litigation costs to the appellant. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

KREAT 

Mr. Sudhir Gangadhar & Anr. v. Windsor 
Edifices Pvt. Ltd. & Anr. 

The appellants booked a residential apartment in the 

project “Windsor Troika” through a tripartite 

assignment agreement with the promoter and the 

original allottee. They later sought cancellation citing 

personal reasons and requested a full refund. The 

allottees contended that the promoter had collected 

more than 10% of the sale consideration without 

executing an AFS in violation of Section 13 of the 

RERA Act, and that they were entitled to a complete 

refund under Section 18 without deductions. The 

promoter argued that the allottees had withdrawn 

voluntarily without any default on its part and that, 

under Clause 9.4 of the assignment agreement, it 

was entitled to deduct 10% of the consideration as 

liquidated damages. The KREAT held that the 

withdrawal was due to the allottees’ personal 

reasons and not attributable to any deficiency by the 

promoter. The KREAT rejected the contention that 

accepting more than 10% of the sale consideration 

without a formal sale agreement violated Section 13 

of the RERA Act, observing that the assignment 

https://efilingreat.up.gov.in/upreat/order_view.php?path=L3VwcmVhdF9kb2N1bWVudHMvb3JkZXJzX2RvYy83OTY1Mjc4LTIwMjMucGRm
https://efilingreat.up.gov.in/upreat/order_view.php?path=L3VwcmVhdF9kb2N1bWVudHMvb3JkZXJzX2RvYy84OTI4ODE3NS0yNS5wZGY=
https://efilingreat.up.gov.in/upreat/order_view.php?path=L3VwcmVhdF9kb2N1bWVudHMvb3JkZXJzX2RvYy85MzQ3ODk4MTYgb2YgMjAyMC5wZGY=
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agreement was effectively equivalent to a sale 

agreement for the purposes of Section 13 of RERA 

Act and that the buyers had indeed withdrawn 

voluntarily without proving any promoter default. The 

KREAT further directed deduction of 10% only on the 

amount paid to the promoter citing forfeiture of 10% 

of the total sale consideration as excessive and 

ordered refund of the balance within 60 days. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

GOA RERA 

Shakuntala Mesquita v. K.K. 
Construction & Ors. 

The complainant, who owns a ground-floor shop in 

the project, alleged that a fresh technical clearance 

on April 21, 2022, and a construction license on 

October 4, 2022, was obtained to carry out 

construction on the first floor of Building A, 

converting it from residential to commercial use. 

Construction work had already commenced illegally 

in 2019 without approvals or registration under 

RERA, causing damage to Complainants shop, and 

that the project should be treated as an “ongoing 

project” requiring mandatory registration under 

Section 3 of RERA, 2016. The respondents 

countered that the project insofar as the 

complainant’s unit was concerned was completed 

and its OC issued well before the RERA Act came 

into force, and that the total units did not exceed the 

statutory threshold of eight requiring registration. 

Goa RERA held that the statutory scheme for 

determining an "ongoing project" expressly excludes 

projects or phases for which a completion or part OC 

has already been issued, and since the 

complainant’s unit was sold and occupied well 

before the RERA Act came into force with OCs 

granted as early as 2004 the project could not be 

brought within the RERA Act’s fold. The Goa RERA 

emphasized that interpreting the law otherwise to 

grant the complainant the status of an “allottee” 

would impermissibly expand the defined boundaries 

of “ongoing projects” beyond what the RERA Act 

envisions. Equally significant, the Goa RERA ruled 

that it has no jurisdiction to inquire into, cancel, or 

comment upon the revised technical clearance, 

construction license or revision of plans, as these 

approvals are issued by separate statutory and 

competent authorities (such as the Town and 

Country Planning Department and the Village 

Panchayat), and any relief on those matters must be 

pursued before the respective forums or civil courts 

not under the RERA Act. Accordingly, GRERA 

dismissed the complaint, noting that the 

complainant's remedies, if any, lay in other forums 

such as consumer, civil, or criminal courts. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

TNRERA 

Thiru. R. Jagan Kumar v. Ms. Selene 
Estate Limited 

The complainant, Thiru. R. Jagan Kumar, entered 

into an unregistered agreement with the promoter for 

the purchase of a flat in Chennai. The complainant 

alleged that, despite paying INR 14.12 million in 

compliance with the payment schedule and the 

respondent’s promise to deliver possession by June 

2021, the respondent failed to complete 

construction, unilaterally terminated the allotment in 

October 2023, and then fraudulently sold the same 

flat to a third party in October 2024 for INR 11.16 

million. TNRERA found that the complainant had 

fully complied with his payment obligations (having 

paid more than the amount due before possession), 

that the respondent’s cited reasons for delay natural 

calamities, labor shortages and statutory approval 

delays were generic and unconvincing, and that the 

unilateral cancellation and resale at a higher price 

amounted to unjust enrichment and a blatant 

violation of the agreement. Accordingly, TNRERA 

directed the respondent to hand over an alternate 

flat with similar specifications, subject to the 

complainant’s willingness, failing which the 

complainant was given liberty to file a refund claim 

petition and a separate complaint for compensation 

before the adjudicating officer. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

BOMBAY HIGH COURT 

Sana Hospitality Services Pvt. Ltd. v. 
Madan Kishan Gurow & Ors. 

Mount Mary Builders (“MMB”) first sold a flat to Sana 

Hospitality Services Pvt. Ltd. (“SHSPL”) under a sale 

deed dated March 23, 2016, and then executed 

https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s9b319dd4d15d4269b8edae3798a6722f
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s0cdd7ac0474a4dbcb67a3fdba03e211d
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-sf5003291a50948b7a52f9d2e27104e46
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another AFS for the same flat in favor of Madan 

Kishan Gurow and Ors. (“Plaintiffs”) on August 7, 

2017, who were subsequently put in possession. 

SHSPL obtained orders from MahaRERA and the 

MREAT directing MMB to deliver possession, and 

when the Plaintiffs were impleaded in execution 

proceedings, they filed a civil suit seeking 

declarations that their agreement was valid, that they 

were bona fide purchasers without notice, and that 

the prior sale deed was null and void. SHSPL sought 

rejection of the plaint under Order VII Rule 11(d) of 

the CPC, arguing that the civil court’s jurisdiction was 

barred under Section 79 of the RERA Act, but the 

trial court rejected this application. The BHC upheld 

the trial court’s decision, holding that the core 

dispute whether the Plaintiffs are bona fide 

purchasers for value without notice of the prior sale 

is essentially a title dispute between two sets of 

allottees that RERA authorities are not empowered 

to adjudicate, and that neither MahaRERA nor the 

MREAT can grant the declaratory and injunctive 

reliefs sought by the Plaintiffs. Accordingly, the 

revision application was dismissed. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

KARNATAKA HIGH COURT 

Mantri Developer Pvt. Ltd. v. Snil 
Pathiyam Veetil 

The respondent had earlier obtained orders from 

KRERA in his favor. To enforce these orders, the 

respondent filed execution petitions under the CPC 

before the civil court. The civil court rejected the 

petitioner’s claim that civil courts lack jurisdiction 

over RERA orders. The petitioner thereafter filed a 

writ petition before the High Court challenging the 

jurisdiction of a civil court to execute orders passed 

by the Real Estate Regulatory Authority (RERA) 

through execution petitions filed by homebuyer-

respondents. The Karnataka High Court, drawing on 

the SC’s ruling in Newtech Promoters and consistent 

decisions of various High Courts, concluded that 

RERA proceedings are not civil suits commencing 

with a plaint and therefore their outcomes do not 

constitute “decrees” under Section 2(2) of the CPC, 

meaning civil courts have no jurisdiction to entertain 

execution petitions to enforce them and it is settled 

principle of procedure that recovery of land revenue 

cannot be pursued through an execution petition 

before a civil court, it lies within the province of the 

jurisdictional revenue authority, ordinarily the 

Tahsildar. Accordingly, all three writ petitions were 

allowed. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

DELHI HIGH COURT 

Rahul Bhargava & Anr. v. Neo 
Developers Pvt. Ltd. 

The homebuyers of the Neo Square project, 

Gurugram, obtained relief from HARERA against 

Neo Developers Pvt. Ltd. (“Respondent”) for 

non-compliance of RERA obligations. The 

homebuyers then filed an application under Section 

9 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 

(“Arbitration Act”) before the commercial court, 

Central District, Tis Hazari Courts, Delhi, seeking 

interim protection to prevent the Respondent from 

alienating or encumbering the disputed units. The 

commercial court dismissed the application, holding 

that the homebuyers had already sought statutory 

relief under the RERA Act and therefore could not 

pursue arbitration remedies due to the doctrine of 

election. The Delhi High Court set aside the 

commercial court’s order, holding that relief under 

the RERA Act does not bar interim relief under the 

Arbitration Act. The Court emphasized that the 

remedies are not mutually exclusive: the RERA Act 

addresses substantive statutory rights, while Section 

9 provides interim protection. The Respondent was 

restrained from creating third-party rights and 

directed to maintain status quo pending arbitration. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

REAT FOR NCT OF DELHI 

Delhi Development Authority v. Real 
Estate Regulatory Authority NCT of 
Delhi 

Delhi Development Authority (“DDA”) filed online 

application on February 28, 2023 for registration of 

real estate project, but RERA, NCT of Delhi delayed 

processing raising deficiencies only months later 

and did not grant final registration until April 3, 2024, 

some 13 months after filing. In the interim, DDA 

launched its “Diwali Special Housing Scheme” on 

https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s0cda2e9e69d5456489992ef6948a2dbe
https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-saebfbe0093ba44c697ffc4d2897a278a
https://delhihighcourt.nic.in/app/showFileJudgment/75424122025FAOC2102025_133444.pdf
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November 30, 2023, claiming deemed registration 

under Section 5(2) of the RERA Act, which provides 

that if the authority neither grants nor rejects an 

application within 30 days, registration is deemed 

granted. RERA, NCT of Delhi levied an INR 1 million 

penalty on DDA under Section 59(1) of the RERA 

Act. On appeal, the Real Estate Appellate Tribunal 

for NCT of Delhi held that Section 5 is unambiguous 

and the authority must act on every application within 

30 days whether by granting or rejecting it and the 

statute draws no distinction between a “complete” 

and “incomplete” application for purposes of 

triggering the 30 day timeline; accordingly, the 

authority’s failure to act within the statutory period 

entitled DDA to claim deemed registration, and the 

INR 1 million penalty was set aside. 

The judgement may be viewed here. 

  

https://snr.sharefile.eu/public/share/web-s0625dcb91d9b4ccaa6374569da8b4e40
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Important Circulars, 
Orders and Directions 
Issued by RERA 
Authorities 

MAHARERA 

Procedure for execution and registration 
of documents in cases of default 

MahaRERA, by Circular No. 50/2025 dated 

November 18, 2025, outlines the process for 

execution and registration of documents when a 

party fails to comply with a RERA order. This follows 

a Bombay High Court ruling (Writ Petition No. 18256 

of 2025) directing that in cases of non-compliance, a 

“fit and proper” person be appointed to execute the 

necessary documents on behalf of the defaulting 

party. The circular establishes a standard operating 

procedure (“SOP”) under which, when a complaint 

seeks direction for the respondent (promoter or 

allottee) to execute and register documents such as 

an AFS or deed of cancellation and the respondent 

defaults, MahaRERA appoints an appropriate 

person to act on behalf of the defaulting party and 

execute and register the documents. The order also 

instructs the registrar of assurances to register the 

document executed by the appointee, ensuring 

enforcement of the Authority’s decision. 

The circular may be viewed here. 

Recovery of interest or penalty or 
compensation ordered to be paid in 
complaints filed under Section 31 of 
RERA Act 

MahaRERA, by Circular No. 51/2025 dated 

November 18, 2025, establishes a SOP for recovery 

and execution of orders directing payment of 

interest, penalty or compensation under Section 31 

of the RERA Act. This circular aligns with the 

statutory framework under Section 40 of the RERA 

Act and the Maharashtra Real Estate Rules, 2017, 

and follows the Bombay High Court’s ruling of 

October 6, 2025, requiring enforcement of such 

orders as civil court decrees under the CPC. Under 

the SOP, the respondent has a 60-day window for 

voluntary compliance. If non-compliance occurs, a 

complaint may be filed for execution, and 

MahaRERA will schedule a hearing within four 

weeks. If default continues, the Authority may direct 

the respondent to disclose assets and financial 

details. Persistent non-compliance may lead to 

additional penalties, and the Authority may issue a 

recovery warrant to the District Collector for asset 

attachment and sale. In cases of ongoing default, the 

Authority can also refer the matter to the civil court 

for enforcement as a decree. The circular further 

mandates integration with the IT system for effective 

implementation. 

The circular may be viewed here. 

 

 

https://maharera.maharashtra.gov.in/sites/default/files/Orders_and_circulars/Circular_50.pdf
https://maharera.maharashtra.gov.in/sites/default/files/Orders_and_circulars/Circular_51.pdf
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