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The Rajasthan RERA will issue notices to approximately 300 developers in the state for not 

submitting quarterly progress reports. 

According to the mandatory provision, the promoters have to upload updates on the RERA 

website for the project at the end of each quarter on apartments / flats, status update of each 

building. 

After issuing the notices, the developers will be given time to submit their reply in October. 

Registration will be cancelled if the reply is dissatisfactory. The move to upload reports online 

help buyers to assess the properties, the progress of the projects, evaluation of the 

company’s financial status and legal aspects. 

For consumer protection, the regulatory body had made quarterly reports online to ensure 

transparency in the system. The prospective buyer can take a comparative decision on 

buying a property after analysing quarterly report of projects. 

Other details including information on approvals, bank account details, revision in plans, 

licence issues, permits or approvals for the projects also have to be displayed in the public 

forum. 

Penalty will be imposed if developers failed to adhere to the norms of uploading the quarterly 

report. However, during Covid, the authorities have provided relaxation and decided not to 

take any action on the defaulters. Now, the authority will issue notices again. 

 

 

The Supreme Court struck one for homebuyers’ rights in upholding the Allahabad High 

Court’s 2014 order to demolish two apartment “towers” violating construction by-laws in a 

housing project in Noida. The disputed construction in real-estate concern was challenged 



 

 

 

 

by homebuyers in the original project, breached provisions of the Uttar Pradesh Apartments 

Act that govern ventilation, natural light and fire safety. The Supreme Court has ordered the 

developer to demolish the semi-constructed towers in a safe manner supervised by Noida 

within three months and refund buyers within two months. 

Importantly, the apex court has also come down heavily on NOIDA officials. The judges have 

opined that there are repeated instances of collusion between the authorities and the 

developer; in a hearing earlier this month, the SC had even observed that NOIDA (the 

authority) was “reeking of corruption”. Following the latest order, the UP government has 

instructed the relevant authorities to investigate NOIDA officials involved and penalise those 

guilty. 

In Imperia Structured v. Anil Patni, the apex court ruled that RERA can’t trump the jurisdiction 

of consumer-protection fora, and the legislative intent was to merely present the authority 

as one of the options before a real-estate consumer. Some experts even believe such rulings 

have led to a de facto narrowing of the Act’s remit, making it one that is primarily about 

deciding quantum of compensation for project delays. Meanwhile, Section 3(2) that leaves 

small projects out is something that could allow illegal, unsafe construction to go 

unregulated. A RERA also can do little when authorities collude with players. The gaps, 

therefore, need urgent plugging. 

 

The Uttar Pradesh Real Estate Regulatory Authority (UP RERA) has imposed a fine of Rs. 1.3 

crores against two developers for advertising about the project without registering it with the 

authority. 

In the board meeting of UP RERA, it was decided that Box Hills Constructions Private Limited 

has violated regulations of RERA at their Lotus Garden Homes project in Mathura-Vrindavan 

development area. As per the regulation, a fine of Rs. 1.05 crore has been imposed. The cost 

of the project is Rs. 15.05 crore. 

As per the regulation, any developer cannot sell apartment or plots and cannot even promote 

it without getting it registered with RERA. Failing to do so attracts fine upto 10% of the project 

cost. 

The violation was verified upon the UP-RERA taking cognizance of the same. The promoter 

was issued a notice but the response was not satisfactory. The developer has been directed 

to submit the amount within one month and get the project registered within fifteen days. 

Failure to do it will attract criminal action. 



 

 

 

 

The Allahabad High Court on Monday sought the personal presence of the District Magistrate 

of Gautam Budh Nagar, Greater Noida while observing that due to his inaction 'unavoidable' 

RERA cases were coming to the Court. 

The Bench have asked him to remain present before the Court on October 4, 2021, to explain 

his inaction in reference to the recovery certificate issued by RERA Authority in several cases. 

 

The Court was hearing a plea filed by Priya Kapahi and another for the recovery of the 

advance money given for a flat in in Greater Noid Noida as the developer of the project failed 

to give possession of the flat to her within time. 

Ordering his personal appearance, the Court observed thus: 

"The present matter is old by more than two and half years to make a recovery pursuant to 

the order passed by the RERA Authority but no action is apparently available. The District 

Magistrate would come out with the details of all the pending matters for a recovery pursuant 

to the order passed b by the RERA Authority" 

Lastly, the Court also observed that it would pass appropriate order if no justification is found 

in the inaction of the District Magistrate, Gautam Budh Nagar. 

The District Magistrate of Gautam Budh Nagar stated that he has informed the Uttar Pradesh 

government that the action in the cases got delayed due to a delay in e-auction of properties, 

and he will also inform the court about this on October 4. 

In another matter, the bench has directed the sub-divisional magistrate of Greater Noida, 

Gautam Budh Nagar, to appear before it on September 28 and put forth an explanation as to 

why no action had been taken by him to execute an order passed by the RERA authority. 

 

 

 

In Bikramjit Singh v. M/s HP Singh, the Punjab RERA held that RERA does not extend to 

projects whose application has been rejected by the authority. Further, it was also stated that 

complaints against projects not registered with RERA will not be entertained by the authority. 

In this judgement, the authority also clarified the maintainability of a complaint in those 

https://rera.punjab.gov.in/pdf/OrdersJudgements/complaint_3.pdf


 

 

 

 

cases where the violations occurred before the act was enforced. It was stated that such 

complaints would be entertained only if three conditions were fulfilled: 

1. The alleged violations which commenced before the enforcement of the act must 

continue to date. 

2. The alleged violations must also be a violation of the RERA Act or RERA rules. 

3. No other forum or court should have decided or left the case in pending to prevent a 

multiplicity of litigation.  

The authority in Gurugram, Haryana in Sh. Sukhbir Singh Grewal v. M/s MVL Limited, 

reiterated that it will not entertain any case which is already pending in another tribunal or 

court. In this particular case, the buyer had filed a case against the builder for delay in giving 

possession of property beyond the date mentioned in the agreement. The builder submitted 

that the delay was a result of the interim order passed by SEBI. The builder had moved the 

Securities Appellate Tribunal (SAT) challenging SEBI’s decision. RERA stated that ‘As the 

matter is already with the SEBI/SAT, accordingly there is no case left for the present before 

this authority and to continue further proceedings in the matter. Let the issue be decided by 

the SEBI/SAT. Once the SAT set aside the order of the SEBI then the only allottee may come 

to us for proceedings under the RERA Act.’ 

 

 

In Sukhbir Singh v. MVL Limited., the complaint was lodged against the builder due to delay 

in giving possession of the property. In that case, RERA also added that the remedy according 

to them would have been the refund of money paid by the complainant along with interest as 

per the prescribed rate. However, the matter was being dealt with by SEBI and SAT. 

Delay in delivery of the project has also been addressed in Avinash Saraf v. Runwal Homes 

Private Limited by the Maharashtra RERA. In the instant case, the complainants asserted 

that they had paid 97% of the total consideration of the flat. The agreement stated that the 

flat would be handed over by August 2016. However, the builder had failed to do so even a 

year later, when the complaint was filed. The bank had also collected the loan EMIs with 

interest from the agreed date of handover. The complainants sought a refund of the amount 

paid along with an interest of 21% per annum in addition to compensation from the builder. 

In this case, Maharashtra’s RERA held that RERA has jurisdiction even for agreements 

executed before RERA was enacted since the cause of action has survived even after RERA 

came into force. Further, it held that possession without a certificate is illegal. The authority 

granted the complainant a full refund along with interest and the cost of the complaint. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

As per the RERA Act, properties where the area of land proposed to be developed does not 

exceed five hundred square meters or the number of apartments proposed to be developed 

does not exceed eight need not register the project with RERA. 

In Geetanjali Aman Constructions v. Hrishikesh Ramesh Paranjpe, the construction company 

approached the Maharashtra Real Estate Appellate Tribunal against the orders passed by 

RERA when two homebuyers filed complaints that the developer had not registered the 

ongoing project with RERA. The state’s RERA ruled that the developer should pay a penalty 

of 3% of the project cost as per RERA provisions. Later, the developer sought a review of the 

order as there were errors in the area of the project and the number of flats. The RERA 

imposed an additional penalty until the project is registered as the number of flats exceeded 

eight. Upon approaching the Tribunal, it quashed both the orders ruling that if either of the 

two parameters is met, one need not register the housing project with RERA. 

 

 

In September 2020, the Rajasthan RERA in a landmark decision held that the RERA Act is 

mandatory in nature. In Vinod Agarwal v. Jaipur Development Authority (JDA), the 

complainant said that he had participated in an auction organized by JDA and was allotted 

a plot in the project. He had also deposited 15% of the amount with JDA. However, JDA 

further issued a demand note of 35% of the amount and 15% interest in case of delay, without 

executing the agreement for sale.  

As per RERA Act, the developer is not allowed to accept more than 10% of the cost without 

executing or getting an agreement of sale registered. The argument put forth by the 

respondent was that it is a statutory development authority, it is guided by Rajasthan 

Improvement Trust (Disposal of Urban Land) Rules, 1974. Further, it was added that the 

auction conditions did not stipulate any specific requirement for executing an agreement of 

sale. Also, the auction of the plot took place on an as-is-where-is basis. However, RERA ruled 

that the project was registered under it and thus, all rules and regulations under the Act would 

be applicable to the project as well and directed JDA to execute the sale agreement before 

demanding an additional amount. Section 13 of the Act mandates the execution of the sale 

agreement.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Builders filed a case against the Union of India challenging the constitutional validity of 

various provisions of the RERA Act, the Maharashtra RERA rules such as provisions 

addressing delay in possession, arbitrary interests on builders, etc. While upholding certain 

sections of the Act and rules, the Bombay High Court struck down one of the qualifications 

for appointment of a Judicial Member prescribed in Section 46(1)(b) of the act.  

 

 

The Sushil Ansal v. Ashok Tripathi case involved challenging a decree in NCLAT or National 

Company Law Appellate Tribunal, wherein it was necessary to file an insolvency petition by 

a company for paying Rs. 73 lakhs awarded to the complainants under UP RERA. NCLAT 

ruled that homebuyers could turn to civil law for enforcing their decree since an amendment 

in 2019 to the Insolvency & Bankruptcy Code (IBC) made it necessary that either 100 buyers 

or 10% of the allottees file the petition.  

The Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act clearly empowers a homebuyer to take 

legal action or seek redressal in various scenarios, some of which include: 

1. The builder/promoter/agent has not registered the advertised real estate project with 

the state’s regulatory authority. 

2. The builder/promoter/agent has presented false information to the regulator or 

contravenes any provisions of the Act. 

3. The builder/promoter insists on charging on built-up or super built-up area. 

4. The builder alters the apartment or building plan without seeking consent of two-third 

of the total allottees of the project. 

5. The builder/promoter fails to deliver the project within the scheduled timeline. 

6. The apartment or building witnesses structural defects within five years from the date 

of possession. 



 

 

 

 

The promoter/developer of a real estate development firm will have to maintain a separate 

escrow account for each project. A minimum of 70 percent of the total funds collected for a 

specific project will have to be deposited in that account and used only for the construction 

or land cost pertaining to the same project. 

 

The Act restricts the developer or promoter from making any alterations or additions to the 

sanctioned plan of the apartment, building or common areas without the written consent of 

at least two-thirds of the allottees of the residential projects. 

 

Yes, the RERA Act comprises of all types of Real Estate Projects, ranging from residential to 

commercial projects. Further, the term “Commercial Project” includes shops, offices, 

shopping complexes, and buildings. 

 

Yes, it is mandatory for all the projects to get themselves registered with the RERA Authority 

within three months starting from the date of the enforcement of the Act. 

 

Carpet area means the net usable floor area of an apartment, excluding the area covered by 

the external walls, areas under services shafts, exclusive balcony or verandah area and 

exclusive open terrace area, but includes the area covered by the internal partition walls of 

the apartment. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

1 

A month after the Gurgaon police registered a case against city-

based Raheja Developers for poor construction quality of Raheja 

Vedanta on the complaint of the department of town and country 

planning, the repair work at the Sector 108 residential society is far 

from complete. A senior town planner is supposed to monitor the 

repair work before a team from IIT-Delhi certifies the same. 

 

2 

In a letter addressed to the Union housing secretary, CAC member 

and head of a pan-India home buyers’ body, FPCE, Abhay Upadhyay, 

flagged how last year the Centre in “the pretext of Covid-19 

pandemic” provided a suo-motu extension of six months for 

completion of real estate projects across the country. It had 

delegated the authority to state RERA to give another three months 

extension. 

The letter mentioned that on August 6, the Maharashtra RERA 

extended timelines for project completion for six months; on August 

18, UP RERA extended the completion deadline for nine months and 

on August 27, Karnataka RERA gave a similar extension for six 

months. 

 

 

The complaint pertains to ‘The Goodwood Residence’ in Chennai’s 

Cenotaph Road area, developed by Cenotaph Developers LLP and 

Olympia Tech Park Chennai Pvt. Ltd., The complainant’s submission 

said ?3.63 crore had been paid to the developers under a ‘non-

binding expression of interest’ to purchase a flat in the housing 

project in 2016. A year later, the complainant preferred to withdraw 

from the project and sought a refund. 

https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/gurgaon/rera-demands-affidavit-from-developer-on-repair-work/articleshow/86129733.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/topic/pan-India
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/withdraw-extensions-to-builders-government-urged/articleshow/85962262.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/chennai/tamil-nadu-collecting-advance-without-deal-a-rera-act-violation/articleshow/85647011.cms


 

 

 

 

TNRERA, after hearing both sides, said the developers collected 

around 80% of the cost without entering into a sale or construction 

agreement, a clear violation of Section 13 of the RERA Act. 

Haryana RERA orders Emaar to pay delay compensation to homebuyer 

Haryana Real Estate Regulatory Authority has ordered realty developer Emaar to pay delay 

compensation to a homebuyer for its project at Palm Hills, sector 77, Gurugram. The 

authority has asked the developer to pay interest for six years. 

“The respondent is directed to pay the interest at the prescribed rate - 9.30% per annum for 

every month of delay on the amount paid by the complainant from due date of possession 

The arrears of interest accrued so far shall be paid to the complainant within 90 days from 

the date of this order,” Haryana RERA has said in the order. 

UP RERA completes digitisation of various compliances 

The Uttar Pradesh Real Estate Regulatory Authority (UP RERA) has completed the digitisation 

of various processes that has to be followed by the real estate developers. “In order to reduce 

the regulatory and compliance burden on the state government for the purpose of promotion 

of investment by the Department of Industry Promotion and Internal Trade, Government of 

India, an action plan for the digitization of 10 forms was issued under the Uttar Pradesh Real 

Estate (Regulation and Development) Rules, 2016, of which 7 forms were already online on 

the web portal of UP RERA, the remaining 3 were made online on July 16.  

To reduce the problems of homebuyers during the Covid-19 pandemic, e-courts have been 

set up by the Authority. 12,918 complaints have been registered through e-courts, and 12,150 

complaints have been resolved successfully. 

UP RERA also brought into force RERA Samvaad via video conferencing during the COVID-

19 pandemic to resolve the problems of homebuyers and promoters, in which 1882 

grievances were lodged on the portal. 
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