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"R H TRiC Wi § Ugel i It ehfAT ST el a1fay, fSrad erged TmuH, R THTOY, siegust aféfthee,
R USTeRvoT 3R YehaH! i STia A &, SR forT wopdt st aret faree<t wR sraTerdt = T gt 82"

R H e Wi @ ugd <hl ST arefl
ShTLHI STia 3R fa=T wpdt & facht ©?
Oifdeh 9

i

YRA § Tl e T g WER! ohl 2fiver gaaru= (Title Verification), RT gsiiehor (RERA
Registration), iR @t urfererzort ¥ ured gufdr wsmoras (Completion Certificate - CC) &Y g st
SId eT Mg | Fared grTerd 4 Dharmendra Sharma v. Agra Development Authority (2024) & W€
&Y § iU forar g fok guiar gamoras eik sifmsme sMraft vsmoras (Firefighting Clearance Certificate)
o famT faieeR gRT heatl (possession) & T i it Ut AT U § ST ¢ 1 39 sifdfed, MJS.
Newtech Promoters and Developers Pvt. Ltd. v. State of UP (2021) & 3I9R, 39 Gt Fre] uRatSrai
(ongoing projects) &I R Usiterzor sifard g ik forg sifafaas @y g1+ aes gofar gamorgs St A6t foran
T AT

qenfia gwad “hRfrat Fdftaan Ao

11 3 2025

8 I Ty - 3 Ydted arTerd Allahabad High Court
Rwa-gsh
1. faega fasqwon 2
11, gifafdes g™ 4
111, Ifdd geheH 5
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ART # wie @A § U &l AR aret HIgAT AT Sz I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1 JUidT 3R = yHTOTg <ht Sifemdar

TRAC ST I8 Thesll & o folg THTeR o UTH F&TH UITAeRY GRT STRT guidr JHT0Tas (CC) SR siffem= dsd
(firefighting clearance) T AR 8, SFI2IT et T URATd I [ JHT SITQ, SieT foh Dharmendra
Sharma v. Agra Development Authority (2024) ® ufauried foar mar g1

02 TTeL URTISHTSHT et G R Usfieor

R HfAFTH & AN g1 & Gry STt aRateHd FAafomedi= off ok fSiwg gofar smmorasr ure =8t gaim o1, SR R & d8d
Usfiereor Sifard g, st fh M/S. Newtech Promoters and Developers Pvt. Ltd. v. State of UP (2021) #
RrufRa forar mam g1

03 ST e 3 Frafiideheor & e

g IS Teie foT der e J o fohet sMfdepd HiSier (unauthorized floor) TR s=maT T €, t ITeAT Fafidieor
Fad TRHR! (e dATesieE ©hiH (B.P.S.) & dgd G fohg 7Y QU EeTeeh Yeeh o T oh 31efiH g d9d g,
S fk Petitioner v. Respondent (2011) & WE gl

04 depfcleh ~gTch Hal anT JfAhR

K1 srfafd, 2016 AR E1F & dTas]e @GR TR TRE0T AfATH (CP Act) & dgd sifdfRed Sura a1 seaerdan
(Arbitration) T AT T Tehd &, SR RAfdeT IS o1 aoi= ST SraTerdl UR 1] el gial, Siet foh Imperia

Structures Ltd. v. Anil Patni (2020) 3R Priyanka Taksh Sood v. Sunworld Residency Pvt. Ltd. (2022) &
g A g B

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g fRar

wdlw ATy & qdtea AT = W fohar g for d9g a Iuiaarstt & foxiia fadt &t e & fog R sifafaam

g ol RGfR (retroactive) st R 21 i qd-Hive S X1 & Aunfics aifiet
SifIrdt (override) &l = Tehd (M/S. Newtech Promoters and Developers Pvt. Ltd.
v. State of UP (2021))| §5ch 37T, fSHT 31Taaeh TATOTUAT o cheslT &A1 AT | ShAl
(deficiency in service) AT ST 3R @R &ToT Afgd Tt a1 Ut gR (Dharmendra
Sharma v. Agra Development Authority (2024))I
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ART # wie @A § U &l AR aret HIgAT AT Sz I - fawga RAsdwor

3= ATy 3o Tl A UfchateTd 3R TR deeht HHATeH ot shers @ A fovar 81 sagEE I

Fraany e iR Rieelt I =maTerd & SER, R @IeR S uRetemeit Rt ar safdeTa
gl oh forg e srgeede 226 a1 32 & dad Re ATfKeTsit sl SUTNT g1 ey Tehd, dfeth I7p
a1 4RT 43(5) & dea RufRa durfaes srdiefta =manferezon & Twer ST A1fdy (Supertech
Urban Home Buyers Association (SUHA) Foundation v. Union of India (2023) 3R
Vatika Nirman Pvt. Ltd. v. U.P. Real Estate Regulatory Authority (2024))| 5
foudia, Merd S= Ty 3 WE fhar o afe oig uRalsHr R & ifaarf Amudst & dagd
Jrusiiepd & ofik eATfenR g 78 gtan, at Siarft =amarer (Civil Court) & &-TfARR W R
T URT 79 o1 eh1g Ufdeie g1 @7 817 (Dipika Pathak v. Dhiraj Kumar Saikia (2022))]

gra &1 fawra g1 81 #, 3eIgIaTe 3ed rTed # Harendra Kumar Roy v. State of U.P. (2025) & fAgsr
fear fop STa WieRl it fRArerrad [ & gHer dfad g 8fik Uad+ (execution) ufshar =t <1 &1,
9 foresR gRT SiTdie € a1 fohaT ST Tepar iR fanfea Tufa ur ot oft AR uet &t sifderR
(third-party rights) gfSrd @<=t W= guf I @t
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ART # wie @A § U &l AR aret HIgAT AT Sz IT1 - wifafs graur

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 2, REAL ESTATE (REGULATION AND DEVELOPMENT) ACT, 2016 — DEFINITIONS

g ORI 'THeR’ (promoter), "W’ (prospectus), 'Rad g&e Teie' (real estate agent), 8k 'Raa t&ie Mieiae!
(real estate project) Tfgd I o U@ <e&T hl TRATHTE TS AT 8

"Explanation.—For the purposes of this clause, where the person who constructs or converts a
building into apartments or develops a plot for sale and the person who sells apartments or plots
are different person, both of them shall be deemed to be the promoters and shall be jointly liable as
such for the functions and responsibilities specified under this Act or the rules and regulations

made thereunder;" BERE research Ul & IS/ AT

SECTION 17, PUNJAB APARTMENT AND PROPERTY REGULATION ACT, 1995 — PROMOTER'S RESPONSIBILITY
FOR ESSENTIAL SERVICES

g URT UTEHC SARGI oh UHIER! T Yeieieh] ohl TAT ehiRUT & faHT S11aaeh STgfcd a1 SaTsi ent Aehe, e AT hA B I
gfaefd et 81

"17. Promoter's responsibility for essential services. - (1) No promoter and no person who is
responsible for the management and maintenance of a building of apartments, shall without just
and sufficient cause, either by himself or through any person, cut off, withhold, curtail or reduce,
any essential supply or service enjoyed in respect of such apartment by the person who has taken
or agreed to take an apartment or by any person in occupation thereof through or under him."

Sgd: research us # 3w A

SECTION 3, REAL ESTATE (REGULATION AND DEVELOPMENT) ACT, 2016 — PRIOR REGISTRATION OF REAL
ESTATE PROJECT WITH REAL ESTATE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

g U YAIeRl ot Raet e Famaes unfdietor (RERA) o 1 URITSTHT aht Usilepd fohg famT Rae qe wife, saréde an
SARG! oh fa=iTaH, 9o, gfch ar faght e 8 ufaefad st 81

"(1) No promoter shall advertise, market, book, sell or offer for sale, or invite persons to purchase
in any manner any plot, apartment or building, as the case may be, in any real estate project or
part of it, in any planning area, without registering the real estate project with the Real Estate
Regulatory Authority established under this Act: Provided that projects that are ongoing on the
date of commencement of this Act and for which the completion certificate has not been issued, the
promoter shall make an application to the Authority for registration of the said project within a
period of three months from the date of commencement of this Act:" 3gd: research U H ISTT T
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M/S. Newtech Promoters and Developers
Pvt. Ltd. v. State of UP
ESCR010005862021

Dipika Pathak v. Dhiraj Kumar Saikia
GAHC010220332022

Harendra Kumar Roy v. State of U.P.
UPHC016631022024

Imperia Structures Ltd. v. Anil Patni
ESCR010000722020

Dipika Pathak v. Dipankar Dutta
GAHC010220342022

Supertech Urban Home Buyers
Association (SUHA) Foundation v. Union
of India

DLHC010077042020

Dharmendra Sharma v. Agra

Development Authority
ESCR010003922024

Tanu Construction v. Nand Kishore Patel
CGHCO010131232023

Petitioner v. Respondent
HBHC010265962011

Priyanka Taksh Sood v. Sunworld
Residency Pvt. Ltd.
DLHC010278592021

Vatika Nirman Pvt. Ltd. v. U.P. Real

Estate Regulatory Authority
UPHC020026612024
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III - uffa gwed

g fvig

fom gofar gamoTas arett aft areg uRatsETen
TR R AT R Tad sifart &1

Srdsfigra aRatsrTeT # Sgt R fiemR
rqe g, Rfde ge afda =gl giam

R HRAaTE) dfed I8+ & 2R farfed gufa
R R uar & iR giora 7 fhy
Tehd |

Iuftear Treror Sifdfaay & dgd sifaRea
IUT R & 3= aifda 71 g

R Gfepor ATES! & 31Ta & et srererd
1 SIfYPR & F7 EaT B

fAmfor ufetsmra & fmer & forg <id
SR Re SR el IUART Sigfad &l

gufar ok @ srTafy gaToTas & famm
st Y RreReT guta: $a gl

qofdT FHTOTaS 7 e e aikatsn a
A STt SfiR R7 1 SAFARR AL g

3 Hiord IR T teie a1 fafadteneor
harel guf ARt ek YTdaH IR AR g1

R I arT 79 e S @l afSta st 8,
TR USRI Hdl AT ARl &l Al |

R 3L & et Re arfeent & aoma art
43(5) & dgd ordiel denfeten durfe Iurr g1
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IV

01

02

. waﬂ-w 11 &9 wigd

M/S. Newtech Promoters and Developers Pvt. Ltd. v. State of UP

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-11-11 - 2021 INSC 716

g AT Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 &t TRitsadT 3R 3Tk WAL i e ¥ 9afdd g
=maTerd = g fAufiRa forar i a8 sifafaam 'retroactive’ uapfa @1 & ok 37 @+ft 'ongoing projects' W @R glar & ok foig
Completion Certificate SR g} foram T &1 =amarera = e fokan fa Regulatory Authority @t ITgent et graraelY (refund) @t
JTRLT &7 o SRR 8, STafeh Adjudicating Officer @l @Rf chaet Hamast (compensation) @1 fAeRor &A1 81 383k sifafe,
AT = Section 81 & dgd MRl & TS 3R Section 43(5) & dgd 3Tl aR—R & & g 1Hard 'pre-deposit' i <rd
HI Ay iR T Sger g1

frofa ITATeId A ST foha s R sifafaas o e Susitarrat & fadl <l 28t & 8 3k ag 37 g+t areg uRatsisi tR amg
i1 & gt sifafas & @y g1 i fafdr ae gofar gemoras (Completion Certificate) STRY w18l fohar Tam oT| €9 & a9
SrgeeT 3R SHfURRY ht TTfAd A aTet Ydeialt sl a1 <hl gui Q1fert 81

“What the provision further emphasizes is that a promoter of a project which is not complete/sans
completion certificate shall get the project registered under the Act but while getting the project
registered, promoter is under an obligation to prescribe fresh timelines for getting the remaining
development work completed and from the scheme of the Act, we do not find that the first proviso to
Section 3(1) in any manner is either violative of Articles 14 and 19(1)(g) of the Constitution of India. The
Parliament is always competent to enact any law af fecting the antecedent events under its fold within

the parameters of law.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Ha ESCRO10005862021

Dipika Pathak v. Dhiraj Kumar Saikia
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022-11-07 - CRP/113/2022

gg AT Yeh Slarit gene (Civil Suit) 8 Heifad 8, fSa# ufcrardt (Petitioner) & Order VII, Rule 11(d) CPC & dgd @re o=l
(plaint) &t @RST A &Y AT T ot | aTfIcRTeRat a1 ek o1 fak dfes faame Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act,
2016 (RERA Act) & ZrR & 3111 8, 39feiy Section 79 & dgd laTt SiaTed & Urg HfAhR & el g1 gletifeh, =mamerd = ur fh
Taifera Raet gRe ufais T RERA & dgd Ustighd gt oft 3R arfierierat ag arfard ez & father 28t fos ufaitsm ik RERA @t
YRR &F AT BIAT & | IR, I AT = F=relt SFaTeld GRT ATE S WIRST e H STAR T oh HTGL I e 60 §¢
et WTRST & &1

frofa  Ied AT = AT foh 519 g URTISTT R & dgd Ustichd -Tgi gidt & 3k ufdardt ag Rig el & urdr s Aren
Srfard =0 @ R1 & SifdepR &= 7 orrar g, af Sart srered ot SR F1fdd 78 giarl
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03

04

“On the Court query that the project was not registered with RERA, it was submitted that although the
project was not registered under RERA, yet the RERA had the power, jurisdiction and authority to
adjudicate the dispute of prospective flat purchaser and the builder... The learned court below had
proceeded with a misconception of law that if the project is not registered, then the RERA would have no

jurisdiction.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022 |9 GAHC010220332022

Harendra Kumar Roy v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-03-10 - WRIC/42613/2024

g ATHAT B WRIGRT gRT RERA & THeT Section 31 of the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 @& dgd
R frepraa ¥ Heifdd 81 arfeearerdtart 3 SmRig & fok builder = 391ch U&t # RERA gRT UTRd 31TaRN o STasig 3iTded & e fear
3R RERA 3TeeT aht @] et # e 8T1 I=a <ararerd = urn fah RERA 7 81& Section 40 & dgd agett UHTOT U3 ST & foam @
3R builder & fa¥g Tad- &l Ufehar Y= R & 81 ITerd A 1fent ot FMueRT shd gq fAder fear fos RERA arfRiemrendiar &t
fRreRradt 1 TaTY Fe 3R 39 ERM faarfed duft R 1S «ff third party rights ffifa 7 féeg wimd)

frofa  Ied <RI A G fea o R0 & awer cifard gad= ok agelt swriarel & SR farfea duf & deiy # anlg oft dfterr
gefia sif¥enr (third party rights) gfid =@t foar s

“In view of the stand so taken by the respondent RERA, we find that no further grievance survives for the
petitioners... It goes without saying that no third party rights would be created in respect of the property

in question during pendency of the proceedings before the RERA.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha UPHC016631022024

Imperia Structures Ltd. v. Anil Patni

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-11-02 - 2020 INSC 625

Ig g Raer tede ulRatsrrei & 38 ofik Iusfiaar sifdari & Gefda g1 srdfieterarl faesy A R w@lieRT (ITRerdrsii) et gug w
FeaTT & H fathel Y@ & e, T IuwiedT faare Faror ST = faleesx st ST A1fA ot ATST Afgd Ao et ol S1esT fea|
3rdietendt = ach f&am fh RERA Act & 31T & dT&, 39 @ & AT chdel RERA & Sidifd gt Gelsig ST dehd & 1\n\nHated =ararerd 3
39 dh ol WIS & fear oiik fAof feam fas Consumer Protection Act & dgd IUeistl IUTT Ueh 3ifd ke fdehed & | <O amerd 3 T
féra fa RERA Act & Section 79 IUHTeRIT S1&TeTd] o SferehR &5 ahl AT g ehedl 6| BR WRIGRT e UTH Ug T ol faehed & foh
3 Consumer Protection Act & dgd fRIGRId &of @< T RERA & dgd TG e, d1fch GIH1 I Teh-GER & Ueh g

frofr  =TATeTd = T fohar fob Iuatiaar @4 &t Sam 3rererd (Civil Court) gt ATHT ST TehdT, $TTeIT R Y URT 79 & IR
3 TR AT 61 gidT| SuHierT TRET0T SHfAFH & dgd WER! e Sueled ITAR R & 3faRer 8, 7 foh 38k sredianor #]|
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05

06

“In any case, as construed by this Court consistently, the remedy afforded by the CP Act would be an
additional remedy to a consumer and said legal position remained unchanged even after the enactment
of the RERA Act... said other remedy is acknowledged and saved subject always to the applicability of

Section 79.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Hd ESCRO10000722020

Dipika Pathak v. Dipankar Dutta
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022-11-07 - CRP/112/2022

g AT Uah tar-it a1g (civil suit) & Order VII, Rule 11(d) CPC & d8d dTg ah! WTRST e <hl ATt & Tafdd &1 aTfaeptehdt o
Teh fea fon faanfea Raer g&ée Uistee, et 8 RERA & dgd Usiichd a1 8, RERA Act & R # 311dT 8 3R S9foig Slart =amarera at
3T Aol &1 SrfdepR w8 &1 =amaTera 3 uran & arlRierrerat a8 Rig o & fawhet g7 foh tistae RERA & s1faard gefiervor arest
(S & a7 TR¥ET Y T=AT) ot QR kel B 1 TTerd 3 U T fohan R <ifeh it tsfiha gt & ok arfRiehrehdl ag arfed el R
TehT iR RERA &7 SR &5 B8 A1el TR AL 8idT 8, 39Teig diarT =marerd a1 SifeehR & a1faid 18 8| deguR, Faeh sered
SIRT OTIehT WTRST it ol ST Tg! SEIT 74T

frofa  ~TITGIT 3 =TT foh 519 ah I8 Rigg 7 81 911 6 uRaiemn [ & siffard gt areest ot grr st & ik fasty
YTATTAROT & SRR A §, e deh e <UTATerd a1 chl WIS i o folg a7 =gl 81

“The learned court below had proceeded with a misconception of law that if the project is not registered,
then the RERA would have no jurisdiction. Moreover, it was submitted that it was the duty of the Court to
examine the plaint and as the respondent nos. 1 and 2 had alternative and efficacious remedy, the

learned trial court ought to have relegated the parties to RERA.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022 |d GAHC010220342022

Supertech Urban Home Buyers Association (SUHA) Foundation v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-03-14 - W.P.(C)/9491/2020

g AT & T § et TRee daex & Iafdd og anfaeeraii o e 9318 &, fSe Supertech Limited S dufal & @R @eR!
3 faf9a foaxita deamrt ok arenrt Rewrat &t ufderdt sma ¢ 1 =rarera A &4 arfiersit § 331 714 HET @l AUeRT &d §Q Saeiud &t
gfarsTTeH # &8, f<fia demi gRT K0T Y I, SR TR WERT & if¥erl R faar forar| =marer & TEfdd uell ot srasas
fAder SR fohg arfes Uisteed &t gR1 foham ST aeh SR wR @iert & fgdl i e gfafga & 5 ek gg fAofa Insolvency and
Bankruptcy Code 3fR Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act (RERA) & dgd UTgeh! chl fATRT ht TE ST 81

Rrofa  =ATATd A AT foh @AGRT & camdes Jg) ot &fies AR & forg e srameRor Re @nfaeR (sr=ss 32 a1 226) &
JE&d ATfIeRTY GRIR AT AJUGE 8, Hiifch 39k forg Hdt gae, [T SR aEeiedt (IBC) S fafdre deunfaes 7 ugat @ Hisg 81
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07

08

“There are specific statutory provisions holding the field, including among them: (i) The Consumer
Protection Act, 1986 (“the 1986 Act”) and its successor legislation; (ii) The Real Estate (Regulation and
Development) Act, 2016 (“RERA"); and (iii) The Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (“IBC")....
Entertaining a petition of this nature will involve the Court in virtually carrying out a day to day

supervision of a building project.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Ha DLHC010077042020

Dharmendra Sharma v. Agra Development Authority
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-09-06 - 2024 INSC 667

g HIHAT Goh W o @GR gRT 'Agra Development Authority' (ADA) & R&eas 'deficiency in service' &t fiermad & defa
&1 g0 faare ag o1 foh 1 ADA gRT 'completion certificate' 3R 'firefighting clearance certificate’ & famT feam war e
Ay 7| =graTer A fAufa fear fa Section 4(5) of the UP Apartment Act, 2010 3R Section 19(10) of the RERA Act, 2016 &
TE&d, STAW o oIy heeTT &7 T Ugel 3 UHTUYST chl UTW heAT SifHamd &1 §ch 377 | cheoll URATE Gl ®U & M 8| e
A WAGR ot STAT A TR TS & F1Y-A1 SifaRerd 15 Ra U 1 GITEST & bl M7 T 3R /171 foh fAehmara 'Limitation
Act' & dgd THI-HHT & 18R g1 ot ifch UeTehRi o g FRAR TR SR o)

frofa AT A 3T 3@ U Y ulfvid o & afe Saerur ar e onferenzor qufer gmmoras (Completion Certificate)
3R =™ U (Firefighting Clearance) UTtd e # fathel IgdT 8, dt SUch gIRT h 718 cheot chl URTERST JUT &0 I
3T ghft, 3R WER =TSt & gehaR it

“The only issue is as to whether the possession as offered on 04.12.2014 should be taken as a valid offer of
possession even if there was no completion certificate... offer of possession would be valid only after a
developer obtains the completion certificate, which had not been done so far by the developer ADA in the

present case.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Hid ESCRO10003922024

Tanu Construction v. Nand Kishore Patel
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024-04-26 - MA/57/2023

g AT Rl gRee uRatsHret # faest (Promoter) gRT AT SR -1 7 e 3R B @RIGRT (Allottees) gIRT STHT &bl T8 1LY
I ITOY P o HTYRR T TefIT &1 Srdiererd’ = ook f&aT foh Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 & @]
g1 ¥ Ugel & THENd 3 BRUT RERA & U &3TTEeRR A1gi & | =amamerd 4 Newtech Promoters And Developers Private
Limited ArTet # ot shié & o o1 garer &d gy Tue fama fah Sit aRATSHIE RERA & @i 81 & awa sredt off, & 39 sifafam &
Siaid St § | =amarera 3 |7 fk Section 31 & dgd RERA & ure Gt fR1enrardt &t gars o guf sifdar ¢ 8fk Section 79 fafaa
JeTeTd] e STERR eht Aehd 51 37:, I=d AR A fEeget o vt ol Tt gerd gQ srdiet et @Rs &= fea|

frofa =TT 3 Healled AATerg & ORI ol SIgERor dhed gY e &t foh o uRatsnaent & fmfor st g =i gamam, a &1
afsid g e gl
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IV - fg&E# @1 gz

“The Supreme Court in the matter of Newtech Promoters And Developers Private Limited... has held that
ongoing projects which commenced prior to the Act in respect of which completion certificate has not
been issued would be covered by the Act... rest of the cases, it would show that the Tribunal has
categorically held that the RERA had the jurisdiction to adjudicate the issue which was highlighted by the
allottees, as the jurisdiction otherwise was barred under Section 79 of the Act, 2016.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024 | CGHC010131232023

Petitioner v. Respondent
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2011-12-27 - WP/28371/2011

Ig 1R Teh Uele o fRafidtanson (reqularization) ¥ €&fdd off, 52 Building Penalization Scheme (B.P.S.) & d&d aR—R
T e o1 arfRieRTerdt A RuiRa geen ST fRam o, «fdhe srfrentRat = are # g fos wie ger sfaeha wfeiar iR fa 8, fiaah
HRUT Gl & {[ech Uget 9aTg T ¥ 3ifeeh Fehett| =amarerd = ura o arfiehrendt A i1 o R Sde foear umi Aok &, =marea

3 grfreRTeharl et AW Rs. 41,800 T [eeh STHT &3 el FA&ST feam 3R e foha o sy & are, ufdard) A &t s & srgar
3Tee WR faR &A1 g 3R sanctioned plans STRY &zt ufehar gt et g1ft

frofa AT A TE foa s afe &g wele sfded Aot ok R 8, dt Iaeht atern iR Fafdienor &t dhae FRuiRa
fafET daTemgSis Yoo G & AfA & T & a1e g St fohar ST Fenar g1

“Subsequently, after inspection, it was found that the said flat exists on an unauthorized floor. As such,
the penal amount fees has been calculated with reference to the sanctioned plan, enclosed drawings and
ground position and then it is arrived at Rs.49,800/-, out of which the petitioner paid an amount of
Rs.8,000/- as initial fees... Instead of paying Rs.41,800/- has paid only Rs.8,000/-... Hence, the file was not

processed for further proceedings.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2011 Hd HBHC010265962011

Priyanka Taksh Sood v. Sunworld Residency Pvt. Ltd.
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2022-04-19 - ARB.P./868/2021

g AT Ueh BR @GR (allottee) gRT Sunworld Residency Pvt. Ltd. & et e faare gerem & g Yearel Aeay (sole
arbitrator) &I fFgfarr & 7T & Geifdd &1 arfRiereratal 3 weie SiTded @t T8 de R ST & aTu uTe et arar foRaT T ufaard)
3 adh fean {6 fare regeran aiw 98t & ifas Stamp Act, 1899 & dgd gXdTat Sieh & Wiy gl fohy U & 8k RERA Act, 2016 &
g fasiy mifreRzor 17 & ROT AT dhaet RERA # €t AT ST §ehdT §1\n\n=amarerd 3 ufaardl &t smafat ot @riRest aed gQ et
foh a1 11(6A) & dgd ITTerd ht RAfeRT Shaol HeaRIAT g & it 6 ST des DT &1 =amarera = 711 & g faarg 'rights
in personam’' ¥ YA & 3R 39feIg Heawrar & oy Iugad &1 deJ9aR, IR 3 U] o did 7w fAgad e a1 smesr
&

frofa  feel! IeT <ITaTerd 3 TE o s areaftr ey 79 RAfae i & sifder & ot R & et & Aahdt 8, Uig I8 SutarT Hat
T G GHSI! & dgd et & auren ifdenRl ol At 78t et ¢RT 18 & dgd @ISR T Rt T S1fdeR 3

SuTal & gatug & AT 3
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ART # wie @A § U &l AR aret HIgAT AT Sz IV - g&gH &7 g

“On plain reading of Section 79 of the RERA Act, an allottee described in category (B) stated in paragraph
22 hereinabove, would stand barred from invoking the jurisdiction of a Civil Court. However, as regards
the allottees who can be called “consumers” within the meaning of the CP Act... There is nothing in the
RERA Act which bars such initiation. The absence of bar Under Section 79 to the initiation of proceedings
before a fora which cannot be called a Civil Court and express saving Under Section 88 of the RERA Act,

make the position quite clear.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2022 Ha DLHC010278592021

11 Vatika Nirman Pvt. Ltd. v. U.P. Real Estate Regulatory Authority

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024-01-31 - A227/180/2024

gg "He 12 Re arfdenrsit a1 ges 99g 8, [ Vatika Nirman Pvt. Ltd. (arfaerreaf) = U.P. Real Estate Regulatory
Authority (RERA) gRT UTRd Ueh 31T cht HIdit & 81 ATfeientehd ! ol STRIY & foh ufdardl, St shut o g Fderes o, A fasfa
iRaTerdt i § R 99y ®U ¥ Builder-Buyer Agreements U oy &1 amfretendt = adh fea fos & Twaiia < fovg &1 96 € ok
RERA & U 39 a<g & fqarel & =ivunates 84 (declaratory relief) &7 &1 ifdaR &7 81 &, faRivens STa ATt completion
date ¥ uget arR forar mam o1 gfaardt 3 ach far o arfenreral & & RERA Act of 2016 @t Section 43(5) & dgd STdie ol Uk
guTdt denfen fehed Suersd g, safeiy 5 arfRienraen &t @iist e feam ST =iyl

frofa I ITITTd < AT fob ST8T uett & g R7 Srfdfaam &Y eRr 43(5) & dgd durfAes sl ol derfcieh SR uerelt d=
U &, T8T STATYRYT HauT_eh Re ATfRienTd Tienrd gl &t ST =gl

“Where a party to a proceeding has an effective and efficacious statutory forum of appeal, then in such
cases this Court exercises restrain as part of maintaining judicial discipline and in the aforesaid
circumstances, petitions may not be entertained and the petitioner may be relegated to avail the
alternate statutory remedy of filing an appeal before the Real Estate Appellate Tribunal.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024 Hra UPHC020026612024

AT HTOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9Tesi<ieh U T IUaTs fAufal 3R Iuaiiehal & U8l & MR R dOR foha a1 &1 I8 dhaet RO TgradT & fag € iR
FILA Termg (legal advice) 78l &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence # IuaT & & uget @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g fAUfa (source judgment) & fovg T ¥4 & TG fohar ST A1RBY |
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