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Supreme Court of India | 23 June 2026 | Justice Prashant Kumar Mishra and Justice N.V. Anjaria | Sarafat Ali 
(deceased) through LRs and Others v. Deputy Director of Consolidation, Haridwar and Others 

In a significant ruling on legacy land transactions, the Supreme Court has held that a registered sale deed 
cannot be disregarded merely on the basis of technical discrepancies or weak objections to execution. 
The Court clarified that the legal effect of a transfer must be assessed with reference to the statutory 
framework applicable to the transaction, and that a completed conveyance cannot be treated as void 
unless the governing law clearly produces that consequence. 

BACKGROUND 

The dispute arose from registration of a sale deed in 1957 for a land in Village Narsipur Kalan, Haridwar. 
The purchasers treated the transaction as valid, and their names were mutated in the revenue records in 
1984. 

Later during the consolidation proceedings, the purchasers sought recognition as bhumidhars based on 
the sale deed registered. The Consolidation Officer rejected their claim, and this finding was affirmed at 
each subsequent stage, including appeal, revision and before the High Court. The authorities held that 
discrepancies regarding the attesting witness undermined proof of execution and that the transfer 
violated Section 154 of the U.P. Zamindari Abolition and Land Reforms Act, 1950, rendering it to be 
void. 

DECISION  

The Supreme Court allowed the appeal and set aside the orders passed by the authorities and the High 
Court and directed that the purchaser’s names be recorded in the revenue records. The Court explained 
that even if Section 154 was applicable, the rules in force during the sale of 1957 did not make such a 
transfer automatically invalid. At most, the village authority could have taken steps to evict the 
purchasers, but no such action was taken within the legally prescribed time. 

The Court further held that the 1981 amendment, which provided for vesting in the State, could not 
retrospectively alter the legal effect of a completed 1957 transfer. It also held that a registered sale deed 
carries a presumption of genuineness and due execution. Since attestation is not mandatory for a sale 
deed, minor discrepancies relating to an attesting witness could not defeat the document. 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

Legacy title often involves imperfect revenue entries, old documents and unavailable witnesses. Such 
imperfections do not, by themselves, invalidate registered conveyances. A document cannot be ignored 
unless the defect goes to the root of title and is supported by cogent material. 

For title diligence, the ruling is a reminder to test older transfers by chronology, applicable law, limitation 
and proof. An inconsistency in the document is not the same as invalid title. Unless the law made the 
transfer void when executed, or timely proceedings were taken by a competent authority, a registered 
conveyance should not be treated as non-existent. 

Citation:  Sarafat Ali through LRs v. Deputy Director of Consolidation, Haridwar and Others | Civil Appeal No. 
8705 of 2026 (2026 INSC 652) 
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 Delhi High Court | 16 June 2026 | Justice Neena Bansal Krishna | Smt. Khatiza Begam v. Ms. Salma Khan 

The Delhi High Court has reaffirmed that, in a possession dispute, courts may examine the relative 
strength of competing claims where neither party holds a registered conveyance of absolute ownership. 
The Court held that documents such as a GPA, agreement to sell, affidavit, receipt, possession letter and 
Will may not create absolute title, but can still establish a better possessory right against a party who 
fails to prove any lawful entitlement to remain in occupation. 

BACKGROUND 

The dispute concerned a property in J.J. Colony, Pappan Kalan, New Delhi, originally allotted to Ram Lal. 
The plaintiff claimed that she purchased the property from Ram Lal in June 2006 through customary 
transfer documents, including a GPA, agreement to sell, receipt, possession letter and Will, and later 
inducted the defendant as an oral tenant in January 2009. 

The defendant denied the tenancy and claimed that her late husband had independently acquired 
possession from Ram Lal in 2006. The Trial Court dismissed the suit for failure to prove tenancy. The 
First Appellate Court reversed the decision and decreed possession in favour of the plaintiff on the basis 
of better title, leading to the second appeal before the Delhi High Court. 

DECISION 

The High Court dismissed the second appeal. It held that the plaintiff had produced documents flowing 
from the admitted original allottee, together with supporting evidence showing possession and transfer 
of rights. While these documents did not constitute a registered sale deed, they were sufficient to 
establish a better possessory entitlement as against the defendant. 

The Court noted that the defendant had produced no cogent evidence to support her alleged purchase 
through her husband. The Court also held that the suit was not barred under the Slum Areas Act, and 
that the possession claim was within limitation under Article 65 of the Limitation Act. 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

The judgment is important for developers and investors dealing with legacy and informal title structures, 
especially in resettlement colonies and older urban assets where GPA-based transactions are common. It 
clarifies that while such documents may not establish absolute ownership, they can still be used as 
evidence to support possession claims and advance project viability. 

For diligence teams, the commercial takeaway is the importance of comparative title strength: courts will 
assess who traces rights to the original allottee, who holds supporting possession records, and who can 
demonstrate a lawful basis for occupation. Simply disputing title is insufficient where the occupier 
cannot show a stronger, defensible claim. 

Citation: Smt. Khatiza Begam v. Ms. Salma Khan | RSA 17/2025 
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Layout road cannot be regularised as private land: Telangana High Court 

Telangana High Court | 10 June 2026 | Justice Laxmi Narayana Alishetty | Kanneti Kamalamma v. State of 
Telangana 

The Telangana High Court has clarified that land shown as a road in a layout, and handed over to the 
municipality, cannot be converted into a private plot. The Court held that subsequent withdrawal of the 
draft layout does not change the character of land already earmarked and gifted as road or open space. It 
also reiterated that a registered sale deed cannot be cancelled unilaterally, except in the manner 
permitted by law. 

BACKGROUND 

The dispute arose from a 287 sq. yard parcel in Guttalabegumpet Village, Ranga Reddy District, claimed 
by the plot purchaser under a registered sale deed dated 21 May 2014. The purchaser applied for 
regularisation, however, GHMC rejected the application, noting that the land formed part of a 30 feet 
wide road in a draft layout, and that the layout owner had gifted the roads and open spaces to the 
municipality under a 1994 registered gift deed. 

The purchaser argued that the draft layout had been cancelled and withdrawn by the planning authority 
in 1996 and could not be relied upon to deny regularisation. The purchaser also challenged the unilateral 
cancellation of her sale deed, registered on GHMC’s communication to the Sub-Registrar. 

DECISION 

The High Court upheld the rejection of the regularisation application, holding that the land formed part 
of a road in the layout and had already vested in the municipality under a registered gift deed. It held 
that the subsequent withdrawal of the draft layout did not alter the character of the land or make it 
eligible for regularisation as a private plot. 

The Court directed the District Collector to include the land in the prohibitory register under Section 
22(A) of the Registration Act, 1908. However, it set aside the 2018 unilateral cancellation deed, holding 
that a registered sale deed cannot be cancelled unilaterally, and granted liberty to the authorities to take 
appropriate steps in accordance with law. 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

The ruling is important for plot acquisitions in layouts. A registered sale deed alone is not enough where 
land is earmarked as road or has vested in a municipality. Buyers, lenders and developers must verify 
layout approvals, gift deeds, municipal vesting and Section 22-A exposure before closing.  

Equally, public authorities cannot bypass due process such as the defective title must still be addressed 
through lawful cancellation or adjudicatory proceedings. 

Citation:  Kanneti Kamalamma v. State of Telangana and Others | W.P. Nos. 6096 and 6904 of 2019 
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RERA cannot refuse project registration by deciding old land title disputes: Madhya Pradesh 
High Court 

Madhya Pradesh High Court | 16 June 2026 | Justice Vivek Rusia, Acting Chief Justice and Justice Pradeep 
Mittal | M.P. Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Bhopal v. Shri Ji Builders and Developers 

In a significant ruling, the Madhya Pradesh High Court held that RERA cannot reject a project 
registration by examining disputed or historical title issues like a civil court. The Court ruled that if the 
promoter has produced registered sale deeds and revenue records showing prima facie title, the 
Authority must process the application and cannot reopen decades-old transactions or insist on 
unavailable historical records. 

BACKGROUND 

Shri Ji Builders and Developers applied for registration of its project “Krishna Orchid” under RERA. The 
Madhya Pradesh RERA Authority (“Authority”) rejected the application on multiple grounds, including 
non-submission of a diverted Khasra certificate, alleged defects in title arising from a 1999 sale by a co-
operative society, non-production of the society’s original resolution register, and non-uploading of the 
promoter’s income tax returns. 

The promoter challenged the rejection before the Single Judge, who directed the Authority to process 
the registration after prima facie verification of title through registered sale deeds and revenue records, 
and granted time to submit the diverted Khasra certificate. The Authority appealed, arguing that the 
promoter had failed to satisfy statutory compliance requirements. 

DECISION 

The Division Bench dismissed the appeal, holding that RERA’s role is limited to prima facie verification 
and it cannot adjudicate old title disputes. It treated the deficiencies as curable and directed the 
Authority to proceed with registration after compliance.  

It also clarified that long-standing registered transactions reflected in revenue records carry a 
presumption of validity at the registration stage. Further, the Court noted that non-functional appellate 
forums can justify invoking writ jurisdiction despite the availability of a statutory remedy. 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

The judgment draws a clear boundary between RERA’s registration scrutiny and civil title adjudication. 
RERA can insist on statutory disclosures, but cannot stall projects by demanding impossible historical 
records or deciding complex title disputes better left to competent courts. 

For developers, the ruling provides relief where title is supported by registered documents and revenue 
records but older transactional gaps exist. Authorities should now distinguish between substantive 
defects, which may justify rejection, and curable compliance gaps, which should be resolved through 
time-bound rectification. 

Citation:  M.P. Real Estate Regulatory Authority, Bhopal v. Shri Ji Builders and Developers | Writ Appeal No. 
2857 of 2024 
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Private sale disputes cannot be brought before RERA without promoter-allottee relationship: 
Punjab RERA 

Punjab RERA | 30 June 2026 | Rakesh Kumar Goyal, Chairman | Gurcharan Kaur and Another v. Dheeraj 
Sharma 

Punjab RERA has held that a complaint under the Real Estate (Regulation and Development) Act, 2016 
cannot be maintained where the dispute arises from a private agreement to sell and the complainants 
fail to establish that they are “allottees” of a real estate project or that the seller is a “promoter” or real 
estate agent under the Act. The Authority clarified that RERA’s jurisdiction is not attracted merely 
because the transaction relates to immovable property. 

BACKGROUND 

The complainants entered into an agreement to sell with the respondent for purchase of a commercial 
property for a consideration of INR 70 lakh. They claimed to have paid various amounts towards the 
transaction, including earnest money and further payments towards registration and layout charges.  

According to the complainants, the seller committed fraud, following which they approached the 
Economic Offences Wing. The seller allegedly acknowledged receipt of INR 28.06 lakh and issued post-
dated cheques pursuant to a compromise. Some amounts were repaid, while certain cheques were 
dishonoured. The complainants thereafter approached Punjab RERA seeking refund of the balance 
amount. 

DECISION 

Punjab RERA dismissed the complaint as not maintainable and observed that the complainants were 
required to first establish that they were allottees within the meaning of Section 2(d) of the Act and that 
the respondent fell within the definition of promoter or real estate agent. 

The Authority held that the transaction appeared to be a private sale arrangement between individuals, 
and not an allotment by a promoter in a registered or registrable real estate project. Since the 
complainants failed to demonstrate a promoter-allottee relationship or the applicability of any RERA 
provision, the complaint could not be entertained under Section 31. The complaint was dismissed in 
limine, without any finding on merits, and the complainants were left free to pursue remedies available 
under other laws. 

WHAT HAS WORKED 

The order is a useful reminder that RERA is not a general recovery forum for all real estate-related 
disputes. Its jurisdiction depends on the statutory relationship between the parties and the nature of the 
project or transaction. 

For developers, brokers and investors, the ruling draws a clear line between regulatory disputes under 
RERA and private contractual or fraud claims, which must be pursued before the appropriate civil, 
criminal or consumer forums. 

Citation: Gurcharan Kaur and Another v. Dheeraj Sharma | Complaint No. GC 0411/2025 
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Open plot buyers must raise development defects promptly: TG RERA 

Telangana RERA | 22 June 2026 | Laxmi Narayana Jannu and K. Srinivasa Rao, Members | Gopishetty 
Sreenivas v. Suchirindia Infratech Private Limited and Other 

TG RERA has held that a buyer of an open plot cannot, after several years, seek directions against the 
developer for removal of rocks, trees or natural growth where possession was accepted under a 
registered sale deed without objection. The Authority clarified that purchasers must exercise due 
diligence at the time of purchase and cannot reopen the physical condition of an individual plot after a 
long delay. However, it also held that essential electrical infrastructure remains a critical development 
obligation and directed the promoter to verify and provide the requisite transformer, if pending. 

BACKGROUND 

The complainant purchased Plot No. 365, admeasuring 200 square yards, in the “Suchirindia Vasavi 
Aryavartha Nagari” plotted development under a registered sale deed dated 16 October 2018. 

Nearly seven years later, he approached TG RERA alleging that the plot was not buildable as it lacked 
power supply and had not been cleared of trees and rocks. The respondents denied liability, stating that 
the complainant had inspected the plot, accepted vacant possession under the sale deed, and that the 
layout had since received final approval from HMDA. 

DECISION 

TG RERA rejected the complaint and held that an open plot purchaser must inspect the property before 
purchase. It was further held that the complainant had accepted peaceful and vacant possession under 
the registered sale deed without any reservation. The Authority also noted that nearly seven years later 
natural growth on an open plot is expected and upkeep of an individual plot after handover is the 
owner’s responsibility.  

However, TG RERA held that electricity remains an essential utility for a residential plot. It directed the 
respondents to verify whether the requisite electrical transformer had been installed and, if pending, to 
install it within 45 days, failing which penal consequences under Section 63 of RERA would follow. 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

The order is commercially relevant for plotted developments. Buyers must inspect plot condition before 
purchase and record objections at the time of conveyance, particularly where the sale deed 
acknowledges vacant possession.  

For developers, the order provides comfort that they may not remain indefinitely liable for natural 
growth or individual plot maintenance after handover. However, final layout approval is not a complete 
shield where essential infrastructure remains pending. Core utilities, especially electricity infrastructure, 
must be verified and delivered, failing which RERA can still issue compliance directions. 

Citation: Gopishetty Sreenivas v. Suchirindia Infratech Private Limited and Others | Complaint No. 
380/2025/TGRER 
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Project completion takes priority in proposed real estate specific insolvency reforms 

The Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India (“IBBI”) has released a discussion paper proposing a 
comprehensive real estate-specific insolvency framework aimed at improving project completion, 
protecting homebuyers and strengthening transparency during Corporate Insolvency Resolution 
Processes (“CIRP”). The proposals follow the Supreme Court’s directions in Mansi Brar Fernandes v. 
Shubha Sharma & Ors., 2025 INSC 1110 to formulate sector-specific guidelines for real estate insolvency 
in consultation with RERA authorities. Public comments have been invited until 21 July 2026. 

PROJECT-WISE RESOLUTION AND DELIVERY FRAMEWORK 

The proposal is to shift towards project-wise resolution. The Resolution Professional would present 
project-wise information, including RERA registration details, construction progress, possession status 
and inventory to the Committee of Creditors (“CoC”), which may then recommend exclusion of 
completed projects not requiring insolvency intervention.  

The paper also proposes ring-fencing of project funds through separate accounts and continued RERA 
fund utilisation compliance during CIRP. An independent cost-to-complete assessment would be 
conducted for each project before inviting resolution plans, which would be required to specify project-
wise completion schedules and treatment of allottees. 

HOMEBUYER PROTECTION AND COMPLETION PRIORITY  

IBBI has proposed measures to facilitate handover of completed units during CIRP through a simplified 
allottee-specific claim form enabling buyers to indicate whether they seek possession, conveyance or 
refund. The proposal further reinforces that liquidation should remain an option of last resort, requiring 
the Resolution Professional to place before the CoC a detailed note on efforts undertaken to identify 
project completion solutions before recommending liquidation. 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

The discussion paper seeks to codify what tribunals have already developed, and the Supreme Court has 
endorsed. The NCLAT first confined CIRP to a single real estate project in Flat Buyers Association Winter 
Hills-77 v. Umang Realtech Pvt. Ltd. (2020), treating each project as a distinct economic unit, and applied 
the same logic in Supertech by constituting the CoC only for the defaulting Eco Village-II project while 
other projects continued under the Interim Resolution Professional's supervision. The Supreme Court 
upheld this in Indiabulls Asset Reconstruction Co. Ltd. v. Ram Kishor Arora (2023 INSC 523), holding that a 
CoC for the corporate debtor as a whole would cause immense hardship to homebuyers and throw every 
ongoing project into uncertainty. 

Experience from these matters shows that project-wise resolution delivers real outcomes for allottees, 
through continued construction and handover of completed units, while shielding solvent projects from 
distress elsewhere in the developer's portfolio. 
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The need for codification is best illustrated by the Supertech Supernova order of 16 December 2025, where 
the Supreme Court invoked Article 142 to discharge the Interim Resolution Professional, the CoC and 
the suspended board altogether, and placed the project under a court-appointed three-member 
committee to ensure completion. The Court’s priority was unambiguous, i.e., homebuyers must get their 
homes. But a bespoke, court-crafted mechanism for each stressed project is neither scalable nor 
predictable. That is precisely the gap the IBBI proposals would fill, converting a tested but ad hoc judicial 
practice into a clear regulatory framework available at the outset of every real estate CIRP. The approach 
is consistent with current practice and its benefits are demonstrated. There is a strong case for adopting 
these reforms sooner rather than later. 

Source: Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India | Discussion Paper on Strengthening the Regulatory 
Framework – Amendments to CIRP Regulations, Liquidation Regulations and PG to CD Regulations  
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