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1. Heard Dr.Azhar Ikram, learned counsel for appellant and Sri Shobhit
Mohan Shukla, Advocate, assisted by Sri Ankit Kumar Dixit, learned
counsel for respondent and perused the record.

2. The appellant promoter, by the instant appeal is raising challenge to the
order dated 25.08.2025, passed by the U.P.Real Estate Regulatory
Authority, at Lucknow (for short, Regulatory Authority), whereby the
application for registration of the appellant’s project in the name and style
‘Darshana Kunj’ situate in District Meerut, came to be rejected.

3. The sole question that arises for consideration is as to whether the appellant
promoter was given reasonable opportunity before passing the impugned
order.

4. The facts, inter se parties, are not in dispute.

5. The appellant company is duly registered under the Companies Act, 2013,
at New Delhi. A consortium memorandum of understanding, executed
between land owners and the appellant, came to be executed on
12.06.2024/19.06.2024. The lay out map of the project came to be duly
approved by the Meerut Development Authority on 29.04.2025. Thereafter,
appellant after obtaining the relevant no-objection certificates/approvals
from the authorities filed an application for registration before UP RERA
in terms of Section 4 of the Act, on 30.06.2025 (ID1583062).



6. The Regulatory Authority raised objection by communication dated
09.07.2025, further objections came to be raised vide communication dated
24.07.2025. Pursuant to the objections, appellant promoter showed his
willingness to comply the notice and satisfy the objections. It appears that
further objection came to be raised on 30.07.2025 and the meeting was
fixed for the following day i.e. 31.07.2025. The meeting was to be
undertaken through video conferencing, the appellant locked in for the
meeting, however it appears that the appellant could not make his
submission, consequently vide e-mail dated 01.08.2025, appellant
promoter sought 10 days’ further time to clarify the objections.

7. It is submitted that despite seeking time to put forward the clarification and
submissions of the appellant, the impugned order came to be passed on
25.08.2025. Learned counsel for respondent has confined his argument for
providing reasonable opportunity for placing appellant’s case before the
Regulatory Authority to satisfy the objections.

8. Learned counsel for respondent, on being confronted, submits that a fresh
order will be passed after providing reasonable opportunity to the appellant.

9. In view thereof, the appeal is disposed of by passing the following orders :

(1)  Impugned order dated 25.08.2025 is set aside and quashed. The
Regulatory Authority is directed to afford fresh opportunity of
hearing/rectification of the objections, to the appellant promoter, and
decide the notice/objections within three weeks thereafter.

(1))  No order as to costs.

(111)  All pending applications are also accordingly disposed of.
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