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TPA-related decisions from the Supreme Court in 2024,
focusing on their core principles:

1. Raju Naidu vs. Chenmouga Sundra & Ors.



* Date: March 21, 2025 (Though published in 2025, its implications relate to and clarify
principles relevant to 2024 judgments).

* Key Point: The Supreme Court reiterated that protection under Section 53A of the Transfer
of Property Act (TPA) is not available to a party who takes possession of a property despite
having knowledge of a pending lawsuit concerning it. This judgment emphasizes crucial
aspects of the ‘Doctrine of Lis Pendens’.

* Summary: If a person purchases or takes possession of a property knowing that a lawsuit
is ongoing regarding it, they will not be entitled to the benefit of ‘part performance’ under
Section 53A of the TPA.

2. Siddamsetty Infra Projects Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Katta Sujatha Reddy

* Citation: 2024 SCC OnLine SC 3214 (This judgment was published in November 2024,
but it contains references relevant to 2024).

* Key Point: The Supreme Court clarified that the ‘Doctrine of Lis Pendens’ (under Section
52 TPA) commences from the stage of the ‘institution’ of the suit, not from the stage of
issuing notice. This means that once a suit is filed, any transfer of the property will be
subject to the final outcome of the litigation.

* Summary: A transfer of property during the pendency of a suit is not rendered void by the
principle of ‘lis pendens’; rather, the rights arising from such a transfer are subject to the
rights of the parties to the pending litigation.

3. Yogesh Goyanka Vs. Govind and Ors.
* Neutral Citation: 2024 INSC 510 (July 10, 2024)

* Key Point: The Supreme Court held that the ‘Doctrine of Lis Pendens’ under Section 52 of
the TPA does not render all pending transfers void. It merely subjects the rights arising from
such transfers to the rights of the parties to the pending suit. This judgment also
emphasizes the importance of allowing subsequent transferees to be impleaded in the suit
to protect their interests.

* Summary: The principle of ‘lis pendens’ does not completely cancel the transfer of
property but ensures that the effect of such a transfer will depend on the final outcome of
the lawsuit.

4. Protection under Section 53A TPA requires proof of sale agreement

* Summary: The Supreme Court has clarified that to claim protection under Section 53A of
the TPA, the transferee must present proof of the execution of a sale agreement. If there is



no valid written agreement, the claim for protection under Section 53A cannot be
sustained.



