i ravor rfeafEas (Transfer of Property Act, TPA)ﬂ?
25 ﬂﬁqﬁ ot ATHA (25 Leading Cases)

1. eMREddT & fa%ey f@IH (Rule Against Perpetuity) - RT 14
* Case Law (d1¢): Ram Baran Prasad v. Ram Mohit Hazra, AIR 1967 SC 744

* Principle (Rigid): The Supreme Court explained the nature and object of the Rule
Against Perpetuity. It reiterated that the rule aims to prevent property from being tied up
indefinitely out of circulation. Any interest creating a perpetuity beyond the permissible
limit is void.

* f&er #:

* TG; TH A Y d1H7 TH Alflgd gorT, AIR 1967 SC 744

+ THCUTA: 3TIUTH FAATe o AR & fa%ey Fad &1 gaid R eged & sarea
#3830 A9d &1 3eeed Hufd & AfARad e & faw aREeRor & aex @
T AeheTl g1 HIS 8 A ST 3TAT HAT @ W ARIAA HT Seoitle] Bl 8, LT Bl gl

2. fadrast @1 f@guia (Doctrine of Election) — &RT 35

* Case Law (a1g): Cooperv. Cooper, (1874) LR 7 HL 53 (English case, foundational for

Indian law)

* Principle (Riggid): A person cannot accept and reject the same instrument. If an
instrument gives something to a person and at the same time takes away something
belonging to that person, he must elect either to take under the instrument or to reject it.

*x T&er #:

+ dlG: FW TAH HHR, (1874) LR 7 HL 53 (3l T, #RAT &t & forw #iforen)

+ Rigyia: 15 o IfFa tF & fomd & TeER AR IFTFER A& & ol g1 I 7S
forEa fordl cafedd 1 $o 4 & 3R I & 37 AFd & §afOd 3 o &, & 38 ar @
fr@d & T8 ThhR I T AT 3@ EAhR HA I Folld HLAT |

* Case Law (dTg): Bhagwat Prasad v. Mahendra Prasad, AIR 1978 SC 1369



* Principle (Riggrid): The Supreme Court elaborated on the application of the doctrine of
election under TPA, emphasizing that the party must be fully aware of the consequences of
election.

x f&er #:

* dle: HARPTad JdTe §1H HAeg 9d1e, AIR 1978 SC 1369

+ Ricyia: sTada ~aamed o U JaRoT ARETH & dgd e & Reua &
3NN R AEAR @ 9T, 39 910 W SR &7r & garehr 1 fAdfeer & aRomat & e & g
RE ¥ AFId gl a1fgu|

3. QRIAT EIHT SarT 3FROT (Transfer by Ostensible Owner) — aRT 41
* Case Law (dg): Ramcoomar Koondoo v. Macqueen, (1872) 11 Beng LR 46 (Privy Council)

* Principle (ﬁlﬂfl‘i?r): This is the leading case that laid down the principle enshrined in

Section 41. It held that if a person allows another to hold himself out as the owner of an
estate, and a third party purchases it for value without notice, the real owner cannot set up
his title against the purchaser.

* &y #:

+ dlc: AHAPAR $g FA1d HAherdlel, (1872) 11 Beng LR 46 (e wr3faer)

+ Ricuia: ag 3ol Aer § S arT 41 & fARd Rgyuia &1 Taia frar s@a A
for afy F1$ cafea frer g a1 Gufa & mfers & ®7 7 wega w1 3egEfa & &, 3R
Teh AR 9eT foer gaem & Hed & fav @ @liedm g, df aedideh Alfeleh shal & el 39T
M TS A I Gohel &

* Case Law (d1g): Mohammad Sulaiman v. Mohammad Ayub, AIR 1965 All 409

* Principle (Riggid): For Section 41 to apply, the transferee must have acted in good faith
after taking reasonable care to ascertain that the transferor had power to transfer.

x f&er #:

* dIc: AGFAC HelAT JATH HIGFAC 31T, AIR 1965 All 409

+ TeUd: arT 41 &F] 8l & AT, AR @1 3Rd daush o & ag geemayds Hd
AT WRT AT aifeh Tg GARTA g1 Teb foh 3ROl @l HAOT kel T AT AT



4. %qt'q;u‘r a1 el ¥ FROT (Transfer by Unauthorized Person Who Subsequently Acquires
Interest) — YRT 43

* Case Law (d1g): Jumma Masjid, Mercara v. Kodimaniandra Deviah, AIR 1962 SC 847

* Principle (Rigid): The Supreme Court elucidated the scope of Section 43 and the
doctrine of “feeding the grant by estoppel”. It applies even when the transferor was aware
of his lack of title.

+ fEr o
+ dIG: SFAT Hiole, HHT Sol1H FHIfSHeAG cazar, AIR 1962 SC 847

+ TACUT: 3TIUTH ~IATe o URT 43 & R 3R “TEEII GaRT 37l I dIi¥d i
(feeding the grant by estoppel) & Tcurd 1 Tase AT T8 a« o 9] gl § STa FcAoTehdl
Fr 39 M fr Fet & I F gar am|

5. dfad arg &1 f&gurd (Doctrine of Lis Pendens) — 9RT 52
* Case Law (d1g): Bellamy v. Sabine, (1857) 1 De G & J 566 (English case, seminal)

* Principle (ﬁlﬂfl‘i?r): This case established the concept of “lis pendens”, holding that

during the pendency of a suit, no new rights to the property can be acquired that would
affect the outcome of the suit.

* f&er
- ae: Sl geme A, (1857) 1 De G & J 566 (3715 are, #ifer)

+ Reyid: 58 AFe o “Wfd de” H JTUROT F FAMAT AT, Tg AL g 6 T
AFEH & Al @l & e FURT T IS 77 HRSR 9o 767 AT ST Hevelr § S HeweH &
aRUTA &1 geiad S|

* Case Law (d1g): Faiyaz Husain Khan v. Prag Narain, (1907) 29 All 339 (PC)

* Principle (ﬁ'q’fﬁ?r): The Privy Council clarified that a transfer made during the pendency

of a suit is not void, but it is subject to the final decision of the court.

x f&dr &

*x dTg; thara g-{-\lo-l Gl §eATH 99T ARFeT, (1907) 29 Al 339 (PC)



+ Toceia: O F3f8e & Fuse AT 6 T HheH & ofdd T & eI fohar amn
AT T AET BIT &, Sfosh Ig 3aTeld & 3ifdad o & 3refeT giar &

6. FYCYUT 3ol (Fraudulent Transfer) — &RT 53
* Case Law (d1g): Musahib Aliv. Gadadhar Prasad, (1906) ILR 33 All 450

* Principle (Rgumd): This case discusses the conditions under which a transfer can be

considered fraudulent under Section 53, particularly regarding the intent to defeat or delay
creditors.

« &y a4
+ dle: HAIRE 37ell ST eI’ J4TE, (1906) ILR 33 All 450

+ Rcuia: ag AT 3 odt W a7 T g Sl dgd URT 53 & dgd T 0T &l
HUCYUT AT ST Hehell &, AT T F TRl & g AT fAelfdd el & e & FaY H]

7. #reT-uTeled 1 fAcwid (Doctrine of Part Performance) — RT 53A
* Case Law (d1g): Mohan Lalv. Mirza Abdul Ghaffar, AIR 1996 SC 3342

* Principle (Rigurd): The Supreme Court clarified that Section 53A acts as a “shield” and

not a “sword”. It protects a person from being dispossessed from property based on an
unregistered instrument, provided they have taken possession in part performance of a
written agreement.

* T&er

+ T1g: AIgal offel o1 fAST Heger ITFAR, AIR 1996 SC 3342

+ facyia: 3Tada =aeT 7 Tose R & 4RT 53ATF ‘O’ & ¥ H F &l 6, o
f& ‘TR’ & §9 A| Fg T ITFd I Th sl fo@d & MUR W FUR & Se@el gl &
AT 8, IU 391 ff@d AT & HET-UTeled H ool Urod fohaT &

* Case Law (d1g): Shrimant Shamrao Suryavanshi v. Pralhad Bhairoba Suryavanshi, AIR
2002 SC 960

* Principle (ﬁ'q’fﬁ?r): Reaffirmed that the essential conditions for applying Section 53A are

a written contract, transfer for consideration, and the transferee taking possession or
continuing in possession in part performance of the contract.



« f&dr a
+ drg: AAT AR I TTH Tgelrg Hear FAazM, AIR 2002 SC 960

+ Teeia: I8 T 4 qfSe T 915 6 URT 53A® AN Al & AU 3Eegs ot wh fafed
3egatr, Gfawer & fv 3eRor, 3R AR G@RT 3 & HET-ATeled # sl ol AT Feol H T4
T &l

8. fashar 3R shar & 3R 3R gf@c@ (Rights and Liabilities of Buyer and Seller) — &IRT 55
* Case Law (d1¢): Md. Murtaza v. Md. Ashiq, AIR 1974 All 228

* Principle (Rgurd): This case discusses the implied covenants and duties of the seller
and buyer under Section 55, especially regarding disclosure of defects.

*x Ty #:

+ @Tg: AN FAST S AL RS, AIR 1974 All 228

+ Rcyuia: ag AHT URT 55 & dgd fashdr 3R shar & ffgd dfdemsit iR wdear «w a4t
FLAT ¢, [T &7 & aINl & Ghela o & HaY H|

9. st 1 gRemyr 3R 9sR (Definition and Types of Mortgage) — &IRT 58
* Case Law (d1g): M. Venkatasubba Raov. N. Subba Rao, AIR 1968 SC 1024

* Principle (ﬁ'q’ﬁﬁ?r): The Supreme Court distinguished between a simple mortgage and a
mortgage by conditional sale, emphasizing the intention of the parties as crucial.

*x f&r #:

+ dIG: TH. dehcysaTl I1d S Tof. Feall @, AIR 1968 SC 1024

+ fOeyUid: 3TUdd e & U WTUR0T §9& 3R ded AT gant dus& & a9 R
fopar, T E# well & S Y Ageaqor aardr|

10. #ArgeT &7 AWER (Right of Redemption) — ¢IRT 60

* Case Law (d1g): Noakes & Co. Ltd. V. Rice, [1902] A.C. 24 (English case, “once a
mortgage, always a mortgage”)



* Principle (Rigdrid): Established the fundamental principle that the right to redeem
cannot be clogged or fettered by any stipulation in the mortgage deed itself. “Once a
mortgage, always a mortgage” and “nothing but a mortgage”.

x f&er #:
x dIG; olFT TS &hyal TolffAes & WS, [1902] A.C. 24 (3T alg, “Ush aR S¢eh, g
TUFH")
+ facyra: sa= Aifoes fguia Tafa fFar & A & 3ReER it sus Gom 7 o

AT ot @ IR A7 3ra%cy FET AT ST Hehell §1 “Ueh IR dUeh, gAM U 3 9y &
3T F o S|

* Case Law (d1c): Seth Ganga Dhar v. Shankar Lal, AIR 1958 SC 1060

* Principle (Riggid): The Supreme Court reaffirmed the “clog on redemption” rule and
held that any condition in the mortgage deed which has the effect of postponing or
preventing the redemption is void.

*x fgar &

* dIg; ¥S IEMER daTH AT oTod, AIR 1958 SC 1060

+ TACHid: ITaad ~aEeg & Al W arur s @1 O @ gfte &1 3R Aer % dus
faerm & #I$ o o S A @ ®AAT a1 Va8, PG B B

11. 9318« (Subrogation) — 9RT 92
* Case Law (drg): GaneshiLalv. Charan Singh, AIR 1980 SC 1523

* Principle (ﬁ'q’fﬁ?r): The Supreme Court explained the concept of legal and conventional
subrogation and when a person is entitled to the rights of a mortgagee by subrogation.

*x fgar &

* g1 IO ofTel &A1 TROT f&g, AIR 1980 SC 1523

+ AT ITaad ~ATed & el 3R IRARE TR HT ITURoT AR 9 Th IiFd
Y AT EaART SUHAE & HAFRT FT gheR giaT &, THASTT|

12. ¥R (Charges)-4RT 100



* Case Law (d1g): Hans Raj v. Official Liquidators, Dehradun Mussoorie Electric Tramway
Co. Ltd., AIR 1963 SC 1974

* Principle (ﬁ'q’ﬁﬁ?r): This case distinguished between a mortgage and a charge, clarifying
that a charge does not involve a transfer of interest in the property, unlike a mortgage.

« &y a4
+ dTG: GHUST Sl 3MTUhING TRAATIS, GeIgeT AL Fellaes oA Huel fafAes, AIR
1963 SC 1974

*mﬁzsﬂmﬁﬁmaﬂima%aﬁamﬁm,agwmga%mﬁm
H BT &7 30T AT AEr giar &, sus & f9udial

13. gger dr gRAmwr 3R 31afer (Definition and Duration of Lease) — &IRT 105, 106
* Case Law (d1g): G.M. Singh v. M. Singh, AIR 1984 All 118

* Principle (ﬁ'q’fl‘i?—r): Discussed the essential ingredients of a lease and how a tenancy is

created, particularly in the absence of a formal deed.
« f&dr #
* d1e: S.uA. f8g oA uA. f8g, AIR 1984 AlL118

+ fOeeia: sua uge & 3MaeTd dcdr 3R gaRe e & 3rema & e FHJ s
S &, 59 9T ==t )

14. ge¢ & 9¥adard (Determination of Lease) - 9RT 111
* Case Law (a1c): V. Dhanpal Chettiar v. Yesodai Ammal, AIR 1979 SC 1745

* Principle (ﬁ'q'fl'i?r): This landmark case held that mere termination of tenancy by notice

under TPA does not automatically lead to eviction; a separate suit for eviction is required.
« f&dr #
x gIG: dY. Y9Il defeIR Jelrd J2Mer 1FATA, AIR 1979 SC 1745

+ Rcuia: s faefds Ama F AT fF d@ufa FaRor sfRfaga & dgd Aifcd garr
fRRIEY T AT FHAYS TgATld & T Sc@oll &l HRUT JAal SoIdT §; STl & [T Tah 3TeTdT
HPCHAT 3TaeTS gl




15. fafa#T (Exchange) - aRT 118

* Case Law (d1g): State of Madras v. Gannon Dunkerley & Co. (Madras) Ltd., AIR 1958 SC
560

* Principle (ﬁ'q’fli?r): Though primarily related to sales tax, this case provided clarity on

what constitutes a “sale” and implicitly distinguished it from an “exchange” where
consideration is in kind, not money.

« f&dr
* dlG: AGIH ST Fo01H A Soiel TS dUal (FAgH) faifAcs, AIR 1958 SC 560

+ fggia: geife 7&7 &7 F O & F F4fd §, 58 A F “RAr .= ¢, 39 W
Tgseet el 1 3R AR &7 @ 58 “fafaea” @ 3refer fonar Sgr 9fate a&g & &9 # 8 ¢,
T g F T H|

16. @I (Gifts) —gRT 122, 123
* Case Law (d1g): Kartariv. Kewal Krishan, AIR 1972 P&H 37

* Principle (ﬁ'q’ﬁﬁ?r): Discussed the essential requirements for a valid gift, including
voluntary transfer, absence of consideration, and acceptance by the donee. Emphasized
the necessity of registration for gifts of immovable property.

« & #
* dIg; FART S1H7 hdol 50T, AIR 1972 P&H 37

+ fcura: v dY g & AT 3aedes a3t | @dl &, SHd w&afees e,
gfdthel &I 3171, R gl GarT Eipfd anfAe g1 s 9l & g & v dafieor &
3ERIAAT T SR fear ar|

* Case Law (d1g): Renikuntla Rajamma v. K. Sarwanamma, (2004) 1 SCC 788

* Principle (Riggrid): The Supreme Court held that once a gift is completed by registration
and acceptance, it cannot be revoked merely because the donor later changed his mind.

* fger #:

+ dle;: UASAAT TSTFAT SATH &. T+, (2004) 1 SCC 788



+ TcHid: ITaad ~a e & AR & U IR deiieor 3R F&hid ganrT s g @ 8
STl & 916, 3§ ddd SATAU GG el [hdT ST Fehdl ¢ Fifh GIdT o d1G H Il Hel dGol
feram|

17. AT &1 & IHROT (Transfer of Actionable Claim) — &RT 130
* Case Law (ar¢): S.K. Sarwar v. Delhi Development Authority, AIR 1999 Delhi 30

* Principle (ﬁl‘c:ﬂ'l?r\ 1d): This case defined what constitutes an “actionable claim” and how its
transfer is to be effected and its consequences.

*x f&er =

* dic: TH.%h. TaY A7 feool darg aridrentor, AIR 1999 Delhi 30

+ Tacyia: 58 AW o aRART fFar & “3rgaiea grar &1 giar § 3R g8 3feror
e ST afee 3R sae aRome &4r g

HfAREFT Agcaqul AH (Additional Important Cases)
18. [afga fead s=reT wafda f&@a (Vested vs. Contingent Interest) - &RT 19, 21
* Case Law (d1g): Lachhman Singh v. Charan Singh, AIR 1997 SC 3897

* Principle (Rigerid): Distinguished between vested and contingent interests, emphasizing
that a vested interest is created when there is no condition precedent to the enjoyment,

even if possession is postponed. A contingent interest depends on the fulfillment of a
condition.

* TS #:

x dlG: oA g S =ur &g, AIR 1997 SC 3897

+ Ragura: [AfRa 3R gafda Rdl & g e fRar 9=, 39 a1d W SR f@ar o & uh
fAfkd R a9 9d1 § 59 37T & AT F qF ud AL g &, 7 & Feon TAMT & T
AT R U ad A gfd W AR e B

19. ¥4 H Ush IR d4, gHLT d9& (Once a mortgage, always a mortgage) — aRT 60

* Case Law (d1g): Stanley v. Wilde, [1899] 2 Ch. 474



* Principle (Riggrid): This English case reinforces the concept that any covenant or
condition that purports to prevent the mortgagor from redeeming the property on payment
of the debt is void.

+ fEr o
x dIg. ToToll §oITH dIges, [1899] 2 Ch. 474

+ Toeuia: I§ 3 AHCT 36 IAUROT H IS¢ Xl § 6 Hrs o |@fder a1 ot o
dUdhehal 1 KOT & ST W HURY Y A & Ao T ST @A §, LT Belr B

20. fashdr T TR (Seller’s Lien) — ¢IRT 55(4)(b)
* Case Law (d1g): Arjun Singh v. S. Saroop Singh, AIR 1997 P&H 258

* Principle (@aﬁﬁa): Discussed the scope of the seller’s charge (lien) for unpaid purchase
money upon the property sold.

x f&r #:

+ dlg; 3ol g oee vw. @89 &g, AIR 1997 P&H 258

+ Toceia: 9= a8 gufd W 9= perare fohw a1 @lie H{ed & v fashar & #R
(FEUNTAFR) & gRR W T $ TS|

21. 9ceT 9ATH osad (Lease vs. License)
* Case Law (d1g): Associated Hotels of India Ltd. V. R.N. Kapoor, AIR 1959 SC 1262

* Principle (Rigerid): This is a seminal case for distinguishing between a lease and a
license. The key test is whether the agreement creates an interest in the property (lease) or
merely a personal privilege (license).

« &y a4
+ dIg: THITAUSS giced 3% 3f3ar fafAes s« 3 us. &9, AIR 1959 SC 1262

+ Tcuic: I8 Jee AR sdd & @ IR e & U v Hifers AFaT &1 g wleor
g § & Far gasilar gufa & v R (Ycer) S91ar & I1 oo U Sgiaderd faRwieR
(eTsEa) |

22. Hg-EAIfATIT arT 3aXoT (Transfer by Co-owners) — 9RT 44




* Case Law (d1g): Ashok Kumar Singh v. Shiv Das Singh, AIR 1997 Pat 285

* Principle (ﬁa’fﬁ?r): Explains the rights of a transferee from a co-owner, particularly
regarding the right to joint possession and partition.

*x f&ar #:

+ dTe: 3Meh AN e o g g &g, AIR 1997 Pat 285

+ TRy Hg-Farel & AR & HRSRT H sarear axdr g, AT T § @gFad Feat 3N
et & 3R F dawr H)

23. HRAET U HT IAaROT (Transfer of Onerous Property) — 9IRT 40
* Case Law (drc): Tukaram v. Atmaram, AIR 1939 Nag 218

* Principle (Rigurd): This case, though old, helps in understanding the concept of an
obligation annexed to ownership, which is enforceable against a transferee with notice.

*x fgar &

* diG: JPNIH FellH HTCHARTH, AIR 1939 Nag 218

+ Teeid: Ig AT, geifh WAl ¢, TMfAca & ST Teh STEAAT Sl IAUROM H THSTA
# Heg AT §, S Gl & A1Y AR & @eh o6 i A9 ¢

24. Sdl edRT e &1 A (Redemption of Mortgage by Purchaser) - IRT 59A, 60
* Case Law (d1g): Narayan Rao v. Basavaraj, AIR 1989 Kar 174

* Principle (ﬁ'q’fﬁ?r): Discusses the right of a purchaser of a mortgaged property to
redeem the mortgage.

* T&er #:
¥ dlG. aRIIUT 9 §o1H dg3a0al, AIR 1989 Kar 174
+ Tdcuid: U dus GUd & shal & S I HoAW & HURR W =@l L gl
25. fAafga &a &1 afAfRaddar (Uncertainty of Vested Interest) — €T 19

* Case Law (d1g): Rajesh Kanta Roy v. Shanti Debi, AIR 1957 SC 117



* Principle (Riggid): This case reiterates that if the vesting of an interest is postponed, it is
contingent, but if the vesting is immediate and only enjoyment is postponed, it is vested.

+ T o
* dIg: TN Hidr T g7 2nifa ¢, AIR 1957 SC 117

+ Tcyid: Ig AT aedr ¢ & afe ey fRd &1 @fed gen ¥ufia §, af ag gada
g, ofehet IS fAfRT &1 dchrar & 3R Fhaer 3uster Tfdg g, aF ag Afga 8l

Ig AT TPA HEcdqUT Tgof3il I shal Xl & IR =a1R¥s qdemsit & fov 3o darr &
gl 3TN G| g AE B Hfd arist 3R Rewidl & @ IS @ AT FA
Hecaqul g

Afaa & @1 =¥ a3t & fow gufa 3T 3M™f@Ts (Transfer of Property Act, TPA) &
25 AT Aol AT FT I Tt gaemdr (Diglot) IwT # & IS &1 Fg FAT 3o fafFes
HIUROMIT R A HIE 3N 3T ~GATeAl & Ageaqol A0 & FASH & Hge |

Fafd 3feRor fRafaad (Transfer of Property Act, TPA) & 25 Hgcaqul 31aroft #ATH (Leading

Cases)
1. 3/ae "@UR (Immovable Property) — 9RT 3
* Case Law (d1g): Shanta Baiv. State of Bombay, AIR 1958 SC 532

* Principle (Rgyid): I8 ATHT “@3 92" (standing timber) 3 3/l dufd 6 qR#ATST i
TISE FIAT & AR F el fF IiE U8 &)Y Jhal & [T &ler Je g, ar 98 I 99id g,
dfheT Ife 3T 39T SATAT & AT SHHT Bl ol §, ol Ig 3T TURT &

x f&er #:

* dIg; T 91 §e1F diFa T, AIR 1958 SC 532

+ Ricuia: ag AdAer ‘@3 93” 3R 3aa F9RT T IRATYT HT TASC AT &l AT o
Fel f6 afe I3 o s & AT Frer 6T &, dF 98 I UM §, olfhed I ST 39T ST &
qT SHHT Hel ol &, o Ig 3Tl TIR gl

* Case Law (d1g): Ananda Behera v. State of Orissa, AIR 1956 SC 17



* Principle (FAg@Td): #ASell Yehgel &l TSR AT ${fA F o1 IIed el ol TSR 31aoT
U AT STl § Fifh I§ A @ ST Uh o &

* T #:

* dIe; 37Teie 983 S 3819 U, AIR 1956 SC 17

+ TQena: AT dshsa T AMARR AT A A 87 Uit i &l SR el FUfd AT
ST § i Tg o § 3T Th 1 g

2. T AdARA RAT ST T § (What may be transferred) — 9RT 6
* Case Law (a1g): Official Assignee, Madras v. Sampath Naidu, AIR 1933 Mad. 795

* Principle (Fguid): Spes Successionis (FTRIRHR &I AT HHIGAT) T 8l ¢ 3T 38
3aRa JET R ST ehar| AT FIS 3ATHRT FUR Ied ) & Ugd 39 g4 aar &, ar
U& AT M|

* T&er #:

+ dTe: USRI 3rTSel, A §ol1d HIA =193, AIR 1933 Mad. 795

+ f@guid: Spes Successionis (FTURR I AT FATG) T Bl & 3R 3@ HART &
AT ST FerdT| IE HIS 3TTARRT U It T T Ugel 3T §8F HIdl §, o 86 JAT
gram|

3. ITHITd F G el arell A (Condition restraining alienation) —&RT 10

* Case Law (aTg): Rosher v. Rosher, (1884) 26 Ch.D. 801 (3{3sil HTHT, olfehe] HRAT hlsfe
R A1)

* Principle (figuid): ag ArAem quT ufdswr (absolute restraint) &1 e BN &ar gl Ifg
HIS AT AR F Fufy & R off AAd W ST T vy § 1 38 Fd @ARTT afFa #i
& 99 & T areg X §, o 98 YT giar ol

x f&ar &

+ dIg: MR F=I1H UM, (1884) 26 Ch.D. 801



+ Tguid: Ig Ader T gfdey &I e aiffd axar 1 afg F15 a4 AR & §aRy &
fRdT o FFd W JTa & Ahdr § 1 37 R ARTd afFd F1 & d9a & v a1eg = g,
dl g = B &

* Case Law (d1g): Muhammad Raza v. Abbas Bandi Bibi, AIR 1932 PC 158

* Principle (ffetrid): & 31 gfdstr (partial restraint) 3% g1 &hd g, S8 fh aRaR &
e R &1 gufa s W gfaey|

* feer #:
+ dTe: HFAS TSl S=1H 3isamd §cr e, AIR 1932 PC 158
- Rigia: o HiRE sfasy du & @wd & SR 5 RaR & ae Rl @ Fafy do W
EIcER]
4. AIRFAAT & Ta%cy f9¥H (Rule Against Perpetuity) - &RT 14
* Case Law (d1¢): Ram Baran Prasad v. Ram Mohit Hazra, AIR 1967 SC 744

* Principle (Figwid): 38 ATH o Areaddr & faeey faa & art 3R 3¢aea &1 wose o,
St et o & 77 e gufy @ sfafRaa war & fav sies ¥ Asar 2

* dIg: TH A JIIE 917 TH Afga gorT, AIR 1967 SC 744

« facyia: 38 AFA & meaddr & fa%ey A & g 3R 3¢y #t Tuse fhar, S
&gl 1 5 g fagw gufa & AfARad Fe & T s & Qe 2

5. fafga fga 3R @afda BT (Vested and Contingent Interest) —&RT 19 3iX 21
* Case Law (d1g): Lachman v. Baldeo, AIR 1935 All 556

* Principle (Regrid): @fed & T 3cqe1 glaT ¢ Sidfeh FATAT 8 Teh AR™d Team &
fed 8 W R aear &

* fger #:

x dig: IodHd dodTH delad, AIR 1935 All 556



+ Reena: ARd T i 3cueat giar § Sidih AT BT Ueh RARET wear & gfed g
R AR Far gl

6. faTae &1 fagia (Doctrine of Election) - RT 35

* Case Law (d1g): Mohori Bibee v. Dharmodas Ghose, (1903) 30 Cal 539 (Jg ATHAT ARAT
Hfder sfafaes & dgd ‘minor’ & eyl W 8, Afdhel Talia & fAeyid & dedt & Jafas g)l

* Principle (fiedrid): Iara & feuid &, v afdd @ wh & fowd & dga oner 3R asr
gl A TSR AT IRAHR FLAT 8T &l

* Tgdr
+ gIg: Ay A& garA gAfe 9w, (1903) 30 Cal 539

+ Tcuid: gorg & euid &, T hidd & T &1 fo@d & dgd o AR aisT et

TARR AT IFENHN FAT gl &l

7. GRIATA EIHYT SanT 37ROT (Transfer by Ostensible Owner) - 9RT 41
* Case Law (d1g): Ramcoomar Koondoo v. Macqueen, (1872) 11 BLR 46

* Principle (Riggid): I8 &RT 41 & fav vs 3ol #Aever &, 5w war mr § & afy
aredfae FTfe et @1 el Fuf &7 geIAe Tl Sofe dr Al Sar § 3R e et
HeHaqas 3R 3T Fraue & @ T e &, dl W7 HaRoT 9y gier gl

x f&dr &

+ dlc: AHAPAR S Fol1d HAherdle, (1872) 11 BLR 46

+ Ricuia: a8 ev1 41 & T v 3ol AAer §, TEH &gt = ¢ 6 afg areafas
ATfos frel 1 el HOf &7 geIAE T Sefe @ 3epAfT T § 3R e gaT desagas
3R 3RT AUt & wrr g @dear §, dF TEr 3ieRor dU g

8. ar?qeqy‘r a1 el ¥ HROT (Transfer by Unauthorized Person Who Subsequently Acquires
Interest) — YT 43

* Case Law (d1g): Jumma Masjid, Mercara v. Kodimaniandra Deviah, AIR 1962 SC 847



* Principle (Rie@id): Jg 9RT 43 (“RIfSTT & A a1 TEder’) & ey & faegd fagelsor
AT &, STeT AUl &l dg H IR ITed gled 9 30T I g A1 gl

+ TR
+ dTe: SFAT AfPSTE, AHU S HfSAG dazar, AIR 1962 SC 847
+ foquia: 95 °RT 43 (‘AT T Iic T TENE) & Riguid FT Regd Redor v §,
STET 3cRUTehd! &1 a6 # Fufd 9rod gled 9% 30T 39 g e gl
9. difsa arg &1 Rewid (Doctrine of Lis Pendens) — 9RT 52

* Case Law (aT€): Bellamy v. Sabine, (1857) 1 De G & J 566 (37315l HIHeIT, $IRd # o))

* Principle (Rietrid): g fcuid wanfd #dr § & Hoed & alie e gufa w18 aar
HPR UTedT G AT ST Fehell § ST Hehed & IROMH &I Ferriad S|

* f&er

*x aIG: SoldT S e, (1857) 1 De G & J 566

+ Tocuia: I8 Fcuid Tfd Xar § & Hohed & aRIeT frd |ufa X g 7 fsr
uTe SET fohar ST vl § ST Hehed & IRUMHA &l F81fdd |

* Case Law (d1g): Faiyaz Husain Khan v. Prag Narain, (1907) 34 1A 102

* Principle (Fggia): Bt sE3ffe & 4R 52 & #Aged &1 TOs¢ fohar & arg & el fore ot
HROT e g 8, dfewh I a6 & 3ifad &okr @ a¢ g1 g1

x f&er #:

» are: $hars g{-\lo-l T FTH 99T ARTI0T, (1907) 34 1A 102

+ Ricuia: By FE3f8a a 9RT 52 & Aged &I TIsC haT foF a1 & R T 7T 3iavor
YT LT B, o 9 dlg & Afad HoT & ¢ g1 &

10. Fuequl 30T (Fraudulent Transfer) - RT 53
* Case Law (d1g): Musahar Sahu v. Lala Hakim Lal, (1915) 43 1A 104

* Principle (RAguid): Jg ATHT Fucqol 3ol & 3auron 3K 3¢ &g aa &I el &l
TISC HAT &



« f&dr a
+ dIg: FAHGR AE SATH Tl ghIA ofel, (1915) 43 1A 104

+ TACHI: Tg ATHAT HUcqUT AU HT IJGUROT 3N 3¢ Teg HIA I Adl P TISC HIAT
gl

11. #ET-9TelsT &1 fAgyid (Doctrine of Part Performance) — 9RT 53A
* Case Law (d1c): Mohan Lalv. Mirza Abdul Ghaffar, AIR 1996 SC 334

* Principle (Rgeid): 9T 53A T @l (shield) & §7 # FHF adl g, dodR (sword) & & #H
o1, AR TE 3ol HASIA & T8 Feall Ut el ATl SATFd I Se@oll & 4T &

x f&er #:

+ TG Higel ool e RS 3rsgel TFHR, AIR 1996 SC 334

« Rgyid: Rt 53ATH o F T FH FF A ¢, dTIAR & §9 F 78, 3R a5 39N
AT & dgd Feall Ut el dlel SIiod T Se@ell I I g

* Case Law (d1g): Shrimant Shamrao Suryavanshi v. Pralhad Bhairoba Suryavanshi, AIR
2002 SC 960

* Principle (Rigeid): 30 A & URT 53A % 3dea & AT 3aegs odt & g, fSas
fofaa gwsitar 3R et &1 37aRor i@ gl

« & #
+ arg: AAT AR GIAM TAH GEelg Hwar FAaeM, AIR 2002 SC 960

+ fAeeia: 30 A & URT 53A S 3MAesT & fov 3Maeas ordt & aewrn, S fafaa
AT 3T Feat &1 3ROT AR B

12. [a%T (Sale) - URT 54

* Case Law (d1g): Smt. Indira Kaur v. Jaiprakash Narayan, AIR 1989 SC 665

* Principle (Retrid): fasa & faU AT T $aTdre AT $eTaTel &l aral HEed gl
« &y a4



* are: A SRR PR T FTIWHTLT ARTIOT, AIR 1989 SC 665

+ TAeernd: fasha & AT Hrad 1 ST AT I I dTer ITaRTH |
13. % (Mortgage) — TRT 58
* Case Law (d1g): Chunchun Jha v. Ebadat Ali, AIR 1954 SC 34

* Principle (Fgyid): I8 AT dad 9% ganT gu& (mortgage by conditional sale) 3R
mﬁ?%méwmﬁwm%sﬂmwmaﬁ?%u@mwﬁmm
gl

* f&er #:

+ dlG: YoTdel ST SeA1H Seled 37ell, AIR 1954 SC 34

+ Tgyid: I A T 0T gan sus 3R aedfas fa%a & fi9 R & TS
AT ¢, $0 I W AR & gC 6 I8 3¢ W R avar B

14. #ArgeT &7 ISR (Right of Redemption) — ¢TRT 60

* Case Law (aTg): Noakes & Co. Ltd. V. Rice, [1902] AC 24 (3731l #AHT, HRd H &9 - “Teh
IR T4, gHAT TUF")

* Principle (FRguid): #Arael & HfUHR 9T Hig o1 gfdser (clog on redemption) = BT &
*x T&er #:
*x dIG; olFd TS &hu«l Tolfdes a1 184, [1902] AC 24
+ fcuia: A & 3RER W A i 9fdsw (clog on redemption) YT &1 &
* Case Law (d1g): Seth Ganga Dhar v. Shankar Lal, AIR 1958 SC 770

* Principle (Rae@id): WA HIC o A & HHR A “9la7” (sacred) JWSR & & H AL
3R 3@ W oENT av gfaeEt #r AT SEE|

x f&er #:

* dIg; ¥S IFMER dATH AHT oA, AIR 1958 SC 770




+ facyia: 3Tadd =aeT A Al & AUER & “9fa7” JRFER & 7 7 AT AR 36
W SENT 90 el & AT S|

15. 9ca18«1 (Subrogation) — 9RT 92
* Case Law (d1g): Ganeshi Lalv. Charan Singh, AIR 1930 All 468

* Principle (Rigrd): I8 ATHT Ycardl & fAcuid 3R 38 Qffe YRl &I TS T g,

AT Flefell R IR G@RT JATHA |

x f&ar &

» arg: rorely oo s ToT @8, AIR 1930 All 468

+ Rcuia: ag ArAT garas & fcurd 3R 38 [Affice gRT &I Tase Har &, 3

FIfel 3N R GART T |

16. AT (Charges) - 4arT 100
* Case Law (d1g): Rajender Singh v. Santa Singh, AIR 1973 SC 2537

* Principle (Rgeid): #IR 3R dus & g 3R @ Tose fohar 9=, A9 §9 & i@ dofieior
3R AfeT 1 g9y g1

+ fEr o
» e Toig Qg S iar &g, AIR 1973 SC 2537

+ feyia: aR 3R sus & T IR A Tose har 13, [T &7 F F@r gefior AR
Afew F1 Ty Bl

17. 9¢¢ (Leases) - 4RT 105
* Case Law (d1g): V. Dhanapal Chettiar v. Yesodai Ammal, AIR 1979 SC 1745

* Principle (Ragurd): fmar faz=or sifafaaA (Rent Control Acts) & dgd dg@ell & HTHAT H
TPAST &RT 106 & TEd FANCH I HTaRTehdT oAl B, it [IAT Hiefsl FeTT glelm &

x f&ar &

x TIG: dY. YA JefcaR 9 JAIGS 31FAd, AIR 1979 SC 1745



+ gy frtar fagaor sffagd & dga dg@el & AHGT A& TPAET 9RT 106 & dgd
AfeH $r HERIHAT e gId, Fifh TIAT Flofed THTET gl 2

18. UeeeR 3R geewhdr & AeR 3R gffca (Rights and Liabilities of Lessor and Lessee) —
gRT 108

* Case Law (arg): M/S K.B. Saha And Sons Pvt. Ltd. V. M/S Development Consultant Ltd.,
(2008) 8 SCC 564

* Principle (Fetrid): Ig #ATHT URT 108(0) & d8d YeeaR & arfdical 3R 3dsfiepa geer
faer@t fr TAFHRAr 9 Jehrer STeldT gl

x f&dr &

x dIG: TH/TH &1, AIgT US Y wisde faffics 9 TH/TH 3aa9Hc dece [afAcs,
(2008) 8 SCC 564

+ TCHId: Ig AT 4RT 108(0) % T8 YeeaR & alfdical 3R 37dsiihd yeer faei@l #r
TIRRIAT 9T JehTel STeldT gl

19. e &1 9JadT=T (Determination of Lease) — &IRT 111
* Case Law (a1g): Delhi Motor Company v. U.A. Basrurkar, AIR 1968 SC 794

* Principle (fAgeid): ag A qe & wdadre & faffiess aliel 3R @&ftd &g & o
oY I =T AT gl

« &y a1
+ dlg;: fgeel Al sl =1 .U ST, AIR 1968 SC 794

+ fcura: I8 AFe 9e & wWade & (e aliet 3R FafRaT Sl & & d@eer
SITEAT T ¢

20. fafa# T (Exchange) - &_T 118

* Case Law (d1g): State of Madras v. Gannon Dunkerley & Co. (Madras) Ltd., AIR 1958 SC
560

* Principle (Rigerid): Ieafa Ig @Y TPAW &1 o1, Ig #AHen fawd 3R Rdfaag & fa &
IR & TS F H GrAEE §, AT § § ‘GG A IFAURT F Hed A



« f&dr a
*x dG: AT Usd dATH AT Shiel US Hhuar (AgE) feifAes, AIR 1958 SC 560

+ fcura: I a5 @ TPAW 7§ U1, I§ AHe &Ghd 3R e & & & 3w #
TISC et 7 g g, [ ®9 @ ‘avg & 3@uRen & west H|

21. a1 (Gifts) —9RT 122
* Case Law (d1g): Kartariv. Kewal Krishan, AIR 2005 P&H 1

* Principle (Rag@id): g &1 dUar & v gefadr & feos 3iaor AR e & &afa
TS gl A U & gl & ToIv Gofieor Afard gl

x f&er #:

* dle: FIAN SATH Hael 0T, AIR 2005 P&H 1

+ Tcuid: g &1 YT & AU grefehd T Fafeod IFeRoT 3R gl 1 F&pid maegs
g1 3/ §ufT & gl & v gefieter Afaary B

* Case Law (d1g): Narayani Amma v. Bhaskaran Pillai, AIR 2006 SC 2125

* Principle (Rigid): I8 ATHAT g & Uoliaul & HAged 3R Golior & a1 g d@ufd &
alel hr deraT @ TUSE AT B

*x T&er #:

x aTG: ARTION 3FAT T HEaT Uears, AIR 2006 SC 2125

+ THCETA: T§ ATHCT ST & YSintoT & Hged 3R GSlleoT & fdelr 3rerel U & &l &l
JYdT T TIT T &

22. e[S &9 HT HROT (Transfer of Actionable Claims) — &RT 130
* Case Law (d1g): Sunrise Fragrances v. R.C. Thapliyal, AIR 2012 SC 2673
* Principle (Re@id): 3e]disd &1d i TR 3R $Hb IFeROT & foIv T Ad|
x f&r #:

x dTG: HeRISol haRAST §elTd IR argferard, AIR 2012 SC 2673



+ TCHId: 3T a1a 1 HTUROT 3R $Hb HeROT & AT gy |
23. §treh & qaItasT (Priority of Mortgages) — &IRT 48

* Case Law (a1c): Durga Prasad v. Deep Chand, AIR 1954 SC 75

* Principle (fieurid): afg ve & dufd W &3 duw €, af ggen dolighd dusd TraffAsdr w@dr
gl

* f&er #:

+ @Ig: Il JHIG =1d &9 Te, AIR 1954 SC 75

+ Tlcuia: I o & §ufd W &S aush g, dl Ygell Uolihd Steh FrAfASdr 1@ &
24. fs=r ufawer & Ra &1 @@ (Suspension of interest without consideration) — &IRT 15
* Case Law (d1g): Girijesh Dutta v. Data Din, AIR 1934 Oudh 35

* Principle (Raetid): I8 AT 3o IR & Tfd § el a1 3iaRor 31der et &
HROT Y 8 AT gl

. R

* d1g: TSI & §e1A ST &)+, AIR 1934 Oudh 35

+ Theyia: I8 AT 30 aRTEUTaE & Faftra § Siel fed &0 3aTor 37 erdt & HRoT
YT @l ST Bl
25. st 3R fashar & 3R 3R a1f@ca (Rights and liabilities of buyer and seller) — &IRT 55

* Case Law (a1g): Kaliperumalv. Rajagopal, AIR 1967 Mad 134

* Principle (RigHid): Tashdl &1 eIl &l daed (duty of disclosure) 3R hdTl &T draymsir
SRdel & Hded (duty of care) W TdT Fr TS|

« &y a1
* dIe; PIISHS S TanareT, AIR 1967 Mad 134

+ Fcuia: faghdr &I YReIT & Hded R Shdl & AU sRdel H Faed I T &
TS|






