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HIAYTT uH

“IRT H HhTT Wet e h 91¢ 3R HehTd Hlferh [RetRél fuifSie dte @ 391 o ¢ dt foRiEieR & g &l 9
AT UM 8, 3R feuifore & #=am el W Srared! = &1 el 82"

af Her= Atfoies fhrAER) 6 wwTfea & aTe JRer ST
(RaaiRRé fuifSie) dte™ @ 741 R 2 a1 991 el
e, df fRRMEER & UTT o1 ShTHT SUTT IUT 82

qIIiar

VR I & Igd, AT Wlell e & a1G Jfe AR Afeleh GReT ST (Security Deposit) e & #741
T &, df fheR & U Wda %0 € & gepedn (Civil Suit) ar foamar =rmanfdezor (Rent Tribunal) &
THET I T JehGHT GRR ch T Shi-HT UM & (H.S. Bedi v. National Highway Authority of India
(2016)) | AT RIgid & AR, fhAER TREAT STHT 7 e & TR R Ufy T el g1 Ach TehdT 3R
QYT e R 98 ffaRaa srafdy & fomrg & forg I<=erdt i (M/S Ansal Housing And Construction Ltd
v. Mrs Hardarshan Kaur (2025))| gieiifch, afe ofisT Ste & we & & ag 21 g1 foh gref smr i arawdt sik
heaT TIUAT "ORWRe a1 (Reciprocal Promises) &, df foRideR Rivg fem deh shestl 99T e+ &1 §ahaR
& 3R ag fomTg & forg A=t gl g (Mahendra Kaur Arora v. Rent Appellate Tribunal (2012))]
59 Sifafed, fam foreht arafaes Joram ar smuR & TReM STHT & AT sheld i Srarerd 'SrfRd Tad
(Unjust Enrichment) 3R g8Tetes AT 8, o iR =sarer afgd Rehg @t smeer f&an sirar & (Cauvery Coffee
Traders v. New Mangalore Port Trust (2024))]

wamfia gaed sRfadt adtaan frofa

10 4 2025

9 I HITY - 1 gated arTerd High Court of Delhi
Rrag-gf
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1. gifafde uraea™ 5
111, afdd geheH 7
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gf awE arfas fAderd & garfa & arg grar 54T (.. I - fawga RAsdwo

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 TS T IUTT R ool HIUA o1 wufies el

fRIRIER el Ref STHT aTuy A fAe IR W ©U d Gl Sl JenaHT GRIR AT A1gY; I8 FREI STHT Ach ST o YR
TR UfRER TR ahegll 1Y & ol gehaR gl 8, U7 g I 3afd & T & foiy Sorerft g, M/S Ansal Housing
And Construction Ltd v. Mrs Hardarshan Kaur (2025) |

02 URWR are (Reciprocal Promises) &t Tateadr

gfe THElid (Lease Agreement) <l QIdl # TUE U § Tg HAT =it g1 foh GR&T ST &t aruet ehestl iU &Y ge-2rd
g, dt YRA ey SAfAFaH 6t gRT 52 & d8d I8 URTIRES aTal 9 SI1dT 8| Ut T & fomider gRem S e a&
famT foReran feq shestt SMTQ @ TahdT 8, Mahendra Kaur Arora v. Rent Appellate Tribunal (2012) |

03 ESTcHeh 3R HTHTI chetc! chl STderdT

YRET STAT § FAMT & AT a1 held! Srae ifafaaw &t a1 73 3R 74 & d8d dhad a+ft Werd g S ardfaen
I Grferd fohar Sq | fo fohet anfara geram & WY ST ahdid! hl STaTeld SIaienR et 8, Mangla
International Pvt. Ltd. v. Next Media Works Ltd. (2023) 1

04 Igfad HadH (Unjust Enrichment) 3R &a1s1 a7 S1fdehR

et Bt fIST SIS | TS ol ohis TIE Firet A g, fhe ot afe Fenr w1feren o foneht 3 sRUT o FREMT ST ot AehdT &,
a1 38 'ergfd dade AT SITg SfR foRrdeR &3 i srafd & fog saTst Ut @t §aR 81, Cauvery Coffee Traders
v. New Mangalore Port Trust (2024) 1

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g frar

gaf= Aty qareg g = e fhar g foh foeRt faare! # foRie & 9art ofR de@et & gafda
3wt sttt fdhaTit ot fr—ra fFrisTor st & TRt G & dgd FiueTaT ST ARy, 7 f Fee
&1 9, Manik Lal Majumdar v. Gouranga Chandra Dey (2005) |
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S= AT A fReeht Iea raTery ¥ GHAG: fRREER & s ST ST & Rigid &l aexrar € 6
ﬁ::;qNEMENTS) HAIGR i Uget hegll TITAT A1RY SR o g & forg gehedT sheem @1fdy, H.S. Bedi v.

National Highway Authority of India (2016) | 38 fOUid, ISR I=d T 3 AT
o ST Srder &t T WE w8 Rthg oY dhest AU 6T gd-2red ST 8, at foTaeR a1 et
eh @1 O aXE 9 39 § SR 39 Gt ot his foherdT &g =@l 817, Mahendra Kaur Arora
V. Rent Appellate Tribunal (2012) |

g1 &1 fawr g1 o thadl sig Cauvery Coffee Traders v. New Mangalore Port Trust (2024) &
Thiceh I YRITeTd = I ohi [RIAGR o Y& H g6 ohed gy T foha foh Henr Atferes gRI
10 3N ek GR&T STHT AchT STIAYUT § 3R SHETeTd = 9% Ufdl Iy hl & T ESTcHeh STST & ahl
e fea
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afy Amm Aifdd Buderd & garfe & arg gram a7 (... II - wgifaf@s graaE

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 34, CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, 1908 — INTEREST

g YRT ATATTA! i fSeht &t 78 Het A UR aTe SR et § ciehx f&eht <hl fafd den 3fad @ W =ameT 3R I8 a8 iram g
Teh JAfARdH 6% Ufd Ty i & F =aTsT 3 I fARR AT 31

"Where and in so far as a decree is for the payment of money, the Court may, in the decree, order
interest at such rate as the Court deems reasonable to be paid on the principal sum adjudged, from
the date of the suit to the date of the decree, in addition to any interest adjudged on such principal
sum for any period prior to the institution of the suit, with further interest at such rate not
exceeding six per cent. per annum as the Court deems reasonable on such principal sum, from the
date of the decree to the date of payment, or to such earlier date as the Court thinks fit." 3gd: Tata
Finance Ltd. v. P.S. Mangla & Ors.

SECTION 35, CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, 1908 — COSTS

I YR UaH S & foh Tt genedl & @t (costs) &1 fHaRur =marer & fader W R s, S e a8 0 & &1 0
31fR ¢ fob & @< fopaah gRT 8fR fehg Tt qes e st

"Subject to such conditions and limitations as may be prescribed, and to the provisions of any law
for the time being in force, the costs of and incident to all suits shall be in the discretion of the
Court, and the Court shall have full power to determine by whom or out of what property and to
what extent such costs are to be paid, and to give all necessary directions for the purposes

aforesaid."” 3Igd: Tata Finance Ltd. v. P.S. Mangla & Ors.

SECTION 74, INDIAN CONTRACT ACT, 1872 — COMPENSATION FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT WHERE PENALTY
STIPULATED FOR

g URT UTaeT el & foh ST foRdl} e ot Sowiad gidT & SR Siae # Sowigd & forg onig fafre afy a1 ST (penalty)
fRuifa giar &, at ffea uer arafde Jaam arfad Ry fom oft IR gamast & geher glar 8, St ufRa afr @ sifdres =&t

Rul

"When a contract has been broken, if a sum is named in the contract as the amount to be paid in
case of such breach, or if the contract contains any other stipulation by way of penalty, the party
complaining of the breach is entitled, whether or not actual damage or loss is proved to have been
caused thereby, to receive from the party who has broken the contract reasonable compensation
not exceeding the amount so named or, as the case may be, the penalty stipulated for." 3gd: 39

ferare # e Igd et wifehT srgier faseivor & greifires|
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SECTION 52, INDIAN CONTRACT ACT, 1872 — ORDER OF PERFORMANCE OF RECIPROCAL PROMISES

g YRT WE Sl & foh urTaRas arel (reciprocal promises) @t sigey & aifka svm & grr foman sim anfey, ik afe &g
e FafRa 781 8, oY 39 om & g1 ok ST anfRy it a1 Y uepfa & forg smasaes &t

"Where the order in which reciprocal promises are to be performed is expressly fixed by the
contract, they shall be performed in that order; and where the order is not expressly fixed by the
contract, they shall be performed in that order which the nature of the transaction requires." 3gd:

Mahendra Kaur Arora v. Rent Appellate Tribunal
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rrr. dd ﬁih?{fr 10 qah - wwel
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M/S Ansal Housing And Construction Ltd
v. Mrs Hardarshan Kaur
DLHC010607602023

Mahendra Kaur Arora v. Rent Appellate
Tribunal
RJHC020422732009

Arvind Kaur Narula v. Hanmer MSL

Communications Pvt Ltd
DLHCO011333532013

H.S. Bediv. National Highway Authority
of India
DLHC011316922010

Mangla International Pvt. Ltd. v. Next
Media Works Ltd.
HCBM020260232008

Manik Lal Majumdar v. Gouranga

Chandra Dey
ESCR010000362005

Tata Finance Ltd. v. P.S. Mangla & Ors.
DLHC010151392004

P.S. Verma v. Hindustan Coca Cola
Beverages Pvt. Ltd.
DLHC011654972010

Cauvery Coffee Traders v. New Mangalore
Port Trust
KAHC010124902021

Jaspal Singh Chandhok v. Sri Gobin Chand
Seal
WBCHC00037752021
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III - uffa gwed

g Pfg
RET ST 7 e TR fhRTAeR Hest T8 Ak
YepdT, =T fopRraT 3 ghm|

Tfe urEaRes are i ord g, t Rhs 19 deh et
et TR o= & 781 g

Rthg o1 faif@a smsyrae 39 & o1g Jen Arfersh
ST heldl gl R ehdT

fRRIIGR @l ShesTT @Tefl AT BT, JhAT
ST GRET ST § AT 8 ek &1

forT areafaes Jeram anfaa foRg Renm ST @
AT &R AT ageT 91dy g

fonran fgsror ardier & srepra fRy STHT e hr
ufehamTa Srrageharstt e fasawor

o &Y Tt R s & THriST 3R
RET SHT TR 1St ol Ao

& T st HIA TR AR Hifereh GR&T SHT I
FepraT fRraT THNTSIT e JehdT 21

for foneft aftfircr & gRem St Aeper S dad=
g, IS99 R =are 3 ghml

AT STaTeld! 3 SR &5 SR fRIeRt S
! AT F=A et FAS LA 8
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IvV.

01

02

ﬂﬂw‘d‘ﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬂ?ﬂ P —

M/S Ansal Housing And Construction Ltd v. Mrs Hardarshan Kaur
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025-07-15 - RFA(COMM)/33/2024

g AT Gh commercial lease faarg @ d&frd & STt ufaardt (tenant) = T9a TR URER T destl (possession) aTad e #
fatherar & forg foRerg ofk gamast & A R Simufxy Siars ot arét (landlord) @t &rar o1 fos ufdard 3 ot T e & JTasg
URER T eheaTT gl TiuT 3R URIR &g w@1| ufaardt 3 ah o fop 3a= uRer @reft &R fear o7 ok ard) = 38 & T 77 o= f&am
fAraett srererd = ufaard & grat ot @RS R f&ar ofiR ur for arafaes «ifae dheet a9 dep T8l WU 74T AT ST <k b S1eTeld &
ST TR 20.01.2021 T ¥41 &1 foham am| gRummReRey, Srarerd = arél & uer # fherg el srenman I 3R =11 o forg thaelt gAm|

frofa  feel! IeT ITATerg A T foma foh foReR 39 SMUR WR U ol ahestT @1 Aeh Hehd foh HepT Afereh = ITehT GRat
STAT T8l SlteTaT &1 =TTer = 71T foh GRem ST Y ageht & fog fheieR & U Tadd S SURT 8, Afche dhest 91T 3@ 1R
I sl HIU= Gl IRRE dch T foherar &1 & g

“Now the question arises whether the tenant could have retained the possession of the premises without
paying the rent thereof on account of non-refund of security amount by the plaintiff. The answer is
emphatic ‘no’. The tenant has an independent remedy to recover the security but in no way can retain
the possession of the premises on the plea that until and unless security is refunded, possession will not
be handed over. Such a possession by the tenant is a possession for which he has to pay the rent as the
premises could not have been put RFA (COMM) 33/2024 Page 19 of 26 in use by the landlord nor have
been let out by the plaintiff. No tenant can take the defence that he is entitled to retain the possession of
the premises unless security amount is refunded to him. When there is an independent remedy to

recover this amount, the retention of possession cannot be justified.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025 Ha DLHC010607602023

Mahendra Kaur Arora v. Rent Appellate Tribunal
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2012-01-09 - CW/8464/2009

Ig HIHAT HehT= Hiferdh 7R fRUER (HDFC Bank) o st gRef ST M (security deposit) aras & 3R fherg o oirar
e I faare @ Haifda g1 fomIgeR = it IHeiid & STUR THY ¥ Uget oftel THTW et ol AlTed e, Afdhe Henr Aferas g
GRETT ST A q0 7 et |, FoIGER = aRER @reft et @ SRR o 18T | Fenr A1feras 3 fRv1g <t agett o forg anferent arR &l

Rrofa ISR I AT A AT foh afe +fis T9Eiid # Te &0 8 I <0< g1 foh grem STl aruedt & a1e gt sheett Giar
ST, at VR Sigere ifdfaw Y aRT 52 & dEd I8 Yo TR URRS areT 1 39 AT F, qRem S aruw 7 A dh
foRIITR T eheetT WA 39 § 3R ag fRie & forw SRerdt Tl gl
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03

04

“The parties had clearly agreed that the securi ty deposit was to be refunded in the first instance without
any demur and without any deduction whatsoever following which the landlord was entitled to vacant
possession of the tenanted premises. A plain reading of Section 51 of the Act of 1872 read with Section 52
thereto make it cl ear that when the issue is of the performance of reciprocal promises the order which
has been set out by the parties to the contract for the performance of such reci procal promises shall be
determinative... The tenant-Bank was thus within its contractual right to hold of tenanted property till
the refund of security deposit and was not liable to the payment of any rent over the property following

the expiry of notice...”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2012 |id RJIHC020422732009

Arvind Kaur Narula v. Hanmer MSL Communications Pvt Ltd
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2018-03-12 - RFA/440/2013

Ig ATHET Udh Lease Agreement & dgd STHT &l 718 Security Deposit i araelt @ T&6fa g1 Plaintiff 7 lock-in period T
B & Uge & uReR @relt & & o, [Siees &Rer Defendant 3 STHT 12T aT09 e § SR e AT SfR 9 S1geiy & Secio
AT | ETeAifh, TATAR SR AT Aifedt & fasawor @ uar @rerr fh Defendant & T€ €9 & Security Deposit arad &z
ST e o7 R Lease Agreement & Clause 10 # & 71 'other reasons' ! T TRYWTT & Sidifd 38 wer foa o
Trial Court 7 Plaintiff & get & faufy far, fS2 High Court 7 sReR @11 =IRITerd = 7141 foh Defendant 3 @iede w0 @ S0
fRA I T R TgAfd e i oft 8k 3 i off s s AfY Rig & & fawmar w1

Rrofa AT A AT foh Af& AR Aifeleh TR & ATed O TSR i GR&MT ST arad dhe il fifed smyre &ar 8 ok
TEia & J8d THT T Uga! Wiell et R foheft 3= o ol anfard et & fathet 2@ &, ot a8 aiTe & aifer-34 HiRas &
Ieeta ST TEHT SHTRR YRETT STHT Sl HFHTT Sheld! AT Uk T& Pl §haR 78l &

“The contents quoted above clearly reflect that defendant had agreed to refund all the deposits of the
plaintiff reserving no right to herself under the lease deed nor she had objected on account of non
refunding of deposit because of the lock-in-period... Clause 10 of the lease deed specifically permits either
of the parties to terminate the lease agreement by giving three months notice due to reasons given

therein...”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2018 |d DLHC011333532013

H.S. Bedi v. National Highway Authority of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2016-01-22 -+ RFA/784/2010

Ig HIHET Geh Hen HTfeidh (landlord) SR fR&ER (tenant) & i Tufy @reft et Y ARG SR JRe&T ST AM (security
deposit) T aruht et AR I fAare T Tefda g1 foRmer 2 grar favar 6 3619 30 September 2001 &t Tuft @Teft &= & oft
3R FeR HTfere ot Jia o T o1, Stafcs AerM ATferes & possession a7 & & & 3R faRmdeR wR Fema fomman, gsifr ek
Hufxl et gU Terd T T STRIY 1T S1Ie hic A AT fob foherier 3 Tw R g & off 3k #ep Afeles & possession & #
fatheT 3 & hRUT A a1 Y JrafY & forg foheram UM & gehaR T8 o | IoT IR A TR chle o 39 0TI oht SReRR 3T SR JRat
ST A Y qrodt s smeer
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05

06

frofa AT A fRRIERY &t THIfGT TR GRe ST o Rigidl ! de&iu & uegd fohan| afe foerier uReR ot saeht g fRafa o
o1 cterdT §, df Hehl Hifelch ohT JUTI GREIT STHT § Shalel dIdfdch JehdT hl GHIANSI ST AT Thooll @i o a1& Jehd ™ & folg
HeheHT AT g | Heh[ Hifeldh JehdT Sh SHTUR TR Heoll oI J TR g ehe Fead|

“10.4. Remedy of landlord in the event of non- restoration by the tenant - In the event of non- restoration
of the tenanted premises to their original condition, the remedy of the landlord is to adjust the damages
in the security deposit or sue the tenant for damages after taking over of the possession. 10.5. Landlord
cannot refuse to take over the possession upon determination of lease and offer of possession by the
tenant... 10.8. Remedy of tenant in case of non-refund of security deposit by the landlord- The tenant
cannot refuse to hand over the possession till the security deposit is refunded. In the event of non-refund
of security deposit by the landlord, the remedy of the tenant is to sue the landlord for refund of security

mn

deposit after handing over the possession.

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2016 Hta DLHCO011316922010

Mangla International Pvt. Ltd. v. Next Media Works Ltd.
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2023-05-04 - COMSS/33/2009

Jg AT Ueh 'Leave and Licence Agreement' & dgd URTR @Teft et § &1 7R Fehram A Y ageht & Tafda g1 ardt
(Plaintiffs) = ufaard} (Defendant) & TfRER @reft @eat TR 21,00,000 ufafes & fEama & gamast ik s licence fee &t A7
& ot farare o1 7 feig g o fos afdardt & grem S (security deposit) Ao 7 e e dhestl SHTY @11 Ry 3 uraT &
Y & T GREAT STHT TR Akt T hig IRAT SMMeR el A7 3R ufaars) ot ofkeR w@reft s & 3 & forg «wman mar £1,00,000
ufafé 1 Ieeh 'penalty’ Y Tepfar et o1 Frd afara 76t fomam ST TenT| orct:, =maTerd 7 a1t o a1d ht @RS e Y aTG
dismissed &= f&arl

Profa T39S Sod AT = TIE foRa foh GRE ST i agelt ot ara "fomTq a1 Tseiy S[eeh” <l agett T HehadT o1 6| TR
Srgey SfAfaaw &l arT 73 9k 74 & dgd, afe A Atferen & & oy srafen detaran Yoo (Si9 ufafed 1 @rg 3ud) e
T TATH el 8, dl ATATeTd §9 dd deh SR X 1T ST deh foh aTddieh JehaT T S UHTUT 7 8|

“The policy of law as enshrined in Sections 73 and 74 of the Indian Contract Act, 1872, is that a party who
is entitled to be compensated for the breach of the contract ought to receive a reasonable compensation,
even where a sum is named in the contract, to be payable in the event of breach of contract, if the court

finds that the said amount is in the nature of penalty.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2023 Hid HCBM020260232008

Manik Lal Majumdar v. Gouranga Chandra Dey
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2005-01-12 - 2005 INSC 29

gg "\ Tripura Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1975 & Sidifd foRram 7 genm & SR R Sg@cd & d&fdd gl
&I ST U I8 o1 foh &R Section 13(1) & dgd ORI o Srenmam STHT AT STUTel SRR A & folg Uas Sifaramd <1 (pre-
condition) &1 =amaTera A Aol fear ik "prefer an appeal' @1 372 sdie @1 F9= (memorandum of appeal) a1f&e ST 81
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07

08

2, afp g ufchar o 3w &1 saforg, senma fRg o1 oprar fohg famm srdfier wrger &t ST Tehdht 81 gTetifes, afe foherer srepra st
B! el g, af STdiera UTfAreor GaTs Aeh- a1 foherdaR & Uet # hig SfaRd mesr uiRd 9 A & SifdeR 3&@di gl

frofa  GaTed ATATd = {hrT FRIS0T SIHT o dgd HehlH Alfeidh SR fheriaR o faarel # ordie SRR S & SifAaRT &t
farscteoT foma | <amaTera = A7 foh SrepTaT fohRTaT STHT A1 T STdieT GRIR e & gUT a1eT 181 &, gTelifch STaTeld Siaike Tgd af
Jeht a1 fades 3@t B

“Section 20 of the Act which is a provision for preferring an appeal against the order of the Rent Control
Court does not lay down that payment or deposit of all admitted arrears of rent is a condition precedent
for preferring an appeal... the appellate authority can not only quantify the arrears of rent, but also the

time limit for depositing the same.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2005 Hd ESCRO10000362005

Tata Finance Ltd. v. P.S. Mangla & Ors.
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2011-03-11 - CS(0S)/524/2004

Ig ATHET eh foheTd hl TUfT ot @Tef et SR ITY T[St YRam ST AR (security deposit) &t arawft & H&fdd g1 Tata Finance
Ltd. 3 ford &t Sufr opl @reft snet ar Aifed feam o, At uRer W west 3R 1A & ra™ &t e faare Icaa gam | ufaanfeat
A ufderar (counter claim) R &Xd §Q SR fahvd, IR Yeeh 3R Hufxl &R & WA Y AT I | =rarerg 3 dredt 3k ugl
(lease agreements) & 21l TR AR ard gy feanfed ara et FuerT fawan fofa & qer w0 & frd &t gafe i dear, siferga
AR GRT AT& GRIR et hl &I, TR FehraT A & THTATSH & Hgl U g (seny UerH fohg g &

Rrofa  ATATAT A AT foh 579 foRIEIGR gRT WUy T I@-THe (constructive) ShestT aTad & feT SiraT ¢, o GRe ST iy
2T gl STt g1 afe gerr mfores 3T Af aht Aepar g, A foREER 'gwe@ Tae' (Interest Act) &t &RT 3 SR it (CPC) &t
YRT 34 & dgd TSl U T §haR & | ATl oh d2al § JRETT STAT AT i SehtdT o1y 3R g1 & faveg Temaiford fopar |

“Since the security deposit was lying with the defendants and it became payable on the date constructive
possession was delivered to the defendants, the plaintiff... is entitled to interest on the aforesaid amount
in terms of Section 3 of the Interest Act... In the facts and circumstances of the case, I feel that interest on

security deposit should be awarded at the rate of 6% per annum.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2011 Ha DLHC010151392004

P.S. Verma v. Hindustan Coca Cola Beverages Pvt. Ltd.
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2011-05-24 - RSA/236/2010

g HTHAT Yeh HehI ATfereh 7R foherdar & ffa grerm ST i (Security Deposit) SR fRRma & aenrar @ Taifda fare &1 foerer
3 Fuft @reft A | & Y 3R 2005 Teh ool SHTY @, STdfch AR Hifereh = dehma fhrd &Y Iyt a1 arar fohar| feaett srarerdt
A fRRIER & uer § thaer g o1, wfch feeft I =amarera 3 ura foh srarerdl = Srgeier chl 1al ohl Tetd diich & THET oT| =A1Terd
3 AT R ST qch heaT [ Sk UTH 2T, FehT HTfeich SIehTaT foherd St TR STHT AAfA T THTAISIT e T §haR oT| idd:,
AT = Heh[ Hifeleh &t 3dieT el TehR avd §Y foheriear & ufdare (Counter claim) &t @Tist & f&an 3k #er Aferes & uat
B fechy ik i
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gf awE arfas fAderd & garfa & arg grar 54T (.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa  feet! Iea <ITATerd 3 AT o afe ey &t <1d I gt & o foiaeR & w@reft 7 s 6t fAfS & 7ep Arfores grem
STHT TR ek GehdT 8, 3R AR areda 7 ifde dheet Tium & 23 a1 €, df Hepe Atfeien 39 SifaRed srafdr & sehmm

feRRTY ot Grem STT & FHRISI A & forg st & & siferend 81

“Clause 3 specifically postulates that in the event the lessee does not remove himself from the demised
premises, the lessor shall be entitled to withhold the security deposit until the lessee hands over vacant
possession of the demised premises to the lessor... the tenant not being entitled to recover rent for this

intervening period and the security amount not being liable to be adjusted is a perverse finding.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2011 | DLHC011654972010

oo Cauvery Coffee Traders v. New Mangalore Port Trust
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-06-14 - WP/5839/2021

g HTHET YR ST (security deposit) &t araelt & 38 iR I8 IR F1eT 71 @ H&fdd g1 petitioner 3 10T e a1 afRkER 13
7E, 2010 &l @it & f&aT o1, @fchd respondent = FRefm ST 1LY dte # STafde 3 T SR 7Teld aich & 39 dfed @il
AT = 71T {6 Feift srgey & <arsT o1 hig TE UrayT el o, fhe off 39 & T aes 09t far fonelt sftfaea &6 3k
3ol g 3R $99 respondent &t 3T @4 (unjust enrichment) g1 TRUMHZEEY, =1ATerd 3 respondent &t 9% ufd
ay hl & 9§ =TT & 1 g e

Rrofa  Theiech Sod AT = BfdgTiRies sy e fos afe srgeiy & 3 R =a1sT a1 i T uraem= (penal interest clause)
e oft g1, at oft A ATfores gRT Wreft vt & a1 foRRTAGR ot AT &l I\ dah Ak @ "Igfd daed|' (Unjust
Enrichment) 81 3rarerd A faAT Sitfaiea & ekt 7S GRamm 51 AfA IR 9% Ufd ay ehl &= & =a1eT 3 ot srmee fea

“Although there is no clause stating that the petitioner is entitled to interest on the delayed refund of the
security deposit, this cannot be grounds for denying the petitioner such interest... withholding the
petitioner's money for nearly ten years without any justification and deny interest on the belated

payment of the security deposit... would amount to unjust enrichment at the petitioner's expense.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 Hid KAHC010124902021

10 Jaspal Singh Chandhok v. Sri Gobin Chand Seal
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2024-05-03 - EC/364/2021

g ATHAT Uoh feaTe- shrfaral (execution proceeding) & T&fdd g, STgf judgment-debtor = Tgafd f&h (consent decree)
&Y Tard-1adT at gHte & ot judgment-debtor T ad o fah Ge 73 fRIEERY (tenancy) & goi gai 8, s9faig fAsare sriarg!
AT &1 8Tl gt 37R, decree-holder 7 ad f&a foh g fEsht possession & forg oft ok fod & o1 & gk & wroT fsare
3T | =T 3 ur fk judgment-debtor 7 @t off fEshi @t Y 78T & oft 8k Executing Court fesht & 7t Rigial &
ST Al e TehdlT | Sidd:, =ARATAd = 7T foh Fwa1e ehrfaTel s91g 3@ a1 § 3R judgment-debtor eht 310+ aTal & Hehe i
SrgAfaT T8l & S Fehet |
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gf awE arfas fAderd & garfa & arg grar 54T (.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa Shelehall e TATeTd = HgAld GHSA! 3R segett ufehanati el fasiwor ehd gg w1 foh wRd srgeiy srfafaam &
YIRT 28 & dgd G4 JHSIA [ & STt fenddT Uet ol AT Srareld! a1 Ureifiies fohrma fei=ror shiegAt & dgd 7o iR eht o,
A G Jend &

“From the provisions of above section it has been laid down that any agreement by which any party is
restricted from enforcing his right by legal proceedings in ordinary tribunal or which extinguishes the

right of any party to enforce the same through legal process etc. is void to that extent.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2024 Fd WBCHC00037752021

AT HTOT

g AT Vitark Al gRT 9rasii-er ®9 4 Iuetsy fHofa} 3k Sumiirendt o Usf & SR IR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chaet Ra< IgrdT & fog & 8ik
AT Teng (legal advice) =18t g1 frelt off filing, opinion, a1 correspondence & IUTNT &z & uget A+t case citations, holdings iR
quotations @t g fAUfa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥4 T T fohar ST 12T
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