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“Rd | Aep Hifeleh fohe 2l R foRIAER ol ket end 8, Hufl siarur sifafaam ok Irsa foheran fRaror st
& d8d fohd=T FfeT &A1 S 8, SR STeRA dael! o Rt fohdaR & uTy T JRemm 82"

WRd & Sufwr siaror sifaffay efiv s foherar Rgsor
AT & dgd AR & deael & TR, Aifew &
HTAGRATY R STeR- de@elt & FATH FREMT &1
fasatwor

i

WRA # fhASR ot de@cll & T Sl GR&f UTe 8; STgi |THR I & dgd Aifed hl deh-ichl
STAIRATS AN it &, Tai o7 fohera faor sifdfaam faghy denfae smaRt R & sawett &t srgAfd 3 €
IeadH ATy = wIfud fohar & ok foheran =T g gen amTfoies qReferes faam & St 9=y sigeel ofik
Ul siaRoT SfAfam & gyl R g1e WEaT 8, [oad haa dufAe w0 § [l smeri v & de@ett 99 g,
st fh Laxmidas Bapudass Darbar v. Rudra Vva (2001) 8 ¥0€ fohar mar g1 39es sifdRed, Rame
Gowda v. M. Varadappa Naidu (2003) & SI9R, fohelt oft cafert (amg ag forder 8t a1 sidy shesirems) st
1L oht TTfUa I ufehar &1 urer fohg foreT seiyden a1 R-ahIgAT alich & saet =@l fohar ST Hehal @ 3R
I "eI1Ud dhest (settled possession) & guf T T 81
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9ra # dufa stavur srfdfyaw oty wrsw frvrar Aaso &.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1 fohera fgsror srfafagmt evr amfoies SR gA-RRY UTd (Supremacy of Rent Control
Legislation)

TR fA=0T ehrf AmATRSieh faem g STt U & Sigaiet chl WdaIdT ont Hifid oed & 3R A Arfeich & A-HM @t
SifhRI i Aehd &, Rattan Lal v. Vardesh Chander & Ors (1975) |

02  dgett o forg demfes smeR siffer (Statutory Grounds Mandatory for Eviction)

foReraT =T SRl & dgd AehM Hifeleh GRT fRIIGR hl 9&@d el h [oQ chadl el (A1 STUR AT 8T Aehd & St
A H &g 7g €, I o1y <t sl # 9k, Rajeshwari Kaushik v. Kuldeep Singh (2010) |

03 EIdiu emT 106 TifeT it Tep-tcht fAReferdr (Technical Notice under Section 106 TPA as
Surplusage)

foRma =0T shTeAl & g et o ATHe |, iy Y 9RT 106 & d8d e THTG e i SuaTRes Aifed &1
AT 8T 8, rifeh fRAeR @l dutfes grem Ut 8, Mehboob Ali v. Habiban (2006) |

04  SGel! I AT1G SRR AT &l gatd Aifed (Filing Eviction Suit is Notice to Quit)

G I o d8d TichaTcHeh deh-IehIdTST Gl ShH el oh [oTQ, ST T HehGHT QIR T 6 [ohRIGR oh folg @Teft
e T gaTd Aifeq AT Sirar &, Rukmani Devi Agarwal v. Rahul Gupta (2025) |

05  SleRA sew@ed! R gui ufdsig (Absolute Bar on Forcible Dispossession)

Ug chl S1afe AT g4 & a1g o+t foheht fomieR &bl Seiqden a1 R-eart el & st gl fohan ST dehar; 38
et I i AT ufehar & Fepter ST Terdar 8, Harisons Continental Private Limited v. State of Bihar
(2022) 1

06 g chl 3rafdr okt TG &1 vt gTa (Effect of Expiry of Lease Period)

&g &Y &1 111(a) & dga I97 AT T g1 IR Afderares ugT @d: 9T gt STiar 8, s fRiieR a1 dheett
Jenrfen T=eTor & foT S1dy gt ST 8, The Agriculture Produce Market Committee, Chaibasa v. Bajranj
Chirania (2018) 1

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g frar
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9ra # dufa stavur srfdfyaw oty wrsw frvrar Aaso &.. I - fawga RAsdwor
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gt AT = AdR wWE foram & fon fonrar =T siffRast & dgd deaett &t v fafe
ufehar gidt 81 Pralhad Lalchand Chavan v. Igbal Hussain Inayat Hussain Badri
(1996) H ITITETd = &Y ST ShRIATGd! hl T <hl: foheraT Fei=oT TTfdenrt € SrgAfd ofk i
&g & dgd JenadTl @i, Firm Sardarilal Vishwanath v. Pritam Singh (1978) & g
gfauifea forar war foh Sie ugt T 1 & 99T gt SiraT 8, af fheider 'statutory tenant’
T ST § 3R I el et & forw e &Y &RT 106 & dgd 7T Aifew &t smavaehar gl
it

Tt st & I=a =amarerdi A off 39t gRem 9w & gfe & 81 Boddu Manga v. State of
Andhra Pradesh (2025) ¥ 3figl 921 3= AT = 3 21 1 garell &d gy famm Aifew
3R GaTE & STeRA Se@et! o SidY Sifvd fohar| g9k @1y &1, Netar Singh v. Ram Ditta
(2016) H fgATIS USLT I°T AT A TE AT foh R Shest aTet 1Y ShestTay aht ot
haret I Ufehar o ATegH 9 81 FehTell ST dehdT 8

TFefian fAofal & =marerat 3 Jeitent mafat sl @TiRet R = ot urafAedr & §; 3areRur &
faQ, M/s Gagan Fuels v. State of Chhattisgarh (2625) ¥ Ig &g<r T o d@fderaren
UgT YA gi= IR 1 e it situanfenar smasaes g1 & afg fohman fd=or sifdfaam & aga
et o HTH T TR 4T &
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gRT & gufd siqzur gy sz s fRwrar Ao .. II - wifafds graar=

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 106, TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — DURATION OF CERTAIN LEASES IN ABSENCE OF
WRITTEN CONTRACT OR LOCAL USAGE

i srgefe a1 R SgA & 11a #, 98 9RT iy a1 fafwior & g ug @l o8 AgA & Aifed gRT ok et o Sexa &
g ug ot g oAl & AT gRT 9T e g e 8

"Section 106. Duration of certain leases in absence of written contract or local usage.-- (1) In the
absence of a contract or local law or usage to the contrary, a lease of immovable property for
agricultural or manufacturing purposes shall be deemed to be a lease from year to year,
terminable, on the part of either lessor or lessee, by six months' notice; and a lease of immovable
property for any other purpose shall be deemed to be a lease from month to month, terminable, on
the part of either lessor or lessee, by fifteen days' notice. (2) Notwithstanding anything contained in
any other law for the time being in force, the period mentioned in sub-section (1) shall commence
from the date of receipt of notice." 3gd: M/s Gagan Fuels v. State of Chhattisgarh, Gopi Kanta Sen v.
Abdul Gafur, Firm Sardarilal Vishwanath v. Pritam Singh, Harcharan Singh v. Shiv Rani, Harkesh
Chand v. Krishan Gopal Mehta & Ors., Laxmidas Bapudass Darbar v. Rudra Vva, Pralhad Lalchand
Chavan v. Ighal Hussain Inayat Hussain Badri, Jabal C. Lashkari v. Official Liquidator of Prasad
Mills Limited, Y. Davidson v. Nagercoil Home Church CSI, The Agriculture Produce Market
Committee, Chaibasa v. Bajranj Chirania, Ravi Deep v. Satya Paul, Habiban v. Mehboob Ali, Nathu
Lal v. Vijay Kumar, Pawan Kumar v. Sita Devi, Rukmani Devi Agarwal v. Rahul Gupta

SECTION 12, CHHATTISGARH ACCOMMODATION CONTROL ACT, 1961 — RESTRICTION ON EVICTION OF TENANTS

g R et =marerdt § fRieRT & e de@ett o Jenad! UR Uidee Tt § SR hae e SmeRi (S fomman sa™
H gk, 1Y IU-TRGERT T ATFRTT TgTell STaThdT) TR &l SG@el! o HehaH hl STA St 81

"Restriction on eviction of tenants. - (1) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in any
other law or contract, no suit shall be filed in any civil Court against a tenant for his eviction from
any accommodation except on one or more of the following grounds only, namely : (a) that the
tenant has neither paid nor tendered the whole of the arrears of the rent legally recoverable from
him within two months of the date on which a notice of demand for the arrears of rent has been
served on him by the landlord in the prescribed manner; (b) that the tenant has, whether before or
after the commencement of this Act, unlawfully sub-let, assigned or otherwise parted with the
possession of the whole or any part of the accommodation for consideration or otherwise; (c) that
the tenant or any person residing with him has created a nuisance or has done any act which is
inconsistent with the purpose for which he was admitted to the tenancy of the accommodation”

SGd: i el
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gRT & gufd siqzur gy sz s fRwrar Ao .. II - wifafds graar=

SECTION 11, BUILDINGS (LEASE AND RENT CONTROL) ACT — EVICTION OF TENANTS

g URT UTTHT hed & b FhrieRl ahl Shaet 39 tfafay & dgd &) Se fonam i1 Yehar & 3R gen= landlord fafare
STYRT S AT Al Toh IR deget! o forg fehmar fasor =amarera & 1de &g 9endl g

"11.Eviction of tenants.—(1) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in any other law
or contract a tenant shall not be evicted, whether in execution of a decree or otherwise, except m
accordance with the provisions of this Act... (2)(a) A landloid who seeks to evict his tenant shall
apply to the Rent Control Court for a direction in that behalf. (b)If the Rent Control Couit, after
giving the tenant a reasonable opportunity of showing cause against the application, is satisfied
that the tenant has not paid or tendered the rent due by him in respect of the building within
fifteen days after the expiry of the time fixed m the agreement of tenancy with his landlord or in
the absence of any such agreement by the last day of the month next following that for which the
rent is payable, it shall make an order directing the tenant to put the landlord in possession of the

building" 3ga: HIE et
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qHEHT

Pralhad Lalchand Chavan v. Igbal

Hussain Inayat Hussain Badri
ESCR010008341996

The Agriculture Produce Market
Committee, Chaibasa v. Bajranj
Chirania

JHHC010188762011

Mehboob Ali v. Habiban
ESCRO10006842006

Rukmani Devi Agarwal v. Rahul Gupta
WBCHCJ0026422019

Rajeshwari Kaushik v. Kuldeep Singh
DLHC010072922008

Laxmidas Bapudass Darbar v. Rudra

Vva
ESCR010003882001

Gopi Kanta Sen v. Abdul Gafur
ESCRO10000081968

Harkesh Chand v. Krishan Gopal Mehta
& Ors.
ESCR010003052017

Boddu Manga v. State of Andhra
Pradesh
APHC010207372025

Ravi Deep v. Satya Paul
JKHC020051032016

Harcharan Singh v. Shiv Rani
ESCR010001541981

Y. Davidson v. Nagercoil Home Church

CSI
HCMDO12857942017

Habiban v. Mehboob Ali
RJHC010002392003

Rattan Lal v. Vardesh Chander & Ors
ESCRO10001841976

B iEic:

grardaa

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT OF
JHARKHAND

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU
AND KASHMIR

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
RAJASTHAN

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

ay¥

1996

2018

2006

2025

2010

2001

1967

2017

2025

2018

1981

2023

2007

1975

III - uffa gwed

q& FAofg

32 Thelet STgHfd o STE degel! a1g # g i
13T R faaR 81 gl

ST hY 3rafe gATE g1 WR fRRIRIER <At dhsstt
31Y g ST &

ferran feror g & ded deett atfee @
Tgat &ty e aifard g 21

Sezgelt sl HehaHT SRR ST &l [hTaaR &t
@t et ot Tafe Aifed 81

foRRIG & 7T H IR-aR e A R foRider
gt T ITRarT &1

e srafdr & ug & dfderere Jaweft & od
BISECIE]

fRrenT oA ST ot ydeadt Tener fohedeR
Y el I GRET e el ol

R Rz sifdrgaeT g sifafem & amp g
R Al AL &9 F g9t Bl 8

heaTTeTt ot forT SRt Frtad Fifew ofk garE
S STeRA deae gl fehaT STT YehdTl

QaTAg=t HemT= Hiferes Y Afeat & wRoT-giwor &
forT Tgrelt SMasgehdT et &t 3 SMYUR &1

STeh gRT 9! 7MY e &t A9 § 39hR et
AT /T ST 21

ST AT & 91 Shaol foheraT TR et I
@d: UgT AdIHId 8! giaTl

o< T oh FEmgER o sifafaet &
¢RT 106 Aty Tfee demfen g1

Sezgelt arg H dhdel I hrfaTal R BT &Y
QTeft e T ggT Aifed gl
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qHEHT

Jain Malleables v. Bharat Sahay
ESCR010000941982

Jabal C. Lashkari v. Official Liquidator
of Prasad Mills Limited
GJHC240369442006

Pawan Kumar v. Sita Devi
UPHC011663932019

Harisons Continental Private Limited v.

State of Bihar
BRHC010204562022

Rame Gowda v. M. Varadappa Naidu
ESCR010007462003

M/s Gagan Fuels v. State of
Chhattisgarh

CGHC010226882023

Nathu Lal v. Vijay Kumar
RJHC010685532021

Firm Sardarilal Vishwanath v. Pritam
Singh

ESCR01000091979

Netar Singh v. Ram Ditta
HPHC010006742005

Singer India Ltd. v. Chander Mohan
Chadha
ESCR010004482004

Sadashiv Shyam Sawant v. Anita Anant

Sawant
ESCR0O10004372010

B iEic:

grardaa

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT OF
GUJARAT

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

PATNA HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH

HIGH COURT OF
RAJASTHAN

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT OF
HIMACHAL PRADESH

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

Ty
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III - uffa gwed

g ffa

TRERY AT WTell S oh 3TN TR HehlH
a1feren foieR &t fRenTel TendT &1

SOt & THTOE WR 199 auT o Ug Y 2 A,
EA Bl

I TERGHT TR T H &1 § da@et! e &l
d: gRaamT 78 giarl

TS T g W oft foRRTaeR et gfed a1 gRT
STeRA ST Tgl fchdT ST GehdT|

arEafaes ATferes @t off R st &t
e SEEe e & hig SATAR el &

UgT IS & a1e foRran f=ror s & dga
Seel! & SR I &

Segef! arg # gu= &t arfier g @refl e ot
ey Tifeq g STt

s TIfey 0R 'statutory tenant' @9
fRRRIER @l 77 Ffew & araeaear T8l 21

ST et aTel Y ShesTTdRT I HY Shael
LAY Ufchar & & fAehrer ST Tenar &1

fomT e mnferes Y faifaa ggafa & dut
foreTa gRT st g&ATaROT 1Y IU-foRRTUERY &1

foRRRIER & STeR fAtehTa WR AenTe Atfereh
fafre wga sifdfaam & are arR o= Tear 81
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aRd # dufa stazur sififaw sz v e Raso .. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-w 25 &9 wigd

Pralhad Lalchand Chavan v. Igbal Hussain Inayat Hussain Badri
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1996-07-26 - 1996 INSC 794

g AT Ueh Heh[ Hifeleh gRT fohRIAER @l Se@d e o UaTg & T&fdd g1 Aeh ATferes 7 Rent Control Order & dgd SFThISS
(bonafide) 3TaachdT e YR TR d&@ert hl SAfT UTed h off, St sifam gt 718 off | 35 &g, #en ifeias A Transfer of
Property Act, 1882 @I Section 106 & dgd feH G Sl T HehGHT AR fohar|

frofa  ITed 3 T b feheram fRgsror sifafaay ofik emr 106 &diu & dad srrdaret g SrevT-31e7T ehed & | fawrar fAg=ror
TTfenRt & SrgAfd e & a1e deaett & EiaTt Henad H foRdeR SrgAfd &ht UTATOTehaT a1 aTe <l ge-13T & SR R 39
AT 8T & FehdTl

“The Rent Control Order has been made in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 2 of the Act which
empowers the State Government by general or special order to provide for regulating the letting and sub-
letting of any accommodation or class of accommodation whether residential or non-residential. Clause
(b) of Section 2 of the Act prescribes B that such order may provide for preventing the eviction of tenants
or sub-tenants from such accommodation in specified circumstances. In clause 13 of the Rent Control

Order provision has been made for the protection of a tenant against the eviction.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1996 Hid ESCRO10008341996

The Agriculture Produce Market Committee, Chaibasa v. Bajranj Chirania
HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2018-06-21 - LPA/121/2011

g HTHAT Yeh gahT= (godown) & ofiet I & Tefda 81 offst Y smafd 31 a1, 1998 =t wre &) 7 off, Sradh arg srdtererat
(Agriculture Produce Market Committee) = Ia=arar (Bajranj Chirania) @t STiTg @Teft ehe apT Aifed f§aT| Yahet =amamefiar
(Single Judge) = = & IARETAT o U&T | el AT T, wAfch I=d AT = 39 Ieie fem | =amarerd = T fopa foh S oot el
3@afd Transfer of Property Act, 1882 @t &1 111(a) & dgd THTA &1 SiTdl & $fR ofisT @t efi-itenvor 78t fohar T §, o ugeR @t
39 AU TR SRR AT g STdT 8| =Tt = JT foh TSGR Sl dheslT Y AT 3R I THIE @lett el aTiey|

frofa AT A T foRa foh STar den o foneran fd1or shrf foheraR ant REM UST gl hd, il JHT & a1e Sdig &
ded fheRiaR & o 38 I i ARR a1 & 3R A Hifeleh oot ITIH U AT §haR &

“The notice spoken of in clause ( g) is a different kind of notice and even without the State Rent Acts
different views have been expressed as to whether such a notice in all cases is necessary or not. We only
observe here that when the State Rent Acts provide under what circumstances and on what grounds a
tenant can be evicted, it does provide that a tenant forfeits his right to continue in occupation of the

property and makes himself liable to be evicted on fulfilment of those conditions.”

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2018 #id JHHC010188762011
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aRd # dufa stazur sififaw sz v e Raso .. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

03

04

05

Mehboob Ali v. Habiban

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2006-09-14 - 2006 INSC 611

g AT fohTUGRT hl THTG & felg Section 106 of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 & dgd =ifed i sifHariar @ d&faa
8| T & He qEd faare I8 ot foh rm deaedt ATl SRR e & Uget Aifed &1 rfard 81 S =amarerd 3 g & it &
SR TR AT T (HUeRT foRaT o111 gTetifcs, datea =amarerd = Jaswant Raj Soni v. Prakash Mal #amt & wifua Rigidi & garerm
Tz, o Tae fonar ma & 1o deaet ARt QR e o forg Aifed ht g st SifFamdiar T8 &1 =maTerd A I=a =ararerd &
ST I g o AT SR AT ot 39 Rigidl & 3iTelies A gAfdaR & forg aaw =7 feam)

Rrofa  ITAdH AT A AT foh foheman fAd3101 S & dgd sl anfaer arR & & forg Sdig &t amT 106 & Aifed
AT LA TR 8] 6, ST deh foh U&TRRI h g STae H QLY hig TE el A 81

“It would be appropriate for the High Court to re-hear the matter keeping in view the principles set out
in ***Jaswant Raj Soni 's case that there is no legal requirement for issuance of notice before institution
of eviction petition; and that the o'lly requirement regarding notice, if at all, arises from the condition
printed G on the back of the rent receipt which cannot be said to be an agreement between the parties

laying down requirement for issuance of a notice for institution of an eviction petition.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2006 Ha ESCRO10006842006

Rukmani Devi Agarwal v. Rahul Gupta
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-09-04 : FAT/18/2019

g HTHET Goh sa@d! (eviction) a1g § Hafad 8, foras fAenfea duftt or et ant A srdiierendt ofk ufdardt & st st
ST oft| =t sreTerd ¥ West Bengal Premises Tenancy Act, 1997 & d&d ©¢ ol §aTell & §U TG ol @ISt ahe faT Tl
Srdietendat = adh fa fo ufdenfet st ugat & T et et a1 SR St FrfaTet & R off 3% dawaeht & R it TR o

frofa  ~TATGId 3 TE fhan fh emRT 106 &g & dea @reft et o1 T Ten UfthaTaeh Sasachar & SR dexaectt T JeheHT
TR AT fohRieR & oy @refl ea & e R0 & =9 & o T g1

“A notice to quit under section 106 of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 is a technical requirement. It
only provides a mode of procedure for getting relief in respect of a cause of action and does not
constitute the relief itself. The purpose behind a notice under section 106 being that (i) it must give clear
15 days of time for the tenant to vacate and (ii) the notice must expire with the end of the month of the
tenancy. The object of such a notice is also fulfilled in the form of a suit for 6 possession so long as

eviction is followed beyond a period of 15 days.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha WBCHCJ0026422019

Rajeshwari Kaushik v. Kuldeep Singh

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2010-04-13 - CM(M)/80/2008

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 9 / 19



aRd # dufa stazur sififaw sz v e Raso .. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

06

07

gg #Ha Delhi Rent Control Act & dgd deet (eviction) ¥ Heifad g1 9 w@ifat 3 fohg & 7ra # Ieh & STUR WR st
Y TTfIeRT SR <t ot | =AmaTerd A ura foh fRrgaR A Section 15 (1) & dgd Sf&Terd! TGN o sTasg Mafid w0 8 fommar ST g1
fomam a1 erfafkea famman g0 =manfaezor (Additional Rent Control Tribunal) = Tg Tetd fsens fRenter ot fn sifamr emear &
i & fohRTg & i o FAder 78T & = raTerd A 39 adh ot @TiRet i faam 3R gt foh fRRIGaR &1 o 1 &l s Ieh
8| RITeTd 7 feeget e 3Mmeer o T i §Y fohvIGaR & AT el et SHT&LT SgTet & ol

frofa  feel! Iea =amaTerg A fAofg e o foheran feror siffaam & arR 7 o aret foerderRt &t Shaer sifafags &Y arT 14 &
Jed AT SMYRI WR & dawge fohar ST ehdr 8, 3R Fafia fog & ofTam # Ie sl o1 319 smuR 8l

“A lease cannot be terminated by serving a notice of termination of lease as under Transfer of Property
Act. A tenant can be evicted only if a ground under Section 14 of the Act is made out. When it is
specifically provided by the Act that non-payment of rent was a ground of eviction and second default

was a definite ground for eviction, the landlord could not be deprived of this right”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2010 Ha DLHC0100729226008

Laxmidas Bapudass Darbar v. Rudra Vva
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2001-08-27 - 2001 INSC 396

Tg A\er Karnataka Rent Control Act, 1961 @& dgd e fAfgd sm@afd (fixed term) & Ug dTel [hIER &t segel & Hafdd gl
AT g8 T fohar ok T@Ifi Section 21 TARTGERT vt duTi-es YREMT UG el &, wifchT 34ehT 31 I8 78! & foh M srafdr ar
ey Ot o 9 THI 81 T g | =grarerd A vy faan o e ae ug o srafd gHTed 8T 81 STl deh deh e Aferen chaet dt
Jegell Y HRATS R TehdT & T UL & Togia & U0 onuR 3y 7y gt afe smafey gure gt 718 8, ot deaett dhaet Act FY arrait (a)
T (p) B e snerl wR & Tg §1 & F 7 i AT srafer & SR dfderate dt o dga 51 Bt &1

Rrofa  ATATR A o7 foRar foh foheran Faror st & dgd sSe@c! Y srfarg! & forg Sdig &t 4T 106 &1 Aifed had T
sftoaTRepar ik fRefes (surplusage) @ § aifes foRR@eR denfies TReror & a1 T &1

“determination of a lease in accordance with the Transfer of Property Act is unnecessary and a mere
surplusage because the landlord cannot get eviction of the tenant even 'after such determination. The
tenant continues to be so D even thereafter. That being so, making out a case under the Rent Act for
eviction of the tenant by itself is sufficient and it is not obligatory to found the proceedings on the basis of

the detennination of the lease”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2001 Hda ESCRO10003882001

Gopi Kanta Sen v. Abdul Gafur
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1967-08-11 - 1967 INSC 171

gg "\ Calcutta Thika Tenancy Act, 1949 & dgd Ueh sl (ejectment) & HencH & Hefdd 8, St 9 Gl o A 8 9
Ugt [ fohaT 7T 1| <IRITe o THeT & U I8 o7 foh o et & a6 Ufaard! (tenant) Section 3 & @19 ol AT & Tehdl &
3R a1 Eart srgrerdt (civil courts) & U B ATHT bt G T SHTIAR &1
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gRT & gufd siqzur gy sz s fRwrar Ao ..

08

09

IV - fg&E# @1 gz

frofa =TT A AT foh QTATIOIGh ShedoT faTaT I gdeaTdt urg § foheriart ot grem & & ofk A Hifereh faremr
ARt @l smasaes Fammast & oiTaT 3R Sty dl &RT 106 & SgER 34 Aifed & formm 78t et |

“It shall not be competent for a landlord to eject any thika tenant from his holding unless the landlord
has given the thika tenant notice in the manner provided in section 106 of the Transfer of Property Act,
1882 :- (a) in the case where he wishes to eject the thika C tenant on any of the grounds specified in
clauses (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) of section "1 at least one month's notice in writing expiring with the end of a

month of the tenancy”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1967 Hid ESCRO10000081968

Harkesh Chand v. Krishan Gopal Mehta & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017-02-13 - 2017 INSC 128

Ig HTHAT gohH I foherdert THTe et & forg 3 7T Aifew it derar @ deifda g1 =marera & 98t &0 U g o1 foh 1947 &
QR I & dgd SR SAfAgEHT 1972 & g srfafaam (Uttar Pradesh Urban Buildings (Regulation of Letting, Rent and
Eviction) Act, 1972) & @] &1 & a1e ff gl off | Seaaw =amarera 3 /1 b U.P. General Clauses Act, 1904 @t Section 24
& dgd, I SIFAGEAT Ie deh Ut T§t & STer deh I Y ifAfem & dga nfownfia wgt frar Sran sra:, foRer ot e
T T ATG I Teld AT| gTelifch, =T o fgd # =amarerd 3 foRieR @l fiF a1et & +fiaR uRER a1 dhestt AepM Aferes et Hia= et
fader feam

ot AT A ifAfAYTRa fevar foh o srgat & agd & 78 gre sifdgmmrsi & Arens @ & fasiy § ar @t 8 3R a1
L 3 W A I FR&THS HTAGIATG At U § g1t &+t 35l 81

“A plain reading of s. 24 of Uttar Pradesh General Clauses Act, 1904 suggests that any statutory
instrument (which a notification is) issued under the repealed enactment continues in force as if it were
issued under the re-enacted provisions to the extent that it is not inconsistent with the re-enacted
provisions. Such continuance exists till the statutory instrument is superseded by a statutory instrument

issued under the re-enacted provisions.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017 Hda ESCRO10003052017

Boddu Manga v. State of Andhra Pradesh

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025-08-10 - WP/10442/2025

Ig TTfehT AR gRT 370 YU & I8 SR Se@dt T o [&ATh TR Y 78 oft| arfierrepdfait a1 ddh ar fas &
Vizianagaram District # fRd 9ff R emiferst 8 iR sifdar fomm IRd gt ufehan a1 ure fong I @t & g ot TaTd a8
&1 =maTerg = 1A vty F gg T foha o vt 81 @l e srdy w0 @ Hufl R aifert g1, 38 +ff Srge g1 wifia ufshar &t are
foRg foreT siezaet 81 fohan ST Ferar &1 =amaTera = ufdanfeat et e fear fo 3 3fRa et ufehan a1 urer famT anfRiearerdta &t
Lriferguf whest aTelt Huft & gXaed 7 & 3R I¢ TAYdD de@d 7 R
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aRd # dufa stazur sififaw sz v e Raso .. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa  IATGId A T foha foh wRd A fonedt oft cafery et g g1 @i 3R ufshar & fomm sadht dufx & rifagof sest @
et g1 foha ST ek, Wt &) I8 heall 3134 & T 7 811 Jg Tfdem & srgeae 14 3R 21 & dgd urd Hiferds Sifdrery et
Seetad gl

“principles of natural justice demand that a show- cause notice and hearing be given before demolishing
or dispossessing a person from the properties of which he is in possession. Counsel appearing for the
respondents did not contest this proposition.\" \"It is well settled that the law requires that the true

owner should dispossess the trespasser by taking recourse to the remedies under, the law.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025 |d APHC010207372025

10 Ravi Deep v. Satya Paul
HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2018-05-07 - CSA/3/2016
Ig HIHT g @left A (ejectment) & AT &1 arét (respondent) 3 YarfAgii & a1 Srut o sig ofR Sru+ft feagi &

T TEIAT & foTq STUT & ehTHl hl WTell het hT HehGHT &R o T UfdaTdl (appellant) 3 9 SaR WR faRter fohar ok ardt &t
JTAGhd I 8! & 3R JeTcidh ®U & I 31k HfSTS gt

frofa IATerg A 9TRd fRa o fheran fe=ror st & dgd darfge #en Aferes gRT 31U+ feaitT &t & @t @l a8 &
& foIg g ETefl T hl 'Tgat siasdendr’ (bona fide requirement) sax@ett T Geh S AT SITER &1

“alandlord is entitled to decree for recovery of possession of his shop where the shop is reasonably
required by him either for th e purposes of building or rebuilding or for his own occupat ion or for the

occupation of any person for whose benefit the shop is held.”

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2018 Fd JKHC020051032016

11 Harcharan Singh v. Shiv Rani
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1981-02-20 - 1981 INSC 43

g AT Geh fohkrdaR gRT fohrd & T H ek 3R I d1¢ da@el! & ey § Faifdd g1 SHiar 3 Usiiehd 31eh (registered
post) & ATHH F ST eI chl JTT 3R dagett et AT Watr AT, f8 foREeR A A7 ¥ R o a1 <=amarer & 9wet & U
g5 o1 foh o1 A1feq o7 @ SR e R fRAER &t Tfed ehl ALt a1 JH AT ST Wehdl 81 Seeiad 1T hl agAd dis A fofa
f&an foh General Clauses Act, 1897 @l Section 27 3R Indian Evidence Act @t Section 114 & dgd I8 SIgH eIl Sl
TohdT & foh SR GRT Ut 1Y 3R SR fhy T A & ATHe H UTchd | eht ITeh! TTHIT &l A ATI AGIHR, ™ i «1dT T uTer

T e IR feRIIGR ot SITFgETeRe gehehd (wilful defaulter) HTHT ST ekt &1

frofa IRTg A SifAfgiRa forar foh dsfigha s1er & A9t 7T @t & AHfed ahl o & §HR AT i | ANfed hl Tthed
A HAT ST 8 SR fRIEER 39 a8 WA 7 & UR S@el el TS BidT 5
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12

13

“The notice is required to be served in the manner prescribed by s. 106 of Transfer of Property Act
which, inter-alia, provides for affixing a copy of the notice 011 the premises in possession of tenant.
Therefore, it cannot be said that the approach of the Court would render it impossible for the landlord to

meet with the statutory requirement of service of notice before commencing the action for eviction.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1981 Hid ESCRO10001541981

Y. Davidson v. Nagercoil Home Church CSI
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-10-19 - SA/1665/2003

g ATHE TG URER i Wiell e o ol SRR Ry Y R a1g (eviction suit) & et g1 arél (Nagercoil Home
Church CSI) 7 I fear o ugT (lease) THT THT AT §1H & HRUT G 81 T AT 3R Fifed & o a1 off ufaardl 3 sheerr gt
diar1 ufaardt 3 a e for ugr aaTe g & are ot ardt g1 fomran WieR @ & Rt ag Section 116 of the Transfer of
Property Act & dgd 'tenant holding over' & U H YR&T UIH &1 §haR ¢ | =R 3 AT foh UT GHIE g1 oh a1& fehsram
PR AT Wd: 81 T TS ! GgHTd gl S1dT & | =T = uiaardl it srdfier @it &R & ofi et srererd & thaet &l SRR

Tl

frofa =T AR = AT o g Y amT 111 & SER ug i srafdy g g R fRrEaet TaTe g St & ofk 39k a1
foh=TaT TierR T wa: € 18 foRrart ot For T8l e

“As per Section 111 of the Transfer of Property A ct, tenancy comes to end pursuant to the notice dated
19.0 2.1987 Page 7 of 15 https://[www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis S.A.N0.1665 of 2003 issued on behalf of the
plaintiff to the first defend ant terminating the lease by 27.03.1987, wherein, the first defendan t was

asked to surrender the vacant possession of the leasehold buildings by the next day.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Fd HCMD012857942017

Habiban v. Mehboob Ali
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2007-03-14 - CMA/17/2004

U AT ERIGER Y Segaet & & foIg aRR g 71q Heredt @ Waifdd &1 Frareht srererd % Hen Hifores & Uar 3 Shefell GRIT o,
AR Srdter & ERT foReRERT = Sirde SaRe ah foa ok e 2 (rent deed) & SER S5@cl & Ug 37 AT ST STaTeh Tl
AT Supreme Court deh UgdT, Sigl ag TE fhar 7 fah V. Dhanpal Chettiar v. Yesodai Ammal & aTe Section 106 of
the Transfer of Property Act & dgd Fifed sifAard 78 81 gr$elc & Supreme Court & i & srgeyu iy @d gy AT s
ARl @t Hened & & T TROT & 74T ek (SMHSHE) U e hl SITATT 8T & ST Gehell, Rifch ST o dgd AT hl hig JuTfies
JTagehdrl Tgi ot

frofa AT A Haled AT Y G1d Stoil o Gfae dis & Rigial et atexrd gu el foh 75 foheran sl & d8d se@et
& qencHl | SIUIG el URT 106 & dgd STIae chl GHIG ol Aifed SifAard 78 g1
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14

15

“The giving of the notice, therefore, is a merely surplusage and unlike the law under the Transfer of
Property Act. It does not entitle the landlord to evict the tenant.” The same is the position in the State of
Rajasthan where the Rajasthan Premises (Control of Rent and Eviction ) Act, 1950 was in force and

applicable to the present case.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2007 |d RJHC010002392003

Rattan Lal v. Vardesh Chander & Ors
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1975-12-09 - 1975 INSC 305

g AT et # fhIUERT 3R deell @ dafdd a7l forger = 9 e fo deweft 6t wrfaral & forg Transfer of Property Act
& ded Aifes sifard g1 =amarer 3 Aok f&ar e Rent Control Law T 3839 fhTUERT ot RET U&T T 8, Wifch fheTuaR ot
e e oh folq HehT= Hifelch Sl ATHIRT T o dad T ek 34 hRUT RIS ehT T 8| =Terd = W fomar {6 'justice,
equity and good conscience' & Rigid & dgd, Ja@et! o folg chadl T wRIdTa! Y& ST ot Tl §; §9 folg Transfer of
Property Act & dgd 3ftunies faifed Aifed &t aar-iieh! sirasaehdr sifemd el 81 31a:, I AaTerd & (0T &t |8t 381 gY
Sdter @RSt e & TS|

frofa I A ST foman fos famran fdsror g Sffart & sifdeRi ant Hifa ahvd € oiR iy & dgd siiaaTRes der-idh!
qifeT &t et AT T Seged! ol gt Akt ST WehdT TfE =TT, THMCT 3R 3 fAdes' & fRAgidl & ded UfchaTcHeh TaTehdTd
o Bt 1

“Rent Acts are not ordinarily intended to interfere and with contractual leases and are Acts for the
protection of tenants and are consequently restrictive and not enabling, conferring no new rights of
action but restricting the exis~ing rights either und-~r the contract or under the general law.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1975 Hd ESCRO10001841976

Jain Malleables v. Bharat Sahay
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1981-12-08 - 1981 INSC 198

Tg ATHeT oot & Ueh Heht Hifoleh IRT 31U+ fhRIUGR i seaet thee & foIT TR aTfiehT T Tefdd 1 Heh Hifoteh, STt Ueh TRepIRT
HHARI 8, 39 Section 14A of the Delhi Rent Control Act, 1958 & dgd 31g-T fAsft 8k @Teft eheam= vt 1SR o o,
Fifch IH TRBRT AT WTel! Thi T SATERT AT AT 3R a8 9RI ST (penal rent) 37 ohl ASTeR 271 foTuaRT = ah fear fh
TR <l TG T HATEATSAT (14-7-1977) & HRUT HehT Hifeldh i 3 TR el el i HATGIhdT Tal & | Fared AT 3 59 deh
&l WTRST &R e 3R Tgl foh TRPRT shefaniRal & U TRepRY SMarT § a9 3§ ol fdehed SR &, fchT Ig TehT= ATfeleh & 37T B
Y U o LT YRR Y TH Tl AT 8l

frofa  Tared AR = AT b et fomman fRa=ror sifdfam it 9RT 14A & T8d, IR ST Wil eheel T 3TeeT e IR
TRARY HHAR HehT= Hifelch ol 307 fRIEER ¥ T<hIed ShesTl aTUH UTH ol Uah fAfiy 3R gof denfaes sifdrenr ured giar 81
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aRd # dufa stazur sififaw sz v e Raso .. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“there shall accrue, on and from the date of such order to such landlord notwithstanding anything
contained elsewhere in this Act or in any other law for the time being in force in any contract (whether

express or implied), custom or usage to the contrary, a right to recover immediately possession of _any
premises let out by him”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1981 Hid ESCRO10000941982

16 Jabal C. Lashkari v. Official Liquidator of Prasad Mills Limited

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2008-10-17 -+ 0JA/66/2006

g AT Prasad Mills Limited (liquidation ) gRT ug WR it 718 Jf# & @i 3R dhest ¥ Aaferd g1 srdierendied A deh f&ar i
ST & FAETIA (winding up) % ITE UgT THTW &F 13T AT 3k Bombay Rent Act, 1947 o UTGeTT & dgd S8 (W T chesll arasd
oo anfgn| I a8 it <rar fora o gt dhueit & Soiry 39 ch UEie Ysiel ot f&am T o)

frofa =TT 3 AT foh foheram sifdfaw & am] g WR, sray &l TR deh UgaR i dhad dfdaTard Tat a1 THH STURT 1R
B dexaet fohar ST GehdT 8, 3R Ut & FHTUA & ISt GHTG @l gl

“there can be no manner of doubt that the provisions of the Rent Act, which are primarily made to
protect the interest of tenants, to restrict charging of excessive rent and their rampant eviction at will,
will not enable the lessor to move for eviction of the lessee only during subsistence of the term

prescribed in the lease deed, unless identical grounds of eviction are provided for in the lease deed.”

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2008 | GIJHC240369442006

17 Pawan Kumar v. Sita Devi

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019-09-26 - A227/6482/2019

g ATHAT Uch GahlH i sagett (eviction) ¥ Heifdd g1 #epr A1t (landlady) = Transfer of Property Act, 1882 & Section
106 & dgd TRt THTE et ot e fea o1 foRergeRt = adh o fas Afed 37 & a1 JepedT arR & # &8 & ShRoT Fife ot
'waiver' g1 a1 o7 3R Power of Attorney €Reh &t TaTg! STHT ot | =TI = 3 dehl ehl WIRST &l §U el foh cherel HehgHT
TRR e H S § e ot w@a: 'waiver' T8 81dT &1 39ch S1fdRerd, =rITerd 3 AT foh HenT ATeifehT & ai¢, ST Power of

Attorney 9Re &, ATHe & 921 & URRIT & SR T Tare! Wierd off | Faelt sererdl gRT IR sa@et! oh 311G ol el Sg<rT
T

frofa  ATATTT = T foRa fos fomran Fisror sifdfaami & siarfa fam@eR 'statutory tenant' & &0 & &1 3gdT & 3R 4RT
106 &Y T & T1& JehaHT TR A A gs o A F FeH &1 TRANT (waiver) g1 sl

“The action of the landlord in instituting a suit for eviction on the ground mentioned in any State Rent
Act will be tantamount to an expression of his intention that he does not want the tenant to continue as

his lessee and the jural relationship of lessor and lessee will come to an end on the passing of an order or
a decree for eviction.”
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ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019 g UPHC011663932019

18 Harisons Continental Private Limited v. State of Bihar
PATNA HIGH COURT - 2022-10-12 + CR.WJC/346/2022

Ig gTfent Gep WU o faame & Tefid 8, STgf arfdentend| f STRIT & foh Respondent no.7 3 R gferd i fAcfenra @ 3%
GG ITeh! Ul & Se@et h feaT| arfentendt & SIFER, & IT U WR gled Ia @ &, STafch Respondent no.7 3 &I &t
39 1Y A Ad §Q WU UR dheotl o foram ofR gfery = d=ia 3o (cognizable offence) @t Y&AT 819 o aTasie FIR &1 ahed &
SRR o a1 g8eh fausia, gfers Usma o1 deh o7 foh S819 Shael Sl 3R w1 1Y 3@+ o folg Mares Iurd (preventive
measures) fohy &1 FrITeT 7 gferw &t 9 MAfshadr SR ues gEar ysarayul eeagRr R 1R f&ar sae 6

frofa =TT 3 AT foh Ug <t S1af TAT g1 & are oft foneft foherdiar ot fomT sraTerdlY smaer iR sy ufchan & serqden
et gl foha ST ehaT | AR-THITAT seT TRINT o f&lTth fRIAIGR SaTerd hl JIRUT & TehdT &1

“no person can forcibly be dispossessed from property even by the owner except by recourse to law. If a
person is sought to be dispossessed by brute force he has a right to approach this Court, to protect his
possession and it is the duty of this Court to issue appropriate order, direction or writ in the nature of

mandamus”

PATNA HIGH COURT - 2022 |id BRHC010204562022

19 Rame Gowda v. M. Varadappa Naidu
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2003-12-15 - 2003 INSC 718

59 A H Ofard! 3 offf & Gk gahs TR STUR WA T &1aT dhd §Q a1l GRT Ry ST 3@ o ahmd aht ekt aht v famam e
aTél A ffA 1R U Wi 3fR dhsst chl BT o foIg HereAT araR fohaT| gTeifes ardl @i arferd &t & fatheT 381, Afe 384
T <t g fasre R 3 ag fft w arafaes ofk arifaquf seet & i Fraeft srererd ofik a1e & 3= =marer 7 ardt & uer
fofg & gu ufcrardt st I9es <rifaguf srest 7 s s1em & Ak & forg A8 (injunction) SRY &l dt=a =maTe™ = 39 Aok @t
TRAIR T 3R T R f 'settled possession' &= aTel afa, Wt & 3T ure guf w@nfiia o1 wwTor 7 81, A & dad gRem
1 haR &1 arEdfdeh Aifereh Y T I 37U 1Y H ARz TTYdh cheoll o1 of Gehdl, I A RIEAT UfehaT T Ut T Stfamrd
2l

Rrofa  JeddH AT = WE AT foh YR & @fuq ofik <rifayuf ssst (settled possession) aret ATkt @t chae eI el
3fera ufehar gRT 8t daxae fohaT ST HehdT 81 Hufxl et ardfdes Afeics Y B 3= 819 H e Seiydeh cheoll ol of GehdT

“If the trespasser is in settled possession of the property belonging to the rightful owner, the rightful
owner shall have to take recourse to law; he cannot take the law in his own hands and evict the
trespasser or interfere with his possession.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2003 Hd ESCRO10007462003

20 M/s Gagan Fuels v. State of Chhattisgarh
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21

22

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025-09-17 - WPC/3266/2023

Ig ATHET Ugidd UY & 1899 € 814 3R A & Arfere g & Iefdd 81 M/s Gagan Fuels & BPCL & ar Sidership I@siid &
J&d Ua Uit 4y Haferd forar o1, Afes «Iff a1 ugr (lease) TATE 8 & &g Collector = T390 T & f&aT| ugr ura 3 9ff
QAT S <hl 7T T, STafch BPCL T dch T foh & UeT AdiiieheuT & folg R & 3R @ Chhattisgarh Rent Control Act, 2011 &
B QRferd fomeR 1 =marera 2 &A1 ualt it gefienl R faar avd §g uer Ity 8k ATediy TEIenvur Sl denferar ar adreror fama,
oo g ge7 Ogie Uy & dare dht fARaRdT SfR o IR shedt & SifdeR & ST Tl

frofas BTG Iod AT 3 TE fohaT foh 519 ugT dfdeTares 0 & 9T gt ST & 3R forieR ferrran fdaor sifdfas &
Jed GIE&T 38T 8, df 38 da@d e o ol Sy &l &RT 106 o dgd fohelt sifaRe g i sasaerdr 16! gl

“But there is no question of terminating the contract because the contract comes to an end once the lease
determines in any one of the modes prescribed under Section 111. There is, therefore, no question of
giving a notice to quit to such a lessee who continued in possession after the determination of the lease

i.e. after the contract came to an end under the protection of the Rent Restriction Act.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025 | CGHC010226882023

Nathu Lal v. Vijay Kumar
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2023-08-01 - CSA/122/2021

Tg AT fAshra (eviction) SR g & srepran & Teifda &1 srfierendfan 3 et srereral grr uika fFsawre fadht et vt &
off, fod 351 AifeT & amfie 7 817, Section 106 of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 & dgd Fifee chl derdT 3R A
ATfereh 6l 3Magdal & Tgrd! (bonafide) 7 g1 S dh QU | =amamera 3 uran s srdiererdtaf = fAaett srereral & gwer & ak gl
I3TT & 3R 3T TR TR 3¢ WIPR gl [T ST ehdT| 3Tk SifaRed, =marer™d 5 M/s Nopany Investments (P) Ltd. v. Santokh
Singh (HUF) & &gt @l garer &d Y el foh fsehrae & are & 9o il arfter at oft Aifed & =0 & A1 511 SerdT 81 hls ot alg
ST U A T §Q RTerd = et @rist & &1

Rrofa AT A AT foh de@ett & a1 7 IfS 4RT 106 Sdg AT <t arfier 7 i A 8, dt TH ol dTHieT ot gt @Tell et
T T e AT ST GehdT & 3fR 39 dehnilchl SR TR dTe WIRST g fohdT ST HehdT|

“Therefore, we have no hesitation to hold that no notice to quit was necessary under Section 106 of the
Transfer of Property Act in order to enable the respondent to get a decree of eviction against the

mn

appellant.

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2023 #id RJHC010685532021

Firm Sardarilal Vishwanath v. Pritam Singh

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1978-08-14 - 1978 INSC 130

g ATHAT 39 U TR chisd AT foh T Tk 'statutory tenant' @t 'Rent Restriction Act' o d&d S&@di! Sl AT & e O Ugdl
"Transfer of Property Act' & Section 106 & dgd i &=t &l NTa=TehdT &1 =TT = e fohar s S19 fopedt srae ot &t

ugT (lease) Section 111 & fafRa forelt off adich & THT 81 Srar & ofR feReeR 'Rent Restriction Act' & TR&T0T & 'statutory
tenant' & ¥ H 51 g1 8, dt I Fteh1Aa et & forg apls =7 e 33 it srasgerar 18 &1 =amTera A 77T foh Ueh IR Ut
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AT g TR Sia (contract) @ gl ST & 3R fhRTUaR AT sheslT chael qelTf-ich JREMT o hRUT 81T 8, 7 foh fopsht dfaareen
31fARR & FHROT|

Rrofa  ITAdH AT F AT foh U 6l THIG & a1 GReme foheran sifafaamt & 9gd s 38+ ardt foeder &t 'statutory
tenant' @gl STTAT §, fO g™ & AT glamT 9T 106 &Y o1 AifeT smavaw =8 &1

“where the lease determines by efflux of time and the tenant continues in possession under the
protection of the Rent Restriction Act he acquires a status of irremovability unless there is something to
show that he is a tenant holding over, mere payment 'Of rent without necesary animus not being

sufficient.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1978 Hda ESCRO1000091979

23 Netar Singh v. Ram Ditta
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2016-04-22 - RSA/57/2005
Tg AT faarfea Iff IR seet ok fAema (injunction) @ Teifdd &1 ardt = arar fha o 3 &d a7 @ o R wifest &, Safe
frarél 3 $8 TTeld ST §Q W ol ardfdes Aifereh srama| el sraterd 3 ardl el arer @iiRsT & fean o, A guw srdtefta
JeTerd = arél & uet # Mok feam fgrmae uesr I <ararera A 59 rdiet &l gAdTs dhed gg TE foha ok g 'settled
possession’ &l T &edl ¢ | T = I8 WIfud foar o afe @ls eafar erifagof ok uwreht svest # 8, ot Arferas at off 38
JeTYdeh dedel T oh SHfURR a1 6| Hifeleh I d&@et! o foiq IfRd ST UfehaT & 81 UTer AT g1, AT aTdl & UTH AiferehlHT
&¢h T Gl UHT0T 7 81

frofa  ATATAT = TE fohaT foh s i 3fe 7 'wifid dest’ o1 Ag<a §; fohdlt oft srTfdera smesmemst a1 foRmder @t duf @
dEE e e o folg arfden Hiferen eht STeTerdl) Ufehar o= it

“even a trespasser who is in possession of the property is entitled to the protection of law and can only

be evicted by the rightful owner by taking recourse to law.”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2016 #id HPHC010006742005

24 Singer India Ltd. v. Chander Mohan Chadha
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2004-08-13 - 2004 INSC 447

g AT et foprran fAeisror erfdifaam, 1958 it e 14(1)(b) & d8d sedelt & Tafd g1 Yeh SMReh! chue = fohvrg i Tuf @t
U MRATT o=t & a1 fAer ferar (amalgamation), fSiadh aRomTERey fhRIUGR T Wi & 7| Hehl Hiferds = 39 5T
forfea wgafad & 'subletting' a1 'parting with possession' ATeRR S&@et! hl ITehT TR <l | GHIH I A gl foh a1 14(1)
(b) @1 Iecie I BIdT & STa Hufxl T Theall fohelt 31T TS ohl [ T STIT 8, IT8 98 I o AT (S FERA) & dgd o &l
7 g3 811 =raTery 3 e foha foh farera & ame et foRgeR ah Sifeda THTw gt STl 8 3R @l & dgd 39 dRg ol RIHIaR0T faer
TgHd & Sl T TR I &1 37d: PIE 3 S&Watl o ST Tl TRAR T

frofa =TT A SRR o foh werr 1o Y fafea eafa & famr fRrert st & fanelt s st seanrs ant
TR (S foh Ui STHTARM & gRT) S/aes IU-fRRTgert (subletting) § SR I Sgw@ctt o1 34 denfaes SMeR &1
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9ra # dufa stavur srfdfyaw oty wrsw frvrar Aaso &.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“sub\xad letting, assigning or otherwise parting with possession of the whole or any part of the premises
without obtaining the consent in writing of the landlord would render the tenant liable for eviction.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2004 Hid ESCRO10004482004

25 Sadashiv Shyam Sawant v. Anita Anant Sawant
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010-02-22 - 2010 INSC 114

Ig ATHET i ®U & 39 U 9 Gafda o1 foh e anig #eRe Arferes Section 6 of the Specific Relief Act, 1963 & dgd &
trespasser & f&Th possession argd UM & Y dTg TR o TehdT &, Af 3T HufY T ardfde dhestT e faRIUeR (tenant) &
T U7 fOR STeRA Sed & a1 7 g1 59 ary g, g off faar fohan wan o o 99 are | foRvieeR @1 uetdR (party) 8T
3Tageh g | =Ty 3 Aok e s wer Arfores @ foRIueR & ATed § ST dheeTt 991 8T 8, S9felq 8 fohIuGR hi degett et
37T W T TheoTT ST AR aTG GTaR e TohdT & | -TaTerd = Ig off Tue fohar o foRrueR &t uerehR T srfant =gl & ofik

3T IUTRAfT are I maintainability @t gTfad T8t et 81

frofa AT A AT foh 519 foRadeR ot fohelt R 98t gRT IeTgda s foham SIrdT 8, at Her Afereh fohedaR & At &
STUHT RIAT ool IR IEdT ¢ SR STeRA fSeioiee & e fafre ga sifdfaam &t a1 6 & dga aRd aheett araw o

T gheR g

“If any person is dispossessed without his consent of immovable property otherwise than in due course
of law, he or any person claiming through him may, by suit, recover possession thereof, notwithstanding

any other title”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010 Hda ESCRO10004372010

AT HTOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9Tesi<ieh U I IUaTs fAufal 3R Iuaiiehal & U8l & MR R dOR foha a1 &1 I8 dhadt RO Tgradr & fag € ik
FILH Termg (legal advice) 7@t &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IuaT & & uget 9+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations &t g fAvfa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥4 & TG fopar ST =1igq|
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