FEBRUARY 2026

1. J. MUTHURAJAN & ANR. VS.S. VAIKUNDARAJAN & ORS. : 2026 INSC 139 – 

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 9 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 139
· Bench: Justice K. Vinod Chandran and Justice Sanjay Kumar
· Nature of Case: Family property dispute involving allegations of fraud and coercion in partition agreements. 2

Key Facts
· Partition Deed (31 December 2018): Signed by all family members to divide properties.
· Conciliation Document (2 January 2019): Signed only by one half-brother, described as a “conciliation award.”
· Dispute: One group alleged that the conciliation document was fabricated to block their legal remedies and that the partition deed was obtained under fraud/coercion. 2

Legal Issues
· Order VII Rule 11 of CPC: Concerns rejection of plaints at the threshold.
· Section 47 of CPC: Relates to execution of decrees and questions arising therein.
· Sections 61–74 of Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996: Governs conciliation proceedings and awards. 2

Supreme Court’s Ruling
· Fraud Allegations Require Trial: The Court emphasized that serious claims of fraud and coercion cannot be dismissed merely because a partition deed carries signatures.
· Restoration of Suit: The civil suit was restored, allowing the matter to proceed to trial.
· Criticism of Lower Courts: The trial court and Madras High Court erred in rejecting the suit without examining the fraud allegations. 1

Significance
· Strengthens Protection Against Fraud: Reinforces that courts must carefully examine fraud claims in family property disputes.
· Limits Summary Dismissals: Prevents misuse of Order VII Rule 11 CPC to prematurely shut out genuine disputes.
· Clarifies Conciliation Awards: Highlights that conciliation documents cannot override signed partition deeds without proper legal scrutiny.

Practical Implications
· Families engaged in property disputes must be aware that signed deeds are not immune from challenge if fraud or coercion is alleged.
· Courts will prioritize substantive justice over procedural shortcuts, ensuring that disputes are fully tried when fraud is claimed.
· This judgment sets a precedent for future property and arbitration-related disputes in India, especially in Tamil Nadu where the case originated.

2. The Supreme Court in Dorairaj vs Doraisamy (Dead) & Ors. (2026 INSC 126, decided on 5 February 2026) upheld the Madras High Court’s ruling in a long-standing Hindu joint family property dispute, confirming that once an ancestral nucleus is established, the burden shifts to the coparcener claiming self-acquisition to prove independent funding. The appeals were dismissed, and the High Court’s findings were affirmed. 

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 5 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 126
· Bench: Justice Sanjay Karol and Justice Satish Chandra Sharma
· Appeal Nos.: Civil Appeal Nos. 2129–2130 of 2012
· Parties: Dorairaj (Appellant) vs. Doraisamy (Dead, through LRs) & Others (Respondents)

Factual Background
· The dispute concerned partition and alienation of 79 agricultural properties located in Perambalur Taluk, Tiruchirappalli District, Tamil Nadu.
· The appellant claimed certain properties were self-acquired, while respondents argued they were part of the ancestral joint family estate.
· A suspicious will and unsupported claims of self-acquisition were central to the dispute.

Key Legal Principles
· Existence of Ancestral Nucleus: Once income-yielding ancestral property is shown, the presumption is that subsequent acquisitions are joint family property.
· Burden of Proof: The burden shifts to the coparcener claiming self-acquisition to prove independent income and funding.
· High Court’s Role: The Madras High Court had thoroughly examined evidence and rejected claims of self-acquisition.

Supreme Court’s Findings
· Appeals Dismissed: The Supreme Court found no perversity or legal infirmity in the High Court’s judgment.
· Suspicious Will Rejected: The will relied upon by the appellant was deemed unreliable.
· Self-Acquisition Claim Failed: The appellant failed to prove independent sources of income for alleged self-acquired properties.
· Partition Dispute Settled: The properties were confirmed as joint family assets.

Significance
· Strengthens Joint Family Property Doctrine: Reinforces the principle that ancestral property creates a presumption of joint ownership.
· Burden on Claimant of Self-Acquisition: Coparceners must provide clear evidence of independent income to rebut the presumption.
· Guidance for Future Disputes: Provides clarity in partition suits involving agricultural and ancestral properties in Tamil Nadu and beyond.

Practical Implications
· Families involved in partition disputes must recognize that mere assertion of self-acquisition is insufficient—documentary proof of independent income is essential.
· Courts will scrutinize wills and documents for authenticity, especially when they appear suspicious or inconsistent.
· This judgment will likely be cited in future Hindu joint family property cases to reinforce the burden-shifting principle.

3. On 12 February 2026, the Supreme Court in R. Savithri Naidu vs M/S. The Cotton Corporation of India Ltd & Anr. (2026 INSC 150) dismissed Savithri Naidu’s appeal, upholding the attachment of property in execution of an arbitral award. The Court ruled that a transferee pendente lite (purchaser after award proceedings) cannot obstruct execution under the doctrines of lis pendens and Order XXI Rule 102 CPC. 

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 12 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 150
· Bench: Justices Pankaj Mithal and S.V.N. Bhatti
· Appeal Origin: Special Leave Petition (Civil) No. 19779 of 2024

Factual Background
· Arbitral Award (11 June 2001): Cotton Corporation of India Ltd. obtained an award against M/s Lakshmi Ganesh Textiles Ltd. for recovery of money.
· Challenge Dismissed (2013): The debtor’s challenge under Section 34 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act was rejected.
· Property Transfer (2015): The debtor company, indebted to ICICI Bank, entered into a tripartite agreement with the bank and executed a registered sale deed in favor of R. Savithri Naidu (mother of the company’s MD).
· Execution Proceedings: CCI sought attachment of the property to enforce the award. Savithri Naidu resisted, claiming ownership.

Supreme Court’s Findings
· Lis Pendens Doctrine Applied: Transfers made during pending litigation or execution proceedings cannot defeat the rights of decree-holders.
· Order XXI Rule 102 CPC: Restricts transferees pendente lite from obstructing execution of money decrees.
· Purchaser’s Rights Subordinate: The Court held that Savithri Naidu, as a transferee after the award, could not block attachment.
· Appeal Dismissed: The property remained subject to attachment for satisfaction of the arbitral award. 1

Significance
· Strengthens Arbitral Award Enforcement: Reinforces that arbitral awards carry binding force and cannot be undermined by subsequent property transfers.
· Protects Decree-Holders: Ensures creditors can recover dues without being obstructed by strategic transfers.
· Clarifies Doctrine of Lis Pendens: Affirms that transferees pendente lite acquire property subject to existing litigation outcomes.

Practical Implications
· For Purchasers: Buyers must exercise caution when purchasing property involved in litigation or execution proceedings; such transfers may be void against decree-holders.
· For Creditors: The ruling empowers creditors like CCI to enforce awards effectively, even against properties transferred after proceedings began.
· For Legal Strategy: Highlights the importance of due diligence in property transactions, especially where arbitration or litigation is pending.

4. On 17 February 2026, the Supreme Court in Babu Singh (D) Thr. Lrs vs Jalandhar Improvement Trust (2026 INSC 356) dismissed the petitioners’ challenge, holding that their application under Order XXI Rule 32 CPC was barred by limitation. The Court upheld the Punjab & Haryana High Court’s 2022 order, confirming that execution proceedings could not be reopened after such delay. 1 2

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 17 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 356
· Bench: Justice Manoj Misra and Justice Manmohan
· Case No.: SLP (Civil) No. 4284 of 2023
· Origin: Challenge to Punjab & Haryana High Court judgment dated 20 September 2022 in CR No. 2514/2014.

Factual Background
· Parties: 
· Petitioners: Legal representatives of Babu Singh (deceased).
· Respondents: Jalandhar Improvement Trust.
· Dispute: Petitioners sought enforcement under Order XXI Rule 32 CPC (execution of decrees for specific performance, injunctions, or restitution).
· Execution Court (2014): Dismissed petitioners’ application as time-barred.
· High Court (2022): Affirmed dismissal, rejecting revision petition.
· Supreme Court (2026): Petitioners approached via SLP, challenging limitation findings.

Supreme Court’s Findings
· Limitation Bar: The application under Order XXI Rule 32 CPC was filed well beyond the permissible period.
· No Error in High Court Judgment: The Supreme Court found the High Court’s reasoning sound and free from perversity.
· Dismissal of SLP: The petitioners’ challenge failed; execution proceedings could not be revived.

Legal Significance
· Strict Enforcement of Limitation: Reinforces that execution applications must be filed within statutory timelines; delay cannot be condoned casually.
· Order XXI Rule 32 CPC Clarified: Applies to decrees for injunction or specific performance, but enforcement rights lapse if limitation is crossed.
· Finality of Execution Proceedings: Prevents endless reopening of disputes, ensuring certainty in urban development projects like those of Improvement Trusts.

Practical Implications
· For Litigants: Parties must act promptly in execution proceedings; delay risks dismissal.
· For Urban Development Authorities: Strengthens their ability to resist stale claims, ensuring smoother implementation of projects.
· For Legal Strategy: Highlights importance of monitoring limitation periods closely in property and injunction-related disputes.



LATEST CASES: CRIMINAL

5. On 5 February 2026, the Supreme Court of India in Pramod Kumar Navratna vs State of Chhattisgarh (2026 INSC 124) held that consensual sexual relations between adults cannot be retrospectively criminalized as rape under Section 376(2)(n) IPC when the prosecutrix was legally incapable of marriage due to a subsisting marriage. This ruling clarified the scope of “false promise of marriage” cases. 

Case Background
· Parties:
· Appellant: Pramod Kumar Navratna, an advocate.
· Respondent: State of Chhattisgarh and the complainant (also an advocate).
· Facts:
· The complainant, married since 2011, alleged that between September 2022 and January 2025, the appellant repeatedly had sexual relations with her on the false promise of marriage.
· At all times, her marriage was subsisting. Divorce proceedings filed by her husband in 2018 were dismissed in November 2024, with an appeal pending in 2025.
· An FIR was registered under Section 376(2)(n) IPC (rape on repeated occasions).
· The High Court refused to quash the FIR, leading to the appeal before the Supreme Court. 2

Issues Before the Court
1. Can sexual relations based on a promise of marriage amount to rape when the prosecutrix was legally incapable of marrying due to a subsisting marriage?
2. Whether continuation of consensual relations during pending divorce proceedings can be treated as rape under Section 376(2)(n) IPC? 1

Supreme Court’s Findings
· Consent & Legal Capacity: The Court emphasized that consent given by an adult woman in a subsisting marriage cannot be retrospectively invalidated merely because the promise of marriage was legally impossible.
· False Promise Doctrine: The doctrine of “false promise of marriage” applies only when the promise is possible and genuine. If the prosecutrix was legally barred from marrying, the promise itself was void ab initio.
· Quashing of FIR: The Court quashed the FIR, holding that the allegations did not constitute rape under Section 376(2)(n) IPC. 1

Key Takeaways
· Legal Incapacity Matters: If a person is already married, a promise of marriage cannot form the basis of a rape charge.
· Consent in Adult Relationships: Consensual sexual relations between adults, even if morally questionable, do not automatically amount to rape unless statutory conditions are met.
· Judicial Clarification: This case narrows the scope of “false promise of marriage” prosecutions, preventing misuse of Section 376 IPC in situations where marriage was legally impossible.

Broader Implications
· For Legal Practice: Advocates and courts must carefully distinguish between genuine deception and legally impossible promises.
· For Women’s Rights: While protecting against exploitation, the judgment also prevents criminalization of consensual adult relationships.
· For Criminal Law: Reinforces that rape charges under Section 376 IPC must be based on valid legal grounds, not retrospective moral judgments.

6. On 4 February 2026, the Supreme Court in Pramod Kumar & Ors. vs. State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors. (2026 INSC 120) dismissed the appellants’ challenge to an FIR registered in 2013 for gang rape and related offences, holding that the High Court was correct in refusing to quash the proceedings. The Court emphasized that serious allegations under Section 376D IPC must be tried on evidence and cannot be quashed at the threshold. 

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 4 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 120
· Bench: Justice Rajesh Bindal and Justice Vijay Bishnoi
· Appeal Origin: Criminal Appeal arising out of SLP (Criminal) No. 350 of 2024
· Impugned Order: Allahabad High Court (Lucknow Bench) judgment dated 20 November 2023 in Criminal Misc. Writ Petition No. 4000 of 2022

Factual Background
· FIR (19 November 2013): Case Crime No. 70/2013 registered at Mahila Police Station, Firozabad against seven accused, including Pramod Kumar.
· Charges: Sections 376D (gang rape), 352 (assault), 504 (insult), and 506 (criminal intimidation) IPC.
· Investigation Transfers: Initially at Mahila Police Station, later moved to Crime Branch, Firozabad, and then to Crime Branch, Mathura due to threats alleged by the complainant.
· Final Report: Investigating Officer submitted a closure report, but the complainant contested it.
· High Court (2023): Refused to quash the FIR, holding that allegations were serious and required trial.

Supreme Court’s Findings
· No Grounds for Quashing: The Court reiterated that FIRs involving grave offences like gang rape cannot be quashed merely on technical grounds.
· Trial Necessary: Allegations must be tested through evidence in trial, not dismissed prematurely.
· Dismissal of Appeal: The Supreme Court upheld the High Court’s order, allowing criminal proceedings to continue.

Legal Significance
· Reinforces Judicial Approach: Courts will not interfere at the pre-trial stage in cases involving heinous crimes.
· Protects Victims’ Rights: Ensures that allegations of sexual assault are adjudicated fully, safeguarding complainants from procedural shortcuts.
· Clarifies Scope of Quashing: Establishes that Section 482 CrPC powers to quash FIRs are limited, especially in serious offences.

Practical Implications
· For Accused: Cannot rely on quashing petitions to escape trial in serious offences; must face evidence in court.
· For Victims: Provides assurance that allegations of sexual assault will be heard and tested in trial.
· For Legal Strategy: Highlights the importance of focusing on trial defence rather than pre-trial quashing in grave IPC offences.

7. On 23 February 2026, the Supreme Court in Sitaram Kuchhbedia vs Vimal Rana & Ors. (2026 INSC 178) remanded the matter back for reconsideration, holding that the High Court had erred in dismissing appeals without properly appreciating evidence relating to charges under IPC and the SC/ST Act. The Court emphasized that serious offences involving unlawful assembly, culpable homicide, and atrocities against Scheduled Castes must be adjudicated with full evidentiary scrutiny. 

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 23 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 178
· Bench: Justice Sanjay Karol and Justice Vikram Nath (with Justice Sandeep Mehta noted in connected appeals)
· Appeal Nos.: Criminal Appeal Nos. 1837–1838 of 2011 (with connected appeals 1835–1836 of 2011)
· Disposition: Appeals remanded for fresh consideration

Factual Background
· Accused Group: Multiple individuals including Vimal Rana and others were charged with offences under IPC and SC/ST Act.
· Charges: 
· Section 302/149 IPC – Murder with common object
· Section 304-II IPC – Culpable homicide not amounting to murder
· Sections 323/149, 325/149, 148 IPC – Assault, grievous hurt, rioting with deadly weapons
· Section 3(2)(v) SC/ST Act, 1989 – Atrocities against Scheduled Castes
· High Court Proceedings: Earlier appeals in 2006 were dismissed, affirming convictions.
· Supreme Court Intervention: Found that the High Court had not adequately considered evidentiary aspects, particularly recoveries under Section 27 of the Evidence Act.

Supreme Court’s Findings
· Remand Ordered: The case was sent back for fresh consideration, ensuring proper evaluation of evidence.
· Section 27 Evidence Act: Recovery of incriminating material must be scrutinized carefully.
· SC/ST Act Application: The Court stressed that offences under the Act carry enhanced gravity and must be adjudicated with sensitivity.
· Balance of Charges: Differentiation between murder (302 IPC) and culpable homicide (304-II IPC) requires nuanced evidentiary analysis.

Legal Significance
· Strengthens Evidentiary Standards: Reinforces that appellate courts must thoroughly examine recoveries and witness testimonies before affirming convictions.
· SC/ST Act Enforcement: Highlights the judiciary’s commitment to ensuring protection under the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act.
· Clarifies IPC Distinctions: Emphasizes careful judicial distinction between murder and culpable homicide.

Practical Implications
· For Accused: Provides another opportunity to contest convictions through proper evidentiary review.
· For Victims: Ensures that charges under SC/ST Act are not diluted and receive full judicial attention.
· For Legal Strategy: Demonstrates the importance of challenging evidentiary lapses at the appellate stage.


8. On 23 February 2026, the Supreme Court in Shobha Namdev Sonavane v. Samadhan Bajirao Sonvane & Ors. (2026 INSC 181) set aside the Bombay High Court’s order granting bail to two accused in a serious criminal case, stressing that bail in offences involving murder, sexual assault, and atrocities under the SC/ST Act must be granted only after careful judicial scrutiny. The matter was remanded for reconsideration. 

Case Overview
· Court: Supreme Court of India
· Date of Judgment: 23 February 2026
· Citation: 2026 INSC 181
· Bench: Justice Vikram Nath and Justice Sandeep Mehta
· Appeal Origin: SLP (Crl.) No. 12440 of 2023
· Impugned Order: Bombay High Court (Aurangabad Bench) order dated 1 March 2023 in Criminal Appeal No. 132 of 2023

Factual Background
· Crime No. 322 of 2022: Registered at Kopargaon Taluka Police Station, Ahmednagar District.
· Charges: 
· IPC Sections: 302 (murder), 354 (assault on woman), 294, 326, 324, 323, 504, 506, 509, 143–149 (unlawful assembly, rioting), 427 (mischief).
· SC/ST Act: Section 3(2)(v) – committing offences against members of Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes.
· High Court Decision (2023): Granted bail to respondent Nos. 1 & 2.
· Complainant’s Appeal: Shobha Namdev Sonavane challenged the bail order in the Supreme Court.

Supreme Court’s Findings
· Leave Granted: The Court admitted the appeal.
· Error in Bail Grant: Found that the High Court had not adequately considered the gravity of offences and the victim’s rights.
· Remand Ordered: The bail issue was sent back for fresh consideration, ensuring proper evaluation of evidence and seriousness of charges.

Legal Significance
· Stricter Bail Standards: Reinforces that bail in heinous crimes (murder, sexual assault, SC/ST atrocities) requires rigorous judicial scrutiny.
· Victim-Centric Approach: Protects complainants from premature release of accused in serious offences.
· SC/ST Act Sensitivity: Highlights the enhanced gravity of offences under the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989.

Practical Implications
· For Accused: Bail in serious offences will be harder to secure without strong grounds.
· For Victims: Ensures that courts prioritize victim protection and community safety.
· For Legal Strategy: Defence must present compelling evidence to justify bail in cases involving murder and SC/ST Act charges.


