
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

  

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.3150 OF 2013 

 

ORDER: 

 Heard  Mr.P.V.Srinivasa  Rao for revision petitioners and  

Mr.Chandra iah Sunkera  for respondent No.1. 

 Defendants 1 and  3 in O.S.No.68 of 2008 in the Court of 

Senior Civil Judge, Sirc illa  a re the revision petitioners. The 1st 

respondent filed  O.S.No.68 of 2008 for dec la ra tion tha t the 

reg istered  sa le deed  doc ument No.2645/ 2006 da ted  

11.08.2006 exec uted  by p la intiff in favour of 

defendants/ revision petitioners 1 and  2 and  2nd respondent 

herein as null and  void .   

The CRP is d irec ted  aga inst the doc ket order da ted  

25.06.2012 overruling  the ob jec tions ra ised  aga inst the 

doc ument da ted  11.08.2006 relied  on by the 1st respondent. 

 For the purpose of apprec ia ting  the ob jec tion in fac t, 

and  lega l effec t on this ob jec tion, the averments in the p la int 

and  the written sta tement a re b riefly adverted  to . 

 The 1st respondent a lleges tha t he is the owner and  

possessor of agric ultura l land  of 0.05½ gts. in Survey No.29,                 

0-19½ gts. in Survey No.30, 0-29gts. in Survey No.35,  0-26½ gts. 

in Survey No.36, Ac s.2-35 g ts. in Survey No.1135 and  0-32 g ts. in 

Survey No.1136 a t Repaka  Village, Ellanthakunta  Manda l, 

Karimnagar Distric t.  The tota l extent of these survey numbers is 

Ac s.5-27 ½ gts. 
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 The 1st respondent a lleges tha t on negotia tions held  

between the parties, agreed  to sell the suit land  in favour of 

respondent No.2 herein and   petitioners.  The tota l sa le 

c onsidera tion agreed  was Rs.2,45,000/ -. On 11.08.2006, the 2nd 

respondent c a lled  the 1st respondent  for reg istra tion, however, 

pa id  Rs.1,00,000/ - and  for the ba lanc e amount of Rs.1,45,000/ -, 

the 2nd respondent exec uted  a  deed  and  p romised  to pay 

Rs.1,45,000/ - within six months from 11.08.2006.  In default of 

paying Rs.1,45,000/ -, it is averred  tha t the 1st respondent has 

right to c anc el the reg istered  sa le deed  da ted  11.08.2006. 

 The revision petitioners admit the reg istra tion of sa le 

deed  da ted  11.08.2006 doc ument No.2645/ 2006 and  d ispute 

tha t the 1st  respondent merely rec eived  Rs.1,00,000/ - instead  

of Rs.2,45,000/ - tota l sa le c onsidera tion and  tha t a  deed  was 

exec uted  agreeing to pay Rs.1,45,000/ - within six months from 

11.08.2006.  The revision petitioners and  2nd respondent in a ll 

fours denied  the exec ution of deed  da ted  11.08.2006 and  a lso 

tha t the deed  is illega l and  unenforc eab le in law. 

 The 1st respondent is adduc ing evidenc e and  a t tha t 

stage the doc ument da ted  11.08.2006 is sought to be marked  

as one of the exhib its.  The revision petitioners ob jec ted  to 

admitting the deed  da ted  11.08.2006 in evidenc e and  the tria l 

Court through the order under revision overruled  the ob jec tion.  

Henc e, the C.R.P. 
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Deed  da ted  11.08.2006 reads thus: 

            “సĸియగు Įేİీ 11-08-2006 ĸోǯన ĽింĦిĸెĬిడ్  రమణాĸెĬిడ్  S/O ĸాǭĸెĬిడ్  Ħామముర్  

ĸేǷాక, మండలము ఇలల్ ంతకుంట, ǭలాల్  కĸీంనగర్ Ħాĸికి అరువ Ȁహన్ ĸెĬిడ్  S/O Ƿాĳి ĸెĬిడ్ , 
ఇంటి నం.17-18/6, Ȏాķĸాంనగర్, ఉపప్ల్, హైదĸాబాద్ Ħారు సబ్-ĸిǭȎాట్ ర్ ర్ కాĸాయ్లయము 
ĽిĸిĽిలల్  ఆవరణలో ĺరా్ ķంǩ ఇǩచ్న కాĦితము ఏమనĦా, Ǿరు Ǿ ĳేర ĸేǷాక Ħామముర్  లో 
ఉనన్ వయ్వȎాయ భూములు సĸేవ్ నం 29,30,35,36,1135,1136 లో గల ĺాటిǵ Ĳా ĳేర 

మĸియు Ƿాకుక్లూĸి బాĺా Ĳాĸాయణ, కడప సవ్రూప ĳేరున రూǷాయలు  2,45,000/-

లకు ȇకర్ķంǩ ĸిǭĽేట్ ర్షన్ ĨేయĬాǵకి అంĦీకĸింǩĲారు. అందులకుĦాను Ĳేను రూ.లు 
1,00,000/-(అషౝĸాల ఒక లషౝ రూǷాయలు) నగదుĦా Ǿకు ఇĨాచ్ను. ǽగĮా రూ.లు 
1,45,000/- (అషౝĸాల ఒక లషౝ నలుబİి ఐదు ĺేల రూǷాయలు) ఈĸోǯ నుంĬి 6 Ĳెలల 

ĸోǯలలోĦా Ǿకు Ĩెȃల్ంǩ Ĳా కాĦితము Ĳేను ĺాపసు Ǵసుకోనగలను, లేǵ ķెడల Ǿరు 
ఈĸోǯ ĨేĽే ĸిǭĽేట్ ర్షన్ రదుద్  Ĩేసుకొǵ, భూǽǵ Ȏావ్ıీనము Ĩేసుకోగలరు. ఇİి Ĳా 
ఇషట్పూరవ్కముĦా ĺరా్ ķంǩ ఇǩచ్న దȎాత్ ĺేǯ సహి.” 

                                                                                                

 Mr.Srinivasa  Rao c ontends tha t the order impugned  in 

the revision does not d istinguish the ob jec tion ava ilab le under 

the Stamp Ac t and  the Reg istra tion Ac t.  The payment of 

defic it stamp duty, ac c ord ing to him a t best c ures defec t 

under Ind ian Stamp Ac t.  A doc ument, if is otherwise 

c ompulsorily reg isterab le under Sec tion 17 of the Registra tion 

Ac t, admitting  or rec eiving  the doc ument and  marking an 

exhib it is c ontra ry to Sec tion 17 and  Sec tion 49 of the 

Reg istra tion Ac t.  He c ontends tha t on 11.08.2006, respondent 

exec uted  reg istered  sa le deed  in favour of revision petitioners 

and  the 2nd respondent.  The reg istered  sa le deed  refers to 

payment of full c onsidera tion etc . Thus in law the reg istered  

sa le deed  da ted  11.08.2006, for a ll purposes c omp letes the 

transac tion of sa le and  purc hase between the parties.  The 

unreg istered  deed  da ted  11.08.2006 now purports to c anc el 
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the right c rea ted  through reg istered  deed  da ted  11.08.2006 

and  c onfers right of c anc ella tion in favour of 1st respondent. 

Ac c ord ing to him, the rec ita ls in unreg istered  deed  da ted  

11.08.2006 a re c ontra ry to rec ita ls in a  reg istered  deed , and  

purport to a ffec t right of revision petitioners in immovab le 

p roperty worth beyond  Rs.100/ - and  suc h doc ument is 

c ompulsorily reg istered  for admission as evidenc e.  In support 

of his submission, he p lac es relianc e on Sunil Kumar Roy v. 

Bhowra Kankanee Collieries Ltd.1, Raghunath v. Kedarnath2, 

Abdul Majeed v. Yadram Suresh3 and  Grandhi Padmanabham 

v. Nagula Kanaka Venkata  Madhusudhana Rao4 and  Shyam 

Narayan Prasad v. Krishna Prasad 5 and  he p rays for setting  

aside the doc ket order by a llowing the CRP. 

 Mr.Chandra iah c ontends tha t the deed  da ted  

11.08.2006 does not require reg istra tion as the deed  by itself 

does not c rea te or extinguish the right c rea ted  under 

reg istered  doc ument No.2645/ 2006.  He does not d ispute the 

ra tio in the dec isions relied  on by the revision petitioners, but 

c ontends tha t those dec isions a re not app lic ab le to the fac ts 

and  c irc umstanc es of this c ase.   

 I have taken note of the submissions made by the 

c ounsel appearing for the parties and  perused  the rec ord . Let 

                                                 
1  AIR 1971 SC 751 
2 AIR 1969 SC 1316 

3 2001 (2) ALT 417 

4 1996 (2) Andhra  Weekly Reporter 104 (DB) 
5 (2018) 7 SCC 646 
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me c onstrue the effec t of unreg istered  deed  da ted  11.08.2006 

before ac tua lly app lying the ra tio in the dec isions relied  on by 

petitioners. The deed  da ted  11.08.2006 was sta ted  to have 

been exec uted  by 2nd defendant/ 2nd respondent herein, 

whereas the reg istered  doc ument No.2645/ 2006 stands in 

favour of the revision petitioners and  the 2nd respondent. The 

1st respondent c ontends tha t the non-payment of full sa le 

c onsidera tion is rec orded  in unreg istered  deed  and  the 

amount of Rs.1,45,000/ -, if is not pa id  within six months from 

11.08.2006, the 2nd respondent dec la red  tha t the reg istered  

sa le deed  da ted  11.08.2006 be c anc elled  and  possession of 

the land  resumed.  The emphasis la id  by Mr.Chandra iah on 

unreg istered  deed  da ted  11.08.2006 is tha t on ac c ount of non-

performanc e of a lleged  understand ing between the 

respondents herein the lega l effec t of sa le effec ted  through 

reg istered  doc ument No.2645/ 2006 is c anc elled ,  resc inded  or 

rec a lled .  This Court a fter c a refully perusing the ob liga tion 

undertaken by 2nd respondent through unreg istered  deed  

da ted  11.08.2006 and  the fa llout of suc h non-performanc e, is 

of the view tha t the unreg istered  deed  da ted  11.08.2006 

a ffec ts, rec a lls or c anc els the right c rea ted  in immovab le 

p roperty through reg istered  deed  No. 2645/ 2006.  The question 

on the app lic ab ility of Sec tion 17 and  the nec essity of 

exec ution of reg istered  doc ument etc . in a ffec ting  rights in 

immovab le p roperty is no more res integra .  This Court merely 
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refers to the b ind ing p rec edents, before c onc lud ing the point 

under delibera tion. 

        In Sunil Kumar Roy c ase (supra  1), it is held  as under:  

“No attempt was made by Mr. Sen to persuade us to 

reverse this conclusion. Even on the assumption that a 

mutual arrangement or agreement as evidenced by Exh. 

A-4 was arrived at between the appellant and the Eastern 

Coal Co. Ltd. we are unable to agree that any reduction 

in the rate of royalty could have been effected by means 

of Exh A-4 which had not been registered under the 

provisions of the Indian Registration Act. It is well settled 

by now that a document which varies the essential terms 

of the existing registered lease, such as the amount of 

rent, must be registered : See Durga Prasad Singh v. 

Rajendra Narain Bagchi (1910) ILR 37 Cal 293 which 

was approved by the Full Bench in Lalit Mohan Ghosh v. 

Gopal Chuck Coal Company Ltd.(1912) ILR 39 Cal.284 

(FB) ( 2 ) . The decision of the Madras High Court in Obai 

Gounden v. Ramalinga Ayyar(1899) ILR 22 Mad 217, 

taking a contrary view has not been followed by the High 

Courts in India and the consistent view that has been 

taken is that registration ,of an agreement is necessary 

which reduces the rent of an existing registered lease : 

See Mulla on Indian Registration Act, 7th Edn. pp. 75-76. 

 

           In Raghunath  c ase (supra  2), it held  as under:  

Section 4 of the Transfer of Property Act states "The 

chapters and sections of this Act which relate to contracts 

shall be taken as part of the Indian Registration Act, 

1872.  

And Ss. 54, paragraphs 2 and 3, 59, 107 and 123 shall 

be read as supplemental to the Indian Registration Act, 

1908". Section 54 of the Transfer of Property Act reads " 

"Sale" is a transfer of ownership in exchange for a price 

paid or promised or part- paid and part-promised.  

Such transfer, in the case of tangible immovable property 

of the value of one hundred rupees and upwards, or in 
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the case of a reversion or other intangible thing, can be 

made only by a registered instrument.  

In the case of tangible immovable property, of a value 

less than one hundred rupees, such transfer may be 

made either by a registered instrument or by delivery of 

the property".  

Section 17 of the Registration Act states:  

"17. (1) The following documents shall be registered if the 

property to which they relate is situate in a district in 

which, and, if they have been executed on or after the 

date on which, Act No. XVI of 1864 or the Indian 

Registration Act, 1866 or the Indian Registration Act, 

1871, or the Indian Registration Act, 1877, or this Act 

came or comes into force, namely:  

(a) instrument of gift of immoveable property;  

(b) other non-testamentary instruments which purport or 

operate to create, declare, assign, limit or extinguish, 

whether in present or in future, any right, title or interest, 

whether vested or contingent, of the value of one 

hundred rupees and upwards, to or in immoveable 

property;  

(c)non-testamentary instruments which acknowledge the 

receipt or payment of any consideration on account of the 

creation, declaration, assignment, limitation or extinction 

of any such right, title or interest; and  

(d) leases of immoveable property from year to year, or 

for any term exceeding one year, or reserving a yearly 

rent;.  

(e) non-testamentary instruments transferring or 

assigning any decree or order of a Court or any award 

when such decree or order or award purports or operates 

to create, declare, assign, limit or extinguish whether in 

present or in future, any right, title or interest, whether 

vested or contingent of the value of one hundred rupees 

and upwards-, to or in immoveable property".  
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Section 49 of the Registration Act prior to its amendment 

in 1929 read :  

"No document required by section 17 to be registered 

shall-  

(a)affect any immoveable property comprised therein, or  

(b) confer any power to adopt, or  

(c)be received as evidence of any transaction affecting 

such property or conferring such power, unless it has 

been registered".  

By section 10 of the Transfer. of Property (Amendment) 

Supplementary Act, 1929, section 49 was amended as 

follows.-  

"No document required by section 17 or by any provision 

of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 to be registered 

shall-  

(a)affect any immoveable property comprised therein, or  

(b) confer any power to adopt, or  

(c) be received as evidence of any transaction affecting 

such property or conferring such power unless it has 

been registered.  

Provided that an unregistered document affecting 

immoveable property and required by this Act or the 

Transfer of Property Act, 1882, to be registered may be 

received as evidence of a contract in a suit for specific 

performance under Chapter 11 of the Specific Relief Act, 

1877, or as evidence of part performance of a contract for 

the purposes of section 53-A of the Transfer of Property 

Act, 1882, or as evidence of any collateral transaction not 

required to be affected by registered instrument".  

The inclusion of the words "by any provision of the 

Transfer of Property Act, 1882" by the Amending Act, 

1929 settled the doubt entertained as to whether the 

documents of which the registration was compulsory 
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under the Transfer of Property Act, but not under section 

17 of the Registration Act were affected by section 49 of 

the Registration Act. Section 4 of the Transfer of Property 

Act enacts that "sections 54, paragraphs, 2 and 3, 59 107 

and 123 shall be read as supplemental to the Indian 

Registration Act, 1908". It was previously supposed that 

the effect of this section was merely to add to the list 'of 

documents of which the registration was compulsory and 

not to include them in section 17 so as to bring them 

within the scope of section 49. This was the view taken 

by the Full Bench of the Allahabad High Court in Sohan 

Lal's case, ILR 50 All 986= (AIR 1928 All 726 (FB) 

(supra). The same view was expressed in a Madras Case 

Rama Sahu v. Gowro Ratho, ILR 44 Mad 55=(AIR 1921 

Mad 337 (FB) and by MacLeod C.J. in a Bombay case 

Dawal v. Dharma, ILR 41 Bom 550= (AIR 1917 

Bom.203). We are however absolved in the present case 

from examining the correctness of these decisions. For 

these decisions have been superseded by subsequent 

legislation i.e. by the enactment of Act 21 of 1929 which 

by inserting in section 49 of the Registration Act the 

words "or by any provision of the Transfer of Property 

Act, 1882" has made it clear that the documents in the 

supplemental list i.e. the documents of which registration 

is necessary under the Transfer of Property Act but not 

under the Registration Act fall within the scope of section 

49 of the Registration Act and if not registered are not 

admissible as evidence of any transaction affecting any 

immoveable property comprised therein, and do not affect 

any such inmmovable property. We are accordingly of the 

opinion that Ex. A-26 being unregistered is not admissible 

in evidence. In our opinion, Mr. Sinha is unable to make 

good his argument on this aspect of the case.  

     In Abdul Majeed c ase (supra  3), it is held  as under:  

“The question of any further transfer or relinquishment is 

not there but it only records the non-existence of any 

such right and, therefore, there being no creation or 

extinction of any right, title or interest, the provisions of 
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Section 17 of the Registration Act are not attracted. 

However, it has to be seen that if a transaction is entered 

into with a vendor, who himself has already parted with 

the property, no doubt no title would pass and if any such 

vendee tries to rely on such document, it can safely be 

held that the said vendee did not get any title. However, 

when there is an admission of non-existence of any such 

right or giving up claim in pursuance of the sale deed, 

which though did not confer any title, more so on receipt 

of consideration as pointed out under the document, it 

certainly reiterates, reasserts that such executant had no 

right title or interest which only results into the 

relinquishment or release of the rights in whatever form. 

In view of the same, for the purpose of Section 17 of the 

Registration Act, a document which purports to create, 

declare, assign, limit or extinguish any right title or 

interest requires registration even though the executant 

had no title. Therefore, the said document needs to be 

registered and properly stamped. It cannot be said that it 

is only an assertion or reiteration or declaration of a fact, 

which does not in any way affect any right title or interest. 

However, once a document is sought to be executed with 

such reiteration or even a declaration, it certainly touches 

upon creation, declaration and assignment limiting or 

extinguishing whatever right title or interest whether valid 

or invalid. In view of the very terms as such, it can in no 

circumstances be said that the said document is an 

agreement falling under Articles 5 and 6 of the Stamp 

Act. I am also fortified in this view of mine by the decision 

of a Division Bench of the Lahore High Court in Abdul 

Rahman v. Gurdit Singh wherein while considering the 

provisions of Sections 17 and 49 of the Registration Act, 

it was held that a document which purports to declare 

that the executants held no title in the house and have 

relinquished their action, requires registration and if 

unregistered is inadmissible in evidence. 

  In Grandhi Padmanabham c ase (supra  4), it is held  as 

under:  
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11. In view of the above, the important question that arises 

for consideration is: 

     “Whether an agreement, which abridges the absolute 

right created under a registered gift deed and creates a 

right in favour of the donor to revoke the gift deed on the 

failure of the donee paying the maintenance, requires 

registration or is exempted under sec.17(2)(v) of the 

Registration Act? 

12. The facts which are proved from the material evidence on 

record are that the second defendant executed a gift 

deed on 15-9-1966, Ex.A.2, in favour of the appellant-

plaintiff and the third defendant gifting certain properties 

including the suit house.  On 15-9-1966, the appellant 

executed an agreement, Ex.B-1, in favour of the second 

defendant agreeing to pay monthly maintenance of 

Rs.200/- and also assuring that for recovery of 

maintenance the second defendant can proceed against 

his properties and in case he (appellant) fails to fulfill the 

conditions regarding payment of maintenance, the 

second defendant can cancel or revoke the gift deed.  

Section 123 of the Transfer of Property Act says that for 

the purpose of making gift of immovable property worth 

more than Rs.100/-, the transfer must be effected by a 

registered instrument singed by or on behalf of the donor 

and attested by at least two witnesses.  Thus, the transfer 

of gifted immovable property, must be effected only by 

way of a registered instrument. Section 126 of the 

Transfer of Property Act provides that the donor and 

donee may agree that on the happening of any specified 

event, which does not depend on the will of the donor, a 

gift shall be suspended or revoked.  It further provides 

that the gift, which the parties agree, shall be revocable 

wholly or in part at the mere will of the donor,  is void 

wholly or  in part, as the case may be.  Thus, the donor 

and the donee can agree for revocation of gift deed and 

the condition to revoke the gift deed can be incorporated  

in the gift deed deed itself.  Where the property is 

transferred by a registered gift deed with a condition of 

revocation, the property is said to be transferred to the 

donee subject to condition of revocation mentioned in the 

gift deed. Where the property is transferred under a 

registered gift deed without any condition of revocation, 
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absolute rights in the property will be transferred to the 

donee from  the donor and the donor will have neither the 

right to revoke the gift deed nor to deal with the property 

in any way.  Once the gift is completed, then the absolute 

rights are conferred on the donee.  In the present case, 

there is no condition in the gift deed, Ex.A-2, that the 

donor has a right to revoke the gift deed on the failure of 

payment of maintenance amount by the donee.  On the  

other hand, it is stated that the gift deed is executed with 

the free will and volition of the donor.  Under Ex.A-2, gift 

deed, all the rights stood transferred to the appellant-

donee.  On the same day, the agreement (Ex.B-1) was 

executed separately by virtue of which a right is created 

in favour of the donor-second defendant by the donee-

appellant to revoke the gift deed in case the donee fails 

to pay the maintenance amount.  Thus, the agreement 

(Ex.B-1) altered the rights created under the gift deed 

(Ex.A-2) in favour of the appellant. According to 

Sec.17(1)(b) of the Registration Act, the document which 

creates, declares, assigns, limits or extinguishes, any 

right, title or interest to or in immovable property, requires 

registration.  Section 17(2)(v) reads: 

       “(2)  Nothing in clause (b) and (c) of sub-section (1) 

applies to- 

          (i)     xxxx                xxxx 

          (ii)     xxxx                xxxx 

           (iii)    xxxx                xxxx 

           (iv)   xxxx                xxxx 

           (v)    any document not itself creating, declaring, 

assigning, limiting or extinguishing any right, title or 

interest of the value of one hundred rupees and upwards 

to or in immovable property, but merely creating a right to 

obtain another document which will, when executed, 

create, declare, assign, limit or extinguish any such right, 

title or interest; or” 

        Xxx 

 The decisions of the Privy Council and the Supreme 

Court in Tika Ram’s case  and Kashinath Bhaskar’s case  

respectively, vividly lay down; (i) Where an agreement, 

though simultaneously executed along with a registered 

document, which creates, extinguishes, reduces or 

diminishes the right conferred by the earlier registered 
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document, requires registration, and (ii) Where  an 

agreement, which simply creates a right to obtain another 

document without altering, limiting, extinguishing the 

rights conferred by the earlier document and 

contemplates execution of another document whereunder 

rights are conferred, does not require registration and is 

exempted under Sec.17(2) (v) of the Registration Act.”   

 

          In Shyam Narayan Prasad c ase (supra  5), it is held  as follows: 

 

         “Section 49 of the Registration Act, 1908 provides 

for the effect of non-registration of the document, which is 

as under: 

 “49. Effect of non-registration of documents required 

to be registered:- No document required by Section 17 

or by any provision of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 

(4 of 1882), to be registered shall- 

(a) affect any immovable property comprised therein, 

or 

(b) confer any power to adopt, or 

(c) be received as evidence of any transaction 

affecting such property or conferring such power, 

unless it has been registered:” 

 

         “ Section 17(1)(b)  of the Registration Act mandates 

that any document which has the effect of creating and 

taking away the rights in respect of an immovable 

property must be registered and Section 49 of the 

Registration Act imposes bar on the admissibility of an 

unregistered document and deals with the documents 

that are required to be registered under Section 17 of the 

Registration Act.  Since, the deed of exchange has the 

effect of creating and taking away the rights in respect of 

an immovable property, namely, RCC building, it requires 

registration under Section 17.  Since the deed of 

exchange has not been registered, it cannot be taken into 

account to the extent of the transfer of an immovable 

property.” 
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 After c onsidering and  app lying the b ind ing p rec edent to 

the question whether the rec ita ls of deed  da ted  11.08.2006 

require reg istra tion or not, this Court holds tha t the 

unreg istered  doc ument c anc els the transfer c rea ted  through 

reg istered  sa le deed  da ted  11.08.2006 and  the va lue of whic h 

is more than Rs.100/ - in immovab le p roperty, the deed  da ted  

11.08.2006 c annot be rec eived  in evidenc e unless reg istered  

and  ac c ord ing ly the doc ument da ted  11.08.2006 for want of 

reg istra tion c annot and  c ould  not be rec eived   in evidenc e 

even if the doc ument has been impounded   a t the instanc e of 

1st respondent.  The order impugned  in the CRP for the above 

reasons is set aside.  The CRP is a llowed .  The tria l Court 

c onsiders and  d isposes of the suit as exped itiously as possib le, 

p referab ly within three months from the da te of rec eip t of a  

c opy of this order.  The parties, if do not c oopera te in 

c omp leting  the suit within the time stipula ted  by this Court, the 

lea rned  tria l Judge is g iven liberty to rec ord  reasons and  

p roc eed  in the matter in ac c ordanc e with law. 

 No order as to c osts. 

 As a  sequel thereto, misc ellaneous petitions, if any, pend ing 

stand  c losed . 

____________ 

                                            S.V.BHATT, J 
 

Date:28.08.2018 

Stp  


