IN THE H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT MADRAS
RESERVED ON :03.03. 2021
PRONOUNCED ON: 18. 03. 2021

CORAM
THE HON BLE MR JUSTI CE T. RAVI NDRAN

S. A. No. 528 of 2009
and
M P.No.1 of 2009

K. Var at har aj ,

Son of Kuppana Gounder,

Gangapur am

Er ode Tal uk. C Appel | ant/ 1st Respondent/Plaintiff

Vs.

1. Thul asi mani,
S/ o, Thanganut hu Gounder,
Kummakal i pal ayam
Vadanmugham Vel | ode Post,
Per undur ai Tal uk.

2. Soundar am
W o, Duraisany,
Vel | i angattu Thottam
Koonanpatti,
Vadanmugham Vel | ode Post,
Per undur ai Tal uk.

3. Chi nnammal ,
Wfe of Kumarasany,
Kangapur am
Kangapuram Vi | | age,
Er ode Tal uk.

4. Annakodi ,
Wfe of Periyana Gounder,
Kangapur am
Kangapuram Vi | | age,
Er ode Tal uk.
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5. Mallika,
Wfe of Thul asi mani,
Koonanpatti,
Vadanugham Vel | ode Vil age,
Perundurai Tal uk.

[ Notice dispensed with for
Respondents 2 to 5 in the | ower
appel l ate court and Hence
notice is dispensed with in the
second appeal al so]
Respondent s/ Respondents 2 to 5/ Defendants 3 to 6

Prayer: Second Appeal filed under Section 100 of C. P.C , against
the judgnment and Decree of the Learned Principal D strict Judge,
Erode, in A S. No.64 of 2008 dated 12.12.2008 reversing the
judgnment and decree of the Learned Principal Subordinate Judge,
Erode in O S. No.579 of 1998 dated 22. 11. 2007.

For Appel | ant : M. A K Kumar asany, SC

for Ms. Kaithanmal ai Kumar an
For Rl & R5 : M. N. Manokar an
R2 to R4 . Gven up

JUDGMENT

Chal lenge in this second appeal is made to the judgnent
and decree dated 12.12.2008 passed in A S. No.64 of 2008 on the
file of the Principal District Court, Erode, reversing the
judgnent and decree dated 22.11.2007 passed in O S No.579 of
1998 on the file of the Principal Subordinate Court, Erode.

2. For the sake of convenience, the parties are referred
to as per their rankings in the trial court.

3. The plaintiff in O S No.579 of 1998 is the appellant
in this second appeal .

4. Suit for specific performance or for the alternative

relief of the recovery of the advance amount with interest, by
creating the charge over the suit property.
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5. Briefly stated, the case of the plaintiff is that the
suit property belonged to the first defendant and the first
defendant agreed to convey the suit property to the plaintiff
for a sum of Rs.2,00,000/- and the plaintiff having agreed to
purchase the sane for the abovesaid consideration, the parties
entered into the witten agreenent of sale on 28.03.1998 and a
sum of Rs.1,00,000/- was given by the plaintiff to the first
defendant on the date of the sale agreenent and it was agreed
that a balance sum of Rs.50,000/- should be paid by the
plaintiff wthin three nonths from the date of sale agreenent
and the time fixed for the conpletion of the sale agreenent is
five nmonths from the date of the sale agreenent wth usual
default clauses and the plaintiff has been always ready and
willing to pay the bal ance sale consideration and to obtain the
sale deed. The plaintiff paid Rs.50,000/- on 04.06.1998 and in
evidence of the sane, the first defendant has acknow edged the
receipt of the said anpbunt on the reverse side of the sale
agreenent and thereafter, the plaintiff had been requesting the
first defendant to receive the bal ance sale consideration and to
execute the sale deed, however the first defendant had been
evading to execute the sale deed on sone pretext or the other
by giving false promses and also endeavored to alienate the
suit property to third parties and hence the plaintiff gave a
publication in the newspaper by giving details of the sale
agr eenent dated 28.03.1998 and warning to the intended
purchasers of the suit property. Subsequent there to, the
second defendant has caused a publication in the newspaper
stating that he had purchased the suit property on 16.06.1998
from the first defendant for a valid consideration and the
abovesai d case of the second defendant is not true and fal se and
the second defendant is the son-in-law of the first defendant
and he is fully aware of the sale agreenent dated 28.03.1998 and
the defendants 1 and 2 have colluded and brought about the sale
deed dated 16.06.1998 wth wulterior notive to cheat the
plaintiff and deprive the rights of the plaintiff and the sale
deed dated 16.06.1998 is not true, valid and binding on the
plaintiff. Hence the plaintiff issued the legal notice dated
12.08.1998 to the defendants to cone forward and execute the
sale deed and to the sanme, only the second defendant sent a
reply containing false allegations and hence according to the
plaintiff, he has been necessitated to institute the suit
agai nst the defendants for appropriate reliefs. Pendi ng suit,
the first defendant had died and his LRs had been brought on

https://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/



record and prayed for the disposal of the suit in his favour.

6. The second defendant resisted the plaintiff's suit
contending that the suit Jlaid by the plaintiff 1is not
mai nt ai nable either in law or on facts and according to him the
sale agreenent dated 28.03.1998 is a fabricated docunment and
putforth the case that the value of the suit property has been
inflated to give a colour of reality to the suit agreenent and
contended that that it is false to state that a sum of
Rs. 1,00,000/- was paid by the plaintiff to the first defendant
on the date of the sale agreenment and further the plaintiff had
paid a sum of Rs.50,000/- on 04.06.1998 and obtained the
endorsenment of the first defendant and according to the second
def endant, all the abovesaid pleas are totally false and
according to him he had purchased the suit property on
16. 06. 1998 from the first defendant and he had sold the property
to discharge the debts and though the plaintiff is claimng to
have entered into the sale agreenent for an extent of 2 acres
and 4 cents in the suit survey nunber, he has filed the suit
seeking the relief of specific performance for 2 acres and 39
cents and even w thout knowing the correct extent of the suit
property, the case has been falsely projected by the plaintiff
that he had agreed to purchase the sane under the suit agreenent
and the second defendant refuted the publication caused by the
plaintiff in the newspaper on 11.07.1998 by way of issuing a
publication on 15.07.1998 and to the notice sent by the
plaintiff, a proper reply has been given by the second defendant
and according to the second defendant, the case has been fal sely
laid by the plaintiff in collusion with the first defendant and
in any event, the second defendant is a bonafide purchaser for
the value wthout notice of the suit agreenment and the
plaintiff has cone forward with the false pleas and not entitled
to seek any of the reliefs as clained in the plaint and prayed
for the dismssal of the plaintiff's suit.

7. In support of the plaintiff's case, P.W.1 to 5 were
exani ned. Exs. Al to A8 were marked. On the side of the second
defendant, D.W.1 to 5 were exam ned. Exs.Bl to B20 were
mar ked. Exs. X1 and X2 were al so narked.

8. On a consideration of the oral and docunentary

evi dence adduced by the respective parties and the subm ssions
made, the trial court was pleased to grant the reliefs of
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specific performance in favour of the plaintiff and rejected his
alternative plea and accordingly disposed of the plaintiff's
sui-t. | mpugning the sanme, the second defendant preferred the
first appeal. The first appellate court on an appreciation of
the materials placed on record, both oral and docunentary and
the subm ssions putforth by the respective parties, was pleased
to setaside the judgnent and decree of the trial court and by
way of allowng the appeal preferred by the second defendant,
dismssed the plaintiff's suit. Chal l enging the sane, the
second appeal has been | aid.

9. At the tinme of adm ssion of the second appeal t he
following substantial question of Jlaw was fornmulated for
consi der ati on.

Wet her the second defendant is entitled to challenge
Ex. Al when the first defendant did not challenge the agreenent
of sal e executed by hinf

10. The substantial question of law fornulated in the
second appeal is whether the second defendant is entitled to
chal l enge the sale agreenent Ex.Al when the first defendant did
not chall enge the agreenent of sale executed by him The suit
has been laid by the plaintiff claimng the relief of specific
performance on the basis of the sale agreenent Ex.Al said to
have been executed in his favour by the first defendant qua the

suit property. The first defendant had not contested the
plaintiff's suit and renmained exparte. It is only the second
defendant, who had been all along contesting the plaintiff's

suit by puttingforth the defence version that the sal e agreenent
Ex.AlL is not true, valid and binding on him and that he had
purchased the suit property from the first defendant on
16. 06. 1998 by way of a registered sale deed nmarked as Ex.B6 and
according to the second defendant, Ex.Al sale agreenent is a
fabricated docunent created at the instance of the plaintiff and
the first defendant and also putforth the case that in any
event, he is the bonafide purchaser for value w thout notice and
accordingly prayed for the dismssal of the plaintiff's suit.
As far as the substantial question of law formulated in the
second appeal, the sane could be answered by holding that the
second defendant, being the subsequent purchaser, 1is also
entitled to challenge the sale agreenment by contending that the
sale agreenent is not a valid and true docunment and that the
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plaintiff is not ready and willing to perform his part of the
contract and also that he is the bonafide purchaser for value
W thout notice and the abovesasid position of |law has been
outlined by the Apex Court in the decision reported in 2018 (11)
SCC 761 [ B.Vijaya Bharathi Vs. P.Savitri and others] as

fol | ows:
Contract and Specific Relief — Specific Relief Act,
1963 — Ss.16(c) and 19(b) - Absence of readiness and
willingness to perform plaintiff vendee's part of
agreenent for sale of immovable property — Reiterated,
sai d def ence i's also available to subsequent
purchasers, and if such plaintiff vendee cannot cannot
establish that it was ready and willing to perform

fact that subsequent purchasers nmay not be bona fide
purchasers would not come in the way of stating that
suit for specific performance nust be dism ssed at the
t hreshol d because of |ack of readiness and w llingness,
which is a basic condition for the grant of specific
per f or mance.

Hel d:

The first defendant ran away from the Regi stering
Authority making it clear that she did not want to act
in furtherance of the Agreenent in executing a Ceneral
Power of Attorney in favour of the plaintiff's

husband. There was no conveyance in favour of the
plaintiff. Defendant 1 then sold the property to
Defendant 2 and Defendant 2 in turn sold it to
Def endant 3. However, no prudent person would stay

quiet for a period of one year and el even nonths after
such an wunequivocal repudiation of the agreenent if
they were really interested in going ahead with the
sale transaction. The only inference, therefore, from
this is that the plaintiff cannot possibly be said to
be ready and willing throughout to performtheir part
of the agreenent.

Further, though aware of two conveyances of the
same property, the plaintiff did not ask for their
cancel lation. This again, would stand in the way of a
decree of specific performance for unless the sale
made by Defendant 1 to Defendant No.2, and thereafter
by Defendant 2 to Defendant 3 are set aside, no decree
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for specific performance could possibly follow The
Hi gh Court was clearly right in finding that the bar
of Section 16(c) was squarely attracted on the facts
of the present case, and that therefore, the fact that
Def endants 2 and 3 may not be bona fide purchasers
would not conme in the way of stating that such suit
nmust be dism ssed at the threshold because of |ack of
readi ness and willingness, which is a basic condition
for the grant of specific performance.

The obligation inposed by Section 16 is upon the
Court not to grant specific performance to a plaintiff
who has not net the requirenents of clauses (a),(b)
and (c) thereof. A court may not, therefore, grant to
a plaintiff who has failed to aver and to prove that
he has perfornmed or has always been ready and wlling
to perform his part of the agreenment the specific
per f ormance whereof he seeks. There is, therefore, no
guestion of the plea being available to one defendant
and not to another.

It is open to any defendant to contend and establish
that the mandatory requirenent of Section 16(c) has
not been conplied with and it is for the Court to
determ ne whether it has or has not been conplied with
and, depending upon its conclusion, decree or decline
to decree the suit.

11. The abovesaid position of Jlaw has also been
reiterated by the Apex Court in the recent decision rendered by
it dated 16.02.2021 in Civil Appeal No.543 of 2021 [ Kadupugotl a
Var al akshm Vs. MVudagiri Venkata Rao and others] and foll ow ng
the decision reported in 2000 ( 2) SCC 428 [ Ram Awadh ( Dead)
by Lrs and Qthers Vs. Achhai bar Dubey and Another] hel d that
even the subsequent purchaser is entitled to contend that the
plaintiff is not entitled to seek and obtain the relief of
specific performance on various grounds and the position of |aw
enunci ated by the Apext Court in the abovesaid case is
extracted bel ow

“ The subm ssions advanced on behalf of the appellant

I .e., subsequent purchaser were not taken into account on the
premise that it would not be open to a subsequent purchaser to
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challenge the readiness and wllingness on part of the
plaintiff. The H gh Court had relied upon the decision of this
Court rendered in Jugraj Singh and Another Vs. Labh Singh and
QG hers [(1995) 2 SCC 31] to cone to such concl usion.

It nust be stated here that the principles
laid down in Jugraj Singh and Another (supra) were
not accepted by a larger Bench of this Court. The
rel evant discussion in paragraph 6 in the case of Ram
Awadh (Dead) by Lrs and Orhers Vs. Achhai bar Dubey
and Anot her [(2000) 2 SCC 428 ] was as under:

“6. The obligation inposed by section 16 is
upon the court not to grant specific performance to a
plaintiff who has not net the requirenents of clauses
(a), (b) and (c)thereof. A Court may not, therefore,
grant to a plaintiff who has failed to aver and to
prove that he has performed or has always been ready
and willing to perform his part of the agreenment the
specific performance whereof he seeks. There is,
therefore no question of the plea being available to
one defendant and not another. It is open to any
defendant to contend and establish that he mandatory
requi rement of Section 16(c) has not been conplied
with and it is for the court to determ ne whether it
has or has not been conplied with and, dependi ng upon
its conclusion, decree or decline to decree the suit.
W are of the view that the decision in Jugraj Singh
case [(1995) 2 SCC 31 ] is erroneous.”

12. Resultantly the Apex Court after holding that the
Hgh Court fell in error in holding that the subsequent
purchaser is not entitled to raise any submi ssion on the issue
of readiness and wllingness, remt the matter back to the High
Court for a fresh consideration of the case on nerits.

13. Inasnuch as, according to the second defendant, the
suit agreenent is a false and fabricated record created by the
plaintiff and in collusion with the first defendant and when
further according to him he had purchased the suit property
from the first defendant under the Ex.B6 sale deed nerely
because, the first defendant had renmai ned exparte, it cannot be
hel d that the second defendant is disentitled to raise the pleas
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open to him as per law in challenging the plaintiff's case by
contending that the suit agreenment is a fabricated record and
that the plaintiff is not ready and willing to perform his part
of the contract and that the plaintiff is not entitled to seek
the equitable and discretionary relief of specific perfornmance.

14. Considering the nmaterials avail able on record, at the
forenost, when it is found that the suit agreenent is only
entered into between the plaintiff and the first defendant for 2
acres and 4 cents, however, the plaintiff having cone forward
with the suit seeking for the relief of specific performance for
2 acres and 39 cents, when the plaintiff has not even endeavored
to amend the plaint suitably, despite having gathered know edge
that the plaintiff and the first defendant intended to enter

into a agreenent of sale for 2 acres and 39 cents, t he
plaintiff cannot be allowed to bases his case on the footing
that as the boundaries prevail over the extent, despite the

position that the agreenent covers only two acres and 4 cents,
he is entitled to seek the relief for the entire 2 acres and 39
cents. Wen the plaintiff is fully aware of the discrepancy in
the extent of the subject matter covered in the sale agreenent,
the plaintiff should have taken steps to anmend the plaint as per
| aw and despite the abovesaid position, the plaintiff having not
endeavored to anend the plaint by giving the correct description
of the suit property and thus as contended by the defendants'
counsel, as the plaintiff and the first defendant had not
entered into a valid agreenent for 2 acres and 39 cents and the
plaintiff wthout knowing the actual extent of the suit
property, he having entered into the agreenent only for a |esser
extent and even after comng to know of the sane, the plaintiff
having not chosen to anmend the plaint as per |aw, in ny
considered opinion, the discretionary and equitable relief of
specific performance cannot be extended in favour of the
plaintiff.

15. On a perusal of the sale agreenent Ex.Al, it is found
that the sane is engrossed on a 10 rupees stanp paper purchased

from the stanp vendor R Ramasany at Karur. As per the
endorsenent available in the stanp paper, it is found to have
been sold on 19.03.1998 to one Nall at hanbi Gounder residing at
Koonanpatti. Contending that the abovesaid stanp paper is

antedated and to establish his case, the second defendant had
produced Exs.Xl and X2 being the registers sunmoned from the

https://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/



District Registrar, Karur. It is found that as per Ex. X2, there
IS no entry that the stanp paper in serial No.2923 was sold on
19.03.1998 to one Nalla Thanbi and the serial nunber found in
the stanp paper of Ex.Al is 2923. But as per the evidence of
P.W1, the plaintiff during the cross examnation, the first
def endant purchased the stanp paper at Perunthurai. Therefore
as rightly concluded by the first appellate court, when the
burden is heavy upon the plaintiff to establish the authenticity
of the sale agreenent, particul arly, when the second defendant
has thrown a challenge that the sale agreenent is not a true and
val id docunment and when as per the available records, the stanp
paper bearing serial No.2923 is not sold to Nallathanbi on
19. 03. 1998 by the stanmp vendor R Ramasamnmy and on the other hand,
the stanp paper Dbearing serial No.2923 was sold to one
K. Vel usanmy on 20.03.1998, the case projected by the plaintiff
that the first defendant had purchased the stanp paper at Karur
on 19.03.1998 on which the sale agreenment has been engrossed
cannot at all believed and accepted and when according to the
plaintiff, he is directly not aware of the purchase of the stanp
paper for the sale agreenent and when it is seen that the
abovesaid factors would go to show that as the sale agreenent
had been concocted by the plaintiff one way or the other, the
di screpancy having occurred even with reference to the truth and
validity of the stanp paper on which the sale agreenent had been
engrossed and the abovesaid factors having not been expl ai ned by
the plaintiff in the proper prospective and in an acceptable
manner, the first appellate court is found to be justified in
di sbelieving the genuineness of Ex.Al sale agreenent on the
abovesai d grounds.

16. The plaintiff being a resident of Gangapuram vill age
and the suit property |ocated 25Km away from his village, ie.
at Vellode village and when according to the plaintiff, he has
not perused the title deeds of the vendor ie., the first
defendant or the encunbrance certificate relating to the suit
property before entering into the sale agreenment and when as
above pointed out, the plaintiff w thout any verification of the
lie of the suit property, the title of the suit property, the
extent of the suit property, particularly, he having chosen to
go for the sale agreenent for an extent of 2 acres and 4 cents
and on the other hand, he having cone forward with the relief of
specific performance for the extent of 2 acres and 39 cents, al
these would only go to point out that, inasmuch as, the sale
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agreenent had been brought about falsely by way of fabrication,
the plaintiff had not even ventured to verify the title of the
first defendant qua the suit property and the abovesaid factors
has been rightly taken into consideration by the first appellate
court for declining the relief of specific performance, on the
footing that the abovesaid factors wundermine the truth and
validity of the sale agreenment Ex.Al. As regards the evidence
of the attestor examned as P.W2, when P.W2 is also not aware
of the purchase of the stanp paper on which Ex.Al had been
engrossed and when he had admtted the extent of the suit
property in Ex.Al is only 2 acres and 4 cents and when further
admtted that the scribe has not signed in Ex.Al and when form
the materials placed on record, the concerned scribe had been
suspended for msconduct, it is found that the first appellate
court is justified in not accepting the evidence of P.W2 for
uphol ding the truth and validity of the sale agreenent Ex.Al.

17. \Wen the very basis of the truth and validity of the
sal e agreenent Ex. Al has not been established by the plaintiff,
particularly qua the purchase of the stanp papers used for the
sane, the extent of the property covered in the sale agreenent
and the failure of the plaintiff to verify the title of the
first defendant qua the suit property prior to the sale
agreenent, in such view of the matter, the case of the plaintiff
that he had paid Rs.1,00,000/- as advance on the date of the
sal e agreenent cannot at all be believed and has been rightly
rejected by the first appellate court. Equally, the first
appellate court is also found to be justified in not placing
reliance upon the evidence of the attestor P.W4 qua the paynent
of Rs.50,000/- as further sale price based on the endorsenent
mar ked as Ex. A7. The reasons given by the first appellate court
for not accepting the evidence of P.W4 are not shown to be
unaccept abl e and unreli abl e.

18. The plaintiff would claim that he has been always
ready and willing to pay the balance sale consideration and
obtain the sale deed. However, considering the conduct of the
plaintiff, there is no explanation on the part of the plaintiff
as to why he has not endeavored to deposit the balance sale
consi derati on in t he court anounti ng to Rs. 50, 000/ - .
Furthernore, when it is found that the plaint had been presented
by the plaintiff wth deficit court fees and only on
representation, necessary court fees had been paid by the
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plaintiff, the abovesaid conduct of the plaintiff has been
rightly taken into account by the first appellate court in
hol ding that he was not having the sufficient neans to perform
his part of the contract and accordingly not ready and wlling
to pay the sale consideration required to be paid by him under
the alleged sale agreenent and on that ground also rightly
determined that the plaintiff is not entitled to secure the
equi table and discretionary relief of specific performance.

19. Considering the evidence adduced by the second
defendant, both oral and docunentary, it is found that the
second defendant had purchased the suit property from the first
defendant and the first defendant had chosen to alienate the
suit property to the second defendant only for discharging his
debts and when there is no material on the part of the plaintiff
that the second defendant was aware of +the alleged sale
agreenent Ex.Al prior to Ex.B6 sale deed, nerely because, the
second defendant is the son-in-law of the first defendant that
by itself could not be sufficient to hold that the second
def endant had prior knowl edge of the sal e agreenent Ex.Al.

20. In any event, as above pointed out, the plaintiff has
not established that the sale agreement Ex.Al is a true and
valid docunent and the sane had been really executed by the
first defendant in his favour agreeing to convey the extent of 2
acres and 39 cents and when as above pointed out, the extent
covered in the sale agreenment is incorrect, the truth and
validity of the stanp papers on which the sale agreenent Ex.Al
has been engrossed has not been established by the plaintiff,
and when the evidence of the attestors P.W2 and P.W4 are found
to be not satisfactory and trustworthy and when the plaintiff
has failed to establish his readiness and w llingness, all put
together, the first appellate court, considering the principles
of law enunciated by the Apex Court and our H gh Court in the
various decisions as referred to in the judgnent, was justified
in rejecting the plaintiff's case. As rightly concluded by the
first appellate court, the trial court appears to have shift the
burden on the second defendant and thereby erroneously proceeded
to grant the relief of specific performance in favour of the
plaintiff.

21. In support of his contentions, the second defendant's
counsel placed reliance upon the decisions reported in
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1. 2013 (15) sCC 27 [ I.S. Sikandar (dead) By LRs Vs.
K. Subramani and ot her s]
2. 2007(9) SCC 660 [ MMS. Investnents, Madurai and O hers
Vs. Veerapan and ot hers]
3.2018 (11) sSCC 761 [ B.Vijaya Bharathi Vs. P.Savtri and
ot her s]
4. 2008 (3) M.J 638 [P. Retneswany Vs. A Raja and anot her]
5. 2001 (6) SCC 600 [A.C. Arual appan Vs. Athal ya Nai K]
6. 2013(4) SCC 546 [Garre Ml likharjuna Rao (dead) by LRs and
ot hers Vs. Nal abot hu Punni ah]
7. 2013 (5) MJ 667 [T.Raman and another Vs. A Devara] &
Anot her ]
8. 2011(2) CIC 1 (FB) [ Latif Estate Line India Ltd., Vs. 1.
Hadeej a Anmal and ot her s]
The principles of law outlined in the abovesaid decisions are
taken into consideration and followed as applicable to the case
at hand.

22. For the reasons aforestated, the substantial question
of law fornmulated in the second appeal is accordingly answered
against the plaintiff and in favour of the defendants.

23. In conclusion, the judgnent and decree dated
12.12. 2008 passed in A S. No.64 of 2008 on the file of the
Principal District Court, Erode, reversing the judgnent and
decree dated 22.11.2007 passed in O S.No.579 of 1998 on the file
of the Principal Subordinate Court, FErode are confirned.
Resul tantly, the second appeal is dismssed wth costs.
Consequent |y, connected m scel |l aneous petitions are cl osed.

Sd/ -
Assi stant Registrar (CS-V)

/'l True Copy //

Sub Assistant Registrar
nf a

To
1. The Principal D strict Judge,

Principal D strict Court,
Er ode.
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2. The Principal Subordinate Judge,
Princi pal Subordinate Court,
Er ode.

+1CC to M. S. Kai thamal ai Kumaran, Advocate, SR No. 17802
+1CC to M. N. Manokar an, Advocate, SR No. 17858

S. A. No. 528 of 2009
and
M P. No. 1 of 2009
NRL( CO)
B. VC (16/ 09/ 2021)
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