
 

 

 

Topics to be Covered 

The Limitation Act, 1963 and The Registration Act, 1908  

 

a. Limitation 

 

i. Procedural Law: Section 5 Condonation of Delay, ss6-9 Legal Disability,  

 

ss14-15 Exclusion of Time of Proceeding in Good Faith in Wrong Court,  

 

ss18-19 Acknowledgement 

 

ii. Substantive Law: S25 Law of Prescription and s27 Adverse Possession, s 29  

 

Saving Clause 

 

b. Registration  

 

i. Compulsory Registered Documents s17 

 

ii. Optional Registration s18 

 

iii. Time and Place for Registration ss23-31 

 

iv. Effects of Registration and non Registration ss47-50 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For further query 



 

 

You can contact us on: 

Whatsapp: +919354560572 

Or you can follow us on Instagram at : Do_MyWork 

 

The Limitation Act, 1963 

Section 5: Condonation of Delay 

Provision: Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963, allows courts to condone (or excuse) delays in filing appeals and 

applications, as long as the applicant can show "sufficient cause" for not filing within the prescribed period. This 

section is important because it provides flexibility in cases where, due to unforeseen circumstances, parties could not 

adhere to the statutory limitation period. 

The phrase "sufficient cause" is left open to judicial interpretation, which gives courts discretion to assess each case 

based on its facts and circumstances. Common reasons courts may consider sufficient for condoning delay include: 

• Unforeseen events (such as illness, family emergencies, or natural disasters), 

• Incorrect legal advice or mistakes made by legal counsel, 

• Bureaucratic delays or procedural challenges, and 

• Instances where the applicant acted in good faith but faced unavoidable obstacles. 

This provision applies only to appeals and applications (such as petitions), not to suits (lawsuits), which must 

strictly adhere to limitation periods. Courts are guided by a balance between the principles of justice and the need to 

prevent undue delay in legal proceedings. 

Case Law: Collector, Land Acquisition v. Katiji (1987) 

In Collector, Land Acquisition v. Katiji, the Supreme Court of India established a precedent favoring a liberal 

interpretation of "sufficient cause." The Court emphasized that technical reasons should not prevent substantial 

justice and that delays should be condoned more liberally when public interest or fundamental rights are involved. 

The judgment laid down the following key points: 

1. Liberal Approach: The Court underscored that a liberal approach should be taken when deciding whether 

to condone a delay. Justice should not be sacrificed for technicality, and substantial justice should be 

prioritized. 



 

 

2. Substantial Justice over Technicalities: The Court ruled that procedural delays and technicalities should 

not defeat the larger objective of justice. Courts should be more inclined to condone delays if it means 

ensuring a fair outcome. 

3. Human Error Consideration: Acknowledging that human errors and unexpected circumstances occur, the 

Court held that a reasonable explanation for delay should not be disregarded if it was out of the control of the 

party concerned. 

4. "Sufficient Cause" Interpretation: The Court provided a broad interpretation of "sufficient cause," meaning 

that each case should be assessed on its merits. The burden of proving "sufficient cause" lies with the party 

requesting condonation, but courts are expected to exercise their judgment with compassion and pragmatism. 

5. Government Litigants: This case also set a trend for giving government litigants some leniency, recognizing 

that government bodies often face bureaucratic challenges and delays. However, the government is still 

expected to make every effort to file appeals within the prescribed period. 

Significance of the Case: Collector, Land Acquisition v. Katiji remains one of the most frequently cited cases for 

Section 5 of the Limitation Act. Its principles are still relevant, emphasizing that justice should not be defeated by 

rigid adherence to procedural timelines, especially when genuine causes are shown. This case has guided courts in 

adopting a compassionate approach to condonation, particularly in instances where the delay is reasonable and does 

not prejudice the other party. 

Sections 6-9: Legal Disability 

Provision: 

Sections 6 to 9 of the Limitation Act, 1963, provide a safeguard for individuals who are unable to act within the 

standard limitation period due to certain "legal disabilities." Legal disabilities include conditions that prevent a person 

from exercising their legal rights, such as being a minor (under the age of 18) or being mentally incapacitated. These 

sections allow for an extension of the limitation period, ensuring that vulnerable individuals are not unfairly deprived 

of their rights due to conditions beyond their control. 

The key points under these sections are: 

1. Section 6: Extension for Persons Under Legal Disability 

o If a person entitled to file a suit or application is a minor or mentally incapacitated when the cause of 

action arises, the limitation period begins only after the disability ceases. For example, if a minor has 

a claim, the limitation period will start only when they turn 18. 



 

 

o If there are multiple disabilities (e.g., a minor who is also mentally incapacitated), the limitation period 

will begin only when all disabilities have ceased. 

2. Section 7: Extension in Case of Multiple Disabilities 

o This section addresses cases where a person faces multiple disabilities at the time the right to sue 

accrues. The limitation period will commence only after all disabilities have ended. 

o For instance, if a minor has a mental disability that persists even after reaching adulthood, the 

limitation period begins once the mental disability is resolved. 

3. Section 8: Maximum Limit of Extension 

o This section imposes an upper limit on the extension provided by Sections 6 and 7. A suit cannot be 

filed later than three years after the termination of the legal disability or disabilities. This is to prevent 

indefinite delay in filing suits. 

4. Section 9: Continuous Running of Time 

o This section specifies that once the limitation period starts, it runs continuously and is not affected by 

any supervening disability that may arise after the limitation period begins. 

o For example, if a person becomes incapacitated after the limitation period has started, the limitation 

period will not pause and continues to run. 

Case Law: T.K. Ramanuja v. Ranganayaki Ammal (1939) 

In T.K. Ramanuja v. Ranganayaki Ammal, the Madras High Court addressed the concept of legal disability and its 

impact on limitation. Although this case predates the 1963 Act, its principles are relevant to understanding Sections 

6-9. Key aspects of the judgment include: 

1. Recognition of Legal Disability: The court clarified that if an individual is legally disabled at the time when 

the right to sue accrues, the limitation period will not begin until the disability is lifted. In this case, the court 

recognized the importance of protecting the rights of those who are unable to act due to age or mental capacity. 

2. Application of Multiple Disabilities: The case also underscored that when multiple disabilities are present, 

the law requires all disabilities to be resolved before the limitation period begins. This ensures that vulnerable 

individuals do not lose their legal rights because of procedural timelines they are unable to meet. 

3. Balancing Equity with Timeliness: The court emphasized that the law must balance equity and justice with 

timely resolution of disputes. While these provisions protect disabled individuals, Section 8 sets an upper 

limit to prevent indefinite delays. 

Significance of the Case: 

The principles in T.K. Ramanuja v. Ranganayaki Ammal continue to guide courts in interpreting Sections 6-9, 



 

 

particularly in cases where a plaintiff's disability might unfairly prevent them from filing within the regular limitation 

period. This case highlights the importance of ensuring access to justice for minors and mentally incapacitated 

persons while maintaining a balance to avoid excessive delays in the legal process. 

Sections 14-15: Exclusion of Time in Proceedings in Good Faith in Wrong Court 

Provision: 

Sections 14 and 15 of the Limitation Act, 1963, provide mechanisms for excluding certain time periods from the 

limitation calculation in specific situations, allowing a person to effectively "pause" the running of the limitation 

period. 

1. Section 14: Exclusion of Time for Proceedings in a Court Without Jurisdiction 

o Section 14 allows a party to exclude the time spent in pursuing a case in a court that ultimately turns 

out to lack jurisdiction, as long as the initial filing was done in "good faith" and with a genuine belief 

that the chosen court had jurisdiction. 

o This provision helps ensure that plaintiffs are not penalized for filing a case in the wrong court due to 

a reasonable misunderstanding of jurisdiction. It aims to prevent injustice by recognizing time spent 

in litigation pursued with honest intent. 

o The excluded time covers both the duration of the proceedings in the wrong court and any time 

reasonably required to approach the correct court afterward. 

2. Section 15: Exclusion of Time Due to Legal Restrictions 

o Section 15 deals with situations where a party is prevented from initiating proceedings due to an 

injunction, stay order, or other legal restriction imposed by a court or competent authority. The 

limitation period for filing the suit is extended to account for this restricted time. 

o This section is applicable when a person’s ability to proceed is halted by an external legal restriction, 

thus recognizing that they had no control over the delay. 

Together, these sections ensure that procedural technicalities do not impede a fair hearing, especially when the delay 

was caused by genuine attempts to seek justice. 

Case Law: Deena v. Bharat Singh (2002) 

In Deena v. Bharat Singh (2002), the Supreme Court of India provided clarity on the application of Section 14, 

especially concerning the concept of "good faith." The Court emphasized the importance of a bona fide (genuine and 

honest) belief on the part of the plaintiff in choosing the initial court. Key points from this case include: 



 

 

1. Interpretation of Good Faith: The Court held that "good faith" requires the plaintiff to have taken reasonable 

steps to ascertain jurisdiction before filing the suit. Good faith does not apply if the plaintiff’s choice of court 

was negligent or made without proper inquiry. 

2. Importance of Honest Intent: The Court underscored that the purpose of Section 14 is to prevent the plaintiff 

from being penalized for a genuine mistake. The Court clarified that if the initial proceedings were instituted 

with an honest belief in the chosen court’s jurisdiction, the time spent in those proceedings should be excluded 

from the limitation period. 

3. Objective Assessment of Good Faith: The judgment set a standard for courts to objectively assess whether 

the plaintiff acted with reasonable care and diligence. For instance, if a party files a case in a court that clearly 

lacks jurisdiction and has overlooked obvious signs, this would not constitute good faith. 

Significance of the Case: 

Deena v. Bharat Singh is a key reference for interpreting Section 14, as it established that "good faith" in choosing 

the wrong court requires due diligence and a genuine effort by the plaintiff to seek justice. The decision in this case 

is widely cited to guide courts in determining whether a party is entitled to exclude time under Section 14, ensuring 

that only those who acted reasonably benefit from the provision. 

Sections 18-19: Acknowledgment of Debt or Liability 

Provision: 

Sections 18 and 19 of the Limitation Act, 1963, provide mechanisms for extending the limitation period if there is 

an acknowledgment of debt or liability by the debtor. This acknowledgment must be in writing and signed by the 

party responsible for the debt, and it should occur before the expiration of the original limitation period. The goal of 

these provisions is to give creditors an extended opportunity to seek repayment when the debtor recognizes the debt. 

1. Section 18: Extension Due to Acknowledgment of Liability 

o Section 18 specifies that if a debtor acknowledges the debt or liability in writing, signed by them, 

before the expiration of the original limitation period, it renews the limitation period from the date of 

acknowledgment. 

o This acknowledgment must be clear and explicit, reflecting an admission of the existing debt or 

obligation. The acknowledgment need not specify the exact amount but must clearly indicate the 

debtor’s recognition of liability. 

2. Section 19: Effect of Part Payment 



 

 

o Section 19 applies when the debtor makes a part payment of the debt before the limitation period 

expires. This part payment, like a written acknowledgment, serves as an implicit admission of the 

debt and extends the limitation period from the date of such payment. 

o This section recognizes that part payment indicates the debtor’s willingness to fulfill their obligation 

and thus warrants an extension. 

These provisions aim to ensure that creditors are not disadvantaged by delays due to partial compliance or 

acknowledgment by the debtor. 

Case Law: Sampuran Singh v. Niranjan Singh (1999) 

In Sampuran Singh v. Niranjan Singh (1999), the Supreme Court of India examined the nature of acknowledgment 

required to impact the limitation period. The court laid down essential principles regarding what constitutes a valid 

acknowledgment under Section 18: 

1. Clarity and Unconditionality: The Court emphasized that the acknowledgment must be clear, explicit, and 

unconditional. It should reflect a direct admission of the liability without qualifications or conditions. For 

instance, if a debtor simply notes an account balance without admitting it as a debt, this would not constitute 

a valid acknowledgment. 

2. Written and Signed Requirement: The acknowledgment must be both written and signed by the debtor or 

an authorized agent. This ensures that the acknowledgment is documented, minimizing disputes regarding 

the debtor’s intentions. 

3. Renewal of Limitation: The acknowledgment effectively renews the limitation period from the date it was 

made, allowing creditors to initiate action within the renewed period. This interpretation of Section 18 

supports creditors' rights when debtors recognize their liability. 

Significance of the Case: 

The judgment in Sampuran Singh v. Niranjan Singh underscores the importance of a clear and unequivocal 

acknowledgment to renew the limitation period. Courts refer to this case to assess whether an acknowledgment meets 

the standards set out in Section 18, ensuring that debtors who admit their liability genuinely and in writing are held 

accountable for the debt within the extended limitation period. This case helps maintain a balance between protecting 

debtors from indefinite liability and ensuring creditors have a fair chance to recover acknowledged debts. 



 

 

Section 25: Law of Prescription 

Provision: 

Section 25 of the Limitation Act, 1963, addresses the concept of the “law of prescription,” under which certain rights 

can be lost if they are not exercised within a specific time period. This law implies that rights, claims, or entitlements 

may expire if the claimant fails to assert them in a timely manner. The law of prescription operates on the principle 

that the stability of ownership and property rights requires claims to be resolved within a reasonable time, after which 

the rights of the possessor become legally recognized. 

Under the doctrine of prescription: 

• Rights that are unclaimed or unenforced for a prescribed period are considered abandoned. 

• If a person occupies or exercises control over property continuously and without interruption for a designated 

period (often alongside other conditions), they may acquire legal ownership through adverse possession. 

The aim of this provision is to prevent prolonged uncertainty and promote the stability of property rights by 

discouraging stale claims. 

Case Law: Laxmi Narayan R. Bhattad v. State of Maharashtra (2003) 

In Laxmi Narayan R. Bhattad v. State of Maharashtra (2003), the Supreme Court of India examined the relationship 

between the law of prescription and the doctrine of adverse possession, providing clarity on how these concepts 

apply in cases where a party claims ownership through long-standing occupation. 

1. Interplay with Adverse Possession: The Court discussed that adverse possession is a form of prescription. 

When a person openly occupies and controls land in a manner that conflicts with the rights of the true owner 

for a continuous period, they can potentially gain legal ownership through adverse possession. This doctrine 

requires the possessor to demonstrate open, continuous, and hostile possession for the statutory period. 

2. Requirement of Continuous and Uninterrupted Possession: The Court emphasized that to establish a 

claim under adverse possession, the occupier must have uninterrupted and continuous possession. Sporadic 

or brief occupation does not meet the threshold for prescription, as it fails to signal an unequivocal intent to 

claim ownership against the true owner. 

3. Legal and Social Implications: The judgment also acknowledged the social and legal need to balance the 

rights of original property owners with those who may have occupied the land for extended periods without 

objection. The doctrine of prescription stabilizes ownership claims by prioritizing the rights of those who 

demonstrate prolonged, consistent use and occupation over landowners who have neglected their property. 



 

 

Significance of the Case: 

Laxmi Narayan R. Bhattad v. State of Maharashtra is a crucial case for understanding the principles governing 

prescription and adverse possession in India. The Court’s interpretation of Section 25 reinforces that prescription 

serves both as a shield for long-standing possessors and as a tool to resolve disputes arising from prolonged inaction 

by rightful owners. This case has set a standard for courts in evaluating claims of adverse possession, ensuring that 

only those with legitimate, uninterrupted possession for the statutory period can claim rights under the law of 

prescription. 

Section 27: Adverse Possession 

Provision: 

Section 27 of the Limitation Act, 1963, deals with adverse possession and provides that the original owner's rights 

to property are extinguished if another person has openly and continuously possessed it for the entire statutory period, 

without interruption. This provision applies when a person occupies property in a manner that is hostile to the owner’s 

rights, effectively turning that possession into legal ownership once the limitation period for reclaiming the property 

expires. 

Key requirements for adverse possession include: 

• Open Possession: The possessor must occupy the property openly, without attempting to conceal their 

control. 

• Continuous and Uninterrupted Possession: The possessor must maintain ongoing, unbroken control over 

the property for the statutory period, demonstrating an intent to treat it as their own. 

• Hostile Possession: The occupation must be adverse to the original owner's rights, meaning that the possessor 

claims the property in a way that conflicts with the owner’s interests. 

The goal of adverse possession laws is to promote certainty and stability in property ownership by encouraging 

owners to actively protect their property rights. 

Case Law: Karnataka Board of Wakf v. Govt. of India (2004) 

In Karnataka Board of Wakf v. Govt. of India (2004), the Supreme Court of India laid down specific criteria for 

establishing a claim under adverse possession and clarified the stringent requirements that must be met to succeed in 

such a claim. 



 

 

1. Proof of Adverse Possession: The Court held that the burden of proving adverse possession lies with the 

possessor who claims it. To succeed, they must show evidence of continuous, open, and hostile possession 

for the statutory period. Mere occupation or temporary control is insufficient without clear evidence of intent 

to possess against the owner's rights. 

2. Necessity of Hostile Intent: The judgment emphasized that the possessor’s occupation must be hostile to the 

owner’s interest, meaning it must be an overt claim of ownership against the rights of the original owner. 

Friendly or permissive possession (for instance, under a lease or agreement) cannot constitute adverse 

possession. 

3. Public and Noticeable Possession: The Court noted that the possession must be public and noticeable, 

allowing the original owner a fair chance to be aware of the occupation. Concealed or covert possession does 

not satisfy the requirement of “open” possession necessary for adverse possession. 

4. Importance of Documentary Evidence: The Court underscored the need for strong, documented evidence 

of the nature, length, and hostility of possession. Legal claims of adverse possession must be supported by 

credible records or witnesses confirming the possessor's intent to hold the property against the original 

owner’s interest. 

Significance of the Case: 

Karnataka Board of Wakf v. Govt. of India is widely cited in India to set the standards for claiming adverse possession. 

The judgment ensures that only those who possess property openly, continuously, and against the rights of the owner 

for the statutory period are entitled to claim ownership under adverse possession. This case established a rigorous 

evidentiary standard for adverse possession claims, preventing abuse of the doctrine and protecting original owners’ 

rights unless they have clearly neglected their property for an extended period. 

Section 29: Saving Clause 

Provision: 

Section 29 of the Limitation Act, 1963, is known as the "Saving Clause" and preserves certain rights, privileges, and 

specific statutes from being affected by the general provisions of the Limitation Act. This section allows certain laws 

and rights to operate independently of the Limitation Act, particularly when they have their own limitation periods 

or procedural rules that differ from those outlined in the Act. 

Key aspects of Section 29 include: 



 

 

1. Exclusion of Certain Special or Local Laws: Section 29 allows special or local laws with their own 

limitation periods to remain in effect, even if they are inconsistent with the general Limitation Act. In such 

cases, the specific law’s provisions take precedence over the general limitations in the Act. 

2. Applicable to Certain Rights and Privileges: Section 29 ensures that specific rights and privileges (e.g., 

certain statutory rights or privileges not explicitly repealed by the Limitation Act) are safeguarded from being 

overridden by general limitation periods. 

This provision upholds the principle that certain legal areas—especially those governed by specialized laws—require 

distinct limitation periods or procedures, thereby preserving the intent of the lawmakers in these unique contexts. 

Case Law: Union of India v. Popular Construction Co. (2001) 

In Union of India v. Popular Construction Co. (2001), the Supreme Court of India interpreted Section 29 in the 

context of arbitration proceedings and examined how the Saving Clause interacts with the Arbitration and 

Conciliation Act, 1996. 

1. Interplay Between Limitation Act and Arbitration Act: The Court analyzed the relationship between the 

Limitation Act, 1963, and the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996. The issue arose because the Arbitration 

Act prescribes specific time limits for challenging an arbitral award, and there was a question of whether 

these periods could be extended under Section 5 of the Limitation Act (condonation of delay). 

2. Exclusion of Limitation Act Provisions: The Court held that the Arbitration Act’s specified time limits were 

exclusive and could not be extended using Section 5 of the Limitation Act, due to the Saving Clause in Section 

29. This ruling reinforced that when a special law (such as the Arbitration Act) prescribes specific time 

periods, those periods are meant to be final and not subject to modification under the general provisions of 

the Limitation Act. 

3. Preservation of Special Law Intent: The Court's interpretation clarified that the Saving Clause in Section 

29 prevents the general limitations of the Limitation Act from overriding the specialized time restrictions in 

laws like the Arbitration Act. This interpretation respects the intent of Parliament to create a streamlined and 

expedited process for arbitration by restricting the extension of time limits. 

Significance of the Case: 

Union of India v. Popular Construction Co. is a landmark case that underscores the function of Section 29 in 

protecting the integrity of specialized laws with unique procedural requirements. This ruling ensures that the 

Limitation Act does not unintentionally alter or undermine the procedural frameworks of laws that are designed to 



 

 

operate independently, such as those governing arbitration. The case is frequently cited to confirm that Section 29 

serves as a safeguard, allowing special laws to remain unaffected by the general rules of limitation. 

The Registration Act, 1908 

b. Registration 

i. Compulsory Registration (Section 17) 

Provision: 

Section 17 of the Registration Act, 1908, mandates the compulsory registration of certain documents that affect 

immovable property. The section specifies categories of documents that must be registered to be legally effective and 

enforceable, including: 

• Sale Deeds: Agreements for the sale or transfer of ownership of immovable property. 

• Mortgages: Documents creating a mortgage on property. 

• Leases: Leases of property for a period exceeding one year or where a lease provides yearly rent. 

The purpose of compulsory registration is to ensure transparency, prevent fraud, and provide public notice of 

transactions involving immovable property. If these documents are not registered, they cannot affect the title or 

ownership of the property, nor can they be used as evidence in court (except for collateral purposes). 

Case Law: Rajendra Singh v. Santa Singh (1973) 

In Rajendra Singh v. Santa Singh (1973), the Supreme Court of India examined the effect of non-registration of 

documents that are compulsory to register under Section 17 of the Registration Act. 

1. Inadmissibility in Evidence: The Court held that documents requiring compulsory registration but not 

registered cannot be admitted as evidence of any transaction affecting the property. This means that such 

documents are legally ineffective to prove ownership, transfer, or any interest in immovable property. 

2. Protection of Property Rights: The judgment reinforced the intent of Section 17 to safeguard property rights 

and prevent disputes by requiring public registration of critical transactions. The lack of registration means 

that the document cannot impact or alter the rights over the property, ensuring that only registered documents 

can legally transfer ownership or interests. 

3. Limited Use of Unregistered Documents: The Court clarified that while unregistered documents cannot 

establish title or rights, they may sometimes be used for collateral purposes, such as proving possession or 

the character of the transaction if not directly related to title transfer. 



 

 

Significance of the Case: 

Rajendra Singh v. Santa Singh is frequently cited for emphasizing the critical nature of registering documents related 

to immovable property. The decision underlines that non-registration renders the document ineffective for affecting 

property rights, reinforcing the principle that transparency through registration is essential for maintaining legal 

certainty in property transactions. This case serves as a reminder of the importance of registration to protect the legal 

enforceability and public credibility of property documents. 

ii. Optional Registration (Section 18) 

Provision: 

Section 18 of the Registration Act, 1908, provides for the optional registration of certain types of documents. While 

these documents can be registered if the parties choose, they are not required to be registered to have legal validity. 

This section allows parties the flexibility to decide whether or not to register documents such as: 

• Wills 

• Agreements not involving immovable property 

• Certain other non-mandatory documents that do not transfer title or interest in immovable property 

The purpose of optional registration is to allow parties to choose registration for additional security or public record 

but not make it a legal requirement, as these documents generally do not directly affect property rights or ownership. 

Case Law: K. Babu Rao v. R.K. Mehra (1994) 

In K. Babu Rao v. R.K. Mehra (1994), the Court addressed the significance and legal standing of documents registered 

under Section 18, compared to those registered under the compulsory registration provision of Section 17. 

1. Evidentiary Value: The Court observed that documents registered optionally under Section 18 do not carry 

the same evidentiary weight as those required to be registered under Section 17. This means that while 

optional registration provides a public record, it does not grant the same level of conclusive evidence for 

establishing rights or interests, as would a compulsorily registered document. 

2. Legal Impact of Optional Registration: The Court stated that optional registration does not impact the 

fundamental enforceability of the document, as its validity is not dependent on registration. However, if 

parties choose to register these documents, it can provide additional credibility and serve as prima facie 

evidence of the document’s authenticity. 



 

 

3. Limited Scope for Property Rights: Optional registration primarily serves as a safeguard and public record 

rather than a necessary legal requirement for enforceability in property transactions, since Section 18 

documents typically do not impact ownership or transfer rights over immovable property. 

Significance of the Case: 

K. Babu Rao v. R.K. Mehra highlights the difference between optional and compulsory registration, particularly in 

terms of the evidentiary weight and legal impact. This case emphasizes that optional registration can be advantageous 

for record-keeping and providing a formal acknowledgment of the document, yet does not have the binding 

evidentiary effect necessary to alter rights over immovable property. The ruling helps clarify that while optional 

registration under Section 18 is beneficial, it is not legally necessary to secure or transfer property rights. 

iii. Time and Place for Registration (Sections 23-31) 

Section 23: 

• Provision: Section 23 of the Registration Act, 1908, specifies that documents requiring registration must be 

presented for registration within four months from the date of execution (i.e., when the document was signed 

by the parties). This timeframe is mandatory for most documents, ensuring timely registration and preventing 

delays in securing legal recognition of property and other transactions. 

Sections 24-26: 

• Provision: These sections allow extensions of the registration period under certain circumstances: 

o Section 24 allows an additional four months if there are multiple executors who executed the 

document at different times, with the registration period calculated from the date of the last execution. 

o Section 25 permits the Registrar to allow an extension of four more months in cases where delay is 

due to unavoidable circumstances and is accompanied by a late fee. 

o Section 26 provides for the registration of documents executed out of India, allowing the registration 

period to start from the date of arrival in India. 

These provisions provide flexibility to accommodate unforeseen delays, while still maintaining a structure that 

encourages prompt registration. 

Section 30: 



 

 

• Provision: Section 30 specifies that certain documents (like wills and authority to adopt) can be presented 

for registration at any registration office, not just in the jurisdiction where the property is located or where 

the parties reside. This provision offers convenience in registering specific types of documents that do not 

directly involve property rights within a particular jurisdiction. 

Case Law: Kashi Nath v. Jagannath (1965) 

In Kashi Nath v. Jagannath (1965), the Court discussed the importance of adhering to the prescribed timelines for 

the registration of documents and examined the validity of the registration process under Section 23 and related 

provisions. 

1. Timeliness of Registration: The Court emphasized that completing the registration process within the 

stipulated timeframe of four months (or the extended period, if applicable) is essential for the document to 

be valid and enforceable. Failure to comply with these time limits, unless covered under specific extensions, 

can render the registration invalid and thus affect the legal enforceability of the document. 

2. Purpose of Prescribed Period: The ruling explained that the timeframes are designed to promote certainty 

and avoid prolonged delays that could complicate property rights and public record-keeping. The timelines 

ensure that property and contractual documents are quickly made a part of public records, which helps prevent 

disputes or confusion over ownership or other rights. 

3. Strict Adherence for Legal Validity: The Court reiterated that adherence to these time limits is mandatory, 

and registration outside these periods, without an applicable extension, may invalidate the document’s 

registration. This highlights the need for parties to complete the registration process promptly to secure their 

rights. 

Significance of the Case: 

Kashi Nath v. Jagannath reinforces the importance of timely registration and the legal consequences of missing the 

prescribed deadlines. The case underscores the requirement for parties to comply with the Registration Act’s 

timeframes to ensure that their documents gain the necessary legal recognition. This ruling clarifies that while limited 

extensions are allowed under Sections 24-26, failure to adhere to these rules could result in a loss of enforceability, 

making timely registration crucial in maintaining the legal integrity of property and contractual transactions. 

iv. Effects of Registration and Non-Registration (Sections 47-50) 

Section 47: 



 

 

• Provision: Section 47 of the Registration Act, 1908, establishes that a registered document takes effect from 

the date of its execution, not from the date of its registration. This means that the rights, interests, or 

obligations created by the document are deemed to have existed from the moment the document was signed, 

regardless of when it was actually registered. Registration is a procedural step that provides public notice but 

does not affect the creation of the rights or duties outlined in the document. 

Section 49: 

• Provision: Section 49 imposes restrictions on the use of unregistered documents in legal proceedings. While 

unregistered documents are not admissible in evidence for purposes such as enforcing rights, they may still 

be used in "collateral matters." Collateral matters refer to secondary issues that may arise in a case, such as 

proving the existence of a document, rather than proving the substantive rights based on the document itself. 

Essentially, an unregistered document cannot be used to prove rights or obligations in a case, but it may still 

be relevant for proving the fact that the document exists. 

Overview of Section 49 of the Registration Act 

• Text of Section 49 

Section 49 specifies the consequences of non-registration of documents that are required to be registered 

under Section 17 of the Act (which deals with compulsory registration of documents). 

The essential points of Section 49 are: 

1. Effect on Immovable Property: Non-registration means that the document will not affect the 

immovable property in question. 

2. Inadmissibility as Evidence: Such a document cannot be presented in court as evidence. 

3. Exception for Collateral Purposes: It can, however, be admitted for collateral purposes. 

 The Compulsory Registration under Section 17 

To understand the importance of Section 49, it is necessary to first grasp the provisions of Section 17, which mandates 

the registration of certain documents: 

• Instruments of gift concerning immovable property. 

• Lease agreements for a term exceeding one year. 

• Sale deeds of immovable property, among others. 

Section 49 comes into play when a document that falls within the scope of Section 17 is not registered. 

 Legal Consequences of Non-Registration 

Section 49 deals with two critical legal consequences of non-registration: 



 

 

• Effect on Immovable Property: 

If a document like a sale deed or lease is not registered, it has no legal effect on the immovable property 

involved. This means that the document cannot confer, declare, assign, limit, or extinguish any right, title, or 

interest in or to the immovable property. 

For example, if ‘A’ sells his land to ‘B’ through a sale deed, but the deed is not registered, ‘B’ will not have 

any legal claim over the land even though a sale agreement exists. 

• Inadmissibility in Court: 

An unregistered document required to be registered cannot be presented in court to prove the transaction 

concerning immovable property. This means that ‘B’ cannot submit the unregistered sale deed as evidence in 

a dispute regarding the ownership of the land. 

However, there is an exception to this rule, which allows the document to be used for collateral purposes. 

. Exception for Collateral Purposes 

The most significant aspect of Section 49 is its allowance for the use of an unregistered document for collateral 

purposes. A collateral purpose refers to using the document for a purpose other than establishing ownership or title 

to the property. 

• Definition and Scope of Collateral Purposes: 

Collateral purposes can include establishing the nature of possession, proving the existence of a contractual 

relationship, or showing that a specific transaction took place (without focusing on the transfer of ownership). 

• Illustration: 

If a lease agreement that exceeds one year is not registered, it cannot be used to prove the lessee’s right to 

remain on the property. However, it can be used to show that the lessee was in possession of the property at 

a particular time. 

 Key Judicial Interpretations and Landmark Cases 

Courts have played an essential role in interpreting Section 49, especially in defining what constitutes collateral 

purposes and the extent to which unregistered documents can be used. Some landmark cases include: 

• K.B. Saha and Sons Pvt. Ltd. v. Development Consultant Ltd. [(2008) 8 SCC 564] 

In this case, the Supreme Court clarified that while an unregistered document cannot transfer rights or 

interests in property, it can be used for collateral purposes, such as proving possession. The court emphasized 

that the main transaction (e.g., sale of property) cannot be proved, but incidental matters related to the 

transaction can be. 

• Avinash Kumar Chauhan v. Vijay Krishna Mishra [(2009) 2 SCC 532] 

This case reinforced the principle that an unregistered document affecting immovable property cannot be 

admitted as evidence for the main transaction. However, it can be used to establish the existence of ancillary 

or collateral facts. 

• Satish Chand Makhan v. Govardhan Das Byas [(1984) 1 SCC 369] 

The court reiterated that non-registration of documents renders them inadmissible for the transfer of rights in 

immovable property, but such documents can be used to prove incidental matters like possession or tenancy. 



 

 

Difference between Main and Collateral Purposes 

• Main Purpose: Refers to the primary purpose of the document, which is to affect a transfer of rights or 

interests in immovable property. 

• Collateral Purpose: Refers to secondary, incidental, or supportive purposes, such as proving the existence 

of a transaction or showing possession. 

Courts have been very strict in not allowing unregistered documents for the main purpose but have allowed their use 

for collateral purposes, leading to a balance between strict adherence to the law and practical considerations. 

Practical Implications of Non-Registration 

The practical consequences of failing to register documents that require compulsory registration can be severe, 

including: 

• Risk of Losing Legal Rights: If a buyer or tenant fails to register a document, they risk losing any claim to 

the property. 

• Admissibility Issues in Court: Parties cannot rely on the document to assert legal rights in court proceedings. 

• Potential for Fraud: Without registration, there is no public record of the transaction, which increases the 

possibility of fraudulent claims. 

 Importance of Registering Documents 

• Legal Security: Registration provides legal certainty and security, ensuring that the transaction is valid, and 

rights are protected. 

• Public Record: Registered documents become part of the public record, which can be referenced by anyone 

who needs to verify ownership or rights over the property. 

• Minimizes Disputes: Registering documents reduces the scope for disputes as it clarifies the terms of the 

transaction and creates a legal obligation. 

Comparison with Other Legal Provisions 

• Registration Act vs. Transfer of Property Act: 

Section 49 of the Registration Act must be understood in conjunction with the Transfer of Property Act, 

1882, which also mandates that certain documents (e.g., sale of immovable property worth more than Rs. 

100) be registered. 

• Section 53A of the Transfer of Property Act: 

This section, known as the doctrine of part performance, allows a party to use an unregistered document 

in certain situations. This provision can be contrasted with Section 49 to show the specific instances where 

unregistered documents can still confer rights. 

Section 50: 

• Provision: Section 50 of the Registration Act provides that if two or more documents concerning the same 

immovable property are registered, the first document takes precedence over the later ones. This means that 

if there is a dispute over ownership or rights to property, the document registered first will have priority over 

those registered later, even if the later documents were executed before the earlier ones. 



 

 

Case Law: K.B. Saha & Sons v. Development Consultant Ltd. (2008) 

In K.B. Saha & Sons v. Development Consultant Ltd. (2008), the Court dealt with the implications of registration and 

non-registration of documents under Sections 47, 49, and 50 of the Registration Act. 

1. Use of Unregistered Documents: The Court reaffirmed that unregistered documents are not admissible in 

evidence for the purpose of enforcing rights or obligations, in line with Section 49. The judgment made clear 

that such documents can only be used for "collateral purposes" and cannot form the basis of a claim for 

property rights. 

2. Effect of Registration on Document Validity: The Court discussed the effect of registration, stressing that 

the date of execution governs the effectiveness of the document, rather than the date of registration. This 

highlights the importance of execution as the moment when rights are created, even though the registration 

provides public notice and is required for legal enforceability in certain cases. 

3. Priority of Registered Documents: The Court also addressed the issue of priority of registered documents, 

stating that earlier registered documents will prevail over later ones in case of conflicts concerning the same 

property, as per Section 50. This ruling reinforced the concept that registration is not just a procedural 

formality but plays a crucial role in determining the legal priority of documents concerning property rights. 

Significance of the Case: 

K.B. Saha & Sons v. Development Consultant Ltd. (2008) underscores the importance of registration in determining 

the legal effectiveness of documents. The case reinforced several critical points: 

• Unregistered documents cannot be used to establish rights or obligations, except in limited circumstances 

(collateral purposes). 

• The rights in a registered document are effective from the date of execution, and not from the date of 

registration. 

• Registered documents take priority over those registered later for the same property, emphasizing the 

importance of timely registration for securing legal rights. 

This case highlights the essential role of the Registration Act in determining the admissibility, priority, and 

effectiveness of documents in legal disputes, particularly those involving immovable property. 

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 


