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IN THE COURT OF ADDITIONAL DISTRICT AND SESSIONS,
PERIYAKULAM, THENI DISTRICT.

Presence: Mr.C.SANKAR, B.A. M.L. PGDCFS.,
Additional District and Sessions Judge,
Periyakulam, Theni District.

Monday, the 08™ day of December, 2025.

Old CNR.No.TNTH010034662023
CNR.No.TNTH090011132023

ORIGINAL SUIT No.183/2023

Maruthamuthu. ... Plaintiff

/' Vs. [/

Madhuranthaki. ... Defendant

Xkkdk

This Suit came up for final hearing before this Court on 28.11.2025, in the
presence of Mr.S.R.Murugan, Learned Counsel for the plaintiff and Mr.S.Ramaraj,
Learned Counsel for the defendant and upon perusing the Plaint, Written Statement,
Proof Affidavits and Documents and upon hearing the both side arguments and havint

stood over for consideration till this day, this Court delivered the following...

JUDGMENT
1). The plaintiff has filed a Suit against the defendant for the amount of
Rs.14,60,602/-, of which the principal amount of Rs.11,11,000/- is to be recovered
with interest at the rate of 24 % per annum from the date of filing the suit until the
date of full recovery and that, the defendant should pay the costs of this suit and that,

other reliefs be granted considering the circumstances of this suit.
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Averments made in the Plaint is filed by the plaintiff in brief is as follows:
2).  In this Suit the plaintift alleged that, the defendant’s husband, Kannan,

had received a loan amount of Rs.4,11,000/- on 01.02.2022 and a loan amount of
Rs.7,00,000/- on 07.02.2022, totalling amount of Rs.11,11,000/- in cash and had
executed two demand Promissory Notes on the said dates, promising to pay 24%
interest per annum on the said loan amounts. Further, the defendant’s husband,
Kannan, had paid interest on the loan amount received from the plaintiff only for the
months of February and March. In this circumstances, while the defendant’s
husband, Kannan, had failed to pay the interest on the loan amounts, the defendant’s
husband, Kannan, died on 31.05.2022. Since the defendant’s husband, Kannan, has
passed away, the defendant and Kannan have no Legal Heirs and having told the
above defendant about the loans received by Kannan, the defendant has also
promised on 07.08.2022 that, she will repay the amount of Rs.7,50,000/- within 4
months. However, in spite of the above facts, a Complaint was lodged against the
plaintiff and 12 other persons before the Jeyamangalam Police Station on 28.06.2023
and a Case was registered at the Jeyamangalam Police Station under Crime
No.183/2023 under Section 294 (b), 417, 506 (i) of IPC and Section 4 of TNPHW
Act. The plaintiff in this case has been released from the said Criminal Case on
Anticipatory Bail and has been signing daily at the Jeyamangalam Police Station on
the condition imposed for the Court for about 1 month. Further, the defendant’s
husband, Kannan, is liable to repay the loan amount of Rs.11,11,000/- received from
the plaintiff with due interest from last April 2022. Furthermore, since the
defendant’s husband, Kannan, had executed demand Promissory Notes to the plaintiff
in this case on 01.02.2022 and 07.02.2022, the said two demand Promissory Notes

were not subject to the lapse of time. Hence, this suit has to be allowed with costs.
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Averments made in the Written Statement is filed by the defendant in brief
is as follows:

3). The defendant in his written statement has stated that, the defendant does
not know the plaintiff in this case and has not borrowed any money from the plaintiff.
The defendant’s husband, Kannan, passed away on 31.05.2022. The signature on the
demand Promissory Notes filed by the plaintiff is not that, of the defendant’s
husband, Kannan. The details of the witnesses mentioned in the said Promissory
Notes are not properly mentioned. It is denied by the defendant that, the defendant’s
husband, Kannan, had availed a loan amount of Rs.4,11,000/- on 01.02.2022 for
family expenses and that, he had availed a loan amount of Rs.7,00,000/- on
07.02.2022. The plaintiff must prove that, the defendant’s husband borrowed such a
large amount from the plaintiff within a week, that is, within 7 days and that, the
plaintiff has the capacity to lend the said amount. Hence, this suit has to be dismissed

with costs.

4). The following ISSUES are framed for Trial:

1). Whether the plaintiff is entitled to realisation of sum of
Rs.14,60,602/- with subsequent interest (@ 24 % for the principal
amount of Rs.11,11,000/- as prayed for ?

2). To what other relief, if any, the plaintiff is entitled to ?

5).  On the side of the plaintiff, the plaintiff was examined as P.W.1 and the
attesting witness Panneer was examined as P.W.2 and Ex.A.1 to Ex.A.12 were also
marked. On the side the defendant, the defendant was examined as D.W.1 and there

was no Exhibits marked by the defendants.



Issue No.1.

6). The plaintift stated in the Plaint Para Nos.4 and 5 that, the plaintiff
further submit that, the husband of the defendant the said M.S.S.Kannan again on
07.02.2022 for proper and valid consideration for his urgency need and family
expenses have borrowed a sum of Rs.7,00,000/- from the plaintiff and agreed to repay
the same with interest at the rate of 24% per annum thereby on the same day on
07.02.2022 the husband of the defendant executed a Promissory Note in favour of
plaintiff, promising that, repay the same with interest when ever the plaintiff demand
the same. The plaintiff submits that, after borrowed the amount the husband of the
defendant said M.S.S.Kannan paid the interest to the plaintiff only for two months
which is February and March 2022 after that, the said M.S.S.Kannan failed to pay the
interest, in the meanwhile the husband of the defendant passed away on 31.05.2022.

7). To prove the above said facts the plaintiff filed Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2
demand Promissory Notes. The defendant submit in the Written Statement that, the
demand Promissory Notes were fabricated and forged concocted one. While the
plaintiff is obliged to prove the suit filed by the plaintiff, the Initial Burden of proving
the facts stated in the plaintiff’s suit lies with the plaintiff. In this case, the plaintiff
has marked the documents Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 to show that, the husband of the
defendant has borrowed a loan from the plaintiff on the basis of the Promissory
Notes. Further, the plaintiff in this suit has been examined as P.W.1 and he stated in

his cross examination that,

“eTihOBHS Colsefles SobgIGurer &ovoreredt eT6dTeollL b  &L_66T
eunmhiSleommi e16dTm @&meLeSIeTGerredr eredrmmeL, 01.02.2022 b s Sudlev
er5.4,11,000/-wib, 07.02.2022 Spib BaSlullev em.7,00,000/-(pib Bsomendsns
HL 60T cumbi&HSleommi 61T eupd & emruiley G&meLedlyer@oresr. GUNGIEUTS

HL60T umbiGueui 68r GFmTemswWwns &L_6sT GlubhmIeNI(Heumi 6165 MID, HTEST
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@&mebeugIBumey 6 B _&eiT Hiov SemL_Olaueilé@er Sretor(y C\GTEmnsWITsS
HL 60T eumbis Geuetoriqw Sieulwibdlevemev eredTmID, HTeST GlEFTeLENGIGUTeL
GirSleundl sLT eumbSwsns O&Fmeg Houm eredrmme, &fl Sisvev.
SeuoupdSley  UrHleund sndscv @FwgeTor TSI EUPEEG COTEOW
ug HGI0 uMidgleT@erreoim eredrmmeL, LIQSHGHIL uMidgleT@eredr.  SlrSleuns)
BieHey @FwigeTer orSli awsHGemruilcs UYlrHleuns oreorg & evoreurt
wmfl_pb  &LeT Qumellebemev  erdTMID, i SOHHDS
s flbgis0sna0r ([ SLnSlEF F (B Gumiwns 2 HusbSl Q&g QIS
BibsHey OEigleTengns ©O&Teuedlyeremmi eredrmmey, g &fl Sicvev.
Oir$leunSlllesr scoTeu(hbE&G OFMbeHwLISE 63FH, GsM_LIb PpHwemey
2 _6TeTg) 6TATMID, SIR[HHES HLIHmS Eovemov 6T6dim eSlur(pb C&flwyb
ereormmev, ©@&fluyb. OrSleunSlée GLbomsd Seoeunssmcy uqUy
@Qsovallh@ &L6T oumhs Geustoriquwslevemev  eredTmd, @umMiWTE
SmihgGuneor & 600T 600T 60T ercorueuiflesr @&nHns Suwusflés
Bouetor ( G 6STM 6T6v0T 0TS Slov CUMLILITEG QIPSHE ST O\FLgIETEoTesT

6T6oTMIMeL, &Fifl Dicvov.”

8). The defendant has not stated in the written statement that, how the
demand Promissory Notes of Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 were fabricated and how the
plaintiff was seen and taken the signature of the husband of the defendant and there is
no pleadings in the written statement that, the defendants of give and let us written in

the Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2, P.W.1 deposed in his cross examination that,

“oTedreofl b &ML UUBD 6um.&m..l Pavcorsdleo LisdH Oeaiwdul L
Nurhis@epd, 6TRSUUL L. OsTemswbd emw  NGSwnsb = ereng)
o166, FRHTGT. UT.FT.D.2 HLDSE FLU1goid LLiHH @&l L

eflurbisEpd, 6rWRsSULL L. OsTomswbD oo  SGSwnsd 2 eTong)
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eTSTDMeL, FRSHNCHT. GUT.&EMT.,.1 HMID UN.&FT..2 HLeDSF &L HH&6T
Sreoriged  eTSlwgb,  Fm_Fuwneor  eTdTUSlL mEGWMIUD
@FWwWOUL_(HeTensT  6TETMNGL,  &6LEM6V. Sreor} HsLIMSIF
&_(Hesomonyb SieummsCea of(pSlé OsnBHsm. Gungiouns &sLco)misHlé
Fl oo B orwdHsd Oasrhsdsmob, oerwdHwgid, &m Sujwmeor
ercsTUSl60 608 WU @um__1q (pUIUMT 6TTMID, SIGUGUMM)
cosQWMIULIL_ e O&sMH&EEMEHSTL  HromsGe  6um.&m.<,.l wHmib
UM EMN.Y,.2 YPoucidemnsd 2 Husds OFwgleTGeresr eT6dTmMoy, Fifl Dicvev.
&evoTeooredT 6THe CHSHlleL SmibaCunesmmi eredrmmev, 31.05.2022 b 58
RGD. aPdHE&GHooT HMID Hlemuor euNd @G eYevsSlev creialone| &&5655
oul_lg oTeor &M _lqueT@emedT eT6oTmmey, Deui TSl &N &g Guney
24 55658 o 1q o160 HM_LqueTGeredr. Ul 198@ @&NHHHMev SWOIDHTH
SIELWOI(HHG 2 fliod euphmislu@Hbd 6Tedrmib, Deyeunm mbresr 2 flob
@uibmieTGereomm 6T6OTMMGL, BT QI 196G O&N([H&HH6emov. BTG
BesH6L EFigleTer Hlemuesor 6und @ ewevdSlev UsGD 2-60 2 aug udSludlev
Gwhulq SlrSleunSludleor seoreuii M.S.S.8600T600TEOT DIGUTEH6IT  6T6OTEoTIL_LD
sLeor Qubmilin@ Olumeufl wHMID WMIEF WIGHIGEHESTOT 6UL_Lg
Qs SBHsMT oreorm  G&meLeSIydTenSley o1hs CHSHulleyL 6w iq
Qs S BHesMT  etedrm  (GOWGL (B ©&meLeveilebemey  eTEdTDITEL,
sflgnest. 24 #5658 ou’ 196CsMIHog SWIDBTH &bHG U g ©&T([H emwD
sbuys &L 2003-6r B FL oNCunsd o1edim Numd 6TeTE G
@aflyor eredrmev, Qs flwngl. CirHlensléseE unsSwiur L Q&ns g6
2 drongl eredTm GEmevedlysTenler &g IbHefleor ellunhiser &mlse)
GO G YGomSlepib, Hlemuesor aund G ewovdSlepd GlEmevedluerGorreomt
6T6OTMIM6L, @&meveSlyeirGomedr. SI_L_nmexleor Sig UuemL_ullev
@&meveSlujeirGerredt. OUT.&EM.. | LHMID  GUT.EFN.,.2 YeuaDIThIS6ITIeH
gsi_fwb eredrm uGSllev &M & e»&QWMIUBIL L euiser wmi, wmi

6TETMIT6L 67601 2 meNleoni BISITER WHMID UesTEoTH <R SIGWMT peumisHar.
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UM.EFN..l LOMID  UT.&FT.Y,.2 YPauemnbisefley am Hseflesr  @Quuwii
B 2 erergl. Ounglieuns &M & emsWMIUD OFWUAIT&SET &6oTg)
Quwi, sbhoms Ouwi woHmbd wWseufl PSweubeorn (GDUOL (B
608 @WIMIULDI () GuNMT & 6iT 6T60T MIID, OUIT.&M.<,. | HMmID
OUIT.&FIT. D2 DpHEUGHITRIGOT 6T60TEoTToV 2 _HUsHS] QFWIWNIUL L b 6)60TTHIS 6T
oTTUBEL, DiFlev oTeord 2 meSleonisefledr emasWMIUSmS LI (HL

@uibmieTGerredr 6165T M) GIFTGSTEOMTEL, &Fifl Dicvov.”

There is no averments made in the written statement that, the defendant has no
source of income to give the loan to the husband of the defendant. But the question

put up by the defendant in the cross examination that,

“01.02.2022 whHmib 07.02.2022 & CaSlsefley  mHedT  HL60T
@&MHE5H5M1H OFTLMID OHTEHHEET 6T60T MFD S(IHHHOT GTEHTUDS
SM_(HoUsMHEG AeUDTHIGOT HMTHsov CFwelcvemev eredrminey, &flgmedr.
kIS HewTdh@ DNNGDS SMHHn OFIWelevemey 6T6dTmmeyL, FiflgHNesT.
BIST HMEH&L LEFIgIeTeT aupd@Eemruileb, Hlemuemr e @ ewoudSleb
BT &L 60T O&N(HSHHHTH OFTLNID OHTENSHEHET 6TT QUEFD E(HiHs 60T
6TEOTUDS GHIEI_H @&mevevaleuemev 6TGOTMITEL, Ffl&nedr.
01.02.2022 b BsS mnesr C&BTHESH &L T OGHTENS 616H56M60T CHUML
SNATHOMNS 61586060 &I (h&H&6T ©&N(hEHEH6T 6T6drmmev, em.500/- emumi
Fetser 8 sL_(haor &sn(hs Es6r. B em.11,000/-e2 em.100/- HeTsHemTs
@&n(H&Cs60r. BIcT &HMTHH0 OFLS asHEGSoTSIepbd, Hlemuesor
uNd & ewevdSlepid wmi (Ywedreoflemevulley uemTdHemsd ©\&T([H&E&6T 6165t M)
GOIGIC_ (B  @&mevevellebemev  eTedTDMEL, &Fifl&HmedT. OirSlenslsCsam,
Siouflest SohHI L seorauhsCasm oupdsmlehi eweud  Simlelliy

Sig1SI@eoteom  6T65TMIMEL, DigmIiueTlevemoy.  &eooTeoTedl Sib&IIL L
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On@ ieuflesr wemeoreiluil b @&6esrm Cu&lBeoreom eTesTmmeL, GuEGoor6sT.
9Hs NurTdemns awdGooruiles  Gameuediyer@ereomm  eTedTMT6L,
@&mevedluyeT@ermresT. BIeT Dcweurm G&mebevellevemey  GTETMILD,
oupsShaens Oumi OEneL&SlI8nesr otedrmId O&ncsTeomey &Fifl  Dicvov.
orcoreoflib YrSleunSHullesr seoreui 2022 b UIHLID 2 GG MSD &L_65T
aumSlwsnes GlEmevedlyerer Hlemevuilev 188 LT[ S 6ug LISD Dol
Sobgie_Lmi eredrpmev, Fflgnesr. i1Bs5Gumeb uev BuiseT GnaFiqwns
Sohgieil’ L scaotewiefledr  @Quuisefly sLeymSlE  FU[H s emer
2 Hussl OFILG U ARESEGHEET SMTHHL OFWWIUL_(H6TeTEl 6TETMI6L,

&fl Sicvev.”

9). The Learned Counsel for the plaintiff argued that, the without pleadings
the question were put up to the plaintiff by the Counsel for the defendant. Hence, the
facts reiterated in the deposition were include and Learned Counsel for the plaintiff

submitted the following Judgment:

CRP (PD) No.1128 of 2015 and MP No.01 of 2015

Muthukuar Vs. Puveneshwari and Kavitha

8.The petitioner filed suit on 18.10.2011 on the ground that, the
respondents are trying to illegally take possession of the suit property
on 06.10.2011. It is for the petitioner to prove this contention by letting
in acceptable evidence. The petitioner is now seeking to examine his
sister Devi & Rajeshwari in respect of the incident that, happened
during the period between November 2011 and March 2012, which is
subsequent to filing of the suit. It is well settled law that, without

pleadings, evidence cannot be let in.”



The above judgment is applicable to this case. The attesting witness of the
Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 demand Promissory Notes by name Panneer was examined as

P.W.2 and P.W.2 deposed in his cross examination that,

“oT6TeolIL 1D SM_L UU[HD 6UT.EFT.<.1 LHMID QIT.ET.,.2 HeICOIHIS 660
2 oitom @reorLeug &M& emaseWwmiub eTeiTeniemL WwE. ©Gungleuns
sLnISlE &I [Hsseflev sm_& enswmiub &L ou@bGung sm’ Hullesr
Quuwi, shoms Ouwdr, Wsoufl RBHwemey erRsHUILEHD 6T6dTMT6,

&sflgmeor.”

10). Further PW.2 deposed in his cross examination that, “sL esr eumbiSiw
UMTTL_Lq WITGOT & 600T G00TGOT 6TGOTUGIT SITGST 6T65T 60I60T 6T60TE,| <DH600T GOT6OT 65119 D& DO S S
©&6TOM.  HEUOTEOIGHT 6TETUGT 6TETEMET DemWHE OlEFcvevallevemev  6T6dTMILD,
apsShans mresT Guml E&mLSI@mesT eTesrmmey, &Fifl Dicvev. eTedTErIemL W &M Swibd
arhmIsOsTeTeTSHHHHEGHo06v 6160TDey, &fl dcvev.” Through Ex.A.5 to Ex.A.10 the
defendant told the loan amount borrowed by her husband from various persons and
that, were pending before this Court and all are settled out Court and the Judgment
and Decree passed by this Court in OS.No.182/2023, OS.No.184/2023 and
OS.No0.214/2023. Hence, the plaintiff to proved this case through oral evidence and
documentary evidence as Ex.A.1 to Ex.A.10. The D.W.1 deposed in her cross

examination that,

“oToOTHl SHEUOTOUT &HEOTEOOTEOT  (WP&HIGomeV UL LIb GlubmieTermi.  6Te6dr
seoteueny wWihh  OlrSlolrGunseond Sevevmoey WM 1q &L eMISIEF

&L 19 Bour dicvovgy Coum 61Hs WouswimbisalGeunr 6rpdl m&@WMILD
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@um (WPIqWINEI TATDMEL, FFISTCHT. QUIT.EFT.D.3 HEICOILONGT LISTEDIT [HITCOT
o1hs CaHHllev orhiE emeudb g wmfl b C&n[H &8s eredTmmey, 2024 <ib
Q(HLLD g7°emev NG GgwihisD sialcvblemeuwsd ey & &8 60r.
@8 epmusd Govemov. UsTeOT LU L&& FLg 0&nHECHT. ysTemm
oThIE MouSHE S L && QFWeusHHE& wmi ©enesreomi ereormib, GasL L ey
oteordh @& Osflwng). UNEFT..3 oot BT Oanhsds ysmilev
@&mebovliul_Leunmy 13 pUl&H6T  HIGT oTeog &HoTall  SmiHhEHomns
vwesTuB &S ercsTement ueod Gl Lmiser oreorm  GlEmeveSlueirGorest
eredrmcy, &flHneor.  eur.&m..3 ysmilev GHMIOGI_(Heirer 13 BuF&HEHID
SobgIGunesr eteos  Hewraufledt  em&OWMILGems Gumisfl &G
AReUETRIGET 2 HusbSl OFLG eTedTemeot WM 1q uesrd Gl L gmev Gredr
IHTGOT SiGUQITM) yani @&n(h 58s 6o 6TGOTMITEL, Ffl&neor.
sneucviblemeviwdSlev Gbulg 6um.&m.<.3 peucwrdSHlev &evorl 13 uiaer
ercdorement sewrauifledt emeWwMIusens Cumisfl QFlIssNs G&TeLeSILsiTem
Blemevller  DiIHs HBOQWMILG®E  oreoig — soworeuflesr IS
om&EWMIUSSIL 6T UISH &g UMTHS HTEULGIGHMD PPV HL QLG & 6DE
o1(h d&6Slevemov eredrmey, Fflgnesr. eur.&m..3 ysmflev (GMIGI"_(Heirer
13 puisefl(pd 6reoig SHowraui &L T 6TGIOD cumhiSl ©O&TETeNTSSHM6L
BT dcweunmy mreor  ysmi CesnhSCHeT  etedimmey, FflSieor.
oum.&m.<p.3 ysmilev sevor 13 puis@Ebd YsTIheHE Ulsteofll (B oresr Ba)
ottt &seoioui aHuBSHSE OEBTHSSHHTE OIFTLIEID  EUCOITHIS CHOT
oONGHEH QR&HEG OIGHaD SThEsHy  OFIWWOUL([H  HIST QIS NS
BL_&S5|@coreom  6T60TMMEL, E6LEM6V. Gwhulg ysmilev G&TeLELVOIUL L
P.&ullITwenfl eresruaui &8s BSHloeimsSlev ereorg Heraui arbu® &S
O&MH 6585 WoucmIbisafledr DigUuemLuiley 6TeTdh @ TSNS DL IS
e16001.182/2023 o101 HNHHL @FIGH Gbuly 6upPsHSlev HTST 6UPE 8 MIEHIT
ewoud el HLbS 09.02.2024 b CaSHwesrmy HSlwesTmSHShHS
@oueflGu &Fwrswrs WsEsHUL (B 865 BHwaTmHSlev (& MILuTenesoT
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Fn&sHcy QFwiu’_ ([ SToy whmibd Sidunemernyb SimUll&sIUL (HeTerg)
er6dTeL, FflHnedr. eredreofl b &ML UuBhb SHHSIoSTD DiF6L eupd©&
e16001.182/2023 eupd&lev Ylmutlsstul L Sidyeomuilesr Eememnuson HEov
QUIT.&IT.D.5. orcoreflL b  &SM_LUUBD SHBSloesTn DiFH QWWHS
oT60o1.182/2023 eupdSlev  Simutlsstur L. Siturememruilesr &3 emeoug ol
HHOL OUIT.&IT.D.6. Sleoteorsamdl wa&seor  &USGITwewl  etedTUGMT B85
B &HIesTmS Slov 6165T BF Dig6v Q&S 6T600r.184/2023 6T60T VP& HNEEH6L
&g SNbs oupdSlepd 15.03.2024 b CpSHlwedrmy &wrswns Guél
W &&UUL_L &) eTedrmney, sflgnedr. eredTeoflb sm_L Uu@Bd SbHbSloesrm
DIFL WPs@ o616oor.184/2023 eupdSHlev  SipUlGsLLL L. Sitiyemrulledr
SONUGOT [HH) UNEFT.D.7. eredreflib &M L UuBb ShHSloesro
SiFL aPdHE orevor.184/2023 eupdHlev YpUklsslUL L Sitiuremeorulledr
S6O60NUGOT [H&H6L QUIT.FIT.<D,.8. AEHCUNTSTM 6ulm.&FM.<p.3 6v 11 gl HUTTE
GOIGI_Ou’_Herer mn@eeibSlresr eresTucui &8s BSHloedimsSlev e16iT B
DTV  QPEHG o6T60or.241/2023 oTeT  QUPEHE HMHHL OFILGH  DHS
oupsSlepd 23.02.2024 b CapSHlwestmy &Fworswns Gusl (Wig&slul L g)
eT6oTmeL, FflHnedr. eredreofl b &ML UuBhb SHHSIoSTD DiFcL 6upd©&
oeT6001.214/2023 eupdSlev GimuiGlesasiur L Sitieoruilesr &ememmnuser Haev
UIT.&FIT.<.9. orcoreflL b  &SM_LUUBD SHBSloedTn DiFH QRES
o16001.214/2023 eupd&lev  SipUll&stuT_ L. Sitiuremenoruiledr &3 6memTus o
bHL QUN.ET..10. 6Tt Hewrau(hdh@ UTSSWOIUL L &S s &acmer
DNOOHGID 61T Hhieomsd Gamweust erestucui  OUIIHEE  STeoT
@&l 196006t ewoeud ahuBsHS C&snhss ShEFWLWID 6redr &evoreuifledr
Q&MTHZISHT DlmISGHID o6  Hhiems Camweust  QUWIHEE
orHoUU”_ (K ulLr abhul_(feTeng eredrmmev, &FiflHmedr. eT6oTeofIL_(D
SM_LUUBD pouewoild o1t HeooteufledT ©OEFETSHSHT 61T  SHihicms
GamwevsnT QuUWIRHE WLIHOUIUL L haner seaoflefl Ul Lm pessL vl Ln
61600r.9688. g amET.W. 1l s GSOSH CeEwwiupSling.  oredr
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soorafledst OengdgHsbscmer mbresr  24.08.2023 wmHmub  19.02.2024 <3, &Shw
Cadlsaflopd e  @F_1g0@WEOT.  USSITD  eoud  arHUB S
O&NHSH5608 &M _L&galqw elevounis ETeTMISD eTedTeofl b &S’ L Uu@Eb
SROUEOID 6T6OTDMeL, FHlHNeT. Sibs 6dlevevhis FTSTMOIHD E6mETILIS 6T
h&HOL GUTET.R.12 H@&b. Guhulg 6ur.&m..12 ellevevevibiss &nedTMISD
UrET..360 7eugdh muITE O&mevevlIul L Sl(H6iseoor@euemfl  eTedTUGMT
oTooTHG ISle Qs STes0 &g Ouflugend emiy HSloesTmid
ewoud QEnsgIbsaT Siiyds@ W s @Fbwiu’ L eSleurd ubhdlw

GMIOY 2_eitong) er6drmM6L, FflHTedr.”

11). The Learned Counsel for the plaintiff side argued that, based on the cross
examination of the defendant by the plaintiff, it is accepted that if the defendant’s
husband is a graduate and that, he cannot obtain his signature on a Promissory Note
or any other document by threatening him without any benefit, then it is accepted
that, the said Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 were obtained from the defendant’s husband only for
the benefit he received and that, it cannot be obtained by threatening him or in any
other way. The Learned Counsel for the plaintiff side argued that, it can be firmly
established that, the said Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 were given to the plaintiff by the
defendant’s husband on the basis of the benefit he received from the defendant’s
husband and that, it is not possible to obtain it by threatening him or in any other way.
Further he argued that, while Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 have been written and dated by the
defendant’s husband, the cross examination of the defendant’s side that, there is no
witness, signature or name in the place of writing and evidence is not correct and
based on the cross examination of the defendant’s side the P.W.2, deposed in his
evidence stated that, the defendant’s husband took him to witness the Promissory
Notes it has been proved that, the Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2 were written by the defendant’s

husband and based on the evidence of the defendant that, she did not take any loan
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from any person for her husband, all the above things are false and fabricated for
evidence and the evidence of the said defendant is contradictory to the documentary
evidence of the plaintiff Ex.A.5 to Ex.A.12. It has been proved that, the oral
evidence is false and that, the plaintiff’s case is true and has been proved through
relevant evidence in the absence of any evidence that, can be rebutted by the
defendant’s husband in any way, based on the presumption made by the defendant in
Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.2. As discussed above and perused the documents of Ex.Al to
Ex.A.12. The plaintiff is entitled for realisation amount of Rs.14,60,602/- with

interest and hence this Issue No.1 is answered accordingly.

Issue No.2.
12). Issue No.l is answered in favour of the plaintiff and no other relief is

entitled by the plaintiff and hence this Issue No.2 is answered accordingly.

13). In the result, this Plaintiff’s Suit is Allowed with costs and the
Defendant is directed to pay the suit claim amount of Rs.14,60,602/- with future
interest at the rate of 9% from the date of plaint to the date of Decree and at the rate
of 6% from the date of Decree till realisation for the principal amount of

Rs.11,11,000/- within a period of 2 months.

Dictated by me, directly typed by Stenographer into computer, corrected and
pronounced by me in the open Court, this the 08™ day of December, 2025.

(Sd./- C.SANKAR)
Additional District and Sessions Judge,
Periyakulam.

Evidences on the side of the plaintiff:
P.W.1. - Maruthamuthu (Plaintiff).

P.W.2. - Panneer (Attesting Witness).
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Documents on the side of the plaintiff:

Ex.A.1.

Ex.A.2.

Ex.A.3.

Ex.A.4.

Ex.A.5.

Ex.A.6.

Ex.A.7.

Ex.A.8.

Ex.A.9.

Ex.A.10.

Ex.A.11.

Promissory Note dated 01.02.2022.
Promissory Note dated 07.02.2022.

First Information Report under Crime No.183/2023 of
Jayamangalam Police Station dated 08.07.2023.

Order in Crl.M.P.N0.2381/2023 issued by Principal
Session Court, Theni dted 14.07.2023.

Judgment in OS.No.182/2023 issued by Additional
District and Sessions Court, Periyakulam dated

09.02.2024.

Decree in OS.No.182/2023 issued by Additional
District and Sessions Court, Periyakulam dated

09.02.2024.

Judgment in OS.No.184/2023 issued by Additional
District and Sessions Court, Periyakulam dated

15.03.2024.

Decree in OS.No.184/2023 issued by Additional
District and Sessions Court, Periyakulam dated

15.03.2024.

Judgment in OS.No.214/2023 issued by Additional
District and Sessions Court, Periyakulam dated

23.02.2024.

Decree in OS.No0.214/2023 issued by Additional
District and Sessions Court, Periyakulam dated

23.02.2024.

Patta dated 05.03.2024 under No0.9688.

Original
Original

Copy

Online copy

Copy

Copy

Copy

Copy

Copy

Copy

Online copy
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Ex.A.12. Encumbrance Certificate dated 05.11.1985-
05.11.2025.

Evidence on the side of the defendant:

Online copy

Madhuranthaki (Defendant).

Defendant side Documents: Nil.

(Sd./- C.SANKAR)
Additional District and Sessions Judge,
Periyakulam.
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AFT.

Old CNR.No.TNTH010034662023
CNR.No.TNTH090011132023

ORIGINAL SUIT No.183/2023

Judgment pronounced.
Dated 08.12.2025.

In the result, this Plaintiff’s Suit is
Allowed with costs and the Defendant is
directed to pay the suit claim amount of
Rs.14,60,602/- with future interest at the
rate of 9% from the date of plaint to the
date of Decree and at the rate of 6% from
the date of Decree till realisation for the
principal amount of Rs.11,11,000/- within a

period of 2 months.

Additional District and Sessions Judge,
Periyakulam.



