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IN THE VIII ASSISTANT CITY CIVIL COURT AT CHENNAI
Present :Tmt.A.Premavathy, B.A., B.L.,
VIII Assistant Judge
Wednesday, the 25™ day of March 2026
0.S.No. 551 of 2024
C.N.R.No.TNCH01-003175-2024

S. Revathy, W/o. D. Sivaraman,

No.16, 40™ Street, 8" Sector,

K.K. Nagar, Chennai — 600078. ... Plaintiff
. Vs..

1. P. Gopal, S/o. Late. A. Perumal
2. G. Jagdish, S/o. P. Gopal,
3. A. P. Jayachandran, S/o. Late. A.Perumal
all are residing at No. 18/25,
Ramapuram Ramasamy Street,
Saidapet, Chennai — 600015.
4. P. Jaganathan, S/o. Late. A. Perumal,
No.31, First Cross Street,
Pudhu Saram, Pondicherry - 605013 ...Defendants

This suit came up before me for final hearing on 23.03.2026 in the presence of
M/s. G. Anbil Magesh, K. Sangeetha and K. Sona counsels for the Plaintiff and M/s.
V. Ramana Reddy, V. Chandrasekara Reddy, M. Dhayalan, S. Govarthanan, G.
Sambath Kumar counsels for the 1% and 2™ Defendants, M/s. D.M. Nirmal Kumar
counsel for 3™ Defendant, M/s. S.Yessudossan and A. Naveen Kumar counsels for 4"
Defendant after hearing the arguments and upon perusal of materials on record and
this case having stood over for consideration till this day, this court delivered the

following:
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JUDGMENT

This suit is filed under Order VII Rule 1 of CPC, a) for declaration declaring
the partition deed bearing document No.1613/2023 dated 15.06.2023 and registered at
SRO South Chennai Joint 2 executed between 1% defendant 3™ and 4" defendant, in so
far as the plaintiff share are concerned as non-est, void and not binding on the pliantiff
herein in any manner whatsoever; b) For Declaration declaring the settlement deed
document No.1971/2023 dated 12.07.2023 registered at SRO South Chennai Joint-2,
executed by 1% defendant in favour of 2™ defendant, in so far as the plaintiff’s share
are concerned as non-est, void and not binding on the plaintiffs herein in any manner
whatsoever; to pay cost of the suit. ¢) for permanent injunction restraining the
defendants his men, agents from alienating or from creating any encumbrance over

the suit property.

1) Brief averments of the Plaint filed by the plaintiff is as follows:

The plaintiffs submits that the first defendant is the father of the plaintiff, the
second defendant is the younger brother of the plaintiff, the 3™ and 4™ defendant is her
father’s elder brothers. The plaintiff states that from her childhood, her father
Mr.P.Gopal would not take care of his children and family and he would not go for
work, he use to sit at home ideal and consume alcohol daily, and also he had the habit
of abusing her mother on flimsy grounds and even physically attacked her on various
occasions. The plaintiff states that on several days her family starved without food

and at the young age, the plaintiff saw her father’s brutal and cruel behavior before
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her eyes and she was deeply affected mentally. The plaintiff states that to protect the
plaintiff from the above said worst circumstances, her mother Mrs. Malliga took the
plaintiff and came out from the matrimonial home, in the month of May 1980 by
leaving her younger son Jagadish (the 2™ defendant) at home. The plaintiff states that
her mother as a single person started a vegetable shop on the platform at
Purasawakkam market and gradually she developed the business and it helped them to
lead a better life. The Plaintiff states that her mother alone as a single parent with
great difficulties raised and educated both of them well, from the income earned from
her mother’s vegetable shop. The plaintift states that out of the savings of her mother
Mrs. Malliga who had purchased a house in her name property bearing Door No.2, 2™
street, Baracca street, Nammalwarpet, Chennai-600012 of an extent of 901 Sq.ft by
virtue of a Registered Deed of Sale dated 27.04.1991, Document No.1102/1991
registered at SRO., Purasawakkam and further she had purchased a back portion in
the above mentioned property an extent of 765 Sq.ft, by virtue of a Registered Deed
of Sale Dated 27.04.1991, Document No.1103/1991 in the name of her son Mr.
Jagdish (the 2™ defendant) who was aged about 11 years at the time of purchase. The
plaintiff states that as per her mother Mrs.Malliga’s last wish she has settled the front
portion of the property bearing door No.32/2 Barracca 2™ Street, Nammalwarpet,
Chennai — 600012 to her grand sons (the plaintiff’s sons) namely S. Dinesh and S.
Kamesh through a settlement deed dated 24.01.2023 document No.500 of 2023
registered at SRO., Purasawakkam. The plaintiff states that the 2™ defendant Mr.

Jagadish sent a legal notice dated 03.08.2023 to the plaintiff, to her husband, to her
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two children and to her mother Mrs. Malliga stating stating that to come forward to
cancel the above said settlement deed doc. No.500 of 2023. The plaintiff further states
that her Grand Father Mr.A.Perumal who knows very will about his son Mr.Gopal
(the 1* defendant) that he is an irresponsible and spendthrift, thus he wrote a Deed of
Will dated 25.10.1990, document No. 64 of 1990 registered at joint SRO., Saidapet, in
the said will her grand father allotted the schedule ‘C’ property in favour of his grand
children viz., S. Revathy the plaintiff and the 2™ defendant Mr. Jagdish, after the life
period of the 1* defendant Mr. Gopal. The plaintiff states that her mother Mr. Malliga
who had constructed a ground and first floor in the said allotted portion to her
children. The plaintiff states that instead of probating the said will before the Hon’ble
High Court of Madras, the 2™ defendant who is in the ulterior motive to grab the
entire property and denying the rights of the plaintiff, he intentionally gave a wrong
guidance to the 1%, 3™ and 4™ defendants and partitioned the said property by virtue of
Partition Deed dated 15.06.2023, registered as document No. 1613 of 2023 at Sub
registrar Office South Chennai Joint-2 and after obtaining the share in the said
property on very next month i.e., 12.07.2023 the 1* defendant Mr. Gopal settled the
said property in favour of his son Mr. Jagadish the 2" defendant under the Settlement
deed dated 12.07.2023, registered as Document No.1971 of 2023 at Sub registrar
Office South Chennai Joint-2. As per the condition in the Will, regarding the share of
the 1* defendant Mr. Gopal who only having a right to enjoy his share in the property
upto his life period and after his life period it should be conveyed to his daughter

S.Revathy (the plaintiff) and his son Jagdish (2™ defendant).



2) Brief averments of the Written Statement filed by the 1* and 2" defendant :

The Defendants No. 1 & 2 submit that, the 1* Defendant is a vegetables vendor
doing the said business before getting married. After his marriage the said business is
running by him, along with his family members by involving his son Mr. G. Jagadish,
i.e. the 2™ Defendant. Thereafter the 1% Defendant joined Defense Services and the
said vegetable business was running by the 2™ Defendant Services and the said
vegetable business was running by the 2™ Defendant at his young teenage who put his
tireless efforts, because of which the business yielded good returns and out of the
accrued profit, the 1% Defendant purchased a property to an extent of 901 Sq.ft and the
constructed house thereon, comprised in Old Survey Nos. 3183/2 and 3184, New
Survey No. 3183/22, bearing Old Door No. 2, New No. 32, Barakka Road 2" Street,
Nammalwarpet, Chennai — 600 012, and an adjacent property at the rear portion to an
extent of 765 Sq.ft and the constructed house thereon, comprised in Old Survey No.
3183/2, 3184, New Survey No. 3184/13, bearing Old Door No.2, New No.32,
Barakka Road 2" street, Nammalwarpet, Chennai — 600012, situated at
Purasaiwalkam Village, within the Registration District of Central Chennai, and
Registration Sub-District of Purasaiwalkam. The Defendants No. 1 & 2 further submit
that after the execution of the said sale deed, the 1* Defendant’s wife and the 2™
Defendant have jointly mortgaged the subject property with the
Catholic Syrian Bank, Purasaiwalkam Branch, vide Doc. No. 5440 of 2014, and it

were the Defendants No. 1 & 2 herein, who repaid the loan out of their hard earned
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money to redeem the property from the said bank from mortgage. While such facts
are being so, in the year 2023, to the utter shock and dismay of the Defendants No. 1
& 2, the 1% Defendant’s wife under the instigation of the Plaintiff herein and her
husband executed a family settlement deed to and in favor of Mr. S. Dinesh and Mr.
S. Kamesh, who are the sons of the plaintiff herein, by way of settlement deed without
the concurrence of the 1* Defendant. The Defendants No. 1 & 2 herein further submit
that all the acts and misdeeds of plaintiff and her family members who instigated
made the Defendants No. 1 & 2 to be trapped under mental harassments. Hence to
safegaurd the interest of the Defendants No. 1 & 2, they caused a legal notice on
03.08.2023 to the plaintiff herein, her mother, her husband and her two sons. But it
was blindly replied by them without any strong counter averment. Hence, the
Defendants No. 1 & 2 herein forced to file the suit in O.S. No. 6662 of 2023 on the
file of the Hon’ble V Assistant City Civil Court, at Chennai. In order to escape from
the legal hurdles, and to retaliate the claim made therein in the above suit in O.S. No.
551 of 2024, without disclosing about the earlier suit. Hence the present suit in O.S.
No. 551 of 2024 is per-se non-maintainable as willful concealment of facts. Further
both in the earlier suit in O.S. No. 6662 of 2023 and in the present suit in O.S. No.
551 of 2024, the entire disput revolves with respect to the parties among the famil
members. Hence the plaintiff herein ought to have impleaded necessary parties viz.
(1) Mrs. Malliga, (i.e. the mother of the Plaintiff and the 2" Defendant and wife of the
1** Defendant), (2) Mr. Sivaraman who is the husband of the plaintiff, on whose

instigation the entire chapter was concocted by the Plaintiff, (3) Mr. S. Dinesh, (4) Mr.
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S. Kamesh, who are the two sons of the plaintiff. Since the plaintiff’s mother under
the instigation of the Plaintiff had executed a family settlement deed in Doc. No. 500
of 2023, dated 24.01.2023, which became the foremost cause of all the dispute herein.
Hence the plaintiff ought to have implead the necessary parties, failing which the suit
1s liable to be dismissed on the ground of non-joinder of parties.

3) Based on the pleadings set out in the plaint, written statement, this court

framed the following issues:

1. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief of the partition deed dated 15.06.2023

in so far as plaintiff share as void ?

2. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief of declaration of the settlement deed
dated 12.07.2023 as null and void ?

3. Whether the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties ?

4. To what other relief ?

4) On the side of the plaintiff, the plaintiff was examined as PW1, and Ex.Al to A6
were marked. On the side of the 1* and 2™ defendant, the 2" defendant was examined
as DW1 and Ex.B1 to Ex.B5 were marked. The 3™ and 4" defendants were called

absent set exparte on 07.08.2025 for non filing of written statement.

5) Issue no. 1 and 2:

(1) The relationship between the plaintiff and the defendants are admitted. It is the
case of the plaintiff that the 1% defendant is the father of the plaintiff. The 2™
defendant is the younger brother of the plaintiff. The 3™ and 4™ defendants are the

elder brothers of the 1* defendant. The plaintiff mother purchased a house in her name
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and also purchased another property in the name of 2™ defendant on 27.04.1991. The
plaintiff mother’s last wish she settled front portion of the property to her grandsons
on 24.01.2023. The 2™ defendant issued a legal notice calling upon his mother to
cancel the settlement deed dated 24.01.2023. The grand father of the plaintiff
executed a will and allotted the ‘c’ schedule property in favour of the plaintiff and the
2" defendant. The Will was not probated. The 1%, 3™ and 4" defendants partitioned the
property on 15.06.2023. The 1* defendant executed a settlement deed on 12.07.2023
in favour of the 2™ defendant in respect of his share. The plaintiff was denied her
share in the suit property. The learned plaintiff counsel filed written arguments in
support of his oral arguments.

(11) It 1s the arguments of the Learned defendants 1 and 2 counsel that they have filed
a suit against the plaintiff seeking for a relief for declaration and mandatory
Injunction in O.S.6662/2023 on the file of V Assistant City Civil Court at Chennai.
The declaration is for to declare the settlement deed executed by Malliga in favour of
her grandchildren vide Doc No0.500/2023 dated 24.01.2023 as null and void. The 1*
defendant is a vegetable vendor and thereafter joined defense services and the
vegetable business was looked after by the 2™ defendant. The 1% defendant purchased
a property measuring to an extent of 901sq.ft at Nammalwarpet and another property
measuring 765sq.ft constructed house. The 1% defendant purchased the suit property
in the name of Malliga and the adjacent property purchased in the name of the 2™
defendant who was a minor at the time of execution of the sale deed and therefore the

sale deed was executed in the name of Malliga on behalf of the 2™ defendant. The 1*



9

defendant wife and the 2™ defendant jointly mortgaged in the year 2014 and the same
was repaid by the defendants 1 and 2. In the year 2023 the defendants 1 and 2 came to
know that the 1* defendant wife under the instigation of the plaintiff and her husband
executed a family settlement in favour of the plaintiff sons by way of settlement deed.
A Legal notice was issued on 03.08.2023 to the plaintiff in this regard a present suit is
filed by the plaintiff in order to escape from the legal hurdles the entire disputes
revolves with respect to the parties among the family members the plaintiff has
suppressed the real facts of the pendency of the O.S.6662/2023 in the above suit.
Hence the suit has to be dismissed.

In order to prove the claim of the plaintiff the plaintiff has filed Ex.A1 to A6.

On persual of Ex.Al it is seen that the 1" defendant father Perumal has executed a
registered WILL in favour of his sons and daughter. The E-Schedule property was
alloted to the 1* defendant in the WILL which is as follows :

OQeenenar, eassTUCUL L, &1 Kevflsl essriCulenl, FTOILFLD
proremdl  CQgligsd Csm, 25 b pOUF 6iliged, cuedTULSH® 4rehH
Bipl(perter LmsD all&@ Csn@ 26 Sy Slps@ ConE 14 g s
Crgsld 364 517 SligseT LFliLiere]. In Ex.Al it is stated that the suit property
was purchased by the 1% defendant for the out of his hard earned money on
17.11.1938 under a registered sale deed. On persual of Ex.Al it is seen that at the time
of the execution of the WILL the plaintiff was aged about 14 years and the 2™
defendant was aged about 12 years both of them were minors. On persual of EX.A2 it

is seen that the 1% defendant, the 3™ defendant and A.P.Jayachandaran entered into a
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partition deed in respect of the suit property measuring to an extent of 2392 sq.ft.
ground and building situated at No.18/25 Ramapuram Ramasamy Chetty street,
Sidapet. The ‘A schedule’ property in Ex.A2 was allotted to A.P.Jayachandaran
measuring to an extent of 364 sq.ft with ground and building. The 3™ defendant was
allotted ‘B’ schedule property measuring to an extent of 364 sq.ft with ground and
building. The 1* defendant was allotted ‘C’ schedule property measuring to an extent
of 364sq.ft with ground and building. Ex.A3 is a settlement deed dated 12.07.2023
executed by the 1% defendant in favour of the 2™ defendant in respect of his allotted
portion measuring to an extent of 364sq.ft along with common passage and undivided
share of 546sq.ft. Ex.A4 and A5 of the exchange of legal notices.

6) The evidence of PW1 during the cross examination is as follows:

“@Bs eupsdlad ereer LflaTrn Cal(HerCerer eTammmed 6Tell STSM Seot
Qemsens eram LILT LNMGIHTES Couam(hd 6Temm 6T(LSIU|GTETTT <,6Tme
e Uuur  eremenenLw  gblwrer  2eug WrdeumdlaE wl(Hd
er(pdluyarermy erennGou Brem AH&FLgrgdler o fevn CslSCerr. 3 HMID 4
GrdleundlsEns@ Cerssle eranar o flenld 2 6Temg) DT H6UTEHEHSS,
Cersdler o flend o 6Temg). eTenm SLILTEUGGWD eTanl SlESLILINESEHS G0
urslidflellenar gHUl LT eratmmed FHULL Gl QUT.FT.,.1 60T FTFTDHFLD
craaleusmmed erenm HMSHSM er(pdlut 2 udled dled 9 CurlibleTenens @h&E
e GCoy Ceuer(hd eramld jeuf WeTenerser CFmgams LITSISTES
Gouanr(Hd eremy 6T(PSLILL(HETeTgl. eum.am.y.l eow Bdlemmgdev Probate

QelGgmor  erammred eTans@ Ogflumg. eumsr.ey,2 Ghwbu GCarssle
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2023 0 umsLiIdflellenar grHUL (HETaTg eTeTmTed &Ffl. GU.&T.<},.2 60T Lilg GTe
SUUTeG@STen eumanlw Cergdle wpp o flenn @QmsSHng eremmme
gfl. e SjgliLemnLulegmer erem LT eTer FWOEAGE eUm.sT.<y.3
Settlement Deed er(pdl eneussTy eremmmed &fl. 2 ulleulg erer LT D
fssiiunggseEpnd  ursUlfledenar  Gelg OeramLgmed oufd invalid
Qg eremmd  ursliGfleflenariiLilg  eTe  HLILIMTED  6Teo
SsgunssEpd  NfsgHsCETaT(H ASTUG  STeT  HeUFHET  <,6ur(h
SleLeigg aumSDTIEeT erarmmed &fl.” From the evidence of PW1, it is seen
that the plaintiff is claiming right over the suit property based on the Ex.Al the
registered WILL dated 25.10.1990 executed by her grandfather Perumal. It is admitted
by the plaintiff that the 3™ and 4™ defendants have rights in the property. It is also
admitted that the plaintiff’s father and the 3™ defendant and his brother have entered a
partition deed in respect of their father’s property as per the WILL dated 25.10.1990.
It is also further admitted that the WILL dated that on 25.10.1990 was not probated. It
is further admitted that after the partition among the 1* defendant and his brothers the
WILL dated 25.10.1990 becomes invalid.

7) On the other hand the defendant has filed Ex.B1 to Ex.B5 in support of his defense.
On perusal of Ex.B1 which is the sale deed dated 27.04.1991. It is seen that a sale
deed was executed in favour of the 1* defendant wife Malliga, the plaintiff mother in
respect of the property situated at Kilpauk, Purasawalkam, Nammalwarpet. Ex.B2 is
the sale deed dated 27.04.1991 executed in favour of the 2™ defendant who was a

minor at that time and represented by the 1* defendant as guardian. In respect of the
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property situated at Kilpauk, Purasawalkam, Nammalwarpet. Ex.A3 is the settlement
deed dated 25.01.2023 executed by the plaintiff mother Malliga in favour of the
plaintiff’s sons Dinesh and Kamesh in respect of the property situated at
Nammalwarpet. Ex.B4 is the plaint copy of the O.S.6662/2023. On persual of Ex.B4
it is seen that the 1* and 2™ defendant have filed O.S.6662/2023 against the plaintiff
and her mother and others seeking for a relief of declaration to declare the settlement
deed dated 24.01.2023 as null and void and also for a Mandatory Injunction. Ex.B5 is
written statement filed by the plaintiff herein in O.S.6662/2023.

8) On perusal of the evidence of DW1 he has deposed the following:

“@Bs &S eree LFlETTD CaLl(h Smése Gewiiul (HeTerg eTemmme
e gsliLeTflenr Gargeng eren  CLWIMHESG oTell  SEHLILIGTTT 6T
MEUSSTT, Db CFmgdler Ll Lrsd CaHl() PSS S50 CFUgleTaTTy.
smeur Cgrgdlen sHCLTE o flenbwimery BIeT eTemDI FFSTer. SHreum
Qersgl @D eTangl sTHST ClLHLTET 2 udled pemm 6T(pdl emeuss alleurLd
Tas@ Csflym erammmed CgFwb. aupsa@ Cemsg wmmEE CFmbsgoreng,
CTGTMITE) GTET SSLILIGTT(HSE, ClFTHSOTEIFI. STl N6 cTangl STEHSmadlnE
Cembgomeng, S0 o 6Ter SLligl b oIl SEILTT &L lqemf. 6Ihs
GUHLLD &L igL LD SLlq&my ereormmed 1995 60 sl lqarmy. L Uity ClFerenen
LOMBS L& GTOEESEEL_LILIL_(HeTer Oersgissafle 2 udled
T(PSLILIL Ig(HHSTL  SiFemar  rawrl @ CFearemer 2 wiFbdlioemmade
Probate Glewuw Ceuer(hd jeueurm oGaenid Probate e sr&EsHed

Qe L g eremmmed @evenev.” From the evidence of DW1 it is seen that the
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2" defendant has knowledge about the WILL and the same was not probated. It is also
admitted that the suit building belongs to the 1st defendant, the vacant land belong to
the 2™ defendant grandfather.

9) Admittedly the plaintiff has filed the above suit for declaration of the partition deed
dated 15.06.2023 as null and void and the settlement deed dated 12.07.2023 as null
and void. It is admitted by both the plaintiff and the defendant 1 and 2 that the suit
property absolutely belongs to the 1* defendant father Perumal which is also evident
from Ex.A1l the WILL dated 25.10.1990. It is also admitted by both the parties that a
WILL was executed by the 1% defendant father in respect of his property and a share
was allotted to the 1* defendant in the WILL. It is settled law that when a person

claims right based on a WILL the same has to be proved under section 68 of the

Evidence Act 1872, which clearly states as follows:-

“If a document is required by law to be attested, it shall not be used as evidence until
one attesting witness at least has been called for the purpose of proving its execution,
if there be an attesting witness alive, and subject to the process of the court and
capable of giving evidence:

[Provided that it shall not be necessary to call an attesting witness in proof of the
execution of any document, not being a will, which has been registered in accordance
with the provisions of the Indian Registration Act, 1908 (16 of 1908), unless its
execution by the person by whom it purports to have been executed is specifically
denied].” In this aspect the Hon’ble High Court of Madras in the case of K.R.

Sethupathy and another Vs Parvathy and others in its judgment dated
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14.09.2018 observed that “the burden of proving the existence or due execution
of the WILL is on the person who asserts that a WILL has in fact been executed
by the testator”. In this case the plaintiff has deliberately failed to prove the
genuinity of the WILL under section 68 of the Evidence Act.

10) It is settled principles of law that a self acquired property does not automatically
assume the character of ancestral /coparcenary property merely because it devolves
upon heirs. On the death of the 1* defendant father, succession opened under section 8
of the Hindu Succession Act. The shares inherited by his sons were held by them in
their individual capacity as absolute owners. Therefore the 1* defendant is entitled to
enter into a partition deed with his brothers regarding the inherited property. Once a
specific share is allotted to the 1* defendant, he becomes the absolute owner with full
rights of alienation. The plaintiff, being the daughter of the 1% defendant cannot claim
a birth right in property inherited by her father from his father when such property
was the grandfather’s self acquired property devolving under section 8 of the Hindu
Succession Act.

11) From the perusal of the plaint it is seen that the plaintiff has suppressed the
pendency of O.S.6662/2023 on the file of V Assistant City Civil Court in the plaint. It
is settled law that person suppressing material facts and approaching the court with
unclean hands are not liable to get any relief from the court. The Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the case of Arunima Baruah Vs Union of India and others reported in
2007 (6) SCC page 120 held that “law is well settled that the fact suppressed the

material in the sense that it would have an effect on the merits of the case. The
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concept of suppression or non disclosure of facts transcends mere concealment.”
The above citation applies to this case.

12) Admittedly the plaintiff has not impleaded her mother who is the wife of the 1%
defendant and the husband of the plaintiff Sivaraman and his sons S. Dinesh and S.
Kamesh in the above suit. Therefore the suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary
parties. Accordingly issue no.1 to 3 are answered against the plaintift.

13) Issue no. 4:-

As already issue no. 1 to 3 have been discussed elaborately the plaintiff is not entitled
to any other relief.

14) From analysing the Oral and documentary evidence of both sides this court comes
to conclusion that the plaintiff has deliberately failed to prove her case. Therefore she

is not entitled for the relief as prayed for in the plaint. Hence the suit is dismissed.

In the result, this suit is dismissed. No costs.

Directly dictated to the steno-typist and directly computerized by her, corrected
and pronounced by me in the open court, on this the 25" day of March 2026.

Digitall
PREMAVATHY signed by
PREMAVATHY

VIII Assistant Judge,
City Civil Court, Chennai.
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Plaintiff's side witness:

PW1 - S.Revathy

Plaintiff side Exhibits:
Ex.Al 25.10.1990
Ex.A2 15.06.2023
Ex.A3 12.07.2023
Ex.A4 03.08.2023
Ex.A5 26.10.2023

Deed of will Doc.N0.64/1990 — Certified copy
Partition deed Doc.No.1613/2023 — Certified copy
Settlement Deed Doc.No.1971/2023 — Certified copy

Legal Notice sent by defendants to the plaintiff - Original

Reply Notice sent by the plaintiff’s mother to
the defendants- Original

Ex.A6 Encumbrance Certificate — Online copy

Defendants side Witness:

DWI1 - Jagdish

Defendants side Exhibits:

Ex.Al 27.04.1991 - Sale deed vide Doc. 1102 of 1991 — Certified copy

Ex.A2 27.04.1991 - Sale deed vide Doc. 1103 of 1991— Certified copy

Ex.A3 25.01.2023 - Settlement Deed vide Doc.No0.500 of 2023 — Certified copy

Ex.A4 30.10.2023 - Plaint in O.S. No. 6662 of 2023 on the file of
V Assistant City Civil Court — Office copy.

Ex.A5 14.06.2024 - Written statement in O.S. No. 6662 of 2023 on the file of
V Assistant City Civil Court — Office copy.

Digitall
PREMAVATHY signed by
PREMAVATHY
VIII Assistant Judge,

City Civil Court, Chennai.
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