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IN THE COURT OF THE DISTRICT MUNSIF CUM JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE,
CHEYYUR.
Present: Tmt. C.M. Amaravathi., ML.,
District Munsif-cum-Judicial Magistrate,
Cheyyur.
Tuesday the 28™ day of July 2026
0.S. NO.19/2020

(MKM OLD 0O.S.NO.190/2009)

CNR.No.TNCG16-000442-2020

1. M. Arumugham *** (died)
*% 7). Saraswathy
3. Kalpana .... Plaintiffs.
(They are impleaded as per order in I.A.No.149/2021 dated 22.11.2021 and amended as
per order in [.A.No. 401/2021 dated 08.09.2022).
/INS//
1.Varadharajan

2. Balaji
3. Ramalingam
4. Ananth
*#% 5. Sheela Devi
6. Sangeetha
***(They are impleaded as per order passed in [.A.No. 625/2010 dated 02.08.2010 and
amended as per order passed in [.A.No0.2537/2010 dated 21.02.2011.)
... Defendants..

This suit coming before me for final hearing on 17.07.2026 in the presence of
Thiru.S.Subramanian, learned counsels for plaintiffs and Thiru. R.Rajasekar, counsel for
the 1 to 4™ Defendants and Thiru. E. Elango, counsel for the 5 and 6™ Defendants.

Upon perusal of documents and hearing arguments on both side and having stood over

for consideration till this date, this court delivers the following;-
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JUDGMENT

1. (I) Suit for declare the plaintiff’s title to the suit ‘B’ Schedule property and for
consequential Permanent injunction restraining the defendants, their men, agents,
representatives, legal heirs, from any way interfering with the plaintiff’s peaceful

possession and enjoyment of the suit ‘B’ Schedule property and for costs.

2. The crux of the plaint would run thus:

2.1. The plaintiff is the absolute and exclusive owner of the suit property. The
plaintiff purchased the same from D. Shoeledovi under a registered sale deed dated
27.01.2000. The vendor of the plaintiff purchased the same a registered sale deed dated
29.04.1991 from Sivanathan. Patta has been transferred in the name of plaintiff. The
entire property has been described as ‘A’ Schedule. The plaintiff and his vendor and pre-
deceassore in title have been in possession and enjoyment for more than statutory period
and prescribed title by adverse possession sale. The 1* defendant has attested the sale
deed executed by Sheela devi. There is a house on the front side (ie.,) western side and
the plaintiff is residing in A schedule house. The defendants are estopped from
challenging the title of plaintiff in respect of ‘A’ Schedule. Further, there is a vacant
space on the west of the terraced house (i.e.,) 8 feet. The vacant site has been described
as “B’ Schedule which is form part of ‘A’ Schedule.

2.2. The defendant are always had an eye on the suit ‘B’ Schedule and to grab the

same. On 28.07.2009 the defendant unlawfully attempted to put up septic tank in the
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‘B> Schedule property. The plaintiff successfully averted, but the defendants are
powerful in men and money and they may renew their attempt at any point of time.

2.3. Hence this suit is filed for declaration of plaintift’s title to the suit ‘B’

Schedule property and for permanent injunction restraining the defendants, their men,
agents from any way interfering with the plaintift’s peaceful possession and enjoyment
of the suit ‘B’ schedule property. Unless the decree of declaration and injunction is
granted, the plaintiff will be put to great loss and hardship. Even on the ground of the
equity and as per principles of natural justice, the plaintiff’s peaceful possession and
enjoyment of the suit ‘B’ Schedule has to be safeguarded. No prejudice or hardship
caused to the defendants, as they are attempting to grab the suit ‘B’ Schedule. Hence
this suit.
Ak (5. (a) The plaintiff submits after filing suit the defendants 1 to 4 set up the
plaintiffs vendor 5™ defendant and her daughter 6™ defendant denying the
plaintiff’s title. As the vendor the 5™ defendant is bound to protect the plaintiff
title.

***% 5(b) During the pending suit the plaintiff Arumugam was died on
11.08.2020 when he was in sound state of mind executed a will bequeathing the suit
property to be enjoyed by 2" of us till her life time without any power of alienation
and after death of 2" of us the 3" plaintiff as to take absolutely. Hence the plaintiff

have got right to continue the suit for proper better adjudication.
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3. The averments in written statement filed by the 1° defendant in brief:

3.1. The 1* Defendant denies all the allegations in the plaint as unjust unwarranted
illegal against the facts and circumstances of the case. The 1* defendant they are in
exclusive possession and enjoyment of 180 sq. feet situated in Kamarajar Street,
Chunambedu Village, Cheyyur Taluk, Kancheepuram District which is fully described in
the Advocate Commissioner application filed by them.

3.2. The 1* Defendant submits that his grand father and father Govindasamy had
Gramanatham 796 sq feet situated in Kamarajar Street, Chunambedu Village and Taluk,
Kancheepuram District. The defendant father and grand father also in exclusive
possession and enjoyment of 180 sq feet on the southern side of there property as stated
above that the patta also granted for the 796 sq. feet. On 15.12.2008 that the 1°*
defendant had purchased the shares of his brothers Sabapathi and Rajan in the said
property since they are in Pondichery. The defendant alone is in enjoyment and
possession of 180 sq. feet as the back yard of his house and house site that they also
constructed bathroom. They planted planten trees and coconut trees in the said property
of 180 sq feet. That the defendants are utilizing the said portion for washing there
vessels and they are alone having access from there house to the 180 sq. feet. That there
continuous possession has been recognized and they also perfected the title by way of
adverse possession for more than 60 years that no adjacent house site owners claimed

any right towards the said 180 sq. feet at any time.
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3.3. The plaintiff nor there predecessors never claimed any right or possession
and never enjoyed the said 180 sq. feet as described in the Advocate Commissioner
application. That the plaintiff only purchased 788 sq. feet and the house within 788 sq.
feet as described in the sale deed. The alleged ‘B’ Schedule never forms part of ‘A’
Schedule as stated in the plaint by the plaintiff. They erected pucca platform in order to
have clear way to approach there bathroom. The present suit is filed in order to grab the
property of defendant. The plaintiff signed in the sale deed dated 27.01.2007 since the
plaintiff is confined about the 788 sq. feet and the house constructed in the said property.

3.4. There is the existence of 50 years old bathroom, coconut trees planten trees in
the said 180 sq. feet. That there is no septic tank as alleged in the plaint. Hence, this suit
1s dismissed with cost.

4. The averments in written statement filed by the 5" defendant adopted by 6"-

Defendant in brief:

4.1. The suit is incorrect and not maintainable under law and on facts.

4.2. The suit S.No0.762/2 to an extent of 0.01 % cents. The said property has
purchased by this defendant from one Sivanandham by means of registered sale deed
dated 29.04.91 under document No.281/91 before Sub - Registrar Office, Chithamur.
From the date of purchase this defendant was in possession and enjoyment of the suit
property 5" defendant sold the same to the plaintiff. This defendant had never purchase
any extent as mentioned in the plaint i.e.,'B’ schedule property and the 5" defendant

never enjoy the above said ‘B’ schedule property and the 5" defendant has not sold ‘B’
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Schedule property to the plaintiff as mentioned in the plaint. This defendant is
unnecessary party to this suit. The plaintiff is wantonly impleaded this defendants for
dragging this defendant. The plaintiff is not entitle any relief as against this defendant.
Absolutely there is no merits in the suit. Hence this suit is dismissed with exemplary
cost U/s. 35 (a) C.P.C.

S.  Considering all facts this court formulated the following issues for

consideration:-

1. Whether the plaint ‘B’ Schedule property is a part and parcel of the plaint ‘A’
Schedule property?

2. Whether the plaintiff has right and title over the plaint ‘B’ Schedule property?
3.  Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief of declaration and consequential
relief of permanent injunction?

4. To what other relief is the plaintiff entitled?
5. On the side of plaintiff, the plaintiff herein deposed as Pw1, One Tr.Balakrishnan and
One Tr. Gnanprakasam are examined as Pw2 & Pw3, Ex.Al to Ex.A4 were marked and
the 1* Defendant herein deposed as DW1, one Palani and 5" Defendant Sheeladevi are
examined as Dw2 & Dw3, Ex.Bl to Ex.B.5 marked and Ex.C1 to C3 were marked.

6. Issue No.l1 and 2:-

1. Whether the plaint ‘B’ Schedule property is a part and parcel of the plaint
‘A’ Schedule property?
2. Whether the plaintiff has right and title over the plaint ‘B’ Schedule
property?
6.1. The case of the plaintiff is that he is the absolute and exclusive owner of the

suit property and that he purchased the same from one Sheeladevi through a registered
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Sale Deed dated 27.01.2000. The vendor of the plaintiff purchased the said property
through a registered Sale Deed dated 29.04.1991 from Sivananthan. The patta was
subsequently transferred in the name of the plaintiff, and the entire property was
described as ‘A’ Schedule property. The plaintiff further contended that he, his vendor,
and their predecessors-in-title were having title, possession, and enjoyment of the suit
schedule property. It is also stated that the 1st defendant attested the Sale Deed executed
by Sheeladevi in favour of the plaintiff.

6.2. According to the plaintiff, there is a house situated on the western side of the
‘A’ Schedule property, in which the plaintiff is residing. The defendants are estopped
from challenging the title of the plaintiff in respect of the ‘A’ Schedule property. Further,
there is a vacant space measuring 8 feet on the western side of the terraced house, which
has been described as the ‘B’ Schedule property and forms part of the ‘A’ Schedule
property. On 28.07.2009, the defendants unlawfully attempted to put up a septic tank in
the ‘B’ Schedule property. After filing of the suit, Defendants 1 to 4 set up the 5th
defendant, who is the vendor of the plaintiff, and the 6™ defendant, and denied the title of
the plaintiff.

6.3. During the pendency of the suit, the plaintiff Arumugam died on 11.08.2020.
It is alleged that, while he was in a sound state of mind, he executed a Will bequeathing
the suit property, permitting the 2™ plaintiff to enjoy the same during her lifetime

without any power of alienation and thereafter the 2™ and 3™ plaintiffs shall take the



8

property absolutely. Hence, the suit has been filed for declaration of the plaintiff’s title
over the ‘B’ Schedule property and for permanent injunction.

6.4. Per contra, the 1* defendant contended that his grandfather and father, namely
Govindasamy, were in possession and enjoyment of Gramanatham property measuring
796 sq.ft. situated at Chunnambedu Village, Kanchipuram Taluk. The defendant further
contended that his father and grandfather were also in exclusive possession and
enjoyment of 180 sq.ft. situated on the southern side of the said property and that patta
was also granted for the said extent of 796 sq.ft.

6.5. It is further submitted that, on 15.12.2008, the 1* defendant purchased the
shares of his brothers, Sabapathi and Rajan, in the said property, as they were residing at
Pondicherry. The 1* defendant alone is in possession and enjoyment of the said 180
sq.ft. as a backyard of his house and house site. He has also constructed a bathroom and
planted banana and coconut trees in the said property. The continuous possession of the
defendants has been recognized, and they have perfected title by way of adverse
possession for more than 60 years. No adjacent house site owner had ever claimed any
right over the said 180 sq.ft. The plaintiff or his predecessors never claimed any right,
possession, or enjoyment over the said extent.

6.6. The 1* defendant further contended that the plaintiff purchased only 788 sq.ft.
along with the house constructed thereon, and the alleged ‘B’ Schedule property forms

part of the defendant’s property. The plaintiff erected a pucca platform only for the
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purpose of having access to his bathroom. The 1st defendant admitted that he signed the
Sale Deed dated 27.01.2000, but only in respect of the 788 sq.ft. property and the house
constructed therein. He denied the allegation regarding the attempted construction of a
septic tank in the suit property.

6.7. The 5" defendant, in her written statement, denied all the allegations
contained in the plaint. She contended that she purchased the suit property through a
registered Sale Deed dated 29.04.1991, bearing Document No0.281 of 1991, from
Sivananthan, in respect of Survey No.762/2, measuring an extent of 1% cents. From the
date of purchase, she has been in possession and enjoyment of the property. She further
stated that she never purchased the ‘B’ Schedule property and never sold the same to the
plaintiff as alleged in the plaint. Therefore, the 5™ defendant is an unnecessary party to
the suit, and the suit is liable to be dismissed with exemplary costs.

6.8. On perusal of the records, it is seen that Ex-Al is the registered Sale Deed
dated 27.01.2000, bearing Document No.215/2000, executed by Sheeladevi in favour of
the plaintiff Aarumugam, in respect of Survey No.762/2, measuring an extent of 0.01 %
cents. However, though the survey number and extent mentioned in Ex-A1 correspond
with the schedule property, the boundaries mentioned therein do not correspond with the
boundaries of the ‘A’ and ‘B’ Schedule properties.

6.9. Ex-C1 Advocate Commission report shows that, the boundaries are correct in

the schedule mentioned property. Further commission report reveals that, there is a one
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bathroom plaintain tree and coconut trees found out in the A schedule property. Ex- Al
and Ex-C1 correlation with regard to the boundaries of the suit property. Ex-C2 rough
sketch filed by the Advocate commissioner with regard to the suit A and B schedule

property. Ex- C3 shows that, FMB Sketch, with regard to survey number 986.

Pwl cross examined he deposed that, "B&SloeTmsElev 6up&H S MIEHIT
Semeoonuli Hlwweond &ELwtUL_ (B Sreur C&ETSHSlemeor Siemhgl Dol &iéa 60
@&wigeTer SiMlbemnsuiley sneunr GEnsslesr ellevdreond &flwnes 2 eirons)
e16sTm) G MILEI_(Reiremmi eT6dTmMeL &Fiflwebev. 91 i L evemeoor Q&GS 6T60T8 (&)
siedr  @EmbHD PpGSWb. BSIH Hpemewnul HrHHL  OFLIGI6TET
SIMlGm&UIL 9] i cuemeor O&FTHG TS UGS E6LEmev 6T6T M)
GSOIVSIC_(HeiTermi er6drmmev Fiflwcven".

6.10. Even though there are discrepancies in the boundaries mentioned in the suit
schedule property and the Sale Deed, the plaintiff and the defendants have admitted the
extent of 0.01 % cents. The flow of title from Sivananthan to the plaintiff contains the
same survey number and the same extent. However, the boundaries alone differ from
the suit schedule property.

6.11. The general principle of law is that, in case of conflict between extent and
boundaries, the boundaries shall prevail over the extent. In the present case, though
there are discrepancies in the boundaries mentioned in the Sale Deed and the suit
schedule property, the plaintiff has to establish his title and identity of the suit property.

In order to prove the case of the plaintiff, PW-2 and PW-3 were examined in accordance

with the facts stated in their proof affidavits. Ex-A4 establishes that the plaintiff is in
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possession of the ‘A’ Schedule property. The plaintiff is bound to prove his title in
respect of the suit property.

6.12. On a perusal of Ex-A1l and Ex-A2, this Court comes to the conclusion that
the plaintiff has derived title through a valid chain of documents. Further, Ex-A3 and
Ex-A4 support the plaintiff’s case regarding his title and possession over the property.
Ex-A2 is the registered Sale Deed dated 26.04.1991, bearing Document No.1520,
executed by Sivananthan in favour of Sheeladevi (5th defendant), in respect of Survey
No.762/2, measuring an extent of 0.01 % cents out of 50.66 cents. However, the
boundaries mentioned in Ex-A2 also do not correspond with the ‘A’ and ‘B’ Schedule

properties.

PW2 cross examined has deposed that, “Sieui smeunr @&nsems 2000 b
Heor(h Sleomwid Qubmmi. g6t &FiGeu 6r16tor. 762/2 @GHD. PMIPSHD
oups&Eley 2 6Tem 61— L auemensr e emg SHleomub Oumbmmi 6TesTmmeL
2EGUHS 2 LU’ L. @Q&F15ms Sleomwid Qubmmi. Sibs 1,.3/4 ©\&F6soremL
siedr e%eur Gaailyybd, Sieui Ww&6T FRSSTOID WMNWESSHEG Slemmub
@a&snhsHsmiser eredimmev  e%eur BxHedNl SHleomub O&EIHSHSM. SiHs
usSlrdSlev wresT &m”_& emasGWMIuD @&FWgIeTGomesT eTedTmTeL &FiflgHmest."

6.13. Ex-A3 is the Natham Patta No.677 standing in the name of the plaintiff
Aarumugam in respect of Survey No0.982/18 measuring 0.191 cents and Survey
No0.986/11 measuring 0.79 cents. Ex-A4 is the property tax receipt standing in the name
of the plaintiff Aarumugam. Ex-BI is the certified copy of the Natham Sale Deed dated

15.12.2008, bearing Document No.5168/2008, executed by Sabapathi in favour of
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Varatharajan, in respect of Survey No0.986/10, measuring 0.74 sq. metre (530 sq.ft.) out
of 796 sq.ft. Ex-B2 is the property tax receipt standing in the name of Varatharajan. Ex-
B4 consists of EB bills standing in the names of Govindasamy and Varatharajan. Ex-B5
is the Encumbrance Certificate relating to Survey No.762/2 measuring 530 sq. ft., which

also reflects the new Survey No0.980/10.

6.14. During the pendency of the suit, the plaintiff Arumugam died on 11.08.2020.
Though it is stated in the plaint that the deceased plaintift executed a Will in favour of
the 2™ and 3™ plaintiffs, no such Will has been produced before this Court. Mere
pleadings in the plaint cannot be treated as proof of execution of a Will. In the absence
of production and proof of the alleged Will in accordance with law, this Court cannot
come to the conclusion that the deceased plaintiff executed a Will in favour of the 2nd

and 3" plaintiffs.

DW-1 cross examined has deposed that, “leugl eundl BmIP&HD Sroum
oupsSler 2 Goot OFNSHHESHOHESEETS HNHH0 OFWSIGTONTT 6T63TMN6L
FRHN6HT. D1 i’ euemenor Q&S G 1-3/4 61651mM6v FHGHTT. B, DiL’_L 63656007
@&ns g 180 &HIT Diq er6dimney FflHN6ST. HMoUT Si Si'_L 6ucmerr Q&S &ledr
1-3/4 @&eoreoL Seaunmenbsld eresruauflL dlaphg 5 eug SlrHleunsdl Slemmuib
@ubhomi eTedTmmeL FflHN6HT. er6dTemIemL W L F6S&D (FHeombBuU®l 6TedTmMeL
sflsnesr. eundl BmipsD, Nlpuyrmd wreu Lib Sleorigeuend 6ul L (b,
WLl iqui Slimosenss Caimbsoui eredrmmev &Fflgnesr. eundl 27.01.2000 6v
s OFnsgbsemer 0%heun@sell iers LS FhESHT, &CIas
R SCumisefl_b Suphgs Sleomub OGubommi eTédipmeL  Hueumr g
L auement FTSGHbHemen Sleomub OGUHDT. 6TeTd@E Sieui Slemmwib
Qubm eurdb Osflywr erédimney BT GHiedr 2 L eofl(pbhg eunmhi&
@& 568 6or.”
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DW-2 cross examined has deposed that, "B&loesrmsSHlev Spbg Fm_Swib
SiofléEs FOWST asTag SleoL &sU6IUDHMmST 6TETMNL E6VEM6V.  6T6HTCHCT
Shs BSloaTmsSihHEG m_&swllib Seflés arsImeD oreTusul SIS 8!
aubhsHM. UILEL. 160  GSOIIO_(Heitor Q&MsHEs NeawmdSHlevr  &evor
2&6GUbSIilev FiGeu 616001.762/2 — 1-3/4 @Q&F6oT_(H&H©E& 2&GSUDHS &L
ai85le@E Oecepd sm Crmhé@ GCohE. eunsmmmer o5 (KéE O&5HG.
wr&levmoenfl REFwE S BEEG owL&E, Couevmysd S 9hHE SdE
eT6oTM) Hevor(hoTenr OFTHmS HTT NSl WmI(WsD Slemmub ©ubmjeiTermmt
eTOIMIY Dihs OFTHmE Snedr eumbiSlyeirermi. Speomev, USSITSSlev
2&6GUHS Houpns GOIIGILOuL_(HeTteng). ersmmeedr 651 19M@& @&MHElL
SIS pMIP&ID 65(FH 2 _6Tensn 616dTmmeyL 2 _6iTongl. gl Fflwneor b @Gubd

er6dTmIM6L FiflgHmedr.”

DW-3 cross examined has deposed that, "mbredr meun G&EnsHSHlemeot Slemmuib
eunmbi&bGugl 181 &nedlwemet eredimmey &Fflgnesr. sreur GEnsSlesr FiGey
61600T.762/2 e166Tmmev FlHNST. DiGH6dT OIonsHs elelvSremrd 50.66 ©\&6sorL
eTSTOMENID DiSlev BT 1-3/4 OFeoT_ Sleomwid 6unhiSEeoT6dT 6TTHNEID

sflpnedr. 16ug aunslé@Gb HresT Seomub C&n([H&Hasallcvemney."

6.15. The aforesaid deposition of DW1 to DW3 it is hereby proved plaintiff and
defendant admitted as in respect of 0.01 % cents of the suit property.

Accordingly, from the evidence of the plaintiff and defendant this court shall
presumed as plaintiff is A schedule property is a part and parcel of the ‘B’ Schedule
property and also plaintiff has right over the ‘B’ Schedule property.

Accordingly issue no 1 & 2 answered in favour of the plaintiff.
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7. Issue No. 3 :-

3. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief of declaration and

consequential relief of permanent injunction?

7.1. On the contrary, the evidence available on record establishes that the parties
have been referring to the same survey number and the same extent of property. The
defendant relies upon Ex-B1 Sale Deed dated 15.12.2008 and the connected revenue and
electricity records to contend that he is in possession of a different extent of property.
However, the defendant has not established, by clear and cogent evidence, that the
specific ‘B’ Schedule property forms part of the property covered under Ex-B1 or that

the property conveyed under Ex-A1 is situated elsewhere.

7.2. The mere production of revenue records or electricity bills cannot, by itself,
establish title over the specific property in dispute. The defendant's claim of adverse
possession also cannot be accepted merely on the basis of a plea of long possession. The
defendant must establish the commencement, continuity, exclusivity and hostile nature
of possession against the true owner. In the present case, the defendant has failed to

establish the ingredients necessary to prove title by adverse possession.

A latin maxim is, necvi, nec clam, nec precario which means a right claimed by
long usage must generally have been proved peacefully, openly and as of right without

force.
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7.3. As already discussed, the plaintiff has established his title through the
registered Sale Deeds marked as Ex.A1 and Ex.A2. Though there is a discrepancy in the
boundary recitals, the same survey number and extent have continued throughout the
chain of title. The identity of the property has further been established through the
Advocate Commissioner's report, rough sketch and the other documentary and oral

evidence available on record.

Tejlal & Another Vs. Pragyanand & Another, S.A. No. 1987 of 2022, decided on
31.01.2023, High Court of Madhya Pradesh at Jabalpur, before Hon’ble Shri Justice
Gurpal Singh Ahluwalia,

It is well established principle of law that when there is a discrepancy with
regard to identity of the land, then the boundaries mentioned in the sale deed would
prevail. If the defendants were of the view that wrong boundaries have been
mentioned in the sale deed, then they should have executed a rectification deed.

Admittedly, in the present case, no rectification deeds has been executed.

7.4. The plaintiff has also established his possession over the ‘A’ Schedule
property through Ex-A3 Natham Patta and Ex-A4 property tax receipt, supported by the
evidence of the witnesses and the physical features noted by the Advocate
Commissioner. The plaintiff's title having been established, and the ‘B’ Schedule
property having been found to form part of the property conveyed under Ex-Al, the
plaintiff is entitled to the relief of declaration. The defendants have not established any
better title over the ‘B’ Schedule property. The plea of adverse possession raised by the

1st defendant has also not been established in accordance with law.
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Accordingly issue no.3 answered in favour of the plaintiff.
8. Issue No. 4
(I) To what other relief?

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case on hand, there will not be any
other relief on either sides.

9. In the result, the suit is decreed in respect of declaration that he has title over

the plaint ‘B’ Schedule property and is also entitled to consequential permanent
injunction restraining the defendants, their men, agents or anybody claiming through
them from interfering with the plaintiff's peaceful possession and enjoyment of the plaint
‘B’ Schedule property, in respect of sale deed dated 27.01.2000 registered as document
No0.215/2000 on the file of SRO, Cheyyur. No costs.

Dictated to the Steno typist, typed by her in the Computer directly, printed,
corrected and pronounced by me in open Court this the 28" day of July 2026.

District Munsif cum Judicial
Magistrate

AMARAVATHI bigitaly signed by AMARAVATHI

Location: Cheyyur
Date: 2026.07.28 18:13:06 +0530

District Munsif-Cum-Judicial Magistrate,

Cheyyur.
PLAINTIFFS SIDE WITNESSES :
PW1 — Tr. Arumugam
PW?2 — Balakrishnan
PW3- Gnanaprakasam
PLAINTIFF SIDE EXHIBITS :
Exhibits Dated Description Nature of
documents
Ex.Al 27.01.2000 | Registered Sale deed executed by Original
Sheeladevi infavour of plaintiff.
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Ex.A2 29.04.1991 | Registered Sale deed executed by Original
Sivananthan infavour of Sheeladevi
Ex.A3 - Patta No. 677 in the name of plaintiff Original
Ex.A4 24.07.2009 | House Tax Receipt in the name of plaintiff | Original
DEFENDANTS SIDE WITNESS :-
DW1- Tr. Varadharajan
DW?2- Tr. Pazhani
DW3 — Tmt. Sheeladevi
DEFENDANTS SIDE EXHIBITS:
Exhibits Dated Description Nature of
documents
Ex.B1 15.12.2008 | The Sale Deed dated 15.12.2008, bearing| Certified
Document No.5168, executed by Sabapathi in Copy
favour of Varatharajan.
Ex.B2 22.11.2022 | Property tax receipt standing in the name of | Original
Varatharajan.
Ex.B3 22.11.2022 | Miscellaneous Receipt Original
Ex.B4 - Electricity Bill Receipts (16 Series) Original
Ex.B5 21.06.2023 | Encumbrance Certificate Online
Copy
COURT SIDE WITNESS:- NIL
COURT EXHIBITS:-
Exhibits Dated Description Nature of documents
Ex.C1 - Advocate Commissioner Report Original
Ex.C2 - Rough Plan Original
Ex.C3 - FMB Sketch Original

District Munsif cum Judicial Magistrate

AMARAVATHI

Location: Cheyyu

Digitally signed by AMARAVATHI

r
Date: 2026.07.28 18:13:21 +0530

District Munsif-Cum-Judicial Magistrate

Cheyyur.
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