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 IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE, DHARMAPURI

Present: Tmt.U.Monica,M.L.,
         Additional District Judge,

                                                            Dharmapuri.

     Friday, this the 31st  day of January 2025 

Original Suit No.174/2022

(CNR No.TNDP010020982022)      

Murugan  ...  Plaintiff

/ versus /

1.Dhanapal
2.Raja  ...   Defendants

    

This case came before me on 23.01.2025 for final hearing in the presence of

Mr.A.Sivaraju,  Advocate  for  plaintiff,  Mr.J.Kumaresan  and  Mr.K.Hariharan

Advocates for first  defendant and second defendant called absent and, set exparte.

upon  hearing  both  side  arguments,  on  scrutiny  of  written  arguments  of  first

defendant,  upon  perusing  the  records  and  having  stood  over  till  this  day  for

consideration, this court delivers the following:

      JUDGMENT

This suit is filed for the relief of partition,  permanent Injunction and costs.

2. The averments in the plaint in brief is as follows:

i) Periakkal, Perannan, Mani, plaintiff  and defendants were born to  Manickam

and Muthu. The above said Mainckam died 46 years ago leaving behind ancestral

properties bearing survey no.559/1 in Naduhalli  village.  Periakkal  got  married 43

ADJ, dpi                                                                                                  O.S.No.174/2022, Dated:31.01.2025



2 

years ago, she was given necessary sridhana  during her marriage and she is living

with her husband, Periannan  got married 40 years ago, Mani got married 39 years

ago and they are living separately.  In respect of the ancestral properties, oral partition

was effected in the year 1993, later same was registered by way of registered partition

deed dated 02.07.1996. As the plaintiff and defendants were of tender age, they all

lived together with  their  mother Muthu,  they jointly cultivated betel leaves, sugar

cane and also reared cows, sold milk and out of the income they have purchased suit

properties in the name of plaintiff and first  defendant by way of sale  deed dated

28.09.1996. As the second defendant was minor at that time,  his name not included

and the properties were treated as joint family properties, tiled houses and cow shed

were  constructed  in  it.   The  well  in  the  suit  properties  was  deepened  and  its

connection  was  changed  from  3HP to  5HP. After  the  marriage  of  plaintiff  and

defendants,  they are all  residing separately. However, they are cultivating the suit

properties jointly. Their mother Muthu died in the year 2021. The first defendant is

not rendering proper account of the income from the suit properties and there is no

cordial relationship between them, in spite of the repeated demands of the partition,

the defendants did not choose  to partition the suit properties,  and he is attempting to

make construction in the suit  properties.  Hence the plaintiff has filed this suit for

permanent injunction restraining  the defendants from alienating the suit properties,

for permanent injunction restraining the defendants from making any construction in

the suit properties.
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3.  The  averments in written statement filed by the defendants in brief

are as follows: 

 i) The oral partition has been  effected 20 years ago, plaintiff  is in possession

and enjoyment of his share by cultivating betel leaves, sugarcane, groundnut and the

first defendant is cultivating fodder crops and rearing cows. The plaintiff already filed

O.S.No.125/2011 on the file  of  Sub Court,  Dharmapuri  for  the relief  of  partition

through his wife and the same was dismissed. The plaintiff is not entitled  to file this

suit on same cause of action for the same relief. The first defendant is constructing  a

house in his share in the suit  properties by obtaining permission under the Prime

Minister  India housing scheme. As the plaintiff did not get interim injunction in the

suit,  he gave  complaint to Mathikonpalayam Police Station from preventing first

defendant from constructing the house. The Police upon enquiry warned  plaintiff.

Thereafter the plaintiff threatened the defendants through katta panchayatars. As the

first defendant is a heart patient, only to threaten him and to grab the suit properties

the plaintiff is doing everything.  The second defendant was already allotted separate

properties and he is supporting the plaintiff case. On 22.08.2022, plaintiff,  second

defendant, Thangavel, Sakthivel and Madhu attempted to beat mason, yet the police

did not take any action upon complaint given by the first defendant.  The cow shed,

tiled house and new house under construction belong to first defendant and plaintiff

has not right over it.  As the value of the properties increased, the  plaintiff requested

the first defendant to exchange the properties.  However the first defendant denied it.
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Hence, the plaintiff in order to prevent first defendant from constructing  house, filed

this suit. The suit properties have been partitioned 22 years ago. The plaintiff has

purchased separate lands. The second defendant  is enjoying  lands allotted to him

near Mukanoor Aathimoolasamy Temple.  There is no cause of action for the suit.

The suit is liable to be dismissed.

4. Based on the pleadings, the  following issues were framed.

1)  Whether the plaintiff is entitled to partition as sought for?

2) Whether the plaintiff is entitled for the relief of permanent injunction restraining

defendants from creating any alienation in the suit property?

3)Whether the plaintiff is  entitled to permanent  injunction restraining  defendants

from making any constructions in the suit property?

4) To what other relief, the plaintiff is entitled to ?

 5. During the trial before this court, on plaintiff side, plaintiff was examined as

PW.1, through him, Ex.A1 to Ex.A5 were marked. Mr.Manickam was examined as

PW.2, Mr.Natarajan was examined as PW.3 and Ex.B1 was marked through him. On

the defendants side, first defendant  was examined as DW.1 and through him Ex.B2

to  Ex.B14  were  marked,  Mr.Maadhu  was  examined  as  DW.2,  Mr.Shankar  was

examined as DW.3, Mr.Manimegan was examined as DW.4 and  no documents were

marked through them.

6. Issue No.1 :

6.1) It is the case of the plaintiff that suit properties were purchased out of
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income derived from joint family properties belonging to plaintiff and defendants in

name of plaintiff and first defendant by way of Sale deed dated:28.9.1986, they  are

in joint possession and enjoyment of suit properties,  plaintiff, defendants are each

entitled  to  1/3  share.  The  defendants  are  not  partitioning properties,  also  making

constructions in suit properties. Hence plaintiff has filed this suit for partition, for

permanent injunction restraining defendants from creating any alienation over suit

properties,  for  permanent  injunction  restraining  defendants  from  making   any

constructions over suit properties and for costs. 

 6.2) The first  defendant resisted suit by contending that oral partition has been

already  effected  before  22  years,  parties  are  in  possession,  enjoyment  of  their

respective share, plaintiff has suppressed filing of O.S.125/2011 on the file of Sub

Court, Dharmapuri for partition, so plaintiff is not entitled to partition.  

6.3) The  second defendant has chosen to remain exparte in this suit.

6.4) Admitted facts in this case is that Periyakkal, Periyannan, Madhu, Mani,

plaintiff, defendants are children of Manickkam and Muthu. It is also admitted that

joint  family  properties  have  been partitioned by way of  registered  partition  deed

dated:2.7.1996. Both parties admit that sale deed dated:28.9.1996 in respect of suit

properties is in name of plaintiff and first defendant. The nature of suit properties has

to be first determined in this case. 

6.5) The learned plaintiff counsel argued that suit properties were purchased

out of income derived from joint family properties, hence suit properties are also joint
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family properties.  It is important to point out that although plaintiff alleges that out

of income derived from joint family properties, suit properties were purchased, he has

not sought for partition in respect of  other joint family properties. He has not filed

any documentary  evidence  to  prove  income derived from joint  family properties.

Further  plaintiff’s  wife has filed O.S.125/2011 on the file of Sub court, Dharmapuri

seeking  partition  in  respect  of  suit  properties  alleging  that  suit  properties  were

purchased jointly by plaintiff and first defendant in this suit. The plaintiff has not

disclosed  about  said  suit  in  this  case.  The  learned  plaintiff  counsel  argued  that

plaintiff’s  wife  has  no  right  to  file  suit  seeking  partition,  so  averments  in

O.S.125/2011, will not bind plaintiff. The plaintiff at the time of cross examination

deposed as follows:  

vdJ kidtp vdf;fhf ghfk; nfl;L jUkg[hp rhh;g[ ePjpkd;wj;jpy;

tHf;F nghl;lhh; vd;why; rhpjhd;/ ehd; btspehl;oy; ,Ue;jjhy; vdJ

kidtp  vdf;fhf  tHf;F  nghl;lhh;  vd;why;  rhpjhd;/   ehd;

btspehl;oy;  brd;W btsp  bra;j  nghJ m';F jpUl;L ntiyapy;

<Lgl;ljhy;  m';fpUe;J Xo te;J tpl;nld; vd;why;  rhpay;y/  vd;

kidtp  nghl;Ls;s tHf;F brhj;Jk;  ,e;j  tHf;F brhj;Jk;  xd;nw

jhd; vd;why; rhpjhd;/ 01/04/20-16 md;W Xv!; 125-11 vd;w tHf;F vd;

kidtp  nghl;l  tHf;F   tHf;fpw;F  M$uhfhjjhy;  js;Sgoahfp

tpl;lJ vd;why; rhpjhd;/   

It is made out from his cross examination that his wife filed OS.125/2011 on

his behalf in respect of suit properties, said suit was dismissed for default. Hence it is
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obvious that his wife has filed suit  on his behalf,  only as per his instructions,  so

plaintiff  had knowledge about  filing  of  O.S.125/2011 and averments  in  that  suit.

Therefore, averments in above suit, binds plaintiff. In O.S. 125/2011, the plaintiff’s

wife admitted that suit properties belong to plaintiff and first defendant jointly alone.

In that suit,  it is not plaintiff case, that second defendant has right over suit properties

and  it  is  plaintiff  case  second  defendant  has  no  right  over  suit  properties.  The

evidence of PW.1 is as follows;

vd;Dld; gpwe;jth;fs; khJ. kzp. jdghy;. KUfd;. uh$h/ khJ.

kzpf;F  bghJ  FLk;gj;jpypUe;J  brhj;ij  gphpj;J  ghfk;  bfhLj;J

tpl;lhh;fs;  vd;why;  rhpjhd;/  vdf;F  rpW  tajhf  ,Uf;Fk;  nghnj

khJ.  kzpf;F  ghfk;  gphpj;J  vdJ  mk;kh  bfhLj;J  tpl;lhh;/

uh$htpw;Fk; 20 tUlj;jpw;F Kd;ng ghfk; gphpj;J bfhLj;J tpl;lhh;fs;

vd;why;;  rhpjhd;/  mJ  nghy;  ghfk;  gphpj;J  bfhLf;fg;gl;l

brhj;Jf;fSf;F mth; mth;fs; bgahpy; gl;lh. rpl;lh cs;sJ vd;why;

rhpjhd;/ jhth brhj;Jf;fs; rk;ge;jkhf Vw;fdnt jdp jdpahf ghfk;

Vw;gl;L  mth;  mth;fs;  jdp  jdpahf  mDgtpj;J  tUfpnwhk;

vd;why;rhpay;y/  ghfnk Vw;gltpy;iy/   

The plaintiff clearly admitted that  oral partition has been effected in respect of

joint family properties, second defendant was allotted properties twenty years, ago,

revenue records have been changed, but alleges that no partition has been effected in

respect of suit properties.

6.6) The plaintiff in order to establish his case examined PW.2 Mr.Manickam,

ADJ, dpi                                                                                                  O.S.No.174/2022, Dated:31.01.2025



8 

father in law of second defendant and PW.3 Mr.Nadarajan who have given evidence

to effect  that  suit  properties are undivided joint  family properties.  PW.2 evidence

during cross examination is as follows:

2)  thjp  KUfd;  bgahpy;  6  Vf;fh;  epyk;  th';fg;gl;L  mth;

bgah;py; gl;lh./ rpl;lh cs;sJ vd;why; rhpjhd;/

PW.2 admitted that plaintiff has purchased six acres of land.  PW.3 evidence at

the time of cross examination is as follows:

vd; epyj;jpw;F nkw;Fg[wk; thjpapd; epy';fs; cs;sJ/ mjpy;

bjd;id ku';fs; cs;sJ vd;why; rhpjhd;/

 It is made out from PW.3 cross that plaintiff is owning lands separately.

6.7)  The  learned  plaintiff  counsel  argued  that  first  defendant  during  cross

examination admitted joint possession and enjoyment of family properties by first

defendant. This court shall analyse evidence of first defendant. The evidence of first

defendant during his cross examination is as follows:

ghfgphptpidf;F  gpwFk;  ehd;.  thjp.  2   gpujpthjp  vy;nyhUk;

v’;fSf;F xJf;fg;gl;l ghfj;ij tptrhak; bra;J te;njhk; vd;why;

rhpjhd;/  v’;fs;  ghf  brhj;jpy;  btw;wpiy njhl;lk;.  fwit khLfs;

itj;J  ghy;  tpahghuk;  bra;J  te;njhk;/  tptrha  bryt[fisa[k;.

FLk;gj;jpy; tut[ bryt[fisa[k; ehDk;. vdJ mk;kht[k; jhd; ghh;j;J

te;njhk;/  vdf;F  tptrhak;  kw;Wk;  ghy;  tpahghuj;ij  jtpu  ntW

bjhHpy; fpilahJ/

3)  jhth  brhj;J   v’;fSf;F  ghfkhf  te;j  tUkhdj;jpypUe;J
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,Ue;J jhd;; th’;fg;gl;lJ/  vdf;Fk;. thjpf;Fk; nrh;j;;J 3 1-4 Vf;fh;

gj;jpuk;  bra;njhk;/   gpwF 12 Vf;fh;  epyj;ij thjpa[k;.  2gpujpthjpa[k;

vdf;F gog;gwpt[ ,y;yhjjhy; mth;fs; bgahpy; bra;J bfhz;lhh;fs;/

jhth brhj;Jf;fis th’;Fk; nghJ 2k; gpujpthjp 11k; tFg;g[ goj;J

bfhz;;oUe;jhh; vd;why; rhpjhd;/

On proper assessment of DW.1 testimony, it is made out his evidence is that

they were cultivating their properties, out of income derived from their shares, suit

properties were purchased. It is not evidence of first defendant that suit properties

were purchased out of  joint  family income. Hence contention of  plaintiff  counsel

cannot be accepted, when more particularly plaintiff admitted that oral partition has

been effected in respect of joint family properties.

6.8) From plaintiff side evidence, it emerges that partition has already taken

place  in  respect  of  joint  family  properties,  and   plaintiff  and  defendants  are  in

separate possession and enjoyment. In O.S 125/2011 filed by plaintiff’s wife  upon

his instructions seeking partition in respect of suit properties, it has been stated that

suit properties belong to plaintiff and first defendant alone. 

6.9) The plaintiff has not proved that from income derived from joint family

properties,  suit  properties  were  purchased.  As  plaintiff  has  not  proved  that  suit

properties were purchased in name of first defendant and plaintiff out of joint family

income, it cannot be held that suit properties are joint family properties. The second

defendant has not chosen to contest the case even after receipt of summons, so it has

be arrived that he voluntarily chose to remain exparte in this suit. Therefore it has to
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be held that suit properties belong to plaintiff and first defendant alone and second

defendant has no right over suit properties.

6.10) In light of foregoing discussions, this court holds that suit properties are

not purchased out of joint family income as contended by plaintiff and it has been

purchased jointly by plaintiff and first defendant alone. The plaintiff alleges that he is

entitled to partition in respect of suit properties. Per contra, the first defendant allege

that oral partition has been effected already in respect of suit properties. The burden

lies upon the first defendant to prove that oral partition has been already effected.

6.11)  The first defendant has alleged in his written statement, evidence that

oral partition has been effected 22 years ago, also examined DW.2-Madhu, DW.3-

Shankar and DW.4-Manimegan to prove the alleged oral partition.  It is important to

point out that in written statement filed by defendant in OS. 125/2011 on the file of

sub court, Dharmapuri, he has taken a specific stand that suit properties belong to him

alone, and plaintiff has no right to claim partition in respect of suit properties. It is not

his  case  that  partition  was  effected  in  respect  of  suit  properties.  The  defendant,

however, has taken a contrary stand in this case, that partition has been effected in

respect of suit properties 20 years ago. The contrary stand taken by defendant affects

his case. The defendant who has claimed absolute ownership over suit properties,

cannot be permitted to contend that oral partition has been already effected, in which

plaintiff was allotted half share.

6.12)  DW.2-Madhu has filed Chief affidavit to effect that his father divided the
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suit properties between plaintiff and  first defendant 22 years ago, and parties are in

separate possession and enjoyment of their respective share.  His evidence during his

cross examination is as follows:

g{h;tPf  brhj;Jf;fspy;  ghfk;  te;j  brhj;Jf;fspd;

tUkhdj;jpypUe;J  jhd;  thjp.  gpujpthjpfs;  tHf;F  brhj;Jf;fis

th’;fpdhh;fs; vd;why; vdf;F bjhpahJ/ 22 tUlj;jpw;F Kd;ghf vdJ

mg;gh ghfk; gphpj;J bfhLj;jJ gw;wp vdf;F bjhpahJ/ 

2)  uh$htpw;F  jdp  ghfk;  bfhLf;fg;gl;lJ/  3  Vf;fh;  epyj;jpy;

KUfDk;. jdghYk; ghjp ghjp vd;Wk; fpzw;wpy; K:d;W ghfk; vd;W

gphpf;fg;gl;lJ/  ,g;nghijapypUe;J  xU  tUlj;jpw;F  Kd;ghf

nkw;brhd;d ghfk; gw;wp ngrg;gl;lJ/  Mdhy; mjw;F K:d;W ngUk;

xj;Jbfhs;stpy;iy/ 

It is made out from the cross examination is that he is not aware of the alleged

partition,  his  evidence  is  only  that  plaintiff  and  defendants  did  not  agree  to  the

partition arrangement one year ago.  As DW.2 is not aware of the alleged partition,

his evidence does not in any way support defendant case.  

6.13)   DW.3-Shankar has given evidence to the effect that the first defendant

purchased 1.5 acres of land out of his own funds from Manimegan, however, sale

deed was obtained in the name of  second defendant  and the above property was

allotted to second defendant as per the advice of elders, oral partition was effected in

respect of the suit properties 22 years ago and parties are in separate possession and

enjoyment  of  their  respective  share.  DW.3  at  the  time  of  his  cross  examination
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admitted  that,  he  does  not  know  the  details  of  the  property  purchased  by  first

defendant from Manimegan. His evidence that sale deed was obtained in the name of

first  defendant in respect  of  property purchased from Manimegan is factually not

correct.  Hence  the  evidence  of  DW.3  is  want  of  material  particulars.   So  much

reliance cannot be placed upon his evidence.

6.14)   DW.4-Manimegan  deposed  that  the  first  defendant  paid  sale  price,

purchased  properties  from him,  however  sale  deed  was  obtained  in  the  name of

second defendant and suit properties were already orally partitioned. His evidence at

the time of his cross examination is as follows:

4) vd;Dila gpukhz thf;FK:yj;jpy;  23 tUlj;jpw;F Kd;ghf

g";rhaj;J ele;jjhf  brhy;yg;gl;oUf;Fk; tptu';fis ehd; vJt[k;

brhy;ytpy;iy/

His evidence is that the averments in the chief affidavit to effect that panchayat

was held 23 years ago is not correct.  Hence his evidence does not in any way support

the first defendant case.  

6.15)  On perusal of Ex.B4-Patta no.965 in the name of the plaintiff, defendant

and their brothers in respect of the survey no.599/1, Patta no.386 in the name of first

defendant in respect of the survey no.101/1 and 101/2, Ex.B5-Patta no.1160 in the

name  of  plaintiff  in  respect  of  survey  no.100/1A,  patta  no.2666  in  the  name  of

plaintiff in respect of survey no.137/4, Ex.B6-Patta no.2852 in the name of second

defendant in respect of survey no.89/2B, Ex.B7-Patta no.1125 in the name of plaintiff

and second  defendant in respect of survey no.246/1A2 and 246/1A3,  Ex.B14-Patta
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no.2852, 1125, 2666, 1160, it is evident that revenue records have been changed in

respect of joint family properties, patta stands in their individual name and there are

separate properties in the name of plaintiff and defendants.

6.16)  Ex.B10-Patta no.719 and patta no.233 in respect of suit properties jointly

stand in the name of plaintiff and first defendant.  There is no explanation on the part

of the first defendant as to why revenue records have not been mutated when oral

partition is alleged to taken place before 22 years.  Ex.B8-Kist receipt, Ex.B9-House

tax receipt have been paid after the filing of the suit, so no reliance can be placed.

Ex.B12-House tax receipt dated:8.12.2017.  As far as Ex.B12-loan closure receipts is

concerned, there is no connected documents. So these documents are not sufficient to

prove  alleged  oral  partition.  The  learned  defendants  counsel  contended  that  first

defendant has obtained loan and constructed house in suit properties. It is clear from

cross  examination  of  first  defendant,  during  pendency  of  suit  he  constructed  the

house. Hence same will not give any advantage to him.

6.17)    In view of foregoing discussions, this court holds that defendant has not

proved alleged oral partition. The learned defendant counsel relied upon judgment of

honourable  Supreme  court  in  Vineetha  Sharma  vs  Rakesh  Sharma(  2020  5

CTC 302) and contended that oral partition is valid. The above authority is not of

any assistance to defendant, as it is found that the suit  properties still remain intact as

the joint   properties  of  plaintiff  and first  defendant.  Hence it  has to be held that

plaintiff and first defendant are equally entitled to suit properties which jointly belong
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to plaintiff and first defendant. Hence this  issue is decided in favour of plaintiff.

7.Issue nos.2 & 3: 

 As already decided in earlier issue, plaintiff is entitled to partition in respect of

suit properties.  In view of the strained relationship between the parties and to prevent

multiplicity  of  proceedings,  this  court  is  of  opinion  that   defendants  have  to  be

restrained by way of permanent injunction from alienating the plaintiff’s 1/2 share in

suit properties and from making any constructions in suit properties, until partition is

effected in accordance with law. Hence these issues decided in favour of plaintiff.

8.Issue no.4:

 As already decided in earlier issues, plaintiff is entitled to partition in respect

of suit properties, permanent  injunction  restraining  defendants  from alienating  the

plaintiff’s 1/2 share in   suit  properties and from making any constructions in suit

properties,  until  partition  is  effected  in  accordance  with  law. Hence  this  issue  is

decided in favour of plaintiff.

 In the result,

     (i).  The  suit  is  decreed and plaintiff  is  entitled  to  1/2  share  in  the  suit

properties and preliminary decree is passed accordingly. 

    (ii).  That  the plaintiff  is  entitled to  permanent  injunction restraining the

defendants  from  creating  any  encumbrance  in  respect  of  the  plaintiff's

undivided 1/2 share in the suit properties until partition is affected by metes

and bounds in accordance with law.
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(iii).  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  permanent  injunction  restraining

the  defendants  from  making  any  constructions  in  respect  of  the  plaintiff's

undivided 1/2 share in the suit properties until partition is affected by metes

and bounds in accordance with law.

(iv).  In view of relationship between the parties, no cost  is awarded.

Dictated to the Steno-Typist, typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in

Open Court, this the 31st  day of January 2025.

     Additional District Judge,
     Dharmapuri. 

Plaintiff side Evidence:

PW.1 -Mr.Munusamy

PW.2- Mr.Muniappan

PW.3 - Mr.Gopal

PW.4- Mr.Sairaman

Plaintiff Side Exhibits:

Ex.A1 09.07.2022  Registered Sale deed  - Certified copy.

Ex.A2 12.07.2022  Patta No.233 - Akkamanahalli Village - Online Extract

Ex.A3 12.07.2022  Patta No.719 - Akkamanahalli Village - Online Extract

Ex.A4 16.07.2022 Patta No.89 - Akkamanahalli Village - Online Extract

Ex.A5 16.07.2022 Guideline value document No.93- Online Extract
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Defendant Side Evidence:

DW.1  Mr.Dhanapal.

DW.2 - Mr.Maadhu.

DW.3 - Mr.Shankar.

DW.4 - Mr.Manimegan.

Defendant Side Exhibits:

Ex.B1 27.02.1996 Registration Deed - original

Ex.B2 29.07.2011  Certified  copy  of  plaint  in  O.S.125/2011 on  the  file  of
Subordinate Court, Dharmapuri

Ex.B3 07.12.2011  Certified copy of written statement in O.S.125/2011 on the
file of  Subordinate Court, Dharmapuri

Ex.B4 24.07.2015 Computerized patta, chitta  in the name of plaintiff

Ex.B5 28.08.2022 Computerized patta in the name of plaintiff

Ex.B6 28.08.2022 Computerized  patta  in  the  name  of  plaintiff  and  second
defendant

Ex.B7 28.08.2022 Computerized  patta  in  the  name  of  second  defendant  -
online extract

Ex.B8 23.02.2024 Property tax receipt in the name of first defendant - original

Ex.B9 6.03.2016 and
23.03.2022

House tax receipt (2no.s) in the name of first defendant's
wife - original

 Ex.B10 06.12.2021 Computerized patta of suit property

 Ex.B11 06.12.2021  Computerized patta of suit property

 Ex.B12 08.12.2017 House tax receipt in the name of first defendant -  original

 Ex.B13 09.03.2022 Loan closure voucher  (2 no.s) - original

 Ex.B14 08.0.2019 Computerized   patta  in  the  name  of  plaintiff  and  1st
defendant.

     Additional District Judge,
    Dharmapuri. 

ADJ, dpi                                                                                                  O.S.No.174/2022, Dated:31.01.2025
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      Draft/Fair judgment

                     O.S.No.174/2022

                       Dt:31.01.2025
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