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IN THE COURT OF THE PRINCIPAL DISTRICT COURT,
KRISHNAGIRI

Present: Tmt.V.R.Latha, M.A., B.L.,
Principal District Judge, Krishnagiri.
Monday, the 23" day of March 2026
0.S.No.54/2017

[CNR.No.TNKI101-000659-2017]

M.G.Shanmugam ...Plaintiff.
//Versus//

1. Vediyappan
2. V.Senthil Kumar
3. V.Sasi Kumar
4. V.Suresh Kumar
5. V.Shyamala
...Defendants.

This suit coming before me for final hearing on 19.02.2026 in the
presence of Thiru.G.Rangu Singh and Thiru.R.Charan Singh, Advocates
appearing for the Plaintiff, in the presence of Thiru.M.Gnanam, Advocate
appearing for the Defendants and upon perusing the case records, having stood

over till this day for consideration, this Court, delivers the following :

JUDGMENT

Suit for Specific Performance by directing the defendants to execute the
registered sale deed in respect of the suit property in favour of the plaintiff after
receiving the balance sale price of Rs.4,20,250/- from the plaintiff and in default

order execution of the registered sale deed in favour of the plaintiff by this court
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or directing the defendants to return the advance amount with interest to the
plaintiff and to grant such other relief as this court deems fit and proper in this
case.

2. Case of the Plaintiff is as follows:-

i] The 1** defendant is the father and the 2™ to 4™ defendants are his sons,
the 5™ defendant is his daughter. The suit schedule property is stated to be
ancestral in nature and jointly owned by defendants 1 to 5, and they are
constituting a joint family. The patta stands in the name of the 1* defendant,
being the head of the family (Patta No.1008). On 07.03.2014, the defendants
entered into a sale agreement with the plaintiff agreeing to sell the suit property
for a total consideration of Rs.21,20,250/-. A sum of Rs.17,00,000/- was paid as
advance on the date of agreement. The balance sale consideration of
Rs.4,20,250/- was agreed to be paid within 22 months from the date of
agreement, upon which the defendants are liable to execute and register the sale
deed in favour of the plaintiff or his nominee, at the plaintiff’s cost, and
requested to executive the deed and prayed to deliver the possession of the
property.

11] Time was not treated as the essence of the contract. The plaintiff
issued a legal notice dated 14.12.2015 calling upon the defendants to appear
before the Sub-Registrar Office, Krishnagiri, on 21.12.2015 at 10.30 A.M. to

receive the balance sale consideration and execute the sale deed. The defendants
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refused and returned the notice, and failed to appear before the Sub-Registrar.
Despite repeated demands. The defendants did not come forward to receive the
balance amount and failed to execute the sale deed as agreed. Hence, the suit.

3. The contentions raised in the written statement filed by the 2™

Defendant and adopted by the 1%, 3", 4™ and 5™ defendants are as follows:
1] The suit is not maintainable either in law or on facts. The allegations in

the plaint except those that are specifically admitted herein is true. The
defendants were in urgent need of Rs.5,00,000/-. Through one Raja a real estate
broker was introduced to the plaintiff. He agreed to lend a sum of Rs.5,00,000/-
at a monthly interest rate of 2%. The defendants accepted these terms and
received the loan. To secure this loan, the plaintiff demanded collateral security.
Consequently, on 07.03.2014, the defendants executed a mortgage deed for their
property. At that time, the plaintift also collected several blank signed cheques
from the defendants as additional security. On 07.03.2014 an agreement has
been created, and that same date Rs.17,00,000/- was paid towards the agreement
and the rest of the amount will be paid within 22 months and a document will be
created for that purpose, and the plaintiff was always ready and willing and
perform his part of the contract. But the defendants were assigned one or reason
to avoid the contract all this facts are utter false and created to defrode the

defendants.



0S.No.54 of 2017 Dated: 23.03.2026
4

ii] He further obtained from the 2™ defendant cheques No. (Nos.004082,
004083, 004084, 004085. From 3™ Defendant he obtained 4 cheque slips
(Nos.40925, 40926, 40927, 40928) from Axis bank and 4™ defendant he
obtained 4 cheques slips (Nos.003001, 003002, 003003, 003004) from State
Bank of India with the condition to return the amount within 3 months. Having
believed on the words of the plaintiff they issued the cheques and also obtained
their signatures in the pronote. The plaintiff has also informed the defendants
whenever they had money advise them to pay that amount to him and he will
maintain an account for that. The defendant paid interest directly continuously
and also through bank transaction. The plaintiff sought for some time to verify
the accounts and return bank cheques. But to the surprise of the defendants they
received the notice from the court vide STC.N0.248/2016 and STC.No.247/2016
and on perusing those records it came into light that the plaintiff has exploited
their innocence and created false documents to deprive the right of the
defendants. These defendants only borrowed a sum of Rs.5,00,000/- but the
plaintiff utilized the state bank cheques and Axis bank cheques and foisted false
cases against him. The 2™ and 4™ defendant gave complaint to their banks not to
pass those cheques since it has been falsely created. When the cheque was
issued only as security the plaintiff utilized that situation and tried to cheat these
defendants. Furthermore, when the document were created only as a security but

the plaintiff fraudulently created a document with an intention to cheat them.
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iii] The defendants state that the entire principal of Rs.5,00,000/-along
with the accrued interest was fully paid back to the plaintiff by August 2015, and
the debt was closed. However, the plaintiff failed to return the blank cheques
and the mortgage documents as promised. Instead of returning them, the plaintiff
failed to give the blank cheques and filed false criminal cases (Cheque Bounce
cases) in the Palacode Judicial Magistrate Court (Case No.S.T.C.248/2016 and
S.T.C.247/2016.) To protect themselves, the 2" and 4™ defendants had already
informed their banks to “Stop payment” and closed those accounts, knowing the
plaintiff might misuse the cheques. Despite knowing the debt was paid, the
plaintift proceeded with these cases, which are now pending as
C.C.No.165/2017 and C.C.No.164/2017.

iv] The defendants were shocked to discover that the plaintiff had
surreptitiously converted the property as a sale agreement. The plaintiff claims
in the suit that an advance of Rs.17,00,000/- was paid at once, and the rest of the
amount will be paid to a tune of Rs.4,20,250/- and to hand over the property to
him. But the defendants vehemently denied this by way of stating they never
received such a large sum and never had any intention of selling the property.
Then only defendants came to know without the knowledge of the defendants
the instead of creating a mortgage deed the plaintiff deceitfully created a
agreement for sale deed. The plaintiff fraudulently created documents and

suppress the true facts before this court.
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v] The plaintiff is not a wealthy person to give a sum of Rs.17,00,000/-.
The plaintiff issued a notice on 14.12.2015 but he filed this case only after 1
year 4 months. Why the suit was filed belatedly for that question there is no
proper answer adduced by the plaintiff and prayed to dismiss this suit.

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

13.06.2022.
1. Whether the sale agreement dated 07.03.2014 is true valid and

enforceable through court of law?

2. Whether the alleged sale agreement dated 07.03.2014 was executed for
the purpose of loan transaction?

3. Whether the plaintiff did pay a sum of Rs.17,00,000/- as advance on the
date of alleged sale agreement dated 07.03.2014?

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled the relief of specific performance as
prayed for?

5. whether the plaintiff is entitled Rs.17,00,000/- (Rupees seventeen lakhs
only) with interest from the plaintiff?

6. To what other relief the plaintiff is entitled to?

5. On the side of the Plaintiff P.W.1 to P.W.3 were examined and Ex.Al
to Ex.A8 were marked. On the side of the Defendants D.W.1 was examined and
exhibits Ex.B1 and Ex.B2 were marked.

Issues Nos.1 to 6

6] On the side of the plaintiff, Ex.A1 — Computer Chitta was marked,
which stands in the name of Vediyappan, who is the father of Senthilkumar,
Sasikumar, Sureshkumar and Shyamala. This document was obtained by the

plaintiff by downloading the same. Ex.A2 is the alleged sale agreement relied
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upon by the plaintiff. Ex.A3 is the copy of the legal notice issued by the
plaintiff. Ex.A4 to Ex.A8 are the returned postal covers relating to the notices
sent to defendants 1 to 5.

7] On the side of the plaintiff, it is contended that the suit schedule
property is ancestral in nature and is jointly owned by defendants 1 to 5, The
patta stands in the name of the 1st defendant, who is stated to be the head of the
family (Patta No.1008). It is further contended that on 07.03.2014, the
defendants entered into a sale agreement with the plaintiff agreeing to sell the
suit property for a total sale consideration of Rs.21,20,250/-. On the date of
agreement, a sum of Rs.17,00,000/- was paid as advance. The balance sale
consideration of Rs.4,20,250/- was agreed to be paid within 22 months from the
date of agreement, upon which the defendants are bound to execute and register
the sale deed in favour of the plaintiff or his nominee, at the cost of the plaintiff,
and also to deliver possession of the property. It is the further case of the
plaintiff that time was not the essence of the contract. The plaintiff issued a legal
notice dated 14.12.2015 calling upon the defendants to appear before the Sub-
Registrar Office, Krishnagiri, on 21.12.2015 at 10.30 a.m., to receive the balance
sale consideration and execute the sale deed. According to the plaintiff, the
defendants refused to receive the notice and the same were returned. The

defendants also failed to appear before the Sub-Registrar Office despite repeated
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demands he did not come forward to receive the balance amount or to execute
the sale deed as agreed.

8] It is the case of the plaintiff that he was always ready and willing to
perform his part of the contract as per the terms of the sale agreement and that
he had the balance sale consideration ready in hand for payment and for getting
the sale deed executed in his favour. However, according to the plaintiff, the
defendants were not willing to perform their part of the contract. It is further
contended that time was not the essence of the contract between the parties.
Therefore, the plaintiff has approached this Court seeking a direction to the
defendants to execute and register the sale deed in respect of the suit property in
his favour, after receiving the balance sale consideration of Rs.4,20,250/-, or in
the alternative, to direct the defendants to return the advance amount with
interest and costs.

9] During the cross-examination of P.W.1 (M.G. Shanmugam), it has been
elicited on the side of the defendants that the plaintiff had stated that he had
already paid 4/5th of the total sale consideration to the defendants. If that is so, a
question was put to him as to why a long period of 22 months was fixed for
completion of the transaction. To this, the plaintiff answered that he did not have
sufficient funds at that time and therefore sought for a period of 22 months to
complete the transaction. This admission clearly shows that even at the time of

entering into the agreement, the plaintiff was not having sufficient funds in hand.
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When the plaintiff himself admits that he did not have sufficient funds at the
time of the agreement, it creates a serious doubt regarding his financial capacity
to complete the contract. Hence, it is evident that the plaintiff was not financially
ready to perform his part of the contract.

10] It 1s further seen that even before the expiry of the agreed period, the
plaintift issued a legal notice to the defendants. The notice was issued on
14.12.2015. The plaintiff has admitted that only by that time he was able to
arrange the balance sale consideration. He has also stated that since he was
under the impression that he had a period of three years, but he failed to properly
calculate the agreed time period. It is also to be noted that the suit has been filed
only on 06.03.2017. During the cross-examination, a specific question was put
to the plaintift as follows:

" oupsbesmlosi ADISIIGIDG Yime 16 wnsw &HPISS
QUPSHES SMb&SY OIFIN  6TEOTEOT  SMIGUOTD  6TGOTMITOD,
orsliomslser ExA3 SidleSlodime Ylme Slidlemndlser
SIS SabbSMISoT. By HeoShunes Sabbs/

ol GL_cor. SC& SHrovsL L &leb 41 erSliound] &Cres D&/
urevés C&imR B&loesrmedleh 07.10.2015 mrafl” 1 &r@&memov
Olsravbr(B ¢1b.9,00,.000/~-&@& upsbsl (hoirGemeor orcdTmITOD,
sflsneor. g Coumy BL g beoswne. HESEumeh 2ib

orSliound]  GlsmSlevwm  Euwifled  em.7,50,000/-&&
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&sr@smemov  G&Sl 07.10.2015 mirefl” 1 & orcoTmy ©IFT6LAS]
SMCFTomoV  UP&HEG SMb&soD OIFIISITEOTEOT  6TEOTMITED,
slemeor. g Soofloul L oupdh& apodmuileh  biresT
O)1h: SV MBS Olsn(hsSs5 OISTEDSUNTSLD.
ordlioundleoir  orcoreofl_tb  HL_coms  vocoord  aummbib]
B bh SIS 6iT 6T60T YLD, DitbBL_60)/5(S DSOS
BBUUSHETEC updbe Sleomu  UUBSD 2. 5
Slrélexndsles orfleor SBITCEFIT6I6VEH GDONILLD, Slomeooriiones
ordlioundleefl_1b  eumbibhyoirGomreor  oreormmed,  Fiflwebov.
o1&l oundles oir oTGoToO LD €5.5,00,000/~ wL” (D
Glum my& Gl reoor (i PSS Sl RUUIbSE D&
YlewewonusSlisnes — Sapuusmesns  orupdls  Olsnhss/
BapsSlmmiser orcormmeD, Fifliwevov. mneor Gmulg &L coT
Glsmemes ¢15.5,00,000/-&@& 22 wnssSsSlmeG o’ 1q C&iss/
e5.15,00.000/- oreor &l uUUbSD  o1(pdl 2 _oirGarcor
oreoTmIme, &ifluebov. 20151D EBL LD 2pHB6VL.  OASGESIe0
orélioundlseir  orcoreofl_tb  eumbiShy LT  ©Ol&MENS S
QP UpasIwns &L 19 SliésHIeN L miser ereormmel, &iflievov.
SUbS SMTE&FMemovEssmar Bireor Slaplill Clsmhds @Il G oot

oraoTmImey FIflGmeor. " ereoTmy Fir Eluioorfls s eiremmy.

11] From the evidence elicited during the cross-examination of P.W.1, it is

evident that the defendants have taken a consistent stand that they borrowed
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only a sum of Rs.5,00,000/- from the plaintiff and agreed to repay the same with
interest. The defendant further stated that by adding interest, the amount would
come to around Rs.15,00,000/-, and by taking advantage of such situation, the
plaintiff has created documents as if a higher amount was involved in a sale
transaction. It is also brought out in evidence that the plaintiff had obtained
signed cheques from the defendants at the time of lending money. The plaintiff
himself has admitted that he returned certain cheques on the ground that the
signatures differed and obtained fresh cheques. This conduct probabilises the
defence case that the cheques were taken only as security for the loan
transaction. Further, it is the specific case of the defendants that after repayment
of the entire loan amount with interest, the plaintiff did not return all the cheques
and misused the remaining cheques by initiating cheque bounce cases against
the 2nd and 4th defendants before the Palacode Judicial Magistrate Court. The
defendants have also produced judgments of the criminal courts to show that the
said cheque cases ended against the plaintiff. These circumstances lend support
to the defence case that the plaintiff has misused the documents obtained from
the defendants at the time of lending money and has attempted to convert the
same into a sale agreement. Therefore, the overall evidence on record
probabilises the defence version that the transaction between the parties was

only a loan transaction and not a genuine agreement for sale.
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12] While the perusing this case on seeing the evidence of DW1 he has

stated in the evidence

" ereoT  SIUSlL 12.12.2022 GHSMIle  umevdCsnlh
&SOmaShuey mBowi BSlosim eupsbe CC.No.164/2017 6t
Siosleor sneoTPl L BHBoD Snbso) EIFUIEICHET. D/
Gloum.&m.<25.1 285 SOMI_OubB Slng). 12.12.2022 Csdbluiled
umevsCasnly  Gomahed  pEHeuw  HSlhocoTm PGS
CC.No.165/20176r Siunsleor m&seh &Hnsbosod Ol IbIEmooT.
15 Ulowrsm..2 & SOMIL_OuBEInsG. 2 cvbremws
F1B1585] 6T60TEOTOIIGBTMITEY ST CIFNSSISSOIT DI66OTS /D
1D Glislemslee SieupooLw Shons uphuns oIbhs
Slaurmiebeslsiomeor ©)FnSSISH6iT @D 2Shil) Sbihs/
ormiseir (& ((huddleoni unsShub, sFeundeond, Deoy@EUmesLD
CuwmIsrasrly eumblCmmd. &L hs 2014 wmiE 1n&
o sbloh  oTBIsOIBSEG  €15.5,00,000/~ UGOTLD <HOISFTIONS
Copomeiun’ 1_&meh bloev yCurndei e erarvGi_L”  [menm
clpovionss oundleows ereordsh GSKlIbSaT 61eoTm (WP sdmUIleD
€5.5,00,000/-& @& LoNSLh e.2/ - o’ 19 A&
OClFop&&I0uSMS  UILISOISIToTR  e5.5,00.000/~ &L 6oTmS
Bmbiseir eumbiblGeommd. Si&5mMHE&H sl sl Sicworss/
BblubseocorsObé Coumy auplflevevmoed mmbiseir  &Fif]

oTeoTmY GRUILISGOIGITEOT(R  STeum ©snSoms  e15.5,00.000/—
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&L_GOT [BL_ UL &om&B&5EBTES o evdTlq L_LoiTeonD OIS ST
UG OMBTEoT(H SLIhS 07.03.201410 CsShucsTgy Smoum
Clsndons  Dn_reond  oripdle  OlEmMESSIII CLmb.
SICUTCs eundhumeoreui  orbisefl_tb Sovr 6B ©lauHmy
Lireoor () U& Sl Slev o0& OCMIUPS S/ oL (Hb
o156 @les mevbT LMy SIG/OL” (H'LDEVOVITLDGD, 2
Olrslomsldl_tb 004082, 004083, 004084, 004085
oTavbTE6IT ©IBTevdTL AXIS 6urbids] SmEEFITemeVSaT BIEoTEHLD, 31D
Olrslomsldl_tb 40925, 40926, 40927, 40928 o6160oT&HoiT
Olsmevor. AXIS ourbidh]l SmEEFTemoVSoIT BT LD, 6TeoTeofl LD
003001, 003002, 003003, 003004 o1& ©IBITEooTL
V@ L Curbis SITEEFTemoVEsEIT BIOTEGLD, 5D Vlrdleumdhll_ b
oW Oloungy yCInGBm 1g9opd ocwesEUTIUD  cumbIbIs
Glsreoor(y &HLoT OISMBHSSM. DUbS UOOTSHmS IBIMBISSOIT
CoETm B eumismeSlGeT  SlpUNE  SpeusSITSs
g MWICooTmDd.  HLOT OIBTDSHHG (DISONSLD oL 19
BloyewounlSlern] Slapull GlFepssdl b Csmd.  mmbisoT
oot eunbibl sovordsdlopnd vevord SCum” (B, Ebig wiTs
cosWlopd U ems OB SsIeTCemmd.  eundhumeoreui
BT PSS UMTSHINI (B i Loreor) USSITS s 155/
ClFiousTSsaD, Glounmy  <paIcooTBIS oMy, oMLy
sr@&memovsomanyd Slaplles sbsieNbousns Fo nleom.

IBIMBIGSET LD s uIlesT Dig UuemL_ufleh Sapbsl b Csmb.
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2 _coromwblovov Dcsieungy Sapsbs HSLbs 2016 @b
wnseurédley  soond UTevSCHIR (& maIliuch 1B(h ot
Bélooimsdletr Saphs, aGsm amdl Hrésmemov Grslq
PSS  SnhEsoL  OlFIG6TNSTS  OlsfleNSs) 2
Olrdlomslese  S.T.C.No.248/2016 aupsédled  sFibiwogomd,
D165 Cume) oroordsh S.T.C.No.247/2016 auipddlod Fibooyd
UbSSH. — DSomwoT MBS umiSSU Ylesredfl” (B Smeor
oundhumreoreuf Bmbis6iT MBSl &L_6oT  ep.5,00,000/-8&E
SIS AUMbIS] cdaudSiiphes OlumHmy HITEEFTemoVEs DO
Lissl s Guwmuly STCEFTDV RUPEEHSDOT SITeheHoD
GlFwigeiTor  oleourd  orbiBEBESD OCSflucubss.  emdl
STEEFMoDVEDI SUMITES UIWGTTUHSSS T L T8 oTeoTmy 2L
Sldlound] &eorg aumbidsl &eordsomns (1PpLg.&sl cmUSSHID, HITEOT
ol CUEFLD Gl s/ oaud SI(BhS IBITEOT(S
srG&momovsomor Usor Ufliondmd GIFUNwS Fe L mO)%eor
orooTsl ol epovd  ysmi  C&BTHSS  Blmys Sy
oSS0 Cammd. Db olewd omblée moTe OlsHhib.
Sl org coorebif] oL 1 15&hpcorméled S b/
SIeDUPLUILITEDDOT UhSS <& 6weoT ©MDMY UMis S LIS &meoT
Sneur  OlFnSoms oundlée aSlises  em.17,.00,000/-  Slw
pooTucooTonSs — oumbibhugnsoyd (DSl undhdle Gl memns
6.4.20260/- & OuDmSGIETETN Smour OI&TsSoms

ol Shnud OlFis &S5 Covebr(h oTeTaY UPSS
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Sn&bse) OlFLS oSleud OsflweIbss). DiSoweor UTSS
BmbiseT GlFweNsHung Slovsdsit CurGeommd. 1SS/
SeorT  eundhumeoteui i_omeond oreoTay ol (B Slrw
2 | &g sbomns Yoyeorons imml  orupdl  eumbiblds
GlsmedT(Reirarmi  oToTRY  OTBISOBSGS S  bSS).
DISMES (POTY IO S_LDNeoND USSWD 6T6oTmy SMeoT
IBITBISGOT Ebhg oubCesmbd. el aupdbdled somliyorars)
Bumeb  Sssioverey Ol OISTeDSIIW  oTBIGBOIBS G
oTUGUNGID  Sreblevomov, BIMBIGHT AUPHGS —OIFTSDS
ol olmes  dSleovCusend  Sobomev.”  eTeoTAY

& & erflé syoiremmy.

13] From the evidence of P.W.2, it is seen that he has spoken about the
alleged payment of Rs.17,00,000/- said to have been made on the date of
agreement. However, his version regarding the denominations of currency is
highly doubtful. He has stated that the amount was paid in denominations of
Rs.100/-, Rs.200/-, Rs.500/- and Rs.2000/- notes. It i1s a matter of common
knowledge that Rs.2000/- currency notes were introduced only in November
2016 and Rs.200/- notes were introduced later in the year 2017. Therefore, the
claim of P.W.2 that such currency notes were used in the alleged transaction

dated 07.03.2014 is factually impossible and renders his testimony unreliable.
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14] P.W.3 (Nazir), who was examined to support the case of the plaintiff,
has also given inconsistent evidence. Initially, he has stated that he did not sign
as a witness in Ex.A2 sale agreement. However, during further examination
under Section 154 of the Indian Evidence Act, he has taken a contradictory
stand. On verification of Ex.A2, it is found that the name of P.W.3 does not
appear as a witness in the said document. This contradiction creates serious
doubt about his presence and participation in the alleged transaction. Further,
P.W.3 has also stated that the amount was paid in Rs.2000/- and Rs.500/-
denominations, which again is factually incorrect for the year 2014. Thus, the
evidence of P.W.3 is not trustworthy.

15] The testimonies of PW.2 and P.W.3 are mutually inconsistent
regarding the mode of payment of the alleged advance amount of
Rs.17,00,000/-. While P.W.2 has stated that the amount was paid in mixed
denominations including Rs.100/-, Rs.200/-, Rs.500/- and Rs.2000/- notes,
P.W.3 has stated that the amount was paid only in Rs.2000/- and Rs.500/-
denominations. Such material contradictions between key witnesses regarding
the very payment of consideration create serious doubt about the genuineness of
the transaction. More importantly, the reference to Rs.2000/-and Rs.200/-
currency notes in respect of a transaction said to have taken place on 07.03.2014

1s an impossibility, as such currencies were introduced only in later years. This
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clearly indicates that the version put forth by the plaintiff is not true and is a
concocted one.

16] It 1s well settled that in a suit for specific performance, the plaintiff
must prove not only the execution of the agreement but also his readiness and
willingness to perform his part of the contract. In the present case, the plaintiff
has failed to prove his financial capacity at the relevant point of time. On the
other hand, the evidence on record probabilises the defence case that the
transaction was only a loan transaction and that the plaintiff has misused the
documents obtained from the defendants. Further, the inconsistencies in the
evidence of PW.2 and P.W.3, coupled with the improbabilities regarding the
mode of payment, clearly show that the plaintiff has not approached this Court
with clean hands.

17] Therefore, this Court is of the considered view that the plaintiff has
failed to prove that the sale agreement dated 07.03.2014 is a genuine and
enforceable document. On the contrary, the defence version that the transaction
was only a loan transaction appears to be more probable. Accordingly, all the
issues are answered against the plaintiff.

In the result, the suit is dismissed with costs. Considering the fact that the
plaintiff has come forward with a false and vexatious suit against the
defendants, the plaintiff is directed to pay a sum of Rs.10,000/- as exemplary

costs to the defendants.
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Dictated to the Steno-Typist, directly and typed him on the computer
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this the 23" day of March

2026.

Digitally signed

LLATHA byLATHAVR
V R 2036.03.23

18:51:08 +0530

Principal District Judge,

Krishnagiri.
List of Witnesses on the side of plaintiff:
PWI. - Tr. Shanmugam
PW2. - Tr. Rajasekar
PW3. - Tr. Nazir
List of Exhibits on the side of the plaintiff:
Ex.Al | 15.03.2017 | The computer chitta Patta No.1008 Online
copy
Ex.A2 |07.03.2014 | The Sale Agreement executed by defendants| Original
in favour of plaintiff in Doc.No.764/2014.
Ex.A3 | 14.12.2015 | The Advocate Notice issued by plaintiff to| Office
defendants. copy
Ex.A4 | 15.12.2015 |The Postal cover returned from 1* defendant| Original
as refused.
Ex.A5 |15.12.2015 | The Postal cover returned from 2" defendant| Original
as refused.
Ex.A6 | 15.12.2015 | The Postal cover returned from 3™ defendant| Original
as refused.
Ex.A7 | 15.12.2015 | The Postal cover returned from 4™ defendant| Original
as refused.
Ex.A8 |15.12.2015 The Postal cover returned from 5" defendant| Original
as refused.
List of Witnesses on the side of the Defendants :
D.W.1 - Tr. Suresh Kumar

List of Exhibits on the side of the Defendants
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Ex.B1 |12.12.2017 |The Judgment copy of Judicial Magistrate, | Digitally
Palacode in STC.No.164/2017 signed
copy
Ex.B2 |12.12.2017 |The Judgment copy of Judicial Magistrate, | Digitally
Palacode in STC.No.165/2017 signed
copy
LATHA Siimies
VR 1615117 40530

Principal District judge,
Krishnagiri.
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