IN THE COURT OF PRINCIPAL DISTRICT MUNSIF
AT KANCHEEPURAM

PRESENT: Tmt.Fanny Rajan, B.A., B.L.,(Hons)
Principal District Munsif, Kancheepuram
On Wednesday, the 22" day of July 2026

0O.S.No. 257 of 2009
CNR. No.TNKP08-000171-2009

1. Mrs. Sumathi

2. Mr.Mohan

3. Mr.Pannerselvam

4. Mr.Vijayan

5. Mr.Nagaraj ...Plaintiff

//Versus//

1. Govindasamy (died)

2. Mrs. Mageswari (Amended as per [.A.No. 6 of 2023 dated 24.03.2023)
Rep by her power of attorney S. Murugan

( Amended as per I.LA.No. 10 of 2025 dated 29.10.2025) ... Defendants

O.S. No. 233 of 2016

CNR. No.TNKP08-000286-2016
1. Govindasamy (died)

2. Mrs. Mageswari ( Amended as per [.A.No. 4 of 2022 dated 24.03.2023)
...... Plaintiffs

//Versus//
1. Mrs. Sumathi

2. Mr.Mohan
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3. Mr.Vijayan
4. Mr.Nagaraj
5. Mr.Shanmugam ..... Defendants

1. O.S.No. 257 of 2009: This suit has come up on 29.06.2026 for final

hearing before me in the presence of M/s.M.B.Velmurugan, counsel for the
Plaintiffs and M/s.V.Tamilarasu, J. Karpagam, V. Praveen counsel for the
defendants, upon hearing the arguments of both sides, perusing the connected
material records and having stood over till this day for consideration, this court
delivers the following:

2. 0O.S.No. 233 of 2016 This suit has come up on 29.06.2026 for final hearing

before me in the presence of M/s. V. Tamilarasu, J. Karpagam, V. Praveen
counsels for the Plaintiffs and M/s. M.B.Velmurugan counsel for the
defendants, upon hearing the arguments of both sides, perusing the connected
material records and having stood over till this day for consideration, this court
delivers the following:

COMMON JUDGMENT

3. OS No.257 of 2009: This suit is filed seeking to declare the suit property as
a common passage and to grant permanent injunction restraining the defendant,

his men, agents servants, attorneys and any other person acting on behalf of
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him from in any manner interfering with plaintiff’s peaceful possession and
enjoyment of the suit property and to pass such or other orders and for costs.

4. OS No.233 of 2016: This suit is filed seeking to grant permanent
injunction in favour of the plaintiff restraining the defendants, their men and
agent and hirelings from in anyway interfering with the plaintiff’s peaceful
possession and enjoyment of the suit property and to pass such or other orders
and for costs.

OS No.257 of 2009 - Concise Statement of the Plaintiff as per the Plaint:

5. The plaintiff has averred that the suit property is a common passage
attached with the plaintiffs’ residential area in Survey No0.941 admeasuring
2316.96 sq.ft. From the year 1994 onwards the defendant sold his land in the
Survey No: 941, stating it as land allotted for residential purpose and sold it in
small layouts to the Plaintiffs or their vendors through various Sale Deeds.
Since purchase they are in possession of their respective portions.

6. Whileso, the 2™ and 4" plaintiffs have built houses obtained electricity &
water connection and residing permanently. While, the other plaintiffs are
taking efforts to built houses. Without any right, the defendant is trying to
encroach the suit property and accumulating wastage therein obstructing the

common passage. Also the wastage is emitting smell and has become a
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breeding ground for mosquitoes and poisonous reptiles and insects. On
24.07.2009 they lodged a police complaint and as it was refused, it was

addressed to the local Panchayath which ended in vain.

7. The suit property passage is the only access to the Plaintiffs house and land
and if it is blocked they have no other access. In the 3™ Plaintiff’s registered
Sale Deed, the suit property is admitted as a common passage. Even in the
FMB sketch, the suit property is shown as common passage. Despite objection
of the Plaintiffs, the Defendant is accumlating waste in the passage causing
nuisance. On 24.07.2009 with the intention to grab the suit property, the
defendant illegally tried to put up fence which was prevented and police
complaint was lodged. As the defendant is an influential person, this suit for

declaration and permanent injunction.

OS No.257 of 2009 - Concise statement of the defendants as per the written

statement filed by the 1* and 2" defendant and additional written

statement filed by the 2" defendant:-

8. During the pendency of the suit the 1* defendant died and the 2™ defendant
was impleaded as his legal heir. The defendants had denied the allegations and

averred that the suit property belongs to him and in his possession. He did not

0.S.No.257 0of 2009 and O.S. No. 233 of 2016
Page No.4 of 41



sell the same to the Plaintiffs. He executed sale deed only for the 1% and 5™
Plaintiffs. All the Plaintiffs purchased the property as land and he did not sell as
the residential plots. The same is evident from the sale deed which mentions
land and irrigation facility.

9. He purchased the suit property in survey number 941/1A admeasuring 0.83
cents vide registered sale deed dated 14.08.1991. Thereafter he sold 0.12 cents,
0.21 cents, 6 % cents , 0.15 cents, 0.10 cents , 12 2 cents to Nalasankaran,
Pattapiraman, Vijayan, Mohan, Selvam, Panneerselvam vide sale deed dated
03.02.1994, 04.04.1994, 17.05.1995, 06.06.1996, 06.06.1996, 27.01.1999
respectively. He retained the remaining 5 % cents and obtained patta in his
name.

10. They cannot claim his property as a common passage when it was
mentioned in the sale deed. The Plaintiffs are causing unnecessary trouble. He
also lodged a compliant with the Police when the Plaintiffs and their henchmen
attacked him and his daughter while attempting to interfere in his possession.
There is no cause of action. Hence the suit as to be dismissed.

OS No.233 of 2016 - Concise Statement of the Plaintiff as per the Plaint:

11. The plaintiff has averred that he purchased the suit property from

Mrs.Poongavanam vide a registered Sale Deed dated 14.08.1991. Out of the
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purchased property, he sold 0.83 cents and retained the remaining 0.06 cents
with him. Being in possession, he got Patta, Chitta and Adangal in his favour.
12. The defendants 1 to 4 are adjacent owners and 5" defendant is an utter
stranger without any title or right in the suit property. The O.S.No.257 of 2009
filed against him for permanent injunction by the defendants 1 to 4 was
dismissed for default. Since then and on 03.09.2016, the defendants have
seriously encroached upon the suit property trying to put up a permanent
structure and it was resisted. He lodged a police complaint but he was asked to
approach the Civil court without a CSR. As they are influential and may again
attempt using their muscle power, which he may not be able to resist. Hence
this suit for permanent injunction.

0.S.No. 233 of 2016 - Concise Statement of the 1% defendant as per the

Written statement:

13. The defendants have denied the allegations and averred that the
defendants 1 to 4 alongwith one Mr.Pannerselvam purchased the properties
directly from the Plaintiff or from persons who purchased from him on various
dates. It was sold in 1994 by the Plaintiff forming a small layout in S.N0.941
and sold as residential plots. The 2™ defendant and Mr. Pannerselvam built

houses therein residing permanently obtaining electricity and water connection.
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14. The 1 to 4 Defendants are using the suit property which was allotted as a
common passage by the Plaintiff to reach their property without any
disturbance. The same is specifically admitted by the Plaintiff in the registered
Sale Deed of Mr.Pannerselvam and reflected in the FMB sketch. However, later
the Plaintiff is creating trouble to the defendants from enjoying the common
passage suit property. The Plaintiff has no right over the suit property.

15. On 24.07.2009, a police complaint was lodged but when they refused to
interfere, O.S.N0.257 of 2009 was filed and ad interim injunction was obtained,
paving a cement road and in use till date. It is the only access from their house
to the Dhamal Village and the Plaintiff suppressed the said fact, approached the
court with unclean hands and filed this vexatious suit. There is no cause of
action and the Plaintiff has no locus standi to file the suit. He has no exclusive
possession. If the suit is not dismissed, they would suffer irreparable loss.
Hence, the suit has to be dismissed with costs.

0.S. No. 257 of 2009 - Issues:-

16. On perusal of the plaint and written statement filed by the defendants, this
Court framed the following issues on 16.02.2010.

(i) Whether the suit property is common passage as alleged by Plaintiff?
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(ii) Whether the plaintiff is entitled for declaration that the suit property is
common passage as prayed for?

(iii) Whether the plaintiff is entitled for permanent injunction restraining
the defendants from interfering with the possession of the suit property as
prayed for?

(iv) To what relief?

0.S. No. 233 of 2016 - Issues:-

17. On perusal of the plaint and written statement filed by the defendants, this

Court framed the following issues on 12.01.2017.

(i) Whether the plaintiff is entitled the relief of permanent injunction as
prayed for as against the defendants?

(i) Whether the suit property is common passage to reach the defendants

house?

(iii) Whether the earlier suit in O.S.No.257/2009 on the file of District

Munsif Court, Kanchipuram is binding upon the parties of this case?

(iv) To what other reliefs?
Evidences:-
18. By an order dated 10.10.2018 joint trail was ordered in OS No.257 of
2009 and OS No.233 of 2016 based on the memo filed by the Plaintiffs in
0.S.No0.257 of 2009 and no objections recorded. Thereafter, the evidence was

recorded in OS No.257 of 2009.
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19. On the side of plaintiffs in O.S.No.257 of 2009 and defendants in
0.S.No0.233 of 2016, the 4™ Plaintiff in O.S.No.257 of 2009 himself is
examined as PW1, the 5" defendant in O.S.No.233 of 2016 as PW2, and a third
party witness Village Administrative Officer as PW3 and Ex.Al to Ex.A39
documents were exhibited on their side.

20. On the side of defendants in O.S.No.257 of 2009 and the Plaintiffs in
0.S.No.233 of 2016, the Power Agent of the 1* defendant Mr.Murugan was
originally examined as DW1. On demise of the 1% defendant, the 2™ defendant
was impleaded and the same Murugan is again examined in his capacity as the
power agent of the 2" defendant as DW2 and Ex.B1 to Ex.B13 documents
were exhibited on their side.

Discussions and Findings:

21. Upon perusal of records, it is noted that the Plaintiffs 1, 2, 4, 5 in
0.S.No.257 of 2009 and Defendants 1, 2, 3, 4 in O.S.No.233 of 2016 are the
same. The 3™ Plaintiff in O.S.No.257 of 2009 is not a party to O.S.No0.233 of
2016. Similarly the 5™ defendant in O.S.No0.233 of 2016 is not a party to the
0.S.No.257 of 2009. Whereas, the 1* defendant in O.S.No0.257 of 2009 is the

1** Plaintiff in O.S.No.233 of 2016. After he died, the 2™ defendant in
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0.S.No0.257 0f 2009 and the 2" Plaintiff in O.S.No.233 of 2016 was impleaded
as his legal heir.

22. This court notes that the O.S.No.257 of 2009 is for a larger relief of
declaration regarding the issue of common passage and trial commenced by
recording evidence in the said suit. Therefore, for the sake of convenience and
easy reference, the Plaintiffs in O.S.No.257 of 2009 shall be referred as the
Plaintiffs hereinafter. The 5™ defendant (PW2) in O.S.No.233 of 2016 is
referred as by his witness number as PW2 to avoid ambiguity. Whereas, the
defendants 1 and 2 in O.S.No.257 of 2009 and the Plaintiffs in O.S.No.233 of
2016 would be referred as the defendants hereinafter.

23. This court has heard the submissions of the learned counsel for the
Plaintiffs, PW2. As there was no oral and written submissions by the learned
counsel for the defendants, based on the materials on record filed this court
proceeds to pronounce this judgments, after perusal of the materials on record.

24. Contention of the Learned counsel for the Plaintiffs and PW2: It is the

case of the Plaintiffs that the suit property originally belonged to the 1°*
defendant and there is no dispute regarding the same. The suit properties were

sold to the Plaintiffs either directly or through the persons who purchased from
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him. There is no dispute regarding the ownership and possession of the
Plaintiffs in their respective properties.

25. The dispute completely revolves around the common passage and the
access to the Plaintiff’s properties. The pathway is acknowledged by the 1°*
defendant himself in the Sale Deed executed in favour of 3™ Plaintiff
Mr.Pannerselvam. It is also clearly exhibited in the FMB sketch. Omitting the
sub divided properties sold by the 1* defendant, there is a clear depiction of the
Pathway and a cement road is laid therein. It is substantiated by the PW3
evidence.

26. The 1* defendant having sold the properties in parts, should have provided
access to the said plots. After sale of the plots, the 1* defendant cannot deny
access through the pathway. Therefore, the 1* defendant cannot claim later that
the pathway is not sold by him and still in his ownership and possession.

27. It is true that the 1% Plaintiff sold the property pending the suit, however
that would not in any manner affect her right in the common passage. Any
decision in this case in favour of the 1% Plaintiff would be binding on the
subsequent purchaser. Therefore, the lack of impleading the subsequent

purchaser and non filing of the Sale Deed would not in any manner affect the
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suit. Therefore, the suit in O.S.No0.257 of 2009 has to be decreed and the
0.S.No0.233 of 2016 has to be dismissed.

28. Case of the defendants: From the defendant evidence, this court finds

that it is the case of the defendants, the 1% defendant did not sell the suit
property admeasuring 5 % cents and retained the same in his possession and
ownership. The mere sub division without the 1* defendant donating the said
passage to the government and laying of road would not in any manner deny
his title. The 1* defendant continues to be a owner of the passage in question
and no person is entitled to disturb his possession without ownership or any
right. Hence, the O.S.No0.233 of 2016 has to be decreed and O.S.No.257 of
2009 has to be dismissed.

29. Oral and Documentary Evidence: This court finds that the Plaintiff

evidence was commenced examining the PW1 on 03.08.2018. Therefore, this
case is governed by the Indian Evidence Act, as provided under Section 170(2)
of the Bharathiya Sakshya Adhiniyam.

30. This court finds that the 4™ Plaintiff in O.S.No0.257 of 2009 and 5"
defendant in O.S.No0.233 of 2016 were examined as PW1 and PW2. Whereas,

the PW3 is the Village Administrative Officer of the Dhamal Village.
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Therefore, there i1s no question regarding the admissibility of PW1, PW2 and
PW3 oral evidence.

31. Whileso, the DW1 was examined as the Power Agent of 1* defendant and
no documents were marked through him. Whileso, pending for marking of
documents, the 1* defendant died. Even before completion of the chief
examination of DW1 as power agent of 1* defendant, the 1* defendant died.
Thus the DW1 evidence was closed as the power agent cannot continue to give
evidence on behalf the deceased principal. This court finds that only proof
affidavit of DW1 was filed on 07.12.2020 and posted for marking of
documents. Thereafter I.A.No.3 of 2020 petition to receive documents was
filed on behalf of the 1* defendant and pending the said petition itself, the 1%
defendant died. Thereby the power granted to the DW1 had become ineffective.
32. Therefore, except for filing proof affidavit of DW1, there is no closure of
chief examination, the Plaintiffs and PW2 did not have an opportunity to cross
examine the DWI1. Under such circumstances, this court finds that no
weightage can be adduced to the DW1 evidence as Power agent of 1* defendant
and has lost itself probative value.

33. Whileso, after the impleading of the 1* defendant’s legal heir the same

Murugan, the power agent of 1% defendant was authorised to represent the 2™
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defendant after due leave from court. Hence, he was examined as DW?2 in chief
through proof affidavit and marked Ex.B5 to Ex.B13. It is noted that the Power
of Attorney in favour of the said DW?2 is not marked as an exhibit. The power
agent was permitted to represent the 2™ defendant through the order dated
14.06.2024 in 1.A.No.7 of 2024. As there is no objection regarding the lack of
the said deed by the Plaintiffs and PW2, this court considers that the lack of
exhibiting the Power of Attorney deed has not affected the probative value.
Further, the DW2 is the son of the 2" defendant and grandson of the I*
defendant. Thus, the DW2 evidence is admissible and the evidentiary value is
discussed hereinbelow.

34. This court finds that Ex.A20, Ex.A32, Ex.A37, Ex.A39 are all
photographs filed by the Plaintiffs. The Ex.A20, Ex.A32 and Ex.A37 were
marked through the Plaintiff witness. The Ex.A39 were marked through the
DW?2 cross. No objections were recorded in respect of the marking of Ex.A37.

Whereas, the Ex.A20, Ex.A32 and Ex.A39 was marked subject to objection.

35. This court finds that there is no negative annexed with the photographs.
The photographs in Ex.A32 and Ex.A39 are accompanied with the Bill from
the studio. The Ex.A39 is filed with a pendrive. The Ex.A20 and Ex.A32 is

without any CD. The Ex.A37 is filed with CD. No 65B certificate has been
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filed for the said exhibits either along with the document or during pendency of

the suit till this date.

36. The photographs being digital, it is admissible in evidence as electronic
evidence only when accompanied by a 65B certificate or produced in original,
as mandated and held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Arjun Panditrao
Khotkar Vs. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal and others, (2020) 7 SCC 1. In the
instant case, the said Ex.A20, Ex.A32, Ex.A37, Ex.A39 are not accompanied
with a 65B certificate or the negative and also not produced in original, this
court is of the considered view that the same is not admissible in either as an

electronic evidence or primary evidence. Hence, this court concludes that the

Ex.A20, Ex.A32, Ex.A37, Ex.A39 is not admissible in evidence.

37. The Ex.Al to Ex.A19, Ex.A21 to Ex.A31, Ex.A33 to Ex.A36, Ex.A38,
Ex.B1 to Ex.B13 are produced in original, certified copy and hence all are
admissible in evidence as primary or secondary evidence under Section 64 and
65 of the Indian Evidence Act. The Ex.A4 and Ex.Bl are the original and
certified copy of the same Sale Deed dated 05.05.2003. Similarly, the Ex.B3
and Ex.B11 are the certified copies of the same Sale Deed dated 03.05.2018
executed by the 1* Plaintiff in favour of Mr.Selvarathinam. The Ex.B4 and

Ex.B7 are the patta in favour of the 1* defendant. Hence, this court finds that
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the evidentiary value of the oral evidence of PWI1, PW2, PW3, DW2 and
documentary evidences Ex.Al to Ex.A19, Ex.A21 to Ex.A31, Ex.A33 to
Ex.A36, Ex.A38, Ex.B1 to Ex.B13 are discussed hereinbelow.

38. Facts not in dispute: Before going into the merits of the dispute at hand,

this court proceeds to identify the facts not in dispute between the parties. The

fact that the 1% defendant purchased the suit property in S.No0.941/1A

admeasuring 0.83 cents from one Mrs.Poongavanammal through the Ex.B5

Registered Sale Deed dated 14.08.1991. To show the title of the said

Mrs.Poongavammal the Ex.B6 Registered Sale Deed dated 29.07.1975 is filed.

This court finds that there is no dispute on the fact that the 1* defendant owned

the suit property before sale.

39. The 1* defendant has specifically admitted in his written pleadings that
“Sbs UndHleunsl smeur SLHoosWb anSleEndE SHemmub
Qanhs5s SLSosWD &LHS 14.081991b BasHw cup udley
@ubmn Sleomut usSiTb (pedreoflemevd @ &FiGey eretor 941/16T 60
0.83 @&&T_ Hlevgdems Sleomub Qubm Sleomub UMD HI6T
WHL uailGEH eubg Guohug CErsHler 03.02.19941b
CaSHullev memFmIGT6T 6T6dTURIHESE 0.12 @&F6dT(HD 04.04.19941D
GaHlllev UL mlSlgmoedr eredTUGN(HEE 0.21 @EST(HD. &LbHS

17.05.1995b BaSlullev ellenwiedr eTedTURI(HSE @ 6 3/4 & 6or(HLD
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&L & 06.06.19961b CHSHlullev Gnsesr eTedTUHEE 15 C&F6ST(HD
@&cvoud oTSTURNRSE 010 @&6T(HD, 27.011999Db GsSHw
Sleomuius Slinb (pedreotlemevdsE UGTETTOIFLIRID 6TETURI(HESE
121/2 @&6dr_ Hlevib Slemmub O&THEH58H Guns BHD 2 erer 5
3/4 @& Hlevsboms Sgbpner eueor Sns UGlrSleunslGw
Sicuadlsgl eubgs e OQuwiflev ulLm wmHDb OFLgID
Sig)ues gl epSHSledsTomi.

40. The defendants had not categorically denied the fact that the Plaintiffs had

purchased the part of the S.No0.941/1A either directly or through the purchasers
of the 1" defendant. The Ex.Al, Ex.A4/Ex.B1, Ex.A7, Ex.B2 are the Sale
Deeds dated 27.01.1999, 05.05.2003, 06.06.1996, 14.07.1999 in favour of the
3" Plaintiff, 1** Plaintiff, 2" Plaintiff and 5™ plaintiff. The execution of these
sale deeds and the ownership of the Plaintiffs, their vendors or purchasers is not
disputed.

41. The main bone of contention between the parties is the common passage
admeasuring 195.03 ft in length and 11.88 ft in breadth admeasuring 2316.96
sq.ft. in S.No.941. Hence, this court finds that the facts not in dispute are
deemed to be admitted and does not require specific proof as per Section 58 of

the Indian Evidence Act.
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Issue No. 1 in OS No.257 of 2009 and Issue No.2 in OS No. 233 of 2016:

Common Passage

42. FMB sketch: This court finds that the Plaintiffs, PW2 have chosen to the
place heavy reliance on the Ex.A19, Ex.A38 is the FMB sketch for S.No.941.
Ex.A19 is the FMB sketch filed by the Plaintiff and Ex.A38 is the FMB sketch
filed by the PW3 Village Administrative officer. Whileso, the Ex.B10 filed by
the defendants is the FMB sketch of S.N0.941/1A dated 12.08.1993. Clearly,
the FMB sketch in Ex.B10 is before the sale of the properties in S.No.941/1A
by the 1* defendant in 1994 onwards. Hence, the said Ex.B10 would not assist
the case of the defendants.

43. This court considers that the disputed portion of passage is a part of
S.N0.941/1A as per the 1% defendant. According to the defendants, the 1*
defendant sold his property in S.No0.941/1A to 6 persons and retained the
remaining 5 % cents to himself. This court finds that the said Survey number
941/1A is subsequently subdivided as 941/1A1B, 1A1A, 1A2, 1A1C, 1A1D, 3,
4. This factum is not disputed or denied by the defendants.

44. In between the survey numbers 1A1B, 1A1A, 3 and 1A2, 1A1C, 1A1D, 4
there is a 3.6 meter portion left vacant without giving any subdivision. The

PW?3 the Village Administrative Office clearly deposed that this 3.6 meter is the
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"Slrmo @& Fremev". The length of the said portion is approximately 180
feet and breadth 3.6 meters, 1.e. 11.8 feet. He further stated that there is a
cement road in this portion. He also indicated that there are houses in
S.N0.941/1A2, 1A1C, 1A1D and this passage is used to access their respective
properties. This court finds that in light of Ex.A19, Ex.A38 FMB sketch and
the PW3 deposition it is evident that there is a passage as described in the suit
schedule of O.S.No0.257 of 2009.

45. 1°* Plaintiff Title and Revenue documents: Whileso, the 1% Plaintiff
herein had purchased the suit property through the Ex.A4/ Ex.B1, Sale deed
dated 05.05.2003. It is noted the Ex.A4 is the original Sale Deed and the Ex.B1
is only a certified copy. As per the said Sale deed, one Mrs. Selvi sold 0.10 cent
in old S.No0.941/1A1, new S.N0.941/1A1C to the 1* Plaintiff. The schedule of
the deed indicates the property with the new sub division number. It clearly
established that on the date of the purchase by the 1* Plaintiff, her property was
a vacant house site. It is noted that the defendants have not denied the
conveyance of title to the 1% Plaintiff.

46. This court finds that the defendants have placed reliance on Ex.B3 and
Ex.B11 the certified copies of the Sale Deed dated 03.05.2018 executed by the

1** Plaintiff infavour of Selvarathinam. It is noted that the Ex.B3 Sale Deed
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was marked through the PW1 cross examination on 11.12.2018. This court
finds that there is no pleadings in the written statement of the 1% and 2™
defendant or the additional written statement of the 2™ defendant filed on
26.02.2026 which was filed subsequent to Ex.B3 being marked. Hence, in the
absence of any pleadings no amount of evidence can be entertained, as per the
well established principle of law. When there is no dispute regarding the
ownership of the 1% plaintiff in S.N0.941/1A1C on the date of the suit, this
court finds that the Ex.B3 and Ex.B11 would not assist the defendant’s case in
any manner.

47. The Ex.A5 and Ex.A6 are the patta and adangal in the name of the 1*

Plaintiff. In the adangal dated 13.07.2009, the property in S.N0.941/1AIC is

mentioned as a “wbemeor”’. Ex.A24, Ex.A25, Ex.A30 are the house tax receipt
and water tax receipt, water charges card dated 23.07.2016 of the 1* Plaintiff.
Thus, the Ex.A4, Ex.A5 and Ex.A6 clearly establish the title and possession of
the 1% Plaintiff in S.N0.941/1A1C on the date of the suit.

48. 2" Plaintiff Title and Revenue documents: The Ex.A7 is the sale deed
dated 06.06.1996 executed by the 1% defendant infavour of the 2™ Plaintiff for

0.15 cents in S.No0.941/1A. This court notes that in the said schedule, it is

mentioned that the property sold is a m@Epem&blevid. However, there is no
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specific mention about the 1* defendant carrying out any agricultural activity in
the said property or any relevant clause regarding the irrigation rights. There is
no evidence produced by the 1* defendant regarding the property being used for
agriculture on the date of sale.

49. In fact, the property of the 2™ Plaintiff has been subdivided as 941/1A1D
and Patta no.784 Ex.A8 was issued. The Ex.A9 Adangal dated 03.08.1998,
there is a clear mention that the S.No0.941/1A1D is designated as a House Site.

Whileso, the Ex.A36 adangal dated 13.07.2009 clearly indicates the
S.N0.941/1A1D as a “gemb 65 Gam L b".

50. This court finds that the Ex.A11 is the Electricity card and Ex.A12 is the
Electricity Charges receipt dated 14.07.2009 are in his name. Whileso, the
Ex.A21 and Ex.A22 are the house tax receipt and water tax receipt dated
01.02.2016 of the 2" Plaintiff. Thus the title and possession of the 2™ Plaintiff
in the S.N0.941/1A1D is clearly established.

51. Whereas, the Ex.A27 and Ex.A28 are the house tax receipt and water tax
receipt dated 03.07.2018 of the 2" Plaintiff and subsequent to both the suit.
Hence, the Ex.A27 and Ex.A28 would not assist in establishing possession.

52. 3™ Plaintiff Title and Revenue documents: This court finds that the

Ex.Al is the Sale Deed dated 27.01.1999 in favour of the 3™ Plaintiff
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Mr.Pannerselvam. In the said sale deed, the 1* defendant had sold 5450 sq.ft in
Old S.No. 941/1A, new S.No0.941/1A1. The said 5450 sq.ft. is divided as
1744 + 3706 sq.ft.

53. While describing the boundaries of the said 1744 sq.ft. and 3706 sq.ft., it
is specifically mentioned as “eu_&@& O H&TEH 18 6Slhiev DisHovdSHlev
SieomwhgleTer Yl  mHeoLUum _eoL&@ (Gwo)” and “Guobulg

BuflGev@w BGwhaesorL 6udl HeoL um’_emL&@ (&1)”. The 1™ defendant
is a signatory to this Sale Deed and was clearly aware of the pathway. The said
sale deed clearly mentions the S.N0.941/1A1 as a vacant site.

54. This court finds that the defendants during PW1 cross examination

elicited the following answers

“3b  amSlledr Hleomw usSITHemS BT UM SH&HelevLem6v.
SMHHoL OFwab Sevomev. el erelalene] 6dleudresorid
Sleomuid eunmmbiSleommi 6redrmId 61601dHE OHTlwng). Siemsg ubdl
Safl_qpd mBresr BsL_sedlevemev. b eundl  FbwHSUIUL L
Neurbiser eteoid@ Osflwng 3b eundleow BHSHlowesrmsShE
6T6OT6OIOL  DGOWSHHIVNT (WPIQWNH. el BhHs IDSHmS
L &5CeuctorLmd e165Tm ©FTeLESIESI_Lmi eTeTDIEID SDiems

B BLES euamSE@mesr eredimmepd &Fiflwevev. Sieuemr GedT
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Csl_s5@oucor(Hid. 31D sl GIABIGOHLGST QUIMTSSHTD HEUCHT
Shs apsscdl(bha HHsh CEFlw eTeT apdHsnlieheor CsLl(H
bLalgHms 6T(HeEICmeom  eTedimmeL Dieweonr sneor Csl_&
@euetor(1b."

55. This court considers that the Ex.A1 is the Sale Deed of the 3™ Plaintiff and
produced in original. It is true that the 3™ Plaintiff was not examined as a
witness. However, the lack of examination of the 3™ Plaintiff alone is not
sufficient to draw any adverse inference. The original Sale Deed of the 3™
Plaintiff is marked as Ex.Al. In the absence of any contra evidence, the
production of original sale deed is sufficient to indicate the willingness of the
3" Plaintiff to proceed with the suit.

56. This property purchased by the 3™ Plaintiff was subsequently subdivided
as 941/3, 941/4, as seen from Ex.A19 FMB Sketch. The Ex.A2 patta n0.308
and Ex.A3 adangal was issued the said Mr.Panneerselvam. In the adangal dated

13.07.2009, the said property in S.No0.941/3 and S.No0.941/4 is mentioned as

“ipemeot”. Thus clearly showing the title and possession of the 3™ Plaintiff in
S.N0.941/3 and 941/4.
57. Whereas, the Ex.A26, Ex.A31 are the water tax receipt and house tax

receipt, water charges card dated 23.07.2016 in the name of Duraipandi son of
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Mr.Panneerselvam. It is pertinent to note that there is no pleadings regarding
how the said document in name of Mr.Duraipandi devolved and why it is
relevant to prove the 3™ Plaintiff’s possession. Hence, this court considers that
these Ex.A26, Ex.A31 are not assisting the case of the Plaintiffs.

58. 4™ Plaintiff Title and Revenue Documents: The Ex.A13 is the patta in
the name of 4™ Plaintiff and PW1 Mr.Vijayan in respect of S.N0.941/1A1B.

The Ex.Al14 is the adangal dated 25.07.2009 in his name wherein it is

mentioned as “ej(H1b wemeonyb”. The Ex.A15, Ex.A16, Ex.A17, Ex.A18 are
the water charges receipt dated 07.08.2006, house tax receipt dated 07.08.2006,
E.B card, Electricity receipt dated 06.07.2009 in the name of the 4™ Plaintiff.
The execution of the Sale Deed by the 1% defendant in favour of the 4™ Plaintiff
is specifically admitted by the 1% defendant in his written statement of
0.S.No0.257/2009 and thus there is no need to prove the same as per Section 58
of the Indian Evidence act. Thus the title and possession of the 4™ Plaintiff in
the S.N0.941/1A1B on date of suits is proved.

59. 5™ Plaintiff Title and Revenue Documents: The Ex.B2 is the sale deed
dated 14.07.1999 executed by one Mrs.Panjalai and others infavour of the 5"
Plaintiff for S.N0.941/1A2 admeasuring 21 cents. The recitals in the said deed

clearly mention that the said property is purchased from Mr.Pattabiraman vide a
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registered Sale Deed dated 19.03.1997. The 1* defendant had already admitted
execution of the Sale Deed to Mr.Pattabiraman. Hence, there is no cloud over
conveyance of title upon the 5" Plaintiff. The mere fact that the Sale Deed of 5"
Plaintiff is not filed on the side of the Plaintiff would not affect his case, as
there is no cloud over conveyance of title from the 1* defendant to his
purchasers and their subsequent sale deeds.

60. In fact the PWI specifically stated that he purchased the property as a
house site. It is true that the PW1 did not file his sale deed, but the defendants
marked the same through PW1 cross examination. The lack of marking the Sale
Deed has not affected the Plaintiffs case, as the defendants have produced the
same and necessary cross examination opportunity was granted to the
Defendants. Hence, no inference can be made for the lack of production of Sale
Deed.

61. In the said Ex.B2 Sale Deed the boundary is mentioned as
"iq .6160T.CGHMellbsFEmMd smMbd CundGHoauTsHgIsHE SiemwdglerTer audl
BHeoL FTemovd & Hlpd@&~ . Whereas, the Ex.A23, Ex.A29 dated 23.07.2016

is the house tax receipt and water tax receipt, water charges card of 5" Plaintiff.

Thus, clearly substantiating ownership and possession of the 5" Plaintiff.
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62. Other Plaintiff documents: Whileso, the Ex.A10 is the house tax receipt
in the name of one Mr.R.Saravanan. Similarly Ex.A33, Ex.A34, Ex.A35 are the
house tax receipt, water charges receipt, water charges card in the name of one
Mrs.Veerammal. The said Mr.R.Saravanan and Mrs. Veerammal are neither the
Plaintiffs nor the defendants in both the suits. There is no clarity regarding how
the said Ex.A10, Ex.A33, Ex.A34, Ex.A35 are relevant for the issue at hand
without due pleadings. Hence, this court finds that the Ex.A10, Ex.A33,
Ex.A34, Ex.A35 does not assist the case of the Plaintiffs.

63. Defendants documents: The factum of the ownership of the 1* defendant
through the Ex.B5 Sale Deed and that of his predecessor in title
Mrs.Poongavannammal in Ex.B6 Sale Deed are not disputed. The Ex.B8 is the
Chitta in favour of Mrs.Poongavanammal dated 12.08.1993 and Chitta in
favour of the 1* defendant dated 23.08.1993. Ex.B9 is the Adangal in favour of
Poongavanammal. Thus, it is clear that the title of the said 1* defendant or his
predecessor and the conveyance of title in parts of S.No0.941/1A to different
purchasers i.e. the Plaintiffs directly or to the vendors of the Plaintiffs is not in
dispute.

64. Whileso, he claims to have continued his title in S.N0.941/1A1A and in

possession as seen from the Ex.B4 and Ex.B7 are the Patta of the 1* defendant
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for S.N0.941/1A1A. In the written statement in O.S.No.257 of 2009, the 1%
defendant pleaded that after sale of all his properties, he retained 5 % cents out
of the 0.83 cents purchased by him. However, as per the 1% defendant in the
Plaint of O.S.No.233 of 2016, he had sold the property of 0.83 cents and
retained 6 cents. Whereas, the Ex.B5 Sale Deed reflects the 1% defendant
purchasing only 0.83 cents.

65. There is a clear contradiction between the portion retained by the 1*
defendant whether 5 % cents as pleaded in the written statement in O.S.No.257
of 2009 and 6 cents in the Plaint of O.S.No.233 of 2016. Apart from that even

in the Ex.Al Sale deed executed by the 1% defendant himself, he clearly

mentioned as the eudl mewL um_emL_&@&. Thus, when the 1% defendant
admits that there is a pathway, there is no basis for claiming ownership in the
portion of land which he himself mentioned as a pathway in the Sale Deeds.

66. The Patta 1s for 7.50 ares which is around 18.53 cents. It is not known as
to how there is a patta for 18.53 cents in favour of the 1* defendant, as even as
per his case, he only retained under 6 cents of land. There is no clarity
regarding the ownership of the 1* defendant after he sold his property in

portions.
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67. Whileso, the DW2 himself admits that
“OIbs bl BeoL Uuntemsulilev et eundlserfledr 651" 19 hHameor
bledT SbUD SicowdsIUL_ ([ Wl Semeoriy WITHET, &L B
Semewrly emuliyser Fcu&SImg ereormney Fflsner. ibhs audl
peoLUutemsuiley  Slapellpnadlesr  Gung  &mdl  2erfauculd
@&cLov&FaL TG o6THTM o6Teorg um Leomi SoeoL Olelgsmi
orcipmey  &flgnedr. Peomev HOHGUNEH T DiHS Ul
BHeoL Uumemsguiley &mdl 2erfauevid G&FLSIDE 6r6dTmMeL Fiflgmesr.”

68. From the DW2 evidence it is clearly found that the property in question is
clearly used as a passage and used by the Plaintiff. Thus, there is no clarity
regarding the ownership of the 1* defendant in the S.N0.941/1A1A as pleaded.
The Patta in favour of the 1% defendant would not prove his title in the
S.No0.941/1A1A to the extent of 0 — 7.50 ares without clarity regarding the
portion retained by him after sale to other parties.

69. Common Passage: From the discussions hereinabove, this court finds
that the S.N0.941/1A purchased by the 1* defendant through Ex.B5 Sale Deed
has been sold by him in parts. The Plaintiffs 1 to 5 had purchased
S.No0.941/1A1D, S.N0.941/1A1C, S.No0.941/3 and S.N0.941/4, S.No.941/1A1B

and S.No0.941/1A2.
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70. The sub divisions are substantiated by the PW3 Village Administrative
officer evidence, Ex.A19 and Ex.A37 FMB sketch. In fact the Ex.A37 FMB
sketch revealed that the Sub division as 1A1A, 1A1B, 1A1C, 1A1D had
happened as early as 20.05.1998. In the said FMB there is clear description of
the suit pathway as mentioned hereinabove at paragraph No. 42 to 44.

71. In fact the existence of the said passage is admitted by the 1% defendant
himself in the Ex.A1 Sale deed dated 27.01.1999 in favour of the 3™ Plaintiff.
Also in the Ex.B2 Sale Deed dated 14.07.1999 in favour of the 5™ Plaintiff, the
road formed by the 1% defendant is acknowledged. Though the 1* defendant
takes a stand that he sold the property as nanjai properties for irrigation, the
Ex.Al Sale Deed was executed after the sub division for S.No0.941/1A as
S.N0.941/1A1 which clearly proves that the properties were sold by the 1*
defendant as house properties. In the Ex.B9 Adangal also there is no mention
about any farming in the relevant S.N0.941/1A. The same is also substantiated
by the Ex.A3, Ex.A6, Ex.A9, Ex.A14, Ex.A36 adangals.

72. Though the defendants claim to have retained the 5 % cents, it is noted
that except this suit pathway there is no other access to the Plaintiffs property.
The suit property is the only access as admitted by the DW2 himself in his

Cross examination
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“aunSlaer Semeotau(hd Guwullest Grm’_i1qh@ ©&Fevev Beuesor(hHLd
oredipney  CumhGanssteor oL Uutems adluns  cubhs)
@euhis_TmueT@uL_emL. @& Hedleyv mieowhHg Sledreoni &medr
©wullest Grm’_6mL SiemL_w (Wwiqub eredrmmev Fiflgmedr.”

73. Further, though the 1% defendant has claimed ownership over this
pathway, he does not clarify why the said portion alone was retained without
sale to the Plaintiffs’ or their predecessors. Further, there is no document to
show where is this pathway described in Ex.A1 and Ex.B3 Sale Deed. There is
also no evidence to show if this pathway and the property in which defendants
claim ownership are different.

74. The PW3 Village administrative officer also substantiated the existence of
the pathway and it being the only access to the Plaintiff’s property. Despite
detailed cross examination of PW1 and PW2, this court finds that the
defendants could only elicit answers regarding the fact that the suit property
passage was not a part of the conveyance deeds. But no contradiction could be
elicited to the fact that the said passage is the only access to the property sold
cither by the 1% defendant or his purchasers/successors by sale. There is no

single evidence to show that there is any other alternate access to the Plaintift’s

property.

0.S.No.257 of 2009 and O.S. No. 233 of 2016
Page No.30 of 41



75. Accordingly, from the above discussions this court concludes that the
Plaintiffs have discharged their burden of proof under Section 102 and 103 of
the Indian Evidence Act regarding the existence of the suit property passage
and the only access to Plaintiff’s property. Resultantly the issue No.l in
0.S.No.257 of 2009 and issue No.2 in O.S.No.233 of 2016 are answered in
favour of the Plaintiffs.

76. Issue No.2 in O.S.No.257 of 2009 — Declaration: This court takes into
consideration whether there is a necessity to declare the suit property as a
common passage. An easement by necessity is a legal right that grants access to
a land locked property through a neighbour's land, created when a larger parcel
is divided and one part is left without a public road or other access. Hence, an
easement by necessity is a legal right that arises out of practical necessity.

77. 1t allows an individual to access another property owners land in order to
enjoy their own property. This easement is based on the principles that land
locked properties must have access and lasts only as long as the necessity
exists. This easement is automatically withdrawn or extinguished if an
alternative access become available. Therefore, easements by necessity are
created out of need when accessing one's own property requires crossing

another's.
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78. In this case, admittedly the properties adjacent to the suit property passage
were originally owned by the 1% defendant and sold in portions to other person.
The present Plaintiffs have purchased from this 1* defendant or from the person
to whom he sold the property. It is true that the pathway was not gifted to the
government. However, the existence of the said passage, the cement road
therein is clearly found in issue No.1 of O.S.No0.257 of 2009 hereinabove. The
Plaintiffs have proved that the suit property is common passage and the only
access to the Plaintiff’s property. The suit property passage is duly defined and
substantiated by the PW3 evidence and Ex.A19 and Ex.A37 FMB sketch.
There is no alternate access to the Plaintiffs’ property and duly pleaded.

79. This court finds that the Plaintiffs have proved that their property
belonged to a common owner, and by virtue of transfer in parts, the common
ownership has been divided into various tenements, the subsequent purchasers
have no access to their portions without the passage in question. This court
opines that if the suit property is not declared as a common passage, there is
every chance that the ingress and egress to the Plaintiffs properties would be
disturbed.

80. Consequently, this court considers that the Plaintiffs are entitled to a

easement of necessity under Section 13 of the Easements Act. Therefore, this
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court holds that the Plaintiffs have discharged their onus of proof and entitled to
the relief of declaration under Section 34 of the Specific Relief Act.
Accordingly, issue No.2 in O.S.No0.257 of 2009 is answered in favour of the
Plaintiffs.
81. Issue No.3 in O.S.No0.257 of 2009 - Permanent Injunction: It is a well
laid down law of the land, that there cannot be any perpetual injunction under
Section 38 of the Specific Relief Act, until the Plaintiff has to duly explain and
substantiate the alleged threat of dispossession and the loss caused to him or the
manner in which it is not compensatable in terms of money or how it avoid
muliticiplity of judicial proceedings.
82. The case of the Plaintiffs is that the 1% defendant tried to obstruct the suit
property common passage by dumping garbage therein. The dispute between
the parties is blatantly evidenced from DW2 admission that
“eTeorg UM _Leommilb &pbhg cumSlw Gensslev eundleser 4
Guir o5 &L _1queiTermreoni, BHD HSMESlwNEs 2 6reng). HIsIMTeR (51D
oundl). 0. Guonsesr (2 oeundl), odlwesr (4b  eundl),
uedteot i @&Feveud (3 eundl) e &L LqujeiTermmi. Hreunr G&EmsSlev
S g 616018 65 oTedeNeTe| SHITD S(H&HGID 6T6OTMN6y &MY

300 BLLEF Sme@Gh ormbiserg 651 19657 (&HUOUSEHOT 6TCOTS)
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um’_Leommi ©@&MHems lbmsmhHE Up@& Guhesensdrer eudl
beoL_Uunemsuiley &redr @&mM _1q eub@&Hmbd eredrmmev  &ifl&meoT.
SiFH FbwHHWLWIE 200960 &mawev Hlemevwdlev  ysmi
@a&nh&sUuL_L g eredrmmev Fflgmesr

83. As the cause of action for the O.S.No.257 of 2009 is admitted by the DW2
himself, this court considers that if there is no decree regarding permanent
injunction there is every chance that the Plaintiffs access to their respective
portion through the suit property passage may be disturbed. As most of the
plaintiffs have already constructed a house therein, without access to the same,
it would be prejudicial to the enjoyment of their properties.

84. On careful analysis of the oral and documentary evidences hereinabove,
this court decides that the plaintiffs having established in the adjacent
properties their title and the lack of authority on the part of the defendants to
interfere with the common passage, the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree of
permanent injunction. Hence, this Court comes to the conclusion that the
plaintiff is entitled to the relief as prayed for. Now the issue No.3 in

0.S.No0.257 of 2009 1s answered accordingly in favour of the Plaintiff.
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85. Issue No.1 and 3 in O.S.No.233 of 2016: This court finds that the suit

schedule is

“bMiG6T 201660 &G  HMHEH  @Fwybd  Gunr@s
Sirgsemes@Gflu  SLHoms  Urdlamleser  ComipGum’_(h
SiD)IUeS G QIIHSIDMTH6T 6T65TMI OFTETEONTEL [HEmL LTSNS
vwedtuh &5 eubsmiser Gomlp Gledreont &medr Gum_ UL L &).
CTRIGONG QP&HMS [BNHIGHT 6 OFHI. SLH608 OluTmISS)
. (Bb sTssHL QFUCHMD. HHEG @&EGUHSHGemm wWHM
Stere(h&Germ & MUY UuL eilébemev er6dTmMeL FiflgT6HT.
&snEhFTD wreu’ L b, &IERFAYTD e L 1b &rEhSfymd 2ergm” &
66T 6ToLEMELEGF 2 L UL L. HMoev FMiuSleus 6T6LEm6VE S
2 "u’ L @Bl Hmoev Slrmob Swedr yeheos Fiey 941/1ar
uSlw &i6eu eretor 941/1ar 1 OwNHs edlevSresoronesr 0.83
@&6dTIg 60 0.06 Q&F6HTL [Hlovb SHsH PHE C&FTSHMGWD.”
86. Thus, clearly the dispute in this case relates to 6 cents in S.No0.941/1A1A.
It is true that the Ex.B4 and Ex.B7 patta stand in favour of the 1* defendant for
S.No0.941/1A1A for 0 — 7.50 ares, i.e. approximately 18.53 cents. As already
held hereinabove at paragraph No. 63 to 68, there is no clarity regarding the

title of the 1* defendant in respect of the suit property. Also this 6 cents is not

clearly identified and described with the boundaries and linear measurements.
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Thus, it is evident that the suit property in which the defendants are claiming
right is the common passage and there is no property left after the sale by the 1*
defendant.

87. This Court had found that the issue No.1 to 3 in favour of the Plaintiffs in
0.S.No0.257 of 2009 and held that the suit property is a common passage. The
defendants herein are parties to the O.S.No.257 of 2009. Therefore, the decree
of declaration in favour of the Plaintiffs in O.S.No.257 of 2009 is clearly
binding on the defendants as they are parties to the suit and it is a judgment in
personam. Issue No.3 in O.S.No.233 of 2016 is accordingly answered against
the defendants and in favour of the Plaintiffs and PW2.

88. Under such circumstances, this court holds that the defendants have failed
to establish their right in the suit property. Therefore, the Ex.B12 legal notice
issued by the 1* defendant to the 1% Plaintiff and Inspector of Police,
Baluchettychatram on 11.01.2017 and Ex.B13 is the acknowledgment card for
the said legal notice would not assist the case of the defendants.

89. Consequently, this court concludes that the defendants have failed to
discharge their onus of proof under Section 101 and 102 of the Indian Evidence
Act to establish their title, right and lack of authority of the Plaintiffs in the suit

property. Consequently, this court holds that the defendants are not entitled to
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the relief of permanent injunction as prayed for. Accordingly, the issue No.1 in

0.S.No.233 of 2016 is answered against the defendants.

Issue No.4 in OS No.257 of 2009 and Issue No.4 in OS No.233 of 2016:
Other reliefs
90. As the Issue No. 1 to 3 in OS No0.257 of 2009 and issue No.l to 3 in OS

No0.233 of 2016 have been answered in favour of the Plaintiffs, PW2 and
against the defendants, this Court considers that the parties are not entitled to
any other relief.

91. Considering the nature of the relief sought for and parties being
neighbours, this court concludes that both the parties shall bear their own costs.
RESULT

92. 0.S.No.257 of 2009: In the result, this suit is decreed without costs,

1) a decree of declaration is granted in favour of the Plaintiffs declaring that the
suit property is a common passage.

1) a decree of permanent injunction is granted in favour of the Plaintiffs
restraining the defendants, his men, agents servants, attorneys and any other
person acting on behalf of him from in any manner interfering with plaintiffs’
peaceful possession and enjoyment of the suit property common passage.

111) The parties shall bear their own costs.
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93. 0.S.No.233 of 2016: In the result, this suit is dismissed. No costs.

Dictated to the steno typist partly, who directly typed the same in her Computer
and partly typed by me, corrected and pronounced by me in open court, this the
22" day July 2026.
RATAN  Frim
PRINCIPAL DISTRICT MUNSIF

KANCHEEPURAM.
Plaintiff’s side Witness:

PWI1 — Nagaraj (5" Plaintiff)
PW2 - Shanmugam (The 5" defendant in O.S. No. 233 of 2016)
PW3- Umaesh (VAO)

Plaintiff’s side Exhibits:

Ex.Al Sale deed dated 27.01.1999 Original
Ex.A2 Patta Original
Ex.A3 Adangal Original
Ex.A4 Sale deed dated 05.05.2003 Original
Ex.AS5 Patta Original
Ex.A6 Adangal Original
Ex.A7 Sale deed dated 06.06.1996 Original
Ex.A8 Patta Original
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Ex.A9 Adangal Original
Ex.A10 | House tax receipt Original
Ex.All | EB card Original
Ex.A12 | EB receipt Original
Ex.A13 | Patta Doc. No. 782 Original
Ex.A14 | Adangal Doc. No. 1418 Original
Ex.A15 | Water charges receipt dated 07.08.2006 Original
Ex.A16 | House tax receipt dated 07.08.2006 Original
Ex.A17 | EB card Original
Ex.A18 | EB receipt dated 07.08.2006 Original
Ex.A19 | FMB sketch Original
Ex.A20 | Photos Original
Ex.A21 | House tax receipt Original
Ex.A22 | Water charges receipt Original
Ex.A23 | House tax receipt Original
Ex.A24 | House tax receipt Original
Ex.A25 | Water charges receipt Original
Ex.A26 | Water charges receipt ( 2 nos) Original
Ex.A27 | House tax receipt Original
Ex.A28 | Water charges receipt Original
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Ex.A29 | Water bill card Original
Ex.A30 | Water bill card Original
Ex.A31 | Water bill card Original
Ex.A32 | Photos Original
Ex.A33 | House tax receipt Original
Ex.A34 | Water charges receipt Original
Ex.A35 | Water charges card Original
Ex.A36 | Adangal register Original
Ex.A37 | Photos with CD Original
Ex.A38 | FMB sketch True copy
Ex.A39 | Photo with Pendrive Original

Defendant’s Side Witness :

DW1 — Murugan (Power Agent of 1* defendant)

DW2 — Murugan (Power Agent of 2™ defendant)

Defendant’s Side Exhibits:
Ex.B1 Sale deed dated 05.05.2003 Certified copy
Ex.B2 Sale deed dated 14.07.1999 Certified copy
Ex.B3 Sale deed dated 03.05.2018 Certified copy
Ex.B4 Patta Online copy
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Ex.B5 Sale deed dated 14.08.1991 Original
Ex.B6 Sale deed dated 29.07.1975 Original
Ex.B7 Patta True copy
Ex.B8 Chitta True copy
Ex.B9 Adangal True copy
Ex.B10 | Plaint sketch True copy
Ex.B11 | Sale deed dated 03.05.2018 Certified copy
Ex.B12 | Legal notice dated 11.01.2017 Office copy
Ex.B13 | Acknowledgment card (2 nos) Original
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FANNY oo, b vonst
RAJAN  Bibiaq™
PRINCIPAL DISTRICT MUNSIF

KANCHEEPURAM.
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