IN THE COURT OF DISTRICT JUDGE, MAYILADUTHURAL
Present: Dr. L.S. Sathivamurthy, M.A._M.L, Phd.,
District Judge, Mayiladuthurai,
Thursday, 9* day of April 2026,
CNR. No. TNMY010003212025.
Original Suit No, 16/2025,

1. Vijaya @ Vijayvalakshmi,

2. Rathika @ Gnanasundari, we Plaintiffs.
Vs,

. Rami Aach,

. Sasikala,

. Mamivarasu,

. Abarna,

. Agathiva,

. Manokan,

. Prasanna,

8. Suresh -.Defendants.

P
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This Original Suit is coming up before me on 09.04.2026 for hearing in the
presence of Tmt. C. Latha, Advocate appeared for the Plaintiffs and Thiru, §.
Swaminathan, Advocate filed vakalath for D1, D2 and D8 and Thiru. S. Kalaigner,
Advocate appeared for D3, D4, D5 and Mr. P Rajaji, Advocate filed Vakalath for
D6, D7 and at the ime of written statement, the plaintiff’ counsel filed a memo
stating that the claim is settled out of court and having this day for consideration this

Court has passed a Judgment as follows:-

JUDGMENT

The Suit for partition To obtain separate possession by partition from the
defendants of the 1/2 share of the suit properties to which the plaintiffs are entitled.

The Deed of Release, Dated 12.04.2024 executed by the First Defendant in
favor of the Second Defendant, which purports 1o include the 1/2 share of the suit
property belonging to the Plaintiffs is null and void.

The Sale Deed dated 03.06.2024, executed by the 2nd Defendant in favor of
the 8th Defendant, which included the 1/2 share of the suit property belonging to the
Plaintiffs is invalid and for cost.

Memo filed by the plaintiff stating that the claim is settled out of court. The
settlement arrived out of the court is recorded,




In view of the memo, the suit dismissed as settled out of court. Half of the

court fee order to be refund as per Rules.

Pronounced by me in the Open Court, on this 09™ day of April 2026.

(g™

District Judge,
Mayiladuthurai.
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INTHE COURT OF DISTRICT JUDGE, MAYILADUTHURAL
Present: Dr. LS. Sathivamurthy, MA.M.L, Phd,,
District Judge, Mayiladuthurai.
Thursday, 9* day of April 2026,
CNR. No. TNMYO0 10003212025,
Original Suit No. 16/2025,

I. Vijaya @ Vijayalakshmi, W/o. Muthaiyan, a ged about 75 residing at No. 20/16A.
Kumarakoil mela veethi » 3irkali Town and Munsif.
2. Rathika @ Gnanasundari. D/o. Muthiayan, W/o, Velmurugan, aged about 48 years
residing at No. 20/3, Kumarakaoil mela veethi, Sirkali Town and Mun sif.

s PlaintifTs,

I. Rami ﬂuu;r!:i:r Wio. Stalin aged about 80 years, residing at Kumarakoil melg veethi,
Sirkali Town and Munsif’

2. Sasikala, D/o. Sekar, W/o. Sakthivel residing at No. I3, Vadampokki Street,
Murugaiva Nagar, Thi ruvarur Town.

3. Maniyarasu; S/o. Veerasamy aged about 55 years residing at Magizhi Village,
Thirmhumipuﬂndi. Thiruvarur District.

4. Abama, D/o, Vecrasamy aged about 26 years residing at Magizhi Village,
Thiruthuraipoondi, Thiruvarur District.

5. Agathiva’ D/o, Veerasamy aped about 24 years residing at Magizhi Village,
Thiruthuraipoondi, Thiruvarur District.

6. Manokan,* W/o. Pathamanaban, aged about 48 years restding at Kumarakoil
Street, Sirakali Town,

7. Prasanna’ D/o. Pathamanaban, aged about 48 vears residing at Kumarakoil Street,
Sirakali Town.

8. Suresh! S/o. Umapathy, aged about 45 years residing at Chinna Devangar Street,

Bhuvanagini Town and Post 6/1, Chidambaram Munsif, Bhuvanagiri Town,
Cuddalore District.

«Defendants,

The Suit for partition To obtain separate possession by partition from the
defendants of the 1/2 share of the sult properties to which the plaintiffs are entitled.

The Deed of Release, Dated 12.04.2024 executed by the First Defendant in
favor of the Second Defendant, which purports to include the 1/2 share of the sujt
property belonging to the Plaintiffs 15 null and void.

The Sale Deed dated 03.06.2024, executed by the 2nd Defendant in favor of
the 8th Defendant, which included the 1/2 share of the suit property belonging to the
Plaintiffs is invalid and for cost.




e

This Suit filed before this court on 78.11.2025 and Claim Valued @&
Rs.13.,60,500/-U/s. 37(1), 25(d), 27(c) of TNCF and Suit Valuation Act and paid
court fee in totally at Rs. 40 815/-.

" Ihis Original Suit is coming up before me on 09.04.2026 for hearing in the
presence of Tmt. C. Latha, Advocate appeared for the Plaintiffs and Thiru. S.
Swaminathan, Advocate filed vakalath for D1, D2 and D8 and Thir. 5. Kalaigner,
Advocate appeared for D3, D4, DS and Mr. P. Rajaji, Advocate filed Vakalath for
D6, D7 and at the time of written statement, the plainufl counsel filed a memo
stating that the claim 18 cettled out of court and having this day for consideration this

Court has passed a Decrec as follows:-
DECREE

1. that the Suit is dismissed as settled out of Court,
2 that the Plaintiff shall be entitled to refund the half of the court fee as per law,
3. that there is no order as to cost.
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Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 9* day of April 2026.

Qg o

District Judge,
Mayiladuthurai,
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