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IN THE COURT OF THE DISTRICT JUDGE, NAGAPATTINAM.

E " . E Present: Thiru. T. H. Mohammed Farooq, M.A. M.L.,
¥ ..
.i District Judge.

Wednesday, the 12® day of August 2026

Original Suit No.28/2023
(CNR No.TNNG010040442020)

Gopalakrishnan .... Plaintiff
-Vs-

1. Shanmuga vadivel @ Nandakumar

2. Ramakrishnan

3. Prasanna

4. Soundaravalli

5. Kannan .... Defendants

This suit coming before me for final hearing on 15.07.2026 in the
presence of Tvl. K. Veerapillai and B. Ilakkiya, Advocates for Plaintiff and
Thiru. S. Raman, Advocate for the Defendants and after hearing the
arguments on both sides and upon perusing the material records, having stood
over till this day for consideration, this Court delivers the following ...

JUDGMENT

The suit is filed by the plaintiff for declaration that the plaintiff is an
illegitimate son of late Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai and also declare that the
plaintiff is entitled a half share over the estate of deceased late. Gurusamy @

Gurusamypillai, S/o Vaithiananathanpillai as illegitimate son, directing the
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defendants to divide the schedule mentioned properties and allot half share to
the plaintifft within a stipulated period and appoint a commissioner for
division of the properties by metes and bounds and for separate possession

and for costs.
2. The Gist of the plaintiff in brief is as follows:

2.1. The Plamtiff’s father, namely, Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai
owned various immovable residential house buildings, non-residential
buildings and wet lands properties in Nagapattinam District, Tamil Nadu
State and Karaikal, U.T. of Puducherry. The said Gurusamy @ Gurusamy
Pillai married one Punithavalli ammal. They had no legal issues. Meanwhile,
the plaintiff’s father married the plaintiff’s mother, namely,
Kulandhaiyammal under the System of Naduveettu thali. The said marriage
was not registered. His father Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai executed a
registered deed of Will, dated 10.08.1966 recognizing the said
Kulandhaiammal as Abimana Manavi. The plaintiff was born on 11.01.1964
at Velippalayam out of their relationship and his birth was duly registered in
Nagapattinam Municipality. After the birth of the plaintiff, his father died on
02.11.1967.

2.2. After the death of the said Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai on
02.11.1967, his wife, namely, Punithavalli filed a bare suit in
0.S.N0.342/1983 for injunction before the Principal District Munsif Court,
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Karaikal against the mother of the plaintiff, namely, Kulandhaiammal
regarding Item-II schedule (B) of suit property, and the same was decreed.
The plaintiff filed a suit for injunction in O.S.No. 126/1990 against
Punithavalli ammal for Item-II Schedule (A) of suit property, which is a
residential house building with manai, and the same was dismissed on
28.02.1991 with the observation that the plaintiff failed to implead his mother
as a party to the case and legal heir of deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy
Pillai.

2.3. Subsequently, the plaintiff filed another suit in 0.S.No0.4/2000
for partition before the District Court, Karaikal claiming share over the suit
property belonging to his father Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai as a lawful
legal heir. It was contested by Punithavalli on the ground that the suit is
barred by limitation and the alleged Will executed by the said Gurusamy @
Gurusamy Pillai is not valid one and the plaintiff is not entitled to claim half
share over the suit property as he is not lawful legal heir of the deceased
Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai. The above said suit was dismissed.
Aggrieved by the said judgment, the plaintiff preferred an appeal in
A.S.No.1016/2003 before the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature, Madras
wherein issues were framed once again that whether the plaintiff is the lawful
legal heir of deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai and whether the suit is

barred by limitation. During the time of argument, the plaintiff’s family was
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under distress due to Tsunami December 2004. The counsel for the plaintiff
failed to inform the plaintiff of the hearing date and failed to handle the case
properly, resulting in the dismissal of the appeal on 27.10.2009.

2.4. In the meantime, the 1% defendant managed to get a document of
title in favour of himself and his children, the defendants 2 & 3, through a
deed of Will from 1* wife Punithavalli suppressing the material facts. The 1*
defendant is not a recognized adopted son, in fact the said Punithavalli
ammal was under the care and custody of him. Taking advantages, the 1%
defendant challenged the right of the plaintiff right over the deceased
Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai. The plaintiff is a coolie and unable to get
proper legal knowledge to claim over the suit property, however at last, the
plaintiff also got a certificate from the Revenue authority of Nagapattinam
that he 1s the legal heir of deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai.

2.5. In earlier judgments, the plaintiff’s right as the legitimate legal
heir of the deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai was denied. However, the
plaintiff is entitled to claim a share over the property as an illegitimate son of
Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai, this issue has not been decided by any
competent court of law so far. Further the suit in O.S.No. 4/2000 is a suit
for partition over the estate of Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai as his lawful
legal heir and it will not bar the legal right of the plaintiff as an illegitimate

son through court of law. When the plaintiff approached the 1* defendant
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once again on 03.02.2020 to allot a share over the estate of Gurusamy @
Gurusamy Pillai as illegitimate son, the defendants challenged the legal right
of the plaintiff and denied the genuine request of the plaintiff. Hence this

suit.

3. The averments mentioned in the written statement filed by the 15t
defendant and adopted by the other defendants (2 to 5) are as follows:

3.1. The defendants admitted the relationship as set out in para 1 of
the plaint. Further it is true that the deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai
also had executed a registered will on 10.08.1966. It is denied that
Kulanthaiammal is the legally wedded wife of the deceased. Even in the
registered Will, she is referred to by Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai as his
abhimana manaivi, and is not described as his legally wedded second wife.
While the first wife, Punithavalli Ammal, was very much alive, the alleged
marriage of Kulanthaiammal is not legally valid under the System of
Naduveetu Thali. The plaintiff has to prove the status of the illegitimate son
of Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai to make any claim for partition over the suit
properties. Moreover the claim of the Kulanthaiammal as the legally wedded
wife of deceased Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai had already been negatived
in O.S.No. 126/1990 and further the claim of the plaintiff as an illegitimate

son had also been further negatived in the partition suit in O.S.No. 04/2000.
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3.2.  The plaintiff is debarred, estopped from claiming the status of
the illegitimate son of the deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai and to
make a claim of partition. The present suit is affected under the theory of
re-litigation and also under the principles of res-judicata under the might and
ought principle. The appeal in A.S.No0.1012/2003 was dismissed by the
Hon’ble High court on 27.10.2009 on merits, and the same is binding upon
the plaintiff.

3.3.  The plaintift has suppressed the Will, wherein it is disclosed that
the Kulanthaiammal only as his Abhimana Manaivi. After the demise of
Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai, Kulanthaiammal disturbed the enjoyment of
the property by Punithavalli, who filed a suit in O.S.No. 342/1983 for
permanent injunction as against Kulanthaiammal before the Principle District
Munsif Court, Karaikal, wherein, it has been specifically denied that
Kulanthaiammal is not legally wedded wife of the deceased Gurusamy @
Gurusamy Pillai and not a legal heir and therefore on proof and acceptance of
the same, the suit was decreed on 28.03.1985 on merits. However,
Kulanthaiammal did not prefer any appeal and the said judgment and decree
to become final and conclusive.

3.4. Further in subsequent suit, the plaintiff herein filed the suit in
O.S.No. 126/1990 for permanent injunction as against Punithavalli Ammal

before the Principle District Munsif Court, Karaikal claiming that he is the
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legally born son to deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai through
Kulanthaiammal and the same was denied by Punithavalli Ammal and finally
the said suit was dismissed on merits on 28.02.1991. Thereafter the plaintiff
filed the suit in O.S.No. 4/2000 for partition before the District Court,
Karaikal claiming partition of his half a share over three schedule of
properties impleading Kulanthaiammal, the 1* defendant and the 4™ defendant
herein. In the said suit, necessary issues were framed over the legitimacy of
the plaintiff, his right of claiming partition over the estate of the deceased
Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai and other aspects and the said suit was
dismissed on 17.09.2002.

3.5. Thereupon, the plaintiff preferred an appeal in A.S. No.
1016/2003 before the Hon’ble High Court, Madras, wherein, the Hon’ble
High court framed four points for determination including the claim of the
legal heir of the plaintiff. After careful Consideration, the Hon’ble High
Court has come to the conclusion that the claim of the plaintiff that he is the
one of the legal heirs of the deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai has
already been decided on merits in O.S.No. 126/1990 and therefore the said
litigation 1is only a re-litigation and the same is barred by res-judicata and
thereby dismissed the suit.

3.6. Further, the Hon’ble High Court of Madras, has held that the

testator Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai in his Will, dated 10.08.1966 has
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stated that the properties not covered under the Will would also go to his wife
Punithavalli Ammal and therefore, the Will executed by her in favour of the
1** defendant and his children on 13.05.1987 and the sale deed in favour of the
4™ defendant on 04.02.1984 are all valid under law and therefore the plaintiff
is not entitled to any relief in the said suit and finally dismissed the 2™ appeal.
The right of inheritance, of an illegitimate son is only in respect of his
father’s separate properties and he cannot make any claim in the ancestral
properties. The deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai has left a Will in
favour of his wife Punithavalli on 10.08.1966 and therefore, under law
deceased Gurusamy (@ Gurusamy Pillai did not leave any properties to be
devolved under the Hindu Succession Act to inherit. The testamentary
disposition of the properties by Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai is admitted by
the plaintiff, so, he does not have a valid and sustainable cause of action to
sustain the suit claim.

3.7. The 2™ item of the “A” schedule since bequeathed in favour of
Punithavalli absolutely and thereby this defendant got the property under the
Will dated 13.05.1987 with life estate and vested reminder in favour of his
sons, the defendants 2 & 3 and therefore all of them have sold a portion to and
in favour of the 5™ defendant for valuable considerations through a registered
sale deed dated 23.02.2015 which is valid in the eye of law. The 2" item of

the “B” schedule property had been sold by Punithavalli on 04.02.1984 to the
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4™ defendant, the same is also legally valid and both items are not available
for partition.

3.8. The cause of action for seeking the necessary declaration arose in
the earlier suit, and therefore the suit is barred by limitation. Further, the
plaintiff cannot be deemed to be in joint possession in respect of the 2™ item
of the suit properties, and therefore, the court fee fixed under Section 37(2) of
the TNCF and SV Act cannot be sustained without paying the court fee under

Section 37(1) of the Act. Hence the suit is liable to be dismissed with costs.

Issues:

4, Based on the above pleadings, the following issues were settled

for trial on 05.03.2025:

L an& sner &TeoEhOFSm GEHETD GleTemersh@E &L lulg
Sicoeons aunfla (Wemm@sLs Sinhs W&6dT) ereor aundl Gasm(mbd
eflemibyema Ufl&NID eun&lé @ SHlemL &8s ForlqWGT?

2. @uhulg eferbysns uflaMTsEleT epeoold sreurelleo Gamflweur m)
1/2 uns 655D ClENSHg) UNSHlHE) SlooL &8 o lqWGT?

3. oSl @ HleoL &G ST uflenThiser 6165Teor?

5. Upon hearing the arguments submitted on both sides, and

perusing the pleadings and the evidence adduced on both sides, this court
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considers it necessary that certain additional issues are to be framed by
invoking the power under Order 14 Rule 5 of the CPC in order to adjudicate
the suit in a complete manner. Accordingly, the following additional issues
are settled while this suit is taken up for consideration at the time of
judgment.

Additional Issues:

1. Whether the suit is barred by the principles of Resjudicata in
view of the decisions rendered in earlier suits in
0.S.No0.342/1983 and O.S.No.126/1990 on the file of the
Principal District Munsifi Court, Karaikal, and 0.S.No0.4/2000
on the file of Additional District Court, Karaikal?

2. Whether the relief claimed in the suit is barred under Order 2
Rule 2(3) of the CPC?

6. On perusing the record, the plaintiff has adduced evidence
regarding the additional issues, and both parties have also submitted their
arguments in respect of all the Issues as well as the Additional Issues. Hence,
this court is of the considered view that there is no need to give any further
opportunity for the purpose of adducing additional evidence on the subject
matter of the additional issues framed at the time of taking this suit for

judgment.
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Evidence:

7. In this case, the plaintiff himself was examined as P.W.1 and
Exs.Al to A17 were marked. On the side of the defendants, no oral evidence
was let in, but Exs.B1 to B7 were marked during the cross-examination of
P.W.1.

8. On perusing the testimony of P.W.1, he has filed his proof
affidavit in consonance with the plaint pleadings, and he was cross-examined
by the defendants in line with the stand taken in their written statement. On
perusing the documents, Ex.Al is found to be the birth certificate of the
plaintiff issued by the competent authority, namely, the Department of
Municipal Administration & Water Supply. It indicates that the plaintiff was
born on 11.01.1964, and his biological parents are Gurusamy Pillai and
Kulanthaiammal. As such, this document was not denied by the defendants
even during the cross-examination of P.W.1, thereby proving that the plaintiff
was born from the relationship between the aforesaid parents. Ex.A2 is the
Legal Heir Certificate issued in favour of the plaintiff, indicating that he is the
legal heir of Kulanthaiammal, W/o Gurusamy. This is in accordance with the
birth certificate, showing that he is the legal heir of the deceased
Kulanthaiammal, wife of Gurusamy, who is the biological father of the
plaintiff. The defendants have denied that the plaintiff is the legal heir of

Kulanthaiammal. Ex.A3 is the Death Certificate of Gurusamy Pillai, who
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died on 02.11.1967, issued by Karaikal Municipality. The date of death of
Gurusamy Pillai is not disputed, as shown in Ex.A3.

0. Ex.A4 is the certified copy of a registered sale deed executed by
Punithavalli Ammal on 04.02.1984, admittedly the first wife of Gurusamy @
Gurusamy Pillai, in favour of Soundaravalli, wife of Subramanian (the 4"
defendant herein), alienating the Item-II of Schedule-B of the suit property.
The fact that Punithavalli Ammal alienated the above-said suit schedule
property in favour of the 4" defendant is not in dispute; consequently, the 4"
defendant's possession and enjoyment of the said property is also not in
dispute. Ex.AS is a certified copy of the Will, dated 13.05.1987, executed by
Punithavalli Ammal in respect of the Item-II of Schedule-A of the suit
property. Ex.A6 is a downloaded copy of Patta No.341, which stands in the
name of the plaintiff in respect of suit schedule item I property situated at
Alathur village, Nagapattinam. Exs. A7 to A9 are the downloaded copies of
the patta in respect of the Item-II of suit schedule properties, which stand in
the name of Punithavalli Ammal, the defendants, and the subsequent
purchaser. The fact that Punithavalli has made the disposition under Ex.A5
and Ex.A6 is not denied by the plaintiff. He has only question the validity of
the same.

10. Ex.A10 is the certified copy of the judgment in O.S. No.

342/1983, filed by Punithavalli Ammal against Kulanthaiammal (the
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plaintiff’s mother) before the Principal District Munsif Court, Karaikal. This
suit i1s for bare injunction to restrain the plaintiff’s mother from interfering
with the possession and enjoyment of the suit schedule property by
Punithavalli, specifically the Rice Mill at Karaikal. The said suit has been
decreed in favour of Punithavalli Ammal, which fact is not in dispute, thereby
restraining the plaintiff’s mother from interfering with the possession and
enjoyment by Punithavalli.

11.  Ex.All is the certified copy of the judgment in the subsequent
suit in O.S.No.126 of 1990, filed by the plaintiff against Punithavalli Ammal
before the Principal District Munsif Court, Karaikal, for an injunction in
respect of the property, namely, the house bearing Door No.137 at
Bharathiyar Street, Karaikal, which was mentioned in this suit as the item-II
of Schedule-A of the suit property, Old No. 137, new No. 80, the said suit
was dismissed on 28.02.1991, and this fact is also not in dispute. Ex. A12 is
the certified copy of the judgment in a subsequent suit, O.S. No. 4/2000, filed
by the plaintiff before the Additional District Court, Karaikal, claiming
partition against his mother Kulanthaiammal, Shanmuga Vadivel @
Nandhakumar (1st defendant herein), and Soundaravalli (4th defendant
herein), seeking a 1/2 share in the said suit property. Admittedly, the said suit
for partition was also dismissed on 17.09.2002. Aggrieved by the judgment

and decree, the plaintiff filed an appeal in A.S.No.1016/2003. The certified
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copy of the judgment in A.S. No. 1016/2003 was marked as Ex.A13, wherein
the judgment of the trial court was confirmed and the appeal was dismissed
against the plaintiff. This fact is also not in dispute. Exs.A14, A15, and A16
are the downloaded copies of extracts from the register of guideline values for
the suit property. Lastly Ex.A17 is a photocopy of the plaintiff's Aadhar card.

12.  During the cross-examination of P.W.1, the defendants chose to
produce Ex.B1, a certified copy of the Will dated 10.08.1966 executed by
Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai, the father of the plaintiff. It is admitted on
both sides that, in the said Will, the plaintiff’s mother Kulanthaiammal has
been described as Abimana Samsaram of Gurusamy. It is also admitted that
Punithavalli Ammal has been described as the lawfully wedded wife of
Gurusamy Pillai and that they had no issues, so, he took the plaintiff's mother
as his wife, and the plaintiff was born on 11.01.1964, from their relationship.
Further, he has bequeathed the 'A' schedule property therein to his wife,
Punithavalli Ammal, by granting a life estate through a Will, and also
bequeathed the 'B' schedule property therein to his Abimana Manaivi
Kulanthai Ammal. The execution of the said Will by Gurusamy Pillai is not
in dispute. However, the plaintiff has taken the stand that the Will did not
come into force and was not accepted by both parties.

13.  Ex.B2 is the same as Ex.A10, which is the certified copy of the

judgment in O.S. 342/1983. Ex.B3 is the same as Ex.All, which is the
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certified copy of Judgment in O.S.No. 126/1990. Ex.B4 is the same as
Ex.A12, which is the certified copy of Judgment in O.S.No. 4/2000. Ex.BS5 is
the certified copy of the decree in O.S. No. 4/2000. Ex.B6 is the same as
Ex.A13, which is the certified copy of Judgment in A.S.No. 1016/2003 and
Ex.B7 is the certified copy of the Decree in A.S.1016/2003.

14.  Both sides submitted their respective arguments based on the oral
and documentary evidence. The learned counsel for the plaintiff and the
defendants cited their various judgments in support of their claims, which are
referred at the appropriate place for reference. Thus, after considering the
rival contentions of both sides and meticulously examining the oral and

documentary evidence on record, the above issues are answered as below.

Answer to Additional Issue Nos.1 and 2:

15. The first and foremost contention by the defendants is that the
present suit for declaration and partition is barred by the principles of res
judicata as well as re-litigation on the same facts and cause of action.

16.  The learned counsel for the plaintiftf vehemently submitted that
the principles of res judicata will not apply to the facts of this case. He
submitted that in all the earlier suits filed by the plaintiff, the cause of actions
were different. While his previous claim was rejected on the ground that he

was not the lawful legal heir of Gurusamy @ Gurusamy Pillai, the plaintiff

DJ



0.S.No. 28/2023 Judgment-Page-16

has filed the present suit in his capacity as the illegitimate son born out of the
relationship between Gurusamy Pillai and Kulanthaiammal. It is contended
that the question of the illegitimate son was an issue directly and substantially
in question in the earlier suits, and therefore, the earlier suits do not operate as
res judicata to bar the present suit claiming a right of partition as the
illegitimate son of Gurusamy Pillai. It is further submitted that the validity of
the Will executed by Gurusamy Pillai was not decided in the earlier suits, so
the plaintiff is entitled to challenge the said Will and claim partition.

17. Per contra, the learned counsel for the defendants refuted the
above contentions by relying on the findings in the earlier judgments. He
argued that the question of the plaintiff's character as legitimate and
illegitimate son and legal heir of Gurusamy Pillai was directly and
substantially in issue in the earlier suits. Because this issue was thoroughly
analyzed and adjudicated by competent courts, the plaintiff's claim for
partition has been rejected. It is submitted that the plaintiff's claim as a son
born out of an lawful marital relationship with Kulanthaiammal was rejected
based on the Will executed by Gurusamy Pillai in Ex.B1. It is submitted that
in the earlier partition suit in O.S.No0.4/2000, confirmed by the Hon’ble High
Court in A.S.No.1016/2003, the Will was taken into consideration and the

right of the plaintiff to claim partition in respect of same suit properties has
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been denied. Therefore, it is submitted that filing the suit by clever drafting
will not entitle the plaintift to seek relief in this suit.

18. In the light of above rival contentions, it becomes pertinent to
decide whether the earlier suits filed by Punithavalli Ammal in O.S. No.
342/1983, the suit filed by plaintiff in O.S. No. 126/1990 and O.S. No.
4/2000, operate as res judicata and whether this suit amount to re-litigation on
the same cause of action and grounds. To decide the same, it primary question
to be decided is whether the matter in Issue in this suit was directly and
substantially in Issue in the earlier suits

19. In general, the subsequent suit is not maintainable if the earlier
judgment has finally decided the plaintiff's character. So, if in the earlier suits
the Courts have already decided that the plaintiff is not a legitimate son, and
not decided that issue of his paternity, as to whether he was the biological son
of his father or not, then a later suit claiming a distinct legal right as an
illegitimate child may not be automatically barred. In the earlier suits, the
matter of the plaintiff's biological paternity was directly and substantially in
issue and has been finally decided and that whether the present claim as
illegitimate son could and ought to have raised in the earlier suits, then the
principle of constructive res judicata under Explanation IV of Section 11 of
the CPC, will apply and the present suit will be barred. Section 11 of C.P.C.

with Explanation IV read as below;
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11. Res judicata—No Court shall try any suit or
issue in which the matter directly and substantially in
issue has been directly and substantially in issue in a
former suit between the same parties, or between parties
under whom they or any of them claim, litigating under
the same title, in a Court competent to try such
subsequent suit or the suit in which such issue has been
subsequently raised, and has been heard and finally
decided by such Court.

Explanation IV.—Any matter which might and
ought to have been made ground of defence or attack in
such former suit shall be deemed to have been a matter

directly and substantially in issue in such suit.

20.  Thus, the matter which might and ought to have been made as
ground in the earlier suits will act as res judicata. Further, Order II Rule 2(2)
C.P.C. will be relevant if both claim arose form the same cause of action the
later claim ought to have been included in the earlier suits.

21.  In light of the above legal position, the evidence on record has to
be examined to find out whether the Issue in this suit was directly and
substantially in Issue in the earlier suits, and findings were given in the prior
judgments. It becomes necessary to refer to the relevant findings given in the

earlier judgments to decide the aspect.
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22.  In the earlier suit filed by Punithavalli against Kulanthaiammal
in O.S. No. 342/1983, the Principal District Munsif Court, Karaikal, in his
judgment marked as Ex.A10 = Ex.B2, has observed and answered Issue No. 3
"Whether the plaintiff has locus standi to maintain the suit?" as follows;

“In her written statement, the defendant contended that she is
having equal shares with the plaintift along with her son as co-
sharer of the suit property and therefore the plaintift has no
locus standi to maintain the suit. But it has to be seen here that
it is alleged by the plaintiff that her husband late Gurusamy
Pillai has executed a Will and as per the terms of the Will
certain properties were bequeathed to the plaintift and also to
the defendant and certain other properties were left without
mention as if it should go to the plaintitt as per the wishes of
the testator. It is admitted by the defendant that certain
properties were bequeathed to the defendant and that no
mention was made with regard to the properties at Pondicherry
1s admitted by the defendant during the course of her evidence.
It 1s further admitted by her that the suit property is not
bequeathed to her as per the Will the copy of which is marked
as Ex.Al. Further it is not the case of the defendant that the
plaintiff is not the wife of the late Gurusamy Pillai. The status
of the plaintiff as the wite of the plaintift is admitted by the
defendant in her written statement. Therefore as the sole legal
heir of late Gurusamy Pillai, the plaintiff has got title over the
suit property and the suit filed by her for an order of

injunction as against the defendant is maintainable and the
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plaintiff has locus standi to file this suit. This issue is

answered accordingly.”

So, from the answer given in the above issue, it has been observed in
O.S. No. 342/1983 that Punithavalli is the lawful wedded wife of Gurusamy
@ Gurusamy Pillai. It is also referred in the said judgment that under the Will
executed by Gurusamy Pillai he has bequeathed certain properties to the
plaintiff and other properties to the defendant Kulanthaiammal (his abimana
manaivi), while certain remaining properties were not mentioned, those
properties shall go to his wife, Punithavalliammal. Thereby, the learned
Principal District Munsif observed that the plaintift has the locus standi to file
the suit for a permanent injunction restraining any interference with her
possession and enjoyment of the suit property. Furthermore, in the said suit
filed against Kulanthaiammal, the existence of the Will executed by
Gurusamy Pillai is considered and acted upon. Kulanthaiammal, who is the
mother of the plaintiff herein, did not deny the said Will in that suit.

23.  In the earlier suit filed by Gopalakrishnan (the plaintiff herein)
against Punithavalli in O.S. No. 126/1990 for bare injunction in respect of the
item II(A) of suit schedule property situated at Door No.137, Bharathiyar
street, Karaikal, the Learned Principal District Munsif Court, Karaikal, in his

judgment marked as Ex.A11 = Ex.B3, has settled the following issues:
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1. Whether the plaintiff is the legitimate son of the deceased
Gurusamy Pillai?

2. Whether the plaintiff is in possession of the suit property?
3. Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties.

4. Whether the suit is under valued for the purpose of court fee and
jurisdiction?

5. To what relief the parties are entitled to?

Thus, one of the issues is whether the plaintiff is the legitimate son of the

deceased Gurusamy Pillai. While answering the said issue, the court has

observed and given the finding as below;

DJ

“Plaintiff claimed himself to be the legitimate son of the
deceased Gurusamy Pillai. According to his pleadings he had
born to the said Gurusamy Pillai through his wife Kulandai
ammal. In support of his, he has marked Ex.A2 a birth
certificate. The birth certificate shows that he had been born in
the year 1981 at Nagapattinam to one Gurusamy Pillai and
Kulandai ammal. But the plaint is silent about the place of
birth of the plaintift. ~Whereas in Ex.A2 it is shown as
Nagapattinam. Plaintitf had not adduced any evidence to prove
the marital relationship between the said Gurusamy Pillai and
his mother Kulandai ammal. Inspite of being alive, the mother
of the plaintift did not appear before this court to speak about
the same. During the course of cross examination the plaintift’
had deposed that he was born only in Karaikal but the

registration had been done as if he had been born in
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Nagapattinam. Subsequently he corrected himself and said that
he was born only in Nagapattinam. The defendant on the other
hand examined DW 1. He denied the fact of PW1 being the son
of deceased Gurusamy Pillai. In the absence of any concrete
evidence the plaintiff being the issue of the deceased Gurusamy
pillai cannot be decided. Since Ex.A2 on which he is relied
upon is very much doubtful in nature. Therefore this issue is

answered in the negative and in favour of the defendant.”

Thus in the finding in the earlier suit in O.S. No. 126/1990 indicates that the
court examined the legitimacy or illegitimacy of the plaintiff as the son of
Gurusamy Pillai. In fact, the birth certificate for the plaintiff which was
marked as Ex.A2 in the earlier suit, has been disbelieved and it is held that,
“In the absence of any concrete evidence the plaintift being the issue of the
deceased Gurusamy pillai cannot be decided “. 1t is also held that the Birth
Certificate to be highly doubtful. Therefore, the said Issue No.l in the earlier
suit has been answered in the negative, holding that the plaintiff has not
proved that he is the son of Gurusamy Pillai. This observation of Learned
District Munsif, Karaikal in O.S.No.126/1990 would lead to the inference that
the trial court has negatived the legitimacy of plaintiff, and also held that the
plaintiff has failed to prove a valid marriage between Gurusamy Pillai and his

mother, Kulanthaiammal, and that it is not proved that he is born to Gurusamy
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Pillai. Therefore, the status of the plaintiff as a legitimate or illegitimate son
was a directly and substantial issue in the earlier suit, O.S. No. 126/1990.

24.  Another judgment in the earlier suit in O.S. No. 4/2000 filed
before the Additional District Court, Karaikal is marked as Ex.A.12. It is the
second suit filed by the plaintiff herein against his mother Kulanthaiammal
and the defendants 1 & 4 herein, namely, Shanmugavadivelu @
Nandhakumar and Soundaravalli respectively. In the said suit the following
issues have been framed:

L. @bs sreur @ensgisser 2 flu (weomuiléd HOGLtur_{H 2_fw
B &6 méESL L corb @&FeISHSIUL_(HeTersm?

2. soum (P& HemL Sitiumed unSlésUIuL (HoTersm?

3 audl sreur O@ensHgssefleo 2 floowBsr@pd 2 ulléd
2_600T 6MLOWIT6OT SIT?

4. Guhulg 2 uileSlesr SigquiuemLulleo el srounr &S g)&E&cmoT
QUMD SI(THE OB\ GOL_WGUTT?

5. yeoflseuerefl Sibomer G&nsgssomer 2 b UrSleunsd CUWIHESS
flhusbHEasm Sicdeog 3 b BlrSHlemsl GUWmHEES 2 ulled er(psHls
@s&r([HslusHEsm 2_flemw 2_erersm?

6. eunSl 2,3 SlrHleunSlaseafl_b unsd s (Wiqujon?

7. snounellih@ QD& EePEOLD 2_GTomSHIT?

8. gmeur sreoaurby CH5mTagssmeo unSlésiur_(HoTersn?

9, SIUGIEOTISOHEE HlomL&&dse 1q. W UFl&TID 6T65T6oT?

On perusing the above issues, the Issue Nos. 2 to 6 are relevant, and it seems

they are direct and substantial in Issue in this present suit also. On perusing
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the answer given by the Learned Additional District Judge, Karaikal for issue
nos. 3 to 6, it is patent that the earlier suit has gone into the character of the
plaintiff as legal heir of Gurusamy Pillai. Regarding the legitimacy of the

plaintift, as son of Gurusamy Pillai, the said court has observed in paragraphs

19 and 20 as follows:
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The findings of the said court clearly indicate that the plaintiff had pleaded
that his mother was married to his father according to the customary practice
of Naduveetu Thali, the same fact as in this case. Furthermore, the earlier
judgment has also referred to the will executed by Gurusamy Pillai, in which
Kulanthai Ammal was described as an Abimana Manaivi. It is observed that
that the plaintiff has failed to prove a valid marriage between Gurusamy Pillai
and Kulanthaiammal. However, the said Court has not rejected the plaintiff's
plea that Gurusamy Pillai is the biological father of the plaintiff. The said
court has observed that, as per the birth certificate (Ex.Al) and the Will
(Ex.A4), it 1s found that Gopalakrishnan is the son born out of the relationship
with Kulanthaiammal. However, it is held by the said court that
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Kulanthaiammal was not the legally wedded wife of Gurusamy Pillai, and
that the plaintiff has failed to prove he was born through a valid marriage.
Thereby, the question that the plaintiff was the son of Gurusamy Pillai from
invalid marriage has been directly and substantially in Issue in the earlier suit
in O.S. No. 4/2000. So, the plaintiff could and ought to has indirectly raised
the plea of illegitimacy in the earlier suit based on the same set of facts
pleaded in the present suit.

25.  Therefore, the plea of the plaintiff that he is not the legitimate
son of Gurusamy Pillai was clearly a matter directly and substantially in issue
in the earlier suit in O.S.N0.4/2000, and by observing that the plaintiff has not
proved he was born of a legal marriage between Gurusamy Pillai and
Kulanthaiammal, but born of an invalid marriage. Therefore, the biological
relationship between Gurusamy Pillai and the plaintiff was answered in the
earlier suit, which determined that he is an illegitimate son of Gurusamy
Pillai. Since Kulanthaiammal is said to be the abhimana manaivi and not a
lawful wife, it is a void relationship. Thus, the direct and substantial question
in this suit as to whether the plaintiff is an illegitimate son of Gurusamy Pillai
was also a direct and substantial issue in the earlier suit. As rightly argued by
the defendants, the plaintiff has set up the pleadings in the earlier suit,
indicating that he was born to the second wife of Gurusamy Pillai, or as per

the Will, the abhimana manaivi. So, the plaintiff has admitted that he was
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born of a such illegal relationship, but he has failed to claim himself to be the
illegitimate son of Gurusamy Pillai, while he had every opportunity to plead
and seek relief for partition as the illegitimate son of Gurusamy Pillai. As
rightly argued by the defendants, the said finding given in the earlier suit in
O.S. No. 4/2000 attracts the principles of res judicata, under the Explanation
IV of Section 11 of C.P.C. and also the bar under Order 2 Rule 2(3) of the
CPC.

26.  Furthermore, the will executed by Gurusamy Pillai, dated
10.08.1966, was adjudicated in the earlier suit in O.S. NO. 4/2000. In the
present suit, the plaintiff has relied upon the Will to prove the relationship
between his father and mother, but denies its admissibility to prove the
bequeath claiming that the said Will (Ex.B2) was not acted upon by both the
plaintiff and Punithavalli Ammal, and that the Will is not proved in
accordance with law in the earlier suit.

27.  But, the further finding and observation made in the earlier suit
in O.S. No. 4 of 2000 would clearly negative the contentions on the side of
the plaintiff. The learned Additional District Judge, Karaikal, has given the

following findings to decide issues 3 to 6 in paragraph 21 as follows:
“21, o), GlrSleun Sl oir IS M)

SohgIGuner @apambllleTemer 10.081966 ih @&HSwecsTm)
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In the said finding, it has been clearly held that while certain properties were

given to Punithavalli Ammal under the Will marked as Ex.B12, the properties

omitted to be mention in the Will also goes to her. It is clearly observed that

Punithavalli Ammal has every lawful right to the said property. It is also
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observed that the Will came into effect after the demise of Gurusamy Pillai.

Further, in O.S. No. 4/2000, while answering Issue No. 2 “smeun (pesrgHemL

Sivured unSlssiu_(pHlerersn?” the learned Additional District Judge,
Karaikal, addressed the said issue in the affirmative by observing as follows
in paragraph 22 ;
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Therefore, the issue in the present suit as to whether the Will has come into
force and that Punithavalli ammal has acquired right and title in the present
plaint schedule Item-II properties was directly and substantially in issue in the
earlier suit in O.S. No. 4/2000, and that same has already been determined by
that judgment holding that Punithavalli ammal has acquired title to the said

property under the Will, and that the plaintiff herein cannot claim any

partition.
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Aggrieved by the said judgment, the plaintiff has preferred an

appeal in A.S.No.1016/2003. By a judgment dated 27.10.2009, marked as

Ex.A13 =Ex.B6, the Hon’ble High Court has dismissed the appeal by framing

the following points for determination:

. Whether the plaintiff is the legal heir of deceased Gurusamy
Pillai?

2. Whether the suit is barred by the principles of res judicata?
3. Whether defendants 2 and 3 have got title to the suit properties?

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief of partition and

separate possession?

29. The Hon'ble High Court was pleased to observe on point

nos. 1 and 2 as below.

DJ

“The issue in the present suit as to whether the plaintiff is
the legal heir of Gurusamy Pillai has been directly and
substantially in issue in the former suit between the same parties
and it was heard and finally decided as mentioned above and in
such circumstances, it cannot be gone into in the present suit in
view of the principles of res judicata as rightly contended by the
learned counsel for the respondents. The points are answered

accordingly.”
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Therefore, it is clearly seen that the plaintift right as a legal heir of Gurusamy
Pillai, either as a legitimate son or illegitimate son, has been decided in the
earlier suit. So, it is held that he is not a legal heir of Gurusamy Pillai. The
defendants herein have not denied the claim that the plaintiff is not the
biological son of Gurusamy Pillai. Thereby, it is clearly established that the

plaintiff's status as a legal heir or not had already been determined in earlier

suits and confirmed by the Hon'ble High Court on appeal.

that;
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30.

“8. The second defendant is the grand son of Gurusamy
Pillai and according to him, he was brought up by Punithavalli
Ammal and she bequeathed Item B of the suit properties in his
favour by registered Will dated 13.05.1987 and he is in
possession and enjoyment of the property. Ex.B5 1is the
registered Will dated 13.05.1987 in which Item B of the suit
properties has been gifted to the second defendant. In this
context it is relevant to note that Item B 1s not covered under
Ex.A4 Will dated 10.08.1966 executed by Gurusamy Pillai. In
the averments in the said Will, the testator has stated that the
properties not covered under Ex.A4 Will would go to his wife
Punithavalli ammal. As already seen, Punithavalli has gifted the
said property in favour of the second defendant.
9. The case of the third defendant is that Punithavalli ammal
sold Item A of the suit properties to her by sale deed dated

04.02.1984 and she purchased the same for a sale consideration
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of Rs.1,25,000/- and she is in possession and enjoyment of the
said property. Ex.B4 is the registered sale deed dated
04.02.1984 in which Item A of the suit properties was sold to
the third defendant. It is relevant to note that Item A was one of
the properties dealt with under Ex.A4 Will of Gurusamy Pillai
and the testator Gurusamy Pillai had gifted it to his wife
Punithavalli as mentioned in the recitals therein. Subsequently,
Punithavalli ammal had sold the same under Ex.B4 to the third
defendant herein. The oral testimonies of D.Ws.1 to 3 coupled
with the documents, referred above, make it clear that
defendants 2 and 3 have got title to the suit properties. The

point 1s determined accordingly. “

Thus, on perusing the observations made by the Hon’ble High Court, it is
patently clear that the Hon’ble High Court has fully took into consideration
the Will (marked as Ex.A4 in the earlier suit). That same Will was produced
and marked as Ex.B1 by the defendants in this suit. The Hon’ble High Court
has held that the Will had come into force and that, according to the testator's
wishes, the suit property was bequeathed to Punithavalli Ammal. She, in turn,
executed a registered Will bequeathing the property to Shanmuga Vadivel @
Nandakumar (the 1% defendant herein). Consequently, the Hon’ble High
Court decided the title of defendants 1 & 4 (respondents 2 & 3 in A.S. No.
1016/2003), and ruled that they had already acquired the title to the present

Item-II of suit schedule properties. The plaintiff herein has not preferred any
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appeal against the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court confirming the title of
defendants 1 and 4 in the suit properties, and it has become final.

31. On careful examination of the above facts, circumstances, and
evidence on record, this court is of the considered view that the claim as legal
heir by the plaintiff as the son of Gurusamy Pillai, either legal or illegal son,
as well as the validity of the Will, has already been determined in the earlier
suits. The transfer of the right under the Will has also been determined in the
earlier suits and confirmed by the Hon'ble High Court. More particularly, the
rights and title of defendants 1 and 4 herein based on the said Will have been
determined in the earlier suits and confirmed in the appeal. Therefore, the
plaintiff cannot once again raise the same issue in the present suit and seek for
partition.

32. In the present suit, the plaintiff's main contention is that the Will
was not proved in accordance with law in the earlier suits, and therefore, its
validity must be decided in this suit. Further, the plaintiff contends that the
status of the illegitimate son was not adjudicated previously. Perusing all the
findings given in the earlier suits as extracted supra, it is clear that both
contentions have been decided in the earlier suits and have reached finality.
Hence, the contention of the plaintiff that the suit is not barred by res judicata
deserves to be rejected. Instead, the defendants’ contention that the suit is

barred by constructive res judicata must be sustained.
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33.  Further, the question of the plaintiff’s legitimacy, as well as the
status of the legal heir of Gurusamy Pillai, was determined in the earlier suits.
The plaintiff has clearly pleaded that he is the son of the 2™ wife or Abimana
Manaivi, as described in the Will. That being so, it is admitted by the plaintiff
that he is not a son born to the legally wedded wife, Punithavalli Ammal. It
goes without saying that the marriage or relationship with the plaintiff's
mother is not approved by law and therefore it is an illicit relationship. Even
assuming that there was marriage, it is during the life time of the first wife, so
it be a void marriage under Section 11 of Hindu Marriage Act. The plaintiff,
born out of such relationship, would be an illegitimate son. The plaintiff has
filed the suit based on the same set of pleadings and facts. He had every
opportunity to raise the plea in the earlier suits that he is an illegitimate son
and to seek relief based on that status. The plaintiff has completely omitted to
seek relief for partition or other reliefs by claiming himself to be an
illegitimate son. He had every opportunity to raise such a plea and seek the
appropriate relief in the earlier suit, having failed to do so. This court is of the
considered view that such a claim by the plaintiff is also barred by Order 2
Rule 2(3) of the CPC. Accordingly, this Court determines both Additional

Issue Nos. 1 and 2 in the affirmative and against the plaintiff.
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Issue Nos.1 & 2:

34. It is clearly proved from the evidence on record that the plaintiff
was born out of an illicit relationship involving Kulanthai Ammal, the
plaintiff's mother. Therefore, he would fall within the ambit of Section 16 of
the Hindu Marriage Act, which legitimates the child born out of such
marriage. Section 16 (1) of Hindu Marriage Act reads as follow;

16. Legitimacy of children of void and voidable
marriages.—(1) Notwithstanding that a marriage 1s null
and void under section 11, any child of such marriage
who would have been legitimate if the marriage had been
valid, shall be legitimate, whether such child is born
before or after the commencement of the Marriage Laws
(Amendment) Act, 1976 (68 of 1976), and whether or not
a decree of nullity is granted in respect of that marriage
under this Act and whether or not the marriage is held to

be void otherwise than on a petition under this Act.

35. Any child born of a void marriage is granted the status of a
legitimate child.. The child is not branded as illegitimate child. Such a child
will be entitled to inherit or succeed to the property of his/her parent in the
event of their death intestate under Section 16(3) of Hindu Marriage Act. The
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Revannasoddappa Vs. Mallikarjun and

other ( 2023 INSC 783), has addressed the critical issue pertaining to the

DJ



0.S.No. 28/2023 Judgment-Page-42

inheritance rights of children born out of void and voidable marriage and has
affirmed that children legitimized under Section 16 of Hindu Marriage Act are
equally entitled to ancestral/co-parcenary property, limited to the parent’s
estate. The learned Advocate of the plaintiff also referred to the article
published in the International Journal of Creative research Thoughts (IJCRT)
on a study on illegitimate children and their rights in India under various
personal laws, and contended that the plaintiff in the capacity of an
illegitimate son will be entitled for partition. There is no dispute on this
proposition of law. However, in view of the finding given on the additional
issue nos. 1 and 2 supra, the court has found that the present suit is barred by
res judicata and is also hit by Order 2 Rule 2(3) of the CPC, therefore, the
plaintiff cannot seek the relief of a declaration that he is an illegitimate son by
filing this suit. Moreover, as rightly argued by the defendants, the Will
(Ex.B1) has been found to be valid and has come into force. Under this Will,
Gurusamy Pillai bequeathed some properties to his first wife, Punithavalli
Ammal, and to his second wife, Kulanthai Ammal, while clearly leaving the
remaining unmentioned properties to his legally wedded wife, Punithavalli
Ammal. He died on 02.11.1967, and the Will came into force immediately
thereafter. Ex.B1 clearly proves that the deceased, Gurusamy Pillai, did not
die intestate, but rather died leaving a Will/testament for the succession of his

property. The plaintiff being an illegitimate son can only claim a share in his
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father's estate, only if the father dies intestate. Because Gurusamy Pillai left a
valid testamentary Will, so he did not die intestate. Therefore, the property
will devolved according to the Will, which determines the title over the
property. There is nothing left for the plaintiff to inherit as an legitimate or
illegitimate son upon the death of his father, Gurusamy Pillai. So, the suit
properties bequeathed under the Will (Ex.B1) are not available for partition as
a legal heir of Gursamy Pillai. At best the plaintiff will inherit to the share
bequeathed to his Kulanthaiammal under Ex.B1/Will. Therefore, the reasons
discussed above the plaintiff is not entitled for any of relief as prayed in the
suit.

36.  Further, the plaintiff has filed a suit for partition and paid the
court fee under Section 37(2) of the Tamil Nadu Court Fees and Suits
Valuation Act, stating he is in joint possession and enjoyment of the suit
property. In A.S.No.1016/2013, it was clearly held that the suit property in
Item II belongs to defendants 1 and 4, and that they are in possession and
enjoyment of it under a registered sale deed dated 04.02.1984 and a Will
dated 13.05.1987 executed by Punithavalli Ammal. Therefore, the plaintiff
has been clearly out of possession of the suit property. Hence, the court fee
paid by the plaintiff claiming joint possession and enjoyment under Section

37(2) of the TNCF & SV Act is incorrect. For these reasons, the plaintiff's
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claim must fail. Accordingly these Issues 1 and 2 are answered against the
plaintiff.
Answer to Issue No.3:

37. In view of the findings on the above issues, this court is of the
considered view that the plaintiff is not entitled to any of the reliefs prayed
for, and the suit is liable to be dismissed. Considering the relationship
between the parties, each party shall bear their own cost. Accordingly this
Issue No.3 is answered.

RESULT:

38. In the result, the suit is dismissed. Considering the relationship
between the parties, each party shall bear their own cost.

//Dictated to the Steno-typist, transcribed by her in Computer, printed
out corrected and pronounced by me in Open Court on this the 12" day of

August 2026//. MOHAMMED gg?f;f; Z\llgrllae((liog);f/

MOHAMMED FAROOQ T H

FAROOQ T H Date: 2026.08.12 20:04:13

+0530

DISTRICT JUDGE,
NAGAPATTINAM.

List of witnesses and documents

Plaintiff’s side witness:

P.W.1 Gopalakrishnan ( Plaintif¥)

Defendants’ side witness : NIL
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Exhibits marked on the side of Plaintiff:

Ex.A.

1

16.02.2013

Birth Certificate of Gopalakrishnan
(Plaintiff)

Xerox Copy

Ex.A.

16.07.2020

Legal Heir Certificate of

Kuzhanthaiyammal

Downloaded
Copy

Ex.A.3

29.11.2012

Death Certificate of Gurusamy Pillai

Original

Ex.A.

04.02.1984

Sale deed executed by
Punithavalliyammal in favour of
Soundara Valli

Certified
Copy

Ex.A.

13.05.1987

Will executed
Punithavalliyammal

by

Certified
Copy

Ex.A.

13.10.2020°

Patta Copy in the name of

Gopalakrishnan (Patta No.341)

Downloaded
Copy

Ex.A.

Patta Copy in the name of
Punithavalliyammal (Patta No.1126)

Downloaded
Copy

Ex.A.

Patta Copy in the name of
Ramakrishnan and Prasanna (Patta
No0.4898)

Downloaded
Copy

Ex.A.

Patta Copy in the name of Kannan
(Patta No.4895)

Downloaded
Copy

Ex.A.

10

28.03.1985

Judgment in OS No0.342/83 on the
file of the Principal District Munsif
Court, Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.A.

11

28.02.1991

Judgment in OS No.126/90 on the file
of the Principal District Munsif
Court, Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.A.

12

17.09.2002

Judgment in OS No.04/2000 on the
file of the Additional District Court,
Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.A.

13

27.10.2009

Judgment in AS No.1016/2003 on the
file of the Hon’ble High Court,
Madras

Certified
Copy
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Ex.A. 14 --- Extract from the Register of|Downloaded
Guideline values for the year 2021-|Copy
2022

Ex.A. 15| 18.01.2021 |Extract from the Register of|Downloaded
Guideline values Copy

Ex.A. 16 --- Extract from the Register of|Downloaded
Guideline values for the year 2021-|Copy
2022

Ex.A. 17 --- Aadhaar Card of Gopalakrishnan|Xerox Copy
(Plaintiff)

Exhibits marked on the side of Defendants: (By P.W.1 cross)

Ex.B. 1

10.08.1966

Will executed by Gurusamy pillai

Certified
Copy

Ex.B. 2

28.03.1985

Judgment in OS No.342/83 on the
file of the Principal District Munsif
Court, Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.B. 3

28.02.1991

Judgment in OS No.126/90 on the
file of the Principal District Munsif
Court, Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.B. 4

17.09.2002

Judgment in OS No0.04/2000 on the
file of the Additional District Court,
Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.B. 5

17.09.2002

Decree in OS No.04/2000 on the file
of the Additional District Court,
Karaikal

Certified
Copy

Ex.B. 6

27.10.2009

Judgment in AS No0.1016/2003 on
the file of the Hon’ble High Court,
Madras

Certified
Copy

Ex.B.7

27.10.2009

Decree in AS No0.1016/2003 on the
file of the Hon’ble High Court,
Madras

Certified
Copy

/E-Court Web Copy/
Digitally signed by MOHAMMED

MOHAMMED
FA.R.OOQ T H 522?2822;{8.12 20:04:23 +0530
DISTRICT JUDGE,

NAGAPATTINAM.
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