IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE,
PUDUKKOTTAI
Present: N.S.Meenachandra, B.A., L.L.M.,
Additional District Judge, Pudukkottai.

Friday, the 5th day of December 2025.
[Thiruvalluvar Aandu 2056, Visuvavasu year 19th day of Karthigai month]

Original Suit No. 8/2015
(CNR No.TNPD01-000137-2015)

Original Suit No. 10/2016

(CNR No.TNPD01-000517-2016)
(Old No.175/2015 of District Munsif Cour, Pudukkottai)

Original Suit No.8/2015.

Karuppaiah Plaintiff.

-Vs.-
1. Rengasamy (died)
(Amended as per Order in 1.A.No.32/2019 dated 19.08.2019)
2. Subramaniyan
3. Umaiyal
4. Veeramml
5. Chellammal
6. Muthulakshmi
7. The Chairman, Co-Operative Primary Agriculture and
Rural Development Bank,Pudukkottai. Defendants.

Original Suit No.10/2016

Subramaniyan Plaintiff
-Vs.-

Karuppaiah represented by his
Power agent Sorupanandan S/o.Karuppaiah
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(Amended as per order in I.A.No. 142/2024 dated 26.06.2024) ... Defendants.

0.S.No.8/2015.
The suit O.S.No.8/2015 having been taken on file on 23.02.2015 by the

Principal District Court Pudukkottai and then transferred to this court on 15.04.2016
and the same was taken as O.S.No.8/2015 dated 29.04.2016 and came before me for
final hearing on 25.11.2025 in the presence of Learned Advocate Tr.N. Balakrishnan.,
Counsel for the Plaintiff and the Learned Advocate Tr.G. Arockiyasamy Counsel for
the 1 to 3 defendants, Learned Advocate Tmt. P. Pandiselvi Counsel for the 7%
defendant and the defendants 4 and 6 called absent remained exparte, on hearing both
side arguments and perusal of documents and witnesses and having stood over under
the consideration of this court till this date and this court, this day delivered the

following Judgment along with O.S.10/2016 as Common Judgment.

0.S.No.10/2016.

[

The suit O.S.No.10/2016 originally having been taken on file on 10.07.2015 in the
Court of District Munsif cum Judicial Magistrate, Pudukkottai as O.S No.175/2015,
and then transferred to Principal District Court, Pudukkottai as per Order in
Tr.0.P.69/2015 and this suit was renumbered as O.S.10/2016. Then this suit was
made over to this court on 15.04.2016 as per the proceedings of the Hon'ble Principal
District Judge, Pudukkottai and the same was taken as O.S.No.10/2016 and came
before me for final hearing on 25.11.2025 in the presence of Learned Advocate
Tr.Arockiyasamy, Counsel for the Plaintiff and the Learned Advocate Tr.N.
Balakrishnan, Counsel for the defendant and on hearing both side arguments and
perusal of documents and witnesses and having stood over under the consideration of
this court till this date and this court, this day delivered the following Judgment along

with O.S.8/15 as Common Judgment.
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COMMON JUDGMENT

0.S.8/2015.
This 1s a suit for seeking the relief of preliminary decree for partition and

separate possession of the plaintiff’s 1/3 shares in the suit properties by dividing the

same into good and bad soil and for cost.
0.S.10/2016.

The plaintift has filed this suit for permanent injunction restraining the
defendant and his men and agents from interfering with plaintiff's peaceful possession

and enjoyment of the suit property and for costs.

02. Brief contents of the plaint in O.S.8/2015:-

The suit properties and other properties are the ancestral property of
Karuppiya Konar, who was found in the family line. His only son is the Ist
defendant. The 1% defendant has two male children, the plaintiff and the 2™
defendant, and the 3™ to 6™ defendants are four female children. The 3™ to 6™
defendants were married before 25.03. 1989 and are living in their respective
husband's houses. Although they have no right in the suit properties, they have been
included as parties to avoid unnecessary parties. Some of the common family
properties have been alienated by the 1% and 2™ defendants from the properties

declared in this suit. The plaintiff, in order to not complicate the matter, has not
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included them in this case. The plaintiff worked as a high school B.Ed graduate
teacher and eventually retired as the headmaster. The plaintift, through his efforts, got
the 2nd defendant employed as a junior assistant in the social welfare department. He
is working as a junior assistant in the social welfare department. The plaintiff spent a
considerable amount of his income on the joint family. The plaintiff was living in
other town due to his work. After retiring in 2013, he is living in a rented house in
Pudukkottai. He has been asking the 1% and 2™ defendants to divide the common
family properties amicably since July 2013. The 1% defendant has executed a
settlement deed for the other properties on 02.05.2014 in favour of the 2™ defendant.
It is also came to the knowledge of the plaintiff that the 1% and 2™ defendants had
obtained mortgage loans from the 7" defendant, the Cooperative Bank, in 2002
without informing the plaintiff. According to the law, the plaintiff and the 2"
defendants, each have 1/3 share in the suit properties. The Inam Settlement Deed
dated 02.05.2014 by the 1* defendant in favour of the 2™ defendant is not valid at all.
Even if the 1% and 2™ defendants mortgage the property in question to the
Cooperative Bank, it does not affect the rights of the plaintiff. The plaintiff sent a
legal notice to the defendants on 25.08.2014 to assert his rights. The first 4 and 6
defendants received them and the 5,7 defendants did not receive them and returned
them. The allegations in the reply notice are not true. Therefore, the plaintiff has filed

this suit
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03. Brief contents of the written statement of Q.S.8/2015 filed by 1% defendant

and adopted by 2™ and 3™ defendants is as follows:

All the facts found in the plaint are incorrect and false. From the very matter
mentioned in paragraph 3(2) of the plaint, i.e. from the party's statement that some of
the family properties were alienated by the 1* and 2™ defendants and that they were
not included in the case because they did not want to make the issue bigger, it is clear
that the plaintiff has clearly admitted that he has no right to share in the suit
property. It is completely false that he helped to get him into the job. The 2nd
defendant joined the job only because of his age, qualifications and skills. As the
plaintift admitted in paragraph 3(3), he was a retired graduate teacher. Through that,
he got a good income and did not give even a little to his parents, his half-brothers
and sisters, i.e. defendants 1 to 6, nor did he give any to any other family. He used to
earn and enjoy the entire income himself. He used the income to buy and accumulate
properties in the names of his wives. It is completely untrue to say that the plaintiff
has been asking the defendants to make a division of the common family properties
since July 2013. It is also strange that the settlement deed dated 2.5.14 in the name
of defendant 2 is invalid. These defendants have responded to the lawyer's statement
dated 25.8.14 in a proper manner by stating the facts and giving a statement to the
plaintiff. The plaintiff was in the government service as a junior assistant. However,
in order to get the job of a bank manager, out of greed, he forced his father to sell 73

cents of land in Ponnampatti village, old plot number 416/2b new plot number
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292/20, Pudukkottai South Circle, in 1986 against his father's wishes. The plaintiff
took the money from him and wasted it completely without getting the job of a bank
manager. In 1987, out of his own income, he went to buy 0.62 cents of land in
Ponnampatti village, Pudukkottai South Circle, Plot No. 293/2, owned by Sakthivel
of Pudukkottai, for Rs. 25,000/-, but when he went to buy it, he stopped him and
arranged for Chinnathambi of Pudukkottai to buy it and took away the Rs. 25,000/-
that the 1st defendant had with him to buy it, so that the plaintiff got 0.62 cents of
land. It is noteworthy that the plaintiff had given the above-mentioned sale price by
saying that his share should be ten percent. In 1988, the defendant received a loan of
Rs. 3000/- from Canara Bank, Pudukkottai for goat farming. He took the money
away, saying that the industry was a disgrace to him. Similarly, the plaintiff also took
away the bank loan of Rs. 18,000/- which was given to the 1* defendant for digging
a well. As a result, the bank could not repay the loan and filed a case against him and
the amount of interest and expenses amounted to Rs. 32,000/-, so the 1% defendant
sold his other property and paid the loan. In 1986, the total property owned by the 1*
defendant was only 2 acres and 54 cents. Even if it is taken for argument that the
plaintiff had the right to claim a share in this property without accepting it, the
plaintiff has filed this case with the malicious intention of tormenting and profiting by
selling 1 acre and 35 cents in excess of his share, i.e. 1/3 share of 85 cents, which is
available to him, and the plaintiff has received the entire money and is living

comfortably, without even considering that the 1* defendant is currently in the prime
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of life. The total area of the land plot number 6, which is 6 cents, consists of houses,
and one half of it, 3 cents, was divided to the plaintiff by the 1* defendant for the
purpose of residence. The plaintiff also obtained it from the 2™ defendant in 1990 for
a price of Rs. 35,000/- and sold it. Another fact in this case is that the plaintiff has

been managing without written sale deed till date. Hence, this suit may be dismissed.

04. Brief contents of the written statement of Q.S.8/2015 filed by 7% defendant

is as follows:

The plaintiff's claim is contrary to law, reason and the principles of natural
justice. The plaintiff's case is also liable to be dismissed against this defendant /
bank. Except those that are admitted, the plaintiff must prove them. The 1% and 2™
defendants have jointly applied to this 7" defendant / bank on 22.02.2002 for a loan
to start a rope manufacturing business. This defendant after properly examining the
documents, through its legal advisor and teams decided to grant a joint mortgage loan
to them. Only the properties 1 to 5 and the 7" property mentioned in the suit
schedule have been jointly mortgaged by the 1% and 2™ defendants and the same was
registered with the Sub-Registrar Pudukkottai and obtained loans. It is stated that the
suit properties 1 to 5 are the properties of the 1* defendant and its total area is 1.99
and its then value as per the government guidelines is Rs.1,86,463 (Rs. 93,700/- per 1
acre), and the value of the house in S.No0.287-4 out of the above properties is

Rs.40,000/- (As per JE report) and a total of Rs.2,26,463/-, out of which 1/3 share (As
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per Legal opinion) is Rs. 75,488/-, excluding that the balance is Rs.1,50,975/-, and
the 7" item of suit property in the case is S.N0.80-15A1B (0.06) in Thirukattala
village, which is a property purchased by the 2nd defendant on credit and its current
value is Rs.10,400/- and its building value is Rs.99,000/-, the total amount of
Rs.2,60,375/- however, the amount of land mortgage loan given by the bank to the 1*
and 2" defendants, Rengasamy and Subramanian was only Rs.2,59,000/-. An interest
of 16% per month was charged on it. The legal advisor of this defendant’s bank in
his opinion stated that the 1* defendant has two sons,Karuppiah and Subramanian and
4 daughters and that Karuppiah had separated from his parents and siblings many
years ago, and since it was not known at that time what his share in the mortgaged
property was, he had recommended that the loan be granted jointly to Rengasamy
and Subramanian properties, since the value of the remaining 2/3 of the total value of
the mortgaged property was sufficient to provide the loan. In respect of the properties
1 to 5 and the 7" property found in this case, the 1* defendant and the 2™ defendant
jointly, with the 2™ defendant as guardian for the then minor daughters of the 2™
defendant, Priyadarshini, have written and signed a land mortgage loan deed with
this defendant bank on 16.03.2002 in the presence of appropriate witnesses. The
above deed has also been registered in the Pudukkottai Sub-Registrar’s Office as
Document No.853 of the year 2002. The 6" item of suit property is not mortgaged
with the defendant’s bank. Further, as stated in the pleadings, even if the 1* defendant

has made any inam settlement to the 2™ defendant, it is not maintainable. The loan
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and inam settlement made while the mortgage loan was pending with this
defendant/bank are not valid. The above documents do not in any way restrict the
rights of this defendant/bank with respect to the above mortgage properties. The
defendants have committed fraud without the consent of this defendant/and without
informing the bank. Saravanan, who has acquired the property in the case mortgaged
to this defendant/bank, is also to be added as a party to this suit. Because this
defendant/bank has acquired the property mortgaged to this defendant bank, he is also
an essential party to this suit. Further, at the time when the defendants jointly
mortgaged their properties to this defendant bank (in the year2002) the 2" defendant
signed as guardian for his daughters, minor Priyadarshini (about 7 years old). The
said Priyadarshini, who is now about 21 years old is also to be added as party to this
suit. It is prayed that if the court orders partition, appropriate orders may be passed to
enable the recovery of the mortgage loan granted in good faith by this
defendant/bank from the properties of the 1* and 2™ defendants.  Hence, prayed for

dismissal of the suit.

05. On perusal of pleadings and considering material records the following issues

were framed on 23.06.2016 as follows in O.S.8/2015.

01 |Whether the plaintiff is entitled to claim his 1/3 share by way
this suit for partition and it’s separate possession out of the suit
property mentioned herein?

02 |Whether the suit mentioned properties originally belonged to
plaintiff’s grandfather Karuppaiah Konar or separate/absolute
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property of 1* defendant?

03

Whether the Inam/Gift settlement executed by D1 infavour of
D2 is valid in the eye of law? or

Whether D1 is entitled to execute gift settlement dated
2.5.2014 in favour of D2 as his own separate property.

04

Whether the mortgage executed in favour of D7 by D1, D2 is
binding the plaintiff?

05

Is the any cause of action of filing the suit for partition and
separate possession?

06

What are the other reliefs the parties herein entitled to?

Additional Issues framed on 02/01/2017 as follows: (0.S.8/2015)

01

1 wse 5 AWML sranr Qoaesgssedle 1, 2
ArHenheensd 2/3 ubig  UnSHUDS 26010 6160TM
ooy, 70 N L e Qonsg 20 OgdHeurd
SHENUUC L (LpeomuTley Heogwid eurmId HLigl (0 S Lol |6T6IT
sleotn  eueosilgyd, @lke 70 OgHeamd HeumMer Cuhle
16.03.2022 eorm udle| Qawiul L Hle L omer L6t
usHTHHr Culer 52,59,000 & 1, 2 AgHleundseEnsd
HL IS QBMHSHHHUUG F LUy CFVNHHHHH? autlenw
@MUty L orest HLedt USHTD S OLILG\GHHIS?

02

20130 eumLD 21D ﬁq&,\mn&l 7o AW L sran Qs
QUIMISG FTEIEDINT  CTEOTUIGHG — NUGSE Gl&rr@g@
Hleoywid TNyl AL G NUugCurrey &L LUulg
QFusHESHmat  Copuy 70 AW L  CETHos
QuImsg 20 Ardend) gnubeHs Csrhss Heogw
USETD FHODEIE Gl B Fhid FLL ImSUBIGT
QLo mUEGSUUL (DleTerngit?

03

70 AW L sreun QensHomsl QUINIGS GO SISy
grevemted, 200200 1,2 OodHlendlast, 70 OrdHeurdul b
HL60T QUMIEISNSHIS FHUEGE DI LT UHHTHOS
QUIMISSL e eteom Heotd 210 NgHleundluTedt et
eowety (7 euUG)) SNEWID G QIbSHAIT 616TUST GLoMUILe
AwsieRelud Bonpsoms QUIGHHO e  audw
SUAety e CaiehauuL Galemtioialfaser ?
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0.S.No.10/2016.

06. Brief averments of plaintiff is as follows in O.S.10/2016:-

The suit properties belong to the plaintiff and are originally exclusively vested
in the plaintiff’s father, K. Rengasamy. These properties, which were in his sole
possession and enjoyment were vested in the plaintiff by way of inam settlement deed
No. 1903/14 dated 02.05.2014 and he left these properties in his possession on the
same day. The defendant is the elder brother of the plaintiff. Both of them are the
only male heirs of their father K. Rengasamy. The defendant was in the government
service as a junior assistant. However, in order to get the job of a bank manager, out
of greed, he forced his father to sell 73 cents of land in Ponnampatti village, old plot
number 416/2b new plot number 292/20, Pudukkottai South Circle, in 1986 against
his father's wishes. The plaintiff took the money from him and wasted it completely
without getting the job of a bank manager. In 1987, out of his own income, he went to
buy 0.62 cents of land in Ponnampatti village, Pudukkottai South Circle, Plot No.
293/2, owned by Sakthivel of Pudukkottai, for Rs. 25,000/-, but when he went to buy
it, he stopped him and arranged for Chinnathambi of Pudukkottai to buy it and took
away the Rs. 25,000/- that the 1st defendant had with him to buy it, so that the
plaintiff got 0.62 cents of land. In 1988, the defendant received a loan of Rs. 3000/-
from Canara Bank, Pudukkottai for goat farming. He took the money away, saying
that the industry was a disgrace to him. Similarly, the plaintiff also took away the

bank loan of Rs. 18,000/- which was given to the 1* defendant for digging a well. As

OS No.08/2015 & 10/2016 ADJ PDKT Dt.05.12.2025



12

a result, the bank could not repay the loan and filed a case against him and the
amount of interest and expenses amounted to Rs. 32,000/-, so the 1* defendant sold
his other property and paid the loan. In 1986, the total property owned by the 1*
defendant was only 2 acres and 54 cents. Even if it is taken for argument that the
plaintiff had the right to claim a share in this property without accepting it, the
plaintiff has filed this case with the malicious intention of tormenting and profiting by
selling 1 acre and 35 cents in excess of his share, i.e. 1/3 share of 85 cents, which is
available to him, and the plaintiff has received the entire money and is living
comfortably, without even considering that the 1st defendant is currently in the prime
of life. The defendant had divided one half of the land, property number 2, which
belongs to their father, along with the houses, to the plaintiff for the convenience of
living. In 1990, the defendant had obtained it from the plaintiff for a price of
Rs.35,000/- and sold it to the plaintiff. Another fact of the case is that the defendant
went to Ooty before receiving the money and paying the rent and has been managing
without paying the rent till date. In this situation, the plaintiff and his father, at the
instigation of those who do not want them, filed a suit in the Pudukkottai Principal
District O.S.No0.8/2015, claiming a share in the father's property, and it is noteworthy
that the plaintiff and are parties to it. The defendant has no right in law to claim a

share in that share. Hence, this suit.

07. Written statement filed by the defendant is as follows:
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The plaintift’s case should be dismissed as a mere fraud. The defendant denies
all the facts except those which he expressly admits and the plaintiff is liable to prove
them. The suit properties belong to the plaintiff and that these were properties that
were originally exclusively vested in the plaintift’s father, K. Rengasamy and these
properties, which were in his sole possession and experience were vested in the
plaintiff by way of Inam Settlement deed No. 1903/14 dated 02.05.2014 as stated by
the plaintiff in plaint para 1,2 are false. That the defendant was in the government
service as a junior assistant and that however, in order to get the job of a bank
manager, out of greed, he forced his father to sell 73 cents of land in Ponnampatti
village, old plot number 416/2b new plot number 292/20, Pudukkottai South Circle,
in 1986 against his father's wishes and that the defendant took the money from him
and wasted it completely without getting the job of a bank manager and that in 1987,
out of his own income, he went to buy 0.62 cents of land in Ponnampatti village,
Pudukkottai South Circle, Plot No. 293/2, owned by Sakthivel of Pudukkottai, for Rs.
25,000/-, but when he went to buy it, he stopped him and arranged for Chinnathambi
of Pudukkottai to buy it and took away the Rs. 25,000/- that the 1st defendant had
with him to buy it, so that the defendant got 0.62 cents of land and that it is
noteworthy that the defendant had given the above-mentioned sales price by saying
that his share should be ten percent and that in 1988, the defendant received a loan of
Rs. 3000/- from Canara Bank, Pudukkottai for goat farming and that he took the

money away, saying that the industry was a disgrace to him and that similarly, the
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plaintiff also took away the bank loan of Rs. 18,000/- which was given to the Ist
defendant for digging a well. and that as a result, the bank could not repay the loan
and filed a case against him and the amount of interest and expenses amounted to Rs.
32,000/-, so the defendant’s father sold his other property and paid the loan as stated
by the plaintiff in plaint para 2(a) to 2(3) are false. In 1986, the defendant’s father
had 2 acres 54 cents of land out of which the defendant got 0.85 cents, he sold 1 acre
of land and took the money, the defendant divided a part of the 2™ schedule property
to the plaint and the defendant sold it to the plaintiff for Rs.35,000/- he cheated by
not registering the crime, the remaining property is the property number 2, the
defendant has benefited from the share, therefore there is no legal error in writing the
settlement to the plaintiff and the defendant cannot have any objection, the defendant
has no right to the share in Pudukkottai District Court O.S.No.8/2015 and that the
claim properties are in the plaintiff’s possession as stated by the plaintiff in plaint
para 3 to 8 are false. The fact of the case are that the property in dispute and the
properties in O.S.No.8/2015,which are still pending in the Pudukkottai District Court
are originally the ancestral properties of Karuppiah Konar. Karuppiah Konar is the
only son of the plaintiff and the defendant father’s Rengasamy. Rengasamy has two
sons and four daughters. The defendant’s father Rengasamy has given an inam
settlement deed to the plaintiff on 02.05.2014. The said deed is not valid in law. The
defendant is entitled to 1/3rd share in the suit property. The Inam settlement deed

made against the defendant’s share rights does not bind the defendant. The suit
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property is the joint family property inherited by the plaintiff and the defendant.

Hence, prayed for dismissal of the suit.

08. On perusal of pleadings and considering material records the following issues

were framed on 23.06.2016 as follows in O.S.10/2016:

1.

ol Canflweinm, Srer CEnsHgsoeMe anduler Hemdluimet
AeueisHevent AgHleundhlGur, Aeurg bl s, (WPHaTHGat 6k
SHHANID HoL HHIND CFIWSHF 16t rHenHFHOsHyns
BIBES SHeoLWTenet URSITD QUNSHSHEHSHTT?

02.05.2014 CaAUN L 1903/14 Jbeuewt elemteming: Ulaumest Gleorin
Q& 19606 UD6TOTL eLP6ULD IR HG ST QFIHGIH 6
LIS L CQFHOUG F L IDSLIBIEENOILY CFNNSHHHHH?

andl  AgHendller  SeLueTey Sl LmuiuESHUD  OrHeurd
LeBeum — QEFIGEHGHeD  pmId,  ueFLwd  QeusuGeum
OHTEOSSHEED LGTLONS et HmId Heugg) SsuueiliD Bimbg)
ArHleund) eymasetCe Guim merterr?

Age eupdHG eeot 8/ 20150gHleundHlwne Aeuggy FOHIHTT LDgJQJLD
SEUUSTTNL DBEG uenud el wd Uk (B CrFuITe HIdHEH
QLU (Dleterasi?

BleeIpsHE S1&HSN QEUNLGISNE CUIHIL IS GPEID 26lTaTT?

AIHS5G HeolSHoHeHESH QG URSIImIGT sleter ?

For convenient discussion herein below, the above issues and additional

1ssues in the both suits are reframed as follows:

0O.S.No. 8/2015:-

l.

Whether the suit mentioned properties originally belonged to plaintiff’s

grandfather Karuppaiah Konar or separate/absolute property of 1* defendant?

2. Whether the Inam/Gift settlement executed by D1 infavour of D2 is valid in

the eye of law?
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3. Whether the mortgage executed in favour of D7 by D1, D2 is binding the
plaintiff?

4. Is there any cause of action for this suit?

5. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to claim his 1/3 share by way this suit for
partition and it’s separate possession out of the suit property mentioned herein?

6. For what other reliefs the plaintiff is entitled to?

0.S.No. 10/2016:

1. Whether the Gift settlement dated 2.5.2014 in respect of the suit property in

favour of the plaintiff is valid and genuine?

2. Whether the plaintiff is in possession and enjoyment of the suit property?

3. Whether the plaintiff is entitled for the relief of permanent injunction against

the defendant as prayed for?

4. To what other reliefs the plaintiff is entitled to?

Since, sufficient oral and documentary evidences were already let in by both
sides with regard to the above reframed issues in both the suits, no additional

evidences were called for.

09. In the suit O.S.08/2015, the plaintiff Karuppaiah was examined as P.W.1 and
Ex.A1l to Ex.A10 were marked. Ex.Al is the true copy of patta No.696 in the name of
Rengasamy konar dt.30.04.2014; Ex.A2 is the true copy of Natham land tax chitta in
the name of Rengasamy Konar; Ex.A3 is the true copy of Mortgage deed executed by
Rengasamy and his son Subramaniyan for and on behalf of his minor daughter

Priyatharshini to The President, Primary Agricultural Cooperative Rural Development
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Bank Ltd., Pudukkottai dt.16.03.2002; Ex.A4 is the attested true copy of Inam
Settlement Deed executed by K.Rengasamy to R.Subramaniyan dt.02.05.2014; Ex.AS5
is the office copy of Legal Notice by Plaintiff dt.25.08.2014; Ex.A6 is the
acknowledgment cards; Ex.A7 is the returned covers unserved notice sent to
Chellammal and the President, Primary Agricultural Cooperative Rural Development
Bank Ltd., Pudukkottai; Ex.AS is the original Reply Notice dt.15.09.2014; Ex.A9 is
the true copy of Enam Settlement Deed executed by K.Rengasamy to R.Subramaniyan
dt.02.05.2014; Ex.A10 is the true copy of Mortgage deed executed by Rengasamy and
his son Subramaniyan for and on behalf of his minor daughter Priyatharshini to The
President, Primary Agricultural Cooperative Rural Development Bank Ltd.,
Pudukkottai dt.16.03.2002. One Tr.C.Muthaiah was examined as P.W.2. The plaintiff
evidence has been closed with PW2.

On the side of defendants, the 1* defendant K.Rengasamy was examined as
D.W.1. Ex.B1 to Ex.B11 were marked. Ex.B1 is the original sale deed dt.04.05.1970
executed by Sevvayee, Sengaiya, Rengasamy to V.Sakthivel Servai; Ex.B2 is the
original patta pass book stands in the name of V.Sakthivel Sevai; Ex.B3 is the
certified copy of sale deed dt.30.04.1986 executed by Rengasamy konar to Valliammai
in respect of suit 5™ item of suit property; Ex.B4 is the certified copy of sale deed
dt.30.03.2001 executed by Velu to R.Subramaniyan in respect of suit 7" item of suit

property; Ex.B5 is the true copy of sale deed dt.17.09.2013 executed by
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R.Subramaniyan to G.Saravanan in respect of suit 7" item of suit property; Ex.B6 is
the true copy of Enam Settlement Deed dt.02.05.2014 executed by K.Rengasamy to
R.Subramaniyan in respect of suit 1 to 4™ items of suit properties; Ex.B7 is the
computer online copy of Chitta stands in the name of Subramaniyan; Ex.B8 is the
original kist receipts for the fasali 1426 and 1427; Ex.B9 is the copy of Land
Mortgage Debenture Deed dt.16.03.2002; Ex.B10 is the copy of Legal Opinion
dt.07.03.2002; Ex.B11 is the true copy of Encumbrance -certificate. Thiru
S.Kannadasan was examined as D.W.2. The defendants' evidence has been closed
with D.W.2.
In the suit 0.S.10/2016, the plaintiff R.Subramaniyan was examined as P.W.1. Thiru
S.Rajkumar was examined as P.W.2. The plaintiff’s side evidence closed with PW2.
On the side of defendants one Sorubananthan who is the Power Agent of the
defendant was examined as D.W.1. The defendant's evidence has been closed with

D.W.2.

10. On perusal of records, both the suits are ordered to be jointly tried as per
order in TROP No. 69/2015 of the Hon’ble Principal District Court, Pudukkottai
dated 11.11.2016. But the trial of the suit in O.S.No. 8/2015 begun on 08.11.2016
itself and completed on 01.07.2022. The trial of O.S.No. 10/2016 begun only on

12.08.2022. On perusal of records, it is found that the trial of both the cases
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continued separately. However, the suit properties and the parties to the suit are
substantially one and the same. Even though the evidences were recorded
separately for each case, to avoid conflict of decisions regarding the suit
properties, this Court proceeded to pronounce common judgement. The parties
for the sake of convenience, are referred hereunder according to their litigative

status and ranking in O.S.N0.8/2015. So as the properties therein.

Gist of the case:

(i) The suit in O.S.No. 8/2015 is a suit for partition and separate possession filed by
the plaintiff against his father, the 1% defendant and his brother, the 2™ defendant; his
sisters defendants 3 to 6 and the Bank as 7" defendant, which granted loan to the 1*
defendant and 2™ defendant. The relationship of the parties are admitted by both
sides. It is the case of the plaintiff that the suit properties are the ancestral family
properties and hence he is entitled for 1/3 shares in the suit properties along with
other reliefs. It is the case of the 1% defendant and 2™ defendant that the suit
properties are separate property of the 1% defendant and hence the alienation by the 1*
defendant in favour of 2™ defendant in respect of suit items 1 to 4 cannot be
questioned by the plaintiff and that the plaintiff has already received sufficient share
from the 1* defendant and lavishly spent it and hence no suit for partition will lie.

(ii) The suit in O.S.No. 10/2026 is a suit for permanent injunction to restrain the

plaintiff of 0.S.No0.8/2015 filed by the 2™ defendant in the said suit, as he is in
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possession enjoyment of the suit properties, which are mentioned as suit items 1 to 4

in O.S.No. 8/2015.

0.S.No. 8/2015:-

Issue No. 1, 2 and 5:
1.  Whether the suit mentioned properties originally belonged to plaintiff’s
grandfather Karuppaiah Konar or separate/absolute property of 1* defendant?
2. Whether the Inam/Gift settlement executed by D1 infavour of D2 is valid in the
eye of law?
5. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to claim his 1/3 share by way of the suit for

partition and separate possession out of the suit property mentioned herein?

(iii) As per the case of the plaintiff, the suit properties are the ancestral properties
of Karuppaiya Konar, who is the father of 1* defendant and that the 1% defendant
has two male children namely the plaintiff and the 2™ defendant. The defendants 3
to 6 are his daughters, married before 25.03.1989. Some of the common family
properties have been alienated by the 1 and 2™ defendants. The plaintiff worked
as a high school B.Ed graduate teacher and he had spent a considerable amount of
his income on the joint family. He has been asking the 1% and 2" defendants to
divide the common family properties amicably since July 2013 but they are not
amenable. The 1% defendant has executed a settlement deed for the other properties
on 02.05.2014 in favour of the 2" defendant. The 1* and 2" defendants had
obtained mortgage loans from the 7" defendant bank without the knowledge of the

plaintiff. As per law he is entitled for 1/3 shares in exclusion of his sisters.
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(iv) In such case, the initial burden is upon the plaintiff to prove that the
suit properties are ancestral properties of his grandfather Karuppaiya Konar.
According to Hindu law, for a property to qualify as ancestral, it must meet specific
criteria, such as the property must have been inherited through at least four
generations of male lineage, specifically from the great-grandfather down to the
present owner. This means that the property must remain undivided among the
heirs during this period. If any part of the ancestral property is divided, it ceases to
be classified as ancestral property and becomes separate property for the
individuals who received their shares. Every male descendant has an inherent right
to the property from the moment of birth, irrespective of whether their father is
alive or not. In the case in hand, the plaintiff relied upon the documents such as
Ex.Al, the true copy of patta No.696 in the name of Rengasamy dt.30.04.2014 and
Ex.A2, the true copy of Natham land tax chitta in the name of Rengasamy, to prove

his contention that the suit properties are ancestral in nature.

(v)  On perusal of the ExA1 and ExA2, they are Patta relating to the suit items 1
to 4 and 6 alone. With regard to suit items 5 and 7 no documents were produced by
the plaintiff. Even the ExA1 and A2 are in the name of 1* defendant and not in the
name of the plaintiff’s grandfather Karuppaiah. Hence, the plaintiff has not filed
any documents to show that the suit items 1 to 7 belong to his grandfather and they

are the ancestral properties. Per contra, the 1% defendant, who denies that the suit
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properties are not ancestral and produced ExB3, which is the sale deed executed in
favour of one Valiammai with regard to suit item 5 by the 1% defendant on
30.04.1986, wherein it is stated as follows: "eretenemL W &G FOUTSHHEWSHH O BB
Ereot 19500 eu@wLd G wigd 2300 CHdl UGIFHOHI L L a6t SHemtemiiubdeiley
BEE@ED Carsbsyte sl ¢5700.0085@ Anwid Qunm Gwbule LSSHTD
ygsCanievL MNehlenlgng bGev leug USHHD 12 eumeuwpd 152 to 153
UGSBIGEN 19500 eHLEHHW 511D eremor Abeveworons.....”". The 1% defendant also
produced ExB6, the certified copy of the Gift Settlement deed executed by him in
favour of 2™ defendant on 02.05.2014, wherein, it is recited as follows:
Blaetguler Saot 161g) hEheod HMID L(EhTF (Heubige LgISBGHIL oL mel LD
& HIYST, UFHISCHIL oL CaMG Hmnshdlev, Le eremtser 287-4, 287-5, 287-9A,
287-12, mEpsodF wnmid Lepend Hemissr0.51.0 6ev 26t6rsHmnG 61607 QUUIHHS
ulLa  eteoor 696 MUl (D wIHMD USHSCHTLL LI LD & SIS,
UGISCHT L S6AEThH S Ul LD BHHD Heveufl S LD gmu AL ugeuddle
FHeot(bletteriily Ley 66wt 204-1 quwdhg wevent 0.02.5 eTevd@Hul L eteoor 142 eteot
QUUIBSHEG TILLOLD GYPHO Hreor Hrearg Codl euom FUHSENy Hieve
QFYIHHFOFMEI(H FJeu FHBHAT UTHEUIBIHEHL 60T bevot® {enueid Qg
QUHOUGID 660G QFIhHOIOTGIONDT QFIHF SAITHHN S0l CFIHGHIGSH6M
61601 FHENGH G| UTSHLLL L QFTSHGIHEeT Ab@D.” From the above recitals of the

above ExB3 and ExB6, it is found that the suit items 1 to 6 belonged to the 1*
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defendant as his separate properties and by no stretch of imagination or with the
available documents produced by the plaintiff, the said properties are ancestral to
the plaintiff and defendants 1 to 6. The suit items 1 to 6 are separate properties of

the 1* defendant. Accordingly, the Issue No.1 is decided against the plaintiff.

(vi) With regard to Issue No. 2, that is the validity of the Inam/Gift
settlement executed by the 1% defendant infavour of the 2™ defendant, it is earlier
held herein above that the suit items 1 to 6 are separate properties of the 1*
defendant. In such a case, he is at liberty to dispose the properties at his own will
and wish. Suit items 1 to 4 were bequeathed to the 2™ defendant by the 1%
defendant as per ExB6. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for plaintiff that the 1*
defendant has no right to alienate the suit items 1 to 4 to 2" defendant and that the
Gift settlement ExB6 is not valid in the eye of law. As it is the separate properties
of the 1* defendant he has gifted the same to his younger son. It is the case of the
defendants 1 and 2 that the plaintiff, being the elder son was in the government
service and in order to get the job of a bank manager, out of greed, he forced his
father to sell 73 cents of land in Ponnampatti village, old plot number 416/2b new
plot number 292/20, Pudukkottai South Circle, in 1986 against his father's wishes
and he took the money from him and wasted it completely without getting the job
of a bank manager. And that in 1987, out of his own income, he went to buy 0.62

cents of land in Ponnampatti village, Pudukkottai South Circle, Plot No. 293/2,
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owned by Sakthivel of Pudukkottai, for Rs. 25,000/-, but when he went to buy it,
he stopped him and arranged for Chinnathambi of Pudukkottai to buy it and took
away the Rs. 25,000/- that the Ist defendant had with him to buy it, so that the
plaintiff got 0.62 cents of land. In 1988, the 1* defendant received a loan of Rs.
3000/- from Canara Bank, Pudukkottai for goat farming but the plaintiff took the
money away, saying that the industry was a disgrace to him and he also took away
the bank loan of Rs. 18,000/- which was given to the 1* defendant for digging a
well and as a result, the bank could not repay the loan and filed a case against him
and the amount of interest and expenses amounted to Rs. 32,000/-, so the 1%
defendant sold his other property and paid the loan. Even if it is taken for argument
that the plaintiff had the right to claim a share in this property without accepting it,
the plaintiff has filed this case with the malicious intention of tormenting and
profiting by selling 1 acre and 35 cents in excess of his share, i.e. 1/3 share of 85
cents, which is available to him, and the plaintiff has received the entire money and
is living comfortably, without even considering that the 1* defendant is currently

in the prime of life.

(vii) When such contentions are made, they seem to be not an afterthought
by the 1* defendant because, the reitals of ExB6 shows the same. ExB6 recites as

follows:- “ 61601G) oPHBH LDHEID 2601G FOHIHTEOYLOTEOT HHUUWITEAMEG 19860

Abeoot() HHW HgHleot eumIBlUETTl Calemen aIMhHIGMISNEGD, 19880 Abewoi(h Hra
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Ueltell QB BRISNGHD HeBHHGHN UTESHNEHGD HHsret T g|dHEHe
6\ M) 61(5\& GIFHOHTEDOILIT. DLEDSHUITEV 616015 QT600TL 161G LOGEOITERIL 260185, 260T
SIHTHTV HVe6T SH(hHH QSmemt(lD......” . Such recital would show the attitude
of the plaintiff and it also throws light as to why the 1* defendant bequeathed his
separate property to the 2™ defendant alone. There is no legal constraint for the 1%
defendant to bequeath his separate properties to the 2™ defendant and the said Gift
Settlement Deed dated 02.05.2014 1s valid. Hence, the Issue No. 2 1s answered
against the plaintiff.

As far as Issue No.5 is concerned, regarding claim of entitlement of the
plaintiff’s 1/3 shares, it is held earlier that the suit properties 1 to 6 are not
ancestral properties of the plaintiff, rather they are separate properties of the 1*
defendant. It is found from ExB3, which is regarding suit item 35, it was already
sold by the 1* defendant on 30.04.1986 to one Valiammal and it is not there for
partition. With regard to suit item 7, it is the separate property of the 2" defendant
as per Ex B4, the certified copy of the Sale deed dated 30.03.2001, executed by one

Velu to R.Subramaniyan, the 2" defendant. It is also not the property for partition.

(viii) From the above discussions, it is clear that as the suit items 1 to 4 and
6 are separate properties of 1% defendant, he bequeathed them to the 2" defendant
under ExB6. The suit item 5 was already sold to one Valliammai under ExB3; and

suit item 7 was the separate property of the 2™ defendant. The plaintiff who alleges
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that there are properties for partition has to prove it letter and spirit. In
P.Thangavelu Vs. R.Dhanalakshmi Ammal and other, reported in 95 LW 708, it
has been held that "The plaintiff can succeed in the suit for declaration under the
plaint as amended only on the basis of a valid title to the property. If he did not
have any title to the property, then he cannot pick holes in the title of the
defendants and try to succeed. That the plaintiff can succeed only on the basis of
the proof of his own allegation in the plaint as regards his title and he cannot
succeed by picking holes in the title of the defendants is too well established to
need citation of any authority." The above settled proposition is reiterated by our
Honourable High Court’s Division bench in
https//indiankanoon.org/doc/40537187/ - S.Palanivel vs P.Natesan dated
26.10.2017. From the evidences let in by the parties, it could be inferred that there
are no suit item of properties available for partition. Accordingly, this issue is
answered against the plaintiff.
Issue No. 3& 4:
3. Whether the mortgage executed in favour of D7 by DI, D2 is binding the
plaintiff?

4. Is there any cause of action for this suit?

(ix) Since it is held in the earlier issues that the suit items 1 to 4 and 6 properties
are separate properties of 1% defendant and the suit item 7 is the separate property

of the 2™ defendant, they are at liberty to mortgage with Banks and obtain loan. It
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is the contention of the 7" defendant that the suit properties 1 to 5 are the
properties of the 1* defendant and its total area is 1.99 and its then value as per the
government guidelines is Rs.1,86,463 (Rs. 93,700/- per 1 acre), and the value of
the house in S.No0.287-4 out of the above properties is Rs.40,000/- (As per JE
report) and a total of Rs.2,26,463/-, out of which 1/3 share (As per Legal opinion)
is Rs. 75,488/-, excluding that the balance is Rs.1,50,975/-, and the 7™ item of suit
property in the case is S.No0.80-15A1B (0.06) in Thirukattalai village, which is a
property purchased by the 2™ defendant on credit and its current value is
Rs.10,400/- and its building value is Rs.99,000/-, the total amount of Rs.2,60,375/-
however, the amount of land mortgage loan given by the bank to the 1% and 2™
defendants, Rengasamy and Subramanian was only Rs.2,59,000/- and that an
interest of 16% per month was charged on it. Ant that, the legal advisor of this
defendant’s bank in his opinion stated that the 1% defendant has two
sons,Karuppiah and Subramanian and 4 daughters and that Karuppiah had
separated from his parents and siblings many years ago, and since it was not
known at that time what his share in the mortgaged property was, he had
recommended that the loan be granted jointly to Rengasamy and Subramanian
properties, since the value of the remaining 2/3 of the total value of the mortgaged
property was sufficient to provide the loan.

(x) From the contention of the 7" defendant, they have offered loan to the 2.3

value f the properties and they have offered loan only to the persons who are
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entitled to obtain it as its absolute owners. Hence,mortgage in favour of the 7"
defendant by the 1% and 2™ defendant is binding on the plaintiff. Accordingly, this

issue is also answered in negative to the plaintiffs’ contention.

(xi) The plaintiff considered that the suit properties are ancestral properties and
hence he has got a share in it and demanded partition to the defendants 1 and 2 and
hence he had issued a legal notice to the defendants on 25.08.2014 to assert his
rights and that the defendants 1 to 4 and 6™ defendant received them and the 5,7
defendants did not receive them and returned them. Hence, the cause of action for
this suit arise. Thereby, this issue is decided in favour of the plaintiff.

Issue No.6:
6. For what other reliefs the plaintiff is entitled to?

(xii) This is a suit for partition and separate possession filed by the plaintiff
stating that the suit properties are ancestral properties and that the 1* defendant as
his father and 2™ defendant as his brother alone are entitled for shares. It is stated
that the defendants 3 to 6 are married prior to 1989 and hence not entitled for any
shares. It is held that the suit items 1 to 4 and 6 are separate properties of the 1%
defendant by virtue of ExA1 and A2 and suit item 7 is the separate property of 2™
defendant by virtue of ExB4. The suit items 1 to 4 and 6 were bequeathed by 1*
defendant in favour of 2™ defendant by virtue of ExB6 is held to be valid. The suit

items 5 was already sold by 1* defendant under ExB3 and the suit item 7 is already
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sold by the 2" defendant to one Saravanan under ExB5. Hence, no suit items can be
partitioned among the plaintiff and the defendants 1 to 6. In 2014 2 SCC 269
-Union of India and Others Vs. Vasavi Co-operative Housing Society Limited
and Others, it is held that the plaintiffs have to stand or fall on the strength of their
own case and the burden is squarely upon the plaintiffs to establish their case
irrespective of whether the defendant proves his case or not. The plaintiffs cannot
be allowed to sustain their case sans proof and the weakness of the defendant's case
cannot be a ground to grant the relief to the plaintiffs. Hence, the plaintiff’s suit

fails. Considering the relationship of the parties, there is no order as to costs.

0.S.No. 10/2016:

(xiii) This suit is for a permanent injunction restraining the defendant and his
men and agents from interfering with plaintiff's peaceful possession and enjoyment of
the suit property and for costs filed by the 2™ defendant in O.S.No. 8/2015 against the
plaintiff therein, with regard to the suit items 1 to 4 and 6.

Issue No. 1 and 2:
1. Whether the Gift settlement dated 2.5.2014 in respect of the suit property in
favour of the plaintiff is valid and genuine?

2. Whether the plaintiff is in possession and enjoyment of the suit property?
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(xiv) The plaintiff in this suit is the 2™ defendant in O.S.No. 8/2015 and the
defendant herein is the plaintiff in O.S.No. 8/2025. It is held in the connected suit
0O.S.No. 8/2015 in issue no.2, that the Gift Settlement Deed dated 02.05.2014 in
favour of the 2™ defendant/plaintiff herein is valid. The 2™ defendant has produced
ExB8-Chitta for suit items 1 to 4 in his name and ExB9 the kist receipts relating to
the properties in his name. The said ExB8 and ExB9 sufficiently proves possession
and enjoyment of the suit properties are with the 2™ defendant/ plaintiff in O.S.No.
10/2016. Hence, this issue is answered in favour of the 2™ defendant/ plaintiff in

0O.S.No. 10/2016.

Issue No. 3:
3. Whether the plaintiff is entitled for the relief of permanent injunction against the

defendant as prayed for?

(xv) From the above discussion, it is held that the plaintiff of the suit has
proved his possession and enjoyment of the suit properties as its absolute owner.
The defendant/ plaintiff in O.S.No. 8/2015 has been disturbing his possession.
Hence, he is entitled to restrain the defendant or his men and agents in any manner
interfering with his possession. Accordingly, this issue is answered in favour of the

2" defendant/ plaintiff in O.S.No. 10/2016.

Issue No.4:

4. To what other reliefs the plaintiff is entitled to?
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(xvi) The suit is for a permanent injunction restraining the defendant and his
men and agents from interfering with plaintiff's peaceful possession and enjoyment
of the suit property and for costs filed by the 2™ defendant in O.S.No. 8/2015
against the plaintiff therein, with regard to the suit items 1 to 4 and 6. It is held in
the discussions above that the suit properties in O.S.No. 10/2016 are in possession
and enjoyment of the 2" def/plaintiff in O.SNo. 10/2016 and hence this suit
deserve to be decreed in his favour. Considering the relationship of the parties,

there 1s no order as to costs. Accordingly, this issue is answered.

11. Result:

0.S.No. 8/2015:
In the result, this suit is dismissed. The parties to bear their own costs.

0.S.No. 10/2016:
In the result, this suit is decreed and the defendant and his men and

agents are hereby restrained from interfering with plaintiff's peaceful possession and
enjoyment of the suit property. The parties to bear their own costs.

Directly dictated by me to the Steno Typist, typed by her, corrected and
pronounced by me in the open court, this the 5™ day of December 2025.

Sd/- N.S.Meenachandra,

Additional District Judge,
Pudukkottai.
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APPENDIX

Plaintiff's side witnesses in O.S.No. 08/2015:

PWI1

PW2

- Thiru.R.Karuppaiah (Plaintiff)

- Thiru C.Muthaiah.

Defendants' side witnesses in O.S.No. 08/2015:

D.W.1. Thiu K.Rengasamy.

D.W.2. Thiru S.Kannadasan.

Plaintiff's side witnesses in O.S.No. 10/2016:

PWI1

- Thiru.R.Subramaniyan.

PW2. - Thiru S.Rajkumar.

Defendant's side witness in O.S.No. 10/2016:

D.W.1. Thiru K.Sorubanandhan.(power agent of defendant)

Plaintiffs' side Exhibits in O0.S.No.8/2015:

Rengasamy and his son
Subramaniyan for and on behalf
of his minor  daughter
Priyatharshini to The President,
Primary Agricultural
Cooperative Rural Development

No. | Exhibits. Date Particulars Nature

1 Ex.A1 |30.04.2014 | Patta No.696 in the name of | True copy.
Rengasamy konar

2 Ex.A2 |-- Natham land tax chitta in the | True copy
name of Rengasamy Konar

3 Ex.A3 |16.03.2002; | Mortgage deed executed by | True copy
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Bank Ltd., Pudukkottai.

Ex.A4

02.05.2014

Inam Settlement Deed executed
by K.Rengasamy to
R.Subramaniyan

Attested true
copy.

Ex.A5

25.08.2014

Legal Notice by Plaintiff.

Office copy.

Ex.A6

Acknowledgment cards

Ex.A7

Returned  Covers  unserved
notice sent to Chellammal and
the  President, Primary
Agricultural Cooperative Rural
Development Bank Ltd.,
Pudukkottai.

Ex.A8

15.09.2014

Reply Notice.

Original

Ex.A9

02.05.2014

Gift Settlement Deed executed
by K.Rengasamy to
R.Subramaniyan

True copy.

10.

Ex.A10

16.03.2002

Mortgage deed executed by
Rengasamy and his son
Subramaniyan for and on behalf
of his minor  daughter
Priyatharshini to The President,
Primary Agricultural
Cooperative Rural Development
Bank Ltd., Pudukkottai..

True copy

Defendants' side Exhibits for both cases::

Sl.
No.

Exhibits

Date

Particulars

Nature

1

Ex.B1

04.05.1970

Sale  deed  04.05.1970
executed by  Sevvayee,
Sengaiya, Rengasamy to
V.Sakthivel Servai.

Original

Ex.B2

Patta pass book stands in the
name of V.Sakthivel Servai

Original

Ex.B3

30.04.1986

Sale deed executed by
Rengasamy konar to
Valliammai in respect of suit

Certified
copy
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5™ item of suit property;

Ex.B4

30.03.2001

Sale deed executed by Velu
to  R.Subramaniyan in
respect of suit 7" item of
suit property;

Certified
copy

Ex.B5

17.09.2013

Sale deed executed by
R.Subramaniyan to
G.Saravanan in respect of
suit 7" item of suit property;

True copy.

Ex.B6

02.05.2014

Enam  Settlement Deed
executed by K.Rengasamy to
R.Subramaniyan in respect
of suit 1 to 4™ items of suit
properties

True copy.

Ex.B7

Chitta stands in the name
of Subramaniyan

Computer
online copy

Ex.B8

Kist receipts for the fasali
1426 and 1427;

Original

Ex.B9

16.03.2002

Land Mortgage Debenture
Deed.

Copy

10

Ex.B10

07.03.2002

Legal Opinion.

Copy

11

Ex.B11

Encumbrance certificate

True copy
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Sd/- N.S.Meenachandra,
Additional District Judge,
Pudukkottai.

//True copy//

Additional District Judge,
Pudukkottai.

Draft/Fair Judgment
0.S. No.8/2015

&

0.S. No.10/16
Common Judgment
Dt.05.12.2025




