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THE COURT OF DISTRICT MUNSIF, GUDIYATTAM,
VELLORE DISTRICT.

Present: Tr.K.Karthick Asath, B.A.,B.L.,(Hons).,LLM.,
District Munsif,
Gudiyattam.

Wednesday, this the 22" day of April 2026

0O.S.No.112/2017
(CNR.No.TNVL10-000192-2017)

Munirathinam .... Plaintiff

// Versus //

1. Govindasami (Died)
(Amended as per IA.01/2022 allowed on 13.12.2021)

2. Sundaram

3. Gandhammal (Died)
(Amended as per [A.02/2025 allowed on 14.08.2025)

.... Defendants

This suit came up before this court on 08.04.2026 for final hearing
in the presence of Thiru.K.Loganathan, Advocate for the plaintiff
and Thiru.K.Rajini, Advocate for the 2, 3 defendants and upon perusing
the case records and having stood over for consideration till this day, this

court delivered the following.

JUDGMENT

Suit filed Under Order 7, Rule 1 and Section 26 of Code of Civil
Procedure to granting permanent injunction restraining the defendants, their
men and agents from interfering with the plaintiff’s peaceful possession

and enjoyment of the schedule property and for cost.
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1. The Brief averments of the Amended Plaint :-

The plaintiff submit that the suit property belonging to one Seenan he
obtained the property through family partition. On that patta transferred in
his name. The plaintiff purchased the suit property from him on
24.11.2008 by way of registered sale deed. After purchase the plaintiff is in
possession and enjoyment of the same. Subsequently the plaintiff sold part
of the suit property to one Saraswathi by way of registered sale deed vide
5519/2013. The said Seenan died on 22.12.2016 in the plaintiff house. On
04.07.2017 with false averments the defendants sent notice to the plaintiff
and Saraswathi. They also sent suitable reply to the defendants on
13.07.2017. On 10.08.2017 the defendants tried to trespass into the suit
property and interfere in the peaceful possession and enjoyment of the
plaintiff hence the plaintiff filed the present suit for permanent injunction

against the defendants.

2. The Brief Averments of Written Statement filed by the 2™ defendant
and adopted by the other defendants:-

The defendants submit that they denying the plaintiff case and
submit that the suit property originally belongs to Duraisamy gounder after
his death his wife Kaliyammal and Sons Kasinathan, Chinna Durai,
Subramani and Srinivasan are partitioned the properties on 01.12.1964.
The suit properties allotted to the Srinivasan and till his death on
22.12.2016 he is in enjoyment of the same and died without marriage
leaving behind the defendants as 2™ class legal heirs of deceased

Srinivasan. After that while verifying the revenue records the plaintiff and
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his wife by created sale document as purchased the suit property from
Srinivasan. The plaintiff himself changed the name of Srinivasan as
Seenan. All revenue records stands in the name of Srinivasan by forgery

the plaintiff created documents hence prayed to dismiss the suit.

3. Issues:-

On the basis of plaint and written statement filed by both parties the

following issues were framed on 07.03.2018.

1)  Whether the plaintiff is in possession and enjoyment of the
suit property ?

i1) Whether the plaintiff is entitled the relief of permanent
injunction as prayed for ?

i11) To what other reliefs entitled ?

4. Evidence :-

On plaintiff side the plaintiff Munirathinam examined himself as
PWI1 and marked Ex.A1 to Ex.A10 and one Chandran examined as PW?2
on the cross examination of PW2, Ex.B1 marked and one Vijayabarath
examined as PW3 through him Ex.C1 to Ex.C7 are marked. On defendants
side 2" defendant Sundaram examined as DWI1 and marked Ex.B2 to
Ex.B9 and one Ramesh examined as DW?2 through him Ex.C8 and Ex.C9
marked and one Saravanan examined as DW3 and marked Ex.C10 and

Ex.X1 to Ex.X6.
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5. Arguments:-

5.1. Plaintiff side Argument

The plaintiff counsel argued that the plaintiff purchased the suit
property on 24.11.2008 from one Seenan. Subsequently plaintiff sold
20 cents infavour of one Saraswathi vide Doc.N0.5519/2013. The said
Seenan in the plaintiffs house on 22.12.2016. Subsequently the third party
defendants are tried to trespass and interfere with the plaintiffs peaceful
possession and enjoyment on that he filed the present suit. The plaintiff
examined himself as PW1 and marked Ex.A1 to Ex.A10 and also examined
PW2 and PW3. The plaintiff filed Ex.Al patta stands in the name of
Seenan not in the name of Srinivasan. The plaintiff also filed Ex.A6
to Ex.A8 documents to prove the name of the plaintiff vendor Seenan.
The plaintiff proved his vendors title and his title and possession also.
He further argued that the plaintiff wife Usha is the sole legal heir of
deceased Seenan but the defendants falsely pleaded that the owner of
suit property is died without marriage. For that the Ex.A10 legal heir
certificate also filed. He further argued that at the time of execution of
Ex.A2 sale deed the name Seenan only stands in the patta and revenue
records hence the sale deed also executed in that name only. Without
challenging the sale deeds and legal heir certificate the defendants does not
having right to question the title of plaintiff. The defendants also failed to
prove their possession inrespect of suit property. The plaintiff side through
PW3 marked the revenue records as Ex.C1 to Ex.C7 and proved that the
said Seenan name is stands in the revenue records and after the plaintiffs

purchase all documents transferred in the name of plaintiff. He further
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argued that by producing witnesses and documents the plaintiffs side
proved his title and possession over the suit property hence prayed to

decreed the suit.

5.2. The defendants side failed to submit their side arguments.

6. Discussion:-

This court after considering the argument of plaintiff side and
perusing the pertinent records this court proceed to delineate the findings

based on the following discussion.

For better discussion and decision this court discussing issue No.1

and 2 together.

Issue No.1 and 2:-

1)  Whether the plaintiff is in possession and enjoyment of the
suit property ?

i1) Whether the plaintiff is entitled the relief of permanent
injunction as prayed for ?

6.1. The case of the plaintiff is that suit property belonging to one
Seenan he obtained the property through family partition. On that patta
transferred in his name. The plaintiff purchased the suit property from him
on 24.11.2008 by way of registered sale deed. After purchase the plaintiff

1s in possession and enjoyment of the same. Subsequently the plaintift sold
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part of the suit property to one Saraswathi by way of registered sale deed
vide 5519/2013. The said Seenan died on 22.12.2016 in the plaintiff house.
On 04.07.2017 with false averments the defendants sent notice to the
plaintiff and Saraswathi. They also sent suitable reply to the defendants on
13.07.2017. On 10.08.2017 the defendants tried to trespass into the suit
property and interfere in the peaceful possession and enjoyment of the
plaintiff hence the plaintiff filed the present suit for permanent injunction

against the defendants.

6.2. The case of the defendants is that the suit property originally
belongs to Duraisamy gounder after his death his wife Kaliyammal and
Sons Kasinathan, Chinna Durai, Subramani and Srinivasan are partitioned
the properties on 01.12.1964. The suit properties allotted to the Srinivasan
and till his death on 22.12.2016 he is in enjoyment of the same and died
without marriage leaving behind the defendants has 2™ class legal heirs of
deceased Srinivasan. After that while verifying the revenue records the
plaintiff and his wife by created sale document as purchased the suit
property from Srinivasan. The plaintiff himself changed the name of
Srinivasan as Seenan. All revenue records stands in the name of Srinivasan
by forgery the plaintiff created documents hence prayed to dismiss the suit.
Pending suit the 1% defendant and 3™ defendant are died and the 2™

defendant alone contest the suit.

6.3. For proving the plaintiff case he examined himself as PW1I.
For proving the title and possession the plaintiff filed and marked the
Ex.Al to Ex.A10. The Ex.Al is the Original separate patta for the
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suit S.No.12/A1 and other properties stands in the name of Seenan,
S/o.Duraisamy Gounder dated 19.09.1995. The Ex.A2 is the original
registered sale deed dated 24.11.2008, on perusal it is shows that the
plaintiff Munirathinam purchased the suit property and other properties
from Seenan S/o.Duraisamy Gounder. The Ex.A3 is the Chitta for the

properties.

6.4. It is further submit that while the defendants specifically
denied that property belonging to one Srinivasan but plaintiff obtained
property in the name of Seenan, there is no body in that name and the said
Srinivasan not executed any sale deed infavour of the plaintiff. But the
plaintiff filed documents to prove the existence of a person in the name
of Seenan. On perusing the Ex.A6 is the Aadhar card of Seenan
S/o.Duraisamy, the Ex.A7 is the Voter ID stands in the name of Seenan
S/0.Duraisamy issued on 23.3.2007, the Ex.A8 is the Bank passbook stands
in the name of Seenan S/o0.Duraisamy, the Ex.A9 is the medical checkup
book issued in the name of Seenan ,S/0.Duraisamy. The Ex.A10 is the legal
heir certificate of Seenan S/0.Duraisamy, on perusing the Ex.A10 one Usha

W/o.Munirathinam is shown as daughter of deceased Seenan.

6.5. The plaintiff himself examined as PW1 to prove the plaint
pleadings. In his chief examination he deposed that the averments
regarding the said Srinivasan died without marriage and the defendants are
the 2™ class legal heirs of deceased Seenan are false. He deposed that
Seenan also called as Srinivasan but the name Seenan alone stands in the

Patta, Aadhar card, Voter ID, Bank passbook and Medical records on that
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only sale deed executed in the name of Seenan. His wife Usha alone the 1*
class legal heir of deceased Seenan and there is no other legal heirs for him.
The defendants alone tried to grab the suit property. The PW1 cross
examined by the defendants counsel, the relevant deposition of PW1 cross

examination is extracted here below,

"BIOT SNSSTECSMIGI) oToorbGIfl 2 adbai blovddleh afleusmubd ©IFIg
U SICDSDI. HISSBTESMIL 6TevTS DT BlDihs 21D o6TeoTd) UM 19 USl6T 2ar(1pLDd
wHMILD 6T60TS) 1DDTRIMIIOT 2e1(BLD Dp(SHLD. oTo0oTd) hlovsSlod SbSd Wmmud WmHMm
Slrdlomsleser cumdbsal ng orcorgy ugdsd UliFflewoor OlFliausTo) Shes QupdhG
Sn&&HoL OlFuigoTCones.  oroordsGiflu OlFngdlomcor mnesr cumbib] 11 GUIBL BIs6iT
% $Ime. Fovoreor ereTURUSIL LD S (IB1HGI IBITEOT MBI CcoTes1. FUOTEOT 6TV LOMDGOTII
Soufl_blpbg) SMeoT BIOT 24.11.2008-60 2-1/2 a1&bssl ©&nds oumbidslEeores.
oroorgy mpeotmflesr G&sUueomy Gl SGjeogsFmbdl Bp@hd. SHleonFMOIEESH 5 <2b60oT
Yloiremonssail, epap ©lcdr leiromern oreoTmimed &iflenesl. Feoreor PSS D605 EOTEOT
Ol &snéi. DTS ST TG DoTaoTeor Ol SleoTeorg/omn. ey eoTMITeS/
DI0OTG0OTEOT  SFUILSNTLOGDO,  IBITEOTESITYS) DH60dT6ooToT CSHBIMSIbSFMb, BUbSMEUS/ 6TCOIS/
SUDIOIT SMbSIDIOMNOT &L WIS SNeoT 6T60Td) IMOooTT FvoTe0]1. SMi) DIMDIT HITFIE S
@G b cOLWGST i O FhsID. i Lhs oupsdley Zoug Ulisleansd.
OTeOTS| SUDIOI 2_1_BTUIDIbS FOHBMNSIT HmeoT (W&o Blidlownsdi. epatmneis Sldleuns]

6TooTS) Bubion. "

On perusing the deposition of PW1 he clearly deposed that he
purchased property from his father in law Seenan. While the plaintiff
disclosed the relationship between the plaintiff and defendants by stating
that the 3™ defendant is his mother, the 1% defendant is the uncle of
plaintiff and the 2™ defendant is the son of plaintiff uncle Kasi and the said
Seenan is the father in law of plaintiff and brother of 1% and 3™ defendants.
But the defendants not specifically denied the relationship of plaintiff and
defendants. The defendants not extracted contrary evidence in respect of

the title and possession of suit property by cross examination.
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6.6. On plaintiff side one Chandran examined as PW2 and he
deposed that the Seenan sold the suit property infavour of the plaintiff and
the plaintiff is in possession and enjoyment of the same. The said PW?2
cross examined by the defendants side, the relevant portion of his
deposition is extracted here below,

‘ST Clensg FOIEEG oTUUG QUIbSS Ty yfeis  ClEndg
oTETUSITOD  DIsdSH unsUbNfleSlemeoniug  undShuouL” 1 smeib. Foorco)yd &,

Fooflourseoys @ oreoTgy poorCoommiser coaussd i Glsifluywmr erarmmed ©l&Hlib

<24,60TIT6D D6 FEoOTEOT 6TAOTIY SITEOT 609 CMUIMILILSNG . "

It 1s further submit that the plaintiff also examined one Vijaybarath
on behalf of the Gudiyattam Tahsildar as PW3. Through him Ex.CI to
Ex.C7 are marked. The relevant portion of his chief examination is
extracted here below,

"1 oy orevd1.1261/1 2 600711185 &I 11T 1984—60 &b 2013 cvoor &lcogesmbl
& eoT FevoreoT eTeoTURIGB6T ELIIflel SBhe). SHCUNG) FiiGey eTevor.1Z61/16T KL LT
pooflrgleond wiflod 2 _oirongy. UL L im sFGey o16v1.1Z61/1 1997 -60 &pihg 2013
oo Gleogsmbl 10&eoT Fevoreor oraTURS ELIWIfley 2_6iTang). UL L IT 6Teoo1.166 &6y
ore001.1261/1 2000 (ip&H6v 20071 eveoir gj@mﬁmﬂ H6YOOTL_IT 1DSHEOT Fe00T60T 6T6OTLIOMUT
Oluwflod 2 _oirang. 04.11.2009 @p&6v UL LT 6T 166 &FiGoy orcvor.1Z61/1
ERes 6 evoTL_Iff 1085606T (poofligdleond ereorUTS @LIfled 2_diTemgy. 16.12.2013 (psH6d
uLlLm or1e051.166 &GGoy orvor.1Z61/1-60 &Saphgl &Gy orevdr.1Z61/161, & Coy
oroob1. 1Z261/19, &FiGoy orevdr.1Z61/18] & MSsUUL 1 &) &FiCey orevdr.1Z61/16T LIUL
70.5 giioiv, UL LIT 6T6051.166 [TeRnesa Tl i 10&560T (pooflgdleond ercorueui @niflob

2 oirongy.”

The PW3 also specifically deposed that adangal for the year 2008 to
2009 stands in the name of Seenan, from 16.12.2013 to 2016 the
S.No.12A/1A stands in the name of Munirathinam. He further deposed that
A Register for the S.No.12A/1 from 1984 to 2013 stands in the name of
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Seenan from 16.12.2013 to 2017 stands in the name of Munirathinam
inrespect of S.No.12A/1A. On considering the deposition of PW3 he
clearly deposed that the revenue records namely patta, chitta, adangal and
A register in respect of suit S.No.12A/1 stands in the name of Seenan from
the year 1984 and subsequently transferred in the name of Munirathinam
(plaintiff), Kirubakaran and Saraswathi. At the time of cross examination
by the defendants counsel no contrary evidence in respect of revenue
records is extracted. On perusing the Ex.C1 to Ex.C7 documents, in that
the Ex.C3 chitta stands in the name of plaintiff Munirathinam from
04.11.2009. On perusing the Ex.C5 is also shows that S.No.12A/1A stands
in the name of Munirathinam and Saraswathi. On perusing the Ex.C6
adangal from the year 2008 clearly shows that S.No.12A/1 stands in the
name of Seenan alone and from 04.11.2009 the adangal for the suit
property stands in the name of plaintiff Munirathinam till 2022. The Ex.C7
is the A register copy. On perusal from initially it is stands in the name of
Seenan and subsequently transferred in the name of Munirathinam and
Saraswathi. On perusing the evidence of PW3 and Ex.C1 to Ex.C7 it is
clearly proved that the suit S.No.12A/1 stands in the name of Seenan from
1984 and after the purchase of plaintiff on 24.11.2008 the revenue records
in respect of suit property transferred in the name of plaintiff

Munirathinam.

6.7. For disprove the plaintiff case the 2™ defendant Sundaram
examined himself as DW1 and chief examined and deposed as pleaded in

the written statement. In particularly the DW1 deposed that they are in
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possession and enjoyment of the property allotted to the Seenan. Through
him Ex.B2 to Ex.B9 are marked. The DW1 cross examined by the plaintiff
counsel and the relevant portion of his deposition in cross examination is

extracted here below,

‘Fovoreor (61) Fooflowmsssr 22.12.2016 doorgy Smibg/el 1 mi. Fevoreor (o1)
Foofloursesr orovrgy FlSsuun.  Feoroofler eumfles FreTdlew wmi wmf EuwiseT
2 _oirong/ Ty &SIl 6160TMITeD 61001 EBIMISLIVEDOY. 6UN.&N.<2p.10 F6voTedT (61)
Fooflounsoofleor cumfles  FmeoTISWlo) 2 _a9m oo orevrgy (&SMIIYI_ouL (BoiTongy
or6oTMoL Fifleinesl. 2 _omsneleor seoreui Hmeor eundl ereormmey Fiflemesr. 6un.&n.c.10
Sn&&L  OlFIBYIooTy ST  Fooroofleor oumfle: 2 _asr  oreoTay  CSfweNhsS),
oun.&n.<25.10 eumfle: FnesTlSlol Fevoreor GovL”.gjoomembd] iv&T 22.12.2016 DicoTgy
Bohssns  GOIG_ou” Bororg)  oraTmmed  Fiflenesl. &dleb (& MIISI  (Boirer
B/ EMSIIIOT 108661 FevorcdT oT601g FISSUUIT 6TaTmMey &Fifiwebey. &Foofloumeesr &meor
oroorgy) HFSsuun.  eroorg) SlSsuum Feoflounsooflor Smuy  FrTTHIGY) 2 _oiransm
oTRIMMEY 2 _oiTaTg Dows HSloaimESSled  Hrbscy  OlFIGIeTETESI.  BITEOT
Glsmovays/Cumeh  Fooflounsoofleor  Smuy — sTeTOISY  &STé&sc)  OlFinailebemov
oTOTDTOID  SosIonpsElDssnes Snésc) OFICST oraTmy Oluminung  &m” b
1ol S518medr  e160Tmmed  Fiflivebev. mHesT Seor erevis) FlEsUur  Feofleuns coflesr
Brevori_mbd [blowov eumfle: o16oTUS hlebucoond OIFIICUSMHSGTS TESD Db CUCTOTLD
B&loowiméSler Snbsed ©IFIISIGTEOTEOTT 6TEOTMIMIGD &SoUemou. IN.FN.2h.3 (PSS
aSlemremavonilloh 1984—-60 &pbg 2013 cvooy &Gy 616051.12/611-& & FIDDLSUIUL L
< ucoTiBiBoiT Fovorasr Olnufled 2 _oiransnes Fm Flud ol s oiTommisor oTeoTmITed
sflenes.  oroorg) SSSUUT Swbslleory amsl srbscy OFLS &b aupsbslinG
USlesroofl” (7 Fevoroor ol orpdléClenhss am.en.2.2 Snuousslidons 155/
ClFinpurgy aCseoyd PG SHrbsoh  GIFIIGITEOTeTT  6TEOTMMEY  E6eVotov.
U5.60.<2.9 aflobovbies FraTWIBWIoD 24.11.2008 Sovoreor pooflidsleorsslinG orupdl
oo gleitor  olewgd  Slev SISO (BeiTong)  oredTmmey  &FflBmeot. ol
OTGOTEO)ODL_IJ IDEFEFITGOT HIIHODL_IL SIBICDSEOI [BITOT HlI5LocoDd ©IFILIg/6iTEormedl.

oundhiSlesr smumi 616018 ST 60T IDIbS Sbicrws."

On perusing the evidence of DW1 he himself admitted that Seenan
@ Srinivasan is his fathers younger brother and the plaintiffs wife Usha is

shown as Seenans legal heir in Ex.A10 legal heir certificate. More
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particularly the Dwl1 deposed that he is married the sister of plaintiff
Munirathinam. On that he admitted the relationship between the plaintiff.
While the plaintiff plead and proved that deceased Seenan is his uncle and
the DWI1 also admitted that the said Seenan (@ Srinivasan is his fathers
younger brother, on that the plaintiff proved his case that the said Seenan
and the Srinivasan are same persons. The DWI also given contrary
evidence regarding the identification of deceased Seenan in Ex.A2 sale
deed and intentionally escaped from identifying the deceased Seenan in
Ex.A6 and Ex.A7. The attitude of DWI1 is clearly shows that he
intentionally evaded from denying the identification of deceased Seenan

and he failed to file documents to prove the death of alleged Srinivasan.

6.8. It is further submit that the defendants also examined one
Ramesh as DW2 in his chief examination he does not adduce any evidence
to prove the defendants case but at the time of cross examination by
plaintiff side he deposed that adangal for S.No.12/1A for fasali 1418 stands
in the name of Seenan, from fasali 1419 adangal stands in the name of
Munirathinam. On that through DW2 the plaintiff once again proved his
possession of suit property. One Saravanan also examined as DW3 by
defendants side through him Ex.X1 to Ex.X5 are marked. In his chief
examination he deposed that through partition deed vide Doc.No.318/965
properties partition between Kasinatha Gounder, Chinnadurai Gounder,
Subramani, Govindasamy, Srinivasan and Kaliyammal, In that document
E schedule property allotted to Srinivasan. At that time of cross

examination the DW3 deposed that no identity card would be received at
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the time of executing the Ex.X1 to Ex.X3. Without identity card the other
names of Srinivasan will not be known. On defendants side through DW3
they tried to prove that revenue records only stands in the name of
Srinivasan and partition deed also executed in the name of Srinivasan
alone. But on perusing the Ex.X1 to Ex.X4 those are the deeds executed by
the parties, for proving the identy of said Srinivasan no document is filed
by the defendants. The defendant also failed to proved that the alleged
Seenan is not the Srinivasan mentioned in the Ex.X1 to Ex.X4. The
defendants failed to prove that the name of Srinivasan only mentioned in

the revenue records.

6.9. It 1s further submit that while the defendant specifically
pleaded that his uncle Srinivasan is died without marriage on 22.12.2016
leaving behind his brother and sisters are the 2™ class heirs and the
plaintiffs created the sale deed dated 24.11.2008 as executed by Seenan
then the burden upon the defendants to prove the same by adducing
necessary documents and examining witnesses. But the defendants failed
to file death certificate of said Srinivasan and failed to prove that he died
without marriage. While the defendants claiming title over the suit
property as 2™ class legal heirs but they failed to file document to prove
that they are the 2™ class legal heirs of said person. Even the DW1 himself
admitted that "eur.em.<,10 séssevL OFLES Gledry &Hnesr Feooreoflesr eumflar
2 ogn erédrmy @Qsflwebsg”. On that the DW1 accepting the legal heir
certificate hence the 1% class legal heir Usha having more interest than the
2™ class legal heirs. On that defendants does not having any right over the

suit property. It is further submitted that on considering the evidence of
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PW3 and Ex.C1 to Ex.C7 documents it is clearly proved that after purchase
of suit property on 24.11.2008 the revenue records transferred in the name
of plaintiff from in the year 2009 itself. While so the said Seenan @
Srinivasan only died on 12.02.2016 till his lifetime the said person was not
taken any steps to challenge the revenue records. The defendants without
challenging the revenue records, sale deeds and legal heirs certificate they
have no right to question the title of plaintiff by mere averments. The
defendants failed to prove that the alleged sale deed is created one and
failed to disprove the execution of registered sale deed. The defendants
failed to plead and prove better title and possession to disprove the plaintiff

casc.

6.10. As already discussed above the plaintiff through PW1 to PW3
and by marking of Ex.Al to Ex.A10 and Ex.C1 to Ex.C7 clearly proved
his title, possession and enjoyment of the suit property even particularly the
existence of one Seenan. On perusal it is came to know that due to
personal dispute with in the relations the title of plaintiff is denied and his
possession is interfered by the defendants. Hence it is necessary to grant
injunction to safeguard the interest of plaintiff inrespect of the suit property.

Accordingly the issues 1 and 2 decided infavour of the plaintiff.

7. Issue No.3:- To what other reliefs entitled ?

Since the issue No.l and 2 decided infavour of the plaintiff then on
considering the nature of the suit the plaintiff is not entitled for any other

relief.
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8. Result :-

As a result the suit is decreed without cost.

On that this court granting permanent injunction by restraining the
2" defendant and his men, agent from in any manner interfering with the

plaintiff’s peaceful possession and enjoyment of the suit mentioned

property.

Dictated to Steno typist directly, typed by him in the desktop,
corrected and pronounced by me in the open Court on this the 22" day of
April 2026.

Sd/- K.Karthick Asath,
District Munsif,

Gudiyattam.
Plaintiff side Witnesses :-
PWI1 Munirathinam
PW2 Anbu & Chandran
PW3 Vijayabarath
Plaintiffs side Exhibits :-
Ex.Al - The patta in the name of plaintiff purchaser
Seenan
Ex.A2 - The plaintiff sale deed inrespect of suit property
Ex.A3 - Chitta in the name of plaintiff inrespect of suit
property

Ex.A4 04.07.2017 Legal Notice issued by the defendants
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Ex.A5 13.07.2017 Reply Notice sent by the plaintiff

Ex.A6 - Xerox copy of the Aadhar card of Seenan

Ex.A7 - Xerox copy of the Voter ID card of Seenan

Ex.A8 - Xerox copy of the Bank Passbook of Seenan

Ex.A9 - Seenan’s Notebook for Treatment at the
Kanchipuram A.A.M.C.H & RCC Government
Hospital

Ex.A10 - Certified copy of Legal heir certificate of Seenan

Defendants side witnesses:-

DW1 Sundaram
DW2 Ramesh
DW3 Saravanan

Defendants side Exhibits :-

Ex.B1 - Xerox copy of the High Court order copy

Ex.B2 01.12.1965 Certified copy of partition deed
(Doc.No0.318/1965)

Ex.B3 11.10.1966 Certified copy of sale deed (Doc.N0.3470/1966)
Ex.B4 06.10.1971 Original Partition deed (Doc.No.4191/1971)

Ex.B5 31.07.1974 Patta Passbook No0.605 stands in the name of
Srinivasan

Ex.B6 29.04.1987 Patta Passbook No.171 stands in the name of
Srinivasan

Ex.B7 16.10.1987 Attachment Notice

Judgment dated:22.04.2026 O.S.No.112/2017 District Munsif, Gudiyatham



17/ 18

Ex.BS8 - Online copy of Encumbrance certificate
01.07.1975 - 06.09.2018

Ex.B9 - Online copy of Encumbrance certificate
01.07.1975 — 03.03.2020

Court Exhibits:-

Ex.C1 - Authorization Letter

Ex.C2 - Certified copy of the Manual Chitta

Ex.C3 - Certified copy of the Computer Chitta

Ex.C4 - Certified copy of the Computer Chitta

Ex.C5 - Certified copy of the Tamil Nilam Chitta

Ex.C6 - Certified copy of Adangal

Ex.C7 - Certified copy of A Register

Ex.C8 - Authorization letter given by the Tahsildar to
VAO Melmuttukur Village

Ex.C9 - Certified copy of the Adangal & Fasali

Ex.C10 - Authorization Letter

Other Exhibits:-

Ex.X1 01.02.1965  Registered Partition deed (Doc.No0.318/1965)

Ex. X2 09.10.1996  Registered Sale deed (Doc.N0.3470/1996)
Ex.X3 06.10.1971  Registered Sale deed (Doc.No0.4191/1971)

Ex.X4 - Attachment summon in EP.302/87 copy of the
District Munsif Court, Gudiyattam.
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Ex. X5 - Encumbrance Certificate

Ex.X6 - Encumbrance Certificate

Sd/- K.Karthick Asath,
District Munsif,
Gudiyattam.

Judgment dated:22.04.2026 O.S.No.112/2017 District Munsif, Gudiyatham



