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M. K. Rajeev, Adv.

UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmde the follow ng
ORDER
The appeal is dismissed in ternms of the signed

order.

( SUMAN WADHWA) (ASHA SONI)
AR- cum PS COURT MASTER
Signed order is placed on the file.

I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 2001 OF 2012

Janaki amma & O s.

K. Saradamma & O's.

... APPELLANT( S)
VERSUS

.. . RESPONDENTS



ORDER

1. The defendant who has lost in all

the Courts bel ow i ncluding the H gh Court

in second appeal is aggri eved by t he
decree passed against him

2. The claimof the plaintiff in the suit

was in respect of the schedule property

over whi ch he clains to have obt ai ned

absol ute rights by Vi rtue of sal e deed

dated 26.10.1973 (Ext. Al) and thereafter

to be in possessi on of t he sane.
According to the plaintiff the defendants

who have got property adjacent to the suit

property have wongfully clainmed part of

t he pl ai nt property and had al so
obstruct ed t he plaintiff from enj oynent
t her eof . Accordingly, the suit for title,

possessi on with ot her consequenti a

reliefs was instituted before the |earned

Trial Court.

3. The def endant s resisted t he sui t by
contending that the suit property was not

in the possession of the plaintiff and is

actual ly a part of t he Kudi ki dappu

obt ai ned by him

4. It appears that a | ocal Conmi ssioner
was appoi nt ed by t he Court to cause a
survey and verification of the suit

property and report thereof was submitted
before the Court which was exhibited as
Ext. Cl1 and cl(a).

5. The def endant s di sput ed t he



correctness of t he report of t he
Court - appoi nt ed Conmi ssi oner and t he
sketch encl osed. However , in
Cross-exam nation t he def endant had
admtted their claimto only 10 cents of

land while adnitting the right and title

of the plaintiff to the remaining portion

i.e. 59 cents. The t wo ar eas i.e. 10
cents and 59 cents whi ch bel onged to a
conmon owner had cone down to t he
plaintiffs by sale and the defendant by

way of a Kudi ki dappu wer e clearly
earmarked in the sketch prepared by the

Local Conmi ssi oner. The Loca
Commi ssi oner tendered his evidence in the

case and was cr oss- exani ned by t he
def endant . The learned trial court found

t he obj ecti ons of t he def endant to t he
Conmi ssioner’s report to be untenable and

accordingly t hought it pr oper to decree
the suit of the plaintiff which decree has

been affirmed in the first appeal filed by

the defendants as well as in second appea

out of which this appeal has arisen. .
6. No question(s) of law arises for our

consideration in the present appeal. The

i ssues arising stand concl uded by findi ngs

of fact and t he di sput es rai sed st ands

det er mi ned by t he report of t he
Conmi ssi oner [ Ext. c1 and Cl(a)]. No
fault can be found in the said report. In

Vi ew of t he above, we do not find any
merit in this appeal. It is accordingly



di sm ssed but wi t hout any or der as

cost.
.................... JJ.
(RANJAN GOGO!
.................... L J.
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