fzﬁ:‘n4aﬂ‘.

0.S.NO. 4554~ OF 2008

L. SMT.CHITRA BHAKTHAVATHSALAM,
W/O. T.BHAKTHAVATHASALAM,
NO.1S, 4TH STREET,

OFFICERS COLONY EXTENSION,
PEPDAA,

POMAD - BGCEEH

2.B.PRABHU, !

S/0. T. BAKTHAVATHASALAM,
NO.19, 4TH STREET,
OFFICERS COLONY EXTENSION,

CRENNAI-= 30F I ’ PLAINTIFFS.

VS
1. C.SUBRAMANIAN,
5/0.A.CHINNATHAMBI,
NO.12897, 31 ST STREET,
I BLOCK,
KAMBAR KUDIYIRUPPU,
ANNA NAGAR,
CHENNAI - 600 040.

2. K.VIVEGANENDA SUBRAMANIA NATHAN,
S/0 KARUPPASAMY,

PLOT NO.103, BLOCK NO.9,
THOOULEIMEDE HIGH=ROAD,

THENNEE =—a00 9t =

3. S.RADHAKRISHAN,
5/0 K.SUBBURAJ,
No.1/4 V.0.C.STREET,
ANNANAGER- EAST,

4. KANAKARAJ,
P. KANDASAMY NADAR,
NO.42,SUBBURAYALU CHETTY STREET,
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OLD VANNARAPET,

GHEMRAT 8 2t

5. V.JAYAMANI

S/0 SRI VEERABATHIRA NADAR,
NO.E92, KAMIAMMAN KOII. STREET,
SAT NAGAR,

T RESHEAEKAE

6r. T.UMAPATHY,

S/0.THANGARAJ,

PLOT NO.1866,

FIRST FLOOR,

I BLOCK

26TH STREET,

THIRUVALLUR KUDIYIRUPPU, -

CREENRA==50E DT

7. S.P.DAYANITHI,
5/0.SRINIVASA POOVAN,
PLOT NO.2860, Y BLOCK,
3RD STREET, '
12TH MAIN ROAD,

DEFENDANTS

PLAINT UNDER ORDER 7 RULE 1 OF CPC
The Plaintiff submitz as follows:

1. The first plaintiff is Chitra Bhakthavathasalam, wife

of T.Bhakthavathasalam, Hindu, aged 43 years, residing at

Door No.19, 4th Street, Officers Colony Extension,
g g e R R -

" Cl'\ﬁb\r. F;Glt.,f&\la [t I;a,(a ™

w
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The second plaintiffs is B.Prabhu son of

T. : s idi
Bhakthavathasalam residing at No.19, 4th Street, Officers
Colony Extension, NRAN,

The address for service of all notices and processes
on the plaintiffs is . that of their Counsel

Mr.V.Manisekaran, K.Senthil, S.Mahendran and Bharat

Ambedkar at No.138 Additional Law Chambers, High Court

susidings, FRGRANNAPRARRHA

2 The first defendant is C.Subramanian, son of
A.Chinnathambi, Hindu, aged 62 years, residing at No.497,
31st ‘Street, I\;'Blot:k, ‘Kambar 'Kudiyjlrdppu,‘ Wﬁﬁw
FOTHS999 FP VDY | b

The second defendant is K.Viyegananda
Subramanianathan, son of Karuppasamy, Hindu, aged 47

years, residing at Plot No.103, Block, No.9, Choolaimedu

The third defendant is S.Radhakrishnan, son of
K.Subburaj, Hindu "~ aged 43 years, residing at NO.l/4

V.0.C.Street, HHFOHISBSIOBAFHIOBFRA DDA

The fourth defendant is Kanakaraj, son of P.Kandasamy

Nadar, Hindu, aged 66 years, residing at No.42, Subburayalu

Chetty Street, SYOOBPDIIRREYOBOPPPIFPIAED

The fifth defendant is V.Jayamani S/0 Sri

Veerabathira Nadar, Hindu, aged 44 years,residing at No,89,

% awgﬁﬁlcﬁaval'féa&.

. R
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S

Kali amman Koil street, S5ai Nagar, MKRRRWKWRRRF(

600 092.

The sixth defendant is T.Umapathy, son of Thangaraj,
Kindu, aged 36 years, residing at Plot No.1866, First
floor, I Block, 26th Street, Thiruvallur Kudiyiruppu, hhih

R TR rF YR TTPRTHAF

The Seventh deféendant is S.P.Dayanithi, son of
Srinivasa Poovan, Hindu, aged 76 years, residing at Plot
No.285Q, Y Block, 3rd Street, 12th Main Road, Anna Nagar,

Chennai - 600 040.
The eighth defendant is The Sub Registrar, Anna Nagar

Ssub - Registrar’ office, Qf‘i’gm ﬂ fgeoo 040,
) v SgIV1CE [s) ggglgg:\togiﬁc

The address for s and processes

on the defendants are as stated above.

3. The Plaintiffs submit that the property, land and
building at Plot Nc.2860 Y Block, 3rd Street, 12th  Main

Road, ggg‘gggw, Hﬁm]ﬂﬂmﬂ] ek jeR comprised in T.S.No.43,

Block No.9B of Naduvangarai Village measuring 4227 sq.ft

was allotted by Tamil Nadu Housing Board to- and in favour
of S.P.Dayanithi the seventh defendant. The WQKPW@
Housing Board executed a sale deed to and in favour of
S.P.Dayanithi- by Registered document bearing No.1750 of
1993 dated 1_3.4.1993 registered on the file of thhmﬂ
Ssub Registrar Office, %\QW¢¢ The said S.P.Dayanithi
mo:t'gaged the said property with bank arnd availed-loan and

thereafter repaid the entire loan amount and the said

mortgage deed has bean cancelled.

e hite r‘;alt}ﬁﬁvn/féu’u
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~

A The said S.P.Dayanithi had given a General Powexl: of

Attorney in respect of the said property to and in favour

of A.Nandakumar, son  of B.A.Arjunan, residing " at 0ld

No. a
0.13A, New No.BA, R.0.B, ath Street, Halls caFden

Royapettah, loZoluzTolog OPOPPP by registered document

NG.1337 of 2002 dated 18.11.2002 registered on the file of
DOBOORANAOOOAOO Registrar cirice, €GO The said
S.P.Dayanithi through his Power Agent A.Nandakumar sold his
property to and‘in favour of T.Umapathy, the 6th defendant
herein by registered sale deed bearing document No.2348 of
2003 dated 13.7.2003 registered on' the file of @@l@ﬂeﬁ@ee
Sub Registrar Office, QGEGOOO

5. The 6th defendant herein solgd a portion of the Plot
No.2860 Y Block| 3rd Street, 12th Main Road, BHOBGOHOTT -
068080 - 600 Ccho comprised in T.S.No.43, Block No.9B of
Naduvangarai Village measuring 1858 sq.ft to and in favour
of 1lst plaintifi| by registered document bearing No.2930 of
2008 dated 18.8 [2008 registered on the file of BOBOAROEO

Sub Registrar

office, 6086006, which is more fully

described the schedule A hereunder. The 6th defendant sold
another part of Plot No.2B60 Y Block, 3rd Street, 12th Main

Road, POBOOOGHIY g@ee%- 600 040 com_prised in T.S.No.43,

Block No.9B of Mpaduvangarai Village measuring 2332 sq.ft to

and in favour of
bearing document
on the file of

which is more fu

6. The Plainti

plaintiffs are

Scanned by CamScanner

second plaintiff by a registered sale deed
No.2931 of 2008 dated 18.8.2008 registered

BOBOOEOHOOSUb Registrar Office, QFEHOHH

Llly described the schedule B hereunder

ffs submits that the first and second

mother and son and they are jointly 1in

\Ae

—_—

» g [Balhhav ol ®sala.
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possession and enjoyment of the suit. schedule A and b
properties. The plaintiffs have jointly cobtained the patta

bearing No.796 dated 19.11.2008 from Tahsildar, 80660 :
- 0060606600600 0B in their favour. The plaintiffs also ‘.
s jointly transferred thz corporation tax in the:lir name —by a
proceedings  No.HQ/8181/8 dated  19.11.2008 from ‘the

corporation of EQ0QO.

7. Plaintiffs submit that when they have .applied for

Encumbrance Certificate for the suit schedule properties,

they were shocked to see the entries. made in the

= cncumbgance certificate in which transaction has been made
“ between the 3rd parties. The sale deed has been registered
bearing document No.1988 of 2007 dated 30.5.2007 alleged to
et have been executed by Thiru.Dayanithi represented by Power
.\ Agent Vivekananda Subraman'i.an'ail_han,l son of K'arupp_asamy,'
B residing at 'No.103, Block No.9 Choolaimedu High Road,
w 660000006600E0Q to and in favour of C.Subramanian, the
first defendant hersin in respect of the suit schedule
bt mentioned properties. It has been further stated that the
w Dayanithi had given a general power tc and in favour of
Vivekananda Subramanianathan, t—he 2nd defendant herein by
s registered document bearing No.359 of 2004 dated 27.4.2004
regisi:ered on the file of EHARAEBEYOOHH Sub Registrar
~ office, "'©QO6EH- The seventh defendant had categorically
e stated that he has not given any general pow.er to and in
favour of Vivekananda subramanianathan, the 2nd defendant

Nt herein in respect of' thie suit schedule properties.

Iovld‘f;r,\v L) slav’

+ chine B

ot

C.

o/
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8. ?he plaintiffs submit that the alleged sale deed
executed by 2nd defendant to ‘and in favour of the first

defendant by registered document No.1988 of 2007 .is

fabricated, impersonated and false document. The said sale

L S S S |

ACL, and Lne 5ala gocument 1s still pending.

9. The Plaintiffs further came to know from the encumbrance

- certificate that the first ‘defendant had given general
- power of attorney to and infavour Third defendant by

registered document No.2446 of 2008 dated 25.8.2008
_ registered on the file of BPBOBGEOEO sub register §ffice

inrespect of the suit schedule properties, The first
- defendant through his power agent Radhakrishnan executed a
. registered sale agreement to and in favour of Kénakaraj and

Jayamani, the 4th and S5th defendants herein by registered
\ sale agreement bearing No.3408 of 2008 dated 24.9.2008
registered on the file of HHEOOOGOO Sub Reglistrar Office
inrequét'of the suit schedule properties. The Plaintiffs
o 'v‘submi? that the alleged sale agreement executed by

Sub:amaﬁiam'thgough his power agent Radhakrishnan to and in

favour of Kanakaraj and Jayamani is void and unenforceable

in law.’
=
o .10. The first and second plaintiffs are in possession and
enjoyment of the suit schedule properties and they are
Nl having a valid registered document in their favour and they
- having all original documents with .them.. The act of the
~ defendants is only to grab the suit schedule properties
= with false and fabricated documents. The 6th defendant had
\’J
lodged a police complaint agairst the 1 to 3 defendants in
‘\‘/ E
~Qbﬁuﬂakﬁhvﬂ154
\., .
. . ;
. @?W
-
[
N
o
v
s
— o —
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respect of the forged documents.
trying to forcibly

properties.

Now the 1 to 5 defendants
trying to encroach the suit schedule

The plaintiffs have given a police compliant
against them.
4 other option except

on 25.11.2008 Hence the plaintiffs have no

to approach this Honourable Court for
.the suitable relief’s »

11, Fhe cause of action for the suit arose within the

Jurisdiction of this Honourable Court at 060086 where the
suit schedule properties is situated, theqﬁﬂwa*miﬁﬂdﬁousing
Board executed a sale deed in favour of S.P.D@yanidhir
subseque%tly the said $.P.Dayanithi through -his Perr Agent
- Nandakumar sold the property to Gmapathy, the said Umapathy
sold the suit schedule p}operty to Chitra Bhakthavatchalaﬁ
and B.Prabhu by registered document, patta and 'property

name have been changed in favour of the plaintiffs, while
applying the encumbrance certificate, the plaintiffs came
to know that the 2nd-defandant’

representing as Power agent
- of Dayanidhi sold che suit schedule "property  to- first
" Défendant and the first @@fendant through his’ Power agent
‘ executed a sale agreement to and in favour oflKahakaraj and
'~ Jayamani, the 4th and 5th defendants herein.
. ] 5
-

(=8
12.The plaintiffs values the suil at Rs. g.000)— S fmgerled.
p ok Q1. 1000k arin b, 009/~ valud

Bhaduls
- \'%‘é’ 1%%’3!5 -court fee of Rs. {[ol m%yﬁgnder‘ﬁxeﬁ%a)q)qu

Court Fees and suit Yaluation Act 1956.

\;’ 134 The plaintiffs therefore pz ay decree and judgment as
against the defendants as follows:

C.L/‘b‘“ Eh’LhAv.A{fié aL

Bz

L

&)
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Y O\r

,_
s

y

d. 3 . v I
To grant mapdatory injunction thereby to declare the

Gene >
eneral  Power document executed by S.P.Dayanithi the

venth defendant to and_in favour of 2nd defendant bearing
document No.359 of 2004 dated 27.4.2004

Yol
o registered on the
file of BHABLOOOHO Registrar Oifice, 9@9’@@9 is null and
vold. and not binding on plaintiffls.

b. To grant mandatory ;njunctipn thereby to declare the

sale deed bearing document No.1988 of 2007 dated 30.5.2007

exccuted by 2nd defendant in favour of the first defendant

registered on the file of QPAHOBROE Ssub Registrar Office,
PROEBED is null and void. and not binding on plaintiffs.

o To grant mandatory injunction thereby to declare the
General Power document executed by 1lst defendant to and“in-
favour of 3rd defendant bearing document No.2446 of 2008
dated 25.8.2008 registered on the file of 5006066806889 .sub

Registrar Office, EQOGAO is null and voidand not binding on
Plaintiffs. ‘ '

d. To declare the sale agreement bearing document No.3408
of 2008 dated 24f8.2008 executed by first d_efendant through
his power agent third defendant to and in favour of

Kanakaraj and Jayamani, the 4th and 5th defendant is null
and voidand - not binding on plaintiffs,

e. To grant permanent injunction restraining .the defendants
1 to 5 or their men, agent, servant, any persons claiming
under them. from interfering the plaintiffs peaceful

possession and enjoyment of the -suit schedule property.

o @laskne Bedehhav e il

B

-
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0 .

N
£.

To grant mandatory injunction thereby direct the Q:;hk\
defendant to

file of 8th

defendent in book I and IV respectively on the
file of eighth

defendant .

9. To pass such

any other order
Honourable

or orders as this
Court may

deem’ fit and proper in the
circumstances of the case.

To costs of the suit.

- DA’I;ED' AT WOB86 THIS THE 4MDAY OF DECEMBER 2008.

. N\
make entry of this decree and judgment on the

B

+ ehvme Brkthavelh beks :

oty o~
COUNS FOR PLAINTIFFS

PLAINTIFFS.
VERIFICATION . ' T
We, Chitra Bhakthavathasalam ~ and B.Prabhu, the

plaintiffs herein do

hereby: verify that the
contentions

above
in the above paragraphs

1 to 13 are true and
correct to the best of our knowledge and belief.

DATED AT QEE@Q THIS THE 4’ DAY OF DECEMBER 2008.

C chtefBoldteve tadar

W

PLAINTIFFS.
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LIJT OF DOCUMENTS FILED UNDER ORDER 7 RULE

14 (1) OF CPC

/ o
S.No. Date particulars Nature
D e
C 1 7.6.91 Reconveyance in favour
S.P.Dayanadhi certified copy
" 2 13.4.93 Sale deed in favour
, f.P.Dayanadhi ) certified copy
s 3 15.11.2002 Power given by s.P.
_ Dayanithi to Nandakumar certified copy
~ 4. 3.7.2003 Sale deed by Dayanathi
" to T.Umapathy certified copy
5. 18.8.2008 sale deed by T.Umapathy
¥ to chitra Bakthavathsalam certified copy
6. 18,8.2008 sale deed by T. Umapathy
= . “to B. Prabhu certlfled copy
T aale
7. 24.9.2008 Sale agreement by subrmanian e B )
e ! "V‘ _.' : 3 .
,’\ toKanakaraj and Jayamani certified.copy
b 8. 18.11.2008 . -Emcumbrance certificate Qriginal’
9. 25.11.2008' compliant by, plaintiffs criginal
. L ) .
= 10.25.11.2008 CSR copy orginal
. Py
~ . DATED AT MADRAS THIS THL 4 DAY OF DECEMBER 2008. .
) im C_W:./Ba/tfﬂav‘:/#-;ala.
|
C @RS S S
- PLAINTIFFS.
",
N
(N
‘\./
o’
.
\
-
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LIST OF DOCUMEMNTS FILED UMDER ORDER 7 RULE 14(2) OF CPC
S.No. Date particulars Nature
1s 13.4.2007 corporation tax Xerox
2. 30.5.2007 sale deed by Dayanithi
N to C.Subramanian Xerox
3. 8.2.2008 Letter sent by I.G. '
- registration to _
sub registrar Xerox
~ v .
. 4. 7.3.2008 Letter sent by police- -
to Sub Reglstrar Xerox
. 5. 18.11.2008 patta in favour of o
. plaintiff ce Xerox '
- 6. 19.11.2008 Corporation t.ax '
o in favour of plaintiffs Xerox
e bl - _petter. from Eb ‘%, -Eot” hame Change
: afavour of IBt Plaintiffi’
- e
- 8. E,B., Cord & aillxégdﬂamtrg
DATED AT MADRAS THIS THE 4—}% DAY OF DECEMBER 2008
w LuA f_lmlt.ﬁmvc/ﬁéa/
\ s - i
bt ‘PLAINTIFFS..
- '
STATEMENT OF ADDRESS UNDER ORDER 6 RULE 14.(A) CPC
- - . T
@ PLAINTIFE'S ADDRESS
- 1. SMT.CHITRA BHAKTHAVATHSALAM,
s W/0. T.BHAKTHAVATHASALANM,
C LLA-/D\C- I‘eguﬁi ave-
- R
{ -
N .
p -
—
T
.
\..
N
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BEFORE THE XIXI AssT, -CI'I'X CXIViL JuDgE

AT GBDBEED

O.5.No. @554 of 2008

l. @amt. Chitra Bhakthavathsalem ...

2', B.. P:.nbhu o» Plﬂ’.ntiﬁfs

~ Va.
A 1." c. Subrnmaniun L S oeEy

~ 2. K. Viveqanuudu Su.bx:amniu Nachgxn I e
NG 3. 8,1 Rndhnkr_inhnan L L S T

4. Kanakaraj -

S, . V« Jayamani
- .64 /P Umbdpathy . ~
- 7;‘; G’Rn‘nﬂynﬂ‘;thi 1y [PESI

-\ ’a""-ﬁté W@é““u' ;

e 8ub~RagLntn

o HRI"‘I‘EN SI‘ATEMEHT FILJ:..D
~ R IR AT Dzrmmkm‘s
- - .J.-“ -
= favend e 10 The addmas for .service .on’ the. :pafandants
- 1 and, 2,48 that of;thelr. ‘counsel M/Bs. 9.5,.8. PALANIVELRAT |
' & MCa TANUJA RAJAN, Advocatzcn -t NO¢165,: ‘RdAls,, Law
| - i
» Chambers, High Court Buildings,: BBEEA0~ c00.104,
e
(>
\v ..2...
“
N
p
o
-
L
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we

h ﬁefendahts above denies all the
The

t are contents of t
peaificully udmihted herein.

§ he plaint except

nllegution thﬂ

such facts thot are 8
."' !

Tha deﬁendonts 1 and 2 that the,suimf'

2)
allotced to s P. Dayanibhi

-p:Dperty was oriqinnlly »
JN oHoBo P and the

1950'bf 1993
5ub-RegLstrar'

.the seventh dafendant herein by

 game wns reqistered as document No.

dated 13‘4.1993 on the £ile of g@ggl'ﬁ”
Off ice, gm

‘- }'3. rhe ddfendanﬁs den.tes the "allegaﬁiou‘

'a:on hha«file of @@@99933994 tb=Registrd icé;f%:[
Chennai.‘l In tact the S.P. Dayaniuhi’s nignature '
'_ diffets ‘An the Pouer o£ MMtqzney‘ It is also false
to nAy that S.P. Duyanihht through his power Aqent .
:-A. Nandukumar sold his prpperty ‘dn favour of '
: ‘:.r. mayathy. the 6th - deﬁepdadt herein by regiatered
_f o ‘Araale deed’ be&rinq document No.2348 ot 2008 datéq -
| . 13.7,2003. registered on the ‘file of eegeeseeee,

sub-Regiatrnn oﬁfice, @m T -»

. "30;‘
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N

: totnlly. 

|

- 3 -

4) . The defenuants 1 and 2 denieu thﬂc

without valid title the property was tcannferred from

A, uandakumnr to T,. umuputhy nnd thereuﬁuer che

said 7, Umapathy. sold the property Ln zuvour of the

lat, plnlntifﬁ'u to the extent oc 1858 aq. ﬁc. und

g B .

2332 8q. ft, in favour of 2nd pLaihgiffa through

registared gale deeds.

5

tbat pluinthfs are 1n possession
In £nct the

i

oE the auit proparty.
defenlants are in absol ‘

uta poaseasion
of the suit property. The Puctus hnve be',

_____ ,lguspody 9F the dgfendanta.

’ H:, J* .,:Jl
6) . The alle'g

Lon that the plaintiffa .
obLuined enCumbrunca certificate Eound entire a:e

The nale deeds executed by s p. Ddynnihhi

through power Aqent Vivekunandu subramnnian b
£nvour of C

-aubramanian ure true ue tha orlglnnl
parent uocument xx NO.QBB of 2007 duted 30, 5 2007,
It 18 also equnlly true ‘that 8.P, baynnlthi hnd
given General power of Attorney in fnvour of

Vivekonanda Subramanian and the éaid'aéﬁeral'Poweb of

00_41-
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Lstared as, document Na.359.‘~o£ 2004

Attorney was reg
y tored oh the fila of EGI0ADEE

dated 27.4.,2004 regis g
1t 1a falaa to Aby" that

suh-acgiutrar office,.
N cwer
seventh defendant. hnd ituted he had ﬁ‘oc qwem P
' @afendant.
‘to Vivekananda Suh:amuniag_nnd ghe‘2q§ﬁ eg

herein. 12
7" The defendonts deniaa the allegaticn
that sule “deed oxecm:ad by znd dafenﬂant Ln faveur

 of défendont 15 £dbr1¢ataﬂg meerIOnntéﬂ “ud ﬂalse

ey

document..

o ..: 5 .. ,-' 2P e gy ‘-.‘_t ~ *‘v‘-‘ ) .Iv.;-..__‘.,.;:..“_ '

T
ehme to. know frnm hhe—cndwﬁbr&h“ d&ttiklﬁa&h thEY
thc lst dciendant haa" ﬁiﬂ&ﬁ g&ﬁﬁﬂﬁi :”“ef“bﬁhhttbrﬂay
“to' and. in fav,our of "3iid" apﬁéuéw:s creyditerea = -
ldocumeut no.2245 of ‘2008 ﬁated zs.ﬂ.ﬁﬁ’ **md‘@hﬁ? wl )

plainbtfﬁs ought to have ;ecn éhe Hﬂ&hﬁﬁhﬁh&a ‘Befidre -

- TR T fui’li& t‘ *-ay"::\:ﬁu‘e ﬁhefmmnuffs

the,guxchsaa of thc -uLt nqperty. xt is: brue that -
. o, r! ¥
lsg dnfondnnt through th povnr agent aadhnktishuan

v‘axacuted an regi:terad aq&o ugreement to and to and

1n favour of xanaku:nj and Juyamani hy registered
:nle aqreemhnt hearinq 8013408 of 2008 dnted 24.9 2008
rngiltgrud on Jthe flla of @sﬂeeaeaaae Sdb—ﬂeqiatrar
otficq, Ghennni, It is false to auy thnt -the abova

sale dceds enaaut-d in favour of defendants are

Ypid and enforceable in law.

..5.
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9) It fs false to say that the plaintiffs
are in possession and enjoyment of the suit property-
In fact the defendants are possession ‘and'enjoyment

of suit property. The BEsndanx documents 1n “favour

of th“ Plointiffs are denjed"” without vulid title 'and

not enforCQable. It is false .to say the. dafendants

are only to grab the suit property. The defendants

do not know anythinq about the police complaint aqainst

1 to 3 The polica hava not interaquted thev

defehdants.
iOJ ’ The cause of action for the suit is

wmisconceivnd aqd withaut pecuniary jurisdiction. ‘The

Coprg fee .paid, is. inndequata and tbe quit iq linblé.

- to.ba: regiatered on. this g;pund. Thiﬁ Hon!ble Court

hau no, jurisdiction ‘A5 the.
Rg.i0,00,000/—

suit vqlup ia mo:¢ than s

zt 15 therefore prayed thut thia uon'ble

couru may be plsusad to diamiss the nbcve nuit with

cost and thus rnnder juatice.

Dated at Qﬁ&ﬁﬂﬁiﬁf@jrhis ﬁhg.éth'day of'&une; 2009,

o

24

DEFENDANTS counser, FGB DEFENDABTB
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