
S.A.No.451 of 2007

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS

RESERVED ON : 09.02.2023 

PRONOUNCED ON : 28.04.2023

CORAM

THE HONOURABLE Ms. JUSTICE P.T. ASHA

S.A.No.451 of 2007

Logambal ...Appellant

-vs-

1.Mailathal (deceased)

2.Alameluammal

3.Nachimuthu Gounder

4.Balakrishnan

5.Thangavelusamy Gounder (deceased)

6.Gandhi

7.Veeravel

8.Thilagavathi

9.Rukmani

1/26

https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



S.A.No.451 of 2007

10.Murugesan 

(R6 to R10 have been impleaded 

 vide order dated 26.11.2018)

... Respondents

Prayer: Second Appeal is filed under Section 100 of C.P.C to set aside the 

judgement and decree dated 21.11.2006 made in A.S.No.57 of 2006 on the 

file of the Principal District Court, Erode reversing the judgment and decree 

dated 28.09.2005 made in O.S.No.146 of 2000 on the file of the Sub Court, 

Dharapuram. 

For Appellant :  Mr.N.Manokaran

 

For R1 & R5 :  Died 

For R2, R3, R6

 R7, R9 & R10 : No appearance

For R4 & R8 : Mr.V.C.Janardhanan for 

Mr.P.Muthukumarasamy 

JUDGEMENT

The second defendant has filed this Second Appeal challenging the 

judgment passed in A.S.No.57 of 2006 on the file of the Principal District 
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Court, Erode in and by which the learned Judge has reversed the judgment 

and  decree  passed  by  the  learned  Subordinate  Judge,  Dharapuram  in 

O.S.No.146 of 2000. 

2.The parties are referred to in the same litigative status as before the 

trial Court for ease of understanding. 

3.The relief claimed in the suit O.S.No.146 of 2000 is as follows:-

“V)  jhthr;  nrhj;Jf;fis  eyj;jpfL  fye;J  5 

rkghrq;fshf  gpupj;J  mjpy;  %d;W  gq;fpid  thjpfSf;F 

gpujpthjpfsplkpUe;J jdpr;RthjPdk; nra;J nfhLf;Fk;gbf;Fk;

gp)  jhthr;  nryT  thjpfSf;F  gpujpthjpfshy; 

fpilf;Fk;gbf;Fk; 

,) gpd;Dk; ,e;j tpah[;[paj;jpd; jd;ikf;Fj; jf;fg;gb 

Nfhh;l;lhh;  mtu;fSf;F  crpj;jkha;j;Njhd;Wfpw  ,ju  Aj;j 

gupfhuq;fs; thjpfSf;F gpujpthjpfshy; fpilf;Fk;gb jPh;g;Gr; 

nra;a Ntz;Lkha; thjpfs; gpuhh;j;jpf;fpwhh;fs;.”
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4.The facts as set out in the pleadings are herein below set out in a 

nutshell. 

PLAINTIFFS' CASE:-

5.It is the case of the plaintiffs that the properties in question are the 

ancestral properties of their father, Sami Gounder. Sami Gounder had five 

children,  namely  Thangavelsami  Gounder  (the  first  defendant  herein), 

Subramania  Gounder  (the  father  of  the  second  defendant),  Mailathal, 

Pushpathal and Alamelu ammal (the plaintiffs 1 to 3 in the suit). Pending 

the  suit,  Pushpathal  had  passed  away  and  her  children,  Nachimuthu 

Gounder and Balakrishnan were brought on record. 

6.The  plaintiffs  would  submit  that  the  properties  were  partitioned 

between Sami Gounder and his two sons, the first defendant and the father 

of the second defendant, Subramania Gounder under a registered deed dated 

27.05.1971. Under this partition, the 'A' schedule property was allotted to 

Sami  Gounder.  On  30.01.2000,  Sami  Gounder  died  intestate  and  the 
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plaintiffs,  the  first  defendant  and  the  second  defendant,  the  predeceased 

daughter of the son Subramania Gounder, were each entitled to 1/5th share. 

The plaintiffs  would  submit  that  despite  several  requests,  the  defendants 

were not coming forward to execute the partition deed and consequently, 

they have been constrained to file the suit in question for the reliefs set out 

supra. 

WRITTEN  STATEMENT  OF  THE  SECOND  DEFENDANT 

ADOPTED BY THE FIRST DEFENDANT:-

7.The  defendants  would  admit  that  the  property  was  the  ancestral 

property of Sami Gounder and also there was partition in the year 1971. 

Thereafter, it is their case that on 15.12.1999, Sami Gounder had executed a 

Will bequeathing the schedule property in favour of the second defendant. 

They  would  contend  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  given  in  marriage  on 

account  of  the efforts  of  the father  of  the second defendant.  The second 

defendant  would  submit  that  after  the  partition,  Sami Gounder  had been 

exercising his rights as absolute owner and in the year 1983, he had sold 
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portions of the property to meet the wedding expenses of the plaintiffs. 

8.The second defendant would contend that she had been taking care 

of her grandfather, Sami Gounder and therefore, she and her husband were 

residing in the property along with Sami Gounder. They were the ones, who 

were cultivating the lands and also developed the lands by planting nearly 

150 coconut saplings, obtained electricity service connection for the Well 

and etc. She would submit that since Sami Gounder has executed a Will in 

her favour, the plaintiffs could have no right or interest in the suit property. 

TRIAL COURT:-

9.The  learned  Subordinate  Judge,  Dharapuram,  had  framed  the 

following issues:-

“1) ghfg;gpuptpidf;Fk; jdp RthjPdj;jpw;Fk; thjpfs; 

Nfhhp cs;sgb Kjy;epiy jPh;g;ghid fpilf;fj;jf;fjh?

2) NtW vd;d gupfhuk; fpilf;fj;jf;fJ?”
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10.Later,  additional  issue  was  framed  by  the  learned  Subordinate 

Judge, which reads as under:-

“Nyl;  rhkpfTz;lh;  2k;  gpujpthjp  Nyhfhk;ghSf;F 

15.12.99Mk;  Njjp  vOjp  itj;j  capy;  rhrdk; 

cz;ikahdjh?”

11.On  the  side  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  first  plaintiff  had  examined 

herself  as  P.W1  and  one  Viswanathan  was  examined  as  P.W2  and  the 

documents on their side were marked as Ex.A1 to Ex.A3. On the side of the 

defendants,  the second defendant had examined herself as D.W1 and one 

Thangamuthu,  the alleged attestor  of the Will,  Ex.B27, was examined as 

D.W2 and 27 documents were marked as Ex.B1 to Ex.B27.

12.The  learned  Subordinate  Judge  had  framed the  additional  issue 

with reference to the validity of the Will, Ex.B27, dated 15.12.1999 and on 

considering the evidence, arguments and pleadings had ultimately returned 

a finding that the said Will is proved and dismissed the suit. 
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APPELLATE COURT:-

13.Aggrieved  by  the  said  judgment  and  decree  of  the  learned 

Subordinate Judge, Dharapuram, the plaintiffs had filed an appeal before the 

learned Principal District Judge, Erode in A.S.No.57 of 2006. The learned 

Principal District Judge had framed the following points for consideration:-

“1) Whether the Will dated 15.12.1999 is proved by the 2nd 

defendant/2nd respondent?

2)  Whether  the  appellants  are  entitled  for  partition  as  

prayed for? ”

14.Ultimately, the learned Judge had proceeded to allow the appeal 

and set aside the judgment and decree of the trial Court. Aggrieved by this 

judgment,  the  second  defendant  alone  has  come by way of  this  Second 
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Appeal. 

SECOND APPEAL:-

15.The second appeal has been admitted on the following substantial 

questions of law:-

“a)  Whether  the  Ex-B27/Will  is  valid,  and  whether  it  is  

proved in compliance with section 68 of the Evidence Act r/w 63  

of the Indian Succession Act?

b)  Whether  the  first  appellate  court  is  correct  in  law  in  

holding  that  the  circumstances  pointed  by  the  plaintiffs  are  

“suspicious” circumstance, especially in the absence of any doubt  

about the testamentary capacity, signature of the testator, sound  

and disposing state of mind, more particularly in the absence of  

any  allegation  in  the  plaint  to  the  effect  that  the  Will  was  

procured and forged?

c) Whether the first appellate court is right in law to invoke  

section 73 of the Evidence Act, and whether the comparison of the  

signature  found  in  the  Will/Ex-B27  with  that  of  the  signatures  
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found in the documents  marked as Ex-A3 and Ex-B9 especially  

those documents came into existence long prior to the date of the  

Will and further the evidence of attestor/D.W.2 is unshaken?”

SUBMISSIONS:-

16.Mr.N.Manoharan,  learned  counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 

second defendant/appellant would submit that Ex.B27 has been proved in 

the manner known to law, namely as contemplated under Section 63(c) of 

the Indian Succession  Act,  1925,  and Section 68 of the Indian Evidence 

Act, 1872 by examining D.W2, who has clearly and categorically contended 

that  the  Will,  Ex.B27  has  been  executed  by  Sami  Gounder  in  a  sound 

disposing  state  of  mind.  He  would  further  contend  that  nowhere  in  the 

plaint, the plaintiffs have denied or disputed the genuineness of the Will. 

17.After  the filing  of  the written  statement,  the  plaintiffs  have  not 

come forward to file a rejoinder rebutting/refuting the execution of the said 

Will. D.W2 by his oral evidence has also proved the fact that Sami Gounder 

was in a sound disposing state of mind when the said Will was executed. 
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That apart, no suspicious circumstance has been pleaded by the plaintiffs 

and in these circumstances, the learned Judge ought not to have come to the 

conclusion that Ex.B27, Will has not been proved and has been executed in 

suspicious  circumstance.  The  learned  counsel  would  submit  that  the 

observation of the lower appellate Court that the Will not being registered is 

also yet another suspicious circumstances cannot be countenanced for the 

simple reason that it is not mandatory for a Will to be registered. 

18.Further,  the  endeavour  of  the  appellate  Court  to  compare  the 

signature found in the Will with the admitted signatures of the testator is 

erroneous, as the Court cannot take on the role of an expert. Further, the 

finding  of  the  lower  appellate  Court  that  the  non  examination  of  the 

document writer and the typist would also go to prove that the Will has not 

been executed in the manner pleaded by the defendants is also uncalled for. 

In support of his contentions, he would rely on the following judgments:-

a) Dhanalakshmi Vs. Karuppusamy and others reported in 2013-2-

L.W.419.
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b)  Pentakota  Satyanarayana  and  others  Vs.  Pentakota  

Seetharatnam and others reported in (2005) 8 Supreme Court Cases 67.

c) Dr.Shantha Vs. Sharada reported in 2003 (4) CTC 470.

d) Idandas Vs. Anant Ramchandra Phadke (Dead) by lrs.,  reported 

in (1982) 1 Supreme Court Cases 27.

19.Per  contra,  Mr.V.C.Janardhanan  arguing  for 

Mr.P.Muthukumarasamy,  learned  counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 

respondents  4  and  8  would  contend  that  the  only  question  of  law  that 

requires  to  be  considered  in  the  above  Second  Appeal  is  regarding  the 

validity  of  Ex.B27,  Will.  If  it  is  proved  that  the  same  is  shrouded  in 

suspicious  circumstances  and  was  not  executed  by  the  deceased  Sami 

Gounder, as stated by the plaintiffs, then the plaintiffs are entitled to a share 

in the suit schedule properties. 

20.He would submit that the second defendant as D.W1 had stated 

that the Will had come to her knowledge only during the 16th day ceremony 

after  the  death  of  Sami  Gounder,  when  Ramasamy  Gounder,  the  other 
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attesting  witness  to  Ex.B27,  had  brought  it  to  the  notice  of  the  parties. 

However,  the  second  defendant  has  not  chosen  to  examine  the  said 

Ramasamy Gounder, who is an independent witness and who, according to 

the  second  defendant,  is  very  much  available.  He would  submit  that  an 

adverse inference has to be drawn for his non-examination. 

21.Further, the lower appellate Court has clearly found that D.W2, the 

second  attesting  witness,  is  an  interested  witness  inasmuch  as  he  is  the 

maternal uncle of the second defendant's husband. D.W2 has contradicted 

his deposition regarding the events surrounding the alleged execution of the 

Will both in his chief-examination and cross-examination. He would also 

submit  that  the  endeavor  undertaken  by  the  lower  appellate  Court  to 

compare the signature was only yet another piece of evidence for arriving at 

a conclusion that the said Will is shrouded by suspicion. He would therefore 

contend that there is absolutely no ground made out for interfering with the 

well  considered  judgment  and  decree  of  the  lower  appellate  Court  and 
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consequently,  the  Second  Appeal  has  to  be  dismissed.  In  support  of  his 

contention, he would rely upon the following judgments:-

a) T.Kanniah Rao Vs. Inder Rao reported in 1996 (II) CTC 466.

b) P.Mani alias P.Balasubramaniam Vs. P.Viswanathan (deceased)  

and nine others reported in 2008 (2) CTC 831.

c)  Murthy  and  others  Vs.  C.Saradambal  and  others reported  in 

(2022) 3 Supreme Court Cases 209.

DISCUSSIONS:-

22.The  entire  issue  that  engages  the  attention  of  this  Court  for 

disposing of the above second appeal is the validity of the Will, Ex.B27. 

The second defendant has propounded this Will stating that her grandfather, 

Sami  Gounder,  the  father  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  first  defendant  had 

executed the same in a sound disposing state of mind and that even prior to 

the execution of the Will, she had been put in possession of the property 

under a family arrangement dated 07.11.1984,  which document has been 

marked as Ex.B1. The plaintiffs on the other hand have questioned the Will 
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on the ground that the second defendant had taken advantage of the fact that 

Sami Gounder was under her care and custody till his life time to create this 

Will. 

23.It  is  also  the  case  of  the  plaintiffs  that  Sami  Gounder  and  his 

daughters had a very cordial relationship. While so, there is no recital in the 

Will as to why Sami Gounder has disentitled the plaintiffs and his son, the 

first defendant and given the properties to the second defendant particularly 

when even under the partition of the year 1971, under Ex.A1, no property 

has  been  given  to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  property  was  only  partitioned 

between Sami Gounder and his two sons, the first defendant and the father 

of the second defendant and the second defendant was already in possession 

of her father's share.  

24.That apart, the discrepancy between the chief examination and the 

cross-examination  of  D.W2 and the  fact  that  the  other  attesting  witness, 

Ramasamy Gounder had not been examined would also throw a cloud of 
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suspicion on the execution of the Will. Considering the fact that the proof of 

Will is mandatory even where there is no denial about the execution of the 

Will by the other side, this Court has to examine as to whether the Will has 

been  proved  in  the  manner  known  to  law  and  there  is  no  suspicious 

circumstances surrounding the same. To prove the execution of the Will, the 

second defendant has examined D.W2. 

25.D.W2  is  none  else  than  the  maternal  uncle  of  the  second 

defendant's husband. In his chief examination, the said witness would state 

that on the date of the execution of the Will, Sami Gounder had come all the 

way to his residence, which is about 3 kms., away and had informed him 

that he desired to have a Will executed. The following is the extract of his 

evidence regarding the above. 

“Nkw;gb  capy;  fz;zhGuj;jpy;  vdJ  tPl;by; 

itj;J vOjg;gl;lJ. 2k; gpujpthjp jhapy;yh Foe;ijahf 

,Ug;gjhYk; vd;id guhkupg;gjhYk; vdJ nrhj;Jf;fis 

mtuJ nrhj;Jf;fis capy; vOjNtz;Lk; vd;W $wpdhh;. 

gj;jpuk;  vOJgtiu  vdJ  tPl;bw;F  mioj;J  tUkhW 

$wpdhh;.  NrhkRe;juk;  vd;w  gj;jpuk;  vOJgtiu  $l;b 
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te;Njd;.  vd;  tPl;bw;F  rhkp  fTz;lUk;  nghd;  gug;gp 

uhkrhkp fTz;lUk; te;jhh;fs;. rhkpf;fTz;lh; mtuJ Gkp 

gj;jpuq;fis  vLj;J  te;jpUe;jhh;.  capy;fSf;fhf 

thrfq;fis rhkpf;fTz;lh; $wpdhh;. NrhkRe;juk; mjid 

nts;is  fhfpjj;jpy;  vOjpf;  nfhz;lhh;.  nrhj;J 

tptuq;fisAk;  rhkpf;fTz;lh;jhd;  $wpdhh;.  rhkpf;fTz;lh; 

mjidg; gbj;Jg;  ghh;j;jhh;.  mJ rupahf ,Ug;gjhf $wp 

ilg; nra;AkhW $wpdhh;.  Nrhkre;juk; ntspapy; vLj;Jr; 

nrd;W ilg;  nra;J nfhz;L te;jhh;.  ilg;  nra;ag;gl;l 

gpd;Gk;  mjid rhkpf;fTz;lh;  gbj;Jg;  ghh;j;jhh;.  rupahf 

,Ug;gjhf $wp mth; ifnahg;gk; nra;jhh;.”  

26.However,  in  his  cross-examination,  the  witness  would  state  as 

follows:-

“rhkpf;fTz;liu capy; vOJtjw;F Kd;G ehd; 

gj;J ehl;fSf;F Kd;G nghd;gug;gpapy; ghh;j;Njd;. mth; 

vd;id mioj;jjd;  Ngupy;  ehd;  nghd;gug;gpy;  nrd;W 

ghh;j;Njd;.  rhkpf;fTz;lupd;  fhy;  Kwpe;J  gLf;ifapy; 

,Ue;jhh;.  mg;NghJjhd;  capy;  vOjNtz;Lk;  vd;W 

$wpdhh;. 2k; gpujpthjp ngaUf;F  vOj Ntz;Lk; vd;W 

$wpdhh;.  cldbahf vOJtjw;F fhfpjq;fis thq;fp 

tUkhW  $wtpy;iy.  Mdhy;  2k;  gpujpthjp  ngaupy; 

vOjNtz;Lk;  vd  $wpdhh;.  Nkw;gb  rhkpfTz;lUf;F 

jq;fNty; rhkpfTz;lh;  vd;w kfd;  cz;L. mth;fsJ 
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thhpRfis njupAk;. mg;nghONj ,ju thhpRfSf;F Vd; 

nfhLf;ftpy;iy vd;W Nfl;Nld;. 20 Vf;fh; Gkpia tpw;W 

ngz;fSf;F nra;a Ntz;baij nra;Jtpl;Nld;  vd;W 

$wpdhh;.”  

27.This clearly shows the contradiction regarding the manner of the 

alleged execution of the said Will. He is an interested witness, as he is the 

maternal  uncle  of  the  second  defendant's  husband  and  therefore,  his 

evidence in the light of the above glaring discrepancy has to be considered 

cautiously. 

28.It is the case of the second defendant that she has come to know 

about the Will only when the other attesting witness, Ramasamy Gounder 

had made it known on the 16th day ceremony of her grandfather's death and 

it is also her case in her evidence as D.W1 that the Will was produced by 

the  said  Ramasamy  Gounder  from  her  house.  Therefore,  an  adverse 

inference has to be drawn on the non examination of Ramasamy Gounder 

particularly when it is a categoric case of the second defendant that it was 
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Ramasamy Gounder, who had produced the Will for the first time after the 

death  of  Sami  Gounder.  The  first  defendant,  who  is  the  son of  Sami 

Gounder, has not entered the witness box to support the case of the second 

defendant particularly when the written statement only shows that he has 

adopted the first defendant's written statement.  

29.In the light of these suspicious circumstances, the lower appellate 

Court has exercised its power under Section 73 of the Indian Evidence Act 

to compare the signatures found in the Will with the admitted signature of 

the petitioner in the other documents. However, the admitted signatures are 

not  contemporaneous  to  the  signature  in  Ex.B27,  Will.  The  second 

defendant as D.W1 in her chief examination would submit that she had no 

knowledge  about  the  partition  deed,  Ex.A1.  This  statement  per  se is 

falsified by the fact  that  the second defendant  has  filed Ex.B1,  which is 

stated to be a family arrangement under which the properties in question 

have been handed over to her. This document, which is dated 07.11.1984, 

makes a mention about Ex.A1, partition deed. It is the second defendant's 
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case  in  her  written  statement  that  she  was in  possession  of  the  property 

purchased to this family arrangement. 

30.Further,  Sami  Gounder  during  his  life  time  had  executed  the 

mortgage deed in favour of his daughter, the third plaintiff. In this mortgage 

deed,  there  is  no  mention  about  the  alleged  family  arrangement  dated 

07.11.1984 and this  mortgage is also not referred to in Ex.B27, the Will 

particularly when the registered mortgage has not been cancelled. 

31.The lower appellate Court has extensively considered the evidence 

on  record  to  come to  the  conclusion  that  the  second  defendant  has  not 

proved  the  Will.  The  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  second 

defendant that the Will stands proved in the light of there being no denial of 

the  same  by  the  plaintiffs  cannot  be  countenanced  in  the  light  of  the 

judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Ramesh Verma (dead) through 

legal  representatives  Vs. Lajesh Saxena (dead)  by legal  representatives  

and another reported in  (2017) 1 SCC 257,  wherein it  has been held as 
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follows:-

“13.A Will like any other document is to be proved in terms  

of the provisions of Section 68 of the Indian Succession Act and  

the Evidence Act. The propounder of the Will is called upon to  

show by  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  Will  was  signed  by  the  

testator, that the testator at the relevant time was in a sound and  

disposing state of mind, that he understood the nature and effect  

of the disposition and put his signature to the document on his  

own free will and the document shall not be used as evidence until  

one attesting witness at least has been called for the purpose of  

proving  its  execution.  This  is  the mandate  of  Section 68 of  the  

Evidence Act and the position remains the same even in a case  

where the opposite party does not specifically deny the execution  

of the document in the written statement.”

32.This judgment has been followed in the judgment of the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in  P.Radha Vs. Irudayadoss and others reported in  2022 

SCC online Mad 886. Therefore, the substantial question of law No.(a) is 

answered  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  suspicious  circumstance 

surrounding the Will has also been set out supra as well as by the learned 
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Principal District Judge, Erode. Therefore, the substantial question of law 

No.(b) is answered against the plaintiffs. Admittedly, the comparison of the 

signature in Ex.B27 has been done with Ex.A3 and Ex.B9, which are not the 

contemporaneous  documents  and therefore,  the procedure adopted by the 

learned  Principal  District  Judge,  Erode,  is  erroneous.  Therefore,  the 

substantial question of law No.(c) insofar as it relates to this is answered in 

favour of the plaintiffs. However, the later part of the substantial question of 

law No.(c) that the evidence of the attestor D.W2 is unshaken is answered 

against the plaintiffs in the light of the glaring discrepancy in the evidence 

of D.W2 in her chief as well as the cross-examination.

33.Further, the judgment relied upon by Mr.N.Manoharan in the case 

of  Idandas  Vs.  Anant  Ramchandra  Phadke  (Dead)  by  lrs.,  reported  in 

(1982) 1 Supreme Court Cases 27 regarding the suspicious circumstances 

may  not  come to  his  aid,  since  this  Court  has  found  that  suspicious 

circumstances that has been set out supra would clearly show that it is not a 

normal  circumstance  and  the  entire  circumstances  surrounding  the 
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execution of the Will appears to be suspicious. It is no doubt true that the 

relatives can be the attesting witnesses as set out in the judgment reported 

2013-2-L.W.419, however, in the instant case, the witness has contradicted 

the statement given by him in chief and cross examination and further the 

attesting witness, who has been in possession/knowledge of the Will and 

who had handed over the same to the plaintiffs, has not been examined on 

the side of the plaintiffs,  which gives  raise to a suspicious  circumstance. 

The other judgments can be distinguished on facts. 

34.In fine, the Second Appeal is dismissed. The judgment and decree 

dated 21.11.2006 made in A.S.No.57 of 2006 on the file of the Principal 

District Court, Erode reversing the judgment and decree dated 28.09.2005 

made in O.S.No.146 of 2000 on the file of the Sub Court, Dharapuram is 

hereby confirmed. However, there shall be no order as to costs.  

Index  : Yes / No 28.04.2023

speaking Order : Yes / No
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Neutral Citation : Yes/No

mm

To

1.The Principal District Judge,

   Erode. 

2.The Subordinate Judge,

   Dharapuram.

3.The Section Officer,

    V.R.Section, 

    High Court, Madras -104.

24/26

https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



S.A.No.451 of 2007

P.T.ASHA, J.,

mm

Pre-delivery Judgment in

S.A.No.451 of 2007

28.04.2023
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