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BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT

Reserved on : 10.07.2023
Delivered on : 18.08.2023

CORAM

THE HONOURABLE MRS JUSTICE K. GOVINDARAJAN
THILAKAVADI

C.R.P(MD)No.1584 of 2023
and
C.M.P(MD)No.7755 of 2023

Thiru.T.Balakrishnan ... Revision Petitioner/
Respondent/

Vs.

1.C.Pazhaniyammal

2.C.Duraiyarasan

3.C.Shanthi

4.C.Sundaravadivel

5.C.Baby latha

6.C.Umamaheswari

7.C.Mahalakshmi

8.C.Karunamoorthy

Suresh Kannan ... Respondents/Petitioners/

Civil Revision Petition is filed under Section 115 of Civil Procedure
Code, to call for the records relating to the order dated 22.11.2022 in P.No.9
of 022 on the file of the Special Deputy Collector, Revenue Court,

Thanjavur and set aside the same.

For Petitioners ‘Mr.A.Sivasubramanian
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ORDER

This civil revision petition is filed against the order dated 22.11.2022
passed in P.No.9 of 022 by the Special Deputy Collector, Revenue Court,

Thanjavur.

2.According to the revision petitioner, who is a respondent in P.No.9
of 2022, the Revenue Court, Tanjore District, without any proper evidence,
has come to the conclusion that the revision petitioner has not paid the rent
for the last three fasli years and erroneously fixed the amount of
Rs.94,284/-. Further, the Revenue Court failed to appreciate that the
respondents have claimed to deposit arrears of rent, which has become time

barred.

3.The case of the revision petitioner/tenant is that a petition in P.No.9
of 2022 was filed before the Deputy Collector, Revenue Court, Thanjavour,
under Section 6(B) of the Tamil Nadu Cultivating Tenants Protection Act,
1955 by the respondents herein/land owners. In the above petition, the land
owners stated that originally, the land belonged to one V.Chandrasekaran,
who is the husband of the first respondent herein and the father of the other
respondents herein. It is further stated that the said V.Chandrasekaran,
directed the petitioner/tenant to look after the lands as he was practicing as
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an Advocate at Chennai. While so, the petitioner filed an application to
register him as cultivating tenant in respect of the above petition mentioned
lands, without the knowledge of the said V.Chandrasekaran. It is further
stated that though the petitioner recorded his name as cultivating tenant, he
failed and neglected to pay the rents to the above land owner
V.Chandrasekaran. In such circumstances, the said V.Chandrasekaran died
on 30.01.2012 leaving behind the respondents herein as his legal heirs.
Even after the death of the said V.Chandrasekaran, the petitioner failed to
pay the rent to the respondents till date. Therefore, the respondents issued a
legal notice on 07.02.2022 to the petitioner calling upon him to pay the
arrears of the rent amounting to 270 bags of paddy to the respondents. After
the receipt of the above notice, the petitioner issued a reply notice with false
averments. Hence, the respondents were constrained to file the above

petition in [.LA.No.9 of 2022 for eviction.

4.In the said petition, the respondents prayed for a direction to direct
the revision petitioner to pay the arrears of rent amounting to 270 bags of
paddy to the respondents and in the event of failure to pay the arrears of

rent, to order eviction of the petitioner from the lands.

5.The said petition was resisted by the petitioner by stating that the

respondents failed to mention to which fasli there is arrears of rent and also
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failed to mention the year from which the rent was not paid. It is further
stated that since the respondents are the close relatives of the revision
petitioner, he never insisted for rental receipt and taking advantage of the
same, the respondents have come forward with the above application by
stating that there 1s wilful default in paying the rent by the petitioner with an
intention to evict the petitioner from the property. Hence, he prays for

dismissal of the above petition.

6.The Revenue Court, Thanjavour, after considering the materials on
record and the evidence adduced on both sides and the arguments advanced

by the respective counsel, has passed the following order:

“SIEMoBTIT  CLoDEOIL_ TN GHBMS Ghsh CIWSHTHHT6H
Disticonreny syl _Fewbems e’ B GeuafCuibpL  ossTyiT
Caumfujsitammii.  aISTIT  &HBms uTsSssTs 2 i U mbssd
LOSDIEMAUU|ID  Bs001B@G LI L WemeLU|ID _HITHAHeD GF IgI6TemTiT.

_SLONDBT B ST GULY &BBOBBITYT LT SHIBITIIL FULID
2s5/1955 gL infifa) 3(s)(6) -6 Uy 3 MmoliGsabbd GCosb
Gbsmd UTHE CHTy Swevirgl 6ITUSTED IS TOMBITYT  HewL_d&
@psiiml UFIBEAHSEH BHHHMH CIFYIHS HL_emoIUL L suymdmiTT.

DchiaupshHed o1 STLOSI ST T (SEAVE T Gausadrig w1
GHHOBUTOIG  CHL L  augyed Blspiemen  Dpdeman B IPHbsdiL_suTn)

B S TCE Y TR
uged Cul’y  eugyeb ISepieman &.8H ugey CrLl  GHTemd _&6iT@EpLILy
(®.8) &.& @b .60l @b .6m6T uFaSHa 60
CIFsYIHHIIL
(T
QHITemdH
14,28 le.2 0.00 le.20 1850.00 29970.00
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1429 16.2 0.00 l16e.20 1920.00 31104.00

130 16.2 0.00 16.20 2050.00 33210.00

| n_([HBH6D 94284.00 0.00
‘S)Péfl‘rlj'smsomuj)ﬁl CUTSH GINIHEW GHITENS 0.00

Setgplly  uFSBaled GasEu eaTm5( — ) 0.00

CIFYI5HE Causdilp il GHITenH 94284.00

SO STIT  Cobdodieumm GNP L U 5508  CHTmH  db.
9u284/—g  GeruTSCUT  Dcbevgl  SHI0HIMBEH  apsolomsCanm
07.02.2023— &1 WaASTIFLD  GINHE  AsHG W AHsT Heow
GUDMIBEHT6TeT  CoaediBID  6I60IMID  Deiaumm  CLoD®BOOTL . BITe0HGCSH B b eI
GINIHS SHW60ITed oIS MOISTIT 1os0)  [BevmiBeman  olauald &HubspLileor
FIONGTer  (pemmuf’sd  waSTIFL D  liumL_5s  CoucdiGld  eredimiD

Dy msoonuPL_IILGE DS
Aggrieved by the same, the revision petitioner/tenant filed the present

revision petition.

7.The learned counsel appearing for the revision petitioner submitted
that the Revenue Court, Thanjavur after coming to a conclusion that as per
Section 3(4)(b) of the Tamil Nadu Cultivating Tenants Protection Act,
25/1955, the relief of arrears of rent has become time barred, ought to have
also rejected the claim of rent for the last three fasli, when there is no proof
adduced by the respondents for non-payment of rent. The learned counsel
would further submit that the Revenue Court, without any proper evidence,
has come to a conclusion that the revision petitioner has not paid rent for the
last three fasli years and erroneously fixed the amount of Rs.94,284/-. He

prays for setting aside the order passed by the Revenue Court.
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8.The learned counsel appearing for the respondents would submit
that the revision petitioner even in their notice admitted that he is liable to
pay only 3 years of rental arrears and not liable to pay 756 bags of paddy as
claimed by the land owners. Therefore, there is no infirmity in the order

passed by the Revenue Court, Thanjavur.

9.Heard the learned counsel appearing on either side and perused the

materials available on record.

10.The revision petitioner is a cultivating tenant and the respondents
are the landlords in respect of the petition mentioned property. It is
submitted that the respondents filed a petition before the Revenue
Court(Special Deputy Collector), Thanjavur, for evicting the
petitioner/tenant for non-payment of rent for the fasli from 1428 — 1430
under the provision of Tamil Nadu Cultivating Tenants Protection Act, 1955.
The contention of the revision petitioner is that the relief of arrears of rent
has become time barred and therefore, the order passed by the Revenue

Court to deposit a sum of Rs.94,284/- is unsustainable.

11.0n the other hand, the learned counsel appearing for the
respondents/landlords would submit that they are entitled to collect 25 bags

of paddy per fasli and the Revenue Court, has wrongly fixed the amount of
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Rs.94,284/- as arrears of rent. Ignoring the said fact, the tenant has to pay
the rent for fasli years from 1428-1430. Moreover, the petitioner himself
admitted in his notice that he is bound to pay the arrears of rent only for
three fasli years. The Revenue Court also fixed the rental arrears only for
three fasli years, which amount to Rs.94,284/-. Therefore, there is no

infirmity found in the order passed by the Revenue Court.

12.0n perusal of the order passed by the Revenue Court, Thanjavur, it
is seen that the arrears of rent to be paid by the petitioner/tenant to the
respondents/land lords in the last 3 fasli years. In the order impugned, it is
clearly mentioned that the respondents/landlords are entitled only for three
fasli years and accordingly, there is no infirmity or irregularity found in the

order.

13.Since the petitioner/tenant himself admitted in his notice that he is
bound to pay the arrears of rent only for the last three fasli years and he
cannot say that the arrears of rent has become time barred. Therefore, this

Court is fully convinced with the order of the Revenue Court is in order.

14.As a result, this Civil Revision Petition is dismissed and the order
dated 22.11.2022 passed in P.No.9 of 2022 by the Special Deputy Collector,

Revenue Court, Thanjavur, is confirmed. No costs. However, a direction is
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issued to the revision petitioner/tenant to deposit the amount fixed by the
Revenue Court, Thanjavur, within a period of two months from the date of
receipt of a copy of this order, failing which, the petitioner/tenant is directed
to hand over the possession of the land to the respondents/landlords without

any protest. Consequently, connected miscellaneous petition is closed.

18.08.2023

NCC:Yes/No
Index:Yes/No
Internet:Yes/No
Ns

To

1.The Special Deputy Collector,
Revenue Court,
Thanjavur.

2.The Section Officer,
V.R.Section,
Madurai Bench of Madras High Court,
Madurai.
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