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C.M.A(MD)No.695 of 2020

JUDGMENT

This Civil Miscellaneous Appeal is directed against the judgment
and decree passed in A.S.No.3 of 2018, dated 25.08.2020, on the file of
IV Additional District Court, Madurai, setting aside the judgment and
decree passed in O.S.No.372 of 2004, dated 20.10.2016, by IlIrd
Additional Subordinate Court, Madurai, remanding the suit back to the

trial Court for trial.

2. For the sake of convenience and brevity, the parties will

hereinafter be referred as per their status/ranking in their original suit.

3. It is not in dispute that the defendant has purchased the suit
property vide sale deed dated 04.06.2001 and since then he has been in

possession and enjoyment as the owner of the suit property.

4. The case of the plaintiff is that the defendant approached the
plaintiff in the first week of September 2001 and offered to sell the suit
property, that both of them after many negotiations have settled the sale

price at Rs.2,10,000/- and they have entered into a sale agreement on
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26.09.2001 fixing the period of performance as two years, that the
defendant has received Rs.2,00,000/- and handed over the parent title
deed of the suit property to the plaintiff, that since the plaintiff incurred
monetary loss, he could not raise the remaining sale consideration
immediately and he approached the defendant in August 2003 and
expressed his readiness and willingness to get the sale deed executed,
that the defendant has given an evasive reply and evaded from executing
the sale deed, that the plaintiff has then sent a legal notice dated
15.07.2004 informing the defendant that the plaintiff would be waiting at
the Usilampatti Sub-Registrar office with the balance sale price on
23.07.2004 and asked him to come and execute the sale deed, that the
defendant did not choose to perform his part of sale agreement, but sent a
reply notice dated 21.07.2004 with false allegations, that the plaintiff has
always been ready and willing to perform his part of sale agreement and
that therefore, the plaintiftf was constrained to file the above suit for

specific performance of the agreement dated 26.09.2001.

5. Pending suit, the sole plaintiff died and his daughter and sons

got themselves impleaded as plaintiffs 2 to 4.
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6. Pending suit, the plaint was amended for claiming alternative
relief directing the defendant to refund the amount of Rs.2,00,000/-

received by the defendant as advance with interest.

7. The defence of the defendant is that the defendant borrowed a
sum of Rs.2,00,000/- on 26.09.2001 from the plaintiff agreeing to repay
the same with interest at 48% p.a., to be paid in installments, that as per
the demand of the plaintiff, the defendant was forced to execute a sale
agreement on that day itself with regard to the suit property as a security
for the due payment of the said loan, that the defendant was also forced
to execute a Power of Attorney deed in favour of one Kalaivanan, who is
the brother-in-law of the plaintiff, that the defendant has paid the entire
loan amount even before the last week of June 2003, that when the
defendant demanded for the return of sale agreement and Power of
Attorney deed, the plaintiff evaded to return the same alleging that he has
misplaced the same and promised to return as soon as they are traced,
that since the plaintiff has not returned the same, the defendant informed
the plaintiff that he would prefer a police complaint and enraged by the
attitude of the defendant, the plaintiff induced his brother-in-law

Kalaivanan to execute a sale agreement dated 28.07.2003 in favour of the
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deceased plaintiff's wife Kalaiselvi, that the defendant, after coming to
know about the sale agreement in favour of the deceased plaintiff's wife,
has executed a cancellation deed dated 23.06.2004, that the defendant
has 1ssued a notice dated 12.07.2004 calling upon the plaintiff, his wife
and brother-in-law not to act upon the alleged sale agreements dated
26.09.2001 and 28.07.2003 respectively, as the same were not intended
to be sale agreements, that the plaintift after receiving the said notice,
had issued the notice dated 15.07.2004 calling upon the defendant to
execute the sale deed as a counterblast and on receiving the same, the
defendant had sent a reply notice dated 21.07.2004, that there is no cause

of action to file the suit and that the suit is liable to be dismissed.

8. The trial Judge, upon considering the pleadings, has framed the
following issues and additional issues:

(1) Whether the defendant is duty bound to execute a sale deed in
favour of the plaintiff?

(2) Whether the plaintiff has always been ready and willing to
perform his part of the contract?

(3) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get the relief of specific

performance?
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(4) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get the alternative relief of
refund of advance amount with interest?

(5) To what other relief, the plaintiff is entitled?

9. During trial, the plaintiffs have examined the fourth plaintiff as
P.W.1 and two other witnesses as P.W.2 and P.W.3 and exhibited three
documents as Exs.A.1 to A.3. The respondent has examined himself as
D.W.1 and one other witnesses as D.W.2 and adduced no documentary
evidence. The learned trial Judge, upon considering the evidence both
oral and documentary and on hearing the arguments of both sides, has
passed the judgment and decree dated 20.10.2016 by holding that Ex.A.1
— sale agreement was executed as a security for the own transaction and
as such the plaintiff is not entitled to get the relief of specific
performance, that since Ex.A.1 is not the sale agreement, the plaintiff is
also not entitled to get the refund of advance amount and that since the
suit was filed after three years for recovery of amount under Ex.A.1, the

suit 1s barred by limitation, dismissed the suit.

https://iwww.mhc.tn.ggy/PAjudis



C.M.A(MD)N0.695 of 2020

10. Aggrieved by the impugned judgment and decree, the plaintiffs

have preferred the appeal in A.S.No.3 of 2018 and the learned IV
Additional District Judge, Madurai, upon considering the evidence
available on record and on hearing the arguments of both sides, has
passed the impugned judgment and decree dated 25.08.2020 setting aside
the judgment and decree passed by the trial Court and remanded the case
back to the trial Court for the purpose of examining the additional
witnesses on the plaintiffs' side and for reception of additional evidence
filed in I.A.No.1123 of 2019 and also for the defendant to produce the
evidence for showing the discharge of the loan amount. Aggrieved by
the order of remand, the defendant has come forward with the present

Civil Miscellaneous Appeal.

11. Heard the learned Counsel for the appellant and the learned

Counsel for the respondents and perused the materials placed on record.

12. The appellant, in the memorandum of appeal, has raised the
grounds that the appellate Court erred in allowing the application for
reception of additional documents when those documents of parents

documents relating to the alleged sale agreement which will not anyway
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help the case of the plaintiffs and those documents are not relevant to the
case, that the Power of Attorney deed executed in favour of the plaintiff's
brother-in-law and based on the said Power of Attorney deed, the sale
agreement has been created, have been totally suppressed by the
plaintiffs in their pleadings, that the appellate Court failed to notice that
the plaintiffs have not proved that Ex.A.1 was executed only as a sale
agreement, but on the other hand, the defendant has proved that Ex.A.1
sale agreement was executed only as a security for the loan transaction
and as such, the same could not be termed as sale agreement, that the
appellate Court has also erred in finding that all original documents
relating to the suit property were with the plaintiff based on the sale
agreement under Ex.A.1 and the same could not be termed as loan
transaction, that PW.2 who is the brother-in-law of the plaintiff, in his
evidence, deposed that the amount of Rs.2,00,000/- borrowed from the
plaintiff by the defendant was repaid by the defendant is sufficient to
dismiss the suit, that the appellate Court also erred in directing the trial
Court to decide the issue whether Ex.A.1 is a sale agreement or money
transaction based on the additional documents filed by the plaintiff in the
appeal, particularly when the additional document is not a crucial one

and that therefore, the impugned judgment and decree made in A.S.No.3
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of 2018, dated 25.08.2020, remitting the case back to the trial Court is

liable to be set aside.

13. The points that arise for consideration are:

(1) Whether the appellate Court erred in remanding the matter
back to the trial Court for production of additional witnesses by the
plaintiff and for admitting the additional documents filed along with the
petition in [.A.No.1123 of 2019 and for the defendant to adduce evidence
to prove the discharge pleaded by him, in the absence of any application
filed by the appellants and the respondents seeking the above reliefs and
that the same is not in conformity with the provisions of Rule 23 or
23(A) of Order 41 C.P.C.?

(2) Whether the order of remanding the suit back to the trial court
is liable to be set aside?

(3) What other reliefs the parties are entitled?

Points 1 to 3:

14. It is admitted by both parties that Ex.A.1 was executed on
26.09.2001 as sale agreement. The case of the plaintiffs is that the
defendant has offered to sell the suit property and the deceased plaintiff

agreeing to purchase the suit property had entered into a sale agreement
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on 26.09.2001 and whereas according the defendant, Ex.A.1 — sale
agreement was executed only as a security for the loan obtained at
Rs.2,00,000/- from the deceased plaintiff. As already pointed out, the
learned trial Judge, considering the evidence available on record and
more particularly taking note of the evidence of the plaintiffs' witnesses,
P.W.2 and P.W.3, has come to a decision that Ex.A.1 was executed only
as a security for loan transaction and that therefore, the plaintiffs are not

entitled to get the relief of specific performance.

15. The plaintiffs have now agreed that the defendant has executed
a Power of Attorney deed in favour of the deceased plaintiff's brother-in-
law Kalaivanan on the same day and that subsequently, the said
Kalaivanan, in pursuance of the said Power of Attorney deed, has
executed a sale agreement in favour of his sister Kalaiselvi, who is none
other than the wife of the deceased plaintiff. As rightly observed by the
learned trial Judge, it is pertinent to note that the deceased plaintiff or the
plaintiffs impleaded subsequently, have nowhere whispered about the
alleged Power of Attorney deed and the sale agreement executed in
pursuance of the said Power of Attorney deed in the plaint or in the

amended plaint.

https://iwww.mhc.tn.goj(yiRRlis



C.M.A(MD)No.695 of 2020

16. Pending appeal, the plaintiffs have filed an application under
Order 41 Rule 27 C.P.C., for reception of additional documents alleging
that after filing of the appeal and as per the instructions of their Counsel,
while they were searching for the documents, they have found out the
avialability of the original documents handed over by the defendant to
the deceased plaintiff at the time of the execution of Ex.A.1 — sale
agreement and that the said documents are very much required to prove

that Ex.A.1 was executed for getting the sale of the suit property.

17. The defendant, by filing a counter statement, raised objections
that the plaintiffs have not assigned any reason or ground for receiving
the additional document under Order 41 Rule 27 C.P.C., that the parent
deeds of the defendant have absolutely no connection with the present
suit and that the above petition has been filed only to drag on the

proceedings.

18. As rightly pointed out by the learned Counsel for the

defendant, the appellate Court has observed as follows:
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“Peou  Iubsd  SLabsrs  uda  GFhwiu’ Lsrs  (Prdas
Srinfeb TGy  (psiiemaudhd  Slemevufeh DML yeMeoor _mbsiT
D SHGID SHTPUTH aundy auF D 2 gl olediUms DFuIIpLe Hmgl.
CHe aupshdled aumd) Hyinfed HsmHsed GFNWNUL (B 2 sitem D eus0r_Heil
DS FHID DNFD Do _BaTTE 2 TanHTHIDS  Hewyur  eIUHEHID
g whmid  1PgSansds® Gl ufsb  eJDHULL_SHTebHTEI  DFeb
Dpaucoor BT 10 aumdy sugd 1PySaumdumed CHTHISIUL G 2 siTang
sTeTUBID G LaIBSTHIDS SLMBHTE FDURHES OBTadL ULa)
chwmiu’ L Seogw  hubad erstim 1Pydeums? syl  aupdbsiymifen
S  FHMBCHTHMBIn WSTS ChHSTDD Syu  IUbHS5HS
HooiBsiTen  GHTeMH  6IHH  ~HSUPed  amddE 1ITpSaundy  Spinis
CIWHHTT  eledilenBHs  GHHH  Dpauod  IGIAYD  HTHBH6D

Gxhwin_ns Semsoufed ..........

Thereafter the appellate Court has proceeded to decide that the additional
documents filed in [.LA.No.1123 of 2019 are to be exhibited and directed
the trial Court to record additional evidence in that regard. At this
juncture, it is necessary to refer the observations of the appellate Court
hereunder for better appreciation:

“Ghrs s psdmiD L 6D &600TL_6UITMI uif'd svemeor G183, 3601

Al [IdL_ 1P SHTauT GHTdSUTIG 11D aurdumed 1PgHauns s
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BL_60T 6T 601D Guurfeb CHTHSBIUL L_HT? D6LeVGI aSemiyi
(psdTLIcIOT S GHTHBSIUL L_SHT?  6I6IUdS STl bs  CHTend
ufomhmd, 4501 SUTGI 19y &'sum & unmeb 1D aIm&ufL_(b
CHTHHBULL L_STHF GIFmTeveDIILBLD YTk % =0 T LDsY)I 6T 6001.
1123/201960 &G Dpatan s GHITG GFIHD AHso >uifeb
2 i gn@Bed T Fud uda Galn  afgFmysmoo 150N S DS
TS S YD summ  afaryemon  GFhwiuGd  Frl Fuf b
&Mh& afsmymon GF0%G 16T STl b GCEHafsumer (Pl a5
Uy Cugyip STEOTLSTEYID S Cha suLpSHA5601 SULPHGSH(LD
CU6DOMEOIGI  HL 60 GHTeGeUW  MFIIUDDINSDHTOSHT?  Dl6LebGI
JHWmd W DMIGed UPBTIEHSDBTHI? 6T60IMI & TLOM6) BT ebSHIT60 S
AILPHBTEIS  HITLAMTLMDULTED  UTHSHIUL B 2 6a1HT?  6I60IM
wpabd suy Guspid ersdimi CHIS&HIOIMID &b HMNSTHIDS 1Py
Srinfed  eTRSGHIOISHIUGD  Wphdw  sumsomer 11D eumsSuPL (D
Wysdaumd? GUDMBTHEE  GaTeLIUBID  SL 601 GHTDS  (PLPUSGID
20010 JpotiG ot omsH  Cmufed  1Pgeums? S inPF
Cagihall Lt oredim  auemdbusd OB HITTNBTDS  Gahemeoril
cummisbgh  1WyHeaumsy syinfeb  afgmyemoo 5H0OIMEHS D 61HH 69
Dyausnr(pld  HTHBHed GFiuiiuL_afsbened orsiim  Hemeousd S  aur.gim.2
LoHmID AUIT.&IT.3 p W FTLE &6t SLeweldH Sty
GBS L_&STH ST LD AallHg5 o 6a1sHmed SL_swenldh &b inPs

GBS USDHTT  Dpausod  Chinfsir  subemm 2w sumHuTsd
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&M BES D Srbsed GFhw 1PySHaunds®d AWansHS DD Somyw
PUUBES  DpauouloTs  MT.IFT.p.led T d eoscwriud G
IBLITH 6061 g g SUITSH@ °L 0D uglay Gaiur susdiLe W
DS DTSTEMSHI  6T60ILUSTD U THaAhBEH 2 1w DNemLPIILIT 06001
FITiTe) Galig) 5 8060Im 55 85’60 NN HEHEDL_ LI g &uib
uda) GFiuiuL ~auadiiGD sredl NWaymbS DS ~obu  suphsem
IosD)iafed  Beodil DU BT LOISTITHAT  Loebpsmmuil’ B
B&Hoim&hEed  ChbEs Hopbull cubn  DubHoom el Fmyemsor
S H0imsbsled  s&Ee  smidFub  ched GG GFiiG  GemsiTen
PSS YDE ey ke GFIWIUL L g GoHed  FTL Fund
LoHmID FIT6OIDITEU600T_H6W6il urfd sosmeor (A% 1Pedr60riT
Sy ap Gars SH5G o SHes orem Chi5S0siImD &b HISHIT6D
DFed  auphend  afFmTreon 15 H0IMEHS DG 1L silnjms i
GChHe ~wsbapeomull” B Baosdimd 2 _SasralGdmgl. 1Wrsums syinfsb
SL 6 OHTHmW  HHTF CISHSUSDHTN  Dpauord 6 Hialb
Cpinfsir  dsupemmu)d 1Pyslaunsy afFmyenon 155100IMEEBED  dn_[HH6D
DU _BTEH  SHTHHD  CFhusDE  Aynsy’  AalEsiiuGEmg.
~IODGFTEHe0  GHODBMaT  BauThd  Gais  (PeleonTS  anphd
&y S50 GuDD 6 1oMH STHE DG afFmyems [5dL0siImID

Sy usy ~aoi®Gh eIdmid o Ssraft uGEng.”

19. Considering the above, the appellate Court has not decided
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anything, but only decided to remand the matter back to the trial Court.

Order

https://iwww.mhc.tn.goy5jiRklis

20. Before entering into further discussion, it is necessary to refer

41 Rule 23 and 23(A) C.P.C.:
“23. Remand of case by Appellate Court

Where the court from whose decree an appeal is
preferred has disposed of the suit upon a preliminary point and
the decree is reversed in appeal, the Appellate Court may, if it
thinks fit, by order remand the case, and may further direct
what issue or issue shall be tried in the case so remanded, and
shall send a copy of its judgment and order to the court from
whose decree the appeal is preferred, with directions to re-
admit the suit under its original number in the register of civil
suits, and proceed to determine the suit; and the evidence (if
any) recorded during the original trial shall, subject to all just
exceptions, be evidence during the trial after remand.
23A. Remand in other cases

Where the court from whose decree an appeal is
preferred has disposed of the case otherwise than on a

preliminary point, and the decree is reversed in appeal and a
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re-trial is considered necessary, the Appellate Court shall have

the same powers as it has under rule 23.”

21. At this juncture, it is necessary to refer the judgment of the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in Sirajudheen Vs. Zeenath and Others reported
in 2023 LiveLaw (SC) 145 and the relevant passages are extracted
hereunder:

“11. One of the striking features of the impugned judgment
dated 28.06.2019 is that even while dealing with a regular first
appeal against the judgment and decree of the Trial Court, the
High Court has not even adverted to the findings of the Trial
Court pertaining to the present case and has not specified as to
how the findings recorded by the Trial Court were
unsustainable or unjustified. As noticed, in the impugned
judgment, the High Court has narrated a few circumstances
leaning in favour of the plaintiff (in paragraph 21) and then a
few other circumstances which favour the genuineness of the
sale in question (in paragraph 22) and thereafter, has observed
that the evidence necessary for a proper determination of the
suit had not been brought on record; and that the evidence on

record was insufficient to arrive at a proper finding in favour
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or against the sale deed in question. The High Court would
further observe that material witnesses have not been
examined and no evidence has been brought in with regard to

passing of consideration.

11.1. With respect, what turns on the observations in the
impugned judgment is that the High Court was unable to arrive
at a conclusion on the basis of the material on record.
However, fact of the matter remains that on the basis of the
same material on record, the Trial Court had indeed arrived at
a definite conclusion that the plaintiff had failed to establish
her case and hence, the suit was liable to be dismissed. As
indicated hereinabove, the High Court has not at all referred to
the findings of the Trial Court and it is difficult to find from the
Jjudgment impugned as to why at all those findings of the Trial
Court were not to be sustained or the decree was required to be

reversed.”

22. In the present case, the learned trial Judge, on the basis of the
evidence available on record, has come to a definite conclusion that the
plaintiffs had failed to establish their case and as such, their suit was
liable to be dismissed. But the learned appellate Jude, without
considering or appreciating the evidence available on record, has arrived
at a finding that the case has to be remanded back to the trial Court and

thereafter proceeded to set aside the judgment and decree passed by the
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trial Court. Though the trial Court has given a specific findings to all the
issues framed, the appellate Court has neither considered nor shown as to

how the findings of the trial Court were not sustainable.

23. Admittedly, the plaintiffs have not filed any application
seeking permission to examine the witnesses shown in Ex.A.1 sale
agreement either before the trial Court or before the appellate Court.
Without any application or prayer for examining those witnesses, as
rightly contended by the learned Counsel for the defendant, the appellate
Court by itself suo motu directed the trial Court to summon and examine
the witnesses of Ex.A.1. Moreover the appellate Court has not given any
finding that the plaintiffs have satisfied the conditions required under
Order 41 R 27 C.P.C., for reception of additional documents. But without
assigning any reason, the appellate Court has allowed the petition for
reception of additional evidence and directed the trial Court to exhibit the
documents and then to record additional evidence in that regard.
Moreover, the defendant has also neither filed any application nor made
any prayer to give an opportunity to prove the alleged discharge of loan.
But the trial Court, without assigning any proper reason, has permitted

the defendant to produce the documents to prove the discharge of the
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loan alleged by him.

24. As rightly contended by the learned Counsel for the defendant,
absolutely there is no basis for making such directions for remanding the
suit. As already pointed out, the trial Court has specifically given
findings with regard to the nature of Ex.A.1 and the plea of limitation for
refund of the amount claimed. The appellate Court has not proceeded to
consider the correctness of the said findings, but on the other hand,
without any application or prayer, has mechanically permitted the
plaintiffs to examine the additional witnesses and the defendant to

produce the additional evidence.

25. The Hon'be Supreme Court in Sirajudheen’s case, above
referred has specifically observed that merely because a particular
evidence had not been produced, the appellate Court cannot adopt the
soft course of remanding the matter and the relevant passage is extracted
hereunder:

“14. In regard to the want of any particular evidence, we may

observe in the passing that if the Court finds any particular
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evidence directly within the control and possession of a party
having not been produced, the necessary consequences like
those specified in illustration (g) to Section 114 of the
Evidence Act may follow but, merely because a particular
evidence which ought to have been adduced but had not been
adduced, the Appellate Court cannot adopt the soft course of
remanding the matter. We would hasten to observe that we are
not commenting on the merits of the case either way. The
observations herein are only to indicate that the remand of the
suit for trial de novo cannot be considered justified in the

present case from any standpoint.”

26. It is settled law that the scope of remand in terms of Rule 23 of
Order 41 C.P.C., is very limited and that the necessary requirement for
invoking Rule 23(A) of Order 41 C.P.c., is that the decree is reversed in
appeal and a re-trial is considered necessary. It is necessary to refer the
following passage in Sirajudheen’s case above referred:

11.2. After having taken note of the salient features of the
impugned judgment as also the significant omissions
therein, if we refer to the provisions empowering the
Appellate Court to make an order of remand, it is difficult to
find any justification for remand by the High Court in the
present case. As noticed, the scope of remand in terms of

Rule 23 of Order XLI CPC is extremely limited and that
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provision is inapplicable because the suit in question had
not been disposed of on a preliminary point. The remand in
the present case could only be correlated with Rule 23-A of
Order XLI CPC and for its applicability, the necessary
requirements are that “the decree is reversed in appeal and
a re-trial is considered necessary”. As noticed hereinabove,

there is no reason whatsoever available in the impugned
judgment as to why and on what basis the decree was
reversed by the High Court. Obviously, the reversal has to
be based on cogent reasons and for that matter, adverting to
and dealing with the reasons that had prevailed with the
Trial Court remains a sine qua non. Thus, remand in the
present case cannot be held justified even in terms of Rule
23-A of Order XLI CPC. 11.2. After having taken note of the
salient features of the impugned judgment as also the
significant omissions therein, if we refer to the provisions
empowering the Appellate Court to make an order of
remand, it is difficult to find any justification for remand by

the High Court in the present case. As noticed, the scope of
remand in terms of Rule 23 of Order XLI CPC is extremely

limited and that provision is inapplicable because the suit in

question had not been disposed of on a preliminary point.

The remand in the present case could only be correlated
with Rule 23-A of Order XLI CPC and for its applicability,

the necessary requirements are that “the decree is reversed

in appeal and a re-trial is considered necessary”. As noticed
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hereinabove, there is no reason whatsoever available in the
impugned judgment as to why and on what basis the decree
was reversed by the High Court. Obviously, the reversal has
to be based on cogent reasons and for that matter, adverting
to and dealing with the reasons that had prevailed with the
Trial Court remains a sine qua non. Thus, remand in the

present case cannot be held justified even in terms of Rule

23-A of Order XLI CPC. “

27. Considering the above and taking note of the legal position
above referred, this Court has no hesitation to hold that the impugned
order remanding the case for the purpose of examining Ex.A.1 witnesses,
for exhibiting the documents filed in [.A., and adducing additional
evidence in that regard and for production of additional evidence by the
defendant to prove his plea of discharge, in the absence of any
application or prayer of the plaintiffs or the defendant and without
complying the mandatory requirements contemplated under Order 41
Rule 27 and Order 41 Rule 23 and 23(A) C.P.C., is not in accordance
with law and the same is liable to be set aside and the above points are

answered accordingly.
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28. In the result, the Civil Miscellaneous Appeal is allowed and the
impugned judgment and decree passed in A.S.No.3 of 2018, dated
25.08.2020, on the file of IV Additional District Court, Madurai, 1s set
aside and the appellate Court is directed to restore the appeal and to hear
the same and dispose of the same in accordance with law within a period
of two months from the date of receipt of a copy of this judgment.
Consequently, the connected Miscellaneous Petition is closed.
Considering the other facts and circumstances of the case, there shall be

no order as to costs.

08.12.2023
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To

1. IV Additional District Court, Madurai.
2. III Additional Sub-Court, Usilampatti Camp.
3.The Record Keeper,

Vernacular Section,
Madurai Bench of Madras High Court, Madurai.
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