BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
DATED : 08.06.2023
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE C.SARAVANAN

C.R.P.(MD)No0.2073 of 2022

and
C.M.P.(MD)N0.9504 of 2022
K.R.Govindan (Died)
1.K.R.Chidambaram
2.R.Chidambaram
3.CT.Srinivasan
4.CT.Alagappan .. Petitioners

[Cause title accepted vide order dated 28.09.2022, made
in C.M.P.(MD)No0.9001 of 2022]

Versus

1.Seetha Chidambaram
2.C.Venkatachalam
3.Seethai Achi alias Noorjahan Beevi
4.Senthilkumar
5.No.II Joint Sub Registrar,
Office of Joint Sub Registrar - 1,
Karaikudi Town and Taluk,
Sivagangai District. .. Respondents

Prayer :- Petition filed under Article 227 of the Constitution of India, against the
order dated 08.12.2021, passed in I.LA.No.1 of 2021 in O.S.No.47 of 2018, on the file
of Subordinate Court, Devakottai.

For Petitioners : Mr.R.Sundar Srinivasan

For R1 to R4 : No Appearance
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For RS : Mr.S.Kameswaran
Government Advocate
ORDER
The petitioners herein are third parties to O.S.No.47 of 2018 filed by the
respondents 1 and 2 against the respondents 3 and 4 and also the fifth respondent,
who is the official respondent. The above suit has been filed for a declaration,
permanent injunction and mandatory injunction. The suit is predicated on the ground
that the respondents 1 and 2 have deliberately failed to implead the petitioners
herein, as the property belongs to CV.CT. family and not to the husband of the first
respondent and father of the second respondent namely, late CV.CT.Chidambaram

Chettiar.

2. It 1s submitted that the petitioners also belong to CV.CT. family and that the
petitioners and also the second respondent have right over the property and therefore,
the petitioners are entitled to be impleaded as plaintiffs 3 to 7 in the above suit.
Therefore, they have filed I.A.No.1 of 2021 under Order 1 Rule 10(2) of C.P.C. on

16.02.2021 before commencement of the trial.

3. The Trial Court has rejected the application primarily on the ground that the
respondents 1 and 2 are the plaintiffs and therefore, they are dominus litis. 1t is

submitted that the Trial Court dismissed the application on the ground that the suit
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has been filed to declare the sale deed executed by the third respondent in favour of
the fourth respondent on 02.06.2011 as null and void and therefore, it is open for the
petitioners to file a separate suit. The operative portion of the impugned order reads
as under:-

"6.@bHemevulled  DiFeL  eupdHBe  2IDLITHeursdl L BOWL  GHement
L BaLienen Q&Fuigl GIHITD_emi HTHEH60 Q&FUIGI6NTENTIT. Qb
LOMHTITHEHHEH RMHBH IHASHTH OCFTeLLLILGID 2 fennenul  eITH &6I
gl HaUMHPH6L  61HHHIHOBTeTENONEVEMEY  6IGITLINS  EUDIDEDISHTIT&H6IT
QuuIilés  sLenwlILL (HelTenei. 6l6al DFL IDHEG HTHH6L GFUIUD
BHTVHHD Fnl LTS CFihd DeUeuNdH@ HTHH60 GFULIWILILIL 6606D60 6T636)LD
o flewip QHBEGID UL FHPHe0 HellWTd eIpHE HTHHe0 OFuIul  Eulsvlb
6T60T6)|LD 5D HHHSHI @ev60mdH DI EEERIIC) SHHIGHEN6ETTULD
Cait HapIHO\BT6IT6NT S CaTmeugl CougdHemdUITSH o 66N, QEuERY
STVSHTIOSHLOTSH @10y BHTEHH60 QI 19 HLILSTE0 H6IGTHLIG
QFuIwBalewiBID  elenialD el _emyulled  CHMeNbHlILL (BeTendHl.  6Jeneu
THTOMISTITHET  61hH @B UL CFUmMMWIUD SNGUISHHIED  HTHEH6D
Cauiwelsbenev.

7.HToUT DIF60 aUPSHG HTaumT CFTHmSUOUTBISHSH 02.06.2011 Sieviml
ML (H6ITeN  alenidHend FLLLLY 6CFe060THI 6lamiayld, @R606VTH [HleneveNUL
2 L UIgl e ellembend CFUIwsCHTAUD, BIbHHT 2 BIHHIhHL L 6n6r
ufleryo Gamflu BT 60 QUL B6iTeN g, QbD SIF6V
QpHmB  Qbwenieled 1 oBEmID  260uFH ISHTIDIBHTTTHET  HTEHBH6D
Qawigleenmigel. RbH 1, 2 6IFHTOMSTITH6T aUTHHeNTS RHHH LIFTens
HTHH60 CFbBurgd Db STITHMNMUD 6 SIUITHNTES S F
Caida almwLllullmobasalsvensy. Q& uTHll Llflelener 6IPHHTEH DIENDUITS
Glpplemeoulled  SiemendHdHl 2 MeIDWITENTdemeTulD,  LITHEHUISTOSHITH6N6TU|LD

2 Gt s 3 Ber6mTiguIgI Sieudlubd @606m6V 6T60T QU &) B 61T
HMHBWSHTH SIS TITHmen &l & CFidbmalsvensy. @bHlensoulled @b
LOEDIHTIIT & 61T SHBOLITEMSHLI SIF6V QLD )60

AUTHHENMTS Qe HHIGOHTeUSBEG  CurdHw  WaTHHTD  QHHE
QUMHBBHT 6T60IendH  LITT b Couemr(BLb.

8.9 peuewild FULLILG GFeveomdl elenl elemblmad OFuiuisCHTmHLD
QUPHHI0  WTT  wreny SHILlenisentd CaFidhHb0HTeTenCaleni(BLD  6T6LIH]
angdseler ey H@w. Ugrged Casmflueiien ufsmyhHensd OCUBISBE
SUFWIOTE  (PHTHAHTRIBMET  IhHHIMIHH  Cuiilsds  Gelswguig
I EER ) &L_6MLOWITGLD. SiLILg AmeBGL6LTSH BN6)6)1PEH |60
QUTH BT  SIDOIHTITHmEN Sl CFTHBMDD DFOAUDPHMND — HTEHEH60
QaFuigleitenienii. HTeUT OCFTHHIGHENT SHBIGBEHHG L HOW UTHH WL L
ool eleNibemnd UfSITID  eigoD  CHTFluLallevensv. HTeuT OFTHHeneo
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between the parties. The petitioners came to know about the filing of the suit in

respect of the sale deed dated 02.06.2011, which is said to have been executed in

DIMOHH HBHMBHT Gevemeowlt 61aiLICsH iy HTewrCousmngul LIFFFeneiuiTsd
DDIDHEHIGTONH.  DeuTH  SHTewIlLUBLD &6 RbdH OIS 61T 6or
o flemwedw  6hFH  AIHHPHeVID  UTHESS  FnlQUISTS  DDOWITHI.
1T emruied Q&meLeVlUT®HLILGIGLITEL ST CFTHHIHH61M60
HTITHEHHGEH gCHemId 2 Mfemd  RmbHH  QUHIOTEITE0  DHFHN6UILI
QUTBIHH  HONWTH  DIF6L  aIPHG  HTHHe0  CFUeusBE 2 fenip
o oltengl. QbeHTriselen o fewwenul SHTOTONILSBSHTH  61HFH @
LIgFFemeiUlD  DIF60  aUpHBleL  QHHH  aualevensv.  eleniBel  @QbH
LOIHTTTHMEN  DeuFll  HILLNOTHNTS HHD SUIOTHI 616D, 6UTH BN
Q(HOLITSH  Hlemevuled DIQUTHEBHL 6T  RIDOIHTTTH6T  BFiHIHIH6HT6TIHBE,
o HHTalBoIH  GBBIGCBETEITNS  FIQUISTS  DHIDWTH 6D  RbdH
bHISIMBD  HHBHIB MBS SbH  aumBUld  EGIDIDEnIEn6I &H6TETHLILY
CFIWBsueiBLD 61601 RbdH LITFFenend@ Hi6) SHTeniliLBHBSEI.

(LPIYAUTS, @bLos) HETTEHLIY Q&uig) o STl LGS MBI
CF6vaYHOHTEMH H6vem6v."

4. The purpose of a judgment and decree is to bring a finality to the dispute

favour of the fourth respondent by the third respondent only in August 2020.

question belongs to CV.CT.Chidambaram Chettiar alone and not to the petitioners
herein, would be an one sided argument and it could not settle the dispute,
particularly, in the light of the fact that the petitioners also claim right over the
property, being the members of the same CV.CT. family, I am therefore of the view

that no prejudice will be caused, if the petitioners herein are impleaded as defendants

5. Considering the fact that the allegation in the plaint that the property in

4 to 8.
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onsidering the above, I am inclined to dispose of this Civil Revision



Petition, by directing impleadment of the petitioners herein as defendants 4 to 8 in

0.S.No.47 of 2018.

7. Considering the fact that the above suit has been filed in the year 2018, the
learned Sub Judge, Devakottai, shall dispose of the suit as expeditiously as possible,
preferably within a period of 15 months from the date of receipt of a copy of this
order, provided, if it had not been disposed of already. The petitioners shall file a
written statement in the suit within a period of 30 days from the date of receipt of a

copy of this order before the Sub Court, Devakottai.

8. This Civil Revision Petition stands disposed of with the above directions.

No costs. Consequently, connected Miscellaneous Petition is closed.

NCC :Yes/No 08.06.2023
Index : Yes/No

Internet : Yes/No

smn?2

To

1.The Subordinate Judge,
Devakottai.

2.The Joint Sub Registrar No.II,
Office of Joint Sub Registrar - 11,
Karaikudi Town and Taluk,
Sivagangai District.
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C.R.P.(MD)N0.2073 0.

C.SARAVANAN, J.

smn2

Order made in
C.R.P.(MD)No0.2073 of 2022



08.06.2023
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