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PRAYER: Petition filed under Section 227 of Constitution of India,
to set aside the order made on 16.07.2018 in I.A.No.1l64 of 2018 in
I.A.No.12 of 2016 in 0.S.No.91 of 2016 on the file of the Court of
the District Munsif, Vadipatti.
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For Caveator
ORDER

The revision petitioner is the first defendant in 0.S.No.91 of
2016 on the file of the District Munsif Court, Vadipatti. It 1is a
suit for declaration and to set aside the Jjudgment and decree in
0.S.No.223 of 2013 on 23.04.2014 as null and void and to declare
that they are the legal heirs of one Manikapillai through his second
wife. In the said suit, the plaintiffs filed I.A.No.1l64 of 2018 for
reception of two registered documents. The Court below by order
dated 16.07.2018 allowed the same. The correctness of the said
order is questioned in this civil revision petition.

2.The learned counsel appearing for the revision petitioner has
pointed out that what has now Dbeen received are not original
documents. If the plaintiffs want to mark the certified copies,
they must give explanation as to why secondary evidence 1s sought to
be adduced. In the absence of such explanation, the certified copies
of the documents could not be straight away marked as exhibits.

3.This Court finds considerable force in the said submission.
Therefore, 1t 1s clarified that reception of the documents 1is
subject to the explanation to be offered by the plaintiffs as to why
secondary evidence has been adduced.

4. With this observation, this c¢ivil revision petition 1is
disposed of. Consequently, connected miscellaneous petition is
closed.

Sd/-
Assistant Registrar (CO)
/True Copy/

Sub Assistant Registrar (CS-1IV)
To
The District Munsif, Vadipatti.
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