CRL OP(MD). No.17252 of 2025

BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
Dated : 14/10/2025
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE SUNDER MOHAN

CRL OP(MD). No.17252 of 2025

1. Pandiyammal,
2. Ranjitham, ... Petitioners

Vs

1. The Inspector of Police,
DCB Police Station,
Madurai District.
2. M.Gogulan,
S/0.Murugan, ... Respondents

PRAYER :- Criminal Original Petition filed under Section 528 of BNSS,
to call for the records relating to the proceedings of the Charge Sheet in
C.C.N0.393/2025 on the file of the Learned Judicial Magistrate Court

No.I, Madurai and quash the same as against the petitioners and thus

render justice.
For Petitioners : M.Mithun,
For R1 : Mr.R.Meenakshi Sundaram
Additional Public Prosecutor
For R2 : Mr.J.Karthikeyan
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ORDER
The petitioners seek to quash the impugned Charge Sheet in
C.C.N0.393/2025 on the file of the Learned Judicial Magistrate Court
No.I, Madurai, which was filed for the offences under Sections 120B,

420, 465, 468 and 471 of IPC.

2.The allegation in the final report is that the petitioners and the
defacto complainant are close relatives; and that taking advantage of the
relationship, the first petitioner created certain false documents and
executed a settlement deed in favour of the second petitioner and thus
committed the aforesaid offence.

3.The learned counsel for the petitioners and the learned counsel
for the defacto complainant/the second respondent would submit that the
parties have now entered into a compromise on the advise of the elders
and well-wishers and both the parties have agreed that the impugned
final report may be quashed.

4.The parties have also filed a joint compromise memo. The
scanned copy of the compromise memo dated 24.09.2025 reads as

follows:
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EHe g
S
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MAD
MADURA] BEMNCH :
(Criminal Original Jursdictian)
Crl. 0. P. (MD) No. - of 2025
i ' Againzl
C. C. Mo 39%0f 2025
{Oni the file of the Learned Judicial Magistrate No.I, Madwrai)
1. Pandivammal (F,76/2025)
W Perivavar, g
Kao.1/34, Periyasarakundu,
Meluar Taluk,
Madurai [rstrict.
A 2, Ramfitham (F/45/2025)
Wio Alagu,
Ka.1g, Periya Surakunduy,
Melur Talak,
Mndurai District. w  Petitinnersficoused Mo & 2
I : Vi
LR _ ]
1. State Rep. by Govt, of Tamil Madu
o Thi Inspector of Pollee,
-t DB Palice Station,
Madurai District. ;
(Crime Mo. 14 of 2021} . 1®* Respandent, Complainant
¥
# : -
» glr ﬁfg ? £ .
Fetitioners) Azeused Mol B2 2% Respondenty )
L] Defacts Complainant
ﬁmﬂmm ' Counsel for 204 reaspomdent )
Aocosed Moo K2 Mhaliezto Cosspdainaal
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2. M.Gogulan{M 2g/2025)
£/o Murugan,
Docr Ho.3/16, Magappanpatti, ¥
Puihu Sukkampatti Post, 4

tebar Taluk, i ' .
Madirai District !
+ ... 2™ Respondent Drefacto Complainant .

Lk ] AMPROMISE MM

~ O

1 The petitioners respectholly subenit that the 19 respondent police have
registersd a case in Crime Mo, 142021 far the offences under sections 12ad B,
40, 465, 468 and 471 af IPC againsl this Pelitioners on the .ﬂrmg;lh of
complairt ghoen by the 2+ respondent /defacte complainant. The respandent
police have filed the Charge Shest in OO, Moo 363 of 2025 on the fike of the
Learned Judicial Magistrate Court Mo, Madurai.

2. The petitioners respectfully submit that the petitioners/ Accused No.1 &
2 has filed this Criminal Original Petitia in Crl. 0. F. (MD). No. 1 725%f 2005
for quashing the charge shest in OO Ka, 394 of 2625 on the file of the Leamed
Judicial Magiatrate Court Mo.1, Madursi,

x
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l'eth.uuﬂr.l'ﬂ.ecn;eﬂﬂmu . =i Rispondint

Defacto Complain st 1
! Cou Petitioners/ Counsel for'sd rispondenty +

Fuesed Wo.i e Defacto Complainant
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3._Case of the Progecution

The petitioners reapectfully auhrrut:hut:aum'ﬂlepmmuﬁun i that the
defaein -::mmliimnﬁ'- Irnndfuthm na.mﬂ:.l Faulsnm:-' and’, Pauhnm:r's father
11.1.|'n.¢l}' A.]npr AmMimhndhmmunanﬂvM:lmymdanaﬂum The
said Pailsamy had 3 daughters’ namely Pandiamemal(1n peﬁtmer herein),
Fanju and Dhanam and alse bed 3 soms namely Pandi, Rajendran and
Murugan{Defactey complainamt™  father): The .yoanger grandfather of the
defeacto complainant nundi.'-nmm@adiur[ had g sons namely Pandi,
Murugesan and Manikandan and also had 2 daughters namely Pandiammal and
Jothilakshmi. The sald p-andiamma] died on. o400k zmﬁ a5 spinster. . “The
defacto complainant’s grandfather namely Paulsamy ind pauhmf’: father
namely Alagar Ambalam had purchased a property situated a% Tharkuthary,
Madurai District in Survey Nas. 1/54, 1/5C, 177, 554, 1/6A, 1/68, 16D, 1/8,
§/1, 5/B, 5/2A 10 a total extent of 3 Acre B cents from Subramanian Chettiar
o0 08081048 vide Sale deed nogpif1948 at Sub-Registrar office,
Thamaraipatti & Chittampatti  and the patta po.136 wag mutated in the name
Alagar ambalam who in tam partitioned the said property in favour of

Beominathan,
n il
2 Respondeie) 407
Defactn Complainant

——
m‘iﬁ;mw Enunselim':l:;'rerpmdem.f

Aroped Weus kT Defacts Complainan

Petitioners Accmsed Moo k2
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A.
Therealter, the said Alagar Ambalam-had mortgaged the sxid property ta one
Algukonuy on  21,06.1970 vide fd-;-:un&em ne?Bi 170 befare the Sub-
Registrar, Thamaraipatt] @ anmpm M‘ter the demize of the said Alagar "'
ambalam, the said paulsamy qnd_'ﬂ_%umimthm bad jodmtly medeemed the
property with their family income. kL

4. The pefitioners” submit. that the - grandfathars; of defscto complainant
mamely Paulsamy :|.|1|£ E-ummn.aﬁun 'Iua:'l aral pnrtrhnnnrl the property imba
Equalﬂmui&’hl:ﬂﬂs each. T]1|:.'.a.1n:|. baneminathan huﬂ_mrtg;ged Zhu.d'mn:
of the property o o Ihaugaslm' it F0.07. 1987 vide ducmuemuu 1108/1987
before the Sab-Registrar, 'Ihnmnrqpa,ﬂi i@ I:hlttin?mm Wheeress the
grandfather af Defacty Complainant mamely Paulsamy had besn in possession
and enjoyment of his share jointly With his legal heirs. I this stage, the
grandfathers of defocto complainant rr.arn-:h' paul=my died |r|.|:'lu:3,l=nr 198 and '
boominathan slso died '

5 The Petittomers submit that the spidi Boominathan's male legal heirs
namsely Pandi, Murugesan and Manikandan bad partitioned rJ1.-=52| irents of
land ingagen] share i.e 17 ba between dhemsehves. ' ,ﬁ}‘.’;f

N |"\-lv

~P|f|-' s M_', N
Fﬂilli%lih ?‘]mFSn:l?(

Dileean Coomplainan

i i
Coumme Tor Pezithoness) Counsd for 2= sepadeat’

Aerused Hooa Bz Dedacho Complainant
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5
The: Legal heirs of Bonminathan namely Murugesan and Manikandan had settle
their share of the property in favour of one Kamar who ia the son of Murugesan
by way of settlement desd aed sale deed respectively on 16073008 vide
document nos. 5552, 5553 of 2008 hefore the Sub-Registrar Office,
Thamaraipatti & Chittampatti. In the meanwhile, the = petiticner Daughter of
Palsamy and wife of Pectvavar had falsely informed herself to be the daughter
of Late.Boominnthan and the 1= petitioner had pot shares from the partition
made by Late. Boominathan in 5.Me5 B to an exten] of 52 W oente of land in
Teer mame and heed plarmeed and jointiy bad executed a bogus document in favour
of 1= petitioner’s daughter namely Rangitham on 27072006 vide docwment
. 3602 2000 befors the Eub—F.eg,iﬂtrg:ﬂl‘ﬁne. Thamaraipstth @ Chittampatti,
I thee sasd settlement desd, one Periyvavar e Jegvanandam had signed as
witnesses, The sakl pandiammal, the 12 petiioner &= the dawghier of
Late.Paulsamy and not the doughter of ‘Eate Boominathan, the daughter of
Boominathan had died on 04062006 &t the age of 58, Due to the false and
fabricsted decumemt of the 1% petitioner with the 2% petitioner, the defacto
pamplainant had suffered mrlcmf_v loss and the 1* petitioaer and 270 petitioner
bad obtained Patta for the lasd by cheating the Revenue Official I;n;g.gﬂ_g;ﬂ the

falee and tabricated document. ) :"‘55-.
¥,
| !
= I . l‘- 3
T Qﬂﬁﬂ&m M. Lq i
Petithoners) Aeensed No.1 Bz = Respandems
Diefstn Complaisant -

..\

Hlew

. . .
cmL-'thﬂmnm.' Counsed for 2% respondent;
Accuwin] M1 & Diefmcin Complainan
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&
Henee the defacto complainant made & complaint on 02.03.2021 before the
respondent police. The respondent police did not take any actpn. Therefore the
defacto complainant maved an application before the Superintendent of Polize,
Madural cn 05.03-2021 even then oo action taken and finally the defacto J
complainant appraached the Judiclal Magis Cowrt Moo, Madurai under
gec.56(3) of Cr.P.Cand based an the direstio respondent police reglstered
a case {0 Crine Mo, 14 of 2001 for alleged offence under sections 120(B), 420,
465, 468 and 471 of IPC om 19, 06,2021

fi. The petitioners submit that now there is & compromise arrved betwesn
the petitionersfAccused Mo.i & 2 and e respondent/defacto complainant. At
present due to the intervention of the elder members, the matter has besn
amicably settled between the parties and as such the same canmot be allveed to
procesd in any manser sgainet this petitioners/Accused No.i & 2. The 2o
respondenty defacto complainant has no objection, if this Hoi'ble Court may be
plessed 1o quash the said First Information Report against this petitioners/
acused Mo & 2.

4

5 A-0@Rs i i

-
re f-
Ptitignen Aosused Moo ki 2 Respendend/
Bilflﬂﬂl:l Complainant |
\g""‘ﬁ::..a-
Counted for Petitoners/ Counsel for 2% respomdenty
Arsed Mot 82 . " Defacto Compladnant

1 "
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—— -

Itis I:h-:rrﬁu_m prayed that this Hopn'ble Cﬂurb;nia}'_h: pleased to accept
this Joint Compromise Memo and guashithe C. C. Mol 363 of 2025 oo the fle of
the Learned Judicial Magistrate Court Ko.1, Madural and thos render justice,

Dated at Madurai on this 24% day of September, 2025,

-~ 1 Rgades

w  ° . Pettioners) Arueed Fo.i k3

ﬂiﬁlﬂnnw

Accused o e
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5.The petitioners, namely, P.Pandiyammal (Aadhaar No.3623 1521
7557), Ranjitham Alagu (Aadhaar No.9585 1042 4844) and the second
respondent, namely, M.Gogulan (Aadhaar No0.3048 0958 1341) are
present before this Court in person. They are identified by Mr.S.Selvaraj,
Special Sub Inspector of Police, Madurai. All the parties confirmed the

compromise arrived at between them.

6. Considering the nature of the offences, the relationship between
the parties and the fact that the parties have arrived at a compromise, this
Court is of the view that no useful purpose would be served by keeping
the impugned charge sheet pending trial. Accordingly, the impugned
charge sheet in C.C.No. 393 of 2025, on the file of the learned Judicial
Magistrate No.I, Madurai, is quashed and the Criminal Original Petition

stands allowed.

14.10.2025
NCC : Yes / No
Index : Yes/ No
Internet :Yes
tta
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To

1. The Judicial Magistrate No.I,
Madeira.

2. The Inspector of Police,

DCB Police Station,
Madurai District.

3.The Additional Public Prosecutor,
Madurai Bench of Madras High Court,
Madurai.
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SUNDER MOHAN,J

TTA

ORDER
IN
CRL OP(MD) No.17252 of 2025

Date : 14/10/2025
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