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fy faic 15.10. 
2020 ya Union Of India & Ors vs Visveswaraya Iron & Steel Ltd. uy GHic 24. 

a3rafe ya aiTRATETYd7 33917 ER PUTT HI 8g RT 5 

(Act of Court) ad TAR 3oR ai 
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"The suitis one for declaration of title and for possession. In a suit for 
declaration of title, the plaintiff has to establish his title. Title cannot be 
established by his personal knowledge. It has to be established by producing documents under which he is claiming title, most of the time under a registered 
document. In so far as documents are concerned Section 61 of the Evidence Act 
mandates that the contents of documents may be proved either by primary or 
secondary evidence. Primary evidence means the documentary evidence 
produced for inspection of the Court. Therefore, when a particular fact is to be 

established by production of documentary evidence there is no scope for leading 
oral evidence and there is no scope for personal knowledge. What is to be 

produced is the primary evidence, i.e., document itself. The said evidence can be 
produced by the party or by his Power of Attorney Holders. Production of the 

ocument, marking of the document is a physical act which does not need any 
Personal knowledge. Even proof of the document is by examining the persons 

who are well versed with the document or by examining the attesting witnesses 
or the executant of the document. Again the personal knowledge of the plaintiff 

has no role to play. In those circumstances it is open to the plaintiff to examine 

the Power of Attorney Holder, produce the documents through the Power of 

Attorney Holder, mark the same and examine witnesses to prove the said 

document if it is denied. Thereofre, the contention that the evidence of a Power 
of Attorney Holder ucannot prove the case of the plaintiff in all cases is not 

T T aTE afT M (Personal Knowledge)f 
TVISRT (Scope) T8i I 

g HT Madhukar D. Shende vs Tarabai Aba Shedage(2002) 2 TH.FIL. FT. YT 

T (Question of Law) HPHUT E| J ttqai sH f T 

back to the facts of the instant case, the defendants have to establish the plea of 

resjudicata by raising appropriate pleadings and if pleadings are so raised, issue has to 

be framed in this regard and upon leading evidence, such plea has to be established 

before the competent civil Court."TdaINIEA OYUT 3UTGT 370-TTe 
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-HTT HTT| 3TEarT SE 7 GET ZHT 3ITN. 2011 

aeap 7 37erqT TEHTR Next friend HTGR T Bi 

HTeareTYT INT T ZETT 1993 TR.TYSI. 688 7T 2018 

SITR.3TRSI. 71 rga fb i 

1320 Va4T 7 T 9 faT, 1321 T 11 feT ET7 HRI Y 838 
VepT 4.11 TN, 839 veDET 0.03 T7x, 837/2666 FeaT 0.25 R 

T 483/2668 Ta7eT 0.20 r aEI iaT À far T 

RRT fATt HIT T T 2015 v 2023 2026 fHT 

aera7 2012 2017 2022 2026 À qv aiH 
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GPA HBUT 37Te74 1952 25 T E yyarq z7 37Aftyn 

(Deny) fT d| 7E P7 qURU T Auty firs 03. 

05.1995 TRIT AIA FiGI THTfora I 37fereom ivTSTÀ 3yA 

Ta 77e7 T}zE 20154) TRY7TT 2721 (T) 

3HTR 1955 yHVT. 504) H7a TuTH ATGT AART fAUT 

f R T faNTE THT (Feature) E f TE J YTH5(Ruller 

TTTR 7O IU THHT (Tenant to the state) Y H 

yM 2721 (VII.) HAAEN feoaT f The land held in Jagir by 

Hindu idol (deity) as Dolidar or Muafidar cultivated by a person other than the 

shebait/Pujari of the deity personally or by hired labour other than the engaged 

by its Shebait/Pujari as a tenant of the deity, shall vest in the state, after the 

Jagirs Act of 1952. The Hindu idol (deity), even if it is treated to be a perpetual 

minor, could not continue to hold such land. Such land cannot be treated to be 

in its personal cultivation. A tenant of such land cultivating the land acquired the 

rights of khatedar of the State." 

TT HT HTHTHT (Tenant) 7Te TTY ed| ¥T: foHT yET 

coTt 37feluH 1952 eTRT 9 7T TRRITT DRTON 37ey4 

1955 aYdT ETNT 15 T5q TT T (Land in question) U 3THHT 

TUITEUT(Merit) 3TeTY Y AUta ya oi H 05.02.2019 
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There is no higher principle for the guidance of the Court than the one that no act of Courts should harm a litigant and it is the bourden and duty of Courts to see that if a person is harmed by a mistake of the Court he should be restored to the position he would have occupied but for that mistake. This is aptly summed up in the maxim: "Actus curiae neminem gravabit. 
fadan 3TTHTR 3eTer HETY5 

apteuoiT, fGroT Grr TRT YifRT Auy f3s51 Hi5 05.02.2019 eTaa 
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