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3. Defendants claimed the suit property to be part of their plot.

4. The Courts below, on apprecia�on of evidence found that sale

deed  (Ex.P4),  whereby  the  plain�ff  had  purchased  her  property  clearly

reflected existence of a street on the eastern side of her plot. Defendant –

Renu Bala claimed to have purchased the disputed property by virtue of sale

deed dated 18.02.2009, but the said defendant – Renu Bala did not appear in

the witness box nor examined her vendor. The Courts below further found

that though the site plan (Ex.P3) relied by the plain�ff was duly proved on

record, but the site plant (Ex.D2) on which the defendants wanted to rely,

was  not  even  signed  by  them  nor  Anil  Kumar,  the  dra0sman  who  had

prepared the site plan was examined by them.

5. In view of the aforesaid circumstances, the Courts below did not

commit any error in coming to the conclusion that the disputed property was

in fact a  gali separa�ng the proper�es of two par�es and as such, the trial

Court  has  rightly  decreed the suit  of  the  plain�ff and the First  Appellate

Court, on re-apprecia�on of evidence, has rightly dismissed the appeal.

6. This Court does not find any ground to disturb the concurrent

findings of facts recorded by both the Courts below, which are based upon

proper  apprecia�on  of  evidence  on  record.  As  such,  finding  the  present

appeal to be devoid of any merit, the same is hereby dismissed.

September 16, 2025
Sarita

                  

           (DEEPAK GUPTA)

          JUDGE
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