= .
Examined and found 1o be a true
ecopy an ' correctly st umped.

Alipo Comparing Cle-k
W ; qf !
p&feﬂﬁ:glg\.&! Dist, Judg&'s (_,Qt!"’-)
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L

1503* gft = 2K=lch = 18 =£ft,

Vlue @ Rs, 4900/~ per Kottah - Rs, 8,349.30 D

Bear lelt
43) - 4 1100 6N
(4) - 141 -6m

e e e S

125 =ft. = OK -2Ch =35 =ft

Value @ Re. 3000/-  =520,60P-

Res 8,870,502

Cconstruction & ists value

(9) = Pucca room(electric) - Rs, 3150,M
:k.‘trﬂj: she@ with puce® £floor Rs. 296 .00
(10) Tiled shed Rs. 518.40
(11) Puacc? room Ree 1540 .00

Rse 5,504,40 pRisa
Re, 5504 .40 P

Ree. 14,374,580 P
Tot2l 2rea of 1lanad

Front belt
2K «1Ch=18 =ft

Re2r helt
Qk= 2Ch=35 =ft

2K =4Ch =8 =ft.

In Lot C land & constructions worth Rs, 14,374,200 plisa 2llotted to

Pefendant no,5 in her _}Tth share,

Typed lys- Sanfar— DaS
26 03 20ad,



[l

W7 fpma

- /’
- _..“mlﬁ
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- (12) Tiled shed Ls, 384 . N0
(13) " Rs, 118 . N0
(14) Puacca room * & Rs, 328 . 00
(15) Tin shed ' Rs., 607 . 00
(16) Pucca room dR,1657 . 50
(17) Tin rooted Pucca Room " Re.1274 . 00
(18) L2t & Bath Re. 360 , 00
(13) Pucca room Rs,10,520, 00
(1a(a) " R=s, 500 , 9O
20) Latrine Rs. 100 . 00

Re, 15,849 ,10 nai=a

Total v2lue of 1ané Re, 27,203 .61 2,

" of Construction Rs. 15'849 « 102,

Rs, 43,052.71 2,

In Lot B land & constructions worth Rs, 43,052.71 Paisa Allotted to

th
ﬂk Defendants 1, 3 & 4 in their ,?ﬁ share,
Allotment To Defendant no,5,
Lot = C
ané

. e T

Front lhelt
A= (n) =  1353%w0w

(0) 104 —G*

/ (p) = 40=6H
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(k) = - = 1497 5"
(@) J—— 61" -5"
(m) S . 66I_Bll

1625'=7% sft. = 2K =4Ch -6 sft,
Valie @ 4000/- per Kottah =~ Re, 9,033,05 2,

Redr Deliyg

e e e S

(g) ~—- 40144=0

(h) == 452-0
T aaes0

Less

LY - 110* -6"

() == 1416

D T S

125* (Allotted to Defendnts)
4341 ' - 6K -0~ 41sft,

Vlie @ Re. 3900/~ _er Kottdh Rs., 18,179.56 P,

RS‘-. 27; 203. 61:‘)

Total 2rea of 1and in hoth helts
2K =-4Cj=6 sft.

6K == 4lsft,

8K =5Ch=-= 2=£t,

O e D Ry IR e D v, PO

Allotment To Defencgnt 1, 3 and 4

T e e S I s S el e D . R S e o S -

Construction in Lot B 2nd its values=-

- - —-—

e d
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Allotment to plaintiff

-

Constriuctions in Lot A 2nd its value

(1) ikl Tiled shed — Rs, 756,00
(2) Bath room Tin shed — Rs, 216,90
(3) Latrine Pucel , — Re, 226,59
(4) Room Picca o _ Rs. 3700,00
(5) Room Pucca #+  — Rse 3200.00
(6) Foom Pucc — R8s, 5750,900
(7) Co-lRoom — Re, 450,00
(8) store & Kitchen room ~ Rg, 720.00
(21) Puceld room ~ Re., 891,00
(22) Kitchen — Re. 189 .00
Total Re. 16,125.59 paisa

Total valie of 1and - Rs, 26, 830,27 2,

Total valie of constractionRs, 16,125,500 P,

S e

Re, 42,956.,47 2

i v e T WY Tt e - e

In xix Lot A land 2nd construction worth Rs,42.956,47 paisa 2llotted to

PLAintiff in Ker 3 th share,
7

Allotment To Defendant 1, 3 & 4.

Front helt
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Ripees Thirty Seven thousand and £oar huncdred + seventy nine only.

Allotment to PlRintiff

T v W —

Lot =a
Lanéd
;;;:I'E belt
(2) 48 sft,
(b) 71 s£t
(c) 2968 sft ,:
(&) gg: 6" r L
=Less 3181-67 B = , R o

(x) 5*' (are2 attached to Defendnt 5)

(y) 22" lared covered by latried)

-——

2

Rt T pp—— )

Wile @ Ro= 4000/~ per Kottah - Re.17510,85
Redr Belt

- wm e

(e) - 1161%- ou
(£) == 1076 =0"

2237 sft - 3K =-1Ch=32 sft,

Value @ Rg. 3000/~ per Kottah - Rs, 9, 320,12

Rs. 26,830,97 pai=a
in both lelt - 4 K - 6Cch = 2 sft,

3K = 1 ch -32s8f¢,

s e T WS WS S S mm e

K = 7CH=- 34 sf







LTI
(19) 2Pucca room
A.V. Length 37'=7" X Breadth 28' = 1052'=4®
¢ = 1052 sft,
@ 20/~ per s=ft, -21,040
deprecildtion @ 50% -10,520,00
(=2) "
(19a) Do 10'-4" 39'78" - 100"=4% - 100 sft,
@ Rs, 19/~-per sft 1000/~
depreciltion 50% = 500,00
(20) Latrin 4'—6" X 9'=0" - 40'=6% = 40 sft,
@ 5 per sft. - 200/~
depreciation 590% = 100,00
(21) 2Pucca room
9! X22'-6" xxeBkxg" 190)sft,
@ Rs. §5/- per sft - 0. "= =2970/-
81,00
depreciation 70% - 2B O0
(22) Kitchen
9' X 6'=6" - 60'=6" - 60 oft,
@ Rs, 10/- per sft = 600/~
deprecildtion 70% = 180,00

13, 825,00

V=

Tot2l value of construction 5
. lst plge = 15,054,590

N8 Myge = 8,599.50

3rd page - 13,825,000

Adrna = & - P TS



/
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(12) Tiled sheéd
19¢ 6" X 12'=4" - 240'-6" @ R3,4/-per sft. ;960/-

‘ depreciation 60% - 384,99
(13) = Do - 8' X 9'—6" = 76 sft, & Rs.4/- Der sft, = 296/~
depreciation 60% = 118,49
2 2 5
(14) 2Pucc2 Room y Z
A7 &L g4 ‘
10* x 8'=2" - 81V 8"~ B2 sft, @ Re, 8/- =656/~
depréc!.:lt!.on 5D% - 328-00

(15) Tin shed
21'=5% X 11'=2 " = 242'-10%

813" X1 t.3% = 100 3"
253'-1" @ Re 6/~ per sqft - 1518/=
depreciltion 60% = 607,20

(15) Puacel roonm
21'-0" X 10%=2" -~ 221'-1" @Rs., 15/-per sft. =3315/-
@epreciltion 50% = 1657,50

8599.50

Tin rooted

(17) Pucca zoom
26'=6" X 13'-9" - 364'-4" - 364 sft

@ Re= 10/~ per sft, =3640/~
depreciation 65% = 1274.09
S (18’,} Latrine -B2th

' 6" X 9'=6" =90' 3" - 90 sft,

@ RS.B/— ner sfc,

dens

tp

360,00






ad?h

Pae
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(8* 9% X 6'=6") - 56-4 10"
160" 4"

@ 11-25 per cqft = 1800/

depreciation 60% = 720,99

e - T St TR EE W TR R U g e e -

" D T R S i

(9) 2ucc2 room (Electric) 3 AV, length 26'-0" X

' Breagth
& ® 1 " = '?(]l_ n
AV, 1?_.—%.(\ 14 3 = 3 6
100 X 5! - 50
T aa0n_gn
420 sft
@ Re.15 per =q.ft,. = 6300/~
Deprecildtion 50% D.c. = 3150, 90

shed with nucc2 floor
16'=5" X 6' =98' 6' @ Ro.6 per sft =592/~
depreciltion 50% =% 296,990
(10) Tiled shed

1 X17' X 23' « 195
- -

25' X 9L H_'' = 237-6"
432'=6" @ Rs, 3/~ per sft, =-1296/=~

depreciation 60% = 578.40

(11) 2Pacca roonm
170-3%% x 208 _4n = 385'-3" @ Re. 10/~ per s&e

=3850/ -
@epreciltion 60% =300/

= 1540,00






(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(5)

(7)

(8)

74 ff
Tiled shed(Doctar Chamber)

18' X 14' = 252 sft.
@ Rg. 6/~ per sq. f&. = 1512/-

depreciltion @ 50% - 756,00

Eathroom (T in shed)
6'=6" X 8'=4" = 54 sft., @ Res.8/ per sft =432/~

depreciation @ 50% - 216,00

Latrine(Pace2)

10°X 7' = 70 sft. @ Re. 7.50 per sft. :ﬁgﬁh=525/-

deprecildtion @ 50% = 62,50
Room (Pucca)
215" x 17' = 370 sft. @ 20 per sft, =7400/=
depreciztion @ 59% = 3700,00
Room(Pacca)
20'X16* =320 sft @ 20 per Sq.ft. =6400/-
depreciation 50% - 3200400
Room(Pucea)
23* X 25' - 575 sft @ 20 per sft. - 11,500/-
Depreciation 50% = 5750=00
coxl room(7'-9" X 7'-9") = 60 sft, @ 15 per sft -H00/=
dep reciation 50% = 450,00

Store & Kitchen room

Area lenght(9°'X11'-6') -103+_gn
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X4'-6" = 1l4'- 6"

s 8- - 09 2ch = 35sft,

(i) 3t-3"

Arex of @drain on the exst £2llen
in re3jr lkhelt left out as q}, des-

ired by parties.

Lotal of rear-HK-5ch-18 sft.

or 2n@d hkelt.

Total ared of loth lhelts,

-

Fronte lkelt - 8K - 11ch - 26 sft,

Redr belt = 9K - 5ch - 18 sft,

18K =1 Ch - 23 gft.

Area of latrine 24' sft. on the Westem side and entire 2area of

Municinpal @&rain on the edxgtern side are excluded 2s desired Ly

2ll the parties.

valnation of lang

Front belt
8K 1ich - 26 esft.

@ Rs, 4000/- ner Kottah - Rs, 34,893 .80 paisa

Rexr helt

@ Re, 3000/= ner Kott2h = Rs,

28,011.28 paisa

Rg,

Total land value :=- Ripees Sixty

eight paisa omly,

/ Valuation Of Congrmction in the premices.

62,205.08 Pais2

w0 *housand nine hundred and five and

-——
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(m) 200-0" X 3'=4" = 66'= 8"

1625'=7" sft,

(n) 6l'=6" X 22'=0" = 1353'=0"
(o) 41%=6" X 2'=6" = 104°'=6"
(2) 18-0 X 2'-3" = 40'- 6"
¢+ 2rea 0of 1'«0 X5*' - 5%
3 15037 sat.

Are2 coveredly latrine & those

of Municinpldl @rain in thigc helt

2K - 1ch = 18 sft.

-
—

T ———

total area = OBK -l1 ch- 26 sft,
on the e2st left out s desired of lest belt

by the parties.

Are2 of year lhelt,

(e) 27'=0" X 43'-0 = 1161%« 0%

(£) 35'=0 X 30'-8" - 1076°'- O™

U — A o —

2237 sft =

(g) 6l'=D" X 64°'-D" = 4014°'-0"
(h) 34'-H% X 13'«0% = 452'-0%
T aaest
-Less
(L 6'«6" X 17'=0% -~ 110'-6"
(i) 3'=3" X 4'-6" = 1l4'-g"
i
43411 -0m
(1) 6'm 6% X 17'=0" = 110%-6%

A soa ds b Bl &3L J ks

3K- 1ch - 32 sft.

Ared 21llbttedto Defendant
l‘b ™ 5 -

= 6K = 0 = 41 sft,






/L

In the 3rd coart of the sub-Judge 2t alipore,

T.S, 88 Of 62

Manjilat A3 Begiifessscescassssessesoss PRLIELEE,
-Versug=

Maghul Al2m & OtherS.esecsscecscccssLefend@nts,

Area ané VRluation of the suit property premises No,4 Prince Anwar
Roag, e

Property Aivided in two belts =frant belt road side 12nd 2né Rear

Belt Ixck side portion.

Area of Front lelt

(2) 1 X 2'-0X48 ' = 48'=0"

2
(h) 14 ' X5' 6" =77 '- 0"
(e) 61'=10%" x 48' = 2968 *'-0O%

(@) 44'=3" x 2'=0' = 88'-6"

3181'-6"

D e e e s = O

(=) Less
(X) 1'=0" X 5'=0" - §'-0"(Ared 21llctted to pefendant 5)

(X) 2'=0" X 12'«0"~ 24" (Ared covered by Latrine é- ducted s descri

29' ed by parties)

ey e b S o e D TV

3152 sft. = 4K- 6Ch-2 sq,ft,

(k) 61'9" X 24'-3% = 1497'-5"
/ (L) 6l'=6" X 1'=0% - 61'-6"

(l‘!l) 200" X 304V - 66" =Q" = 2K=- ACH = 68ft,




y i

- . | J s
Examined and found to be a true
copy an ' correctly st unped, i

Konafon  Sanon—

Aliporg Comparina Clevk
Q&%e?l?i[iaabist. Judge’s Court
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~. Constructionsi- 15, 849,10 2, 43.052.71 P
. 43,052,71 2. 43,021,74p,
Re. 30,97

moxe Ly Re, 30.%7 P. only.

aAllot, to DefendantS in her l,th shire Defend@ntS entitled in her
- ~-- schare property worth

m:’d - 8'870 ™ 50 Rs. 14' 340.58 Pt
constructions- 5504,.40 Re, 14,374.39 P.
14, 374,20 14-340,58 p

[rep—

Rs. 34,32 P

more Iy Rs, 34,32P anly,

/= Illigihle

Pleader oomm,

o8 4 G55 2021



Sl
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In the 3r@ Court of the sub- Judye At Alipore,

m.- T. S. BB Of 62.

- — — —— _F

Manj!.l?-lt A B&_rmo------.-o-.onoo.o-cnonplalnt{-ffo
=VerslSe
Magl:nl Anm .y & OERhBXS.ssssssnssssnssss .Defendlnte,

surmory of Valuation and Allotment,

Total value of 1nd s=- Re, 2;905008 Pa'_:-a

Total value of contructionsi= Rs, 37,479.00 Paisd

Tatal value of property -Rs, 1,00,384,08 plisa

divicsible amoants the
marties,
In ¥xe ) the shire - 100, 384.08 = 7 = Re. 14,340,58 paisa,

In 3th shore - 3 X14,340,58 = Re, 43,021,74 pRisa,
7

ﬂ/ Constractionss- 16, 125.5'5 P Res, 43,021,742
Lané s~ 26,830,97 P 2llowedRs., 42,956.47 P
RE. 420956.47 RS. 65.27

Less by Res 65,27 pRisdgniy,

Allotment to Defendant to 1, 3 & 4 Pefendant 1, 3 &4 entitled

in their_3th sha:e property worth
3 _

2 . e e
A e . W e N e e s e e

La. : s .
/ na [ - 27‘ 203 .61 o] ; R-‘:" 43.021-74 p-

--------------- . -  ———




.
(Examined and [ound 1o be @ true
copy an ' correctly stamped.

K] o S e~

Alipore Comparing Clel:
ng}%i[ﬁ:almsr. Judga's Court }
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2 llotment shects to the respective parties both of land and construct

ions an@ they Also ® Also will form parts of my report,

I have prepared a clsce mAp to 10' = 1 inch scale ané have
shown therein the position of structures in their exact peition,
The area a%ivkiked allotted to plaintiff hos been marked 3s Lot "a,
those of defendante 1, E}\-‘Jﬁd 4 25 Lot “B" 2an@d thht of defendant Mo, 5
Qs Lot "C" and the area and émst:.uctims 2llotted to respective nNArte

ies Are chwon Iy different coloar on the haund@ries of exch Allotment,

The c2semap, fleld book, valudtion stltements lhoth of total
1anéd 2nd constructions 2n@ the Allotment sheets made to respegtive
parties both of land and constructions will 2lso form pRrts of my

=t.

@
3

T3
My Bill comes upto Rs, 465,50 »paisd 2nd which is filed

here with,
I, therefore, pray that yoar Honour will ke nleased enough

to Accept my report And pase my bill and 21llow me to &raw the Amount,

Yourxs most okhedlently,
Dateds~ the 11 th December, 1969, S¢/= Tlligilhle
Pled@der commicssioner,

Typed by s= SonKV—o )os
g0 +03 202
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) Thas by the 2llotment made, the plainti ff in her 3/7th shaxe is 3ll-

ow@éd property worth 2s noted lelow,

Lanéd 3= dst belt 3= 4 K= 6Ch = 2

md ]ELt t 3 K = 1 Ch - 32£~'~ft -.V'al‘.le e F\s.

4
Constriction worth -

Re. 16,

sft,. Vlie ,, Re, 17510.85 P.

9320,12 ».

125,807,

TDt:‘l see os ESe

42,956.472.

N o
9% 3 .
.
Defend@nts 1, 3 and 4 in théir ¥7th shre 3=

Lang sg=- 1st belt = 2k = 4ch - 68ft .. VIle ..e Rs, 9, N33,05 P
2."1(‘. ]3Elt - 6K [ O - 415ft. o0 V:I!.'..le [ N ] R‘S. 18;170056 P-
TOtal | A N Rs. ?.7' 203 . 61?
Constriaction worths= ceees Rs. 15 ,849 , 102
Total Re., 43, 052 .71?
Defend@@nt No,5 in her 1/7th share:-
Lond s- lst belt 3- 2K = 1ch - 18sft, .. Value ,. Rs. 8,349, 902
2’1(". L?lt i- 0 -, 2C11 - 355ft- LN W’-ue as RS. 520 .60P
Rs. 8,870 ,592
Constriction worths- Re, 5,504 .402
Tot2l,... Re. 14, 374.902,.

I hawe prepared tilhle showing tot2l value of

ad Also of constructions there on ang also s ke

P/ |

the area of 1nd

cheets

allo+ ~r






3
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value of let belt (8K - lich - 26sgft) @ Rs. 4000/~ per cottldh =Rs,

34.__ 893 , 80 2,

valae of 2:16.. valt (9K - £ch = 18scft) @ Rs. 3000/~ per cottlh - Re,
28‘ 011 L] 28 P.

Rs.62,305 . 08 2

CONST RUCTIONS,

Parties suygested that construaction cost of Imilding Jrea
should e dscertlined @ Re, .15 per saft, and depreclation @ 70% or 75%
2, C, Lo to e 2llowed ¢ structures Are very old. ¥n the iq‘_ag
loctle besicdes uilding 23, there are titled roofed picca-walled r
roome aAnd tiled verandh, tin roofed sheds and privy, kth room ete.,
I hyve thus calculdted the various structures according to existing
conditions 2nd Alloved depreciltion which vares from 50 to 65 2,.C.
The valudtion of structures As made by me 2 shown to the parties anad
they have Jdccepted it, Thus cllcufating on the above Ihasis, the total

value of construction comes upto Rs, 34,479/- only,.

Then property worth divicsible 2 g=
mmooco-a.-RS. 62;905 .OB 2

coﬂstr‘JCt.‘.mS et N TR m‘. 34' 419/-

Ree 1,00, 384 =082 only.

ALLOTM ENT,

/ I have made the allotment to respective parties ac Agreed upon by them

I v

——
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AS the differenge 4in 2llotment is negligible 2nd neither party
ic Agreexlle to pay owelty money and 21l the parties Agreed to the
dlotment 2c made 2néd signed my proceedings (vicde proceédings Qted

2-0=60), AS Ayreed upon by 211 the prties I have mxde the £imdl
allotment ® 2ccordingly and have £indlly prepl 8¢ my clse map ané the
allotment table showing ghe value of the 2red of land and construct-
ions separately made to the respective pirties, I shall now discuss
Qbhoat valudtion of land anct -e:t‘."uct'.lrg‘.'s' Ac made by me and the allot-

ment m,de to the xs.yk respective Qrties.

VALUATTIOHN,

—

LAND,

As Geckied by the parties I hove divicded the ared in two belts 2lmost
hlf and half and have valued the lang@ds of 1lst belt @ Rs, 4000/- per

cottah 2nd those of 2né helt @ 3000/~ per cottdh, Thus cllculating

| found the totll 2rxeld of 12anad to e 3=
Etclut"i!'!g the M'.Iﬂ‘_c‘-p:ldrain a0 s 0 K, ch. g, £t.
on the east, .o .o 18 1 23

Ledving aside the 2rea covered

by old latrine, oo .o - - 34
S~ Tot2l area for partition 1g CE;--S - 44 oq ft,
ared of lst kelt .. 8k - 11 ch - 26 Sqft-
Ared of 2nd Eelt, -?...].{._ = 5 eh - 18 ge
ik 16K = O = 9k et

44 =qfg,

P PR S—






o

A

next sitting &xte,

I held the sitting on 12th september 2c notified Drevious-
1y and during the interval I c2lculdted the 2rea of the suit pronerty,
valie of land ag agreed upon by 2¥1l the plrties and valuation of
constrictions with in the 2rea, Anéd the -';!. lotment to e made to
the respective parties 2s sugyested by the.parties in the last sitt-
ing in the locale, In this sitting, pld_ih"tiff's hachang, pefendant
no,1 an@ the the learned lawyer of Defendant no, 6 2nd son of pefen-
dnt No,5 vere precent, I placed my plan bhefore the parties and
showed them the respective ared with consgtruction there on £alling
to the respective shlare 2nd the totll amount of worth of property
(1an@ and constructions) 2as 2llotted to edch plRrty, as per mti__q:_n;_:kk
calculation the otll value of property both land ané constructions
comes up to Rs, 100,384,008 plice only . PLEIntiff in her 3/7th
shire is entitled to get property worth Re. 43,021,74 2, Defendants
1,3 2né 4 in thelr 3/7th share- the s2me 3mount 2nd Defendant no,5 in

her 1/7th share is entitled to property worth Rs. 14,340,582 only.

By the allotment 3s mide by me 3¢ per Agreed suggection of
the pirties, plaintiff is allowed Droperty worth Rs, 42,956,47 2, Be
Defend®ntes 1, 3 and 4 property worth Res, 43,052.71 2 ané Defencdnt
no,5 property worth Res, 14, 374,20 i.e, plAintiff gets less by Re,

65,27 P an@ Defendants 1,3 and 4 more by Re, 30,97P and Defendant No,
Smore ly Rs. 34,37 2, only,






rr.e s
) angd 21l the parties signed it, So, in extract the drea of the sult pxx

property, I 3 tlke into consideration the area 2s faund in the locile
Ledvingaside the 2red covered by Municiplal dxin on the edst and the

area of old latrine on the west, .

After verifi cati.onuof mycise m2p I Asked the parties 2= to
their suggestion Ahoat :ll!.ot‘nent to e m2de to the respective parties,
After some discussion 21l the plrties agreed that 2llotment should be

made in the following manner,

From the westem limit of the premises upto edsterm wall of
Backery hoise 3rea on the front side 2nd adjicent ck side ared cover -
ing 3/7th shire be 2lloted to plaintiff, then, the Area covered Ly two
m}u electric shops on the front and 2djacent back portion covering
1/7th sha e be 2llotted to Defendant no,5 and the remiining cfront paxkd
portion Ared 2ndé the gk side portion be Allotted to Defendants 1.3

and 4 in their 3/7th share,

In making the Allotment the position of structires anéd poss-

ssion of tenants Are to ke maintlined 2s f2r s nossible, After mike

-

0]

ing 2llotment on the ag}.above IXsis 2né then c2lculating the value
of 1an@ And constructions Alling to the respective shl res, 2Another

Qte is to be fixed for £indl 2pproval of the parties . Thus complet-

/;ng the work and noting A1l these points in my Prxoceedings Quly ¢ gnea@
Iy the parties I left the locale fixi g 12th sentember next 3¢ the next
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informed the parties that I woald visit the locale 3glin on 23,8.69 £

for verificatioh of my casé@- map and directed that x in thex that
sitting parties shoild give me thelr suggestbon 3= to 2llotmest on
that @y in the locdle,, All thece were noted in my proceedings

and it was @ly signed Ly the parties 3nd the lwyerx,

As notified I went to the locale on 23xd august 1962 2long
xyith the ledrned lavwyer of Defendnt no,5 from Zlipore coure,
In the locale plaintiff's huslhang, Défendant No,1 2n¢ son of Defen-
dxnt no,5 were 2lso present, During my field work plainti ff sicde
supplied me with the certified copy of the plad of premises NO,4
prince mw2r shah Road wherein the haian@ries of the premises are
delinedted by red lines 3smentioned in the plaint, Néw 2fter plott-
ing ny field hook and verifying the sdme with the plan, I £find some
discrepancy s to the medsurement loth on the northern side (east
to west) which is less by 1 £t. 9 iches 2nd elstern side (north to
soath) by 4 ft.more, I verified my clse m3p with the loclle ané
ﬂ"] Jointed out the dlscrepdncy as faungd with the plan, Rirther an area
of 8% 24 sq, ft, of the holding is covered by an old latrine on the
west ds well , After discussion on the point 231 the parties Ayreed
that 2rea 2agfound in the locale chould@ be tiken into consigeration
in voxking out the tot2l drea 0f the suit property and firtherthe

'/'axea covered by the old latrine on the west and the 3red of Municipal

A@rain on the edst which has since lon g been Acquired by the corpor-
Ation should he excladed. Droceedings anc

Imde 3 note of this inp

.......... PEPPREY ot A PR —
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In that sitting, I fixed the next sitting &te in the locile

on 26.6.69 and 2ecordingly on that &y and also on 1-7-63, 8-7-63, 15-7
6 2ana@ 23.7.69 I held sitting X in the locale, measured the laxnd and 5
took the positions of structires standing thereon and noted them in

g my field book, On 2ll these days, plff's hashang, nnw De feh-
dant, Defendant NMo,1 and son of Defdt., No.5 were 21l along present,

I made notes of my field work on every ddy in my proceedings and my
proceedinyg wWas Qily signed by 21l the parties on each day. After comp=-
leting my field measurement, I directed the plarties to file valuldtion
statement both of 1land and stractures sepl2rately and fixed 6th angast
1969 for the next sitting in my chimber 2t alipore coart, In thit
sitting plainti£f*'s hushand, Defendant no,1 and shri Prasun Kumdr Mukhe-
erjee 2dvocate for defendant no,5 Appeld red before me, Plaintiff filed
the valuation statement and the 18, Advocate for the Defendant no,5
suggested the value of 1and and structares, Defendant no.,1 mide no
statement 2nd rather expressed th3t he would not sy anything., all

the parties present sugyescted that the land shoiald be divided in two
belts= hAlf and half front belt Arex lying by the gide of prince anwdr
Shah Road and the Iack= side portion, the 2néd belt ond valudtion of xﬁ
lan@d will e Rg, 4000/~ per cottah of the land of the f£ront lkelt and

@ Rs, 3000/~ per cottah of the rexr belt. As to structurxes, they
suggested that constriaction cost of the uilding should be taken at

Strictires are more than 100 years old, In that Sitting 1 alse info.



@
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D The preliminazy Decree runs s follows 3=

"It is ordered thot the suit be And the sAme is decreed in the preli-
mimry form on contest with costs, It is declamd that the plaintiff
has three- seventh sha®= 2nd ech of the Defendants Nos, 1, 3, 4 2nd §
have one- seventh shfre in the suit properties descrilbed in the schedule
to the piik):r.t plaint, The parties are allowed two month's time to
partition the property Amicably failing which 2 commissioner will be

Appointed to partition the plff's share Iw metes 2and hoands*,

2arties having failed to partition the property amicably as
drected, on the application of the plaintiff, this commicssion is issued
to me to effiect the partition of the property in terms of the preliminary

decree passed on 26th June 1968,

Thas to effect partition I first went to the loclle on 22=6-
69 After serving due notice upon 4ll the parties, In the locale, plff's
lsgland anisur Rahaman, Defend®@nt No,1 Moghul Alam ané Syed Golam Mohle
ZC#A mmaéd shah s/0 sultan Ara Begyum Defendant no,5 were present, I first
of 2ll went through plaint and decree and then on identification of
the parties inspected the suit premises No.,4, prince Arwar shah Road,
In that sitting Defencdant no, 6 wanted that her 1/7th share 3= declared
in the preliminary decree be separately allotted, I directed her to

Apply bhefore the Coart and to secure an order of the coart to that effe-

ct. Subsequently, Defendnt n0.5 moved the coirt and order was pasced

/ directing me to allot 2 separate Sah2m to Defendant no,5 as well,







e

/2

Khaspar 2long with undivided one seventh share in the old one storeyed

ilding standing there on 2t present known and numbered s No. 4,
Prince awar shah Ro2d, Police stition- Tollygunge, District 24, plar-
ganag, Sub- Registration Office-~ Alipore within the Municipal limits
of Calcuttd Corporltion 2c¢ delinedted with red mark bhoundlrzy lines in

the mdp Annexed herewith,

The plaintiff's case*‘_s that the suit property originally
helonged to her ygrand mother sahaj?'.lei A';ljuman:lz::l Begum angd that she
Iy 2 Deed Of GLft transferred the ;)z:o:)erty to her 5 sons and two daue-
ghters e2ch getting 1/7th (one seventh) share in the property, P2Plina-

L££ beiny one of the &Gughters got 1/7rh (one seventh) shire on the

1

sis of the s2id Deed of gift and that s8he purchased one seventh
e’

haire £

mn

m another Co-shl rer shiibjada surahayar alam by 2 conveyance
&Qted 20-1-1959, subsecuently, @aring the pendency of the suit, plEE,
nurch2sed one seventh shaxe of defenddnt Ho,2 ME, Sayd Nuaralom, Thas
the plaintiff has bhecome the owner of 2 tot2l of three-=seventh chare
of the sult property, That 2n 2micable partition was 2rranged Amon=-
gt the nirties and that 2 deed W2c 2lgo prepAred on stdmp pApers,
Bt subsequently, two of the Oo- shirers having decided not to join
the 3:52_9 aforesaid Peed, the plff has brought this suit for partitiaon

and senarldte pDossession,

The suit is contested by Defendants Nos, 1, 3. 4 2n@ 5 ang

1o BLE oF -
SMitimately it has Peen decreed on contest 2gAinst the defendants in

Pre;iminary form,
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In the Third Court of the subordindte Judje 2t Alinore,

District 24 -Plrganis,

Re 3- T, S, No, 88 of 1962.

- T e e WY

I&anjilat Ma M-lm....'.‘.........’...?nintiﬁ.
=VeIglS=
ma, M:Iq‘-'.ﬂ:'.ll Al2m & OtheXsS .eesescessscese .Pefendants,

FINALREPORT,

the presiding Judye of the Ahove coart,

Beiny 2Appointed Commissioner in the 2bove mentioned suit to
effect partition in terms of the preliminmdr Decree passed by this coa:
on the 26th day of June, 1968, I ey to sulmit my £inal report emhody~

iny the result of my enduiry As follovs 3=

The property to e piartition@dd 2s described in the schedale

to the pliint is as follows s-

"All thot piece 2nd parcel of one seventh undivided shire

mexsuring Aboat 2 cottah 11 chittdks out of B® revenue redeemed land
0""""-_

nedsurxing 18 cottahs 13 chitblks and 20 sft, being part and parcel of
whole land of No,1, prince Armw2r shih Road in plot No, B Appertaining

£o the Municipdl Holding 3t Toazi No, 2033 ping

PAnchamagram pivision,

/ Sub-pivicion "g" Moaza Kankulia Village Tol 1y Jange Pargand kh¥spar



s A

R

(Examinzd and found to be @ true |

cepy an ' correctly stamped. Head Lomnan
Koo o Sanion— Copying LrepaT.1"
Disfrict Judads

ey
Comparing Clerk \Accepted we 17 3 -

Aligorgg ”
elo (-]
@;w,_&,_/_____al Dist, Judgs's Court ]

e e
Certified to . 174
e gy
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PlLaintiff's Net due from defendant NHo.l, 3 & 4 =Rs 452 , 16 P

Plaintiff's Net due from defenrddnt No,5 = Rs. 28 .37 P
Defendant No,5's Net due £rom Defendant No.1, 3 & 4 = Rs. 43,23 2.

S/~ Illigihle
Sulordinate Jgudge, 3xd court
Alipore,
24.7,73
X
Typed bys= SoM ‘V‘-—--—>$

g’o 103\:?21
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3 Plagntiff r;fmdant HO,.5
, ) Rg., P, Es. P:
comicsion fee 338 ., 50 commi csion fee 100 , 00
Petn. « 8 Petn, s 15
Power 1. 99 Power 1. 9
Pleacder's fee 10, 99 Plexder's fee 0 ., 00
stamp for f£in2l Decree 630 .. 00 stamp for Final recree - .,
i 1040 . .25 11 . 7

-

3 of the Comm, fee of Rs, 438 , 50 P = Rs, 187.92 P
7
% of the Comm. fee Of Rs., 438 , 50 P, = Rs, 62,64 D

Plintiffs ¢ue for Comm, fee from cdefdt. No, 1, 3 & 4 = Rs, 150,58 2
(Rs, 338 .50 2 = Re, 187.32 2 )

Defendant Ho,5'c cue for Comm, fee, from cdefdt, No, 1, 3 & 4 =Rs. 3.

Plaintiff due for Fin:l Decree's stamp from Defdts 1, 3 & 4 =-Rs. 295,

/jﬁ 71 2,(L,es 3 Of Rs, 6Q0/=)
7]

PLAintiff die for Final Decree's starmp from c‘nﬂ‘!’gxt defencdant 10,5 =
RS. 98.57/"‘ ( ‘-ne- ._]‘..-of RF.‘-. mq/-,
y

PLintiff's due for other costs from defendant Mo, 1, 3 & 4 = Re, 5.

87 2(i.e,1 of Rs. 11,25p)

/ Defendant Ho.5's dae for other costs from defendant Mo, 1,3 & 4~ R=s,






/ Cost of the Commission homs by the parties;-

/2

No, "B" appurtaining to the Municipal holding at Toazi No. 2833 Dihi

panchannagram Divicion 'C' sub=livicion 'sS' Mauza Kankulia yilloge Toll
ygunge pRrgdnas KMspur 2long ith undivicded e~ seventh share in the
old one-ctareyed luilding standing thereon At present known and numberec
as No,4, Prince anwar shah Road, Police station~ Tollygunge, District

24 Parganas, Sub =~Registration office Alipore, (within the Mumicipal
limite of Calcatt2 Corporation 2s delinedted with the ¥0aé maxrk, bound-

ary lines in the map anngxed herewith hXtted anéd hounded as followssg-

North s Tank e o
soath @ Prince Anw2r shah Road,
West No, 2, Prince Anw2r shah Road,

East 3 Municipldl drain,

Thic suit coming on this &Qy for £imal M sposl before sxi R, L, Mukher-
jee subordindte Judye, 3xd Coart, Alipore in the presence of sri sk.
FAarhd@ Hoss2in Advocte for the Plaintiff,

and of NHone for the defendants
It is orxdered and cdecreed thot the suit be decreed finally in texms of
the commissioner's report, The sﬁnfn c2ee map, field hook 2nd the re-

port of the comiccsioner do form nart of the decree,

Given under my hand anéd seal of the coart, this lst day of
September 1970,

R W . S e .
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Fin2l Decree

District 24 PArganis,
In the Thizd Coaxt of subordindte Judge Alipore,

Title suit No, 88 of 1962,
= ? %

Man§ilat Ara Begum wife of Anisur Rohaman, by fith Mmuslim by occipa-

tion-Hoise holder, residing 2t No,2 prince Arwmdr S2h2 Road, P.S.
Tol lygunge at present 49/B, sumsul Hida Road P.S. K3:ay2 l-17
District- 24 PAXYaNAS, secesessss s 2 AINLLEE,

=Versilg=
1. Md. Maglul Alam 2, Mér-Se-Haiz-adam expunged V/0 Ho. 18 &t.25.7.
63. 3. S. Moharm@ Sayed alom 4. S. Mohdrmad Sardar aAlam S5, sultanat
AR Beyam, All sons and daughters of lite sahdibzada Moharmad Manir
Alam, by £2ith Muslim, by occupdtion- landholders, regiding Bf at Ho.
2, Prince awar shah Roagd, P.S, Tollyginge, District 24 Rrg s .

....-.......Defenc'ﬂrﬁ:.‘.‘».

Suit ? for partions- Valued 2t Rs. 1000/~

Schedule of the property

G Dt N TR S R o -

All that plece Ind parcel of one seventh individed xzkaa chire

measuring Aboat 2 cottahs 11 chitlks oat of revenue redeemed 1and

measuring aboat 18 cottahs 15 chitlks and 20 sq. ft., heing the part
an@ parcel of whole land of No.l, Prince anwar saha Road , in plot No,



(Examined

s mme.d and found to bra :r:h:'

py an ' correctly st umped. .
Ko ofon S anlon~

C(_v‘nparing Clevk

segaee

Alipore
o3 o)

.. Dist. Judge's Court |
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epaent,  PIE
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11, Adjormement costs not naid in a:l},cash ( o he

deducted or a&ed 2s the case may be )

—— e

e WD r =y -

Typed bys~- 50""@&—')’ =

20\0.3‘2)21
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6. subsistence and travelling 2llowdnces of witnecces
(includ@ing those of party, if 2llowed by Judge) - =
g Process fees 4 . 59
8. commicsicners' fees 2. 00
%, Demi Paper 1« W
10, Cost of tronsmicssgion of recomis - - -
11, Other costs 2llovwed uncder the Code and Civil Rales
angd Oxders *.' e ‘ - =
18, Mjoamment costs Rpa not pRid in cdsh( to be added
or dedicted as the cise may he ) -y
- Total 501 .87
Defe."ictcit;-l,3,4 -5 ¥ N Ree 2o
e sSt2mp for power i« 90
2e¢ stamp for petitions and affidavits 3 25
3. Cost of exhibits including copies mAcde under the
ERnkers' Books' Evidence Act, 1891 - =
4, Pledders' fee 475 , 00
Se Sabsistence And travelling Allowances of witnesses
(including those of pArty, Lf Alloved by Judye) - =
6. Process fees - =
7. Commi csioners' fees -y =
8. LDeni piAper i .12
9. Cost of transmission of recoras -
10, Other costes allowed under the Code and Civil Rales

Aanéd Orders
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and th2t the sum of Re. 501.8) P. (Rupees five hundred@ and one and

eighty seven npaisd) only

he pligd by the Defendont Nos 1, 3, 4 2né 5 to ghe plaintiff,

on Account of the cosgts of this suit,
Given under my hand and the seal of this coart, this 26th

&y of June 1948,

The Ad&dresses given Ahove-Are the A& recses filed by the partia
es for cervice,
/= Illigihle
S¢/= ke Enattacharji
Sub=Jufge
3.7.68
!‘m&}amr Costs of suit
Plainti £f Rs. P.
1 stamp fbr nlaint 15 , 20
2e Stamp for power 1 . 069
3. Stamp for petitions and AL£idvits 5 « 00
4. Cost of exhibites including copies made under the
Ednkers' Books' Evidence Act, 1891 “ . o
S5¢ Pledcders' fee on Rs, 10,000/~ 475 , 00
6. Subksistince 2nd travelling allowances of witaess-

es(including those of party, if Allowed by Judge)
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measuring aboat 2 cottlhs 11 chitdks cat of revenue redeemed 1langd mels-

g uring aboat 18 cottahs 15 chittaks and 20 sq. f£t, being the part 2nd
parcel of whole 1and of No,1, Prince Anvar shah Road, in plot No,'PR!
Aappartaining to the Municipll holding At Toa zi No,2833 rpihi Panchami-
gram Dieiskon 10¢ subdivision 'sS' Mouzd Kankulia wvillage Tollygunge
Parganas Khaspur along with undivided one-seventh share in the old
onestoreyed uilding standing there on at present known andmnmbered

as No,4, Prince Arwmdr Shdih Roagd, Police station '2? Tollygunge Distri-

ct 24 parydnas, sSub Registration office Alipore, within the mMunicipal

limites of Calcutta Corporation Ac deliveated with the rodd marxk boand=-

ary lines in the map amexed here with MtteC& ana poinded 2s follows

This suit coming on this day for final @disposial before- sri
A. K, BERttchldrji subordindte Judye 3@‘5 3xd court 2t alipore in the
nresence of Sri mati sikhapni Duttd, Advocate.....for the Plaintiff,

and of sri A.:}_n;kt Ashokd Kumdr Ganguly.....Acwocate for the defendnts,

It is ordered that the guit be and the s2me igs decreed in the
prelimindry form on contesct with costs. It e declored that the plaine
tiff hos three geventh shagxe and edch of defendnts nos 1, 3, 4 2n@ 5 %
have one seventh sharz in the suit property described in the :zg sche=-
cdale to the plaint, The pArties Are allowed two month's time to parti-

e tion the prope:rty amicably £iling which 2 commissioner will he 2ppoine
ted to partition the plaint iffes sha e by metes and haands, The costs

/ Of the Commicsion will be horne by the pArties According to their
Tespective shlres,
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HIGH COURr FOR1 MO, (J) 25,
DECREE IN PARITION SUIT
(Oxder 20, Rule 6 2néd 7, Code of Civil proceda:m )
District 24 Rre@dnlis,
In the Third Court of sub-Judge at alipore,
Title suit No., 88 of 1962( Filed on 30,08.62)

Manjila® Ar2 Begum wife of anisur Rohaman residing 2 t No.2, Prince
arwar shah Ro3d, 2,S. Tollyyunge 2¢ present 49/B, samsal Had& ROJEG, 2.8
Karaya, Calcuttla- 17, District 24 PArglNASeecscceses«PLILNLLEL,
=Versus=

1, M& Maglul aAlam 2, M&. S, Mur aAllm BExpanged /@ No,18 &t, 25.7.63.
3¢ S, MOh2mmad sSayed Aldm 4, S, Mohammad sardar alam 5, sultandt ara
Begum,
ALl sons and@ édaughters of Lite SShaibzada Moharmmad Munir aAlam residing
at No,2, Prince Aaw3r shah Roag, P,.S. Tollygunge, District 24 Pargamis,
ssssacessslefendant,
Claim for 3= suit for partition by metes 2nd bounds inrespect of plain-
t.‘.ffs":;)—th shirze in the prpperties in suit by appointing 2 pledder
Cormicsioner from the coart,

valaed at Res. 10,000/~ only,

Schedile of the property

— - o

All thot piece and parcel of one~ Seventh undivided share measur-

a i oA A 8 & aa sde b ) AKXk ki s S S PP -



Examined and found 1o be a true |
copy an ' correctly stamped. '

Korn~afon S oAl

Alipore Co ing C
. 31202 mparing Clerk |
Q&érligl Dist. Jusge’s Cour! |
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by purchase., There shoild, themfore, he 2 decreefor partition for

the Aaforesdi@ share of the plaintifs,

Court-fees plid on the plaint is sufficient,
Hence.

ORRPEREDPD

that the shit be 2né the same‘*:s ;?.Q;’:z:?eé. in the pgx prelimindxy fom
on contest with costs, It be declared that the plaintiff his three-
seventh share and edch of defendmts nos, 1, 3, 4 2né 5 have ome-
seventh share in the sult property descriled in the schedule to

the plaint, The pArtiesc Are 2Allowed two months time to partition
the property :g;fatmicably falining which 2 commicsioner will Dbe
appointed to partition the plaintiff's shle by metes and bounds,

The costs of the comicssion will be bome by the plrties according
to their respective sharers,

sd/- A. Bhottacharji

Dictated and corrected by me Sabordnates gudye, 3xd court,
S.Jo

Typed bys= Sk —o0 >"5
a0 .03 » K021
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the plaintiff exercised undue influence upon him 2and that she purche

asead the property with oat consider@tion, SO the objection reglrding
the none- examindtion of any of the Attesting witnesses does not stand
at ali,

Another objection has heen mised regd ming the mAintlinab-
ility of the suit on the ground of nmon-joinder of parties, TIking
hint £rom the deposition of 2P.W.1 tl';at the mask consicdex@tion money
DLd MW Waos his own money- The ledrned lawyer for the defendants
Argues that the property was B Actullly parchased by P.W.l anisur

Rohdman fnd that 2g such he is 2 co=charer of that property, This

L=

s Algo nNot A serious Axjument And I do not think that the hushand

o
Fh

the plaintiff should e made 2 pRrty on Accoant of this statment,

Aother objection wigs xrAised 2t the time of trial that nNur

Al2m was insane from his boyhood. There was no such Allegation in

ﬂ the ¢ritten gstatement 2anéd on the IXsis of the evidences adduced in

this case and I hold tht this allegation is wholly Iaseless,

Evidently 2 partition deed wls prepared and three of the
co=-cshrers jointed the deed as wouléd be evident from Ext,P. But in
As rmach Ag A1l the co-shirers &d not join it, It cannot be held

that there wls conclusive partition on the basis of the deed. The

PLaintiff is, therefore, entitled to 2 total of three- seventh share
/ in the property, One- seyenth share being allotted to her on the
hbais Of the Deed of Gift ana tio=Seventh share being acquired I»
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being without considerdtion, The plaintiff's hushand P.wW.1 anisur

Moharan proves the Deed, He 2lso proves the pIyment of consideration,
There is no substince in the objection rlised by the defend@nts about
the validity of the Deed on the groand that s2hibzadl surdhyer aAlam
wag 2 pakistani citizen., The vendor himself does not come to challen-
ge the deed 2nd I overrule the 6]3ject§.9!1 zuxised by the defendants
regar@ing the validity of the @eed on this 3ccount. Regarding the =g
conveyance made by =2yad Md, Mur ,'7'2:{2:\1!1'. this deed is 2lso proved by
P.Wel 20& he 21lso proves the passing of considexation, There is noth-
ing t0 chow that no consideration wias piid Aglinst this deed, The
learned lawyer for the defence, hovever, raises an objection that in 2
mich 3s no akkgak Attesting witness was exdmined in this case, there
Wwac no proper proof of the deeds, Under provigo to section 68 of the
Evidence Act, it is not necessary to @ ll 3n attesting withess &in
proof of the execution of any docament not being 2 will which 2s heen .
registered in Accoxr@nce with the provisions of the Indan Reglstratio
hAct, unless its execution Ly the person by whom it gt; mrports to have
been executed is specificilly denied, In the written statement the
execution of thece two deels Ly the respective vencors has not been
speficillly denied, As regards the deed executed ly sarahyer alam it
h2s heen stited in the written statement thot the deed ig voild as it

is withoat consideration and 2s the vendor have no right to sell away

the shire without the previous permission of the Govt. of India, As

6/ regards the deed executed by sayad Nur Alam, it has been state a that ¢
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3. Has the plaintiff accuired one- seventh shl:re in the suit pro=-

nerty by virtie of her murchase from sSaryer Alam ?

4. His the plaintiff acquired the cne=~ seventh interest in the

suit 12n@ from S, Mur Aldm on the hasis of purchase 2

Sie Was there any amicable p2rtition of thesuit property s Alle-
ged 2
Ge Is the plaintiff entitled to any partition of the suit proper-

ty 2 If =0, what are the respective shares of the parties ?

Te To what relief, if, any, is the plaintiff entitled, 7

Icssue Ho.l1 -

This issue hls aly 2lready heen decided in favoar of the

plaintiff under Order no, 23 dated 21.12.64.

Issues llossg~ 2 to 7s=-

All these issues 2re tiken up together for thexex thesldke
of convenience, Acs Alrady cstated, the plaintiff's one-sewenth shaee
is A@nitted. The dispute is regdrding the remaining two-seventh
shires, The plaintiff has filed the two Deeds Of conveyance showing

the parchace of one-seventh share each from sahibz2da surdhyer alam

?./ and Si;nﬂ Sayad M@, Nur alam, These two deeds have been MArked

Bxts, 1 anad 1(3). The object'_on Against the deed of urahyer alam i

that He was 3 pakistani citizen and that the ceed was void for being
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the om the basis of the s2id Deed of GLft 2nd tht ghe pnurchised oe-
seventh shire from 2nother co-chirer l? shaibzadx surahyer alam by 2
conveyance dated 29.1,59., Subsequently, @urzing the pencdency of the
s1it the plaintiff murchased one-seventh she e 0f the cdefencdant no,2
Md, S2yad Nur Alam, The plaintiff thus hecome owner of 2 total of
three =seventh shlre of the suit property and the ndme of the defend-
nt no, 2 was expanged by an Order of the Goari @ted 25,7.63, That an
Amicalle partition wis Arxanged 2mong with parties ané thot a2 peed was
2150 prepared o stimp pApers, But, subsequently, two of the co-shar-
ers having decicded not to join the 2foreslid Deed, the plaintiff hls

broaght the suit for partition andéd sen? xate possesgsion,

The suit is contested Ly cdefendomts nos, 1, 3, 4, & 5 « They
Adnit the pliintiff's one-ceventh share on the Iasis of the Deed of
Gift, Iut they contend thot sthubzda surahyer aAl2m having migrated to
PAkistan he has no authority to sell the property, They 2lso challenge
the 2foresdicd s2le Deed 2= void being without 2ny consideration, They
Also 3ttAcked the stle deed executed by SRyad Nur aldm in favoar of
the plaintiff on the yroand that the latter exercised undue inflaence

on him 3ané that the s2le was withoat any consideration,
Parties went to the trial on the followsing issuess-

1. Is the suit property valied 2

2. Is the cuit maintainable as framed 2
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/ to the parties to the suit, The pl

20,02.9) ®9,02,21 @9.63.2) Q0.C3:2) 25032

ER- 132/21, /7Y //
District 24 Parganis(soath),
In the Coart of LA, 3x@ Civil Judge(sr, Livn,) At alipore.
Qce No, T,S, 88/62,
MAN Manjilat Ara DegUMecscecssecccssses « PLAINTIFF
=V Se
MR 1l AlLRm & OtherSecsescccccccscsnccssssscee s CEFENDANT S,
HIGH COURT FORM NO,.(J) 2.
HEADTNG OF JUDGEMBNT IN ORICINAL SUIT
Presents- Sri A, K. Ehattacharji.
Wedhes &y the 26th Ay of June 1968
1, M2njilat A2 BegilMececeso s e VEXTUSeseessseel, Mds MAQIl aAl2m 2, S,

Mohammad Sayed Alam & Ors,

THissuit/clse coming on for £imal helring on 18,6.68 "torm" in
the presence of
Sme. Sikharxani Datta “torn® "toxrn"

angd

sri AsOka KumlX GRNMlYessseeses e 2lvocate fOor Defencant
and hving stood for consicderltion to this dxy, the coart delivered the
following judgements- This fies 2 suit for partition of the property
described in the schectile to the plaint, The plaintiff's case is that
the suit property origindlly belomyed to her grand- mother sahebjadi
Anjuananaxd Begum and t:l'%t'. she by 2 deed 0of gift transferred the same

AUNtLff got one~Sfeventh share of the

e
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