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poor Memorialist doubt not but that your Honors will deliver I
the Judicial authority. i a,
5. The above stated authorities entirely admitted the illegal
Dectee of the District Moonsiff, and non-suited your poor Memort
so that your poor Memorialist most humbly and respmtfdﬂy begs
‘eotions against the Decree of the Original Court.
6. That is to say, the said District Moonsiff objected in the 2nd
that the aforesaid document No. 44, produced by the Plaintiff is not
the ground of its not being formed part of the records of the Collector's

ed and sealed by the present authority. ey
7. It is not right, during the time of his Highness the Nabob, the Red
of the village of Tottapoliem granted as Enam or gift their own landed pr
the perpetustion of the charity of the said Mutt and for which executed
was taken place before the presence of Cazy, that was then the Jate authority
sealed by him whichis filed in No. 44 of this suit. - The said Distriet Meuﬁ
to make such objections against the said document which is not granted by ¢ e
Government. It is the private property of the Reddies, the head inhabitan s
are entitled to dispose of their own property such as they pleased, there
documents to enter registry in the public records in the name of your M
8. Your poor Memorialist prays your honors to consider why the
to state in his Decree on which deed the said Respondent possessed and
in dispute, and the manifest proof of the worthy witnesses and also the ﬁ !
duced on the part of your Memorialist for the long period of enjoymew‘t}
said disputed ground, but the said District Moonsiff passed the unjust Decree
merely therein the false ground of the proof of his witnesses for his enjoyi .
the said disputed ground. Here your poor Memorialist prays your honos
the Appellate or the Court of Sudr Udalut found not the said unjusﬁi
9. DBesides these, the registry of the land attached to the mutt a
ground granted by the Nabob is entered in the records of the Collector’
of your Memorialist for which he produced an Exhibit in No. 212 ofﬂnq

of which is herewith annexed for perusal.

5

10. It is mentioned in the 3rd para. of the Original Decree that the

'.‘Iv

the Plaintiff proved that the Plaintiff is the descendant of Samul Doss, the , B | Al

while so, it is great unjustices on the part of the Talook Moonsiff to cbjectg_"
: .ll. The said Respondent produced 5 puttahs of 5 years, Nos. 47, 48, ‘m
in his name fraudulently, without the knowledge of the 'Pluin’tiﬁ' at.ld ,rov;d y
on his part that the ground in dispute has been in the possession of thl&: ll
very long period extending to 40 years. The said District Moo: il‘."?!l
stated puttahs admitted in his Decree the possession and enjo ‘m ‘:3’ f":;n X
. the said Ist Respondent to 40 years, according to the statemjeli e? th0 poc.
the part of the said Ist Respondent and further stated therein a : f'nsoms .
admitted the possession and enjoymerit of the said 1st Rcspondef: ‘:?SOM
.l 2 .The said Plaintiff’ alleged in his plaint that the 1st Res d‘y ;
for ]}iS enjoyment of the ground sued for to'a period of 30 ye A mt
the judgment part of the Appeal Decree. e Mcmd}ﬂ&
% ::i.t Thclsaid lDistr;ct Mocnsiff concealed in his Decree to state that the -
unable to produce the title-deed of the gro in dispute and vai kel
failed to produce any evidence in proofg(:f ‘111]1]: az;e(ll';g: t;'ll:ini ?anllly sp.eaki.:: | .
the worthy witnesses and underivable document title-deed :):f t‘ll‘? G andmﬂﬁ
14. The Subordinat: Judge of Chittoor the Appell ; gmnn&!
the Decree of the District Moonsiff, passed his A i
evidence taken hefore the lower Court shew

ate Court not sa
ppeal Decree stating a gr
s that the Appeal made by the Ay

Decision of the lower Court is alitigious appeal and hence he is adj
< (¢

Regulation IV of 1802, to pay a fine of fifteen Rupees Judgedun&g?
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¥ Bagavan Doss Bavajee, the son of Mogun Doss,
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o daid Mutt or Convent adjeinin

] list the disputed land with the rent due thereon together.with the Court costs in-
on the remission of the fine unjustly levied from him who is supporting himself and dis-

iting rice to many poor travellers that halted in the Mutt aforesaifl. ' '

For which act of charity and justice, your Memoralist (poor Byraggy) as in duty bound,

bt _ Shall ever pray, e

, 29th May 1857, . . o

Signature. .

s A%

© Decree of the District Moonsiff's Court of Vellore. Original Suit No. 303 of 1851. A

© . Plaintiff. o Defendants.

: I. Thanappa Moodelly.
residing at Vellore. 2. His son, Mooneyappa Moodelly.
Vakeel, P. Chengier. The Ist Defendant’s Vakeel, Kistnapillay.
s - : The 3rd Defendant’s Vakeel, S. Ramanooja-

[ Tt I s B ~ charry. "t o

iy “The Suit was brought for the recovery of thehouse and the rent thereof.

 That about 90 years before the Plaintifi’s forefa ther Samul Doss obtained lands as Enam
late Nabob Mahomud Allykhan Bahder, to build the Byraggy Muit or Convent and
a considerable sum of money to that effect and enjoyed it. While so, the Defendants

' wasengaged to the father of the Plaintiff, Mogun Doss on the February 1821 to pay 4annas rent

p&mu&thfwmotﬁulmd measuring 3 yards, 2 English feet and 3 inches from east to west,
and 12 yards and 9 inches from north to south valued Rupees 40, and situated in the town of
Vellore, and also the sum of Rupees 3 on account of the said ground. y

© The Plaintiff’s father granted the said land to the Defendant who built thereon a tiled shop
of 2 ankanams valued at 20 Rupees, and enjoyed it by paying rent ; but on the contrary, the De-
fendants usurped it without paying the rent on the 2nd June 1850. '

" Ina Suit No. 779 of 1848, a Hookoomnamah was issued to zuft the land aforesaid for the
sum due by the said Defendant to the Plaintiff Alamaloo Ammah. Upon which the Plaintiff
(Bagavan Doss Bavajee, Byraggy) in this Suit No. 303 of 1851, put a Petition stating that the
«aid Defendant is merely a tenant and not the legal heir, the disputed land would not realize the
sum due to Alamaloo Ammah, but he the Dlaintiff was ordered to prefer a regular suit.

"The Defendant in his answer states that one Soobbaroya pillay of Chithapaupum had pro-
cured the land about 60 years before, built a shop thereon and enjoyed it, that he (the Ist Defen-
dant) purchased from him under an agreement, repaired and rented it to some persons, that Put-
tahy also entered in his name, and that he is enjoying it, paying kist to the Cirkar, that the disput-
ed land is not ineluded in the Mutt, that no agreement was passed, that mo land is required to
be given up, and the Plaintiffis not the disciple of Samul Doss, that the Plaintiff is not the son
of Mogun Doss, that the Plaintiff has no right to the said Mutt, that the Plaintifi'is in the Mutt

* as well as other Byraguees, and that the land is valued at Rupees 300.

Documents produced in this Suit.

Nos.
1. Plaint.
2, Vakalutnamah of the Plaintiff.

List of Witnesses of  do.
33. Petition presented by the Vakeel of do.

2
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212, entered in the name of your Memorialist for the groundand
: utt or Convent a 7 to the ground in question and the Original
te Courts Decrees A and B together with the said Extracts of the Court of Sudr

Y and the endorsement of the Government E, and pass an order to deliver over to

3. MeetoyeeChengun, residing at Vellore.
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M. An Enoyetnamah written onul

45. Nagasha of the Plaintiff. ==

6. Petition of the 1st Defenda

7.. Answer of do. do.

18. Vakalutnamah of do.

19. List of Witnesses of  dos 58

16. Petition of do. .

#7. Puttah produced by the do. 8

48 Puttah issued in the Circar in'th :
49. do. do.
50. do. do.

ol do. do.
9. Petition presented by the 3rd

10. Answer of do.

16. Vakalutnamah of do.

17. List of Witnesses of do.
Plaintifi"s Witnesses.
36.  Deposition given by Chinnaeu
37, de. do. by Mooneyap
38. do. do. by Samalawlas
Defendant's Witnesses. :!
26. Deposition given by Tumbeoo | ‘
i do. do. by Aroonaghe
28,7 da. do. by Ramasawm

29.- ‘Ao, do. by Narrainen.
38, do. do. by Mooneyap
415 dos do. by Narraina j
42. * do. do. by Sonache

1. 3rd Defendant’s Witnes

30.  Deposition dictated by Moonesa

81, iide, do. by Kistnappen.

= Drm —1st.  On perusing the whole record of thlsc%
Plaintiff has not produced any Purvanah Deed to prove that
was }_':i\l:-n in gift to his ancestors, or an Extract from the Ci
in the Circar account being given as Enam. ‘

2nd. It appears that the Plaintiff filed 4 Document No. v"

1-:1.»'!1 dated 20th Jamabellah month of Heazaree 1290, and that ¢
it under his signature and under the seal of Arcot Ci;z 7 Thm
ment. For, if it were signed and sealed by the preseut.}éircar a ' '
it wasnot the case, Narraina Reddy, \Viiness No. 41 andC u s
"l«.O, named by the ' 1st Defendant, the Maneyakaran a;ld C e
Q‘mmtcd, stated that the disputed land is the Teewah P b 1
that it is not Maneum land of the Mutt, s < -
yetnamah No. 44, but it is not useful,

The said Document

) =
grd.  In the Plaint it is alle :
A bbb mt it is alleged that the son of 8
e Plaintiff is Prelaba Doss, that the P
points were given, but it was not pr
4th. The 1st Defendant in his
list, but from ti i ) A
st, m the evidence of his Wit i
: | g Inesses, it ¢ CATS Y-
A g ¢s, 1t appears that he
~ 1‘» 1.1, 18, jf)' 90, and 51 for these 40 or 50 years “"h'm
cover the disputed land admitted in his plaint that th.‘ l. D f'llw ;
3 € 15t Defendan

any document, isnot at all just,

amul Doss
)

relaba Dosses's son sk
oved by the 3 Witnesses of
answer states that the disput

enjoyment thereof, without filing
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}E ferred a claim. This Suit was preferred to this Court; but a Decree was passed that the disputed
~ shop could not be appropriated for the debt due to the said Moottappa Moodelly, that it should
~ be applied for the debt due to the said Alamaloo Ammal, 2nd supplemental Defendant in the
- above Suit, and Plaintiff in Suit No. 776 of 1848, as it is mortgaged to her from 1817. The

¥

r £_
LR £ Plaintiff in this suit who admits that he was ordered to obtain possession of the property by a

*

new Action, should include as the principal Defendant, the Plaintiff by whom the property was
~_ objected to, had he been forgetful of doing so, he should include him as supplemental Defen-
- dant, and get his claim disposed of. Though the Plaintiff did not include in the suit the said
¥ Alamaloo as Defendant, yet it appears that this Court has passed a Decree in Suit No. 112 of
- 1851, of the Moofty Sudder Ameen’s Court and established by an Escheat. The Court is there-

1 5 fore of opinion that the Plaintiff’s claim is not just, and resolves to dismiss.

~ Given under my hand and the seal of this Court, on the 9th October 1852,

(Cory.)
Translation of a Persian paper marked 44.

The Seal of Cazy.

On the agreement of the Reddies of the above country, this Seal was affixed hereunto.

‘We the Karappoo Reddy, Venkata Reddy, and Kooppoo Reddy, the inhabitants and heirs
of the village of Totapoliam have written and given to Prehala Doss, the son of Samul Doss,
Byraggy of the Mutt or Convent which is situated within the limit of the above village, that
we have given up with our free will and own consent to the said Byraggy, the land measuring
3§ yards from east to west, and 12} yards from north to south, together with the house per
bazar adjacent to the Mutt aforesaid, which is on the highway of the Circar, and on which there
is Arrack-shop, and some shops, &c., and we further bind ourselves that we shall not in future
claim the land and the bazars of the said Byraggy, but on the contrary should we set a claim to
the above deseribed property, we shall be found great criminals, therefore we have written and

~ given this writting by way of Razeenamah, to be produced hereafter. Written the 20th of
Jamadewel of the Hezeeree 1209. .

. Witnesses.
MALAAPPA Chetty, of Patha Pettah. (Signed) KARAPPOO Reddy.
VENKANNA Chetty, of Balaja Pettah. ( , ) VENCATA Reddy.
SETHAPPA Chetty, of  do. ( . ) KOOPPOO Reddy.

CUNTHA Pillay, Village Curnam. ( » ) MOOTHAPPA Reddy.

No. 212.
Extracts from the Proceedings of the Registry of the Taukeed book.

You have forwarded an Urzee No. 40, on the 26th January 1839, purporting that one Baga-
van Dess, Byraggy, residing at Vellore, appeared and complained that his priest Samul Doss,
acquired one cawny of Tarappady Enam land, which was enjoyed by the Mogana Doss, up to
fusly 1216, and that on his death in the above fusly, the said land is to be entered registry in the
name of Bagavan Doss, his legal heir, and that he (the said Enamdar) was sent to Huzoor toge-
ther with the Puttah and Varsconamah and Puttey in the hand-writing of village Curnam and
Moneyagar. Upon examining the registry of fusly 1219, with the aforesaid documents, it is
evidently known that the said Bagavan Doss, the heir of Mogana Doss is the sole representative
of the said Mutt or Convent and that the said Enam land of cawny, one belonged to the said
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Mutt at Vellore, which was entered registry in the name of M 7
Jauree Sunnud in the name of the said Bagavan Deoss, whe: .4,_
deliver over the said land to the Enamdar according to the Cmﬁ\_

Valaganagaram, 14th March 1839, S

S

It was delivered to the Petitioner Bagavan Doss, on the 6th Augus

(True Copy.)

It is drawn in Mahratta language by Goomestah Streenevassa Ie :

Soobbarow, Sheristadar. -
(Signed) “HES
B. s
Decree of the Subordinate Court in the Zillah of Chittoor: In Original §
on the file of the District Moonsiff of Vellore.
Plaintiff.
Bagavan Doss Bavajee.

2. Mooneyag »
5 Metyee Chang
Appeal Suit No. 195 of 1852, -

e
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Appellant.
Bagavan Doss Bavajee.

1. Tanappa Mo,
2. Mooneya
3. Metayee

L. The Original Suit was instituted by the Appellant to rewwt f
piece of ground, measuring 33 yards from east to west, and 12} yl:"d‘i

valued at Rupees 40 and situated in the Town of Vellore, and also the .h!_ ]
of the rent of the said ground. B -

By Vakeel Soobramanya Sastry.

2. The District Moonsiff dismissed the Plaintifs claim with costs ¢
that he had failed to prove that he had any right to it, and that the evi
shewed that it formed no part of the Enam land adjoining the ground in
Plaintift was the possessor, and to which he had alleged that the said gmmj

3.. The Appellant in his Appeal Petition alleged that it had been d

‘ he piece of ground clajmed by him formed
adjoining it, which he enjoyed, that he could prove the said fact by pub '
the Moonsiff had admitted the Ist Respondent’s title to the ground, alth, .
to produce any documentary evidence in proof of it ;-he glso alfeged that
Respondents'_witnesses which was principally that of Curnums, had bam
means, and therefore should not be received in fayor of his clajm.’

4. The Respondents did not file any reply to the Appeal Petition,

Judgment. The Court fully concurs in the decision of the lower Co
dence whatever to shew that the ground claimed by the Appellant bel i
of the Enam land attached to the Chou]try, which he occupies and on W
dence taken by the lower Court is wholly opposed to his claim, and‘cl

lant has no right to the ground in dispute. The she s of whi ey AN
on the ground attached to the Choultry have nev, s wh::?:aé‘:u hl!gt‘_ e
-

s and therefom_it.i' i
The evidence
nd in dispnk_haabéu
ording to the Statemen,
Ppellant has ot i v

witnesses examined in the lower Court she
of the 1st Respondent for a long
Witnesses to 40 years,

ws that the groy
period extending aee
and that during this period the A

f it L TN 00 Aal Peliliais i rcnisioiniisine s irmsins” 8

2 Rolls for filing two documents.............ccce.cererrrernrs 2
L by s ‘Batta to a Peon who served Notice on the Respondent... 0

R ' Costs incurred in the lower Court...................ocoo.o.. 8 0
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St. George, Judicial Consultation, 16th June 1857.

it in his possession ofit. The Appellant also alleged in bis plaint that
thad paid to him rent for his enjoyment of the ground sued for, but he
luce any evidence in proof of his assertion. The Court under the above cir-
firms the decision of the lower Court, and dismisses the Appeal with costs, and
e taken before the lower Court, shews that the Appeal made by the Appellant
cision of the lower Court is a litigious Appeal, he is adjudged under Section XXX,

IV of 1802, to pay fine of fificen Rupees.
airis Statement of Costs Suit.

e A" I’eqerlkeelSoobmnmeymm-y............,...............8

wowmoo
wolocoace

| LA , ——22 14 9
The Value of stampt papers, &e. used by the : ey
Respondents and payable by the Appellant. 7

. ~ ‘-\‘\‘l\f
¥ ’ Coi&hcuudin)ﬂiﬁhwuﬁommﬂnﬂﬁgﬁnlltw‘_;_J 3
~ Costsincurred in the lower Court to the Original 3rd Plaintiff 3

% S v e Sl o 5 R of oot D 15,

09 0
4 0
4 2
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" This is to Certify MﬂmDmuupod,uﬂedudmﬁﬂedmopenCmt,m

29th April 1856, within which ti appreciation for Special Appeal, accompanied by copies of
fﬁ%ﬂﬂmﬁ on the case, mmpl;‘:“:)ml:np:i{ to the Court of Sudder
Jdalut, or the applieation will be rejected. -

AN A (Signed) J. H. GOLDIE,
> . Subordinate Judge.

§

No private adjustment of this Decreeis allowed, the parties must all appear in Court and settle
the matter. _
b (Signed) J. H. GOLDIE,
Subordinate Judge.

This is to certify that from and after the 1st April 1852, no Decree shall be eiec'u.ted after
the lapse of 12 years, unless the party applying for execution shews by clear and positive proof
that his application is on one or other of the grounds specified in Clause ft.)l]tth., Section X.VIII,
Regulation II of 1802, excepted from the general rule of limitation prescribed in that Section.

(Signed) J. H. GOLDIE,
Subordinate Judge.
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The Appeal Plaint was filed on 29th November 1852.
The Pleadings were closed on the 11th November 1854.
The Appeal was heard on the 9th December 1855.

The Decree was passed on the I5th December 1855.

a!lhm together with the Special Appeal Petition and the Decrees of the lower Court

e admission of a Special Appeal, and pass a decision that the disputed land with the rent due -
‘be delivered over to me and that the Special Respondent may unroof his shop built on
M-lfoumid, and that the fine levied from me with the costs of suit incurred to be re-
led to me in a reversal of the Original and Appeal Decrees. '

True Copy.) ; !
( Py nb‘“lm (Signed) BAGAVAN DOSS BAVAJEE, Byraggy.

¥ "
s ¢
4 C.

o

;.‘"‘ from the Proceedings of the Sudder Udalut, under date the 6th November 1836.
= : : G. S. HOOPER, Esq.,

Present. : F. ANDERSON, Esqg., Judges.

Rady - . T. W. GOODWYN, Esq., . -

f  Read Special Appeal Petition presented on the 3rd July 1856, by Bagavun Doss Bavajee, of
~ Zillah Chittoor.

Signed on the 30th January 1856.

Special Appeal time expires on the 29th April 1856.

Copy of a Decree applied for on the 4th February 1856.

Do. ready on the 8th February 1856,

Do. furnished on the 8th February 1856. E

Delay not attributable to the party, 4 days, Special Appal% i
11T Act XXXV of 1837, will expire on the 3rd May 1856. "‘.'1.1.'

. e

K (Here enter Special Appeal Petition, No. 434 of 1836.) ,

1. Thisisan application for the admission of a Special Appeal from the Decree of the

‘ ;' eS8 bordinate Judge of Chittoor, in Appeal Suit, No. 195 of 1852, confirming that of the Distriet
The Special Appeal P < . : _f'; oonsiff of Vellore, in Original Suit, No. 303 of 1851.

" Doss Bavajee, xe ) g ? 8. The Court of Sudder Udalut observe, that the Decisions of the lower Courts, have

Appeal Suit No. : peen passed upon appreciation of evidence, and hence, no legal grounds exist for the admission
of a Special Appeal, this Petition is therefore rejected.

Subordinate Co ’
The deceased Nabob Mahomed Allykhan Bahder, during | AR A Ordered that Extract from these Proceedings, be sent to the Subordinate Judge of Chittoor.

before, had granted to my great grandfather Samul Doss, certain pe . Ordered also that Extract from these Proceedings, be furnished to the Petitioner, on his
or Convent who at the expence of a considerable sum of money ere : |
We enjoyed and possessed it up to the present time hereditarily
my name in the Circar account, besides this, the heads of the Reddy
have in Bazarer 1209 given up certain portion of land which is exem
forefathers as a gift for the use of the said Mutt, and also executed an | na
While so, the Special Respondent of Tataupalium TanuppahMaoadl"' oth
with the consent of my ancestors, built a tiled house and a 'sh'opro‘fi‘z
20, agreeing to pay them rent and then continued to pay the said rent
June 1850, and intended to usurp the said tiled house and Shop unde'i'
the above month, and mortgaged them to some people without my kn
him and issued a Hookoonamzh to sequester the a.foresaidpmperty 1
as I was present and presented to the District Moonsiffa Petition sm.ting b
tion,he ordered me to bring a regular suit, I instituted a suit in No, 303
Moodelly and others, to recover the said Pproperty and its rent; R;l; "
the Enoyetnamah executed to my forefathers from genemtion,toi Pe .
shopkeepers that kept shop in the said ground in dispute and bgyn B
ple the witnesses on my part for my unobjectionable enjoyment and
under litigation. The Moonsiff passed a decision in fazm- 7 fthe
aforesaid Title deed of the said disputed ground is invalid and of 1 )
proved that the defendanthad purchased the said disputed ground a:weu as :

To e Court oF Supr UpaLvr.

(True Extract.)

(Signed) C. CHAMIER,
Deputy Register.

’

v,:'{l'o the Court of Sudder Udalut, 1st Review Petition respectfully presented by Bagavan Doss
Bavajee, (a poor Byraggy) of Vellore in the Zillah of Chittoor.

Your Court on the 6th November 1856 rejected my Special Appeal Petition No. 434 of the

same year, declaring that the evidence of the Special Respondent’s witnesses was trustworthy, and

that no legal grounds were assigned for the admission of it, therefore I beg to state sufficient

reasons hereunder. ,
The deceased Nabob Mummud Ally Khan Bahader of Arcot, during his Government about
- 90 years before, had granted to my great grand-fother Samul Doss, certain portion of land as
Enam for building Byraggy Mutt, who at the expenditure of a large sum of money erected the
Matt, shops, &e., thereon and enjoyed it after him, my father enjoyed the premises, which I an
y " his death, continue to enjoy, and the registry is till now made on my name by the Circar. Be-
P b sides this, the heads of Reddy caste people in the village have in Eazaree 1209 given up certain
~ portion of land for the use of the said Mutt in the names of my ancestors and also executed

4
b -

B b g:.w 5

previously from a person. The said District Moonsiff erred ¢

to pro(ln.ce the Title-deed executed in his favor by the r;':ii:":sbserl:e M Foayet Namah to that effect. While so, the speeial Respondent of Tottapolliem Tanappa

es established in his favor. I not being satisfied appealed in i\l i W Moodelly and others of Vellore had, with the consent of my ancestors, built a shop of 2 Anka-

nate Court against the said Decree. The Appellate Court had n:t- l:f;rv o fi» . nums valued at 20 Rupees on the latter mentioned land, and continued regularly to pay the rent
7 ei: "~ tomy father and then to me to st June 1850, but the said Tanappa Moodelly on the 2nd of

the proof aforesaid and confirmed the award of the Ori
Rupees on the ground of my bringing a litigious case
o - e -

is T came to understand, and sued

ginal Court, adj

: . . [ama By
ble from the shops of the said ground attached to s Mu;t i poorB
any poor persons. support

, it the same month attempted to dispossess me of the land. Th
: him in No. 303 of 1851, before the District Moonsiff, but this Officer admitted the false assertion

of the Special Respondent that he had purchased without document the disputed land from some
: individual saying that the evidence adduced by him was satisfactory to him, without examining
§ my witnesses who have kept shops thereon and my documents and passed a Decree in his favor.
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Against this decision I made an Appeal No. 195 of 1852 in the Civil Oom't
documents. Even that the Civil Judge without perusmg them, conﬂrmod i
. Moonsiff, declaring that my claim is false and fined me in 15 Rupees.

Against this proceeding 1 preferred a Special Appeal to your Court, but m
the Decrees of the lower Courts, while the disputed land on which the shops are &
in my possession, while the Special Respondent as well as other shop. keepers m

me the rent, while I have filed in the Enayet Namah given by the hﬂdsof !
while I have filed true copies of the registry aceount entered in my name
belonging to the said Mutt in the Appellate Court and also in your Cuurf,
just. Iam a poor Byraggy, and the Mutt is useful to travellers. By the rent d
the said shops I support myself supply food to any poor persons. ; ;

I therefore pray your Court after calling for and perusing the record oftheun

pleased to pass a deeision in that disputed land with the rent due thereon be delivered over :

me, that the Special Respondent may unroof his shop built on my land, that the fine leﬁd
me with the eosts of suit incurred to be refunded to me on a reversal of the Original M A

Decrees.

Madras, 29th January 1857. (Signed) BAGAVAN DOSS BAVAJEE Bm
D. i ,"f ';_'LL

" G. S. HOOPER, Esq.
Pfem‘-{ ¥. ANDERSON, Esq., }J“dg“'

Read Miscellaneous Petition presented on the 29thJa.nuary 1857, by Baglmnou
of Zillah Chittoor. . o LS
(Here enter Special Miscellaneous Petition No. 70 of 1857.)

The Petitioner prays the Court to review their order of 6th November last, r
plication for the admission of a Special Appeal from the Decree of the Subordm.ﬁs 3!@
Chittoor, in Appeal Suit No. 195 of 1852.

The Court of Sudder Udalut see noreason to interfere with their former order, and ﬂ!’ B-

cordingly reject this Petition.
Ordered that Extract from the Proceedings be furnished to the Petitioner on hu qﬁmﬁ.ﬁm
(True Extract)

(Signed) C. CHAMIER,

To the Right Honorable the Governor in Council, Fort St. George, &c., &ec., &e.

The humble Petition of Bagavan Doss Bavajee,

(a poor Byraggy) of Vellore, in the Zillah of
Chittoor.
HuMBLY SHEWETH,

Your Lordship’s poor Petitioner, most respectfully takes the liberty of bringing ixg'ureg
case into your Lordship’s consideration, with these following few lines.

The Court of Sudr Udalut on the 6th November 1856, rejected your Lordship’s Petitioner's
Special Appeal Petition, No. 434 of the same year, declaring that the evidence of the Special
Respondent’s witnesses was trustworthy, and that no legal grounds were assigned for the admm
sion of it, which will be proved to your Lordship, by the adduced two Extracts.

The deceased Nabob Mahomud Ally Khan Bahader,
90 years before, had granted to your Lordship’s Petitioner’s great grand-father Samul Doss,
certain portion of land as Enam, for building Byraggy Mutt, who at the expenditure of a larg
sum of money, erected the Mutt, shops, &e., thereon, and enjoyed it, after him your Lordshi
Petitioner’s father enjoyed the premises, which on his death your Lordship’s poor Petmmfc:

of Arcot, during his Government, about

‘N-hmfmdad to him, in a reversal of the Original and Appeal

ﬁmmm Lordship’s poor Petitioner, as in duty bmmd,

demu of those Tribunals were upheld on being brought under the

Directors under the discretionary power vested in them by that

'»“f‘,.;-,f mgAppdhﬁn.mwofma, SR,
mﬂmﬂh civﬂ Jndge mthmmg : o

2 mﬁmmwyml’eu-
wmmm, &wmebhumam

is unjust,
ﬁmumﬁmm By u
ip’s poor Petitioner hapgects Kaagifand o o

 Petitioner, most humbly and rupeemfﬂly pms your
: Wﬂyhykmdu&ummm Court of Sudr
decision on your Lordship’s minute considera-
1 Mﬁuwmhﬁgaﬁon with rent due thereon to be
hip's poor Petitioner, and also the fine of 15 Rupees levied from

5 Shall ever pray.
(Sigmd) BAGAVAN DOSS BAVAJEE, Byragey.

erEoN, No. 679; dated 12th June 1857,
the Memorialist formed the subject of Judicial proceedings in

The Government decline therefore to forward his Memorial to

(Signed) E. MALTBY,
Acting Chief Seeretary.












At 1 o e A, e PRIy

Consultation, 16th June

Read the following papers.
To tne HoxorasrLe tHE Courr or DIRECTORS.

The most humble Memorial of Bagavan Doss
Bavajee, Byraggy, Appellant in Appeal Suit
No. 195 of 1852, on the file of the Subordinate
Court of Chittoor, and Special Appellant in
Special Appeal Suit No. 434 of 1856.

HumsLy SHEWETH,

With every sentiments of profound respect and submission, your Memorialist (a poor By-
raggy) most humbly and respectfully takes the liberty of laying before your Honors his injured
case passed by the Judicial authorities, in the sanguine hope of obtainjng the administration of
Justice from your liberal hands.

I.  The deceased Nabob Mahomed Ally Khan Bahder of Arcot, during his government,
about 90 years previously, granted to your Memorialist's great grandfather Samul Doss, certain
portion of lands Enam for building Byeraggy Mutt or Convent, who at the expenditure of a consi-
derable sum of money erected the Mutt, shops, &c. thereon, and enjoyed it, after him your Me-
morialist's father enjoyed the premises, which on his death your Memorialist hereditarily continue
to enjoy, and also the registry is still now made in your Memorialist's name by the Circar. Be-
sides this, the heads of Reddy caste people in the said village, in Eazaree 1209, have given up
certain portion of land for the use of the said Mutt in the names of your Memorialist’s ancestors,
and also executed Enoyetnamah to that effect. While so, the Special Respondent of Totah
Pauliem Tanappa Moodelly and others of Vellore had with the consent of his ancestors, built a
shop of 2 Ankanams, valued at 20 Rupees on the latter mentioned ground, and continued regularly
to pay the rent to your Memorialist's father, and then to your Memorialist up to the 1st June
1850, but the said Tanappa Moodelly, on the 2nd of the same month, attempted to dispossess
vour Memorialist of the land aforesaid. This your Memorialist came to understand, and sued
him in No. 303 of 1851, before the District Moonsiff to recover from the Respondent the sail
piece of ground, and also the sum of Rupees 3 on account of the rent of the said ground, but this
officer admitted the false assertion of the Special Respondent that he had without Document pur-
chased the disputed land from some individual, saying that the evidence adduced to by hin
satisfuctory to him, without examining your Memorialist’s witresses who have kept shops thereon,
and his Documents and passed a Decree in his favor.

2. Against this decision, your Memorialist made an Appeal in No. 195 of 1852, in the Civi
Court, filing in thegsaid documents, even that the Civil Judge without perusing them cont '
the award of the Moonsiff, declaring that your Memorialist's claim is false, and fined him in 15
Rupees.

3.

tition to the Court of Sudr Udalut in No. 434 of 1836, but that higher Court passed an E
under date the 6th November 1836, rejecting the Special Appeal Petition stating that the e

of the lower Courts have been passed upen appreciation of evidence, and he

exist for the admission of a Special Appeal without observing the merits of this case, and secin:
reasous of the Respnndc.m's possession and enjoyment of the land iu question, a so he

not to present a Review Petition to that Court according to the customs of the Court, for

the said higher Court passed another Extract under date the 19th February 18357, These Loth
documents are herewith submitted for the perusal of your Court, marked C and D together :

the Original and Appellate Decrees marked A and B.

4. Whereupon, your poor Memorialist submitted a Petition to the Governmen
the Decrees aforesaid, who as usual returned the said Potition to your peor Memor
para. 9 of the Petition Rules. Yeur poor Mandriulist begs leave your Honors to submit for yow
perusal the Deerces of the Original and Appellate Court A and B and the said 2 Extracts C and
D of the Court of Suder Udalut and also the Petition E forwarded to Governmer
with the translation of the title-deed of the ground under dispute No. 44, produced in the Origi-

"

nal Court. If your Honers would be so just and kind to peruse the aferesaid documents, your
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