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e "~ . Treasury Deputy Collector at Kurnool..
to exccute the Decree on second ,D,efgnda.r'xt. B RO -
A | 2 'of iny letter of the 17th October last; No. 198, ..
o - Xbegto forward, herewith, an English translation of the Proceedings of the Civil -

> . (Court at Guntoor, the Proceedings having “been ree
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: : Proceedings of the Madras Governmgnt, Revenue Depariment,.

: S 1611 Februaty 1866. . ST

» . X - - -

o . No. 307. Read the following Proceedings.()f ‘the Board of Rew'énue, dated 9th -

. " Read the following letter from Act]
' " Sceretary to the Board of Revenue
No. 12:— - -

With reference to the Pfoceédi

;de‘i‘é; of va

.7 1865, communicating the o

- % Original Suit, No. 2 of 186L.

Co : 1 Appeal Suit, 4 50 0f, ., - . - ) ( ‘
o maintiﬁ”.'——ChavﬁiVeeram“)h~('d““ghter ofVasi. Court at Guntoor, and -of the High "
. ‘ . reddy Ramanadha Babu). _ Courtt i \ . . : o
L Defendants.—1st, Vasireddy Papamma (Plain-- . o tin the s{ultsln(')tcd in the .maArgx‘n“.
C : gﬂqs mother). pe T .2. The nature of -the suit-origi.
g i 2nd, Pottury Ananda Low. © -7 nally brought T e
o 3rd? Rajah Yerlagudda Aukiveed,- Zemindar of 'y T .gl by the Plg}n.hff,. Chava”
A - evaracottah.- T ‘ gemmab, is to recover certain bonds, or
Lo T : © 7. their value from Pottury Ananda. Row,
' . ‘ socond Defendant, wh? had wfongfuuy Vobtainod'thcm from Plaintiffs inbthpf, first
* . Dofendant. The Civil Court gavea Judgment in Plaintif’s favor, whereby the

(. 7 second Defendant was ordered to restore
. S her the sum of Rupees 78,800, ‘which

L . third Defendant, together sith all costs of the suit.

;7. Dy the High Court in appeal made by the
to Vasircddy Lakshmipu d
transferred the same to Mungamury Ana

4. As stated in paragraph

i g ~ Dbe responsible for discharging the amoun
o ~ tho said Lakshmiputty Naidu.

v stop the exccution of thie Decreeon the s
AR tage ; for, when the money is | ;
s from-the last transferree, who has agreed
~ ment. ' N

[ *." 1. ‘Ihis suitis brought against Defendanis
' ant, by improper atd illegal means,

@, The PLintiff in her Ky
certain bonds, her property, were kept for safety
death, his wife, the first Defe
young and residing in a ju
L obtained a warrant sgeiost

l. N T a

T Subsequently, the Plaiﬁtiff‘chra;n%ah,

I 5. It appears to me that it would- be pr

- February. 1866, No. 946.

om the Acting Collector of the Kistna Distﬁd, to the =
,nd‘ated Masulipatziﬁx, 11th January 1866,

ngs of th{e..Boii"(f:pf the 22hd Novet:nber ;

ernment of ffthg‘jl(;tlx idem, No. 2,797, I
have the honor to forward, herewith,

“copies of the Judgments of the Civil* -

thie bonds, or in dofault thercof, to pay

he had _i‘ecéive(_l'dn those bonds from the

' This Decree was confirmed
said Pottury Ananda Row. o

)

E

atd Lukshmi Nursu Puntulu, son of the
'l‘his}t_ransfer‘ree has now moved the Court

. cived in the vernacular. The
der of the last transferrce has agreed to

o ' Board will observe therefrom that the Plea
¢ duc to Government by his transferror, -

econd Defehda_.rit as it is to their advan-

’ ' ' : o Judgment of the Civil
: ; ' - .7 In Ouiginal Suit No.20

‘Com;t of Guntoor. -
£ 1861, 3rd May 1861,

to recover certuin bonds which second D:fosd- .
bained from first Defendsnt. e
fest sets forth, that at her husband's death, who was arich Ssucsr,

with her father, Ramanadha Babu, after whose

ndaut, still retained possession of the caid bonds, as Piaintif was -
ngly part of the country ; that subsequently, the second Defe: dant
first Qefendant’s husband's propertyy who was

¥

\ sold the Decree of the High Court
tty Naidu, for somo valuable consideration. - The latter -

éfe‘rablq for the Government fiot to -

indebted to bim,and 8>

collceted, they will be enabled to receive their duds 7
to pay all the lay_vful dgmaud_s of Go've:rn: .

.
ST A T

.

,‘\\1_,“

N
- N ‘ s ‘
- ., L ' ,
. s P - ! . .
% : . ot -
. PR E . . L
o SN e . \ . S
P ALy PR PP TR U I Sy S deaa o Pl a4
v - - L ot

am



}N Strr— A,

- ‘ .
N\
’ \
N . i
® N . [} ’
“!' e O o R P -~ * ¢ :

.rf'v '
Pl oy ey A

Ww—«qu ..,.;_A_‘«_M«* ® o .o
‘ .{’raceedmn's Qf t/zc Madras Government, Revenue Depddriment, "'W‘fi
16th Feix uary 1Bbb S Co

-3

i

et n g 20

fnohtened nrst Del’ondant u;d llnentened to send her (0 jail unless she gave up tho bonds and
cuments, so that shc woy torced 10 do 56 ; that after this, the second’ Defeudent fubncmed\

do

{ deeuments purporticg that Plaintifl hud willingly transterred to second Defeidant the bonds,
- znd reccived from him =ch, documcma mmh were 5
— snme, &c &e.

’
i » ' {
> - 3 lhc fliet Defend.ar roter h)frm vdeits that Plain x'l' who is her dnu"htm‘ ~

2 er, kept her
« bonds with first Defrndant j.\. lhat one uu\‘ shoyt'y atter the death of her (fivst D:lcndant'-)
husband, ihe second Lefer. Junt, with mm y .

ether of his uwn followers, came with a wurrant, and. f
surronnded first Detendant’s house at Amargvii, and through his influence guained over the villuge-”

Y. \
;, Mul'slﬁ; e Lumun“ and with tho assistanse of firsy Delrndani’s mother. ln.law V. 1..rvntcxnma
p who 1s the enemny of first Defendant, and hiadired for two (13)3 the first Defendant from Eonuf
‘ out of her house, or obtnunnw what Wwas neressary, abd who was cumpeiled, through this (.nf

f *"3*‘“9"“ o deliver up the bouds ‘and decaracacs in firit Da.fen«l:xnu possession, which 3
taLen by sewnd l)efcndant to Guntoor, &c, &e. ’ were

4. Thegsecond Defendant in his Kyfest alleges, that Plaintiff lmnsfcrnd the Londa s
te, n'xd also some dov cuments to him, and. obiained fro.n lmn in hcu the ¢ "

p
f or a larger amount; that Elaintiff by petition anthorize] ge
on the sad ba sy that Hest Defendant 6.0 not ille. gally possess himself of the bond 1
t Plainiifl was prescut at Amaravati when the warrant was issued aguinst first 1 rned onds § that}
3 subseguently PLintilf came to Guntoor, and cwsed a'paticion to Le presentod t: flxll )nx(x:l. and thate
the transfer of the documints hnd taken phc and that third Defindant h;‘ t' l!L outt afier
s2cond Defendant the morey due on tho said L und« e {secund l)efw dant) nt'uﬂrn x:lt:*lmmds h.ng,
5.  'The third De fendant in Lxs }\) fent ﬂt‘!laq ;s 1liere was no necrsity f . ed them to him,!
 included in th's suit; that as the docnn.e.us in dispute appeared to h:" ‘;" 1nm to have bm\;
ferted to sccord D:fenflam he (thxrd l)efwdmt) paid the money 1o s:l”’li;"hp?bh(l:lv trnnsti
T t1eczived Lack fram }Hm the €l id bonds; and that gecond Dcfundant has |»ubl|cly ::c;c‘rl:u‘\(\';:«l,?:&L
N [-]
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’
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of uo value whateser, in exchange for the-

-'
&
H

--
"

~v-~

reof, certqin ducumuuts
cond Defondant 10 colleet the m0n~y

SRR, € A g 3 s AR | >va\'..,

¥

. the recelpt of the mcney {
4 D : . I’Mnla .
/6 T :
: irst Defendant will, pron that - ghe, throua! -
: gh fear, and being mu l

§ lingly delivered up he Jucuments in quesuon. . ) o uOUb d, unwils 1
3‘: .- Second Defondant to prove that Pliin: if did Lno.un sly and \nllm'vly trans&r il d tu E
i ments to him, for the considzration named by second . De o ooy

efendant ; must proy
t
i ments transferred by secund Defendant to Plainsiff were good, and thft th:roha; lth‘.:ldowl
‘ existed poo

reasons at the time for supposing the money ou thewm could be realized by Plainir,

docaments recejvod fram Plain§ifT,
aid sacond Defenddnt y the sai

The second Defendant will als) | pravo the value of the
- The third Deferdant will prove what amo.mt he p

ey

ments and on what date, il ‘1_0913-:‘
I’lanmﬁ‘ wxll dnspr.ne tha ubove pomta guen to second Defendant :
Documcm filed on beha‘f of the sccond Defendant i . " _"‘

™

No. I.==Au'hent'csted copy of the Proceedings held b ) : -

y this (,ourg ney X

on Miscellaneous Petition No. 203 of 1852, ﬁlc.. in the Warrant case connected ‘\)vnh‘ltli‘c‘:{u"c 19507
in Suit No. i3 of 1826, vn the file of ths lute Nosthern Provingial Court ol

N
>

Fr»u* Lol .—~<,¢-'—~¢,.,4,__;!-

Il.—~Agreement dated the 3cd decreasing moon of Adheky Jaista year Kalayuk ‘.

-cor'respondm" with 31lst May 1838, purpmtmg to have been exceuted by the fira l)cf\:l 1;) e

"thd second Defendapt in the present suit, re nrdm" the liquidation of the amount of ) wl o t“ g
of tLe Sudder Court, in Appeul Suits Nos. 15, 16, 17, and 18 of 18141, ¢ mrusf

= . HlL—Authenticated copy of Miscellaneaus Petivion No. 31 of ’80() mid to have bem:

ﬁlcd in this Court Ly xho Plaintilf in the presenit suit un tho 2ad February 1859, stating that 3|,°
4 transletred aud given 10 the schnd l)duu.ul the de cumcnts, the subjecr of 1hi prve Mut auu A
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‘le Court of Masulipatam, on the 2nd l)c-cernber 1839, statmg do,

| Plaintiff, and not by first Defendant.

" Defendaut, in \\ho~e |
Defencant and vthers, to cancel the all o -

Linferrible, th:

" Sepe.aber 1850), that

2"
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Pr oceedmgs of the Madras Government Revenue Department 3
1644 I’el)raar Yy 1866

s

R

_IV. . Do.

V. "Do. of the Proceedings of this Court, dated 4th Auvgust 1816 }Le!d on M:sc.el- ‘
laneous Patition No. 117 ot 1836, woviuy for the exeuutwn of the Decree u)"onomal Sun No.t -
of 1843 on tlus Court's file. A .
o VI . Do. of do, dated 3id December 18564 a.,_M,/gman ;ms Petltxon No. 927
of 1833, filed in the Warrant case connected with-Appeal Suit Nn.w,a"o? 1811, Sudder Coun s

file. N , : o -

3 n,e quemvm to decxda is, whether the bonis in d|§pu;e were tranaferrcd bonaﬁde by .

lentlﬂ to <ec0nd Defendant or not, ©- -

- [t may bz as well to state at ﬁr~t that first D fo uI Ant's husbmd the late “ Ramanadha' )

Bahu," died in May 1838, largely indebted to secord Defevdant, who is a wealthy and influen-

tial person,
lm,d been geized and publi cly sold far deb' and he dled an mso!:.ent, whxch s\a.s well kn«mn in’

the l)mnct by all persons.
0. It appears that during the hfe-hme of Ramwanadha Babl who resided at Amaravati, his
daughter, the Plaintiff, after the death of ber hushand, becime possesse.l of certain valuable bonds, .

and which, for safe custo ly, she made over to hee father, Bamandha Babu, after whose death first

" Defendant,

Plaintifl’s mother, continued to retain the said documonts in like manner, as well as.
come other documents of -anther relame by name C Venkatadrl, hLew:se deposlted for sa.fe

. custedy.

11. The second D“fedddnt aileges the documents were transferred to hlm bouaﬁa'e by

FIN JEDE

12. After second Defendant got possession of the documents, and mads out transfers to .

'cnnblc Lim to rcalize the money on them, the said Venkatadri having heard of what had taken -

place, and thar his * Razinamahs” had been improperly made over to secnnd Defendant by fiest

eged transfers, and recover his documents. .

13.. The second Defendant at first pretended to defend the claini, produced documents and

pamed witnesses to prove the truth of the alleged transfers; ‘when, suddenly, he presented a wotion

to the Court giving up his claia to the documents, wo:th 6,000 Rupees, snd requeating they may =~

bé given over to the said Plaintiff for Lis entire use and beueﬁr, allemn" he (second Defendant)

had mnde some arrangewrent {1

14. bhmtly after thig, the Plsintiff dhcovermg that her bonds, deposned with first Defends
' nnl had been also given up at the same time, upon an alleged transfer instituted this suit,

15. The second Defendant aeser:s that Pm,mtlﬁ' transferr:d to him the bonds in dispute, and

also those belonging to Venkatadri at one and the same time ; that the transaction was one.’

16. If these transfers weie really genuine, it may be nsked why. should ‘sscond Defendant'f )
sacrifice Rupees 6,000, and restore Veskatadri his'documents? And by this act clearly render it ~ -

at the transfer must have been a fraud, and if so, there.can be no doubt but that’
tho present alleged transfer is equally so; ‘the two cases are so intimately connected that they Sta“d. :

or full to gether,

17. The sccond Defendant urges, that when he receivéd the bonds from Plaintiﬁ' va!ued at %

Rupecs 41,000, he tunsferrcd to her docaments valued at four lacks of Rupees, more_ than double .
the sum he received, staiing, ss he docs, in hisd- -position befoie the Magistrate, under date 1st ‘
Plointiff, owisg t» pariality, would not demand the money" due on the
bonds fiom third Deferdant ; and yet, be wives Plaintiff Decrees in lieu thereof against her own

piother’s hashand, as if the same pardality would not exist towards her own mother! But the -

fact is, thut the Decrees Lield by s:xcopd Defeadant: _tnitho’e\xtent -of .four Lacks, .were as,anm,,,,

of Misc. llaneoue Petition \Io 491 of lSoO filed ahy the Plamtnff in the

dO “‘_.,;»" S

keeping they were, brouzht Suit No. 4 of 1860 against the prescnz second -

residing at old Guntoor. - B: fore ¢ Rimanidha Babu” died, all his gooda and chattels < -
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. Defendant, alarge sum of, ‘money “for no ‘apparent cause, exce

- other matters, to admxt the debts of lier late Illlabﬂnd to

- Go:ba woman of rauk, appear in public, and

. glbtrate, deposed that first Defendant, possessed no yroperty of her ]
" theugh he (second Defendant) had’ oblamcd warranig to seize an

Defcndant h:ul succeeoed to no property of her late Lust

- nadha Babuy, so he would not have reached there hefore the 15th
"cover afTuirs with fiest Defendant; it is hardly pusnbl.‘, therefore,

16t/ I'em'zturj 1866 o

3
» R

- first Defcndant’s hu;:‘{‘md ¢ Ramanadha Bz.bu, who d' ed an insolvent wiliout a rupee, and, ﬂxcrc»

- fore, were nd10%e value than waste paper, whereas the documents held by first Defendant,| (or as
_second Deﬁ,ndxmaswrts by Plaiatiff) were gool, aud the money cipable *of being reallzed (rom
third Dcfendant RS bad executed them to lenuﬁ' s hushaud '

18. Tlxo.xuh the bonds cxecuted by third Defendant werg onl) for Rupec: 41,000, yet, being
good wefe sought atf \,7..\». o Ov.md.mt in exchunge for four lacks of bid debts ; wnd here
appears to be the rea¥idgt of the whole® transaction, . But
belme this axle"ed transiction bétween second Defendant and
such a thing, accmdmv to second D‘fend.mv. 8 0xn-shewi
probable as to stamp the whole alleged trn.nmctmn asaf

it way Le asked, i< 1t po: sxb!e to
Plaintitf ? Does not the very ulca of
ing, appeac ‘absurd—so absord and jme’
saud ¥ Would Plaintill sacrifics to sccond

pt as sbsurdly explained ty second

D(.fmdant in his deposmon on omh before Lhc Joint .\lufnatmte.

[
4

ce botk documentary and oial,
20, The sec<md Defendant has put i g ¢ kararndmah," dohumeut No.

beea given by first Defendant . to himself on 8lat May 1838 the wording

Lable and cuniing »s clearly not to be that of a woman, . The first Defe

19, Tt 1s now time to notlcc spcond Dgfcmhnt s e\l(lcn

2, p urpordng to have
of wlueh is s0 nnpro-
ndant s m.'ul« amon"
allege slso that ghie had come jnto pose
Fay the debis by ln«talmcn.td, &e. The

tobable; that fisse Defendant thould, us a
nore u;camll) to stiangers,

session *of all his property, and likewise consgnting tu
evidence, to this ducument is most suspicivus and imp

vuly,.u few da)s after
her husband’s deatb, nmst be false. SN ,

él. Subsequemly, in beptcmber 1800 this very secund Ddendant on vath Lefore the, Mae ©

de husband whatever, “and )

) Property of the late Ramanas bu"
Babu, yet had failed in Gading.any thing; how, therefore, could seernd Defendant piccive such

a3 document as l\o 2, the contents of wlnch he knew at the time weio quite lalse, unil tbat first

and, who died an in. ol\ ent.

29, The stamp paper upon which the said do«‘umem is written, |
t-

May at Guntoor, whilst. first Defendant’ s lxusbaml died on the 14th
miles distance. - - .

My at_’Amet'uti, twenty

T
-

.wnh al'ler the dculh of Ruma-
or 16th; and then had to talk .
for the parties 1o have procurcd'
¢ been executed al + .'Imaravan," twenty

23, Ttisallegel that second Dcfendant procetded to An.

“n stamp from Gunloor, so that the document should hay
miles distancc, on the 17th; allowing for all expedition,

+ .

. The inferenco is, that ptior to second Defendant leav;

i m.g for Mnar.uvm the mmp

o ‘paper was purclmscd the object lumn" been nnhcxpaxcd for the ducumcnt itselt 13 dawd Jlot,

\:: ﬂltly i ‘

é 95, Alsotle * Vakalatnamah'™’ prctented by Pla.mtlﬁ's l’lcuder 10 the Comt, (who is now

‘Z second Defendant’s Pleader,) on 2nd February, stating the transfers of documents kad been raade,

2,3 is dated 318t January 1859, wheieas the moticn decument, No, 8, said to have been presented

%, by Plaintiff, regudm" the tr.msfer. wus presented on the 2nd }ebrum). and also dand 2od
o February.

0”

+

( .

s
{
)

%

26. Soaccording to dns, the Vaknlutnamah was prior to the transfer, !eganhw' the pconme
¢ plishment of on act that had not apparently then taken place, as itis alleged by the sccond Defene.

; dan’s ¥V akeel when anked, that the tean<for took place on the Ist; of Felvuary s and that the .

I’lrader almits he did not eee the Plaintift st Quatoor, Litt recerved the Vakslotnamal Ly one -

: “ @G, Lachmmarsu, who is now not farthcoming, though a summons was eent for him, and also

{ the second Dcl’cndnm # third witness, who is 83id to havo attented the Vakalutnamah, hes dispoced
contrury to tho writer of it ; and the othcr attesting witness, thou;,b summoned, fmlc.l to attend.
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) summoned by the Court to explam ma':ter~ but failéd to attend.

" suspicious circumstances and many po

Proceedmrrs of the Madras Government Revenue Départmeint,; -5
. 16!& Fe.’)ruarj 1866. " SRS '

~..

ey

from Guntoor, whereas all the second Deferdant’s- witnesses allege, it Woswiitten at Guntoor by
r [
“Suraya (witness for Ccurt), aud that the Vakalutnamah, motion documem,\l ad transfer docu-
" ments were all written at one and the same - txmc by \he said Sura)a, “heryi burayd on oath
’st'ueshe wrote them at dzﬁ'erent times. . . S .
28. It is also to be remarked, that the original Petition- cal(‘i to grg\,e been prenen'ed by
Plaintiff's Pleader to Court, on 2ud February 1839, showsakiy: D240 "was then % 2 Gunlaor
‘according to the sale endorsement on the stamp paper, and other e\',.a-nle .

97. Morcover, this * Vakslutnan al” shews it was wntten at « Amarazaiz.” twcnty miles -

29, thre,g on 3rd February, the sawe person purchased another stamp, the endorsemenr

twénty miles off ; the said. person was
It is also both swnlf'cant and
able that one of the stamnp papers preseuted by secoud Deﬁ ndant, mcl ided in document

on which shows, that Plaintiff was- at “ Amaravati,”

remark
No. 3, was purchased for Flaintiff.

. The then Vakee! for sccond I)efenddnt w hen called upon, could not explain how Plam'lﬂ"
t 30. papc:' came into second Defendant’s ])05\0\5]0" ; the prouabitity’i is that second Delendant’s
8 ump i

»

LE N

ufl e was so great that.he had power to cau*e the vndorsement on stamp piper (o be’made as )
influene 8

Jie pleased, and that this stamp was procured fur some |mproper object and used by mistake. ]
e p ease ¢

. The transfer of the bonds is said to have taken place at Guntoor on the .1st February B
ne That Plaintiff, though a wemsn of rank and a Gosha .womau, and though-
is said'1o have come to Gunteor from her village (Smdarlapad; upwardg

or .‘an I‘ebruary.
never appearing in public,i
of thirty miles from Guntoor,
dant of her own, and to have sat p
of the documents, v

gations. ‘ a -
'Suc“:;‘;l’ Xll the witnesses exammed for second Defendant are enher b gmnﬂ' Bramms,or per

r loss under the power ‘and mﬂueuce of secoud Defcnddnc, that. thexr evxdcnce -cannot
sons more ¢

to’ second Dcfendams bouse, without any male or femsle atten.
ublicly cxpuacd to many persous during the alleged - trunsfer

" be trusted, besides being in },arts very, comrad:cwr)

33. The l’lmntlﬂ'demes in toto all the second Defendant’s allegahons, and has produced

sdence to shew she was not at Guuntoor when the alleged transfer tuok place, and asser!s that
CVI( enc . .

the documents said to have been presented by ler, are all Jubrications. =
“.the

-84, - The first Defendant admits she had possession of, and that she gave UP: the ‘docoments

- {hrough intimidation, and has produced evidence to shew how second Defendant surrounded her
(4] 84 ]

lished his purpese,
$ d made a prisoner of her, until he had accomp
o ;, . The Coulr)t granted second Defendsant a warrant to. zuft _any pmperty he could
Je ) .
point out, as belonging to the first Defendant's husband, the Zate Ramnradha Babuy* when he

(sccond Defendant) apparently took the opportunity of so annoying first Defendant, aided by her

m )Ihe[-l" la\v Ia[‘ﬂ‘a"l"la (I.l.d Olhelg that Ile Succeede(l in Ubtalnl”g lhe dO u")ents xn (hSI)"'(E’
[§ 'y

: torvcther with those of « Venkaladriy’ which he so suddenly renounced and gave up, thou;h tl:ie
) very motion said to have Leen presented by Plaintiff (Document No. 3) contained -tlle a e}ve

" bona-fide transfer of the said docum.ente, as well as those now in dxspuxe.

iy f thi is matter, s0 many
d to the Civil Judge, during the investization o
6. There aI’Pe“'f' ints to be cleared up by the second Defenda: ity that sccond

iolating all existing custom, is so incred:ble thdt no credencc can be given o
L

"Dofendant was personally warned by the Civil Judge that his attendance would be required, to o

is attendance,
answer certain questions, and shonl) afterward« when a ﬂummons was sent for his a .

Lis own brother endorsed the summons that his brother had left’ Guntoor, and thalt 36 dl; not
know where ke had gone ; but would cause his- nttendance in a few days, but fuiled to do so,

‘and it became subsequently known to the Court, that second Defenddm !.ad a.b~c ;

" appearing before the Cout.

onded to avoid -

37. The second Defendant by this conduct placed hxmself under the prvasmns of Qectmn )

‘170 of the Civil Procedure Code, and the le Jud"e has puwer to act against second DeAen
dant accordm"ly )

et —— e o o
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" 38, 'J‘he lhsrd ﬂuvudmt p:oduc :d two r( pestable witnesses, who doposcd to third Defen-
dant having, at dn{rrr;x}\"mxex raid the sam of i’aues 78,800, including principal and iuterest,
“en the bonds, 6\"’5./.“1 feken Lack the bunds Srom
forthcomm" té pLluce 1 1he Court. .

39. " It woul !{Y\‘ been autisfactory to have L\l the il -bonds [nroduccd to the Conrt to

“examine the endorserag s, and allegrd tranafers; bag the Vakeel for third Defendant says the
_are de\tro\eel i y 'y

Ie

sccond Defendant, and that they are now not -

. Tevolt bR
- 40, would almd v‘;\pé‘fx’-' \"x(.m t‘.ns bt second and th i
! ml Defendant v '

. xeepe"ts colluded. : i hnﬁ e

, 4l I m;;, e :'c}‘mrl\mi l;ldf ln%}l’ aintifl bon d.xpml 1nd really received these wortliliss
ormmms in liew of he r geod bonds, that elter liscovering the martt 3
swit, but produce, the said bid Decre 3 b bk o et would not ”“Y g
es; but 1 () are mnot fortheoming, ard 1’lamhﬂ nsscrls thy

were nevir in 1ur possession,

42, Again s\in, i{ she (PL.muﬂ') of ker owa free will and consent trnnsfe
ments o second Dvhn(.unt ¢

should she vow file Lis cujt den\mu the whole tmnsatl:o‘}\ th(':ad‘ocu-
43. 'Trom t!.‘, best coniderstion the Ciil J udge can give this suit, he jsof o . fi
the statement of t‘n, patties th L‘m%h es, [Yom the docy amenis, and fromthe o l‘ . SP“""’" lm;‘l
the uxcun.stuuccs 0uhﬂ€.’(‘(ul with the case, thet the alleged transfers ore nmml ‘1”1 e
- That second Defordant posscssing feur fazhs of bad Decroes due | iu y 1‘\ o
-, }msLand “ Liamat adla Babu,” did posseas Lims(lf of the bonds m diep ;)’ o )tf;*"dﬂnts e
from first Defendant sy sorpe liguidation for the Lua debt, and thut »ccomll ll)ef ’"d‘“' ‘“ oo
of the nateer is utteriy imprabuble, end in mauy e tspects and points , ;Il m.tst{“ﬂ WMO"»
irreconcilable ; also the sccond Defendunt having abseonded jn. tca:l of u e :'{)";P NI
to clear up dxfﬁculucq, and 10 answer for Limn: ey throwa strong sus n.u PPC““;‘ o the Cots
tells mieh against bim, and the fru: hfulvoss of the alleged t'u,ufﬂi ’moln;m the \\holc lawr, und
", 45. Furihermore, it is & suxpicioss drenmitandc that sccond Dcflcu‘t;;:;.ml' 'im t l
wrifers or attc Sting witnessos to the alleged transfo ey, but only some persons w]‘l:arzﬂb”?"‘m:‘ [v:
4] olia

been present, ar d one sltesting wiless, who iy the scevent of the very oy :
n{ VLo b o
- assisting second D*‘feﬂd"m througliout to procure 1he documents Y ' whobas been

- 46. The alleged presentstion of docwment No, 4 by Bi
“is wo-t suspicious, and sltogeiler ullﬂ(‘k‘éwar\, o
~ the alleged tronsfers had taken place, and no
city and truthfulness of the said documer nt.
. 47 TheCivil Judge, therelure, deerees that » o n.J I)efo ‘ndant do ro
to Plaintift, or in d. fault theieof, that he ! wo_ Py FLiwofl 1ho sum (f‘
sum which he has reeeived on u.c bouds from zl:ml ]‘Lfenddnt (inctudin
mtcrcst,) and all c"a‘“ Seuite -

amtxﬂ' to the Court - of Musuhpnhm.
dy worcover, it was presented ten monda after”
proof Las been ndduccd to estublnsh u ¢ uutlumx-
store the bonds Lie obtair ¢d
Rupm.s 3 800 Laug tha
ng buth the' principal sud

(Signed)  T. ON SLOW,
| ' Cicil Judge.
o o 1863,
\ : S ' Vareh V4un,
S o » R. A, No. 50 of 1861,
oo ONTur APPELLATE SIDR (a). :
‘ . LRegutar .lppral o, 50 of l“Gl , Lo
( . * Putur Arand: Row, 4 Appellant,
. ChavaV eramab mdm" of I’a';p b, » Respeudent,

" This is a Regular :\p; eal from ﬂxe dw.».o') 01' T, Onzlow Lieq., tl e Civil Juc’gé of Gunteor
in Original Suk 1\0. 2 of 1861, o

Norton for the appe!tent, the second Defondart,

I!rgﬂson. Vi nla!r'wwlu Naguda,and Cargsogara Manuren, fur ll e Raspondcm the lenhﬁ'
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3 obtained by secnnd Dcfmdant fiom Plaimifi’s wether and baﬂee the ﬁrst. Defe h?mt.

executed against her pex son and

siderstion, and tlmt he ‘ k

' enmity with the Plaintiff,

T '
Tat, 4 o

“The Court delivered the lolknwm;: JW’&"“’N —

. . Suit brovglt tuaccorer documents or their value, the property (B Elamhff Wrongfully

" First I‘e!endanb admxtted the surrender undcr- pre=sure of awarrang wh ich - was bem
property a: the suit of second Defendant, -

e ey

'uish,l‘l‘ed to him by Pialﬁle“ for’ a "ooJ con-

aJ»lCnﬁ";?-’.Jrﬁ, ‘“ ' ’
. 7‘:1.\ !

; v

i

Second sileged that the documents were tr |
T *
had received their value from thxrc. 4

T e third angwered as the eccond
Tiu. va:l Judne dn»crcdued the evxdence adduccd of :h.' ullnned tmnsfc,.’ and decrecd fm_ ,

lenuﬂ'
: dne sccond Defendant m Appeal

Mr. Norten was heard at great lcnwth for
'lhc only questlon is whelher t‘;e transfer of Lhcce dﬂcuments rea lv took pYMp for w@ L ,w= N
the sargeston that the dog unums were really. the pr perty
eimd.mt.‘ The \\‘!LneS:rB who spdsk to lha trausfer aro
- discropant upon very noticetble points, They we, moresver, ° depex.duma of & person claaily at’
: Their testlmnm, in, itself entitled 10 no wel ,lm, is wholly unsuppostad
¢ither written or o1al, of tie prcllnuuary ne"onatxo'ls which must have taken place
ven for.the, purpose of relieving the yressure-
bedure Plaintiff, resident at a distance, consenied eve purg I

¢ own mother consented to surrender valuable property in cunsideration of the return of
el who!ly xmpr.xchcab.e. The witnesses who depuse ta -

nothmw w hnte\er t do with
Rmummd‘m B bu, \he hu‘band of first D

- by evidence,

‘upon e
decrees of which the execution hd prov:

e men of a very low
“ this singular transaction ar
St’ltct(‘d ue witnerses of a transacticn of such 1mpnrhme. It appears to be conceded, that the

another son-in-law of the deceased Raman‘xdha were given up by first o i“CQ‘“J: :
l)efe-n.iant, under the same pressuce. - The sewnd Defendant Waslcompelled t(:iab;,ndo-n a1l right
o those docun cuts, and PlaintifF alleses that the - suit in which this was done was tLe first
_notice which .she received of the transac:ion whicli the gecond Dcfendant was seekm" to set up.
a"umt er. \Ve do not consider that ‘statement at all unP‘"’b“bIe' and. we are unable to see
that there was any such delay in challengmy the transaction; 1o throw ‘suspicion ‘upon her
The dozunents purportll!“’ 10 be peuuons of the l’la.mtdf tu u'e Courts of (Juﬂt()ur
liable to the greatest eu:pxuon. lhme was-no neCesv(y t\lmt

ere_put i suu, the f.xcf of the transler wis

d( enents t'f

presvnt suit,
mxd Masulipatam, appear to us
~ ever for their execution ; for, unt,ll ‘the documents w

fone wi:which the Court had nothing to do. Nor, was it necessary 1o mform the Court

ofﬂw surrcnder of nhe deerees, - for they were - clrarly nav‘e'cecuhbla upon ‘the Plaintift; the.
in anv way concerned in tlxen were the fﬁl‘. n,nd 82 scond Defendants, \mlnn"

is casicr, and we regiet to say - nothing m: )re COmMmon, thnn thu pnewntataou of peutxona af this®
oharucnl’m thy names of others.  The operation becomes, more than usually easy where . the
owner of the name used is, as in the caso of Pl nntlﬁ' a’ woman secluded from the world, wh "6
own re'ations are partics to the fraud pmchsel upon hnr ; we consider that the Civil Jud. de has -

Only person

most, propetly refuse
ftion of the dociments Leming the eador

#of this c1se.  The combination of the second nnd umd Dcfendants i3 clemly shemx by zhe wuuln

. N 4\ . K ‘,.', Dol .. o

"course of lhe seite. - . SRS
*, Even if the amount payablo up m these ducumenbs had been duchxrged iv requ ires no vgry

tens sive knowledge of native customs to know that uc)thmg Wuull have mduced lhﬂ t.md De |

ex
LT . . h NI , ,

f(,udnnb to desroy or mislay them. TR T

Ieis quite clear 1o us that this a'legation is mmply rr.xde to get nd of . lhe/nenenmy of Prosy

ucing them. Tho failure of second Défendant to attend to answor the qur’stlous of the Cou:t, is .

2 .t

©

. That e ph e L .o L aerg e bl ,,_,.-., P S e L e Ry S ,*_ ““__“ /, o .,;-‘-‘“,.‘_,-‘#3“4—--4

-
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cmdxtl .n of lee, )\ho would _scarcely .have Leen

d to attach any weight whatever to these documents. The alle«red dosuuc- ;
sement of the Plaintiff, is another most suepluuus f“J‘urc .
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nother very noticeable cirenmstanze., It aros: doubtless from his objection to state, on ‘oath, the™,
lem) fictitivus transaciion which Lie bad caused others to statc. ‘the pmctma nf puzchaamf’

by
e

N\
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% Pt { ' r»,;:m"m__‘ o st . -
A o e
j z}"' T ’[r ' 4\‘\‘5\. ;uﬁ"' [ - Bk
e : —— B - & M
J;F‘; | l ' . ‘ . . o E ' ' ' re ‘ X_‘JLM——-.‘ ) i ) . )
: . B S o , L. . ! - i i o
J -8  Proce - S ‘" | T L ; * \ N . . NP ;
‘ } | roceedings of the M. adr.as G ' j ‘ - | ” D . | / |
i : ) overnment 1\\1 .4,5 : * ) . .
. ,) - ' [} nent. - ' K - ‘» 5
| . o e e e N o
{1} stamps in Plainti - | ' ‘ o : LN '
i 4 ] IHSn" ' \. , B ‘ ﬂﬂv”?‘@l"nve"—-iwk i’n\ﬁ'~.«‘iq“l\ '."‘,.-.‘)g!‘w‘t:lvdf»w*‘ : L
X { ¢ me 3 ’ P R it -
{ - for the . copy ‘)f a docume » curiously (xhlbned bva , : First Defendant au-mtted the s de T e ek 7Y, e
o} - _conclusion at y} nt actually filed ¥ the presentatior | - { executed urrender “nd‘ PmSure of ER
g igh Sie C as an exhibi 1 of tivo stam : 1 against her person “dnd propert at th a Warrant wbxch
2 f RS ) By Order of the C ivil Judge has "'rlved itin this case.  DPerfect] ps 80 purchased / b Sccond alleged that the documL ¥ o suit of second Defendant l‘was bemg s
4 . : . Ry ourt we disuiiss thix appeal V\:l‘;: Z satisfied with tho o ; sideration, and that he had receired :lrn“s “i& rtl'ansferred to him by Plamhﬁ‘ for a d‘ 3
; . - T A T S ; osts, S ¢ elr-value rom third D gOO con. i
, ) . ‘ ] o . : y . The third answered r ef&‘ndant. . Ly
; , . ) ‘ . : { as the second. N -3
. . . (Slnned) T, ’ - 5 The Cwll Judge d ' o i : C
. . ‘ . “’]L[\[\, . ; '. ¢ I‘Credlted 1he evldence add d et 3
I S , & e, S, et « Plaintiff. . uce °f th1s allened t e -1
b N Miscel ‘ \\J-f' 1 Translation. Ac“"” Deputy It’eglstrar - . . Mr Norton was he d t 1 ‘ L ' Ce Ry ~and dec‘eed fOt‘ H
s xsce 'Meoul P 1 ) A 3 * 3" a nreat ength fOI‘ the S - Y '
Py etlion \0. 355 * Ex é ' The onl e SeCOmI Defeudant »
s € o 3 186% Civil C‘tmct from the Proceedings h l Fx { nothin Woh“tyquf’stlon is whether the transfer ‘of these documents re;“;‘:\ppoal AR
‘ | | ‘Read Detit] . . outb ut Guntoor, on tl cld by the ) : R g atever to do thh the Surm‘eqtlon that th% ﬂno . & took p]a,ce, for we hav ) f;
1 the Decree, le p“’Se"led by Toliti P 1865. ' e 2ith b‘3[’&’!1-!;\(*1- i : y amanadhn. Bibu, the husband of first Defendmt, Th; }tmem%'d«“'“ I‘eany thc Pmperty ef i
j‘i - : ]n ppedl V uru"l“ttﬂ (‘ : lScrcPant upon ver no‘ bl ) WX nesses vao s o k 0 : 7
Ty ) « putty Naidu u No, 50 of 1861, mayya, Jover , } 5 y noticeable poxm., ,,I'hey are; mo pea to the tran st s
b y vight b IL gh Co ameat Vakeel, seiti , i enmity with the Plai i ! ‘e"V"» dependam f sterare | 3
Sy - the Vasireddi e answerable to th urt’s file, which w tung forth that : 1 mt Theu' teshmony, in melfenul d to : 0 2 pe’“" clearl
¢ i [ i t Tt
. A i estate ; tha | e costs of the A as he'd by Vasireddy L ﬁ j )y evidence, c;thcr wruten ‘or oral, uf . tl sled to no Welght, is wholl yat -
i .o nanta Lakshmi 1o learnt that | Appel Suit eond dy Lakshmie ! " b f ) v e prellmmary negO!latxo y unsuppOrtpd Nl
- i ] innarasa P at he ([akh ucted 1 L,,,,h J, i ) { efore | lalnllﬁ' ‘pesident at a dist: ns Whmh mllst ba S
S I .. ing lhat until autuly, and miputty  Naidy nd, regarding 4 : N mce, onsented even for the ” taken place- ' i
1 ‘li , / ndm 1 °rders shall 1 ’ presented a n 1) transferied it to M ! { upon hcr own ‘mother consentcd to su d purpo<e of 'e“e"m” th Sk
18 xtted ave beer wtion in this € ungsmuri o ) 44 rren er valuable pmpert in e presmre S
{ ‘ 1 issued, the tr ourt 1o that effect, > } ecrees of wiuch the exacut h ¥ °°n5!deratnon {
1.4 - at ct, ond . ion ad proved ‘wholl 0 the ret »
: i'l , , ¢ The G°"Cl‘llme11(;0 isfer should be overruled w.t) d pray . this singular ¢ transactxou sre men of 3 % y lmpractncab.e. The wntnesses who d urn of .
£ ourt, were transferr dP[;OQes by his Petition all ‘ thout being " Be]cctcd "+ witnesses of a t 2 very low condition of life, Who WOuld scar o h ePose to - :
A : ran ed, the alleging : , ! % a !'ansacucnvof such cely have 5
1' % ‘e - sIf:"ee’x would be a(feclefloncem the GOVCIllmemjl:nrlhf.vt'ulrlthi Dezice, Now 2 of 1661 of thi i » ;l)ocum«.ms of another ‘0“"“'13“' of the deceas?(;p(;g;z;eqdlh appears to be conceded, thatbi;:: xh
1 reply toh ith Lukshmiputty Naid - ns i > Defendant, under the sa ) nadha, wore, given up by fi 1 )
{.: Ananta Lokst at objection, the. P ty Naidu, the «.riginnl ") “to th se d. . me pressure. The second Defendaut was coin y first to second | -3
S Co minnarasy P 1eader on behal ‘ o . 0se cuml’ﬂt' snd Plamtlff alleges that th 0 PGHEd to &band0n all 3
! urt may pass in the untuly, yrequests the C 1alf of the pressnt “teansfer : . nouce which she reccued of the trans e suit in ‘which this was done was rtgbt y g
, ,; e - ‘!uent which are publi Ipresenr. disputo as ot | lnu.t to record that he aimit lrct‘. Mummmun i J a«ramst her, We do not con ide thﬂ:llon “hwh the Sccond Defendant Wa"’ Seek the fivst = 4
i ¢ RS icly brougt agally atle mitted every order tl ] ;- . sider tha statement at all b mn to set up . ¢!
e [, he motion of 1t to notice cting the right cr the . 1 ‘that there ‘was an lmpro a.ble, and w L
! . the tr. ice by this P : sand interes ' y y such’ delay in. challenging ’t} e, are ““3‘)’0 to 5
{. . Ordered ransferree etiuon, ts of (NVtm- { res 1 tr&nsachon to tl see: ¢
: thay e i3 accord - . 1 { P ent suit, The document,s ! "OW Sﬂsp!cm 4
A “Code of C anoticebo | ‘llbl_\ admitted . i i d PWPOth" 1 be petltlom; of 1he PI ti n Upon hel" Yy
P ivil Procéd ssued to the oppasite” o R L - i B Masulipatam, appear to us liab! aintif to the Courts of G L
-4 the condi ure, to stat pposite party unde ' l' o £ ! s liable to the gleateqt suapxcmn 'U untoor - 3
40 . . itions of th ate the rea y under the provisi : 3 °V0l‘ for their execution; f \ere Was.no n L
: oL e, transf the reasons why th ovisions of Section 2 A s of, until the documents: ecessity what. .-}
;* : jrransier, o ¢ Decree sho on 216of the » one witl were put it suit, th I AR
;- Ve : ‘ i uld nut be : : . { i ith: “hlch the Court " had’ s the fact of the'tr 8
! % \ ¢ ('nfurccd pureeably ¢ o . {oof tt a nuthmg to do. '\Tor Was it ne and'u' WaS“" A
101 v » (S'gned) . : L] y to 1 % 1€ Smrcnder of ﬂm decrees, for th CCSSary 10 er!'m "the C. s ’
R o . PU ‘ } ol < ) ey were, clearly ‘not “ execut e Court .* 1 -
: f ~. | (T RUSHOHA“ AYYA, ' ‘ { ‘3 is c{xs}::: (:‘ dm any way concerned in them were the " fiest and :e‘z:lt:l ulgon the Pla‘ﬂttﬁ‘ the g
l g rue Tran-lallon B ' ) ‘ I’lcader | % characte’r l: tl::e re"mt t:') S{Ly nmhm” more COmmon than tho Preqe:t"tmzfex}dants. NOlhmu . 7
. . ¢ ¢ nameso others. "Tt o Petltlons £ " ef.
L I (Signed ‘ ! owner of ¢ “operation becomes rore th of this - "L
‘ T. 3 ro lhc nnme an usually < .
3 E 3 1. Submlttcd to G 0 —— s )' A N. ClIASE, ¢ own rclahons are :;ed is, "as in the case of Plaintiff, a woman qecluded fromyt):mLsy where tha o ;
(I . 16th Nov ovcrnant . Acting C h8 partics to the frand PfﬂCf»hed upon. her; w e world, WhOSe .
| ;} 5 ovember 1865 Wlth reference to thei g Colleclor. i most properly refu«ed to attach any weight wh p ; e COHSlder that the Civil Jud N AR
SIEh 2.0 ' ) 1c1r 0 : - tion of the do y gutw Mever to these docum ge has ~
3 b”r Gd\'crhmexil(;ePBoard suggCSt that the rdc;-, No, 2 797 datcd : } ‘of thls c:;se( ml,:;l: x::z:n}l);cann" the endorsement of the Plamhﬂ' is anot;:ats.moThe aueued destmc., . g
- b | . A
W vernment Pleader. papers bo subnnttoa f | { courso of the suit. foation of the sccond a"d third D er"'“d“"" is °1leg‘sthsusplm‘ls foaturs -}
5 o No. 308, : 0 S or 1110 advice of tho } ;' Even if the smount payab!e upou, th L o by tho whole’ * 3
i s 0} on, - 4
7 H , RDER 'mmno\; 16th I : A 4 extensive Lnouledge ‘of nativec tP ese documents had been dxscbarged it o §
i . .Misceilaneous , ~ The Boa iy Cbruqry 1866, No 420, o f fendant to destroy or mislay | theua ous to km’w ‘h“ "°“"“” W°u“ hwo mdu rgqul:res novery '}
[ * rd’s sugg . : m. - ced t eth, dD P
i a estio £ - Tt is quit ‘ o rd De-
' I -and Mr. Dale will bo rcquc:tlz pam"‘al)h 2 is approved, A ¢ ducing u,f.;n‘ e;tz}t: o ﬂ;at tis allegation i S"ﬂply made to got 1id of P ‘g
Voot . ’ - . . -y ! ¢ al 1 "
- . o o S soon’as practicable cd to submit his Op}:novc ' - ‘ another very nOtlcenbl:‘::u:?nd Dufcndant to attend to imswer the qzes:he necessxty of Pro.’f’, :
(o ' , . : $ R
L (Truc'E . nas. i clearly fictitious ¢ anes. ham’e doubtless from his ob lons of the Coum,, i
H o L | . ue Lxh’ﬂct.) . . )  samps P]o s ﬂfansactxon which he bad . “caused Oulerst : :0,)6(:tlon to sbate, ‘on Oath the ;
R o o : . c I Y in Plaintifl’s name 18 cu 0 Bla e-"-' 'nle e 4
| 7 S - ' Sier ’ ‘ R ' ? fopthe capy of a g riously exhibited by the prcsentaf,l Pfact.ce of ‘purchasing ' 5
; iened) J . : Yy ocument actually filed on Of two at :
¢ To the G e : ' © . D. 81N, , 1 E 'conclusmn at which the Civil J ddgg h ed as a:d exhibit in this'case. " Perfect] amPs ;g purchased 3
1 overnment Pl ' ' S, L - B as arrived, we d Y Satls ed " w ith S
i a A . orile lsmxss thi A i the ]
P » tho Board of ROVc:ugcr‘ becrelary lo Government, ' ‘: P y, ( r Of the Court‘.-. S L TS s 3ppea1 vmh costs. S 5
: LExd, S | ) S S ’ i‘~'~" o R T g I 2
{ S, T. A . . [ v oL o , S P
L ugustin, . ‘ \ Forete 2 e, ;% ,‘ L ( lgvned)A T. WILKINs, N i
| k‘ Ee e ;;;;; - Acting Deputy Regmm.ﬂ A
y ' e 3 S ] e vom “‘W“' '«‘_ f';
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Excrosure No. 3. . T . n. A .
- ) . o S . : /w/‘”’y' NASLE o A o.,lz/oé CY/.M
Thanslation. L ‘ oo : / /
. S - “Extract from the Proceedings held by tho - !
Miscellaneons Petition No. 355 of 1865, Civil Court at Guntoor, on the 27th September - !

,4%220w¢q@qux,/

. : -~ 1865

Read Petitiofiyfesented by Tolm Purushottamayya Government Vakeel, settmg forth tbat S
the Decree, in Apn}kl No. 50 of 1861, High Court's file, which was held by Vasireddy Lakshmi.
putty Naidu might be dnswerable to the costs of the Appeal Suit conducted in England, regardm e
the Vasireddi estate ; that'se learnt that he (Lakshmxputtv Naidu) transferred it to Mungamuri

Al
b
PN

Lthghd

-
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T T T e e e i e

Ananta La.kshmlnnarasn Puntalu, and ~2+snted a motion in this Court to that effect, and pray- E : B .
ing that uatil orders shall havo been xssned the tra.nsfer shonld be overruled w»thout bemg E ) / 7 / L N
admitted, ‘ - : : ’ . ‘t //.Afxm. LY e I R ,\.-; )
* The Government opposes by this Petition alleging, that if the Decree, No. 2 of 1861 of this- 1 ! - & P
Court, were transferred, the concern the Government had with Lakshmlputty Naxdu, the ongmal o l{ ; ‘ . ﬂ
transferree, would be aﬁ'ected. ' . ) ' - ; g / ( ’? é J /
o o In reply to that obJecuon, the Pleader on behalf of the present transferree, Mungamura :,cj . \_/ /;-
Ananta Lakshminnarasu Puntulo, requests the Coutt to record that he admitted every order the . ' 1o e ﬂ -
+» Court may pass in the present dispute as not legally affecting the rights and mtcrests of Govern- = . - Do -
ment whichare publicly brought to notice by this Petition. ‘ L ' ? % /L / ourd 7 /F(/ ﬂ(’/"e{, .A—: <z ‘/ *9/7 :
" 'The motion of the transferree is accordmg]y admitted. ' S o . 3o é / w“"/?gfd Q)/ pZ -
Ordered that a notice be issued to the opposite party under the provisions of Section 216 of the ™ .. : i { } Og C /‘ i 1
i [),4. Qe 3 . ; < -
! Cede of Civil Procedure, to state the reasons why the Decree should not be enforced agreeably to 5 A l / 4 -t VI@) oo J f ot g (;’7 el :
5 the condxtlons of the transfer, - o 1 { i : '
¢ ’ (ngned) T. I’URUSHOT’I‘AMAYYA N "} , -
- : , + Pleader, I IR ‘. ‘
.. (True Tmnslauon.) , o ; S o -
el T : Ce ' 181gned) T, AN CIIASE : IR )
.t - | ; " Acting Collector. - I% l
T l. Submitted ta.Government with reference to theu' Order, No. 2 ,197, dated thh Novem- ’ R 3 "
% ¢ ber 1865. e
"‘"\ s 2.. The Board suggest that the pa.pers be submltted for the advice of the Government % M l e _
L ;Q ‘P eadel‘. . - ) : I,Ql ' ;! ‘ ; * R
- \%{y » :‘" I - (True Copies and Extract.) { » z
AN RN
. % A . . . ) i :;\1.‘, \ ) - 5
' , Secretary, -« . g o
vﬁ To J D Sim, Esq " Secretary to Government R.D. - - - : N' v :
7 b
Copy to T. A, N. Chase, Esq-, Actmg Collector of tke Iustna. District, ' :_I < . :
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