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JUDGMENT

The plaintiffs have filed this suit QQQ-“‘“

defendants for partition and separate possession of

legitimate 1/8™ share each in the suit schedule pmpe"ﬂu
and to declare that the sale of the schedule properties i,
favour of defendant no.2 by registered sdle deed da
24/8/199% in respect of the schedule propertfies is :
and not binding on the plaintiffs legitimate 1/§

in the schedule properties ,and for permanent

of the plaintiffs
Halumarivanba in |
his father under
brothers,

01 acre Q7

-
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In the second week of June-2004 the des, 1

3
tpespass and interfere with v, h

made attempts 10 | Y
The plaintiffs enquired the def'andqnﬁ

properties.
interfere with the Stheq. .
Ay

regarding his right Yo
properties. He revealed that he has purchased the scheq .
their father and also the defendant ng o

property from

eed dated 24/8/1995 and also gq "f
The

under registered sale d
the khatha and mutation tpansferred into his name.
+he facts to the defendant no.2 That

plaintiffs appraised
properties are their ancestral properties a ;

their father and defendant no.l had no independent
or ownership over the schedule properties 10 sell -

to the defendant no.2 ignoring the 1egiﬁmg1‘. rig
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legitimale i/ share each in |

ppope.r'ﬁes ?

schedule ;
plainﬁffs is  entitieq

(3) Whether the
ner-r_nanenf in}uncﬁon ?
L

(4) What order or decree?

7. My answer to the above points are as under:-

Point no, 1 -1Inthe affirmative.
Point No.2 - In the affirmative.

Point No .3 - In the affirmative,
followi

Point No 4. As per final order for the

"REASOMNS

B, Point Nos 1 and 2:-

facts and reasonings, these

for consideration,

who is none

defendﬁ ] )

-
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10

ant no.2. Ex.P.6 ana
pds. ExPB and p,

' oples © ;
certified coP On go‘mg through

jcates.
documents produced

Encumbrance Certif

evidence coupled with the

tiffs, it is very clear that the sulf scheding

plain :
aintiffs and de

he father of the pl d

The properties inheri'req by

e all the coparcene 7;
& ¥

perties. The ¢

inherited by ¥
through his father.
is ancestral property, henc

equal share in +the said pro
of the plantiffs re

documentary  evidence

unchallenged. Therefore, in the abse
s the plaintiffs e

nce of any rel

J

evidence by the defendant

ac cep.red. He_nc_g' I gnswer'ed POiﬂT N "
Affirmative, = “
10, Point No 4:— In view of my an

in the affirmative, I proceed te

Ty s
A E . .'- - :
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qince the P‘“i""r SChedu\g-"-!

ands, the partition of 4

ultural revenue |
jeions of Section-54 of

per the prev

agr‘lc

made as

preliminary decree cccord\ng‘\s{__ 3

Draw

fransc

gtenographer
d in

me and pronounce
p,2008).

(Dictm‘ed to
him, carrected by
sth Day of Decembe
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