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(defendant) appellant's asserted title,-and that of a third party, who also came
torward to dispute it. If the decision on the merits, or on the issues, raised
on the respective rights of tbe parties, be correct, I cannot see that there is any
thing opposed to law in the judgment givan or any thing incapable of being
given foroe to on a decree to tbe extent prayed for, and believing that there is
nothing in the plaint or jn the action which under Regulation and Hindu law
should prevent our bearingit, I would go into the merits of the contes$
between the parties and decide on the samse, as the best means, of preventing
long and protracted litigation which must otherwise ensue.

[808]) The 2nd June, 1856.
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As above, exoept as to costs.
SUIT laid at rupees 70,971-2-1-7k.

This appeal was preferred by the claimant in the suit disposed of as above,
on the appeal of tbe defendant Pranputtee. As the case bas been dismissed
oun appesl, this necesdarily follows, but as appellant came forward of her own
acoord without being made a defendant, she will bear her own costs.

property, teal and personal, whioch (share) was reoeived in partition (by her husband's
tashor) and is now in her possession and when the plaiotiff bas no conpection with tha
share then she (our olient) has the abeolute right. Under these circumstances the objeotions
urged by the plaintiff do not deserve to be heard. Although our client, who is the lawful
heir, and her daughter who is oapable of bearing heicr-ai-law, are living, still the plaintiff,
has unjustly brought shis suit evidentdy with no other view than to harass and involve her
with coets and to take her property. But she (our clieot) is confident shat the julﬁog of the
oourt wilb restore her to ber right.

In oconclusion our client prays thai the court will be pleased to release her from (he
abjust olaim of the plaintiff, by taking into consifleration the reasons stated above, and
aaking a reference to ber proofs.





