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{9) The 11th January, 1858.

PRESENT : —O. B. TREVOR, G. LocH, anp 'H. V. Bavixy, EsqRs.
Officiating Judges.

Y
CASE’N0. 129 oF 1@55.

Regular Appeal from the decision of Mr. C. McDorald, Principal Sudder
Ameen of Bhaugulpdre, dated 9th }i‘ebruary 1855.

Sy#zD AHMED ALEE AND OTHERS (Defendants), Appellants v.
MAHARAJ SINGH (Plaintff), Respondent.

{ Mortgage— Suit by mortgagee for pessession after foredlosure— Defendanits claiming to be real
o®ugys of mortgaged proveriy—dllegation that mor igagor was only benamidar— Allegation
found Mamst— Suit duereed.]

Plaintiff sues Gubindram the purcbaser and subsequent mortgagor for pcasession

with mesue ‘profits «f 93 villages of talovk Russodlpore, in virtuc of a conditicpal ssle
haviag become absolute.

Gobindram defendavt, alleges that be was the real purohaser 1,nd joortgagor, atates

his inability to pay tbe money due and prays, that plaintiff may be put in poseession of
the mortgaged property’.

“The defendanj Srorpjbuttee and Chuuderbuttce allege that Gobindram was their
servant and that the eale and mcrigage was made in hig name but with their money;
that they conscquerftly ware the real purcharers anj mortgagors and bave sold their
rights to Byed Ahmed Alee and Keramut Hossein wko allege aleo, that they are the

purobrsers and that as they bave deposited the principal due to plaintiff, the suit
should be diemissed, :

On appéal from the evidence on the record, ti court was of ‘opinion that the defend-
ant QGobindram purchared and afterwards mortgaged the property on bis own
account ; that subsequently for some reason or oth-r in collusion with the defendants,
Chunderbuttee and Soorujbattce, he executed the ikrarnama upon which the alleged
bevsmee purchasge is based, aud that he has vow seen reason for receding from the pur-
cbase which Le then fraudulently eet up agairst the plaintiff in this suit; that
consequgntly as the (defendants) appellants are neither the mortgagors wor their
representatives, they are not entitled to redeem the mortgaged property.

The deoisicn of the lower court is conscquently affirmed with costs.
Vakeel of Appellants—Moonshee Ameer Alee.

Vakeels of Respondent—Baboo Kishenkishore Ghose ahd Moulvee Murha-
mut Hossein.

SUIT la1d at Company’s rupees 7,871-9 a. 11 e,

Plaintiff, Baboo Maharaj Siogh, zamindar & talook Shakerparah, sues
Gobindram, purchaser, Mussts. Cbunderbuttes and Soorujbuttes Kowuree and
Syved Ahmed Alee and Syed Kuramut Hossein and two others, for possession
with mesne profits of 9% villages of taloock Russoolpere, in virtue of a corditional
sale having become absolute.

Plaintiff alleges that Gobindram, defendant, purfhased the right and
interest of Baboos Bejuarain Singh and Radha Singh in*0% villages of talook
Russoolpore, at a sale which ook place on the 4th December 1849, in execution
of a decres passed in favour of [10] JugmoQun Lal Saboo; fHat on the 18th
Dacember 1849, or 18th Pcos 1257, the said Gobindram sold conditfonally
to plaintiff, who was a preprietor of a share of the gaid talook, the above
property, for ihe sum of fupees 6,020 ; that the deed of sale and a receipt
for the considesation meuney were, dudly tendered by the vendor 4o plaint-
iff and were afterwards registered by the register of deeds; that the vendor
took a coymterpart agreement from him to the effect, that if he, vendor,
repaid® the consideration gnoney %y the end of Bhadoon 1359 B. (E., then
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he, the vexrdee, would return the deed of sale and the receipt, but that if
the veldor shopld not re-pay the said amount at the tige specified, then
the asale shall l}:]ecome bsolute and possession of the property shall be.given
to the mortgagee; tha{ at the expiration of the time fixed, the defendant,
Gobiddram, failed to pay thp congideratio money, plaintiff therefore on
the lgt Octqber 1852 A. D, petitioned the ]udge that notice might be issued
on the mortgagor under sections 7 and 8, Regulation XVI! of 1806, and
notice’ was issued accordingly ; thal sub&equently Syed Abmed Alee and
Keramut Hossein by the advite of and in collusion with Musst. Chunderbuttee
and Musat. Soorujbuttee, presented a petition to the first court, stating that
the aforesaid ladies had purchase€ the property in the name of Gobindram,
depositing hhrough bim rapees 19000 as’earnest money, but that being unable
to pay the consideration money, the said Gobiodram had sold the piGperty
purchased by hjm, with “the oconsent of the said ladies, on the 10th
Decethber 1849, to Mabaraj Singh for Company’s rupees £.020; that an
ikrarmama was taken by Maharaj Singh, of which the said ladies had posses-
sion; that by a deed of sale, dated 2nd August 1853, Musst. Chunderbuttee
and Soorujbuttee’ had sold all their rights and interest in the annag 5-6-11-2
share of talook Russoolpore to the petitionera for the sum of rupees 19,975 ;
that out of thig amount rupees 13,975 were paid to the ladies and ruveés 6,010
were tenderad as a deposit in court, and by the copsent.of the aforesaid ladies
the property was redeemed® that those ladies ﬁleg a petition supporting the
statement of Syed Abmed Alee and Keramut Alee ; that Gobindram the pur-
chaser, also filed a petition to this purport that Mahara] Singh, the mortgagee,
has issued g notice of foreclosure. I am.unable to pay the money, I pray that
after the sale becomes absolute, he may be placed in possession of the property ;
that on the 17th September 1853, an order was passed, directing that the
rupees 6,010 fiendered by Syed Ahmed Alee and Keramut Hossein, be taken and
credited, and that the mortgagee was at liberty to take the amount deposited
and to return the deed of sale and the receint; that the above siatements’of
the four defendants in this case Mussts. Chunderbuttee and Soorujbuttee,
Syed Ahmed Alee and Keramut Hosrein, madein their petitions to the ecivil
court, are all falee; thatthe purchase at the sale in execution was made by
Gobindram and [1¢] the mortgage was made by bim algo ; that even if after this
Gobindram has executed any deed colluslvely with Mussts SoorU)buttee and
Chunderbuttee, such collusive died cannot in the face of the deed of sale m]ure
him, plaintiff; that the deposit; by defendant Ahmed Aleeand Keramut Hossein, is,
of no aveil, they not being the mortgagors of the property, that the defendants

ave all schemed with a view of depriving plaintiff of his rights, but such scheme
will not be allowed by the court; plaintiff-therefore sues the defendant for
possession with mesne profits of the property mortgaged to him.

The answer of the four defsndants, Syed Ahmed Alee and Syed Keramut
Hosseifi, Mussts. Ghundel buttee Kowuree and Soorujbuttee Kowuree, as also
those of the proprietors of the ‘property, Keynaram Singh and Badha Singh
are all very much toShe same effect, they plead that the purchase by Gobindram
was only nominal : that the real purchasers at thé sale in exeoution and subse-
quent mortgagors to the plaintiff were the ladies, defendants in fhe cause ; that
these defendants have sold their rights subsequently to the obber defendants,
Syed Ahmed Alee ande Syed Xeramut Hossein, who are now ih possession of
the property ; that they are the representatives by purchase of the original mort-
gagors, ard that consequently they are‘entitled to make the deoosit of the lodn
for which the mortgage was granted ; that this deposit they have made previous
to- the expiry of the term of grace, they therefpre pray that the plaintiff’s present
suit for nossession of the property whish theyhave redeemed, may bhe dismissed.
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The defendan{, Gobindram’s allegation supports the olaim of the plaintiQ‘.
asserting that he ig the real purchaser at the sale in execution and thé mdrtgagor
to plaintiff, is silent regarding the ikrarnama pleaded by the other defendaris as
having been executed by him, acknowledging the benamee naturd of the purchase
and mortgaga by him to plaintiff, admits his prapent inability to, pay the sum
borro¥ed from plaintiff and prays that plaintiff may be put in posgession of the
mortgaged property.

The pripcipal sudder ameen wds of pinion from the evidence before higi,
that Sobindrem was the real.sauction-purchaser at the sale’in execution
and the real mortgagor to the plaintiff; that the ikrarnama in which Gobind-
ram,is salleged to have acknowledged tha$ the purchase was made by him
benamee for Mussts. Chunderbuttee and Soorwbuttee Kowures, is not a doou-
ment™@pon which any reliance can be placed : that in short the above ladies
have no right to the property in dispute ; that consecfuently the alleged sale of1h
to the other defendants, Syed Abmed Alee and Syed Kéramus Hossein, can con-
vey po rights to them and they bave no right to make a Aeposit with a view dt
redecming the property, and that even if they had any right, they should bave
degposited the principal sum borrowed with interest and fot? the principal
aloge, and [12) in sbort that the plaintifi’s glaim is & just one, the principal
sudder @meen therefore decreed to plaintiff possession of the property sued for
by him with mesne pro’ﬁts {from the d';te of foreclosure with costs, against the
four defendants Mussts. Chiuhderbuttee and Soorujlatiee and Syed Abmed Ales
and Syed Keramut Hossein, the three other defendants, Gobindram, Bejnarain
Singh and Radha Singh, the principal sudder ameen released from plaintiff’s
claim, with coéts payable by the plaintiff.

JUDGMENT.

An appeal has now been preferred by the four defendants, Mussts.
Chunderbuttes and Soorujbuttee, Syed Ahmed Alee ard Keramut Hossein
against the decision of the principal sudder ameen adverse to them ; they urge
first, that the decision of the principal sudder ameen is contrary to the evidence
on the record, which evidence clearly gstablished the facts that Massts.
Chunderbuttee und Soorujbuttes were tEe real purchasers and mortgagors of
the property claimed ; that Gobindram was only the nomindl purchaser; that
the appellant Syed Ahmed Alee and Keramut Hossein have purchased the
property from the two ladies, defendants, and that from the date of the sale in
execution to the present time the appellanis have been in possession; and
secondly, that as in the counterpart agreement to the deed of couditional
sale, it is covenanted that on the return ef the prihcipal of the sum borrowed,
the property should be redeemed, and as appellants within the year of grace
havé deposited that sum in the judge’s court, the property is redeemed, the
phintiff’s case should be dismissed and the decision of the principal sudder
ameen reversed. From that portion of the decision releasing and saddlhg the
plaintiff with the costs of the three defendants, Gobindfam, Bejnarain Singh
and Radha Siogh, no appeal has been preferred by the plaiwtiff below.

The facts of the case so far as they are admitted l.ay bohl} parties are ag
follows. On the 4th of December 1849, the rights and interests of Baboo
Bejnarain Singh and Radha Singh, the husbands of the appellants Chunder-
buttee and Soorajbuttee Kowmree in talook Russoglpore, yere sold in execution
of a decree obtained by Jne Jugmohun Lal Saboo and purchased by one
Gebindram for the sum %of rupees.6,010, on the 18th of the same mouth,
Gobindrath keing unable to make good the purchase money, mortgagei the
same in his gwn name to the plaintiff in this case, Maharaj Singh; that the
wortgaBe deed and its counferpart agreement stipulated that the eum borrowed,
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viz., rupeea 6,010 should be paid in the month of Bhadqom 1259 or that of
‘Augusta1852, and that the sum for which the property was mortgaged, was not
paid, by tbat da%e.

Tt is now contended by defendants, Soorvjbuttee and Chunderbuttee that
though the purchase at the slle in execution was made [18] in the nrme of
GobindAram, that they were the real purchasers ; that this will be evidenced by
the perusal of an ikrarnama, dated 5t February 1850 or 9th Phalgoon 1257 F.,
executed by Gobindram, in which he ackodwledges that the purclase apd the
mortgage werd made on their ‘behalf and that he had no interest in the property
gold ,and" mortgaged, and also from the fact that the rupees 901, the earvest
money deposited by Gobindram, ‘was their money ; moreover, that they were
the real purchasers, will appear from their possession of the property subgequent
to its sale and mortgage to the plaintiff and by the retention by them of the
deed of sale and the ikrarnama executed by the plaintiff; that as the prorerty
was their's, they sold it' on the 16th Octcber 1853 for the congideraticn of
rupeel 19,965 to the appellants Syed Abmed Alee and Syed Keramut Hossein ;
it is then contended on behalf of these appellants that they purchased the
property for valuable consideration on the aforesaid date; that they are corse-
auently the representatives by purchase of the real mortgagors, and- are
therefore entitled within the year of grad- to redeem the property which they
have done by the payment of the priceipal sum borrowed into court.

On the patt of the (plaintiff,) respondent it is urged tbat the pleas of the
(defendants,) appellants are all false ; that the real purchaser and.mortgagor was
Goabindram ; that if,be bas afterwarda colluded with the ladies and executed an
ikrarnama, that collusion cannot injure him who dea't in good faith with
Gobindram and with Gobindram alone; that the possession of the ladies,
appellants or other parties subsequent td the mortgage cannot affect his rights
as against Gobindram, the real purchaser and mertgagor; that tha possession
to the title-deeds by the appcllants was obtained by fraud op, the part of
Sheebdial Singh, the mockhtear of Gobindram, who procured them from the
civil court where they were filed and made them over to the appellants.

From the facts above stated, it is clear that both parties acknowledge that
Gobindram was the ostensible purchaser and mortgagor to plaintiff of the
property now sued for, it is pow on the strength of an ikrarnama alleged to
have been exscuted by Gobind¢am on the 8th Februsry 1830, contended thatb
the sale and mortgage were benamee tbe real purchasers and mcrtgagors
being tke appellants Mussts. Chunderbuttee and Soorujbuttee, who have
transferred their rights and interdsts to the appellants, Syed Ahmed
Alee and Syed Keramut Hossein. We see no reason for holding that & plea
of benamee purchase and subsequent mortgage is untenable; the couris
recognise, though they do not favor benamee purchases, and if thev
are réocognised, there seems no valid ground why a transaction like that
now before us in which a benamee mortgage follows, a benamee purchase
ghould not bz valid hlso; though of course the [14] proof required in a case of
this nature must, looking to the right of the morvgagee, be cogent and complete.
The terms of the ikrarnama pleaded by tha appellants are as follows. "1,
* Gobindram, son of Dharutram, owner and auction-purchaser of the rights and
** shares of Bejoarain.and Radba Singh in mouzae Russoolporecconsisting of 91
** villages, in good health and sound mind, do hereby execute an acknowledgment
“ ag follorvs : all the rights and interests of Bejoarain Singhaund Radha Sicgh
* in 9% mouzas of talook Russoolpore were put up for sale on the 4th December
" 1849 in the court of the principal sudder ameen, and I on bebalf of Mussts.
" Chunderbuttee Kowuree and Soogujhuttes Kowuges, «purchased the praperty
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" in my own name for ruyees 6,010 ; that in consequence of the speedy oceur-
" rence of the sale, no mookhtearnama authorizing me to purchase the same
" was exeouted, and consequently at the time of the sale the names of sthe
" ]adies’ were not entered as the purchasers; that cut of the rupees 1,000
"whio}m thoke ladies assigned to (e for the purpose of derositing as earnest
" money, I desposited Company's rupees 901-8 in court on niy oyjn part, and
“ received p recefpt for the same ; that a3, the ladies were unable to pay tHe pur-
" chase-mongy within the time allowed by the court, I with their consent on the
" 18th December 1849 duly conveyed the aforesaid property, that 4s, the righta
" and interests of Raja Bejuarain and Radba Singh, by deed of conditipnal
" galo to Mabaraj Singh for a pericd of threeryears for the sum of Company’s
“ ropees 6,010, and that 1 made over fhe couhterpart agreement which was
" registheq by tho register of deeds and atlested by the signature of Maharaj
* Singh and the bill of sale granted by the court of*the rights avd interest¥
“of the party aforesaid in the 9} mouzas of taldok Russoolpore to those
" ladies, 1 therefore hereby agree avd acknowledge tha't Jhe aforesaid mdies
' who have been in pessession of the projerty since the ezle in executicn, are
! at, liberty toact as to the property for the rurpose of redeeming the mortgage
" ag they think fit, and I'will bave the names of those ladies registered in
" the coldectorate in ghe stead of my swn, that neitber I, Gobindram, nor
* my heirs either have, gr shall institute hereafter any claim to mesne profits
“and that if I or my beird institute such claim?® the same shall be dis-
" missed by & court of justice. I, Gobindram, exzecute these few lines as
" an ikrarnamaswhich may be useful in time of need, dated 5tb February 1850,
" corresponding ‘with the'9th Phalgoon 1257 Futles.”

The important statament which this ikrarnama contains are that, he,
Gobindram, has no claim to the property purchssed in his vame, that he
deposited as earnest- money rupees 901 out of the rupees 1.000, which had
been given to him by the appellants Chunderbuttee and Soorujbuttee for that
purpose ; thab by reason of the sale in execution having taken place very
guickly, no power of [15] attorney empowering him to purchase for the ladies,
had been made out or that their names did not appear as purchasers and that
be with the cousent of the real purchasers on the 18th December 1849, mort-
gaged the property to thesplaintiff, We see no sufficient grounds for disbelie-
ving the genuineness of this ikrarnama; the defendant, Gobindrarg, in his answer
filed in the court below, is silent regarding i, and this silence when it was
direotly pleaded in the cause, seems to us to be an argument in favor of it;
it is true that it is no% registered, but this® non-regfjration, though it may be
& strong argument against the bona fides bf the instrument is not fatal to the
genui{)eness of the document itself; but the ecircumstances under which the
execution of the ikrarnama was made, are pot before us ; Gobindram is repre-
sefted, though of this fact no satisfactory evidence has been produced, to be the
gervant of the plaintiff and to have been trusted by them in that capacity, it
would have therofore baen satisfactory for the cotrt to bave’been informed of the
particular circumstances which rendered the execution of sudh a deed necessary
or advisable ; looking however tb the terms of the ikrarnama itself, we find great
reason for questionicg the good faith of that instrument, that the purchase
should be made jn the name of Gobindram for the ladies who were the wives
of the judgment-debtors ig a f#ct in itself sutliciensly prohable, and that from
hagte or other cause, such & desire to avoid the appearance of their names ag
purehasers of the righitg antl interests. of their husbands no mention s®ould be
made of thdir names at the time of the salp is probable also ; but we ean see no
reason for the’non-mention of their pames, on the supposition that they weré
the xeal purchasers, in the mortgage-deed exsouted 15 days after the sale in.tavor
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of the plaitatiff in this cause ; here the probabilities are all against the suppres-
gion ol their ngmes if they were the resl purchasers; in thip case there was no
hagte rendering the mention of their names impossible or impracticabls, as is
alleged to have been in the case at the time of the purchase at thésale in
.execution ; meither was thete any reason why their names should not have
appeered in dny documents executed with & third party a martgagor, when by
such fnbntior perfeot good faith would be kepb with the mortgagor and.their own
right secured against the benamee purchase nevertheless the mortgage W38 exe-
cuted by Gobindram as the* real purchaser and not a hint wab, judging from
the deeds themselves, given to the morhgagor that he was dealing with any one
other than the real purchaser at¢ the sale in execution of the decree against
Raja Bejoarain and Radha Sfngh; sagiin had the ikrarnama been executed
on any date between the 4th and the 18th December 1849, sn3had the
mortgage been mada out in the name of the ladies, no question like that now
before us could have arisen ; #s it is we are required, on the strength of a deed,
dated 5th February 1850, six [16] weeks subsequently, to believe in dirsot
opposition to the terms of the deeds executed on the 4th and 18;h December
1849, that fhe ladies are the real purchsasers and mortgagors, and that
Gobindram, who figures throughout as the sole person concerned, was siraply
their agent for these transactions.

Looking then to the terms of the ikrarpama itsulf, we strongly distrust
its good faith, and this distrust is not removed by any extraneous evidence
produced by the (defendant) appellant; that Gobindram was the servant of
the ladies or their husbands, is in no way proved sufficiently bafore us; in fact
with the exception of the ikrarnama we-have no document in any way connect-
ing Gobindram with the appsllants before, or at the date of the sale'of the
property in execution, we have therefore no proof, nothing in short except the
statement in the ikrarnamsa of the fact, that the rupees 901 paid in as earnest
money by Gobindram, was provided by the appellants Chunderbutte and Sooruj-
buttee ; then again as to the possession of the property by the appellant, we have
nothing shewing their continuing possession of the property from the date of
sale to the present time; the earliect dakhilas filed are those of June 1851,
whioch prove nothmg as to the purchase and mortgage of December 1849 ; true
the bhill of sale and the ikrarnama executed by plamblif are in the possession
of the (defendants,) appellants, and it is alleged in the ikrarnama executed by
Gobindram, that they were-made over to the appellants by Gobindram, and by
the other side, that they were fraudulently obtained by the appellant; on this
point the evidence is very delfective,*but we think that the possession of the
bill of sale and ikrarnama executed by the plaintiff, are insufficient to outweigh
the other evidencs in the cause ; altogether we are of opinion that the defendant,
Gobindram, purchased and mortgaged the properby on his own account, thab
subsequently for some reason or other, in collusion with the defendants, Chunder-
buttee and Soorulbuttee he executed the ikrarnama upon which the alleged
benames purchase i based anll that he has since seen reason for recedmg
from the position Which he then fraudulently took up against the plaintiff in
this cause. Had the purchaser and mortgagor Gobindram instead of executing
a deed like the ikrarnama before us, executed a simple relinguishment of ‘his
rights in favor of the appellanbs, Jhunderbuttee and Soorujbhuttes, the case
-might have appeare@ to‘us ander an aspact othet bhan that which it now bears.
Such being our view of the original purchass and mort;gage. it becomes unnaces-
-gary fof'us to entsr upon the other points raised in the apphal ; as the defénd-
ant Gobindram was the original mgrtgagor, as the (defendants) appollants,
Syed Abmed Ales and Syed Keramut Hosgein are not, under thé'view adopted
by us, bis representafives, eithersby pufchase oc by agsignment, it"is quite
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olear that they aze not entitled to redeem the property mortgaged [17] and ag
the original mortgdgor has failed to pay the sum borrowed from him, nothing:
remaing for the court but to decree to plaintiff possessiqn of the property wued
for by him with mesne profits from the date of foreclosure, and to affirn the
decision of the lower court with gosts.

The 11thaJandtiry, 1858,
PRESENT: B. J. COLVIN, A. SCONCE AND J. S. TORRENS, EsQ&s., Judges.

CasE No. 19 oF 1856.

Regul® Appesl from the decision of Baboo Ramlochun Ghose, Prinoipal
udder Ameen of Nuddea, dated 28th Ndévember, 1855.

SHUMBHOO CHUNDER SINGH (Plaintiff), Appellant v, PRANKISHEN PAL
CHOWDREE, NOBOKISHEN PAL CHOWDREE AND OTHERS (Defendants),
Respondents.

[ Bedami transaction— Suit by cetensible owner for possession—Burden of proof—Defendants
tdund to provs that plawntiff in whose name documen! stond was only benaomidar— Payment
of condideration morey, criterion as to rial ownership—Proof of payment of principal
portion of money by defeyydants— Payment of whole inferred from evidence.]

Thie suit wae instituted to recover a putnee talook under a deed exeouted in the
namo of plaintiff : and as defendants pleaded that the grant was mads nominally to
plaintiff, byt really to them, it was beld that the burden of proof, to shew that defend-
ants were the substantial talookdars contrary to the express teyms of the potta, lay
on defendants.

3 Taking the payment of the consideration money as a criterion of the charactor of the
trapsaction, it wae held that defendants had directly proved the payment of the
prinocipal portion thereof, and that the payment of the ensire sum by them was to be
inferred from the evidence.

Vakeels op Appellant—Babcos Shumbhoonath Pundit, Dwarkanath Mitter,
Unodapersaud Banperjea and Mr. R. T. Allan.

Vakeels of Respondents—Bahoos Buagsheebuddun Mitter, Baneemadhub
Banerjea, Kishenkishore Ghose and Ramapergaud Roy.

SUIT laid at Company’s rupees 99,407-1 a. 8 ¢. 1 c.

This suit was instituted by the appellant, Shumbhoochunder Singh, to
recover possession of a putnes talook, corsistirg oftturruf Moonsibpore and of
dehee Rajapore, which he states the zamirdar of those mehals Oomeshchunder
Pal Chowdree granted to him. .

®hat the putnee tenure was drawn in the name of the appellant, is not
cottested ; but the principal defendants, Prankishen Pal and Nobokishen, who
are brotbers, assert that the appellant had no substantial interest in the t&flcok :
that his name was used ‘‘benames’ on their behalf, and thdt they alone are the
parties in whose favour the putnee talook was created. Hated broadly and
concisely, therefore, the singld issue which in this appeal we have to try
is whether the talook in question belongs of right to the appellant or to the
respondents.

Appeliant’s statement of kis case is that in Caloutta he arranged with the
zemindar, Oomeshchunder Fal, to pay him the total sum of rupees 98,000, of
which rupees 94,0Q0 represented the price or consideration paid for the execution
of the putree ; rupees 2,000, the purchase money of the Pootesmares indigo
tactory, and rapees [18] 2,000 were takeh to cover certain balances of rent due
to tho zemindar ; that op the 23th Poos 1254, he paid in advance the sum of
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