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Tordships therefore will not make any order as to his costs

(it any) of this appeal.
Appeal allowed.

Solicitors for the appellant, Lalit Mohun Singh Roy : Messrs.
Wathers + Withers.
Solicitor for ihe appellants, Bepin Mohun Singh, Priambada
Roy and Habul Chonder Roy : Mr, Jomes . Withers.
Solicitors for the respondent, Chukkun Lal Roy : Messra.
T. L. Wilson §* Co.
0. B

BAM AUTAR axwp orness (Derewpants) v. MAHAMMAD MUMTAZ ALT
(Prarvnier),

[On appeal from the Court of the Judicial Commissioner of Ondh],

Minor— 1Prongful admission of (ille against @ minor—Suppression of’ facts by
a Manager appointed by ihe Couré of Wurds—Order of Settlement Cours
cancelled,

At o mettlement of a district in Oudh o sub-settlement was decreed in
conformity with Act XX VI of 1866, which legalizeg rules a5 to claims in
respect of subordinate rights to land, The claimant alleged himself to b,
in virbre of a birf tenure, held by Lim, under-propristor of a village within the
talul of o talukdar, then a minor, whose estate wes under charge of the Court
of Wards, whose representative, the Deputy Comwissioner of the Distriet,
hed appointed a manager of the estate, This menager having reported
favourably on the claim, the Deputy Commissioner sanctioned its admission. ;
whercupon a decree for sub-settlement was wade on the 30th June 1871,
The present snit was brought by the (alukdar, after attaining fall age,
to have that decree sat aside ag having been obtained by fraud and collnsion,
That tho manager was Dbrother of the alleged Dirt-holder, and that he wag
family shareliolder with him in the villege, facts which the manager had
suppressed, were fucts praved in thissuit, The dsfendants attempted, but
failod, to establish by evidence the existence of the alleged birt,

Held, thet the adimission in the Settlowsent Court in 1871 wag not binding
on the plainliff, and that, oven assuming that the defendants’ ancestor had
Teen i ~one wey it orcupaney belore 1857, the evidence was quite insullicient
Lo show thul @ ghunt of a perpataal l=u-.1'c1-1,ropvieﬁa'1"y right had been obfained,

mear Appehiae Gouery vencelling the Settlement Court’s

The deeres of fhe o
erder, was L fore apledd,

. AreEAL from a deerce (3rd July 1891) of the Court of the

# Present : Loros Warsow, Hosrouss and Davey, and Sir B, Covom,
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Judicial Commissioner, reversing u decree (6th January 1890)
of the Digtrict Judgo of Fyzabad. ‘

The plaintiff in this snik, now respondent, was Raja Mahamnwd
Mumtaz AL Khan, sancd-holding taiukdar of Bilaspur in the
Gonda district including the taluk of Utrauli. "Within ihe
lather was situate, moueah Mahammadpur Banjarha, s o which
this litigation arvose. Of this village Ram Ghulam, son of
Jawahir Lal, and grandfather of Ram Autar, the first defon.:
dant in this suit, obtained in 1871, ata settlement in progress
in the Gonda district in that year, a sub-selilernent ag under.
proprietor within Act EXVI of 1866, the Oudh Sub-Settlement
Act.  Bam Ghulaum alleged at the settlement that he held a it
tenure of the villuge which had been granted to Juwahir Lal,:
his futher, in the year 1838 by Raja Mabammad Khan Jeo,
then the talulkdar, who died in 1865.

Juwahir Lal was also father of Saliz Ram, the second
defendant in this suit, who died while this appeal was pending,
and was now represented by his sons, who were gubstituted for
him on this record ou the 21st November 1805,

The order, dated 30th June 1871, made by a Deputy Collector
as seltlement officer, was headed © Ram Ghulam v. Buju Mumiaz
Ali Khan, talukdar,” and veforred to anskbaldwae fled on that élny
by Salig Rawm, general agent, managor, as admitting the. claim:
Birt right over the village Mahammadpur was then deoreed 1o
Ram Ghulam, ‘

The Raju was then aninfant aged buta few years. His -
estate, evtered in {he lists I and II, prepared under the Oudh’
Bstate Act, 1869, was under charge of the Court of Wards,.
represented, in conformity with Regulation X of 1798, by the
Deputy Commissioner of the distriet, who appointed a manager.
of tho estate, as that law divects. The mannger thnz
way Salig Ram, who had managed the esfule mnder the pressling
taiukdar. This wmanager, when ealicd on hy the  Depuy
Commissioner fo rvepoct as to the elaim made Lejorp the Seivls
ment Officer, reported in favour of if, supprossing the fael
that boing Ram Ghulam's own brother he was ~niitind to a fourth
share in village Mabammadpur with him, Lhe Dypuiy Com-
missioner, on -the mana ger’s representation, »une med tl:t filin
of the above admission of the claini.

apneinded
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On this appeal, the principal questions wore whether the 1897
admission, upon which the decree of the Seltlement Court was Ruxt ACTAR
tased, and the decree, were binding upon the Raja, It was also no
in dispute whether the defendants had to discharge the burden ﬁg‘;ﬁ“ﬁ?&
of proving that the birt temure existed ; and, if so, whether,
or not, they had given sufficient evidenco of it.

On the Raja’s coming of age in 188G, the Court of Wards
made over charge of the falukdar: estate to him, On the Sth
Mavch 1889 Lo brought this suit to have the setélement dearec of
1871 set aside, as having been founded on an admission which
was false and collusive, and an unproved claim.

All the facls appear in their Lordships’ judgment, as well
ps the substance of the cases made by the plaintiff and the
defendants.

The District Judge in his judgment arrived at the conelusion
that the Court of Wards had been properly made defendants in the
settlament suft of 1871, and that the claim of the plaintiff in
that suit had been admitted by an officer having the powers of a
Jowrt of Wards ; and that, therefore, the settlement decree was
valid and binding between the parties. Referring to the frand
and collusion charged, the Judge said that, no doubt Salig Ram
had a direct interest in the sub-seftlomont, and the wnder-pro-
prietary right as birtia, being decreed to his brother Ram Ghulam
with whom he was co-sharer in eslate ; and his not having men-
tioned these facts in his report “told strongly against his lona
fides in {be whole transaction,” Bat, on that ground aloue,
the Court could not presume that he had heen guilty of fraud.
Under seetion 111 of the Indian Hvidence Act, 1874, it was in~
cumbent on the appellants to prove the good faith of the transac-
‘tion. Bub the answer to this was that it was a true cleim that
‘had been admitted and not o false one. This last proposition was
derived from the consideration of the whole of the documentary
evidence, upon which the Court found that Ram Ghulam had
been proved to be dirt-holder. The plaintiff’s suit was dismissed
with costs. ‘

The Appellate Court (the Judicial Commissioner and the -
Addivional Judieinl Commissioner) reviewed the evidence, find-
ing that the mutetials on which the Deputy Commissioner, as
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vepresenting the Couwrt of Wards, sanctioned the admission of
the claimn in 1871, were meagre and insufficient.

They considered that there had been want of care of the in-

Mouraz ALL tevests of the ward, contrery fo the injunctions and intent of

Regulation X of 1793, section 16. They referred to the remarksin
the judgment in Zuchmeswar Singh v, Chairman of the Darbhanga,
Blunicipality (1), They decided that in the present suit the defen-
dants had failed to establish a right fo an under-tenure such ag
could be recognized by law (Act XX VI of 1866), They referred
to section 2 of that Act, and the rules scheduled as an appendix to
it, Also to .Drig Bejai Singh v, Gopal Dat Panday (2), They -
reversed the decree of the first Cowrt, and decreed the village
to the plaintifl,

On the defendant’s appeal,—

Mr. 4. F. Murison for the appellants argued that there
was no sufficient proof of the fraud charged in the plaint. The
decrec of the Settlement Court had been regularly obtainedin
1871, and ought to be regarded as valid. Sctting aside the ques-
tion of the admission and its effect, the evidence in the suit was
sufficient to establish a title in Ram Ghulam and his heirs in
virtue of the bért. Inthe judgment of the Judicial Commissioners
thero had heen a presumption of fraud against the manager,
which liad not been warranted by the evidence, and had heen in
excess of just inference. The general rule that fraud was not to
bo presumed had nob been kept inview. Again, regard had not
bheen paid to the title of the appeliants having been ome which
was nob established by or through the rights of the talukdar;
hut was, in offoct, independent of the fitle of the latfer.
This was shewn by the letters of the Government (10th and
19th October 1839), as scheduled in the Act XXVI of 1866,
relating to under-proprietary rights, and to sub-settlement with'
those possessed of subordinate rights of property, Further,
it had been shown that, irvespectively of the decres of the Seftle-
ment Couwrt of 1871, the appellants were entitled to hold as.
biriias : and it was submitted that, evon if the right of the

(1) L L, R., 18 Cale., 99 ; T. B, 17 L. A, 90
(2) I L B., 6 Culc, 2183 L. B, 7 L. Ay, 17.
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appellants to sub-settlement had not been established, they were 1807
not, in consequenco of that state of things, liable fo be dispossess- fay Aurin
ed of their holdings. Reforence, in regard to the effect of the . *
manager’s udmmsmn, was made to Mudammad Mumtaa Alz Khan Muowraz Art,
v, Sheoruttangir (1).

Mr. J. D. Mayne, and Mr, C. W, drathoon, for the respon~
dent, were not called upon,

Afterwuds, on the 20th March, their Lordships’ judgment
was delivered by

Lorp Warsow.—The respondent Rajah Mahammad Mumtaz
Ali Khan succeeded on the death of his uncle the Rajsh Umrao
Ali Khan to the Bilaspur estate indistrict Gonda, which includes
the taluka of Utraula. At that time the respondent wasa mere
‘infant : and his estate remained under the charge of the Court of
Wards from the end of the year 1865 wuntil October 1886 when
he attained majority, In March 1889 he instituted the present
sttit before tho District Court of Fyzabad against Ram Autar, Salig
Ram and ofhers, in which he prays for (1) a decree for possession
of the entire village Mahammadpur Banjarha which is within
taluka Utraula ; (2) cancellation of an order passed by the
Settlement Court on the 30th June 1871 which decreed the village
Banjarha © for birt,” to ono Ram Ghulam ; and (3) a decree for
mesne profits,

The appellants are the original or substibuted defendants in
the suit ; and with the exception of one who has acquired by
purchase a shave in the interest claimed by the others they are the
tineal descendants of one Jawahir Lal to whom they allege that
o perpetual under-proprietary right in the village was granted
in orabout the year 1838 by the Rajab Mahammad Khan Jeo,
a predecossor of the respondent. Jawghir Lal had four sons, the
eldest being Ram Ghulam the grandfather of the said Ram Autar,
and the youngest Salig Ram who was an original defendant in
thissuit, On the death of Jawahir it is said that the membera
of his fmily succeeded to his under-proprietary interest in
village Banjarha. Ram Ghulam oblained from the Settlement
Court in 1871 the order sought to be cancelled as representative and
far behoof of the whole of the mewhers of the family, For many

(1) L L. R, 23 Cale, 934 L. R, 23 L A, 75,
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1537 yearsprior to the death of Raja Umrao Khan in-1865, Salig Ram
Lia: Acoag Was emploged by him as manager of the estate; and he
M A ten continued to act in the same capacity during the whole period of
1o az Arr its administration under the Court of Wards.
The case maintained by the respondent is in substance that
Jawahir Tal had no grant of under-proprietary right from
his ancestor, and that the defendants have no such interest in
village Banjarha ; that the decree of the Settlement Court in
favour of Ram Ghulam was obtained by fraud and collusion ; that
no evidence was produced and no inquiry made as to the existence
of the right then asserted by Ram Ghulam, and that the latter
caused or induced his brother Salig Ram to give an admission on
behalf of the Court of Wards in respect of which the decree passed.
In their written statement the appellants allege that the
original birtpatr of 1838 by Rajah Mahammad Khan Jco to
Jawahir Lal was produced at the summary settlement, but
that the file of papers, including that document, had bean
destroyed during the DMutiny. If so the production of
the document in the Settlement Court must have been of an ear-
lier date than 1871. They also denied the respondent’s allegations
of fraud and collusion, and averred that the admission of Ram
Ghulam’s claim was made *“in accordance with instructions of the
manager of the Court of Wards, who had after inquiry given him
(i.e., Salig Ram) instructions to admit the same”; and that they
and their predecessors had, since 1838, been in possession of the
village as proprietors, under the talukdar of Utraula,

Four issues were adjusted by the District Judge for the trial
of the cause : (i) Is not plaintiff bound by the decree of
1871 ? (2) If not, is the present claim barred by limitation ?
(3) If not barred, are the defendants not entitled to hold the
village as birt-holders ?  (4) If not so entitled, to what relief, if
any, is the plaintiff entitled ? The learned Judge, in their
Lordships’ opinion erroneously, laid the onus of establishing the
third issue upon the respondent. In the event of its being held
that the decree of 1871 was not such as to constitute a bar to the
axtion, the duty of proving their own title aliunde was incum-
bent upon the appellants. Upon the issue of limitation, both
Courts below found aguinst the appellants ; and no question has
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been raised with regard to it in this appeal. The District Judge, 1807

on the 6th January 1890, found for the appellants upon the first 3, ™ Aviar
and third issues; in consequence of which findings, it became AT ixaD
unnecessary to consider the fourth issue, and the respondent’s Myuraz AvL
suit was dismissed by him, with costs. Upon an appeal by the
respondent, the Judicial Commissioner reversed the decision of

the District Judge upon the first and third issues, and found upon

both of them for the respondent. He accordingly gave the respon-

dent adecree for possession of the village Mabammadpur Banjarha

in terms of his plaint. He dismissed the prayer of the plaint in

relation to mesne profits, because no evidence had been adduced

at the trial in support of the fourth issue ; and he deprived the
respondent of his costs in both Courts below, because forged in-
terpolations had been made in certain documents put in by him,

connected with the Settlement Court proceedings of 1871,

When the judgments delivered by the District Judge of Fyza-
bad and -the Judicial Commissioner are examined, it bhecomes
apparent that the only real difference of opinion between them
was in regard to the third issue. The learned Judge of the Dis-
triet Court was of opinion that the appellants would not have been
entitled to a finding in their favowr upon the first issve, if it had
stood alona. But seeing that, in his opinion, they were entitled
to have a finding, under the third issue, that they were possessed
of a valid under-proprietary right, independently of the decree
of 30th June 1871, he appears to have thought that the decree of
1871 ought to be regarded as sufficient, inasmuch as, in his
opinion, Ram Ghulam would have been entitled to, and would
have obtained if, if due investigation had been made at the time,
instead if its proceeding upon an admission given by Ralig Ram,
who was himself interested, to the extent of a 5 anna 4 pie share,
in the right claimed by his brother Ram Ghulam. The reasoning
of the learned Judge does not appear to their Lordships to be
altogether sztisfaotery, If the eircumstances attendant upon the
granting of the decree of June 1871 were such tha it could not
be set up by the appellants as a title sufficient to exclude the pos~
session of the talukdar, the finding upon the first issue ought
to have been to that effect: and it would not have prejudiced
the appellants’ defence, in the event of their being able to
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1897 establish under the third issue, that they had obtained an under-
Rau Acrag Proprietary right from one of the respondent’s predecessors.

MAH_:’;,MAD 1t does not, in their Lordships’ opinion, admit of reasonable

Muuraz ALL doubt that, having regard to the facts disclosed by the proof, the
settlement decree cannot be regarded as binding upon the respon-
dent who wasatits date a minor under the guardianship of the
Court of Wards, The local manager of his estate under the
Court of Wards was Salig Ram, for behoof of whom, as well as
of himself and of other members of Jawahir Lal’s family, the
petition of Ram Ghulam was presented. Yet Salig Ram was the
only person who appeared in the Settlement Court to represent
the Court of Wards, and to protect the interests of the respon-
dent against possible encroachment by Jawahir Lal’s descendants.
It is obvious that the Deputy Commissioner, who was the chief
officer of the Court of Wards in that district of Oudh, was
induced to sanction the admission of theirright, in consequence
of representations made to him by his servant Salig Ram, whom
he directed to report upon the application, 1tis hardly conceiv-
able that an official in his position would have entrusted such an
inquiry to Salig Ram, or would have acted upon his report, if he
had known the reporter’s relationship to the applicants, or his
personal interest in the success of their application.

Salig Ram, as might naturally have been expected in
these circumstances, made a report in all points favourable to his
brother’s claim. It states that the village Banjarha was &irt
of Ram Ghulam ; that, in the commencement of 1844, he had
cleared and populated the jungle according to the grant previously
made by the Rajah; and that, from and after the time of the
grant, he had possession by receipt of hag-i-chaharum, and by
payment of the Government revenue to the Rajah ; that, in 1857,
settlement of the village was made with him as birtéa, on the
same terms ; that settlement was again made with him in 1859,
recognising his birt tenure ; and that, from the time when its
administration began, the Court of Wards continued his posses-
ston, upon his payment of the Government revenue due for the
village, under deduction of one-fourth, as hag-i-chaharum.
Acting upon the faith of these representations by his manager,
the Deputy Commissioner authorised an admission of the claim,
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which was duly filed by Salig Ram; and, in vespeet of it, the 1897
Settlement Court issued its order affirming the under-propristary Rax Avrsr
right of Ram Ghulam, Notwithstanding the assertion made by Mmfimmo
the appellants in their written statement, thore is no trace of the Muiriz AL
Uivtpatr or any similar document having been laid before the
Settloment Court either in 1357 orin 1859. On both these

oceasions, thovillage was tempovarily seitled with Jawahir Lal’s
desoendants ; but there was no inquiry into the question of their

alleged under-proprietary vight., These scbtlements were probably

made because they were found in possession, and they may have

been fucilitated by the fuct that Salig Ram was then, as he was in

1871, manager of the estate.

Salig Bam was examined as a witness in his own behalf in
this suit, and he oxplained that, in reporting upon his brother’s
application to the Settlement Court, *“I did not think it necessary
to say that Ram CGhulam was my brother, as everyone knew he
*was my brother ;” bub he does not explain why he failed to com-
municate the fact that tho application was partly made for his
personal benefit, and that he hada substantial pecuniary interest
in itg success, What he does state in evidence amounts to nothing
more than this, that those persons who happened to be acquainted
with Jawahir Lal’s family wero aware of his relationship to the
potitioner Ram Ghulam. Their Lordships agree with the obser-
vation of the District Judge that *this amounts to an admission
that he did not report that Ram Ghulam was his brother, and
this fact tells strongly against his bona fides in the whole transac-
tion.” Their Lordships may add that, in their opinion, itis suffi-
cient to justify a suspicion that, in 1871, Salig and his brother
Rum Ghulam were not possessed of documents showing the
under-proprietary right which they claimed, or at least that they
had some good reason for desiring to aveid submitting their docu~
ments to the examination of the Settlement Court. Thelr Lord-
ghips must assume that the Deputy Commissioner was kept in
ignorance of the facts which made Salig Ram an interested and
unreliablo adviser, Had he known these facts, his acceptance of
Balig Ram’s report would, in their opinion, have constituted a
grave breach of duty, sufficient in itself to prevent the decree of
the Settlement Court from becoming binding upon the respondont.
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1897 The ouly question remuining to be considered is, whether
fan Acran e vespondonts have succceded in establishing an under-pro-
. prietary right in tho villuge Banjurha, derived from the taluldar
ﬁ‘i\?{ of Utranln, beforo the DMubiny ? Upon that point, the learned
Julyes of the Courts below have come to opposite conclusions.
[t appears to be the fair result of the evidence, and may be
assnmed, thab Jawahiv Lal and his family were in the occupuation
undeor somo title or other, of the village in dispute, from the yoar
1888 until the Mutiny. Tho question between the parties is
_norelore narrowed to the issue, whether the occupation which
they had during that period was attributable to a tenure under the
Rajah, of a temporary churacter or in perpetuity, - The respon-
dents, hesides leading oral testimony, which is per se inconclusive
upon the matter of titlo, have produced and founded upon a mass
of documents, some of which are nob proved at all, and others of
wlieh are of no value as evidence, in a question with the taluk-
dar ; whilst the genuineness of other documents, which bear,
most divectly upon the nature of the appellants’ tltle, is dzsputed
by the respondent.
One main reason which induced the learned Judge of the
District Court to come to a conclusion favourable to the appellants
upon he third iasue, Is expressed in the following sentences :
“The others (le., documents) prove beyond any doubt that one
Ram Ghulam held possession of this village as birt~holder from
before the Mutiny until 1861 ; and this is not denied by the plain-
tff, but evidence on behalf of the plaintiff has been given to
show that the Ram Ghulam who held the village was one Ram
Ghalam, Misr, and not the Ram Ghulam who obtained the decres
in 1871, who is a Kagesth. The plaintiff when he filed this suif
never assorted that the village had been held by one Ram Ghulam,
Mis», and it was only on 16th November 1889, when the remarks
in Column 16 of the muafi stalement for the village in suit wove
read, that this contention was raised on behall of the plaintiff.
Tt is perfecily clear to me that the remarks in Column 16 ate a
elexical ervor. Another village called Amhawa was lLeld by one
*Ram Ghulam, Misr, and the clerk who drew up the two state-
ments thonght Ll Both the Ram Ghulam of Amhawa aad Ram
Glidam of Mahamunlpur were ono and the same person, hence
the arror.”



Their Lordships ses no reason to doubt that the enwry ws..o
muafi statemont which vepresenis Rum Ghulam of Banjuiba as a Ty 2
Mise by easte, %ag doe to an error of the cleck who prepared Muf;
it The statement wag made up in the year 1861, aba time yyyyy.
when the same Ram Ghulam, who subsequently obtained the
decree of 30th June 1871, had been placed in lemporary posses-
sion by tho Settlement (lourt. Buf they ave of opinion that the
learned Judge erred in assuming, as he appears to have done,
that the respondeut had, in the course of the suit, practically
admitted that Ram Ghulam must be held to have possessed the
under-proprictary fitle which the appellants elaim, if'it could be
“showd fhat the Ram Ghulam, called a Misy, was in reality a
EKuyesth. Thelr Lordships canfind nothing in the record to
waryant  that assumption. The muefi statement of 1861, if
ovideuce of title ab all, is a meve adminicle of proof, and, per se
ingonclnsive. “It is not shown upon whose information it was

repared, or that its terms were known to the Rujab, although

ﬁ\ey may possibly have been within the kunowledge of his

mannger Salig Bam, The sole object of the evidence led by

the respondent to which the learned Judge refers—that of

Gupta, the son of Ram Ghulam, Misr—was to show that bho

document produced In aid of the appellants” iitle did not sum
port ik e

The most important by far of the writings produces
rolied on by the appellants are three in number, all &
purport to be documents emanating from the Rajab
only documents of that character which are tV
record. As stated by the learned Judonge
their ~«=inoness was disputes
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T

The recoipt of 1838 is, in their Lord
insufficient to show that Jawahir Lal in that
_the Rajah a perpetual grant of an ander-propriviary rght o Lhe
yillage a8 tho appellants assert. The_cxisioner ‘TTT‘"F.i'iffjlsz'in;lxi i
inconsistent with the fact that Jawahir Lal sub conta
from the Rajah, in 1844 and 1850, leases,
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comains these words : ¢ Hence this receipt has been exccubed so

“oran that it may remain as a senad.”  The document is represented by

the appollants to be an acknowledgment by the Maharajah for

iz ALy, the sum paid to him by Jawahir Lal as consideration for the

grant of a perpetual under-proprietary right to the village. It
must be observed, however, that no mention is made in it, either
of the conditions of the tenuve or of ils duration, These are
supposed to have been expressed in the deed of grant itself, or
birepair, which tho appellants allege to have heen produced ab
the summary settlement, and to have been destroyed during the
Mutiny,

The second document is a lease of 1844 in favour of Jawahir
Lal, under the seal of the Rajah Umrao Ali Khan, for clearing
jungle in “ village Mahammadpur alies Bunjarha,” the area of
which “is one thousand five hundred aand five (1,508) bighas,
standard.”” The duration of the lease is thus defined ; ‘ He
may for seven years enjoy free of renb (khantilbunti) the fovest
produce and after seven yoars ho shall have to divide (with mo)
the grain prodnce at the batad rate provailing in jungle villages,
and he may take his fdesa chuharum (1 share) on account of his

kzumiuduri biért, oul of his Government revenue.”

~Jhe third document is a lease, dated in 1850, also under the
‘of the Rujah Twrac Ali Khan, and in favour of the same
-'"';\Lal. It demises fo the latter, for the period of four
“agme village Mahammadpur Banjarha, on a jama of

" grovides that “he (.¢. Jawahir Lal the itenant)

“r anxiety cultivate and bring under tillage

e e there, and pay the Govern-

ol homdtad ol whi,.

4, and are the

08 found in the

ovs in both Cowts helow,

. -, and it has not in thig appeal been

ouv —od DY the respondent, The Judieial

i H Commissioner
secided against the appell ssioner

- Emﬁs U[)On i}hl) dE‘sllmpbi()n W.(; (Hl(
[V 3% : k] and 1 h

.go1ay 4 Y 5 i )
Qp (l “g: Hléli ihe wére renuine d.lld thelr LOl‘dgh‘lpS’ ]POn

considering the tenor of the do
cuments, ave nob prepar i
from the result at which he arrived, ’ propared fo (‘hﬁet

The first of these docmment ;
t wst of theso § purports to be a veceipt granted
;S; Ja_wu;lnf Lal, dated in the year T838, wnder the SBI:LI %}f nt}ie )
aharajuh Mahammad Khag, for Rs. 141, “on account of firs

zamnindari of village Malwmmadpur alias Banjarha.” It also



