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Ref : T.A. No- 3612012

T'zrrun Kumar Das

- Versus -

Sri Amit Das and others

... Appellant

... Respondents

Most ResPecllirllY Sheweth :-

i. That the appellant/plaintiff appeal as well as injunctiorr pelition is not

maintainabie in its present forrn and jn law"

2. Ttrat tfLe appellant filed the original title suit being No' 205 of 2010

beforetheLd.Cour[belowforcleclarationaIIdinjunctionwittrprayersmilde

thereon in thc Plaint'

3. Thert in tl e present appeal Ld' District Judge' North 24 Pgs' was pleased

topassanar.linterimorderofinjunctionclated05.06.2ol2agalrlstthettlen
respondentnos'lto3and.tb'istransfereeCoultwassubsequentlypleasedto
extendthesaid.aclinterimorderofin}+nctiontilldisposaloftlrepresentappeal
vicle ord.er dated 15'03 '2014'

t/t

4.Thatthepiaintiff/appellant.himselfinforrnec].regardingthe
injr-Inctionrlr'cierpasse<i.bytlreLd'.DistrictJudge,scourta$dbythisLd.,
Corrrt to th,: Urbarr Development Depaji.mdnt , Sa.It f,afe Ci!y,.Go.t-, of.,

WestBen,gla]inu,ritingon13.09'2010and'22.03.2013andsaid$'a:ban

--- Developmr:trt Department call upon the plaintiff/ appellant on hearlng at

,./-4,, +m\*orr,."" *t i.h was attended by the appellant on 14.09'201o aLnci

,''trjl:-\{'p}venily on 27.Os.20L0 the appeliant also appeared and advanced
i/ .y ,t srf'bYeq\.lent1y on '2/.UY.zuttr Llrc avvvl

;i -i , . ,.r. ()f V.,.w.\ E''"
ii :, , 

o "- -:l ?fgymd,+t 
rr'ith brief notes of argur:rents'

i", ." ( ;.rlF:It "' | . 
:J

\"* ''" St/.s?inat s;ubseq,ently on 05'09'2013 t}Le,'vSellanr't also,served iegal

Urba.n DeveloPment t on 05.09.2013'
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That in the meantime Amit Kumar Das and Smt. Anjana

chanda both son alld daughter of Arati Das gifted their share

over the suit properry by way of two separate registered deed of

gift being nos" 3597 and 3596 both of 2010 br:ing registered

before D.S.R.-II which has been came to the knowledge of this

appellantl plaintiff on 01.08.2017 after getling certified copy of

those deeds after having information in ttie lasit part of Ju1y,

2417.

That said transfers by A:rri.t Kumar D:is and AnjAna Chanda

were during the litigation of the instant proceedings but neitber

of tlie parties have inforrned this appellant or to tl:is Ld. court

about said transfers in the mealtime'

Th.at when Arati Das went to mutate her name before the urban

Development Department in respect of the suit properly the

Urbzur Development. DeparLment stated to her that the

mutation is dependent upon the result of the title suit no.

2O5l2O7A.

g^ That this plaintiff/ appellant also got information that during

penilency of.'this proceedings said Arati Da.s tralsferred the

lease in respect of the spit property by execr:ting a deed of

. assignment dated 05.04.2013 in favour of 1) Sri Rabindra

Kuma.r chopra and 2) Sri Birendra l{umar chopra details of

which mentioned below by way of a registered Deed of Transfer
' of l,ease/ Deed of Assignment being no. 01096 registered before

ADSRO,Bidhannagar,North24Pgs'fortheyeat2Ol3inwhich

Gorrernor of West Bengal a-lso made pa{y"
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'that all those transfers are il1ega1, arbitrary ald not binding

/;i/*.* *: ,;, ri1 {ilupon 11re ptaintiff and accord,ingly the foliowing persons as well

ii il i -- ;".,. .,,'^ I * ll^.. T-\^-^rrma-ro arp rl- s nece*ssT-v narties to be a.dclecl asI \ ***i. Nc. 1J0t ; ?. jiar; I)epartments are the necessary parties t. be a-dcled as
. \ - / 'll 1 ---:.: ^^ -....r1 ^^:=^,r^^

$,,,"':= - (Jp/ ]efend 
ants'':":""i::l:ii 

lT^ ::l:ffi': :: ::::-:".::,1;

>,
0

0)

{-

r.l Ux:
Er tt

,i9
?: .b

5<
;tr
3

y"

F.

6.

7.

6.

f.r"1 f rr"4 instant appeal for proper adjudicatio.,r"flof thr: lnstant suit in
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these, changerL circumstances otherwise your plaintiff/

appellant will suffer irreparable loss and injury wtrich cannot be

compensated bY money value"

1.1. That in the meantime said Anjana Chand'a' the daughter of

Arati Das, the deceased defendant/ respondent tras filed a

. petition supporting the appellantl plaintiff'

12" That the acid'ed respondent nos" 4 a:rd 5 a-11 on a sudden f,rled

the petition now ulder objection which is most i11e;ga1' baseless

andunderrnisconceptionoflawastheorigirraldefendantsl
resptlridents never made such petition and nov" the present

added respondent nos' 4 ald" 5 came into the picture by way of

illegrrltransferofthesuitproperlvwhiletheorclerofinjunction
was still in force and well within the knowledge of the

respondents.

13" That the present added respondent nos' 4 zurd 5 have no leg

of their own to stand in the subject rnatter of the instant

suitlappeat though tJ:ey have to stand on the legs of the

original respond'ent nos' 1 to 3 and it is to mention here that

the appellant in tl:e meantime filed Misc' Case uf o 39 rule 2a

re'ad with sec. 151 C'P'C' being no' Misc" Case 125118 in this

rega.rd on 15.O5'2018 which is also pend'ing for disposal"

\a)

' L4. That in the petition filed by the added respondent nos' 4 and

5 und.er Order 39 Rule 4 read with section 151 of C'P' Code'

. .ttrey have admitted the entire facts regarding injunction order

' passed in thr: instant appeal and accordingly the petition now

urncler objection is not at ali maintajnable and liable to be

rejected with exemPlary cost'

tlence, it is prayed that Your Honour

would graciously be pleased to reject the

petition fi1ed by the added respondent nos'

zr and 5 under Order 4 read with

sectj.on 151 cf C'F<''Co<1e with excmpla-ry

cost.
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I, Tarun Kumar Das, S/o. Late Santi Rarrjan Das, aged about 63 years,

by faith : Hind.u, by occupation ; Business and residing at EE/13/8, Salt

Lake city, sector-Il, District: North.,,24 Fargaras, Kolkata- 700 091; P.S"

Bidhannagar (East), do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as foilows :-

1. That I am the appellant/plaintiff of ttre instant appeal and am well

conversant with the facts and circumstances of the sarne'

2. That the statements as made in paras 1 to 1'l of this written

objection are true to my knowledge a]1d tl:e rest are my respectful

submission before this Ld. Court.

:-+-:---141-' -'{i'" '

Signatur:e of the dePonent,

Identihed by me :

SotomntY nffh'meet n, ^.---f.,
Lrv the Drrl\rtliltrirl$ .Culy ldqrt
Advocar8 ....:...,.f:. i". (,{*1"*
-IttlF rio,-';u*rirnt nfi.'..filrt .. ".
$rg,es ertij is Ch,l"9hed flY

Ndt,ti.,r ")cfe*x

y]-^l^ l-luky".;_
Advocate
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