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IN THE COURT OF LEARNED DISTRICT JUDGE SIALKOT

CIVIL APPEAL NO: -/2009
1. Raja Aamer Khan son of Haji Muhammad Akram Khan.
2. Mst. Azmat khanum wife of Haji Muhammad Akram Khan, caste Pathan, resident of Ahmed Pura

O N U A WN

10.
11.
12.
13.

Sialkot City through Haji Muhammad Akram Khan, General Attorney.

Vs.

Nasser Khan son of Feroz Khan, caste Pathan, resident of Mohallah Dharowal Sialkot City,
General Attorney of Taj Begum (deceased) widow of Sultan Ahmed Khan, daughter of Feroz
Khan, caste Pathan, resident of Dharowal, Sialkot City.

Munawar Bashir (Widow)

Sumaira Bashir,

Raban,

Saba,

Sana,

Amna (daughters)

Adnan Bashir son of Muhammad Shabbir Khan deceased, caste Pathan, resident of Mohallah
Ahmed Pura, Sialkot City.

Gulzar Khan son of Jafar Khan, caste Pathan,

Qaiser Khan son of Nasser Khan, caste Pathan,

Nissar Khan son of Qaiser, caste Pathan,

Iftikhar Khan son of Jafar Khan, caste Pathan,

Raja Faisal Khan son of Nasser Khan, caste Pathan, resident of Mohallah Ahmed Pura, Sialkot
City.

APPEAL AGAINST SECTION 96, CPC. AGAINST THE JUDGEMENT AND DECREE DATED 11.11.2009 PASSED
BY MUHHAMMAD AYYAZ MALIK, CIVIL JUDGE, SIALKOT.

Particulars of Lower Court Particulars of Appellate Court

Date of Institution.
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Date of Decision.
Valuation for Court Fee.
Valuation for Jurisdiction.
Court Fee paid.

CLAIM IN APPEAL: To set aside the impugned Judgement and Decree dated 11.11.2009 by
accepting the instant Appeal.

Respectfully sheweth:

The plaintiffs have filed the above mentioned titled suit with the contention that Plaintiff no. 1, Raja
Aamer Khan purchased 2 kanals 19 marlas of land through registered sale deed no. 5684 of Mahal Kakar,
Tehsil and district Sialkot and also purchased 5 sarsahi of land in the same estate through the registered
sale deed no. 648 dated 23.01.2004 and detail of the suit property is mentioned in the para no. 2 of the
plaint. Plaintiffs have further contented that plaintiff no. 2 vide registered sale deed no. 2841 dated
14.04.2004 purchased 3 kanals 6 marla 7 sarsahi of the land in the said estate and also purchased 1
kanal 2 marlas of land in the said estate vide sale deed no. 1948 dated 26.05.2005 and vide registered
sale deeds no. 301 dated 12.01.2004, 300 dated 12.01.2001 and registered sale deed no. 649 dated
23.01.2004 purchased land measuring 12 kanal 2 sarsahi, 6 marlas and 3 marla 1 sarsahi respectively in
the Mahal Kakar, Tehsil and district Sialkot. The detail of the above said property is fully mentioned in
para no. 3 of the plaint. The plaintiffs have further contended that defendant no. 1 Nasser Khan was
General Attorney of Taj Begum Begum (deceased) widow of Sultan Ahmed Khan, daughter of Feroz
Khan, caste Pathan, resident of Dharowal, Sialkot City and said Taj Begum died on 27.03.1993 and her
General Power of Attorney ceased to exist and became null and void. Defendant no. 1 by concealing this
fact from Sub-Registrar transferred the above mentioned property of Taj Begum (deceased) through the
general power of attorney of Taj Begum and has got registered sale deeds in favour of his son and other
close relatives vide;

1. Land measuring 6 marlas through registered sale deed dated 12.12.1993 in favour of
Muhammad Bashir Khan through Nasser khan, General Attorney.

2. Land measuring 6 marlas through registered sale deed dated 12.12.1993 in favour of Gulzar
khan through Nasser khan, General Attorney.

3. Land measuring 6 marlas through registered sale deed dated 12.12.1993 in favour of Nissar khan
through Nasser khan, General Attorney.

4. Land measuring 8 marlas through registered sale deed dated 12.12.1993 in favour of Faisal Khan
through Nasser khan, General Attorney.

5. Land measuring 6 marlas through registered sale deed dated 12.12.1993 in favour of Gulzar
Khan/Naseer Khan through Nasser khan, General Attorney.
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All the above mentioned registered sale deeds are void, illegal and ineffective upon the rights of the
plaintiffs. The above stated registered sale deeds are result of fraud and misrepresentation and are
liable to be cancelled.

The defendants were summoned but they did not turn up and ex-parte proceedings were taken against
them on 06.09.2006. No issues have been framed in the suit and after the recording of oral and
documentary evidence of the plaintiff, the suit has been dismissed.

GROUNDS OF APPEAL

1. That the impugned judgment and decree is illegal, against the facts and thus liable to be set
aside.

2. That the learned trial court failed to appreciate the evidence on record correctly and to apply
the law on the subject correctly, hence a wrong judgment has been passed.



