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APPELLATE CIVIL—FULL BENCH.

Before Sir Arthur J .  M. OolUns, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice 
Parker, Mr. Jm tice Bhephard, and Mr. Jm tice han dky .

EEFEEENOE UNDEE STAMP ACT, s. 4 9 . 1 8 8 9 .
Sept. 16.

Stamp Jot, s. S—JJonrl. ------------------

R, executed a document, by which he promised to pay on domancl Es. 10-12-0 
with iutorest to S.R. The writer of the document and some others signed the 
document as ■witne.sses:

iTc/cI, that the document was a hond and liable to stamp duty iis such.

O a s e  referred to the High Court under Stamp Act, 1879, s. 49, 
by the District Munsif of Kavali, through C. Bamachandra 
Ayyar, Acting- District Judge of Nellore.

The question referred for determination by the High Court 
was whether or not the following instrument, which bore a one- 
anna stamp only, should have been stamped as a bond : —

“  Bond executed by Ithadi Eamudu in favor of Swarna 
Bamanna on the 2nd Sudha, Palguna of the year Partliiva.

“  The debt due up to date under the prior bond according to 
the settlement effected with you this day is Rs. 10-12-0, in words 
rupees ton and anrias twelve. Interest on this is at 12 annas 
per Rs. 100 per month. I  bind myself to pay you the principal 
and interest at this rate whenever you may make a demand fox 
it. This is the bond passed with my free will and consent in tlie 
hand of Naudayanam Yenkatasami.

“ X  Mark of E am u b u .

fFitnessf-s,
(Signed) Bandi R a m a s a m i .

“  (Signed by mark) S w a b n a  C h i n n a  Y e h k a t a c h a l l a m .

“  (S ig n ed  b y  mark) S u b h a y a , son of

S w a r n a  K o t a p p a ,”

The District Munsif was of opinion that the instrument was a 
bond, and in his statement of the case he referred to Reference

* Refom d Oase No. 7 o i  1889,



Befekesce under Stamp Aet, s. 49(1), Pattat AmkuU Marar v. Krl'ikna4i(2), 
Negotiable Instruments Act, s. 46, and Prooeedings of tlie Board 
of Revenue, No. 1434, dated 24tJi April 1884,

Oounsel were not instructed.
Judgm ent .—W e reply to the reference that the document is 

a bond, See Befennce under Stamp Act, s. 49(1), and section 3 of 
the Stamp Aot.
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APPELLATE CRIMINAL.

Before Sir Arthur J .  II . GolUm, K t,, Ohicf Justice, and 
3Ir. JusticB Parh'er.

1389. QUEEN-EMrEESS
Oct. 2, 25.

p.
T?,AM AY Y A  a n d  o t h e r s  ( P k t i t i o n e r s ) . '^ '

I ’cH&I Gotin, si‘. 97, 146— Sel f̂-dn/eftcc— Itktuiff— UnlauifHl disfrahi/.

A landlord who had not tendered to liiH tenant sii(;h a, pattu aH the latlui' was 
boimd to accept under the Madras Kent Eccovory Act, diBtriiinod liia caitio for 
ai-rears of rent, the assistance of the Police hu.ving' bocn procured for the purpose. 
The teaaat, with the assistance of eleven otlier persons, forcibly ol)atructcd tho 
removal o£ tie  cattle 'wMoli had alreridĵ  been actually aelzed and driven for some 
yaids. They were chargcd witli the offence of rioting and convicted : 

ffeU, that the conviction was right.

P etition under Criminal Procedure Code, ss. 435, 439, praying 
the High Court to revise the proceedings of the Additional 
Deputy Magistrate of Kistna in criminal appeal No. 72 of 1888, 
presented against the convictions of petitioners under Penal Code, 
s. 146, by the Second-class Magistrate of Bandar town in calendar 
case No. 579 of 1888.

The accused preferred this revision petition.
PattahJiiramayyar for petitioners.
The facts of the case appear sufficiently for the purpose of this 

report from the following
J u d g m e n t : — The facts found are that the complainant, the 

landlord, had distrained the moveable property of first accused (his

(1) 10 Mad., 158. (2) I.L.R., 11 Mad,, 290,
* Orimiaal Kevision Case No. 296 of


