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suspicion not altogether unfounded that a passenger was travel- Softh Indian 
ling with a wrong ticket, the Oompanj was liable in damages Co.

to that passenger for slander. B e minimis non curat lex, or, as Rama- 
the authors of the Penal Code have expressed it, nothing is an 
offence hy reason that it causes or that it is intended to cause or 
that it is known to he likely to cause any harm, if that harm 
is so slight that no person of ordinary sense and temper would 
complain of such harm/’ The harm, if any, caused to i:)laintii3’s 
reputation by the imputation that he was travelling with wrong 
ticket was so slight that he might well have contented himself 
with reporting the guard for incivility.

I  would reverse the decrees of the Courts below and dismiss the 
plaintiff’s suit. f)aoh party must bear his own costs throughout.
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limitation Act—Adwse possession.

In. a suit in 1887 to redeem, a kanom for fis. fi2 of 1S35, it ajjpoared that in 1862 
the mortgagee liad received a renewal of Ms kanom for a larger amoimt, and tliat 
the defendant had jproduced the document of renewal in 1364 to tlie knowledge of 
the plaintifE in a suit to which, the plaiatiff waa party :

JleM, that the suit wag not barred by limitation. Mitdhava v, Famijana (I.L.E., 
9 Mad., 244) distinguished.

Second a p p e a l  against the decree of A. F . Cox, Acting District 
Judge of North Malabar, in appeal suit No. S6S of 1888, con­
firming the decree of S. Bagimatha Ayyar, District Munsif of 
TelHcherry, in original suit No. 483 of 1S87.

■ Suit to redeem a kanom of Es. 62 granted by a former kar- 
navan of the plaintiff’s' tarwad to the father of defendant No. 1 in 
1835. Defendant No. 1 set up a kanom interest for Es. 192 over 
the property alleging that he had made a further advanc© of
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EAiBir n-ayab B s. 100 in 1862 in wHoli year the subsisting kanom interest in his
V.

M o id in .
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favor was Es. 92, and had receiyed a further kanom deed, filed in
the suit as exhibit A, for the whole amount. This docnment had 
been produced by the present defendant at the instance of the 
present plaintiff, and put in evidence by the latter in a suit 
instituted by him in 1864.

The plaintiff now said it was a forgery, or even if genuine, 
invalid as against hifi tarwad.

Both the District Munsif and on appeal the District Judge 
held that the above allegations of the defendant were establislied. 
The suit was dismissed by the District Munsif after a trial of the 
whole case: the District Judge on appeal affirmed the decree of 
the District Munsif holding “  on the principle which appears to 
“  have been followed in Madhava v. Narai/ana(l) that the first 

defendant’s possession of the land became hostile as soon as the 
“ plaintiff was aware of the claim now put forward ” — which was 
in 1864 at the latest— and consequently that the suit was barred 
by limitation.

The plaintiff preferred this second appeal,
Srmlcam Menon for appellant.
Scmharan Na-i/ar for respondent No. 1.
Judgment.— The Acting District Judge has dismissed the 

appeal on the ground that first defendant’s poBsessiou became 
hostile from the date of plaintiff’s knowledge of exhibit A, and has 
relied upon Madham v, Narayana{l) in support of this finding, 
W e are not able to agree that the ease applies, for in that case the 
alienation, which the plaintiff sought to set aside, was the 
original alienation, whereas in this ease the plaintiff merely ignores 
a renewal on an increased fee, which he says is not binding on the 
tarwad.

In  a similar ease unreported (S. A. 676 of 1886) it was held 
by Collins, C.J., and Brandt, J., that the decision in Madham y. 
Namycim(l) did not apply.

We must therefore reverse the decree of the Lower Appellate 
Ooui’t and remand the appeal for determination on the other points 
which arise.

The costs will abide and follow the result.
(1) I.L.R., 9 Mad., 244.


