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1878 Muonshi Hunumon Parshad and Lala Bem Parshad,
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Bupxa, The judgment of the Court, so far as it is material to the :
contention, was as follows :—

If the road is a public thoroughfare, then, innsmuch as
plaintiffs allege no special injury, the suit for the removal of 1
encroachment eannot be maintained— Baroda Prasad Blostafi
Gora Chand Mostafi (1) ; Pyari Lal v. Rooke (2) 3 Jira C..
Banerjee v. Shama Charan Chatterjee (8). There is, it is trr
decision to the contrary—dJina Ranchod v. Jodhe Ghella (4),
the weight of authority supports the view taken by the Ju
which accords with the English law on the subject and is b
principles well understood, Dut it must be detovminod v
the road in suit is a public thoroughfare,
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n&"ﬂ" (Derpypavy) v. KULSUM BIBT (Pras

Act IX of 1871, 3. 5.b.——Appca[—-Linzr’iafx'un-—_Sq{ﬁciant Canu.

A cortain suit was dismissed on the 26th July, 1875, on whick duy thte
upplicrll for o copy of the Court’s deeree.  She obtained the copy on “T‘f’ .'H.svt, J
and on the 31st August, or one day hayend the periad allowed iy lufrz slte preset
an appeal to the appellate Court. She did not assign in hor petition uny mu.ﬁ
for not presenting it within such period, Tut alleged verbally U, she hawd nige
ealeulated the poriod.  The appellate Court recorded thut it should excuse the
delty, and admitted the appeal,

® fonptel Armanl Wa. 478 of 1876, agninst & deeree of the Fudpe of Allahabnd,
o Bt 1875, 1'eversing’; a deeree of the Subordinate Judge, dated
the 26th July, 1875,

B.L. R, A.C 295; 8.C, 12 Mandal, 7 B. T R.184; 8. C.. 24 W, R,

‘W(.QR. 3160, followed in Raj Luckhee 414¢ En%)’-’;z\rbaa’i ?(;}hamn v, Kuki Nath,
Debia v. Chunder Kant Chowdry 14 6 8B L. R, App. 78.

{Ne Ilg 178 § Bhageeruth Rishee v. Gokool @ 3L, L. R, AC 7{05: 3B. L
Chunder Mandal, 18 W, R, 88; Bhagee- - R., App. 43 ; 80,11 W, R. 484,

ruth Dass v. Chundee Churn, 22 W. R, (3) 8B.L.RK, A, C 851
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