
1887 ‘ I'JndGr fcliesG circum stances the appeal mmat bo allowed and the
decree of tlie Coin’h of first instance oonfirmed w ith costs.
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Auto Sxmgh
V.Ajodhsa Old fielb , J . - - I  oiitirely concur,

SAliU.
■ Appetd alloweiL

Bafnre. Sir John EiUje, KU, C hief Jnsticc, and M r. .fustlcc O hljiflj,
January 21.

-.................. . rA E SH O T A M  LA L i N o  a n o t h e r  ( D e f e n d a n t s )  v. LACUM AN DAS
( P l a in t if f )- *

Coiiri-fves— Siiil 071 fiun/lis— Dislinc.t causes o f m liu n -^V ia lin c t sulijecL-i—A ct 
V II  of 1870 iCourUfces Act), s. 17.

In a suil \ipon Uiree (Vifforciit hundU oxeciUod on Uio sanie dnif! hy one of llie 
defcnclfmt.3 in favour of the other th ree  dcf(.;ru1ants awd l»y them  mu-;!;.?!!!:'*! to the 
pLaintiff, and not piiid 00 m atu rity — held th a t eacsh hundi Hll;ordecl a scpai'utc ciiiise . 
of action, th a t the suit embrficed tliree sopariite and diatiinct HubjectH, and ihaL tlio 
memorandum oJ appeal by th e  lirs t dcfeiidiuit was chfU’Kcable with the (i^si'egafe 
amount of i'be coui't-l'eea to ’which tlie nii'tooraiidiv ot appeal in KnitH onibiacing 
sepcirately each of yuch. subjeots would be lia.!)le under thi' Court-feea Act.

T he facts of tliis ca,so, which was referred to the Oourt hy the 
R egistrar wilder s. 5 of the Couri-fccs Actj are sufKciriilly stated 
in the judgm ent of the Ohief Justice .

Mr. C. Billoitj lor th-j ap[)ollunt.

EdgEj C. J . —In this case the defoiuhint Mo. 1 oxocuicd iliroo 
different hm dis  on the same date, in favour of the dcfundarits Kos, 
2, and 4, who coiistitoted a firm. They w ere ali payuljlo at the 
same time. The first/iirnr/'i was for Rs. 1 ,183-7, and the .second 
and third were for Ila. 1,05'4"5 respectively. These threo hnndu  
were assigned hy the defoadanfcs Nos. 2, o, and 4 to the plaintifFj, 
and not having been paid on m aturity , the plaintiff brought this 
action npon them.

The defendant No. 1, who is appealing Loro, has paid coiirfe-feos 
calculated upon the total am ount of the  th ree  hundis. The ques­
tion is whether the amount of the court-fecs as calculated is sufii'- 
ciept, o r whether the defendant No. 1 is no t bound, under s- 17 of: 
the Oourfc-fees Act, to pay a coiirt-feo based on the am ount of each 
of the hundis separately,

*Kefereuce imaer s. 5 of the Cotw'fc-fees Ac®,
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Now it is argued tliat these three hundis only make one cansB of 
aoviun. T iiat 1 cannot miderstand. I t  is adm itted Lhafc the phiintrff 
m ight b ring  three separata aotiotis on those hundis, and each hundi 
would aiford a se[)aratB cause of action. Tiie suit embraoos tiiree 
sttparaie and disfcincfc subjects, and 1 am of opinion t;hafc the m em o­
randum  of appeal is chargeable with tha aggregate aiaount of tha 
fees to which the mi-jmoramla of appeal in suits ernbracing separ­
ately each of such subjects would be liable under the Oourt-fees 
Act. Tlierofore aiis'wer to the reference i:̂ , that as the proper
amoaiit of court-fees has not beeu paid iu this casoj the appeal 
cannot be admitted uiilesii the proper fee is paid. A fortnight will 
b e  allowed for maliiug up the deficieacy.

O LD FnfLD  «T.— I  c o n c u r .

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before M r. Justice Sir.light and Mr. Justice Malmiood',

GANGa SaHAI (Defendant) v . LEIKHHAJ SINGH (Plaintif'f.)*
H i n d ' i  L  i w  —  A i i i i p l i o n —D . i i l a h a  f o r m — G o i y a j a  r d a t i o i h i h i p — ^ M a x i m ,  g u o d  f i e r i  

n o n  ( { * h  t i t  f a c L u m  v a l e t — L i m i t  o f  d y e  w i t h i n  w h i c h  p R r m n  m a y  h e  a d o p t e d —  

C e r e m n n i /  o f  u p a n a i t a n a —Sai/5 f o r  d e c A a r a i i o n  t h a t  a l l e i j e d  a d o p t i o n  i s  i n v a l i d — 
l A m i i a t i o i i - ^ A c t  X .  V  o / l B 7 7 ,  ( L i m i t a t i o n  A c t ) ,  s c f i .  i i ,  JS^o. 118—A r b i t r a t i o n — 
C i v i l  P r o c e . d u r e  C o d e ,  s . 521, c l .  ( a . ) — M i s c o n d u c t  ” o f  a r b i t r a t o r .

T an  sources of Hindu law describe*! and Uieir comparative fiiithorir,y dis- 
ruRsed. The various echooiR of E iuau law, aud their divisioos aud subdivisions, 
ennine'i'ated aud classified.

The ruling of the Privy Council in Muhaslioi/a Shoshinatk Gfiose v. Sriinaii 
i(ri.ihnn Soondari Dasi i^l), no application to a case in which there is ample 
evidence, both oral and documsiuary, f i  prove the factum  of adoptioa.

In a auit to obtain a dsclanitioh that an alleged adiiptioii was null and yoid, 
the plaintiff bMed hia ovvu title upon an alleged adoption of liimself. He v?as 
related to hia alleged adoptive fiifchsr as fa ther’s father’s brother's son'.'! son’s 
8om*s son. I t  was coi)tended, on behalf o£ the. defendant, who was related to  the 
phiintifll’s ftdoptive ffj^ther a? hrother^'S, son’s son, th a t the p laintiff’s relationship 
Was too remote to admit of his being validly adopted in preferencsj to  the defea» 
dfiiit «ik1 other neat relatives.

JfeW that the plain tilt, by reason of liis natural relationship towards !uk 
adcJptiveftuher, belonged to the same g o t r a  as the latter, and although sach te la tipa-

_ ,. *®irBt Appeil I!?o. 67 of 1885 from a decree of Maulvi Muhanimad Sami-ul- 
' lah  Khan, Subonlinate Judije of Aligarh, dated the  18th April,;1885i

, C1> L. B., 7 1, A. 250, '
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