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Under these cirecumstances the appeal must be allowed and the
decree of tho Court of first instance confirmed with costs.

Ouorrei, J.~I ontirely coneur,

~Appeal allowed,

Before Sir Jokn Edge, K1, Chief Justice, and My, Justice Oldjild,
PARSHOTAM LAL axp avoraer (DeErenoants) v. LACIHMAN DAS
(PramwrIvr), *

Court-fees—Suit on hinndis— Distinet causes of aclion~-1istinct suljects— Aet
Vil of 1870 (Court=fees det), 8. 17.

In a gail upon three different kundis execnted on the sume date by one of ihe
defendants in favour of the other three defendants and by them assigned to 1he
plaintift, and not paid on naturity—held that each Aundi nllorded a separate eause .
of action, that the sniv ecmbraced three reparnte and distinet subjects, and that the
memoranduin of appeal by the fivst defendant was chargeable with the nggrepgate
amount of the court-fees to which the memornnda of appenl in suits cmbeacing
sepnrately each of vueh subjeets wounld be linble undey the Court-fees Act.

Tup facts of this case, which was referred to the Court by the
Registrar under 5. 5 of the Court-fees Act, are sufliciently stated
in the judgment of the Chief Justice.

M. ©. Dillon, fur the appeilant.

Epgg, C. J.—In this case the defendant No. 1 oxecuted threo
different Aundis on the same date, iu favour of the defendants Nus,
2, 3, and 4, who constituted a firm.  They were all payablo at the |
same time, The first hundi was for Rs, 1,135-7, and the seconl
and third were for Rs. 1,054-5 respectively. These thres Aundis
were assigned by the defondants Nos. 2, 3, and 4 to the plaintiff,
and not having heen paid on maturity, the plaintiff bronght this
action upon them.

The defendant No. 1, who is appealing hove, has paid court-fees
calculated upon tho total amount of the threo Aundis. The ques-
tion is whether the amount of tho court-fees as caleulated is sulfi-
cient, or whether the defondant No. 1 is not bound, under s. 17 of
the Couré-fees Aect, to pay a court-foe based on the amount of each -
of the Aundis separately. |

*Reference nader s § of the Court-fecs Act,
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Now it is argued that these three Aundis only make one cause of
action.  That I cannot understand. 1613 admitted that the plaintiff
might bring three separato actions on these Aundis, and each JLwudi

“would alford a separate cause of nction, The suit embracss three
separate and distinet subjects, and I am of opinion that the menio-
randam of appeal is chargeable with the aggregate amount of the
feos to which the memorauda of appeal in suits embracing separ-
ately each of such subjects would be liable under the Court-fees
Act. Thnoerefore mv answer to the reference is, that as the proper
amount of court-fees has not been paid iu this case, the appeal
caunot be admitted unless the proper foe is paid. A fortnight will
be allowed for making up the deficiency.

OLorigLp J.—1I concur.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Mr, Justice Stright and Mr. Justice Mahmood:
GANGA SaHAI(DerenpanT) v LKKHRAJ SINGH (Praintire.)®

Hindw Luw — Adoption—D.sttuha form —Gobraju relationship=-Iurim, guod fieri
non debiit fuctum valet—Limit of aye within which person may be adopted—
Crremany of upunajana—Sait for declaration that alleyed adoption és invalid—
Limitation - Act X V of 1877, (Limitation Act), sch. ii, No. 115—Arbitration—
Civil Procedure Code, s, 521, cl. (a.}—* Misconduct ” of arbitraior,

Trw soarces of Hindu law describel and their comparative authority dis-
eussed.  ‘The varisas schools of Hindu law, and their divisious and subdivisions,
enmmelated and classified.

L]

The ruling of the Privy Council in Mehashoyr Shoshinath Ghose v. Srimati
Krishna Soondari Duosi (1), has no application to acase in which there is ample
evidance, both oral and dogumentary, t» prove the juctum of adoption,

In a suit to obtain a declaration that an alleged adoption was null and void,
the plaintiff based his owu title upon an alleged adoption of himself, He was
relatad to his alleged adoptive father as father’s father’s brother's son's son's
son’s son, It was contended on behalf of the defendant, who was related to the
plaintifi’s adoptive father as brother’s son’s som, that the pldintifi’s relationship

wag too remote to admit.of his being validly adopted in prefer¢nce tu the defene .

dunt apd other near relatives.

Held that the plaintiff, by reason of his natural relationship towards hia
adoptive fx;t'ﬁer, belanged to the snme gotra as the latter, and although such relation-

. . #¥irst Apperl No. 67 of 1885 from a decree of Maulvi Mohammad Sami-ul-
* lah Khan, Subordinate Judge of Aligarh, doted the 18th April, 1885,
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