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falpe entry in his diarj for tlie purpose of savina; himself f r o m  

pimishmcnt. Two authorities have been cited to us in this Court. 
One is that of Qucen-Er,vpress v. Gaiiri ShanJcar (1) and the 
otl)er that of Queen-Bmfress v. Oirdkari Lai (2). Inonr opinion 
the a])pelhint committed the offeuce imder section 21S of the Indian 
Penal Co<ie. dismiss his appenl.

REVISIONAL CIVIL.

* Civil Bevision Ko. 23 o£ 1896 from a docree of Babu Nilraadhab Rai, Judga 
of tlie Small Causo Court, Benares, dated tlie 30tli March 1896.

(1) I. L. E., 6 All. 42. (2) I. L. B., 8 All. 658.
(3) I. L. E., 9 Mad. 271.
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Before Sir John JEJdffe, Ki., Chief Justice ivml Mi'. Justice Blair.^
BAM CHANDAE, ( P i a i i s t i t f )  » . GHATOI PRASAD a n d  o t h e e s  (I)ErESBANTs). 
Aet No. 2 'V  o f 1&77 {Indian Limitation Act), seclion 20— ^payment o f  

deld—Endorsement o f  liundi h}j debtoi'.
Where thf ouly GYidenco in tlia handwriting of the debtor of tlio part 

payment of the pvincipa! of a dobt was the endorsomeut of ahunditothe 
creditor; AcZc? that such endovsemant was not sufficieut -«'ithiii the meauiug' o f  
sectiou 20 of Act No. XV of 1877 to givn a new startiiig-iiomt for limitation. 
Machenziey. Timcengadaihan, ( I ) referred to.

This was a suit iu a. Court of Small Causes to recover iLs. 
426-1-6 as due on au account. The defendants pleaded that tlKJ 
claim way 1>arred by limitation. The plaintiff relied upon the endorse
ment made on a hundi given him by the defendants a*i evidence of 
part payment withiu the meauiug of section 20 of the Indian 
Limitation Act, 1877. The Jiidg  ̂of the Small Cause Court over
ruled this plea, relying on Mackenzie v. Tiruvengaclaihan  (1), 
and dismissed the suit. The plaintiff applied in revision to the 
High Court.

Mr. D, Baner ji  for the applicant.
Miinshi f/û aZa and Mnnshi P-rasad for the

opposite parties.
Edge, C.J. and BLAiK, J.—This case is covered by t h e  d e e i s i o J i  

p f  the Madras High Court in Mackenzie v. Twuv&ngadathan (1). 
We agree with the decision o f  the Madras Court, and we dismiss 
this application with costs.

AjppUcaHo% dism issed


