BOMBAY SERIES.

I Full Bcencli tlicrc took of tlic object of tiic
g that tlio signature or luark of the accused
led to the rccord , seems to me to be wholly
ise of any compulsion, by fine or otherwise”
ainiug such signature or mark,
has been frequently followed here and in
»Heg. v. Apd hin snidHeg. v. ShivyaP'?
noticed, but not apparently assented to, in
a Madras case, where, however, it does
.we can judge from the report, that the Court
ered the reasoning in the Fnll Bench decision

essiou is, that section ISO of the Penal Code is
the signatures or marks made to such confes-
its, as those treated of in sections 122 and 31-6
:ocedii@ Code.

re, that the couvictioii ought to be quashed” alid"
returned.

Order accordingly”

tkllcp. 181. 2 1. L. 11. 1 Bom. 2109.
3) 1. L.K. 2 Mad. 5.

\PPELLATE CIVIL.

~osli'oppf KL, Chief Juslf.cf’, lii.r. Juslicc iJT. 1lolvill
and Mr. Jiialice'F. D, McloilL

jAiIntiff) V. R'TANU akd another (Defendanxs).*
<—Bond—Act XV III of I"Qd, Sec. 14, Sch.2, Art, 11.

t cousi.stcd of two imrfcs, the Jiret contaiuiiig a i>romise to
mm of lla. 12-8-0, and tlic socoiul ii further promise to give”

eecinoiit the instrninent required a stamp ofjsiglit amuia
ct XV III of 1859 and scb. 2, art. 11 ; but that as a simple
eopcrly stamped witli a stamp of two annaa, and that, iftlie
I Jiis claim for grain, he could recovc iipon it the priiicipa
utcrest, ~

referenco under scction 49 of the Indian Stamp
* Civil Reference, Noi 9 of 1579.

| MrEKATIN»
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20 the INDIAN LAW REP(

1S70 Act (No. I of 1870), made by Kluin Salieb L
Chimka'ji  Judge of Juunar, tlirougli tlie District Ju(

Ea’nu. The plaintiff on the 25tli Marcli 1879 b

Rs. 16-15-0 and one maimd and one ana
naj)rli on adocument dated the 17tli Janm

on a stamped paper of the value of two anna
tion of this document was as follows —

We (meaning the defendants) “ promi®
rest the sum of Rs. 12-8-0 borrowed 4'rom yc
ill the month of Phalgoon'of this year (Shake
received iIn cash. In addition to this we
iIZes* wof nagli in the month of Phalgoon
on failure to give it (i,c.,, nagli) g'ive icddh at >
N of a maimd for every maundper year/"

f. li> his reference the Subordinate Judge st;
- -refused, to’ receive the above document iii evidei
that it was insufficiently stamped, that thereup
vakil reliiignished the plaintiff’'s claim for the gi
only a luonu”™ decree, alleging that the agreen
provided merely for money payment to the
stamiDcd, and was, therefore, admissible. TI
~o the High Court was Is the document re
* to support the money claim alone, and if not,’
stamp and penalty will bo necessary to rende.

The parties did ,not appear,

W estkopp, C.J.— This Court considers tha’
on the instrument in question would have beei
annas, that being the stamp required for an ag

liable to a higher mte of duty than a bond fo
‘section 14 of Act XV 111 of 1869).

The Court agrees with the Subordinate Judg
the Mainlrjlf, may abandon the agreement for
ndgli, and may"re€Over the principal, Rs. 12-8-0"

f due thereon, the stamp of two annas beinsr suf
bond for that amount

Orde



