VOL. XL] BOMBAY SERIES.
FULL BENCH.

Before M, Justice West, Mr. Justice Nindbhdi Haridds, and
My, Justice Birdwood.

ALA’ CHELA’, (or1eINAL DEreNpant), ArpeinaNT, v, OGHADBHA'L
THA'KERST, (orieiNaL Praintirr), Resroypuwr,¥

Stamp—~Court Fees' dct (VII of 1870), Sec. 7, Art. v, proviso—Construction and
applicability of the proviso— Valuation of suits for land in o tdhkddri villgge—
Delukddr’s jamd—Remission.

Per WrsT and NANABHAL JJ, : ~The proviso to article v of section 7 of the
Court Fees’ Act (VILof 1870} was clemly intended to provide a standard of
valuation in the Bombay Presidency, not only for the comparatively rare case of
land forming part, but not a definite share, of an estate paying revenune to Govern«
ment, but for all cases of suits for land.

" The theory being that all land is primarily liable to e rated or taxed for the
public revenue, any sum not levied according to the appraisement made in order
to show the proper amount of the land-tax may be regarded as & remission,

In the case of a ¢{dlukddri village, the proprietor of which had, under a sebtle
ment with Government for a period of twenty-two years, agreed to pay a fixed
annual jamd, or lump asgessment, instead of the full survey assessment for the
whole village :—

* Held, by a majority of the Full Bench, that the difference in amonnt between
the jamd and the full gurvey assessment was a remission, and, therefore, a suib
for possession of lands in this village was to be valued according to clause § of
the proviso to article v of section 7 of the Court Fees’ Act (VII of 1870).

_ Per BirDWOoOD, J.:—The remission contemplated by elause (3) of the proviso
*¢is an express remission, and not a mere difference in amount between the actual
assessment payable by a tdlukddr and the survey assessment,”

"The three clauses of the proviso seem to apply.only to lands which have heen
sibjected to a survey sebtlement as ordinarily understood and legally provided
for in the Bombay Presidency ; the first clause being applicable to lands settled
for'a period not exceeding thirty years, the second to lauds settled for a longer
period 0r permanently, and the third to indm lands on which the whole or & park
of the survey assessment has been expressly remitted,

The fdlukddrs are not indmddrs., They are land-holders liable to_pay a land.
tax, but not under a survey settlement such as is applicable 1o lunds for which
provigion seems to have been specially made in the provise to clause v of section
7-of the Court Fees’ Act, No part of the proviso, therefore, applies to o suit for

‘ the,' possession of lands in .a fdlukddiri village. Such a suit should be valued

according t‘o' sub-clause (<) of clause v of section 7 of the Court Fees’ Act,

* Appeal No, 39 of 1887,
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Ta1s was a reference to the Full Bench on a question sub-
mitted by the Taxing Officer under scetion 5 of the Court Fees’
Act (VII of 1870) regarding the construction and applicability
of article v of section 7 of the Act to a suit for landsin a
tdlukddri village.

The plaintiff sued for possession of 423 acres and 15 gunthds
of land situated in the tdlukddri village of Nind Métra, in the
District of Abmedabad, and to recover Rs. 4,200 as mesne profits,
He obtained a deerce awarding possession of 353 acres and
2 gunthis of land and Rs. 2,100 as mesne profits.

Against this decree the defendant preferred an appeal to the
High Court, valuing his claim at Rs. 151-0-9 for the land awarded,

The question submitted by the Taxing Officer was how the-
memorandum of appeal was to be stamped—whether under see-
tion 7, clause v, sub-clause (0), or under section 7, clause v, pro-
viso 1, sub-clause 3 of Act VII of 1870.

- It appeared, from the report of the District Judge of Ahmed-
abad, that the whole village of Nind Mitra consisted of 2,485
acres and 34 gunthas of land, It was held by the ¢dlulkddr under a
settlement for twenty-two years expiring on the 31st July, 1887,
Under the terms of this settlement he agreed to pay to Govern-
ment for the first seven years a jomd, or lump assessment, of
Rs. 201 a year, for the next seven yoars Rs. 248 a year, and for
the next seven years Rs. 285 a year, and for the last year Ry. 827,
The full survey assessment of the whole village would have been’
Rs.514-14-0. There was no levy of assessment by Government
in respect of each separate fleld. But the fields in dispute, if
.?subject to the survey settlement, would have been assessed as
follows :—The full asgessment on Survey No. 4 being Rs. 30-12-1 ;
on Survey No. 6, Rs. 10-15-0; on Survey No. 8, Rs. 15-6-0 ; and
on Survey No, 17, Rs. 120-14-0.

. Upon these facts Birdwood, J., made the following reference
to the Full Bench t— :

- *The plaintiff in this suit sought to recover 423 aeres and 15
gunthds of land in the Glukddrs village of Métra N4ns, in the

. Dhandhuke Téluka of the Ahmedabad Distriet, and also Rs. 4,200
- as meshe profits for the three years preceding the suit, The
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Distriet Judge found that the plaintiff was entitled to recover
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out of the land in dispute, ¢ Survey Nos. 4 and 6; 23 acres on Ard CrrLi.
the east of Survey No. 8, and 150 acres on the north of Survey Oouannmir

No. 17; together with Rs. 2,100, as mesne profits ; * and he made
a decree accordingly, and rejected the rest of the plaintift’s claim.
From this decree the defendant has appealed; and the question
before the Court relates to the valuation, under clause v of sec-
tion 7. of the Court Fees' Act, 1870, of the land, amounting to
853 acres 2 gunthds, which is the subject-matter of the appeal.
The appellant contends that the land should be valued under
sub-clause (b) of clause v at * five times the revenue’ payable on
it ; and he relies on the decision in Bawdji Mohansi v. Punjibhai
Hanubhdi®, That was a suit for the partition of a tdlukddre

estate, viz, the village of Piparla in the Gogha Taluka of the.

Ahmedabad District. The Subordinate Judge awarded a moiety
of the village to the plaintiffs ; and the defendants appealed to this
Court. The late Chief Justice, Sir M. Westropp, and Kemball, J.,
held that sub-clauses (1) and (2) of the proviso as to the Bombay
Presidency, contained in clause v, were not applicable to the
case, inasmuch as the * full assessment * was not payable to
Government on the village, a lump assessment of Rs. 150 being
payable annually, whereas the full survey assessment would
have been Rs. 621-6-7 ; and also that sub-clause (3) of the pro-
viso was not applicable, as there was no express remission of the
difference in amount between the actual assessment payable
by the tdlukddr and the survey assessment. The proviso was
evidently treated as a proviso only to sub-clause (d) of clause v,
for sub-clause (b) of that clause was held to be the portion of the
Court Fees’ Act which seemed to be ‘most nearly adapted to
such a suit ;’ and it was decided that the value of the subject
matter must, for the purposes of the Act, be estimated at five
times the revenue payable to Government. The reason given
for the decision is that the village of Piparla ‘forms’ either an
entire estate paying an annual revenue to Government, but not
a revenue settled permanently, or part of such an estate, and is
“recorded " as such. If Piparla was only a part of an estate, it

1) Printed Judgments for 1881, p. 177,

"THAKERSX,.
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wag apparently ‘ recorded in the Colleetor’s register as separately
assessed with’ the revenue, as contemplated in sub-clause (a) of.
clanse v, the portion of which relating to parts of estates is
incorporated in sub-clause (b) by the words ¢ recorded as afore-
said,” Whether it was a part of an estate, or an entire estate,
the elaim for partition, (which was a claim for a ¢ definite share,’
—that is, a molety of it), was dealt with under sub-clause (&).
That decision would not, however, govern the present case; for
here the plaintiff’ does not ask for a ¢ definite share’ of the
village of Métra Ndnd. He asks for a specific part of it; and a
specific part, though not all that was asked for, was awarded,
and is the subject-matter of the appeal. The village of Mdtra:
Nén4 is held on the same tenure as Piparla. It is referred to
at pp. 78, 79 of Mr. Peile’s ¢ Account of the Tdlukddrs in the
Ahmedabad Zillah "—(Selections from the Records of the Bombay
Government, No. CVI, New Series). The revenue payable on it
to Government was settled in 1863, The assessment payable on
the village was Rs. 201 in the first year, and is Re. 827 in the
current year, 1886-87, which is the last year of the gefitlement,
This assessment is a lump assessment on the whole village, and
no part of it is settled on any particular lands; and it is, as in
the case of Piparla, less than a full survey assessment would
have been, The District Judge veports that ¢ there is no levy
of assessment by Government in respect of each separate field,
but the fields have been assessed under the survey settlement ag
follows :~The full assessment on field No. 4 is»Rs. 80-12-1; on
No. 6 is Re. 10-15-0; on the whole of No. 8 is Rs. 15-6-0; and on

‘the whols of No. 17 is Rs. 120-14-11" The full assessment on

the whole village is Rs, 514-14-0 a year, whereas the revenue

actually payable, as already stated, is Rs. 827, It is quite clear,

however, that though there is an official record of a full assess-
ment on each fleld,—that is, on evory specific part of the estate

~ described aga field, no part of the estate is really recorded in

the Collector’s register'as ¢ separately assessed,” within the meaning
of elause v of section 7 of the Court Fees’ Act, either with the

 full assessment on it or with any portion of the lump assessment
actually due in respect of it. No portion of the revenue payable -
o the whole esbate 1s allotted to specific parts of the estate; and
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the entries in the Collector’s register, showing the full assessments
on fields, were made, not for the purpose of showing the revenue
leviable under any possible circumstances on the fields, but for
an entirely different purpose, which is explained at p.29 of
Mr. Peile’s € Account of the Thlukddrs.” He there says: <The
alienations were thus disposed of, and it remained to shape a
plan for assessing the fdlukddr’s own property. The object was
to get rid of the inequality natural to settlements made on im-
perfect data, and to establish some kind of ratio of assessment
to value for general adoption. The value of the cstate has always
been an important element in calculating a talubdds’s jamd,
and it appeared that come point in the seale of the usual khilsa
survey assessment below the full rate might be found to form a
fair standard. This point might be determined by finding what
amount of the survey asscssinent was equal to a jamd fixed at
a fair inecrease on the previous jamd of the greatest number
of estates, and it seemed that if the jamd was fixed between
50 and 70 per cent. of the survey rates (as the assessed estate is
more or less prosperous) it would give seope for a fair increase
on the old jamd, such as the improved prospects of agriculture
warranted. It was settled, therefore, that the jamd of talukddrs
is to be not more than 70, nor less than 50, per cent. of the
survey rates. Some estates already assessed above the maximum
were reduced to it, and others were so far below it that they
cannot judiciously be raised at once to the minimum, but the
bulk of the villages have for the first time the advantage of a
land-tax fixed on a clear and equable principle. It should, of
course, be here kept carefully in mind that neither 70 per cent.
nor any other proportion of the survey rates has any intrinsic
propricty, but that the survey assessment has merely been called
in to guage the value of the estates, so as to bring the jamd
of each to one and the same proportion of the value.” It is
clear, therefore, that a record was made of the full survey assess-
ment on all parts of an estate merely as a method of arriving at a
fair settlement of the revenue payable on the whole estate. The
full assessment being once known in every village, the jamd
could be calculated at a certain percentage of it in all villages:
The ascertainment of the full survey assessment was simply a
% 430—8
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means to an end, not the end itself, There is no ground, there-
fore, for holding that the land in suit is recorded as separately
assessed with a revenue, not permanently settled, which is annu-
ally payable on it. The jaumd, amounting at present to Rs. 327,
is payable on the whole village, and there is nothing to show
what portion of this sum is payable in respect of any specific
part of the estate such as that in suit. It follows that sub-clause
() of clause v of section 7 of the Court Fees' Act cannot be
applied to the present suit. Sub-elause (a) is clearly inapplicable,
as the revenue payable by the estate has not been permanently
settled ; nor can sub-clause (c) be applied, for it cannot be said
that the land in suibt pays no revenue or ‘has been partially
exempted from such payment, or is charged with any fixed pay-
ment in lieu of such revenue. The lump assessment settled on
it is not fixed in lieu of revenue. It is itself the whole revenuc
at present payable by the tdlukddr. Sub-clause (d) of clause v
would indeed be strictly applicable to the suit, but for the proviso,
whieh provides special xules for the Bombay Presidency, and so
excludes the application of the sub-clause itself to lands in this
Presidency. The land in suit ‘forms part of an estate paying
yevenue to Govermnent, but is not a definite shave of such estate
and is not separately assessed, as above mentioned,” and there
would be no difficulty in valuing the suit, therefore, under sub-
clause (d) at the ‘market value of theland,’ but for the proviso.

That proviso, again, is as inapplicable to the case as it was held
to be to the suit for the partition of Piparla, for the reasons
given in the judgment in that suit. It would appear, therefore,

that there is no provision of the Court Fees’ Act applicab]e to

such a suit as the present, instituted in the Bombay Presidency.

It that be so, no court fee at all can be levied on the memoran-

dum of appeal. But I hesitate to arrive at such a decision on

my own authority only. The question is of sufhclent import-
ance to be referred to a Full Bench.

“ There is the more reason for such a reference, because, in a
-similar case, Jesalsing v, Dipsang®, Pinhey, J., applied sub-clause

- (3) of the proviso to clause (&) to a suit for a part of a tdlukddri

) Printed Judgments for 1883, p. 164..
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estate. That decision cannot be reconciled with the deeision in
the Piparla ease; for Pinhey, J., held that the three sub-clauses
of the proviso were the only portions of section 7, clause v of the
Act, which applied to suits for the possession ofland in the Bom-
bay Presidency. That is, he treated the proviso as a proviso to the
whole of clause Vv, not as a proviso only to sub-clause (d) of clause
v, as had been done by Westropp, C. J., and Kemball, J. More-
over, he was evidently of opinion that a part of the ‘ annual survey
assessment’ on the #dlukddri village of Puna was ¢ remitted ;’
for, except on such a supposition, he ecould not have applied sub-
clause (3) of the proviso to the case. Such, however, was not
the opinion of the Judges who decided the Piparla case, and such
a supposition is opposed to the actual facts connected with tho
gettlement of the jamd on tdlukddri villages, as set forth by
My, Peile.

“There is thus not only a eonflict of authority as to the true
relation of the proviso in clause v of section 7 of the Act to
other parts of the clause, but a confliet also of opinion as to the
applicabiliby of sub-clause (3) of the proviso to such a suit as the
present. But whether the proviso is one to the whole of clause
v, or only to sub-clause (), my own opinion is that, as the case
cannot fall under sub-clauses (a), (b) and (c), or under sub-clauses
(1), (2) and'(3) of the proviso, but falls only under sub-clause (d),
which, in either view as to the relation of the proviso to the rest
of the clause, would not apply to this Presidency, theve is really
1o part of clause v which can be applied to this case; and that
. the omission from the Act of any provision applicable to such a
case, in this Presidency, ought to be brought to the notice of the
Legislature. Whether. this opinion is eorrect or not, is a question
which ought, I think, to be decided by a Full Bench.”

The question referred to the Full Bench was argued before
West, Nandbhai, and Birdwood, JJ.

Rév Saheb Visuder J. Kirtikar for the appellant.

The judgment of the Full Bench (erdwood J., chssentnm) _

was as follows te
WesT, J. —It seems clear, on a comparison of the so-called, but
improperly called, proviso to article v of section 7 of the Court
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Fees' Act (VII of 1870) with the preceding substantive clauses
of the same article, that it was intended to provide a standard
of valuation in the Bombay Presidency, not only for the compar-
atively rare casc of land forming part, but not a definite share, of
an estate paying revenueto Government, but for all cases of suits
for Jand. The proviso extends far more widely than clause (d).
It provides rules for all the cases embraced in the preceding
dauses (a), (b), (c), and is manifestly intended to furnish rules
for all these cases based on the particular circumstances of the
Bombay Presidency. It has been overlooked, however, that
there may be in the Bombay Presidency lands that have not been
subwitted in any way to the “ survey asscssment.”  Because the
survey extended over ahnost all the area, it has been assumed
to extend over the whole of it, This must ereate a difficulty
wherever there has, in fact, been no survey and no assessiment,
but it needs not create a difficulty where there has been a survey
and assessment, even though the amount computed under this
process as the rate or amount theovetically leviable as land re-
venue be not, in fact, exacted by the Government. The primary
sense of assessment is the imposition on the land of such and
such a tax: its second intention is the tax itself, and there is in
the section a traunsition from 'the. one sense to the other. The
theory heing that all land is primarily liable to be rated or taxed
for the public revenue, auy sum not levied according to the
appraisement made in order to show the proper amount of the
land-tax may be regarded as a remission. If this view be correct,
the case before us falls properly under clause (3) of the proviso,
and the waluation for court fees should, we think, be made
according to the rule given in that clause.

Birpwoob, J. —After considering the argument addressed to
the Court on behalf of the appellant, I am led so far to modify
the opinion I expressed when making the reference to the
Full Bench as to hold that clause v of seetion 7 of the Court

* Fees' Act is not altogether inapplicable to the present case; but

I am unable to hold, with the majority of the Bench, that
clause (8) of the proviso to that clause is applicable to it. I
coneur rather in the opinion expre’sged by Westropp, C.., and
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Kewball, J., in Bavdji Mohangi v. Punjdbhdi Hanubhdi®, that
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the remission contemplated by clause (3) of the proviso “is an Aua o

express remission, and not a mere difference in amount between
the actual assessment payable by the #alukddr and the sur-
vey assessment. ” There is, indeed, under the existing revenue
system of f@lukddri villages, as deseribed by Mr. Peile in the
passage quoted in the reference to the Full Bench, no “survey
assessment ” to which the lands of those villages are in any sense
liable., The three clauses of the proviso seem to apply only to
lands which have been subjected to a survey settlement as
ordinarily wnderstood and legally provided for in the Bombay
Presidency ; the first clause being applicable to lands settled for
a period not exceeding thirty years, the second to lands settled
for a longer period or permanently, and the third to 4rdm lands
on which the whole or a part of the survey assessment has been
expressly -vemitted. The circumstance that, in fdlukddri villa-
ges, the “jamd,” or land-tax payable by #dlukddrs, is not move
than 70 or less than 50 per cent. of what a full survey assessment
would amount to if the lands were subjected to a survey settle-
ment, does not, in my opinion, bring the lands within the purview
of clause (3) of the proviso. In assessing such villages to the
land revenue, regard is had to survey rates as pointed out by
Mz Peile, only in order that an equable settlement of the full
land-tax may be arrived at. That tax may vary from time to
time and be always less than a survey assessment ; but there is
no remission of any assessment legally leviable under the system
actually in foree. The télubddrs do not claim to be indmddrs*
and are not regarded as indmddrs by the Government, They
are land-holders, liable to pay a land-tax, but not under a survey

settlement such as is applicable to lands for which provision

seems to be specially made in the plovmo to clause v of sectmn 7
of the Court Fees’ Act.
(1) Printed Judgments for 1881, p. 177.

* There. way, of course, be indm or ** alienated " lands in talubddr villages,

‘ss elsowhere. Tho form of ‘‘jamd agreenmient” given &t page 37 of Mr. Péile's .
¢ Account:of the Talukddrs i’ the Ahmedabad Zillah * ghows that the full sum e
" payable by o talukddr ‘may include (1) the Jjamd on darbdri lands, (2) the. sanfidi
saldmi-on aliengbed lands, (3) an improvement fund levied at. the rate of one

_ auna. [Jer every rupee.of ]camm
® 534-—1' :

Uiy
OaHaAr,

THARKY



THE INDIAN LAW REPORTS. [(VOL. X1,

887, If the proviso applies, then, ouly to land subjected to the Bom-

cumd  bay Survey Settlement, it may, T think, be taken to have been

aoemiz  the intention of the Legislaturc that, in valuing suits for the

RERST, pogsession of land not so subjected, the Courts should be guided,
even in the Bombay Prosidency, by the cnacting part of clanse v
of seetion 7, and not by the proviso. The elause, as I read it, is
applicable generally throughout British India; but the provise
prevents the application of the enacting part of it to suits for
the possession of such land as has been subjected to the Bombay
Survey Settlement, whethier a full survey assessment be payable
in respect of such land or not. And that seems to have been
the view practically taken by the learned Judges who decided
Bavdyt Mohungi v. Pungabldi Hanublai O,

Asno part of the proviso of clanse v of seetion 7 is, in my
opinion, applicable to the present case; but as the terws of sub-
clause (d) of the clanso can be applied to if, I should now be
prepared to hold that the value of the subjeet-matter of thiy
appeal should “be deemed to be * * ¥ the market value of the
land ¥ now in dispute, as provided by sub-clause (d). The
desision of the majority of the Bench must, however, prevail,

(1 Printed Judgments for 1881, p, 177.

Nore,—The following is the judgment of Westropp, C. J., and Kemball, J., in
the case of Buwvdgi Mohangi v, Punjabhdi Hlanublidi (@) veferred to in the above
deoision of Mr, Justice Birdwood -

Wesrrorp, O, J.~This is a suit for partition of a idlubddri estate, 9., the
villago of Piparls in the tdlukd of Gogha and District of Abmedabad, The
Subordinate Judge hes, by his decrce, awarded a moicty of the villago to tho
plaintiffy, and the defendants have appealed to this Court, The ¢uestion sub-
mitted by the Toxing Officer for decision is, how the memoranduem of appesl
ghould, under the Court Feew' Aet VII of 1870, be stawped. The village is held
by the fdlukddrs wnder a scttlement for twenty-three years, oxpiring in A, D,
1886-87, ab & lump assessmant of Ra, 150 payablo annually to Covernmaont, (vide
NQ, CVI of Selections from the Records of the Bombay Government, Now Series,
pages 96 and 97, and the form of the tabuldyes, 1d,, page 87). The survey assess,
ment of the village is Rs. 621.6-7. 'The cage does not appear to fall within

- #ection 7, elanse v, sub-clanse (), proviso (1) of Act VII of 1870.  Although the

" land is held in sebtloment for'a period nob oxceoding thivty yenrs, it does not pay
#the full asgessment ”” o Government, if, as would scem.-to be the true construa.
tion of that. ‘proviso and proviso (2), the expression “full asscasment” bo equiva~
lent to “survey assessment.” If this he so, it is difficnlt to account for the nse, -

(o) Printed Judgments tox 1881, p, 177,
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in those provisos, of the term “full assessment.” The phragse “survey assess:
ment” would have been sufficient and more definite. The introduction of both
expressions in those provisos primd facic may suggest that they were not inbended
to be interchangeable. But if the full assessment be not the survey assessment,
there is not any guide in the Court Fees’ Act as to what the full assossment is
and Civil Courts would be left to conjecture in each caze what should be fairly
deemed a full assessment, For instance, if something less than Rs. 621-6-7 (the
survey settlement) might be deemed a full assessment for the willage of Piparla,
there do not seem to be any legal date whereby the minimum that might be so
regarded is to be fixed. The case would be one of guot homines tot sententie. The
same difficulties of construction as to the cxpression ¢“full assessment ” existed
in Act X of 1862, Schedule B, and Act XX VI of 1867, Schedule B, in the Special
Rules for the Bombay Presidency. The term “remitied, ? used in proviso (3) of
Aot VII of 1870, section 7, clause v, sub-clause (), appears to exclude this suit
from that section, as we think that the remission thereby contemplated isan
express remission, and not a mere difference in amount hetween the actual assess-
ment payable by the idlukddr and the survey assessment, The portion of the
Court Fees’ Act which seems most nearly adapted to such a suit as this is subs
clanse (?) of clause v of section 7, inasmuch as the village of Piparla * forms?
an entire estate paying annual revenue to Government, or forms part of such
estate, and is ¢ recorded ” assuch ; *“and such revennc is settled, but not permanas
ently.” That being so, the value mnsb, for the purposes of the Court Foes’ Act,
be estimated at “five times the revenue so pnya,b%ﬁe.”

PRIVY COUNCIL.*

WA'GHELA' RAJSANJII, Drrexpaxt,™» SHEKH MASLUDIN axp
Oruens, PLAINTIFFS.

On appeal from the High Court at Bombagy.

Cuardian and ward—Inability of grardion to contract on behalf of infunt ward
'50 as Lo bind him personally—~Bfect of Aet VIof 1862 (Bombay J, Sec. 12, in regard
to  charge upon o tdlukddri estate in the Ahmedabad District during the period
of management.

A guardian cannot contract in the name of a ward, so as fo impose on him &
~ personal liability.

Act VI of 1862 (Bombay), ¢ for the ameliorabion of the condition of tAlukdirs
in the Ahmedabad Collectorate and for their relief from debt,” was intended to
dea] with all debts and liabilities which could possibly impose a charge upon
the tdlukddri estate at the end of the period of management ; when the estate

" was to he regtored to the tdlukddr free of incumbrance, excepting the Government
revenue, If debts amounted to more than the surplus of remts during‘ the

# Present :.—Lorp Warsoxr, Lorp Frrzerrarp, Lorp HopHovss,
and 8w B, DPracocK.
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