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KUSTOOR 1I1ULL AND ANOTflER v. JOOKJ,}E RAM AXD ornr.ns.

Service of Slimmon8-Partncl'-Agmd'-AcfVIII of1859, s. 17 cl, 2.

TllEf'defend[lllts in tho case carried on business in partnership in Calcutta.
Service had been effected by leaving the summons with one of tho defend.

ants, not at tho place of business in Calcutta, but in the mofussil at Fur­

rackabad.

Tho suit was undefended.

Mr. Ingram, for the pbintiffs, submitted thn,t service on ono of several

part.ncrs was sufficient service on tho firm, and referred to R(mtchwndrn
Bo»e v. Snead (1). Ono of several purtucrs is tho agent of the other partners
under s. 17, c1. 2 of Act VIII of 1859.

J\L~Cl'IlERSOll, J-'l'here is a distinction betwccnohnt case and thc pre­
sent. You have not served any of the defendants fit their place of lJUsiuess
in Calcutta. If the defondants who has been served had been at tho time of

service actually crLrrying on business in Calcutta for himself and the athol'
defendants as partners, no doubt he might be deemed an agent for them
under s. 17, c1. 2, and the service might be good. As it is, it is good only
against the defendant served.

Attorney for the plaintiffs: Mr. Dignam.

Beforo !rh. Jnstico Pontife,1!

Ix TfTE vl.~TTEU OF T AR1~EY CIIU[~N GOnG, AN TNSOLEll:n.

Jgris(tiction of Insoloeni Court-s-Bona Fida Rrsi,zonce.

TIlE insolve.nt described himself in his schedule as residinsr at Cossiporr,
r n '. 1

and as being a writer in tho employ of J\hssrs. Cook & Co" horse-dealers in
Calcutta. He now applied in person for an ad·interim protcctiou order,

There was no opposition; but the application W1L~ refused hy PONTII<'EXi
J .. who said :-'1'0 come within the act, the insolvent, not h,eing a EUl'Opeali
British subject must either be '1 bona fide resident in Culcut.tu at the t,ime
he presents his petition, or a trader carrying on business in C'Llcutta. In
this casn the potitiollnr i.: neither the One nor tho other, and therefore his
':\1)plieati~ll must lJe refused.

(J) 7 B. L. R., App., ;is,


