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~VIJI'1nan, .J., was of opinion that the plaint.
iffs had clearly right to lJrillg the suit,
uud er tho provision of i.lie Act; and that
they properly iust.it u ted it.

under Act XX of 1863 could only be brought
in respect of temples formerly under
the control of the Board of Revenue. '.rhe
Act itself is entitled, "An -Act to enable th,'!
Government to divest itself of the mallage~'
ment of religions endowment, " and the
preamble states that" the Act is enacted,
because it is expedient to relieve the Boards
of Revenue, &c., of the duties imposed on
them by Regulation XIX of 1810 (1), so
fal' as those duties embrace the superinten­
deuce of lnnds granted for the SUPPOi't
of mosques or Hindu temples, and for other
religions usea; the nppropriation of endow­
ments made for the maintenance of such
rel ig ious estahlisbmeuts, &c." The Act
d,H's not apply to the present caee, inasmuch
as there is nothing to show that the temple
h'ls been under the con trol of the Board of
Revenue. Suits are brought under the Act
by Section 14, and leave to institute the
snit (Section 18) applies only to snits ill
respect to temples to which the Act was
intended to apply, of which the present tem­
ple is not one; and the persou to be sued is
the trustee or mfinager nppo inted nuder
Section 5. [NORMA~, J.-The words
., appointed under this Act" in Section 14
refer only to a committee appointed under
the Act-see Section 1I ; there is nothing to
"how that they refer to the words " trustee
or manager."] By Section 5, provision is
made for the appointment of a trustee or
mnnager, and suits under the Act can only
be brought against trustees or managers
so nppoiuted,

Mr. Kennedy (wth him Mj·. Macgreqor and
Mj·. Apcllr) for the. plaintiffs was not called
on 011 this point. 0

(Appendix.)

The 8th June 18iO.

B. L. R. Vol, V, p. 55.

Before Mr, Justice .1Y01'man.

GANES SING and others (Pl"illtijf,),

In bringing a snit under Act XX of 1863. it is
nut necessary to show that the temple was one
which was Iormely nuder control of the Board of
Uevenue. The Act aYl'lies to property in Calcutta.

THIS was a suit under Act XX of 1863
for the declaration and enforcement or" the
trusts of a certain temple in Bam Bazur,
Calcutta, and the religions estublishmeute
and endowments thereof.

of the Deputy Magistrate to tbat of the
Joint Magistrate of Hooghly. It will
therefore bo replaced 011 the file of the
Deputy Magistrate, who will dispose of it
in due course.

RAMGOPAL SING (Defendant).

Suit for Declaration of Trusts of a Temple­
Act XX of 1863.

o The plaintiffs were professors of a certain
religion which, they alleged, was founded
many years ago by one Sri Sri Gurunauack
Gurllgflbind Jio, and the temple had been
built and establ ishcd by Raj,\ Huj.uij Sing
MalmshflY, and dedicated by him to Sri Sri
Gurunannck Gnrugabind Jio for t he wor­
s.L1ip of the followers of the said relig ion.

'I'he defendant had been acting- as mmi<\ger
of the said temple; but the plaintiffs
alleged that he had neglected the rl ut ies (1) For the dne appropriation of the rent. and
imposed 011 him as munuge r, refused to, "rod,we of lauds ~I'anted for the support of 11l0sqiles,

d .. CCOlll ts aud denied nccess to the [' Hit~du temples, colle~'.'s, and o.ther pnrpo~e"; for the
reu. 61. •\ 1, . . mnn.teuauce and rl':'pa11' of bndgo~, serrua, kattras,
pluint iffs to the sa id temple when they anrl other public uu ild iugs; and for the cnstodyaud
resorted there for the purpose of worship. disposal of uazzul property 01' escheats,.

Leave of the Court to institnte the snit
had been obtained in accorrlnuce with
Section 18 of the Act on the trial.

•
Mr, Branson (M... Woodro!le with him)

Jor the defendant. raised thp issue whether
the plaint disclosed anl cause of nctiou.
On this issue, he cout euded that suits




