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file "nit. was Lronght to recover Rs, 251, being the

principal (U4, lUO) aud interest (R~. 151) due on Il. bond

dated 29t.h February 1865. The Judge doubted whether.
the snit. heiug one between Hindus, interest exceeding iu
amount the principal sum sued for could be recovered, and

he referred the fuJlowing qneation.i--Whetuer, in a suit
betweeu Hindus, on a bond conditioned for the payment or'a
certain sum with interest, a claim for an amouut of interest

exceeding the principal is maintainable?

No counsel were instrncted.

The Conru deli vered the following

JUDGMENT :-A practice long existed of nevereithee
li:~king or decreeing more than an amonnt 'of interesj equal:

to the principal. That practice, however. wail based "pan a
special provision of the law which is repealed (Sec. IY, Rt>g.'
XXXIV of 1802). That Hegnlatiouwas repealed in 1855,
hut the former practice still continued. We are unable to
say that as positive law this limitation now exists, As ,to'
the Hindu law, it is not binding as Law upou6uch'tnatter"

m the Mofnssil.

(a) Present: Holloway and Kindersley, JJ,




