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or Haghim Ali, or that confidence was reposed in them by Sheopal
so as to bring the cuse within section 16 of ¢ The Indian Con-
tract Act, 1872,” which was relied upon in the argument for the
respondent. There is only Sheopal’s statement that he had con-
fidence in them, which is not sufficient proof of it. Their Lord~
ships will, therefore, humbly advise Her Majesty lo veverse the
decree of the Additional Judicial Commissioner, to dismiss the
appeal to her with costs, and to affirm the decree of the District
Judge. The respondent will pay the costs of this appeal.
Appeal allowed.

Solicitor for the appellants : Mr. J. F. Watkins.

Solicitors for the respondent : Messrs. T\ L. Wilson 4 Co.

C. B

KASTUR CHAND RAY BAHADUR (Arrerrant) v. DHANPAT
SINGH BAHADUR (Rssrowprwr.)

[On appeal from the High Court at Caleutta].

Tusolvency—Gomashta—Creditor's petition against trader alleging act of insol-
gency through his gemashia—Insolvent Act (11 & 12 Vie., clause 21),
section §—** Departure from place of business, with intent’~—How
the conduct of gomashta may amount to an act of insolvency by the
principal,

A principal employing a gomashia to ¢arry on a trade, within the local
limits of the High Court’s jurisdiction, may, in some oases, be adjndged to
have committed an act of insolvency within the meaning of section 9 of the
Statute 11 and 12 Vie., clause 21, in consequence of iho gomashia's act,
without the principal's having specifically authovized it, or having had
cognizance of it; and this might be applied upon a gomashia's having
departed from the usual place of business with intent to defeat, or delay,
the firm’s craditors.

Nob every gomashiz stands, in this respsct, in the same relation to his
employer, there being a difference in the degres of control excrcised by
different owners. The gomashie may be only an orvdinary manager, or he
may represent the firm entirely. It is & question of fact in each care whether
the gomushta occupies such a position that the prineipal stands or falls by

his acts,"and whether the gomashia's departure from the place of business,

with the above intent, shall or shall not be, by imputation, the act of the
principal, bringing section O into operation against the latter. Mere a
munib gomaslia in charge of the business was alleged to have so departed ;

¥ Dresent : Loros Hobaovsr, Morwig and Davey, and 81z R. Covca.
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but the owner of it, though at the time absent, was usually active and
responsible in it,

The firm’s payments had been suspended by the gomashia. But nnder the
Indian Statute (hat i not anact of insolvency. The gomashta had with-
drawn to his own aputment in the honse occupied by the firm, but how this
wauld defeat, or delay, creditors, some of whom visited him there, was not
shown. Other acts before the arrival of the piincipal were done, but none
amounted to depariure with intent, or to departure at all,

Held, that the gomashts, oven if he had departed from the place of
business with the intent to defeat, or delay, creditors, was notin such &

position as that he bad authority rendering his principal liable to be adjudged
ingolvent,

"The principle in the decision of In re Huwrruckehund Golicha (1), which was
that the act of a gomashte, his anthority flowing from his geneval position,
wny in some coses he taken as the act of his prineipal rendering him liable
wit.hin the Statute, wae corroct.

In the present case their Lordships agreed with the High Couxt that the
gomashte did not occupy such a position as to make his principal lable to be
adjudged inselvent on the ground of his (the gomnushie's) personal conduet.

ApppaL from a judgment and order (2) (23rd May 1893),
reversing a judgment and order (20th March 1893) of the Judge
of the Court for the Reliof of Insolvent Debtors, held under the
11th and 12th Vie, clamse 23, and section 18 of the Letters
Patent of 1865.

On {he I6th Febrnary 1893, on the petition of the appellant,
who carried on business in Caleutta under the style of Bansi Lal
Ahir Chand Rai Bahadur, the respondent, Rai Dhunput Singh
Bahadur, who carried on business as a banker in several places,
having a kot in Caleutts, another ab Azimghar, where he resided,
and others in other plices in Bengal, was adjudged insolvent
under section 9 of the Indian Insolveney Act, 11 and 12 Vie., clause
21, The petitioner was the holder of huudit acecpted by Dhun~
put Singh to the valne of Rs. 15,000. The whole gqnestion now
raised was whether or uot the acts of Dhunput Singh’s munib
gowashia nl the Calenta koti, on the 6th, 7th, and 8th February,
vonstituted n doparture with intent to defeat or delay cveditors,
attributahle by law to his principal, and within the meaning of
seniion 9 of the Stainte, This comprised whether there had been

‘ (1) I L. R., 5 Calc, 605.
(2) Tare Dhrapadh Siegh, 1oL, R, 20 Cale ; TTL
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& departure at all, whether thers had been such an intent, and
whether the consequences were the same to Dhunput Singh,
owing to the gemeral authority given by him to his dgent to
conduct his business, as if he had committed the acts himself,

Section 9 enachs that «“if any person, who would he deemed a
trader liable to become bankrupt according to the bankruptey
laws passed in 6 Geo. IV,and in 5 and 6 Vie., shall depart from
within the limits of the jurisdiction of any of the Supreme Courts
with intent to defeat, or delay, his creditors, or, with the like intent,
depart from his usual place of business, or abode, within the said
jurisdiction, it shall be lawful for any person to present a pelition
to the Court for the Relief of Insolvent Debtors, whereupon, and
upon such petition being duly verified, it shall be lawful for the
Court to adjudge that such person has committed an act of inspl-
veney.” The provision follows that it shall be lawfal for the
Court to revoke, or confirm, such adjudication.

The appellant’s petition alleged that on the 6th February 1893,
ab about 9 v, being then liable on hundis and receipts amount-
ing to a large sum, the respondent closed his place of business,
No. 4, Shama Bye’s Lane, which had since remained closed; and
that his munid and other gomashfes and servants departed on
the 7th and 8th February, with intent to defeat and delay the firm’s
creditors ; thab on the 9th February, and subsequently, some
of the gomashtas attended, but no business was carried on; and
that on the 12th and 13th February, the respondent, who had
come to Caleutta on the 11th of Fehruary, informed his creditors
that he was insolvent, and made proposals as fo the payment of
Lis debts, Onthe 16th February, the adjudicating and vesting
orders were made, and on the 17th, the respondent potitionod that
these orders might be set aside. The respondent denied tho closing
of his place of business, and stated that Punna Lal, his munib
gomashta, had remained .there ever since the 6ih Fobruary, and
had heen accessible to all the respondent’s creditors, as he himself
had been since his arrival on the 11th Fehruary. :

The Court gave judgment on the 20th March 1893, confirming
the adjudication and vesting order, The proceedings, with the
a‘ppeal that followed, in which a Bench (Petheram, (01.J., and Prinsep
“and Pigot, J7.) gave the Judrrment of the High Court, are reported
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at p. 771 of 1. L. R., 20 Calc. (1). The judgment and order of
the Court below were reversed.

The .uspension of payment by the firm, which had occurred
on the 6th February, not being an act of insolvency under the
11th and 12th Vie., clause 21, they dealt with the question of the
application of section 9, and the effect of Punna Lal’s acts on the
7th and 8th. The Court found, in effect, that he had not departed
with intent within that section, and expressed the opinion that,
to have brought the consequence of insolvency upon his principal,
the gomashta’s specific authority to commit the acts was required
to be shown, and had not been shown, They dissented from the
view in Inre Hurruckchund Golicha (2) that such a gomashta had
authority as the result of his general position. The judgments of
thb Judges, and the cases cited, will be found in the report above
referred to.

On this appeal,—

Mr. R. B. Finlay, Q. C., and Mr. Boydell Houghton, for the
appellant.—The evidence showed that the banking business of the
Calcutta koti was left by the respondent altogether in the hands of
Punna Lal the munib gomashta, the respondent having been absent
from May 1892 till he arrived in Calcutta on the 11th February
1893. There had been no real dispute as o the firm having stopped

ayment on the night of the 6th February, and the acts of the munib

‘omashta had been rightly held, in the Insolvency Court of first
nstance, to have been a departure from the place of business by the
'omashta represeniing the firm, with intent to delay the creditors,
vhom he was putting off until his master should return to Calcatta.
n arriving, Dhunput Singh ratified and approved his gomashta’s
wcts, and, on the 13th, admitted to his creditors that he was
nsolvent.

The evidence showed that Punna Lal was not upon the busi-
ness part of the premises on the 7th and 8th February ; the first
floor was practically left ; no one was in the offices ; and it was not
disputed that the cash-room door was locked. Witness after wit-
ness had described his going to the office un the 7th February
and finding no one there. Jhao Lal Chobe went ttvice, so did

(1) In re Dhunpat Singh, I. L. R., 20 Cale., 771,
(2) 1. L. R, 5 Cale., 605.
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Cuverji Hari Das, inding uo one there, “ though the guddi doors
were open,” On the 8th, creditors, or their agents, who had
given their evidence, went again, some of them more than once,
between 10 axnr and 11 P, but all agreed thut Punna Lal
was not in the business premises on that day, and that they
appoared to bo deserted. Hvidence on the respondent’s behalf,
to show that business had been carried on during those two days,
had failed.

Nor did the business recommence. The only business trang-
acted afler the firm had stopped payment was handing over a
few small sums, taking possession of the cash, and making, on
the 12th February, a preferential payment to Punna Lal’s son-in-
law, of Rs, 15,000, which the respondent expressly authorized,
though he then knew that ho could not pay his debts without
getting time from his creditors. These facts justified the finding
that Punna Lal by remaining in the private part of tho premises
had departed from the place of business on the 7th and §th Febru-
ary 1893, As to the intent with which he so acted, he admitted
that he did not like to remain in the business part of the house,
having no money to meet demands; and to somo of the creditors,
who were aware that he lived on the top floor, he stated that he
could do nothing until the arrival of his master, with whom,
however, he was in communication. The respondent admitt]
that he attended a meeting held on the 13th February, which wi,
attended by one hundred to one hundred and twenty-five o
his creditors, and that he made an offor of 8 annas in the ruped
down, and 8§ annas in twelve months. As he had mnot then th(‘
money to pay the first moiety, and tho croditors were nob sabisfed
nothing further was done. For some days after this the re%pm\g
dent was negotiating for the assignment of his estate to the Oiﬁcm',‘

Aggignee, Punna Ll retsined his confidence. He was awar
that he was insolvent. He was cognisant of, approved, and adoptmé
the cohduct of Punna Lal, which constituted the act of msolvena)g
alleged. The Bigh Court had reversed the decision of the first Court
on insufficient grounds, The Judges in appeal were of opinion that
the case of In re Hurruckchund Golicha (1), velied on by the lower

(1) LL, B, 5 Cale., 605,
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Court, which had been followed in later cases, wasdistinguishable
upon the facts ; but that, if necessary, they ought to overrule it,
upon the ground that the particular act of insolvency was one which
was personal to a debtor, and could only be cornmitted by the insol-
vent himself, or by an agent expressly thereunto authorized. The
Appellate Court was, however, of opivion that Punna Lal had not
departed from the place of husiness with the intentalleged, or at all.
It was argued that on both these points the High Court wasin error.
The fact of departure was established ; it was not the law that the
act of insolvency could only be committed by the debtor personally,
or by his agent thereunto specifically authorized ; and the proper
inference from the evidence was that the respondent had anthorized,
or ratified, the acts of Punna Lal, knowing himself to beinsolvent,
as bhe fact was., The payment on the 12th February was also an
act of insolvency, with knowledge of his insolvency, and with intent
to delay his other creditors, They referred to Mills v. Bennett (1),
Ev parte Mavor (2), Coiton v. James (3), Ex parte Blain, In re
Sawers (4).

Mr. R. B. Haldare, Q. C., and Mr. J. H. A. Branson for
the respondent.—Two propositions were maintainable. First, that
even if the munibd gomashia had departed from the respondent’s
usual place of business, with the intent altributed to him, no act of
“ piolvency would have been established against the respondent by

4© gomashta’s conduct. Secondly, that the gomashta had not in
ifbt departed, with intent to defeat, or delay, the respondent’s cre-
;ji‘f:ors, from the usual place of business, within the meaning of
jaction 9 of the Statute 11 and 12 Vie., clause 21.  As to the first
»f these: if there might be a degree of authority delegated to a
jomashta by his principal which would enable the former to alter
ke status of the later by an act of this kind, it was not shewn by
jny evidence in this case that Punna ILalhad authority to that
ixtent. There was nothing to shew that he was ewpowered by the
iys;te‘in,‘under which he carried on the business, to exorcise such
duthority. There was no ground for imputing to the respondent
that he 'had committed the act of inzolveney which the section
spevci‘ﬁé‘d.“ The evideneo shewing thai Dhuuput Singh personaily

(1y'2 M. & S., 554, (2) 19 Vea,, 539,
(3) Moo, & Mal, 2785 1B. & Ad,;128.  (4) L, R, 12Ch. D, 522,
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superintended the business, and that he took active steps when
he heard from his gomashta as to the state of affairs, was referred to.

As to the second proposition, the acts of Punna Lal had been
rightly viewed by the Appellate Court. There was neither cvi-
dence of actual departure, nor of intent on his part to defeat or
delay creditors. In connection with his having resorted to tho uppor
storey of the house, leaving the business part of it, roference was
made to the trader’s conduct in Vincent v. Prater (1).

Mr. BR. B. Finlay, Q. C., replied.

Afterwards, on the 20th June, their Lordships’ judgment was
delivered by

Lonp Hosprouse.—The respondent in this caso is or was a
banker carrying on business in Calentta and other places, ande tho
appellant is a creditor who sceks a declaration of iusolvency
against him. Theact of insolvency relied on in the petition is that
on the 7th and 8th February 18938, tho respondent’s prineipal
gomashta, Punna Lal, and other gemashtas and scrvants, departed
and were absent from hig place of business in Shama 13ye’s Lane
with intent to defeat the rospondent’s creditors. Two defences ars
raised by the respondent : one being that no such act was committed
by Punna Lal, and tho other that Punna Lal’s act is not the act of
tho respondent on which he can be adjudged an insolvent.

The appellant’s petition was prosented on the 16th February
1893, and was supported by affidavits on which the Judge in In-
solvency, Mr. Justice Trevelyau, mado an adjudication and = voste
ing order. Tho respondent immediately moved to set thut ordor
aside, and a great body of evidence was adduced by both parties.
Eixcept on minor and irrelevant points there was very little con-
tradiction in the evidence, and the two Courts below, though they
have drawn different inferences, are in agreement on every ma-
terial point of pure fact. ‘ ‘

Fhe respondent’s principal office, or kot/, was, as his resi-
dence was, ab Azimgunge, near Moorshedabad, He had divers
other kotis, the largest in point of business being in Caloutta.” It
was managed by Punna as head gomashéa.. The houge in which. it

(1) 4 Taunt., 603.
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was conducted appears to have consisted of : fivst, a ground floor, 1805
on which were the durwans ; secondly, a first floor, where was the ™ grun
guddi or office in which the gomashta sat to transact business, the CUaxn
cash-room, and another small room ; and, thirdly, a second or tup Bw‘:xlmn
floor in some of the rooms of which Punna slept, took bis meals, Diaipar
and performed his puja. When the respondent visited Caloutta, S
he also, if alone, used the top storsy; but, if his family were with Bamaucn,
Lim, be used some other house,

Late in the night of the 6th February, Punna decided that
he must stop payment. Between one and twoin the morning of the
7th he telegraphed to the head gomashts at Azimgunge : “ Busi-
ness sbopped ; no payment to-day. Wire other kotis yourself.”
Ou the 8th a like telegram was sent to the same quarter, enquiring
where the Huzoor (4. e., the # Master”) was. In fact the respon-
dent was then in Ajmere, and was making his way to Caleutta.
He had beon on a pilgrimage to Palituna, almost at the other
extremity of India, whenee he was re-called by telegrams from
Punna, which began as early as the 27th January, and which gave
an alarming account of his Calcutta affairs. He did not arrive
in Calontta till the 11th February.

After the 6th the banking business in Calentta was stopped.
But under the Indian Statute that isnot aet of insolvency ; the ach
alleged is that Punna departed from the place of business on the
7th and 8th February, with intent to defeat, or delay, creditors.
There is no doubt that he locked up the cash-room ; that he left the
guddi empty, though it was open j and that he betook himself to his
own living rooms in the top storey. There is however no evidence
that he proventod creditors from gebting to him if they wished it.
The strongest evidence in that direction is given by two credifors :
Cuverji and Premjee. Cuverji went up to the guddi twice on the
Tth, It was empty, and the durwans told him that “ We cannot
make payments now, therefore you cannot see the Babus' On
the 8th he was met on the gronnd floor with a ke intimation.
Premiee’ went to ‘the house on the 7th and was going upstairs,
when the durwaa sail: “Do not go upstairs, thers is no one
upstairs”  On the #th he went up to the guddi, which he found
emply.  Neiilier of Uiese witnesses appears to have made any
atrempt to see Punna in his own rooms. Mr, Justice Trevelyan

3
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remarks on thiz evidence: © I doubt very much whether there
was anything amounting to a stoppage of persons going up:
“ He * (Premjee)  may have been discouraged and did not go up
in consequence of what was said to him, but there was not forei~
ble stopping.” On the other hand, two of the appellant’s wit-
nesses, Narain Das and Kandarpa, and three of the respondent’s
witnesses, Nobin Clhunder, Radha Roman Shaha, and Kedar
Nath Mozoomdar, all five being creditors or acting for creditors,
saw Punna in his own rooms on the top storey at different times
on the two critical days. Their Lordships agreo with the High
Court in thinking that, contrary to the opinion of Mr. Justico
Trevelyan, it is impossible to hold that under these circumstances
Punna departed from the place of business at all.

Even had there been more evidence of departure than there ig, it
is not shown how it could defeat, or delay, creditors. Thoy were
injured by the fact that the respondent did not sapply Punna
with funds to pay them ; but Counsel were unable to explain in
what way any one of them was debarred from pursuing any
process available to him by the fact that Punna kept his own rooms
instead of sitting iu the guddi. It is the view of the High Court,
that nobody ‘was or could be so debarred ; and their Lordships
agree with it. ‘

That would be enough to dispose of the appeal. But there
is another question which also goes to the root of the case, wiz.,
the question whether the conduct of the agent can result in an
act of insolvency by the principal. On that question also the
High Court has differed from the first Court. The effect of the
High Court’s decision is to disturb views of the law which have
prevailed in Caleatta for some years. And as the point has been
raised again in this appeal, their Lordships think it their duty
to pronounce an opinion on it.

Mr. Justice Trevelyan considers it to be a settled principle .
that » person who leaves a gomashta in charge of a business can by
that gomashta commit an act of insolvency. He refers to the case
of In re Hurruckchund Golicha (1) which is said to be the earliest
reported case upon the point, though not the earliest decision, and

() L L. R., 5 Cule,, 605,
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to bave heen since taken as correctly expounding the law. In that
case the trader, vesiding at Azimgunge, carried on business in
Caloutta by & gomashta who absconded. Mr, Justice Broughton,
the Judge sitting in Insolvency, expressed his opinion thus :~

“The first question is, whethet a trader whe trades by o gomashte can be
adjudicated an insolvent, if the gomaslia comwmits an act of ingolvency.
If he cannot, thers must he numerous cases in whiclt pative traders in this
oity cannot be adjudicated insolveuts at all, for nothing is more conmon thean
for s trader living in the mofussil, and scarcely ever visiting Caleutis, to
leave an extensive business in the hands of his gomashia, who hag the fullest
authority, and who carries on the whole business on his belalf, . . . .
It veguirves indesd no departure from tihe literal meaning of the words, to
hold that when & trader has established a business thvough » gomaskta, he
departs from the place of his business, if his gomashia departs, and if he
does not oome himself or send some oune else to enrry on the business.”

" The abstract principle of law thus decided is, that the aet
of a gomashte may be faken ag the act of hix prineipal within the
meaning of the Statute. And the learned Judge thonght that the
facts of Hurruck’s case (1) fell within the principle. But it is
obvious that the application of the principle must depend upon the
position and authority of the gomasiia; and as Mr., Justice
Trevelyan points out, great care must be tuken in applying it.

The view of the High Court, which is stated by Mr, Justico
Pigot, is that Hurruck’s case (1) was wrongly decided ; and that,
this being the first occasion on which it has been challenged in
appeal, it ought to be formally overruled. They lay down in
broad terms ““ that a man cannot commit any act of bankruptey
by an act of his agent, which he has not authorized, and of which
act he had no cognizance.”” Of course in a sense every act of an
agent must have the anthority of the principal in ovder to affect
him. But the meaning of the learned Judges evidently is that
for the act in quastion the agent must have specific authority, aud
that the authority cannot flow out of his general position, as Mz,
Justioe Broughton thought it might.

Bo understood, their Lordships cannot asseni to the prmmph Taid
down by the lligh Coart. The position of'a gomaskiu diffsrs in dir-
ferent cases. In some cases hemay be fittle more, or no.more, than
an ordinary manager. Tu others he may vepresent the business so

(1) L L. R, 5 Calc., 605,
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entirely thatthoe beneficial owners have no practical control over it
and are quite unknown tothe customers.  Me, Justice Pigol states
the possible position of a gomashta with evon more force than does
Mr. Justice Broughton. He says: “ It aften happons thaba
large husiness is curried on for years by a munib gomashta or
by a stccession of them, inthe name of prineipals who never are
seen, ov personally kuown, in conncction with the businoss at all 5
gometimes in the name of family firms the members of which aro
constantly flustusting from generation to gencration, and of which
firms it is or may be difficult to determine who are, ab any given
time, actually members,”  He has himself known a case in which
a family owneda business for more than a gentury, tho owners
being counted by scorcs, and many of their hotis being managod
by gomashtas whose office passed from falhor to son, as thougleit
were hereditary. Yet even in such a case as that he thinks that
the principle of Hurruek’s case (1) would not be applicable.

Their Lordships think otherwise. They cannot hold that the
creditors of firms exclusively managed by gomashias have no
remedy by way of insolvency, whatever the gomashia may do ;
thongh he may make {raudelent conveyances, promote fraudulent
excoutions, or, as in Zurruck’s case (1), lovant, * lem}ing the
creditors to find him or his master if they could.” And yet that
consequence must follow if tho prineiple laid down by the High
Court in this case be the truo one.

It may be dosirable that, us Mr. Justice Pigot suggosts, the
Legislature should interveno, Their Lordships express no opinion
en that subject, But in the meantime the Statuto should ba
interpreted with reference to the facts of Indian life. Anditis a
question in each case whether the gomashta occupies such a position
that the owner must stand or fall by his acts, so that his fraud or
his flight shall by imputation bo the fraud or the flight of the
owner or multifude of owners, for the purpose of bringing thir
case within the Statute of Insolvensy. Their Lordships agree with
the Judges who have held that the Statute admits of application

to such cases, and that to exclude it may Tead to injustico and
confusion in many cases.

(1) L L. R, 5 Cale,, 608,
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Thoy are by no means propared to say that Hurcuek’s ease (1)
was wrongly decided ; though the position of the yomushta thers is
not stated so fully as they would think desiralle if the case were
Lofore them for decision. On the other hand they bhave no
hesitation in agrecing with the High Court that Puona did not
ocoupy such a position as to make the respondent liable to be
declared insolvent on the ground of his personal conduct. The
rospondent appears to have been an active and responsible owner.
His residence und head koti at Azimgunge were well known. Ho
oscasionally came to Caleutta, and te the lLoti. When diffieulties
arose, Punna applied to him {0 meet them ;and when payment
was suspended, Punnaopenly, by himself or by his servants, told
the creditors that his prineipal was coming, and that they must
wait for his action. Undor such circumstances, even if Puuna
himself had committed the acts alleged by the appellant, it would,
in their Lordships’ opinion, be wrong to hold that his acts were
those of the respondent.

The resnlt is thab the appeal ought to be dismissed. And their
Lordships will humnbly advise Her Majesty accordingly. The

appellant must pay the costs of this appeal.
Appeal dismissed.

Solicitors for the appellant : Messrs. Vallance o Fallance.
Solicitors for the respondent : Messrs. 7% L. Wilson ¢ Co.
o. B.

CRIMINAL REVISION.

Bofore Mr. Justice Macpherson and Mr, Justice Banneryse.

MAHQMED ERSHAD ALI KHAN CHOUDHRY (Prrrrioner) v. SARODA
PROSAD SHAHA Awp anorser (OpeosiTe Parry).*

Crdming Proceduzs Gode (Act X of 1888), section 148, clause 3—A ssessment
al’ eosis by Slagistrate other thun the Magistrate pussing the decision and
waliny T ovder for costs.

When &n arder to pay enste under seotion 148 of the Criminal Trocedure
. # Uriiral Rovision No, 414 of 1895, againet the order of A, E. Staley,
Bsiy., Sussione dudes of Hajshalive, dated the 1510 of June 1895.

(1), L. L. R, 5 Calo, 605,

Kasron
Cyanp
Rar
Bananun
T
Dayspar
Sisi
Baunancr.

1895 ‘
July 16,



