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1881  (i.c., the first three. defendants) that leave was not obtained tfo bring
MARCH 2, thls one suit for the immoveable and moveable property together, was
™ ot made in the Court below—those defendants being then and there
APPEL- gpnarently content to have the suit dééided on its merits.  Buch an
LATE - objection being of a dilatory- cbaracter, apd quite "besides the merits,
CIviL. - ought, we think, to have been taken in the Court of first instance, and
— not after the. parties have. incurred the cost and expended the time
8-B. 854="[562] necessary for a hearing oo the merits. If not taken in the Court
6 Ind. Jur. of first ingtance, and the defendants have gone to a full hearmg on the
92, merits, we think that it must be regarded as waived. It is, bherefore,
. unnecessary for- us now' to decide Whether, in a case. like this, viz., a
single contract for sale of moveable and immoveable property together,
8.44 of Aet X of 1877 renders leave to bring such & suit a3 this a prelimi-

nary step requisite for its nstitution.

We vary the decree of the Subordinate J udge by holdmg that, nelther
as regards the moveable nor the immoveable property, is this suit barred
by the law of limitation ; and by directing that the plaintiffs (Hariba
being admittedly in the same interes as Dhondiba) be put into posses-

"sion of the moveable property as well as the immoveable property respec-
tively mentioned in the plaint. Aund if it appear to the Subordinate Judge
“on inquiry that the said moveable property has, since the date of the con-
tract for sale by Mrs. Dickenson to the-plaintiff Dhondiba, become dete-
~riorated or to any extent been lost, so that it cannot now be delivered to the
plaintiffs in the same condition and to the same extent as it existed at thab
date, let the Subordinate Judge ascertain and fix the amount in money,
which would be a fair compensation to the plaintiffs for such deterioration
and loss. And it is hereby directed that all of the defendants shall forth-
with pay to the plaintiffs the amount so fixed by the Subordinate Judge.
- Mrs. Dickenson (otherwise Bavley) must bear her own costs of this suit
and appeal. The other defendants must. pay to the pla,mhffs then‘ costs of-
this suit and of the appea.l : ’

5 B. 563=6 Ind. Jur. 38.

[563] APPELLATE CIVIL.
Before Sir Charles Sargent Rt., and Mr. Justice Melvill. .

' VARJIVAN RANGJII AND OTHERS (Plazntzﬁ’s) Appellants v. (JHELJI
GORALDAS AND OTHERS (Defendants). Respondents.*

.GHELJI GORALDAS AND OTHERS (Defendants), Appellants 2
VARJIVAN RANGJI AND OTHERS (Plaintiffs), Respondents
: [27th January, 1881.]

Emdu law—-Wzdow—Daughter—Alzenatwn —Cansent of heirs—Legal necessity,

" An a,hena.twn, by » Hindu widow, of 1mmovea.ble property inherited from her
 husband is invalid in the abseuce of legal necessity, but the invalidity can be
removed by the consent of all the heirs of the widow’s hugband who are likely to
‘be interested in dispubing the transaction : Raj Lukhee Dabea v. Gokool Chunder
. Chowdhry (1) followed.
>, Bale made conjointly by a Hindu w1dow and her daughter, who subsequently
" predeceased her mother, of immoveable property inherited by the widow from her »
* husband, in.the absence of legal necessity ordered to be seb a.sxde and the grandsons

o * 0mss Appeals Nos. 175 and’ 189 of 1880.
: (1) 18 M.LA, 209.
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* ~.. _of the second cousins of the widow’s husband beld eutltled tg recover the pronerty
“'on recouping the vendees the expenses incurred on improvements, . |

{F., 10 C. 225; R., 30 A. 1 (P.0.)=5 A.L:J: 1=9 Bom.L.R. 1348=6 C.L.J. 766=12

' O.W.N.74=351.4,1=17 M.L.T. 605=3 M.L..T. 1=11 0.0 78 (87) : 35 B.139;
35 C. 1086=8 C.L.J. 120=12 C.W.N. 914 ; 7 CLJ 499(519;—17 C.W.N.
707 ECPLR 2*21*(2‘23)] _ . o .

' THESE woere cross secoad appeals from the declsmn of S H Phillpotts,

Judge of Ahmedabad, amending the decree of: R. 8. Desan, Subordlna.te
Judge (Second (.;la.ss) at Nadiad. ne N

J UDGMENT

4 ' " The facts of the case are thus st;a.ted i t;he oubseb of the ]udgmenb of
the High Court delivered by

" SARGENT, J.—Thsa plaintiffs in the smt are the gra,ndsons of the
second cousins of one Narotam: Shevakram, who died leaving a widow,
Bai Achrat, and a daughter, Bai Vakhat. Bai Achrat died on the 17th
June, 1865, havmg survived her daughter. The object of the suit is to
recover possession from the defendants. of one house and six- ﬁelds, survey
Nos. 219, 233, 237, 381, 761, and 762. -

The first defendant contended by his written statement— -

1. That the suit was barred by the. Statute of Limitations. .

2. That the fields were sold to him by the widow, Bai Achrat, and
her daughter for a necessary purpose on Poush Sud 12 of Samvat, 1916
" and that he thus became the lawful owner of them.

[563] 3. That the house was sold to him by the w1dow, Bai- Achra.b
" for a necessary putpose on Poush Sud Ist Samvat, 1921. -

took no objection to the same. :
.. .. 5.  That he had spent Rs. 624 11-3% on the ptoperby
Defendant No. 2 by his writben statement states—

4. That the plaintiffs, tbough aware of the fact of the sa.les to hlm, '
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. 1. That he purchased the house from- the firstdefendant on ]3bh |

Poush Sud, 1923, and has spent Rs. 1,400 on improving it.

2. That plaintiffs had full knowledge oi hls purchase and of tbe mi-'

provements, and never objected.

3. That the suit could nob be‘ malntelned under 8. 8 of Aob VIII .

of 1859.

The defendants 3,4, 5 6 7. 8and9 by tzhelr Jomt written statements :

shate—

from defendant No. 1.

2. That defenda,nt;s.5 6, and 9, and defendants 7 and 8 purcha.sed

fields 761 and 762 from first defendants in equal shares.

. Lastly, defendant No. 10 says that field 331 has been. in his DDS‘ t_
session for a very long time, and. "that neither the widow nor daughter -

had any right to if. The Subordinate Judge decreed possession of all the

fields to plaintiffs on the payment, as regards field 331, .of Rs. 51 .to

defendant No. 10 due on a mortgage created by Narotam, and also ordered

- that they should be paid Rs. 381 by defendants 1 and 2 for the houge. '

Aga,mﬂb thig decree three several appeals—Nos. 167, 175, 176, of 1878—

wers preferred by the defendant No. 10, the plaintiffs and defendants Nos.-3 .

_and'2 respectively. In apoeal 167 the District Judge found that it was
not proved that Narotam, through whom the plaintiffs claim, mortgaged
" field No. 331 to dere_nda.nt 10, 4nd he disallowed their right to redeem. -

871

1. That defenda.nts 3 and 4 purchased the ﬁelds Nos 233 a.nd 237 -
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“In appéals 175 and 176 the Dnstrlct Judgé found—-" B )

1. That th% claim was biarréd as regards ﬁelds 761 762 331 but nob'
a.s regards the house and the Gther fields. * '

[565] 9. That the house and’ fields were not’ 301& for B necessary
purpose to the first defendant. '

3. That the plaintiffs are the gra.ndsons of the second cousing of
Narotam' Shevakram ‘and ‘decreed possessionds to be given up to ‘thé plain-
tiffs of fields 219,-233, 237 ; but -that. plaintiffs ‘should’ ‘tecover Rs. 881
from first or second defenda.nt ingtead ofthe -touse. From this decres
in appeals Nos. 175 and 176 hhe plalntlffs and defendants 1 and 3 now
anpeal

::[The judgment. theu proceeds as ‘follows-to- dlspose of t.he pomt of
hm\ba.hxon raised by the plaintiffs :—] v b

At the hearing the plamtnffs claimed the nght to a.npee.l a.ga.mst the
dec;swn of. bhe Court.-belotw -in appeal 167, . Two. objections, howsver,
p.re fatal o, this:claim, - In‘the firsy place; tbey have not filed an appeal
pgamst tha- decision ; butyin any cise, the finding of the Court below,
respecbmg :the mortgage, was.on a quesbion of fact, and, therefore, not

.apnea.la;ble, and there being no mortgage, : the ‘right to “recover field
No. 331 was clearly barred by the long passessmn defeodant No. 10 had

enjoyed of the field. - Pa.ssmg to the other fields in- question it is not in
ﬂlsuute that bhey toget.her With, ﬁeld No. 331, already. disposed of,. were
sold to the’ first , defendant by ‘the w1dow, and . conveved to him by an
fhstrumient hearing date 12th. Poush Sud,. 1912, to which' both the widow
and her daughter were eouveymg parties. © The present suib is brought by
$he' plamtlffs, as thé persons entitled by mhenta.nce to the ‘possession of
the lands on the death of the widow, to recover the fields. "And.their
tight of action, as such; clearly, therefore, falls vader No. 142 of the
Limitation Aet of 1871, which i3 a.dmlttedly the Act' to be applied. ‘The
Court below was, therefore, in‘our opinion, wrong in holding that any
parn of the pla.lntlffs claim-was barred.

- But the 'main poinfrargued before the High' Goutb ana upon which

3 the ]udgment .proceeded; was- whether the conveyance' by the widow,

shehrat, and -her daughter were valid by ths Hiadu law. Upon uhls nomh
the Subordmate Judge made the following observations :— " «

VY “U'now coms t6 the second ground of the plaintiff’s objection. to the
deed of sale, namely, that the fact of Bai Vakhat being a [566] party

» 0 thiat'deed ‘doss not alter ‘the character of the transaction, and that it -

does not do away with the obhga.t;lon on the defendant No.1 to prove
$hit!Bai ‘Achrat was under a legal necessmv to sell the property, aud that
the sale was a bona fide one,

I Ram Shevick Roy v. Sheo Govmd Sahw (1) it was held by the .

» Calcutta High Court that a Hindu w1dow ha.kes with her husband’s estate

the power of alienation ; and conveyancs’ msde by her gives a good title,
idbla'onlyito the superior claim of such -of her husband’s heirs as may
be alive ab the time of her death’ and, in'a case where certain landed

. probértyin ‘the 'possession of a Hmdu widow was sold on the alleded
: ground ‘of ‘necessity; and the exediition " ‘of ‘the - dead of purchase was’
" aftested by the ‘then next! helrs,Alt was held by -the said ngh Courti

that the astent implied in sich: attestation was pot conclusxve in - law
2 td the necessity for the sale, though the fact of persons most interest-
‘ed m cdntesbmg siuch &’ sale Being ca,lled 1n to execute bhe deed is

g [

i(1) §W.R. 519, -
4372‘ :
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the strongest possible proof. of good. faith:on the part of - the. nu’rehaserl 1881 -
(Madhub Chunder Hagrah. v. Gobind Chunder Banersi (1)):; and iin - the: JAN. 2%
case of Kali Mohun Deb Roy v. Dhananjoy Shah itwas ruled -that thet ——
consent; of the then - reversioner to'a sale. by a Hindu . widow, though:- APPEL-,
not binding evidence on the present heir,.is strong. presumption. of LATE.
the existence of . necessity at the time of sale, t6 be - rebutted only. Crvin:
by. proof . of fraud and collusion or of the absence ' of : necessity (2)! —
In, Jwalonath v. Kulu(3) the Agra High Court held that.where a dau- 5 B. 563t
ghter was colluding with the widow in. making transfer of divided.pro- 8 Ind.Jdur;
perty, the plaintiffs, the next reversioners after the daughter, were com- 382
) pebent to maintain. the suit to have the transferdeclared null and'v01d b

and in the case of Raylukhee Dabea v. Gokool Chundra Ghowdhry (4) the

Judicial Committee of the Privy Council ruled that a recital in.a. deed, of

sale, by a Hindua widow, of her deceased, husband’s propert;y, settmgl forth

that the alienation was necessary for the purpose of paying his debts, is nof;

of itself evidence of such necessity ; nor does. the attestation, of 3 relative

jmport his concurrence. Such a. transacmon ‘1may become [567] vajid, by.

the consent of the husband’s kindred ; but the kindred in such. case musb;
generally be understood to be all those who.are likely to be interested ‘in;
dlsnubmg the transaction. At all events, there ought fo be such 2, coneur-,

rence of the members of the family as suffices to.raise a presumptlon thad.

the transaction wasa - fair one, and justified by Hindu law. E;om the’

above rulings it may well, I think, be laid down that a sale by a Hmduf

widow, though assented to by ‘the ¥eversioner, who predecaased the,

widow, may, for want of proof of legal necessity for the same, be seb a.s1de\

at the instance of the heir of her husband who succeeds her on ber death, .

and that the fact of the then reversioner agsenting to the sale can only be
considered as a piece of evidence to prove the necessxty, but hable tzo be

rehutted by stronger dvidencs on the other side. -

" Itis argned by Mr. ‘Desaibhai, oa bahalf of “the defendant No 1,

thab Ba.l Vakhat. the then reversioner, having been  joined by Achrat m,
.the conveyanece, it becomes a.bsolube, anl canoot bs questnoned} by the.

person who succeeds the w1,dow on her’ ‘death ; and in , supporb of his”
argument he relies upon the rulings’ of the Ca.lcuhﬁa. ngh Cou'tt in’Gour -

Hurrt Duit v. Radha Gobmd Sha.h (5) a.nd m Mohunt Kzshen Geer v,

Busgedt Roy (6). '

" “In Gowr Hurri Dutt v. Radha Gobind Shah 1t'. was ruled bv a

lesmn Bench of the Calcutta High 'Court, that a reversionary interest

thay be sold in execution of a‘decree; but a Full Bench of the same High

Court has ruled, in Ramchandra Tanira Das v. Dharmo' Narayan Chack-
erbutty(?) that the interest of an heir expectant on the death of a Wldow
" in possession is such a mere contingency that it cannot be regardéd a8

property, and, therefore, is not liable to attachment and ‘sale under s. 205

of Act VIII of 1859, There being thus a Full. Bench ruling of the same

High Court, the decision of a D1v131on Bench of tha.t ngh Oourt cannot‘.

be followed Lo

7 “In Mohunt Kzshen Geer V. Busgeet Boy it was held, by a D1v1sxon

Bench of the Caleutta High Court, that a Hindu widow in possession and

the apparent nexb taker, by Jommg in [568] one conveyance, can make 3
complete title ; but the facts,-as raported do not seem to me, similar to

Y ) 9 wW. R350 (2)6WR5[ (3)3AgraR.5a.
(4) 12 W.R.P:C. 47, “ ()12 W, R. 58 (6) 14 W.R. 879.
(7,7 BL.R: 341, - .
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those of this case. * In the case referred ho. the suit was brought by a per-
son cle,lmmg through the reversioner, who was a party to the conveyance ;
it was;" therefore. unjust. and inequitable to hold that a representative of
the reversioner was at liberty to contest the va.hdlty of the purchase by a
stranger who took -all possible precaution in -purchasing the property.

" Agein, the ruling of the same High Court in Kali Mohan Deb Roy v.

Dhananjoy Shah (1) does not seem to have been overruled in deciding
the case of Mohunt Kishen Geer v. Busgeet Boy. It must, therefore, I
thmk be distinguished from the present case.

“ It is arged, on behalf of the pla.mmﬁ’s. that, even if it be supposed
that the consent, by the then reversioner, to a sale, by a Hindu widow,
of moveable property makes the'sale absolute, Bai Vakhat was not capable
of giving such a consent, and he rélies upon the ruling of the High Court
of Bombay in Vijiarangam - v. Lakshuman(2), wherein it has been held
that as to siridhan acqmred by inheritance (so far as it consists of immove-

~able property) 2 woman'’s power ‘of ahena.blon must be limited. I think this

argument is good. If a woman, who has inherited the immoveable
properby of her father, cannot alienate at her mers caprice, there are equal-
1y strong, if not stronger, reasons for holding that she cannot, at her mere
“eaprice, give an absolute consent to the sale, by her mo‘ber, of immove-

~ able p"operbv of her husband.

“ Under the above conslderamons I hold the.t. the fact of Bai Vakha.b
bemg a party to the deed of sale does not slter the nature of the transac-
tion, and that the, said deed of sale cannot be held valid Wlthoub proof of
necessﬂ;y ) .

o Tn eppea.l to the Distriet Judge he held, as bas been stated in the
part of the High Court’s ]uﬂgment given above, that the plaintiff’s claim
wag barred as to bhree of the six fields, and that neither the house nor

. any of the fields was sold under legel necessity ; and he decreed that the

nlambxffs should recover possession of fields Nos. 219, 233, and 237,
but. not of the others, and [569) that, as regards the house, he should

. recovet from the first and second defendants Rs. 381.

Nanabhaz Haridas (Government Pleader), for the _original plalnhﬁ's.»
iy e main: question involved in.these. .appeals:is whether the widow
Achrat made valid alienations. The ﬁelos were conveyed by her and her
daughter, Vakhat; the. house was conveygd by her alone. I submit ‘that’
thig fact of the daughﬁer ]ommg with her mother makes no difference, fox;

‘she. possessed only ‘what, in the English law, would be called a contmgenf‘

ljemamder which by her death before’her mother never became vested: in

. hér. . In the case of Mohunt Kissen Geer v. Busgeet Roy(8) it. was, no
-doubt ‘held that a Hindu widow in possession and the nexf, apparent

taker, by joining in.one conveyance, could.make & complete txtle, but that
was a case in which the claimant claimed - tnrough the reversioners. Here
the plemuffs &laim adversely to the nearest reversioners. On the point of

- the consent of heirs which, under certain’ cireumstances, validates a sale by,

a widow, I would draw attention to the remarks at p. 568 of Mayne's Hindu"

- Liaw, and the aubbormxes cited there. ‘Theyshow that all the heirs seemingly -

mbereshed must join in giving the consent. The position of a woman

is; under the Hindu law, one of dependence; and the consent of a daughter,

albeit sheisthenexs reversioner and heir, is insufficient to validate her*-
mobher s ahenaiuon As the Subordmat;e J udge has . held it can be,, ab

o

(1)6WR 5. (@ 8BHEC.E.0.0J.24. (3 16 W.R. 379,
B 73 | .
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best but strong evidence to prove that legal necessity ex1sted for the allen- 1881
" ation, and it is liable to.be rebutted by stronger evidence to: the contrary.; ' JaN. 27.;
The succession of females, according to she Hindu law, is not regular sue- -
cession. The theory of spiritual benefit to the manes of the ancestor, upon- APPEL-
which the succession of males is based, has no application to the case of; LATE
female succession : Gunga Pershad Kur v. Shumbhoonath Burmun. (1) : CIVIL .
. The following authorities were also referred to :—
West and Buhler, 120; 2 MacNaghten’s Hindu Law, 809 ; Gunnmg-- 5 B. 563=
ham’s Digest of Bindu Law, 128 ;. 2 Norton’s Leading Cases, 626 . - 6 Ind, Jur,)
, [870] Gokaldas Kahandas. for defendant No. 1, Ghelji, and his
venaee defendant No. 8, Bbagvandas.—I  submit that the conveyancs, by’
the widow and her daughter, as well as that by the former alone, is valid::
Collychund Dutt v. John Mcore(2). In that case, where the reversioners:
had joined the widow, the alienation by her was held to be valid, and the:
~ heirs of the reversioner were also held to be bound by her act. - Pratap.
Chunder Roy v. Shreemutty Joy (3) was a case of relinquishment by a:
widow in possession in favour of reversioners; and it was further held
there that a relinquishmens in favour of second reversioners was also
. valid if made with the consent of the first reversioners. In the ease of
Gour Hurri Dutt v. Radha Gobind Shah(4) the Court went so faras to.
" hold that a reversionary interest could be sold in execution of a decree.-
Even so late as 1878 the Calcutta Court held in Raj Bullubh Senv.

“ ~QOomesh Chunier Rooz(5) thiat a grant by a Hindu widow made with the.

consent of the next reversioner was valid, and created a title which could
"not be impeached, on the death of the widow, by the person who, but.
for such granb, would be entitled as heir of her- husband. That affirmed
the ruling in Sham Soondurez v. Shurut Chunder Dutt (6), I, therefore,
submits that the sales, both of the house and fields, were Good and the
" original as well as the subsequent vendee acquired good title. :
Shantaram Narayan, for the vendee of the house, rehed on the autho-
ritiés cited by Mr. Gokaldas.
Pandurang Balibhadra, for the orlglna.l defenda.nh No 10. .
The ]udgment of the High Court then proceeded to deal with the
a.bove point. -

JUDGMENT CONTINUED.

- SARGENT, J.—Passing tq the merits of the case, as the Court below -
has found that the sale of the fields was not for a necessary purpose, the -
validity of the first defendant’s title under the conveyance of 12th Poush
Sud, 1912, and that of the eight defendants claiming through him, depends’
upon the question whether the widow and daughter of Narotam Shevak- -

- ram could convey an -[571] indefeasible title =s against the. persons who
(the daughter having died before. her mother) became entitled to the pro-:
perty as the next heirs of Narotam on the death of the widow. As Bai
Vakhat’s interest in the fields at the time of the sale was contingent on her
surviving her mother, which she failed to do, her joining in the coavey- -
ance could (if at all) only operate to give validity to it as importing the '
concurrence of the then nearest apparent heir of Na.rota.m to tihe alienation-.
in questlon L

Now, it may be taken as Well established-that the-consent’ of helrs
‘wxll render valid an a.hena.tlon by a w1dow under clrcumsha.nces whlch'

(1) 22 W. R. 393 S (2) 1 Fulton’s Rep. 73, - (s) 1 W.R. 9.
(@I12WRB - T ) 50.44. & 5 (6) 8 Ws R 500:
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would otherwise not justify it. It was so held by the Privy Council
as far back as the case of Cossmath Bysak v. Hurroosondree Dossee(l) but
the question, who are the heirs whose consent will thus render the allena-
tion indefeasible, has led to much conflict of decision. The principle,
however, upon which that question isto be answered has, we apprehend,

been laid down by the Privy Council in the case of Ra] Lukhee Dabea v.

Gokool Chunder Chowdhry(2). Their Fordships say: ' They do not mean to
impugn the authorities, &ec., which lay down that a transaction of this kind
may become valid by the consent of the husbhand’s kindred, but the kindred
in such cases must generally he -understood to- be all those. who are
likely to be interested in disputing the transaction. . At all events, there
should -be such a concurrence of the members of the family as suffices
to raise a presumption that the transaction was a fair one, and one
justified by Hindu law.” In the present case the plaintiffs, although
distant heirs; were the heirs presumptive of Narotam at the time of
the sale, entitled to succeed in the event of Vakhat dying before her
mother without issue, and, as such, clearly interested in disputing the
sale. Nor can the mere concurrence of Bai Vakhat, albeit the nearest
in- succession (having regard to the state of dependence in which all
women are supposed by Hindu law to have their being), be regarded as
affording the shghtest presumption that the alienation was a justifiable
one. On both these grounds, we think, the plaintiffs are entitled to suc-
ceed. With respect to the house, the plaintiffs are clearly entitled to it on
[872] recouping the second defendant what has been actually expended
by him in rebuilding it. . The decree must, therefore, be varied by
directing that the plamtlffs be put into poasession of all the fields, except.
No. 331, and also of the house on payment, by plaintiffs to second defend-
ant, of the moneys actually expended by him in rebuilding it, the same to
be determined in execution of the decree, and by directing that the first:
and other defendaunts (excepting the tenth defendant, Abheram Nathuram)

do pay plaintiffs their costs throughout. Plaintiffs to .pay to defendant

‘Decree accordingly.

'5.B. 572=6 Ind.dur. 9. -
APPELLATE OIVIL. }
-Befo're.Mr; Justice Mélv’ill and Mr. Justice Nanabhai Ha,ridas.

JAMNADAS ( Defenaam/, Applicant v. BAT SHIVKOR (Plamtzﬂ’)
Ce s Opponent.” - [10th. March, 1881.]

Damages on. acoount of rent—Suit for use and occupatwn——Trespass—E;ectment—Mesne
proﬁts——aourt of Small Causes— Jurisdiction. .

The plaintiff, alleging that the defendant, Wlthout her - petmlsswn, removed
a lock placed by Ber on her house and took possession of it, sued in a Court of
.8mall Causes for ! damages on account of rent ” of which she was thus deprived,
The Court, regarding the suns ag one for use and oocupatxou, ma.de a decree in
- favour of the plaintiff,

Held--thas the suit was noh rightly regarded as one for use and oecupatlon, :

for the claim: was not based on any contract, express or implied: it should-have

:been regarded as an action of trespass, brought to try'a question of title,~—an,
_ action in which the Court of 8mall Causes had no jurisdiction, The plamtlﬁ’

-.«* Bxtraordinary Civil Applxca.tlon, No. 136 of 1880.
Mme Mot. Dlg 198 Ed 1849. 1(2).13 MLT.A. 209 (228).:

3,7.&:- ' o
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