s THE INDIAN LAW REPORTS [VOL: xxx..

3 .

1898, tion thh regard to the propcmed building ; and the fact that A
- Dave fianr.. demand was also made for documentary proof of plaintiffy’
“E“;“R' ownersh1p of the Iand—a demand which would not be Jnstrﬁed-— i
" TeeTowx  In re- Jamnddds D'ulabdasﬂ‘—-would not invalidate the notice”
: "?'iﬁé‘ﬁ" | calling for a plan. . -On the other hand, if the wall whas a buxld.-.._
';‘U"“T__H' - ing distinet from the building which plaintiffs by their original -’
| " notice proposed to erect, then due notice of the same was never{
) given. In either case the plamtlﬁs began or made a building
without the - requ131te notice or without affording the informa- :
- tion legally demanded from them. The action of the Munici-
- pality was, therefore, justified, and the present claim was rlo'ht]y:'.
dxsmlssed \Ve must conﬁrm the decree with costs. -

. Deeree conﬁv med
. 1, L. R, 15 Bom,, 516,
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‘ vnfsmn Cine n n«?ne Qnmrmmf V} n’n'af I}u ) an d ‘l,f Tieads nnnrh.,"‘};'

LA UTC AJes untdyis , anda 7. viglite RALAt

R 1803.. ﬁ. GANGA/RA’M. KUSHA'BA RANGOLE (omemu, PLAINTIFF), ArpLICANT,
- December }‘19;— 2 NA’DA'YAN BA’BA’JIRANGOLE (oRIGINAL DEF}:\DANT),OPPONENT .

Stamp—-—Letters submitting to arbitration,

[op]

v Letters wntten by partxes authorxzmg arbxtrators to arbitrate between thcm do not(
E reqmre to be sta.mped -

Tms was an apphcatlon under the extraordinary Junsdxctmn of |
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: Bodhrao Tlrmalréo, Fmt Class Subordinate J udge of Satara
The plamtlﬁ' and the defendant agreed to refer their dlfferences:.
"‘ﬂt certain arbltrators, and they did so by two separate letters:
wi}vhwh were addressed to the same arbitrators; and which were: "
exactly in the same terms, except that one was signed by the.
plamtxff and the other was signed by the defendant. The arbi..
trators made thmr award, and the plaintiff applied to the Court,
r-:"to have it ﬁled ‘The Subordinate Tudge declined to file the
f’?i‘ a.ward holdmo' that the letters of submlssmn reqmred to be
stamped as an agreement, and’ that not- bemg SO - stamped the
‘;'_arbitrators had no authont?y to act.: L e

*Appheatwn No, 110 of 1893 nnder extraordmary Junsdxctxon, ~
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The plaintiff apphed to the ngh Court under 1ts extraordx;

ﬂfn’un]an V p}:nf 'Fnln +1n: onh]rnan{' (n]
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’~ the rile :—Each letter merely S‘rys that the person to whom it is

:_addlessed should settle the dlspute It is- a subxmssmn by each'

party, and nothmg more ; and as such does not require a stamp

- Gangdrdin B. Rele, for the opponent (defendanb), showed‘:
cause : —The two letbers, when read together, amount toan agreé:

inent between the parties to, refer the dtspube to’ arbxtratxon,

and as such requlre a stamp duty.of eight annas under article 5, ;

clause (o) Schedule I of the Stamp Act (1 of 1879).

‘Sareent, C.J. ——The letters ertten by the partles a,uthomsmm

~ the arbitrators to arbitrate between them did. not requlre to be
i _stamped Each letter is to be read as against the party writing
. it, and . operates as a submission to arbitration by that party.

o Tocrether they might, no doubt, be used as ev 1dence of a verba,l'i
B atrreement to submit to arb1trat10n, 1£ ‘that were ‘a. questlon[
necessaly to be determined. But the letters of authorlty by the’

~ parties to the a:bltrators are of themselves sufﬁclent to support';

: tne a,lbltlatlon and tneretore, the award. A

- We must, therefore, in the exelclse of our extra,ordmary JIH'IS'- :
- dlctlon, make absolute the rule mse ; and dlscha,rae the order of the )

~ Court below, and dlrect the - First Class Subordinate 'J udcre to
’proceed to dispose of the ease on the merits, Costs to ablde the-

Teqult

" Rull made abslits, -
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’;nary Junsdlctlon, ‘contending that the letters of reference did lé;l,‘;él@;)m

not require any stamp, and that if they "did, the Subordmate L Raaes s
- Judge was wrong in not acceptlng the penalty which the plamt-' S .
iff had offered to pay. A rule nisi was granted,. calhncr upon
the defendant to show cause why the order of the Subordlnate

~Judge refusing to file the award should not be set as1de T
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