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1895. ‘cases and makmo' the executors personally liable to. puy them..
Since we have varied- the decree in a maberial pomt we cons;den
that the whole question as to costs is open tous. * T

Kmsmumo
Bi ncn.wnm N

- BEX“‘BAI’ " Therparties; respectlvely will have thew costs out of the estate
.in the Court beloy" and will pay their own costs, respectwely, of:
the appeal as it has in. part succeeded and in part failed. "Wedo -

* not, under the c1rcumstances, make any order-as to attorne.y andf‘ '
* client costs:
(.

. I

: Decree wme(l
Attnmevs for the appellants (defendants Nos.- 1 and 2,) 1
\Iess1s ‘Bhdishankai and Kdnga.

_ Attornéys for the respondent NAo.Vl (pla,mtlﬁ') . essrs Chzt-
nis, Motilal and Malwi. : -

- Attorney for obher respondenbs —~Mr. Balknshna V. N Kut@lmr'
; S ORIGINAL CIVIL

' - Before Si} Char les Fanan, Kt C%ief Justica, and ﬂfr‘ Justice' Straeley. '
_18%.  TEJPUR DEWCHA\]D AND ANOTHER, PLAINTIFFS, v. MAHOMED JAMA’L’
January10. . "AXD OTHERS, DEFENDANTSH .

.41 bity ahan-——Applwanon 0 jz‘le award—Civil Procedure Code (Act Xl V af. 1882),
.+ Secs. 525, 536—Objections as to the. Jactum or valzdzt y.of submission and award— .

*Sections 521 and 522 afthe Civil Procedure C’ade (Act XI Vof 1882)—P9 actwe—- iy
- Procedure, E .

K

\Vhere 011 an a,pphcatxon e ﬁle an a.wa,rd under sectxons 525 an(l 5‘16 Clvll Pxoce-
duxe Code (Aet XIV of 1882), ob]ectxons, which in the op.unon of the -Court aré not )
merely frivolous or colourable, are raised to the factum or validity of the submission -
" and award, the Court has 2o Jumsdlctlon to deal with them and mush refer the pa,rtles-
"o a regular smt ; ;

o Samal V. Jmshznlcm (1) and Sm jz.m 'A .Blukci; (2 followed ) l A
Amm& Ram v, Dasral Ram (3) not followed, » : N
CaASE stated for the opun,on of the ngh Court under sectlon’

69 .of: the Presidency” Small Cause Courts Act (XV of 1882),
by C. W. Ch1tty, Chief’ Judge L

“This was a sult b10u0ht by the pla1nt1ﬁ§ who Were father
) and son, against the three defendants to recover . Rs. ,u28 8 ag:

* Small Cause Court Suit, No. 243 of. 1895, 7
. 16983

- ® L L. R.; 9 Bomy; 954 ° ;oo (2) 1 L.R,2L Cal., 213
. ® LL, 1:., 17A11.,..l
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damages for bleach of contract to deliver cotton The ﬁ1st de-."-

fendant is brother of the second and son of the third defendant. "

© «On the suit beiilg ‘called on before-me for heanng on the 8th’
2 August 1895, the- pla1nt1ﬁ's solicitor plesented an appl'icatlonf

stating that tlse matter in questxon in the suit had béen referred
_to the arbitration. of one Purshotam Sivji, who had made ‘his -

award, and asking that the submission. paper ‘and the award’
mlght be recorded as a settlement of the suif. under section’ 375

. of ‘the’ Code.of Civil PLocedure, or that in the alternatwe, the..

award mwht be ﬁled under sectlon 525

“« After heanno- the sollc1tor for the plamtlffs and counsel for the

first. deferidant and the pleader of the first and second defendants N

- Ttook’ tlme to consider the pomt .01 the ioth Auoust I deh-_.
vered ‘judgment ‘to the effect that the Submlssmn paper and the
: jaward could not possibly be recorded- as a compronnse of the suit

under sect1on 375 for many reasons; but more espeemlly because :

' ® the first plaintiff and’ second and third defendants were no
" ‘parties to the: alleged: arbitration and were not bound by it, and

(2) it would preclude the defendants from raising any ob_]eetlons.-:
they might ‘have to the. Vahdlty of thé award. I was of opinion .

_that the plaintiffs were entitled to a notlce under section 525

calling’ on “the fiist defendant to sho.w ca.use why the awend .

R should not be filed.

' “I should mentmn that the submlssmn, althouwh in the body of '
Cit purportmg to be made by the. three defendants, was only sign< ;
. ed: by the first defendant, the second plaintiff being the only sig-
-natory on the part-of himself and his father. . The award purs’

.. ports to be made against all the three defendants In accordance

. with my decision a notice was issued agaidst the first’ défendant,
“and on thé 26th August it came on for hearing. . The first de~ :
fendant by his counsel ralsed the followi mg objections --(1) that -

“:the matters in dispate were not duly or legally referred to arbi-
tration ; (2) that the submission, if any, was impexfect and illegal

(8) that what ‘was sought fo be filed was not an ‘award; (4). that :

the submission, 1f any,-was - revoked before the making of the

alleged award ;(3) that the arbxtrator was gullty of misconduct,

and (6) that the award was fnade. w1thout any 1nvest1gat10n.
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iBs, T« After hearing the arguments on pa,rt of the ﬁrst defendant and
_Tereuw ) ‘the pla,lntlﬁ's I delivered ]udwment and Leld, on. the. a,nthorlty of
; ﬁAﬁ’émn tﬁe cases cited,.I was ]usmﬁed in refusmg o 'ﬁle the award and in -
ERRLE -referrmg the plamtlffs to a substantive - suit on the awaad - The .
ob]ectlons taken by the first deferldant appeared, to- wie serious
- and substantial and to go to the very root. of the matter as to
- whether there h&d been any bmdmg's\xﬂomlssmn or a&vard They
did not appear to me to be merely { Lvolous ~or colourable objec:
tions’ raised for the purpose of ha: nperlno the plaxntlﬁ's The .,
’cases on-which I relied were Bimal Nathu V. Jazshan]»ar Dalsukh~
ram ;- Hir, 7jibhat V. mesetjb(’) 7 enlatc&ﬁ v. Ohanfwgavdq(?') and
) szad/nu v Monoﬁu; SR

. ¢ am aware that it was decxded in the case of andelmr v. D ln-
zlelrm is® that to show cause means not merely to a.lleO'e but to -
prove it.. But I was of opinion that "that case did nét preclude :
©me from exermsmcr the diserefion which would appeatr to, be left.
" $0'the Judge by sections 525 and 526. - That- section provides na
procedure for an elaborate mvestuoatxon mto d1iﬁ,cult questlons
- of law and fact, - c : o o
. % As I was delivering Judoment and ha,cl in fact expreesed my
opmxon, the. plamtlﬁ's solicitor interripted -me and asked: for a.
case to “be stated. Thouo-h techmcally speakmo he. was too'late:
* in his application, I do not wish to’ deprlve the -plaintiffs of the
N satlsfactlon of obtaining the hlgher opmlon I, therefore, submit .
this questmn for the cons1c[e1at10n ‘of their Lordshlps —

e (1) VVhethel after issuing a- notlce undeyr sectlon 525 the
Courb was, bound to go mto evidence on the objectlons 1alse.d e

() Whether, under the cucumstances above stated I Was
Justxﬁed in requmg to file the award- and inreferring the plammﬁ's
to a substantlve suit? | . : L

e 'l‘he plaxntlffs have depomted in Court Rs. 68, the ﬁrst uefend- >
5 ant’s cosbs of the day, and, Rs 50 to meet the costs of reference 7%

= Rames appeared for the plmntﬁfs

O LLR.,0Bom, %4 . @ LLR 17an, 674,
(2) ? J,, 1890 P 2:)0 . . oW LR ,10 Ca]c 11 -
- 61 L.R 6Bom 66"3 .
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Lang (Advocabe General) for the defendants

( “The followmrr cases were czted and commented upOn —Samal ,
Nathu v. Jazshan/lm Dalsukhrdm®; Hirjibhai v Jamselji®; Bija~
dhur v, Monohur®; Venkatesh v. C’Izanapyayda‘@ Dcmdekar V.o
.ande/aam s Ja‘_?]an thkv Mannu Lal®;: Amnt Ra,m v, ﬂasu’/f.,

'Ram"") Surjan, Raotv B/n/ccim Raot®, - .

FARRAN, C. J. -—The questions subxmtbed to i upon thls re-'_

ference arise under the followmo‘ cxrcumbtances -The_ plaint-
iffs, who are partuers, filed “a. suit in the Sma,ll Cause Court to’
recover damages from the. defendants for bredch of 4 contract to

deliver cotton, The defendants were three, partners carrying on=,

‘Busmess inthe name: of Méahomed Jamél, which was ‘also the’ name
of the first defendant.” On the suif being called on, the 'ola.mtlffs

made an application to the Court stating that the suit had ‘been -
privately referred to arbitration, and that an award had been :

.made and (snier alig) asking that the gward might be filed under

-sections 525 and 526 of the "Civil Procedure Code:. Tt then-
“appeared that the alleged submission had been _signed by the -

"defendant, Mahomed Jamél alone, although -in its Body it pur-

'p01ted to be made by all ‘the three defendants. The" award )

purpor_ted to be made against all the three defendants.: The’
- learned Judge directéd a notice to issue under section 525 tor the.

defendant Mahomed - Jam4l. That‘defe_ndant appeared and while -

admitting his signature to the submission paper raised several

‘objections as to its legal validity and its binding effect upon him,

and as to. ‘the award; of which it is sufficient to say that to the
Judge they « did not appear to be merely frlvolous or colourable
objections’ rmsed for the purpose of hampermg the plamtlﬁ's

The learned Judge cons1dermg that he had a discretion in the"
matter, and that sections 525 and 526 prov1ded no procedure for.

‘an elaborate investigation into difficult questions of law" and fact,
.vefused to file the ‘award, and referred the plaintiffs to'a regular
snit.  The fifth and sixth objections related to the conducb of the

Ldrbil;rator The rest were pbjectlons to the; va.hdlty of the sub-»

. ® LL R,9Bom, 254, - ® 1. L. R., 6 Bom, 663, -
.®'P. J,,18%, p. 250 - .. ® LLR, 16 All .231\
. ® % L.R; 10 Cale, 11, T @I,L R.,-17 AL, 21,

@, 1 L. K., 17 Bom,, 674, " ® L LR, 21 Calc, 213.
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tor’s proceedm as,
.- The qqestlons submltted are :— -’

e 85 Whether, a.f.tex issuing a' notxce under sgctlon 525 ther

. Gourt Was bound to go mto evxdence on the obJectlons ralsed 7

Whether, under the crrcumstances stated the Judﬂe was—'

E Justlﬁed in refusmnr to ﬁle the award and i in referunu the plamtlﬁs

toa sub’stantlve suit £

~The decrsxbns of thls Court on: whlch the le'u.ned J udge of the

“Small Cause Lourt relied are Sédmal Nat]m v. Jaishankar Dal-'
sukhmm(l) Hm Jibhat v. Jamsetji® and Ve enkatesh v. Chaiiapgavda®,;
vhlle Le dlstmcrulshed Dindekar v. Dandelars®, The former Judg-:‘

'ments have been referred to with approval by’ three of the five:
-J udges of the Calcutta High Gourt who decided the Full Bench case:
- of Sugjan Raotvi Bhiliri.Raot®. ~The Full Bench unanimously:
- titled in that.case that when an apphcatlon is made to a'Court for:

filing a prgjte a.wa,rd and obJectlons are raised, and the ob]ectmns
are such as fall Wlthm section 521 of the Civil Procedure Code, the,

; Comt is not bound to hold its hand and. reject the application, bub;

it is the duty of-the Court to inquire into the vahdlty of the object-:

 jons raised and thereupon to determine whether the.award should.

be filed or not. ' Three of the Judges, however further expressed:

‘théir opinion that where in such an apphcation an objection is:

taken that the nmiatters in dlspute were never referréd to arbitra-

“tion and is, therefore, not on one of the grounds mentioned in ;

section 521, the Court. has no- jurisdictiori to deal with it;. but.

'-a' should reject the application and refer the partles to a regular

suit. The objections taken to the a.wa,rd in Sainal Natlzu v,

- Jaishankar (sup7 «) and in the case in the Printed Judgments of:

1890. were. objections which went fo the root of the submxsswn,
while ‘those taken in Ddndekar v. Ddndelars were obJectrorxs to:

;ithe conduct of the arbltr&tors, and, as such, clearly iell Wxthm
the sectlon 520 or 521 of the Code

SoL o R 9 Bom, o - - - (L L. R, 17 Box,, 674, -
@ P7, 1890,p.250. - L ¢ B COR 4 D R. GBom., 663.
61 L R; 21 Cale,, 21 :



VOL/XX] BOMBAY SERIES

~In the present case the main obJect1ous were of the former

; character, and the Judge rightly considered that the case was'

governed by @'wmal Natizu v, J azskankar Dalsuklzram (supm)

The Full “Bench declsmn of the Allahabad Hwh Court in

’Amrzt Ram v. Dasrat® which gives a more extended appli-
" cation to the words of séction 526 than has hitherto been. apphed
to them, has, ‘however, been cited to uz and we are asked, upon
the reasoning contained .in that judgment, to d1ssent from the
: ruhng of our own Court in Sdmal Nathu v. Jazshankar (s-upm)
and 7 enkatesh 'v. Chanapgavda (supra), and. the questlon bef01e
~us is whether we ought to do so and refer the ahatter. to a

~ Full Bench. Before considering it I may say that I ,entv_il:ely‘ :

agree with the ruling of the Full Bench of the Calcutta High

Court .in Surjan Raot. v. Bhikiri Raot (supra) to which I have
_referred. It appears to me that the Legislature intended that
. the Court, when dealing with an award made . without. the inter-
vention of a Court, should institute the same inquiries, and that
‘the order made upon such inquiry,shoul_d.be final or . be . sub-
- ject to correction by a Court, of appeal in .the same way and
- to ‘the same extent only as if the award had been made under
~-an order of reference by .the Court, and that they have ex-
“pressed that intention with clearness ;m‘,_,_the,526th section of the

" Code. 'The only difference between the procedure in the two -

¢ cases is that the inquiry in the latter case takes place after the
. award has been filed e parte; Whlle in the former it takes place
.’befow.theﬁhncr e e e ,

}

1 thmk howeve1 , that notw1thstandmg the declsmn in- Amo zf ‘
Ram v. Dasrat (Sup? o) we ought not to depart or dissent from ‘

. the ruhnvs of our Coult which I have mentioned. =~ The" 1nqu1ry
_ which the Levhlature has dlrected the Court t6 embark on by
‘sections 525 and 526 of the Code'i 1s, I cannot doubt, : an mqulry
such as the Court deahncr W1th objections made under section 522 .
¢ould be-called upon to make. * The latter inquiry from the’ very

" nature of the case cannot embrace an inquiry ‘into the factum
or validity of the submission or order of reference. It isin terms
confined to events ta,kmtr place subsequenb to such order The

. ® L L. R, 17 AlL, 2L
CE502-3 7
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existence of such-an order is assumed as a fact So, too, the exist-
ence of a submission appears to me to be assnmed by the Legis-.
lature in sections 525 and 526, and the Court is only direc'ted to
inquire into events subsequent to such submission. The enact-
ment that, if “no ground such asis mentioned or referred toin °
sections 520 or 521 be shown against the award, the Court shall .
order it to be filed” read in its ordinary sense means, I think, “if
no ground of the nature of those mentioned or referred to in sec-
tions 520 or 521 be shown,” and it is only by a somewhat forced
interpretation of the section that it can bear the meaning attri- .
buted to it by the Allababad High Court. If it were necessary
to read it in that forced sense, in order to give effect to a plain
intention of the Legislature, I should not hesitate so to read it ;
but I see no reason for straining words in the present instance.
The reasoning of the Court in Sdmal v. Jaishankar (supra) goes
far to show that the intention of the Legislature is not that which
such an intefpretation would attribute to it. But, whether that .
be so or not, I think that the present is peculiarly a casé to |
which the maxim stare decisis is applicable, It is not a case .
of declining jurisdiction, but of holding that a particular proce- -
dure is not applicable to circumstances apparently not contem-
plated by its framers. I would answer both questions acecordingly,
the first in the negative and the second in the affirmative. Costs
of reference costsin cause. )

SrracuEey, J. :—I agree with the learned Chief Justice that we
ought to follow the -decisions of this Court in Sdimal Nathu v.
Jaishankar Dalsukhran®, Hirjibhai v. Jamsetji® and Venkatesh
v. C/mnapga@dw(s’ I think with West, J., in the first of these
cases, and with Prmsep, J.,in Surjan Raot v. Bhikdri Raot®,
that sections 525 and 526 of the Code are obbcure on the question :
which we are con51der1ng To such a state of thmgs the rule of .
stare deczszs is applicable. We ought to:follow the decisions of

; our own Court, unless we are clearly. satisfied that they are

wrong H and I certam]y do not pretend to be so satisfied ‘in. the -
present case. .. :

®LLR,9Bom,264 °  OLLER,17Bom, 67
@ P, J, for 1890, p. 250, . ;.. .. .1 " @O L LiR., 21 Calc., ab p, 225,
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If the question were 7¢s mtegm, I think that there would be:
sbrong reasons for adopting the conclusion arrived at by the Full

- Bencli of the Allahabad High Court in Amiit Ram v. Dasrat
Ram®. Tt is common ground that sections 525 and 526 apply only
when there has been a submission to arbitration without the inter-

~ vention of a Court of Justice, and when an award has been made
thereon, Tt appears to me that the effect of the sections ‘read
together is that, where there has been such a submission and
award, any person interested in the award has an absolute right
to have it filed, unless the other parties show against it some
ground such as is mentioned in section 520 or 521. The right
-to have the award filed, except where such ground is shown,
depends exclusively upon the conditions specified in section 525,
a submission, an award, and an interest in the award, and cannot
be denied to any one who shows that those conditions exist.
Tt seems to follow that a person claiming the right is entitled to
prove it if it is denied; and that to say that the right exists
where there has been a submission and an award, bub that upon
@ mere denial of either the Court is not to enforce it, is very like
a contradiction in terins; The absence of challenge or denial is
nob specified - as a condition of the right. - The sections do not
say that where there is an admitted submission and an admitted
award, any-person admittedly interested in the award has a right
.%o have it filed, unless cause is shown to the contrary. They say
that where a matter. fas been referred.to arbitration out of Court,
and an award has been made, the right of a person interested in
the award, to have it filed, subject to certain objections, follows.
Apart from the decisions I should have thought that a mere
denial by the other parties could not, more than in any other

‘case, destroy or defeat the right or prevent the party claiming it -

from proving the conditions upon which it depends. I should
‘have thought that the eﬁ’ect of the denial would be to put the
existence of the subrmssmn or the ‘award in issue in the suit in
Awhich, under the second paragraph of section 525, the applicant
is plaintiff and the other partiés defendants. Upon that issue it

-would be for the plaintiff to establish his right to have the alleged -

award filed, by proving that there had been a submission and an
o © . LLiR., 17 AlL, 21,
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award thereoﬁ, in which he was intevested. ~If he succeeded, thel{,
in the absence of cause sliown by the defendants upon any of the
grounds mentioned in section 520 or section 521, tHe Court would

‘be bound to order-the award to be filed, It has beensaid that no

provision is made for such’an ‘inquiry, but only for an inquiry
into the matters referred toin sections 520 and 521. In Micha-
raya ~GQuruvy v. Sadasiva Parame Guruvy®, it was held by
Turner, C.J., and Muttussaini Ayyar, J., * that the power to file

“the ‘award includes the power to inquire if there was a sub-
mission to arbitration.” - But even if the provisions giving the

right to have the award filed, do not imply a duty in the
Court to decide, in- the event of dispute,” whether the right‘
exists, is not such an inquiry in effect provided for by treating -
the application as a suit between the applicant and the other
parties ? - According to Petheram, C.J., in Surjan Raot v. Bhi<
kéri Baot (p.228),“ everything which could be pleaded as an answer
to an action to enforce the award could be pleaded as” an answer

- to the petition to file the award.” When once the submission-

and the award have been established by admission or proof, but.

“not ill then, the inguiry under section 526 appears to me to
be co-extensive with that under section 522, in which, the re-

ference having been made by the Court itself at an earlier stage
of the proceedings, there can of: course be no: question as to its
existence. It has been'said that: an-objection that there was no
submission or no.award may -give rise to.a long inquiry into
difficult questions of law and-fact, and that the Legislature can-
not-have intended. that a subordinate Court should be competent
to decide such questions upon an application to file an-award, and
without appeal: “An exactly similar objection was the ground apon
~which it was at one time held that the Court could not under sect-
‘jon 526 even consider the validity of cause shown against an award
_within the provisions of sections'520 and 521, but must refuse to
~file the award, if such cause were merély alleged and not proved.

" Seethe: judgment: of Melvill, Ji, in Ddndekar v. Ddndekais®.

That objection is ' not ‘now-accepted: as conclusive. * Again, it-is
not-clear that, if a Court is compétent under sections 525.-and 526
to decide whether there was, in fact, a submission oran award, its

O L LR, 4Mad, 319, - . > )1 L. R,, 6 Bom,, at p, 665
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ﬂecisioﬁ upon the question is necessarily final. ,Upoﬁfthe award |

» being filed, judgment and decree according to the award follow,
and under section 522 “no appeal shall lie from such decree
except in so far as the decree is in excess of or not in accordance
with the award.” But it has been held, in several cases, that
section 522 presupposes the existence of a valid award as the
basis of the decree ; that it does not apply to a'case in which

~ there has been no award in law or in fact, and that the decree .

may be appealed against on that ground—=Suppy v. Govinda-
charyar® ; Debendra Nath Shaw v. Aubhoy Churn Bagehi®—
~ explaining the judgment of the majority of the Full Bench in
Sashti Charan Chatterjee v. Tarak Chandra Chatterjee® ; Lach-
man Das v. Brijpal® ; Bindessurc Pershad Singh v. Jankee Per-
. shad Singh® and Joy Prokash Lall v. Skeo Golam Singh®. :In
the last mentioned case, it was held that an appeal would lie
from a decree given in accordance with the award where the ob-
jection was that all the parties to the suit had not awreed to the
. reference.

I agree with the learned Chief Justice that objections,
denying the existence of the submission -and the award, are not,

within the meaning of section 526, grounds such as are mentioned

or referred to in section 520 or section 521. If they were such
grounds, it wonld under section 526 be for the defendant to
prove them ; but I think that here, as in other cases, where the
right claimed by the plaintiff is denied, it is for the plaintiff to
establish it by proving the existence of the conditiens upon

wheh it depends. ~ Upon-the issue being raised, it is for him to -

prove that there has been a submission and an award, and it is

not until this has been proved, or admitted, that the defendant

under section 526 has to show against the award any of the
grounds mentioned in section 520 or section 521. Tf this is so,
the question whether there has been a submission and an award
‘must be determined before any inquiry into-objections under

section 520 or section 521 can commence, and, theréfore, cannot ,

£all within the scope of such objections. The Allahabad High

“ (O I, L. R., 11 Mad,, 85, " @ L L R, 6 All,, 174, Full Bench.
® I L. R, 9 Cale., 905, ® LL. R., 16 Cale., 482,
@ 8 B, L. R., 310. ; ® L L, R, 11 Céle., 370
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1896, Court express the opinion that an objection that there was no
" ooz agreement to refer any question to arbitration would not -only
Mamowzp De ejusdem gemeris with, but would be one of the precise -
JamLr, grounds mentioned in clause () of section 520. But the meaning
' and scope of section 520 cannot be altered or enlarged by its
incorporation in section 526: if in cases not falling within sect-
ion 526 it does not include such an objection, it cannot do so
in cases to which section 526 applies. That section 520, in
eases not.falling within section 5.6, assumes a reference to
arbitration as an established fact, ‘and does not include an
objection that there has been no reference, follows not™ only
from the fact that the reference which it speaks of has been
made by the Court’s own order, but from the provision for a
remission of the award to the reconsideration of the arbitrators;.
- where any of the objections contemplated by the section are
made good. - That provision would be meaningless if one of those
objections was that there had been no reference and no award to.
be remitted. : . e

While these are the conclusions to which, in the absence of’
authority, I should probably have come, there is in this Court.
very strong authority for a more restricted reading of sections
525 and 526. I do not, of course, deny- that there is great force

in the reasoning of West, J., in Sdmal Nathu v. Jawshankar Dal-
sukhrdm and in the considerations referred to by the learned Chief
Justice. Upon the construction of the sections there is, no-
doubt, rauch to be said for the view that the Legislature intend- -
ed to provide a summary procedure for the enforcements of’
awards as to the existence of which there was no substantial or i
bond Jide dispute, and did not intend that in all cases, however
contentious, a person seéeking to enforce an award -should be
exempt from the neceksity of bringing a regular suit and -paying
. full Court-fee on his plaint. In thesé. circumstances, following
the previous. deelslons of this Court, I agree to the answers pro-
posed. by the. learned Chief Justiceto.the questions referred. -
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Attorneys for defendahﬁs :—Messrs. Matlmbhm cmd Jamwtmm.



	Page 613 
	Page 614 
	Page 615 
	Page 616 
	Page 617 
	Page 618 
	Page 619 
	Page 620 
	Page 621 
	Page 622 
	Page 623 

