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Proceedmgs of the Madras Govemment Jt udwud Department
- . ond March 1876, . |

:Bﬂh—-Legulntive.:e'\-"'_,' ‘ _
? . Read the following papers :— & e
: No, 32. From A. HOWELL, Esq., Ofﬁue.tmg Secretary to the Govemment of .
t;;. ﬁ,ﬂ}&; SR O B N R et LR PR S S mrmieetor i tip e § | , , ! ~ India, Home Department(Pubhc),tothe Hon. W. HUDLESTON, Chief
it e R R e = TS " e o AR T Seoretary to Government, Fort St. George dated Fort Wﬂham, st
Ve " ety .~ February 1876, No, 3—171. . . ‘
’ It is proposed to revise the Indlan Regmtrahon Act, 1871, vnth the view . of
o ~ making certain amendments inthe Sec-
SR ‘:‘g R e T e R T S R T R R T e AT T , S““‘m‘ 17, 34, 44- 45 46 50, 7, ‘nd 73 . tions margmally noted, as explained in
g e S R R R B . : ~ the enclosed Draft Bill. I am, therefore, directed to inquire whether HmExcellency
: et : : : ~ o the Governor in Council wishes to suggest any other alterations in those uectlong
or any modifications in other parts of the Act. The reply to this reference shanld’
reach the Home Department before the end of this month (February)

g R

TR
gt kT [ pare Rk -v_hq

ﬂ:‘**‘-\;*\:e;;,gd:

 No.16s.. .

: Referred to the Inspector-General of Reglstrahon for hw remarks L
" Forr ST. GEorGR, T (Slgned) W HUDLESTON
y'* Tih beruary 1876 | S Cﬁwf Sccretary

¢ ———— e
. . N . *
' “

© ’No.33.  From Colonel R. M. MACDONALD, to the Hon. W. HUDLESTON
S _ Chief Secretary to Government, }.‘ort Sh George, dated Madras, 14th
“ Fcbruary 1876. ' 1 : ‘ .

"I have the honor, in returning. the accompanymg letter, No 3 of the 1st

Y

. .’~‘.ﬁ: s b
- *13'11,1_"«‘1 ¥

_—d o

o

'+ instant, from the Officiating Secretary to the Government of India, to state that -
* the amendments propoaed in the Indian Registration Act seem to me ‘unobjection-

)

- able. ‘ : : b :

2. I have very few euggestlons to make regardmg e.ddmonal amendmentg

3. The marginal entry against Section 23 is obviously erroneous, " It implies
- that the section relates only to the time for presentmg documents of which the
regstratlon is- compulsory, whereas this eectlon also preseribes the time for
prescntmg documents of which the registration is optional, makmg an exception in
. the case of Wills, and laymg down & speclﬁc rule regardmo' copies of decrees and

1 S

ag

. orders.

o4, A doubt has arisen as to whether, t}nder Sectlons 64 and 85, Sub-Regw

trars are requirod to forward copies or memoranda of Wills relating to immovabla

St
Eaaievey <E

*i, %gg% o _j e, ety T AT RO L REASn L et SRS (53 O ‘ property These sections do not make any ‘exception in favor of Wills, and in
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,‘ ~ Proceedings of the Madras Corernment, Judicial '.Departmenf, _ |
. 2nd March 1876. |

it

2&13 respect they are _ingdnsistent with other porﬁons of the Act. Under Section 21 .
§ ills are expressly exempted from the provision which requires that sll immovable |
- property shall be described in such a manner as to identify it. It might therefore - ,

“ be impossible to know to what Registrar or Sub-Registrar a copy or memorandum
. sho_u}d. be sent.  Wills are also exempt under Section 21 from the general rule
~ .Teduiring copies of maps and plana to be furnished. As Section 63 cannot be fully

(:;rrledl out, th}l seems an additional reason for supposing that it i3 not intended
. ap‘peﬁ to :Vﬂls. In a:'ddi"vion.'rfo all this there is the fact that Registrars are not
t;gu‘u v dt:) orw:_n:d copies or memoranda of Wills relating to immovable property,
from the ot 1 @ ol these words in Sections 64 and 65 is an ayersight, arising

, under the previous Act the Sub-Registrars had no Wills to
= . R o - .
- register and that therefqre no such excaption was at that time necessary. *

6. : :
. Government are aware that various interpretations have been put on

Clauso 7 of Seotion 18 whon read with Clauses 2 and 3 of Section 17. The
Governme ! '

nt of India in their Resolutio rded in

_ : n of the 10th July 1874, reco :
gec?tl, N(I)E.i 1332, of the 20th July 1874, have ruled that the provisions of Clause 77
on 18 are only applicable to documents relating to irnmovable property of the

: vvv‘n.lue of Rupe:es 100 and upwards, which do not come within the acope of Clauses 2
afld 3 of Section 17. I have alr

- boen  ced on this clause by the Mad
~9th D¢ 1ber 1870, ruling that a part
of the v.iue of more than Rupees 1

- not under Clause 2, Section 17. Th
‘modified with a view to ‘
on this point, '

ras High Court in their Proceedings of the
ition deed relating to immovablo property
00 falls under Clause 7 of Section 18 and
e wording of Clause7, Section 18 might be
prevent auy ‘doubt arising asto the meaning of the Act

6. Under Section 72 an appeal lies against an order of a Sub-Registrar’

:lefnmng to admit a document to registration to the Registrar, if presented within
urty days from the date of the order A case, which is given in extenso in my

b der No. 7 of 1at October 1873 occurred in the Madura District, in
oy lc~h the District Judge, Mr. P. P. Hj tchins, held that the Registrar could apnder
no circumstances receive an g

- Limitation Aot applies Only to Court, ynd not to the office of & Registrar. The

- result in this particular case was that )
i ' 1 it rt 1 luded from entertain-
ing the appeal. I think \e Court was also preclu i

toa Reg{gtm. ) L

No. 7.

R IRCUAB ORDER.

~ The annexed judgment of the D_'utrict b S
guidance of all Regigtering Officers.
Oerica or Issrlcmn-(}m’tm |

&Q? Rraisrearion, Mipgas, B

(Signed) .M. MACDONALD, -
"1 October 1873, - . ¥

Inspector-General of Registration. -
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eady reported thata different construction has

ppeal aft(; the expiration of thirty days, because the

the:; Li'ifi‘ tion Act should apply to appouls preferred

tdge of Madﬁra is published for the inform;tion and

S - ) .
“‘.‘M"" b ke T et L

g S

A

M T D

D e "

S dA s

e e~
ha i

e e

. por o

ST S

.

e -

—

et e

Y s Tl ws

,‘,1.(,

=

S

°

T T A e —

i o ol bt Yt -

. T— et

- order.

h - i
Do
——— T ey P e S T D
S S g

B S L ALEE Rt it ot A T

e

S
“M-,

Procecdz'ng's of the Madras vaernment, J udicial_ Department,
R ' ond March 1876. -

"IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MADURA,
Tho 13th day of September 1873,
.. Pe rsENT. L
P. P. TUTCHINS, Esquirs, District Judge.
Civil Miscellaneous Petition No.‘303 of 1873. :
* Counter-Petition No. 445 of 1873. S
| . veeees aee ari e wer vee see. +w Appellant (Potitioner)
e e e R Appe .

RaiMarrar ..

"~ Rasciumar, widow of late Annaiyan, the obligor ... ... .. } Respondents. .

Ksisrwarran, the alleged adopted son of . do. e ver ee e (%@mr-Petiti@em)_
Appeal from an order of the Sub-Registrar of Periacolam Talug, dated 1st April 1873,

i istration of & ce : - ‘
:Zf(tlm':si:f;:t ll:z:lznh 25 certified to by the Hospital Dresscr at the time yhen the Sub-[}?gxgtr;r

‘proceeded to examine him about the execution of the inatrument. ' :

Thia petition coming on for hearing, upon reading the petition of appeal, the counter-peti-

tion, the orders of the Sub-Registrar and District Registrar, and upon hearing 'tbe arguments of
x S S,ubramaniya Aiyar, Vakil for the Appellant, and of Annasamy Aiyar, Vakil fog the Wn-

dents, thp Court delivered the following :=— - o | L .
Judgment.—This is an appeal against an order ¢f & Sub-Registrar refusing to register a deed

of sale purporting to be executod by one Annaiyan. The facts set out in ’d‘le o?der of refusal are
that Annaiyan wae very ill, that his wife (i.6., his representative by anticipation,) alleged that

be was on his death-bed and had not really pxecutecl: the instrument, ‘and thlt tho state OF his
health scemed to have been correctly described by hee. The counter-petitioners are the widow

and the alleged adopted son of the deceased. Both state that the deoeased did not executo tl?e
document and that ho died on the 1st April, the very day on yhich ‘the Su?)—Begmtru‘ made hu

The appeal was ﬁﬁe to me within thirty days. As the order did not stats either that deceared
Lis mﬁa ! reprosentative denicd execution, I thc;ugbt that there should be an lppe:al in the
g:stl;nstance to the District Registrar. He, howerer, has declined to interfere because thirty days

had éxpired before the appeal came to him and beoauss the delay was unrcasonable. That the -

lay is not unreasonable ia shown by Seotion 15 of the Limitation Act, b}lt it may be that he has
o 9'1:':: :o extend the time in any circumstances however strong. 'I think that ho has no sach
1O po

ower. Section 5 (C) of the Limitation Act, and indsed the whole Act only applies to Courts, and -
< power.

the ** Office " of a Registrar is not a Court. That bong so, 1 have now to consider whethor I can
re:eivo an appeal from the Registrar’s order or revire the appeal originally made against the

lor of the Sub-Registrar. With much reluctance, [ have come to the conclusion that I cannot,
orle -Registrar. .

As to the Registrar’s order it is unfortunately correct. The appeal was presented to him after

the limited time and he had no authority to receive it after the time. ASs fo the Sub-quist rar's

i ie i i fusal to register, grounded on the
0 to me will'only lie if I can trea it as s e
31;112:'] ilt]'eoxfﬁon. That I have tried to regard it in this light, or at all events a3 an order

. erounded on the anticipated denial of the only person likely to be able to"‘ndmit or deny, will be 7
oo ot from the way I have put the facts at the commencemont of this jadgment. Unfortu-. -
lm::lr; {Lio refusal to register though reciting those facts, is really based on the sole ground that .
ns »

Annaiyan was not ** sensible or in proper health.” Against such an order, however objection-
aiya . | ‘
able znd it 18 of course obviously wrong, the appeal did not lie to me.

The case is certainly & very , hard one if the dognment.is _'tru'e and the money was rea]ly

. udvancod, but tho desire to do substantial justice must not lead to » straining of tholaw. With .

' 3 3 1' : .
rauch relustance, thergfore, I dismiss the appea. A | . . .
A copy of this judgment will be sent to the Inapector-General of Registration. The S«b-

Registrar will also be roquested to explain through the District Registrar hf)jr , ho @e to make

! : o Lo
i ) - A ¥

i

——

rtain instrument on the ground that the exooutant was not sensible .

o




- addition proposed is necessary for r

- : té.!te the case of the District of

. No, 164, referring, for my remarks,

© well to substitute the word

. . any c'onfusion, 88, under  Sect
~ . depositor,” and confounded
| who hLas deposited.”

- Proceedings of the Madras Gorvernment, Judicial Department,
- - 2nd March 1876.

such an order. The .o‘nl

It is to be hoped that h J proper course would have been to wait till Annaiyan died or rocovered.

o had some better reacon _than s wish to elear off an arrear..

(Signed)  P. P. IIUTCIIINS,

C District Judge.
(Trae Copy.)

R. \. MACDONALD,
Inspector-General of Registralion.

———e

No.3L.  From the Hop V. R, ~ |
From the Hon. V., RAMIENGAR, c.8.1., Inspector-General of Regis-

- tration, o

-ll':zrltogt’;. t(:}) the Hon. W. HUDLESTON, Chief Secretary to Government,
 have tho b eorge, dated Ma.drfus, 18th February 1876, No. 23.

ave the honor to a.cknow]edge ‘he receipt of your docket, dated Tth instant,

a.tBill reccived from the Government of India,
ct.

LL.~—] have onl
posed :—

in additon to the al
“such™ fop “the
of the sectiona,

. ion 4%, an auth
In the cusoe of See

: ‘to amend the Indian Registration A,
-+ 2. PARAGRAPEH 3 oF THE B '
respecting the amendments pro I y one or two remarks to Oﬁ.“rf
In Sections ‘44 and 45 ﬂ
! teration proposed, it will be
before the word “depovitor ™
T.his appears necessary to prevent
orized agent may still be ¢ tho
tion 45 at least with the * testator

which ocours in the latter part

" ¥ the immediately preceding
ction 17 to be registered can affect any

; Or confer any po
i0a affocting such Y power to adopt, or be

br Se

immovable property comprised thersn
H

received as evidence of any transact
power, unless it has been registered in accord

Such being the case, Ido not gee wlat is ot
anc%x oom@qlsorﬂy registrable docurrentg

hal : Property compri 1 i

every unregistered document relating to the mame i)'roperf; &edl;h;l:;r:v:?lf;‘:
; . y ’ :

casons which I am wnable to perceive, the

authoritiés to adopt
of Jan 1 » ) Pt & Bon, executed after the 1st
ua7y 1872, and not conferred by a Will,» Whi,ch aro also menl;;ion:d i:

“Sectlon 17, should not also be included in the worda to be prefized to Section 50

4. PARAGRAPH 7 oF THE Bror —J 4
- - —Idon
the addition of the proposed « explanation'?'t know what has occurred to render

question arises whether

Cx i

- District Court is the party foappe
*ing to the “ explana&iou” he will have !

" at Tanjore, because the. oﬂif,e of the Repn
" to direct registration 18 Bl
" parties concerned, and the.
_ jurisdiction of t
T be inten
"' Zi'a:: Thj::ir own at Negapatam. On the ot

 the Sub-Registrar of Tranque

" of the Act aro called for, I may beper

~ registration, it 8

 able property. A
) l:vhicfx requires that all immov

ment&l‘)’” being expre

t

? ‘ o >

A nme ‘ctal Department,
eedi the Madras Government, Judicia
Procegd;nys of od Mar 1876, |

al—t( . of North or South Tanjore ? Ac.cor(_i-
speal, I imagine, to"the latter which is
_ar who has passed the order of rofusal
tuated within the local limits of that Court , b-ut the
Sub-Registry Office of ‘Tranquebar are within the -

he District Court of North Tanjore st Negapatam, and it can

ded that they should take their appenl to a distant Court instead‘
Ler hand, if the appeal supposed wasfrom'
bar himself cn the ground that the executant had
i tion, it would lie, not to the Co¥rt at Tanjore, !)ut to that.at Ntehgapatam-
denied executs t,' o to the inquiry whether any modifications in other partsA |
5. With et : mitted to notice one or two points. Rule 19,

¢ «¢ in the event of a registered document

“ath from the date of its gdmissi?n to
being left unclaimed for m_"ri :E::dm;i 11’;; a fing of ono Rupoo bo paid for évery
ball ot bedr X in Wilich it may have remained unclaimed beyfmd
mont ‘Lﬂ g“ the Inspoctdr-Génera.l may, in his discretion,
snd for ot to him that.its exaction ‘would be productive of
. to me tha.i. there is nothing either in Sectiox:f 69
warrants the imposition “of the rﬁ‘ne alfthonz.ed
o the infliction of fines in certain cases,

. he department to remit them wholly or
while Sectio.n 7? emgo:?rls) ut:l; Zl::ifotsimﬂafangmon in the Act .in regard to ;
in part ab his dlﬂf’r‘? ;’ o;' fines on unclaimed documents. The questlon'thtarefore H
the levy or rem.lﬂﬂ:; ayment of tho fino demanded u}]der Rule 19 1.; in anty ,
arises whegher, if the tz od document can be legally withheld from the pa; 1y v
case refused,‘ ﬂfe T?;”min tho face of the requirement of the latter part of Section 1 ‘ |
entitled t? recelge lt: lesome in practice 83 checking the unnecessary accumu a..' .
The rule is found ¥ t(;m Registmﬁon Offices, but in the absence of an expri'ﬁrov;

. tion of documents 1n0e the infliction of the fine, it appears to me to beillegal.
sion in the Act emp?WBI]'Jmeeen raisod whather, under &ct-lons 64 .and 6.5, Sub-
6. The qu“tfo:d t:sforwérd copies or memoranda of Wills relating to Hmmoy:
" Registrars are requi . 91. Wills aro expressly exempted f'rom the provision
Under Section . b’la property ghall be described in n:"ih a manner
e requirin
:dentify it, and they 8re likewise exempt from th‘? tg‘eﬂezi - req\?ired ti
o fo 365 ,d lans to be furnished. Further, Regisirars 8r e ot tontan
copies of maps and P da of Wills registered by them, the words  not tes
" forward copies Of memoran . Section 66. The omission of the same words
resely naed 1% o6 4nd 65 would seem to be due to over-
_the word document would remove the

framed under Section 69, enjoins tha

month or part of 8
the above period,” !
remit the fine when it appear
injustice or hardship.’_’ It agel?sh
or any other part of the Act w 1(; e
by the rule. Sections 24 and 3% req

in the immediately preceding Sections 64

- insertion in them after
gight. If go, their insertion 11 &

doubts nowe tertained. . - T

 ond March 1876; No. 404. :

OgpEz THEREON, 2nd Mare ’ _ S

No.8. . : o letters convey the remarks of the latef and Pl’.“e“t IDBPGC‘?O;;I |

.' The fforRegago'mgmation on the Bill now before the Impenal Leﬂlatme to g.me o
(t}h?;;aldiaon Registi-ation Act VIII of 1871, oo o SO

7 \\

’ \

- -0
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. Proceedings of the Madras Government, Judicial Department,
' . : 2nd March 1878..

2. Colouel Macdonald considerst  gmendiments proposed by the Bill to be -

unobjectionable, but he puts forward
ing the provisions of the Act,

_ 3. He brings to notice the doubt that exists whether, under Sections 64
~~.and 65 of the Act, Sub-Registrars arq Tequired to forward copies, or memoranda,
~of Wills relating to immovable Property, with special reference to the exemption
in respect to Wills m Seption 2l.. The Hon. V, Ramiengar (paragraph 6) also
. brings forward the same question ; and Loth agree that the defect is apparently
owing to oversight in omitting the wo )
21 as well in Section 66 of the Act. ‘Pq Government agroe with these officers
that the existing doubt should be removed by inserting the words “not testamentury”
- after the word ““ doctnent™ in Sections 64 and 63 of the Act. .

4. Colonel Macdonald next refery to the point which has formed the subject
of the correspondence that has passed Letween the Government of India and this
- Government, on the gonstruction placed by the High Court of Madras on Clause 7,

- Bection 18 of the Act, in respect to partition deeds affecting immovable property
U0 Rupees and “upwards—the Government of India holding
“that such deeds are comf)ulsprily regictrable under Clauses 2 and 3 of Section 17,

snd the High Court holding that they are only optionally registrable under

-Clause 7, Section le.  In the letter of this Government, dated 27th December
11875, No. 2641, the subject was finally re

to the Government of India that the A

8 fow suggestions by way of further iinprov-

Registration Department in all the thres Presidencies.

registration, Colonel Macdonald submis copy of a judgment of the Madura Court
- showing the failure of a case carried before it on the point of limitation, and
saggests that the provisions of the Limitation Act should be applied to appeals
from a Sub-Registrar ; but as the Acty"evidently for good reasons, providos a

special limitation for such appeals, the Government are not disposed to make any
recommendation on this peint, L .

General in paragraph 3 of his letter, that tho object of the addition proposed by
- theBill to Section 50 of the Act is not gpparent. The addition proposes that docu-
- ments registered under Clauses 1 to 4 of Section 17 shall take effect against all
unregistered doozlments affecting the same property ; but Section 49 expressly
provides that no documents requireq to be registered by Scction 17 - shall bo

" .

rdy “ not testamentary ™ whicl occur in Section

P U (VIR P

KT e b i e 3 b A 4
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Proceedings of the Madras Goverrsment, Judisigl Department, |
o 2nd March . 876.

received in evidence unless registered. If, however, the addition is deemed neces-
sary, the Government agree with the Hon. V. Ramiengar that it is a question
whether the proposed addition should not also ipclude ¢ authorities to adopt a
son executed after the 1st of January 1872, and not eonferred by a Will,” Which :
are mentioned in Section 17, but notin Clauses 1 t 4 thereof. ’ -

8. Bimilarly, consideration will need to be given to the observations of the

St

| Inspector-General in paragraph 4 of lis letter, With reference to the ExPLANAno;‘ :

proposed by the Bill to be attached to Section 73 of the Act. S

9. Adverting to paragraph 5 of the Inspector’s lettar, the Government
observe that the matter of Rules framed under Settjon 69 of the Act does not affect
the amendment of the Act itself. Th? IDBWC':O.I'"General will th.eerZorq separat?ly
submit for consideration and orders * 3 question mooted by hllfl.m oonnect}on
with Rule 19, to bo dealt with by this \ svernment under the provisions of Section

69 of the Act. _ (Trao Extract.)

s Chief Secretary.
To the Inspector-General of Registration. | _
Colonel B. M. Mac:donald.
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Judicial Department,
' . 2nd March 1876..

2. Colonel Macdonald considers t
unobjectionable, but he puts forward a
ing the provisions of the Act.

3. He brings to notice the doubt that exists whether, under Sections 04
- and 65 of the Act, Sub-Registrars are required to forward copies, or memoranda,
- of Wills relating to frumovable property, with special reference to the exemption
in respect to Wills in Section 21. . The Hon. V, Ramiengar (paragraph 6) also
brings forward the same question ; ard both agree that the defect is apparently
owing to oversizht in omitting the wordy ¢ »0¢ testamentary ™ which occur in Section
21 as well in Section 66 of the Act. The Government agree with these officers
that the existing doubt should be removed by inserting the words “ not testamentury”
after the word ““docwment™ in Sections 64 and 65 of the Act. -
4. Colonel Macdonald next refers to the point which has formed the subject
® correspondence that has passed Letweon the Government of India and this
' Government, on the construction placcd by the Iligh Court of Madras on Clause 7,
Section 18 of the Act, in respect to partition deeds affecting immovable property
of the value of 100 Rupees and ‘upwards—the Government of India holding
that such deeds are comf)ulsorily regiitrable under Clauses 2 and 3 of Section 17,
and the Migh Court holding that thay are only optionally registrable under
Clause 7, Section 18. In the letter of this Government, dated 27th December

1875, No. 2641, the subject was finally teported upon, and the suggestion submitted
to the Government of India that the Ac

and a provision inserted that a Noti

‘oW suggestions by way of further improv-

amending Bill as will remove gl] doubt

nding and will secare a uniform practice in the
Registration Department in all the thr

o8 Presidencics,

@ 0opy of a judgment of the Madura Court

s before it on the point of limitation, and
saggests that the provisions of the Limitation Act should be applied to appeals

from & Sub-Registrar ; but as the Ac',"evidently for good reasons, provides a

special limitation for such appeals, the Government are not disposed to make any
recommendation on this peint,

6. The Government concur with the Hon. V. Ramiengar, that the word

_““such ™ should be substituted for * ¢4 before the word depositor in the latter part
“of Sections 44 and 45, to avoid any confusion that may arise from the liberty given
by Section 42 to a testator to deposit kis Wil by aduly authorized Agent,

7. Consideration will need to be given to the observations of the Inspector-
General in paragraph 3 of his letter, that the object of the addition proposed by
the Bill to Section 50 of the Act is not spparent. The addition proposes that docu-
ments registered under Clauses 1 to 4 of Section 17 shall take effect against all
unregistered documents affecting the 8ame property; but Section 49' expressly
provides that no documents required to be registered by Scction 17 - shall bo

-

>

—

amendments proposed by the Bill to ba -
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Judipial Department,
2nd March :876. :

received in evidence unless registered. If, however, the addition is deemed neces-
sary, the Government agree with the Hon. V. I}&miengar that 1t is a question
whether the proposed addition should not also ipclude ¢ authorities to ado;zt a
son executed after the lat of January 1872, and not conferred by a Will,” which
are mentioned in Section 17, but notin Clauses 1 t 4 thereof, o

8. Similarly, consideration will necd to be given to the observations of the

Inspector-General in paragraph 4 of lis letter, With reference to the Expraxation |

i

i ttached to Section 73 of tho Act. |

PTOP‘;SGd:(JI' th;:if lutzopl:’:gmph 5 of the Inspector’s letter, the Government

obsen:e thatvfhe ui‘atter of Rules framed under Settijon 69 of' the Act does not affect

the amendment of the Act itself. The Iusp_ecto.r-(}oueral will th‘eref.orQ separatley

bmit for consideration and orders * 3 question mooted by hufl-m connect?on

Bu't}rlmRqua 19, to be dealt with by this \ ,vernment gunder the provisions of Section
wi R b

69 of the Act. (True Exiract.)

' Chief Secretary.
To the Inspector-General of Registration. |
Colonel R. M. Macdon&ld.

Exd. T. O'Connor.
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