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missed without prejudice to the right of Government to

decree of the Privy Council gave the defendant his costs of
that appeal, certified to amount to £435-10-8, and the proceedings in the Courts

below under the next previous order of the Privy Council, and also the general
costs of the suit, except such gg were oceasioned by his contesting the right of the

be paid and receive
final decree has never been ascertained by the Court
been suspended by mutual consent before that stago
the Privy Couneil Order to the variou
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d by each party under this
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1L Applying this method I think that the de
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. f the right of the Crown to take a Brahmin’s
rst time on appeal. Still the first decree of the Sadr Court
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; amount appears to have been paid to the
defendant jn March 1859, 1, the Zemindar's account credit i given only for

Rs. 2,825.1- . \ Fa i
5 t,32‘3 1-7. I) obaer\_ e that the Lollector, n his letter of ;Sth‘Scptember 1868,
Printed in the Proceedings of Government noteq in the margin, states that the
G. 0., Revenue Department, 23rq April 1869, G:'overnment Vakil gt Guntoor had been
0. 1,101, directed to prepare g report of the
costs paid by Government t, the defend-
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i his plea that the Crown could not take a Brahmin’s estate,
th:thse:”:i:nl::it%llvf: llllti)ve dell)lied the right of the Crown to question the a]i'enation
:)’“ the widow under which he claimed, in which contentio.n he was decided by
t]z,e Privy Council on appeal to be wrong. Perh_aps the fairest course would lbe
to allow him half of these costs which were mainly ca.used by t}-le error ofk.t 1e
Sadr Court in not following out the directions of the Privy Council, and ma ing
a proper inquiry as to his claim as mortgagee.

14. The order of Her Majesty in Council upon the S(?cond appeal.appears not
i to have dealt with the question of costs.
I have only among the papers with me

of the judgment of the Lords of the Judicial Committee, which says

: coPy b tcostsb A copy of the order itself is doubtless among the Govern-
potligen Zu but tl.)ere is little doubt that, as usual, it follows exactly the terms
o 1'9_0‘();' s,ent If it does so, and makes no mention of costs, the defenda.mt
o Ju1; g'IH:hin‘k be entitled to any costs of that appeal, the proceedings in which
e i to c,ome within the terms of the final order of Her Majesty in
& no?l seeIm any ‘case, he would not be entitled to all the cost of that appeal,
Sﬁ?;lf lvs'fas rI:ande}x"ed ne,cessary, in part at least, by his contesting the rig.rht of the
Crown to dispute the alienation by the widow. However, as the questlocrll. seems;
doubtful, and the costs were occasioned in part by.the errone(;lus px;)'cee zngfrs ot
the Sadr Court, perhaps the Governmeflt me.ty be dlsRosed to a !ow :im af ;;s
half the costs of this appeal. If I am right in supposing thaltdtle or l?r 0 : er
Majesty in Council says nothing as to costs,.then they WogO nﬁYe; . aveb tlajn
taxed. The Zemindar estimates his costs of this appeal at £500, which is probably
not much in excess of what they would have been taxed at. : .

15. By the final order of the Privy Council .the defendant 1s.ef;t21ed to thlf
costs of that appeal and all proceedings in the High Court sfnd 01\;1 ,olurt sub-

to the second remand. The taxed costs of defendant in that sppeal amount

B mentioned to £435-19-8. The other costs have not heen taxed. The
?S b?fo(;e estimates his cost in the Civil Court and Sadr Court on the second
i?;x:;lda;t Rs. 2,794-11-2, which, judging by the taxed costs of the former pro-

ings, is about correct.
ceedllnj.b, ;ccording to the foregoing calculations the amount of cos:ts tohwhi}ch
the Zemindar would now be entitled would be as follows. Assummgt. afi t ble
costs of the original suit and the first appeals therefrom have been received by

January 1862,

him ;— | AL
One half defendant’s taxed costs of the Proceedings of Sadr
Court on first remand (Rs. 1,399-5-7) ... ... ... . 699 10 9
One half defendant’s costs of second appeal to Privy Council 2
(his own estimate £500) ... ... .. .. . 2,500
Defendant’s taxed costs of third appeal to Privy Council R
(£435-19-8) ,

Defendant’s costs of proceedings of High Court an'd Civil SR
Court on second remand, according to his own estimate.., 2,794 2

Total s - 105854 51T
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