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- supported on the grounds indicated in’ the reference.

- validity of the agreement of 1867 has come to light since t

 Bxd.J. Tullow,

- 8n account was made on Poonnu

such investigation.

é .
~_ Copy 1o the Offciating Government Fleader,

: No. 142,

PaocEepmses or TaE Covrr or Wirps, dated 22nd January 1875,

Read the following letter from H. H, SHEPHARD, Esq., Officiating Government
. Pleader, to II. E. STOKES, Esq., Acting Sub-Secretary to the Court of
 Wards, dated Madras, 14th January 1875, No. 2 —

1 nave the honor to state that the Advocate-General and myself have consi-
dered the points referred to us by the Court of Wards in Proceedings, No. 3,074,
of 22nd October 1874, and we are of opinion on the first point that an applica -
tion for a review of judgment in Regular Appeal, No. 42 of 1874, could not be

We do not understand
nfluence as affecting the
bie hearing the case ; and
er for a review, inasmuch as the
the evidence then on the record, and the

ately usion that, as regarded the agreement of
1867, there was no such evidence of undue influence as ought to invalidate the

contract. We observe, however, that Mr. Lee-Warner speaks of the document
as ‘“entirely fictitious,” and it may be that he has evidence which was unknown
to Counsel at the hearing of the case, which would g9 to show that the document
was not authentie, This point, however, has as weo believe not been raised at
any previous stage of the case, and it would doubtless be regarded with great
disfavor and suspicion by the Court at the present late stage of the proceedings.
Unless, therefore, ' r indeed we should

that any additional evidence on the question of undue i

unless this be so tlwlgia no ease whatev
question was thoroughly discussed on
Judges came deliberately to the concl

the evidence was of a very cogent characte
regard di_!i_ntﬁempt ‘at .-ptﬁlfnt tg, impugn the authenticity of the document gs
bopeless. "= .~ = [% | e F o e e
2. As to the second question, the document, if upheld at all. must ha sonsi.
dered as upheld for all purposes which it purports to effect. It would not, there.
fore, be now open to the parties to it to dispute the balance of ‘accounts to which
it pledged them, or the remission of rent for a term of years which was one of its
items. <

8. Asto the third point, we think tha
sawmy Tever’s representatives is barred by
Limitation Act, 1871, It appears from Me,

#a suit for an"account against Poonnue
Article 64 of the 2nd Schodule to the

Lee-Warner's letter that'a demdnd for

sawmy Tever before his death, which teok
December 19th, 1869 ; and if thi

appears to us the less to be regretted as, after the lapse of so long a period, the
death of the two persons Principally concerned, and the abundant opportunity
thero has been for the destruction of books and papers, thero would be really no

reasonable chance of any substantial advantage to the present Zemindar from any

-

C’onﬁmmm to the éollectqr of Madura,
(A true Copy and Extract,)
gt , - (Signed)
To t!xg Collector of Madura,

H. E. STOKES,
Acting Secretary,
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Tas Court authorize the purchase of Government securities to the amount of "

o

l-\.: s
Rapees 10,000, and the Collector will remit MWMWW}M‘”’ | ﬁ A e
with as little delay as possible, whereupon steps will be taken to inyest the moz*:i‘ -5 \,: A
2. It appears from the Collector’s report that the unsatisfactory 's‘cam of z .,j EE 1 1% : G
collections is due in a great measure to the inefficiency of the efsta-.bhshx.nent and 1 .
not to remissness on the part of the Manager, whose services it is desirable .on & kel :
soveral grounds to retain.. The Court approve the Collector’s prop'osa.ls to give }1 | $ : 8
him the assistance of two Accountants on Rupees 50 and 30 respectivel Ys and' to 2“ 5 Ko7 29 =
place the Tahsildar of Kandukur in charge during the Manager's absénce °oRn ‘,;-','
leave. g ! ? : No. 2,037.
(A true Copy and Extract.) ke ;. _ Proczepixes or tae Courr o Waros, dated 21st July 1875.
¢ . (Siguned) C. A. GALTON, i’ ” Read tbe‘ vfollowing letter from H. H. SHEPHARD, Esq., Offciating Government
: , g Acting Sub-Secretary. E Pleader, Madras, to C. A. GALTON, Esq., Acting Sub-Secretary to the
i M $ha. Culleston ot Nellage: % Court of Wards, dated 6th July 1875, No. 54 :— _
L : ‘ , B "; et 1 BavE the honor to acknowledge the receipt of the Proceediﬁgs of the Court
' ‘ g B s _ of Wards noted in the margin, and in
. 2 g} » Dated 8th June “?5» No. 1,543. reply to state that the followin;g is my
Bed, W. J. Lewls, 1 X : opimion.
¥ B | broth‘:: Rythe il question, I am of opinion that the Zemindar’s undivided
T Oxdmi é:i.ﬂ;e ll;ﬂ;;l according to the decision in the case referred to (5 Mad. H. C. 31),
E -7 "hed drom sharing with his son the profits which acerued from the Zemindari
| s R DT T VRS e e
e d T o e e
.  Zemindart extasiy ) s 1018 only when the personal fund acquired from the |
‘ h i d:i:‘n estate becomes by the death of the acquirer paternal property in the
AL g U5 et ; A ;Pceessor that any right of co-parcenership can arise  (p. 42) are
i 4 Y e fauhtiwig 10 the argument previously mentioned (p. 41) that if the division
2 N, dem m that case, it would {follow that a son might during his father’s
.@ o law o ;ngl a‘shg:re of his ilfavings. The first answer to this argument is that
time being s the v “hzle proprietary right to a Zemindari in the holder for the
claimed is fho duagh ek 19 that the only oceasion on which division can be
¥  there i any pyqps o 2 10lder. T do not think it was intended, nor indeed that
& T e b aoney for holding, that, except in thoso respects, the brothers of a
g  thatin whieh ¢k wht h“’ son stand in a relation to each other different from
K ily, If ¢ '°Y Would stand if’ they were members of an ordinary undivided
¥ iy o -fn;mm““iﬂhh family property in this case were not impartible, it
1c% of the Zemindari’s impartibility to make it necessary to alter
b LEAR RN E B ® o33 g L 4D D G
el eifpeig| : i < o Ariaoh Bave acorued sinco the Zemindar's death, there ean
7 I «Q E_%E'g 58888 s = e e i ;?ndﬂpﬁnd@ﬁy of the award, entitled to them.
| gs.g gg‘g‘g—;gg . F =2 h;lh@t; profits ao:wd previously to the late Zemindar’s
cEaTEES E 8 VA PRUPRTEY Ak | r thi
" '\\Q 822278853 - s - § 5 A 1 8 le property, it becomes unnecessary to auswer this
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