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APPELLATE CIVIL.
Before Sir W. Morgan, C.J. and Mr. Justice Holloway.

CHEMMINIKARA MUPPIL NAIR (Praivtirr), SPECIAL APPELLANT
. KILIYA"\TAT UKONA MENON (1sr DEFENDANT), SPECIAL
RESPO‘IDE\T *

" Malabar Lmu.-—AZimmbz’lity of ¢ Sthanam > Lands.

Lawps attached to the “sthénam” of Sthénamdars in Malabar are, unless the
contrary be specifically proved in any particular case, Hable to alienation and charge,
at all ovents for the payment of debts incurred for the conservation of the sthénam.

The plaintiff (special appellant) sued to set aside the attach-
ment andsale of certain lands belonging to his “sthdnam,” made
in execution of a decree obtained against his predecessor in the
sthinamdarship, and to recover the same, on the ground that,
being lands appertaining to his “sthinam,” they were not liable -
to be sold.

The 1st defendant (special respondent) and six others (defend-
ants) were the purchasers at the sale. The defendants 2nd toe
Tth weve ex-parte.

The District Munsiff (of Shernal) held that the propelty'
belonging to the plaintiff’s sthanam was inalienable, and also
that the judgment debt which led to the sale was not contracted
for the purposes of the sthinam ; and that the sale was
therefore invalid ; and he therefore decreed for the plaintiff,

On appeal to the District Court (of South Malabar), that
Court reversed the District Munsiff’s decree, and dismissed the
suit, being of opinion that sthinam property was not of the
inviolable nature which was attributed to it by persons in that
distriet, nor more sacred than zamindéri property; and that the
debt for which the sthnam property sued for had been sold
had been contracted for legitimate purposes binding on it, wis.,
for carrying on suits for the purpose of yecovering lands formerly
belonging to the sthanam and which k¢ id ween lost by a prede-
cessor’s default, for performing funeral and marriage ceremonies,
and for repairing the sthanam house.

My. Handley, for the special appellant,

# Special Appeaul No. 283 of 1876, against the decree of the stbmt Judge of
South Mulabax, dated Z7th Ji anvary 1876.
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' The Advocate-General fqr the special respondent. 1875,
The Judament of the High Court was delivered by Mg. J USTICE e

HorLowAyY as follows :— MR}} LII‘:PPH-
In the case of the Zamorin there are decisions that the pro- 2.

perty of his house is held on terms different to those of others. K%?&«im

In his case, however, it has never been decided that the property —~T=~
attached to his sthdnam is not liable for debts incurred for its
conservation. IHe stands in a peculiar position, and, as has been
before pointed out, there is the strongest presumption ag;inst
any other family having a right to claim exception from the
general law of the Courts. A case occurred in which an attempt
to magnify their own importance had been continued by a family
through a long series of years. Their pretence toa sthinam of a
peculiar kind was found to have no foundation, as had, indeed,
been decided by the Provincial Court at the beginning of the
eentury.
 The probability is, that thls claim is wholly unfounded.
That it is unfounded for the purpose for which it is here sought
to use it, is undoubted.

Appeal dismissed with costs.

FULL BENCH.

Before Sir W. Morgan, CJ., and Innes and Kernan, JJ. 1574,
y Mar. 27.
Appeal No. 21 of 1875. %g :
THE COLLECTOR OF SEA CUSTOMS, MADRAS (Dzrenpant), Jan. 21
AppgLiANT, v PUNNIAR CHITHAMBARAM (Pramirr), Af ge;)
| RESPONDENT. ‘ silf

. Suit against Officer of Sea Customs ot Madras for act done without Marl.S%
gurisdiotion.—Jurisdistion of High Ovwri—Jurisdiction of District  May
Court of Chingleput. August
Protrotion under Aot X 77IZ§r of 1850.—Bond fide belzqf
Previous deciston of ohief Qustoms authority wnder Aot VIof 1863
8. 220.—Res judicata. ‘ (
The® defendant, whoswas gollector of sen customs at Madvas, professing to act
under the 24th section of Act VI of 1863, imposed a fine on the plaintiff, over
“whom he had no jurisdiction, and seized the property of the plaintiff, with o view
to vealizing such firie, Jo/d on a consideration of all the circumstances of the case




