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Before Sir Arthur J. H. ColUns, Chief Jnetice, and Mr.
Justice Parker.

SA M B A SIV A  (Pbtitiok-eb), A ppisllant, issg.
^ April 1.

8E IN IV A S A  AND OTHERS (D efendants), E bspos'dekxs.*'

Civil Procedure Codi, s. 232— Ord&r rcjectiiuj petition for erecuiioti by irffmfem o f  
difcrce—No appeal from such order.

K  petition, by one claiming to be the purchaser at a Ooixrt sale of the interest of 
a decree-hylder iinder a decree, for execution of the decrce was rejeoted :

'^SeU, no appeal lay from the order rejecting the petition.

Appeal against an order made by the Suliordmate Judge o i  
Negapatam on a petition for tb.© execution of the decree in 
original suit No. 80 of 1878.

The petitioner, olaiming to he the transferee by operation 
of -iaw of the dw ee in original suit No. 80 of 1878 hy virtue of 
his purchase of the decree-holder’s interest at a sale .held in 
execution of another decree, applied for execution under section 
2d2, CivE Procedure Oode.

The Subordinate Judge rejected his petition.
The petitioner appealed to the High Court.
Smdar'a Ayyar for appellant.

. KuUanaramayyar for respon<fent.
JuDGiciMT.—We are of opinion that no appeal lies from the 

order of the Subordina|;o Judge.
The order passed is under section 232, Givil Froo«dure Code, 

and refuses to recognize the petatiouer as the transferee of the 
decree hy operation of law. The case Beelns identical with that 
decided by the High Court of Bengal 'in Mohabir Singh v. Mam 
JSaghowan C/iowhey{V)y

We %ust dismiss the. %I>eal with costs.
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