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APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before 8ir drnold White, Chiej’ Justice, and Mr. Justics
Bhashyam Ayyangor.

KOCHAPPA anp avorurk (Covwrrn-parrrioNess Now. 2 aNn 3),
APpEILANTS,
.
SACHT DEVY any avowuse (PrerrioNsrs), Resvoxnpwrs.®
Civil Procedure Gode—-det XTIV of 1882, s W& —Disubedienes {o injunction

issued by Dislriet Cowrt-——Towers of District Cowrl —-Conlenipl of Covrf—
Gowr! of Becurdn

A Disteick Court ig not n Comrt of Record, and, ag such, has no inhevent

power 1o contmit for gontempb, The jurisdiction which a District. Cowrl has to
copmit in case of disobedionee to an frnjunction s conferred by seafion 403 of
the Code of Civil Procedure, bat the powers conferved by (hat section are only
exgereisahic when the Courtis sel in moblion by o paty who deems himself
aggrieved.
Comdrrrat, by Disbriet Cowb for disobedionee of  mjunction,
The facts ave sufficiently set out inthe judgwment of the ITigh
Court. The District Judge dirseted cach of the appellants to be
imprisorted for three months.

"This appeal was accordingly preferrved.

Mr. C. Krishnan for appellants,

IC, Narayane Raw for respondents.

Juvemmnr.~The plaintiffs obtained a temporary injunction
restraining the defendants from entting cortain crops. It is found
that the defendants, in breach of the terms of the injunction, and
atter service upon them of the order, eut the crops.  The District
Judge, suo motw, and without any application by the plaintiffs,
issuod notice to the defendants to show cause why they should not
he committed, and afterwards, also without any application by the
plaintiffs, although they took part in the enquiry wlich led to
the commitment, made an order committing the defendants to
prison for three months for contempt. In making this order he
purported to act as a Court of Record and to exercise a power

*# Appeal against vrder No. 83 of 1002, prosented against the ovder of J. W, T,
Dumergus, Distriot Judge of Boush. Canarn, pussed inthe yvoccedings of that

Conrty doted 18th July 1902, in the mattor of Miscellunoous Petition No. 23 of
3802 {Appeal Sait No, § of 1002),
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inherent in the District Comt as o Cowt of Record. A Court oemaees
which is not a Court of Record bas no iuherent power to commit Sml;"m”
for contempt. A District Court is not o Court of Record. The o
jorisdiction of a Distriet Court to commit in this matter is con-
ferred by seetion 493 of the Code of Civil Procedure. Under
this section the Courtmay, in case of disobedience, enforce an in-
junction hy attachment of property or by Luprisonment of the
party disobeying. Itis clear that the powers couferred by thisy
section are ouly cxercisable when the Conrt is set in motion by
a party who deems himsclf agerieved.
The object of paragraph 8 of the section is ko provide a mode
of enforcing au injunction. Itisnot to le assumed that the use of
the word *disobedicnee’ in the paragraph eutitles the Court to
treat a breach of the terms of an injunetion as an offence, and to
punish such offence of its own motion.
The appeal is allowed with costs and the order of conuite
ment is set aside.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Betore Mr. Justice Subralwmania Ayyar and Mr. Justice Beuvon.
SABAPATHY CHRETTY (Pramvrivr), APPELLANT, 1009,

Novemher 7

o,
BRENGAPPA NAICKAN (Sscovp DrrENpaxt), REsvonpest.®

Revenue Recovery .det—II of 1BG4~-Person agyrieved by sale—Dale of cause of
aclion— Confirmation of sale and not sale procvedings.

Until & sale, held under the provisions of the Revenne Recovery Act,
confirmed, the rights of persons whose intevests may be affected 1y tho sab
cannot be injured 8o as to give them a right of action as aggrieved porsons, within
the meaning of section 658 of the Act, Sveh a cawse of wetion arises only when
{he sale has been confivmed.

Venkuta v. Chengadu, §'c., (1.LR,, 12 Mad., 108), distingnished.

SurT to recover pussession of land by cancelling a revenue sale on
the ground of material irregularity. 'The sale had been held on
19th August 1898, and the suit was brought on 17th Janua,ry

* Hecond Appml No. 891 of 1801, pmsonhed agunst the decree of I, ,'Mabuly,
District Jadge of Madura,in Appeal Suit No. 309 of 1800, presented againsb
the decree of V. Swaminathn Ayyar, District Munsif of Timmangalam, in Original
Ruit No. 31 of 1900, ' ‘



