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APPELLATE CRIMINAYL.
Before Mr. Justice Benson and Mr: Justice Boddam.

In re X. RANGAN AND FORTY OTHERS (Acousm) Nos. 1 0 41),
PrriTioNERse,*
Criminal Procedure Code (Act V of 1898), sec, 1L0—° dny person within the locay

limits’, meaning of—Jurisdiction of Magistrates over outsiders found within
local Bimits— Object of the section.

In order to give jurisd;ct.ion to a I{Eagistrat‘e to proceed under section 110,
Qriminal Procedure Code, it is not necessary that the person proceeded against
shonld be ® residing * within the local limits of his juorisdiction.

The meaning of the expression ‘ any person within the local limits’ in see-
tion 110 is~tany person who is within the local limits at the time the magis-
trate takes action under the section.’

Ketabos v. Queen-Empress, [(1900) LL.R., 27 Calo., 993], uot followed.

A contrary view would defeat the objech of hhe section, viz., prevention of
crime, as then it would be imepossible to deal under the section, with wandering
gangs of criminals having no fixed residence or with habitual thieves or
desperate characters belonging to foreign territories, who infest Britirh India.
Prririon, under sections 435 and 439 of the Criminal Procedure
Code, praying the High Court to -revise the judgment of R. D.
Broaproor, the Sessions Judge of Chingleput, in Criminal Mis-
cellaneous Case No. 12 of 1904, referred under section 123 (2),
Criminal Procedure Code, by 8. G. Roserrs, the Joint Magistrate
of Chingleput, in Criminal Miscellarieous Case No. 30 of 1904.

The. facts of the chse are set out in the order,

Mesars. . B. Osborne and K. ]{uppusamz Ayyar for the peti-
tioners.

- The acting Public Prosecutor, contra.

Orprr.~—It is urged by counsel for the petitioners that some
of the persons who have been required to give security for good
behaviour reside outside the jurisdiction of the Magistrate who
took action under section 110, Criminal Procedure Code, and our
attention is drawn to the case of Ketaboi v. Queen-Empress(1).

In that case it was held that, according to the true construction
of section 110, the Magisttate would bave no jurisdiction to deal
with the case, unless the person proceeded against was *‘ residing
within the local jirisdiction of the Maglstrate.

With all respect to the learned Judges who decided that ease,
we are not prepared to follow their decision. The words of the
section are “ wherever . . . a Magistrabe . . . receiv(”

* Criminal Revision Oase No. 855 of 1904,
(1) (19200) 1.L.R,, 27,Calo., 993, :
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.information that any person within the local limits of his juris- Bensow axp
dietion . . . is by hahit a robber” and so forth, he may Boopas, 4.
proceed under the section. Had the legislature intended to Rﬁ;g‘ .
restrict the .jurisdietion of the Magistraté to persons residing
within his local jurisdietion, nothing wonld have been easier than
to have said so ; but the legislature has refrained from imposing
this limitation, and we are not justified in importing it into the
law. Thelaw simply says “ any person’withjn the local limits ”
and this we understand to mean any pemon who is within the
local limits at the time when the Magistrate takes action under
the section. The object of the section is the prevention of crime,
and its objeet would, in our opinion, be liable to be defeated if
its scope were restricted to persons residing within th® Magis-
trate’s jurisdiction. As the Sessions Judge points cut if that
were s0, we should have this absurdity that the Magistrates in
British India would have no power to proceed under the section
against bad characters, no matter how desperate and dangerous
they might be, who reside in French or other foreign territory,
though they might infest villages in British Indm, and be well”
known to the authorities aw habitual thieves; mnor wonld any
Magistrate have power to proceed against those gangs of criminals
who have no residence any where but wauder from distriet to
district throughout the year.
We dismiss the petition.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

L]
Before Mr. Justiee Abdur Rahim and Mr. Justice Ayling,

RAMASAMI OHETTI (Twstera DErsNpaNt), APPELLANT,®  jocihor 8,

" November 22,
PONNA PADAYACHI axp wereen oruers (Pratnriees Nos, 1

To 8, AND Drerenpants Nos. 1 1o 11, 13 awp 14), REsroNDENTS*

Aduverse possession— Hypothecation— Stranger in adverse possession for 12 years g8

against wmortgagor, effeet of, on mortgaged’s rights—Payments of interest and
acknowledgment by mortgagor, effect of.

L .
Adverse possessior®by s stranger for mofb then 12 yewrs of a property,
which is subject to a hypotheoabicm, nok only exbinguislles the rights of the

* Seoond Appeal No. 1689 of 1809,
_[N.B,—~This- case is dissented from Perthosarathy le:m Y. Lnks?mmw
Naikan, Se"ond Appedl No,, 844 of 1907, reported in (1911) 21 MKL.J., 467-Bd.},
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