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misconduct as aforesaid ” relate to all the cases set out in section
13. In reply my attention was called to the case—In the matter
of & Pleader (1), in which the writing of an anonymous letter by
a pleader containing allogations which were intended to prejudice
the mind of an officer in conneeti.n with a matter which he was
investigating was held by the Madras High Court to be “ otler
reasonable cause »’ within the meaning of clausc (f) of section 13.
In so holding that High Court added that they accepted tle
iuterpretation of clause (f) of section 13 of the Legal Practition-
ers’ Act of 1879 which was adopted by the Calcutta Iigh Court
in In the matter of Purng Chunder Pal, Mulhtar. Holding
therefore, as I do, that the subordinate Court has jurisdiction to
take action under scction 14 of Act No. X'VIII of 1879, I find
no cause for interfering. 1 dismiss the application.
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Before Mr. Justice Aifman,
WUNDAN 4xD oTHuRs (DEPENDARTS) v, BIDHI CHAND (Prarxrrze) #
Act No. ¥V of 1882 (Tasements det ), section dTEasement —Right of privacy-—-
Suil by opcupier of house,

Not ouly the owner, bub the lesseo or other person in liwful possession
of promises may maintuin an action if his right of privaey is interfercd with.
Gokal Prasad v Radho (2) referred to. s

Tre plaintift in this case sued as a lessee of a certain house
to obtain an injunetion for the closing of -a door opened by the
defendants upon the ground that the door in question interfered
with the plaintifi’s rvight of privacy. The Cou.t of first
instance (Munsif of Koil) decreed the plaintiff’s claim, and
tke lower appellate Court (additional Subordinate J udge of
Aligarh) aftirmed the decrce though in a modified form. The
defendants appealed to the High Court, urging mainly that the
plaintiff, not being the owner of the house, had no right to sue,

Munshi Gulzuri Lal, for the appellants.

* Second Appesl No, 255 of 1905, from a decree of Miulvi Maula Bukhsh,
Adtli.tiouxl‘ Subordinate Judge of Aligarh, dited the 13th of January 1905,
modifyiug o decree of Babu Jagat Navain, Munsif of Koil, dated the 6.0 of
May 1004,

(1) (1902) L L. R., 26 Mud,, 448. (2) (1888) L L. R, 10 AlL, 353,
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Mr. M. L. Agarwale (for whom Munshi Gobind Prasad),
for the respondent.

ArrMaN, J—The plaintiff, who is respondent heve, obtained
from the lower appellate Court an injunction directing the appel-
lants to close a certain door, which had been opened by them on
the ground that it intorfered with the plaintiff’s privacy. The
defendants come here in second appeal. The only plea urged
before me is that the plaintiff conld not maintain the suit as it
was nobt shown that he was the owner of the house, the privacy
of which was interfered with. Im suppart of this plea reference
is made to the case—Gokal Prasad v. Radho (1). Itis true that
at page 387 of the judgment iu that case, itis said that an owner
of a house has a good cause of action where there is substantial
interference with the right of privacy. But I eannot take this
as deciding that the owner only has a good cause of action in
such a case. Thereis no reason why a lessee, or other person
who is in Jawful posscsssion of premiscs, may not maintain an
action if his right of privacy is interfered with. No plea is set
up hee to the effect that the door was opened with the consent of
the owner of the house occupied by the plaintiff. The learned
vakil for the appellants practically admits that the language of
section 4 of the Fasements Act, which defines an easement as a
right which the owner or occupier of land possesses, is against
him, I dismiss the appeal with costs.

The objection under section 561 of the Code of Civil Procedure

is not pressed and is likewise dismissed.
Appeal dismissed,
(1) (1888) L.L. R, 10 AlL, 858;
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