
1908 KEVISIONAL CRIMINAL,
2Hovemher 27. ______ _____

JBefore Mr. JusUee Aihman and Mr, Justice Ka^amat Euaain.
KAlfHAl LAL ASJ> anotheb (Opposite pabut) v. CHHADAMMI LAL 

(APPIiIOAM). ^
Criminal Frooednre Code, seoUon l% ~ S a n ction  to froseou te—Appeal.
S eld  thati when^aacfcion to prosecute liaa been granted by a Court tiiidw 

tlio provisions of section 195 o£ tl\o Code o f Criminal Proct'duio, only ona 
appoul from suoli order will lio under thataoction. 8alig Itam v, JS,amji Lai 
.(1), Bmperor v. Serh Mai (2) and Muthusvoami Mudali v. Veeni Chefti (3) 
referred to.

**In this case one Chhadammi Lai applied in the Court of the 
Muusif of Bareilly for sancfcioE to prosecute Kauhai Lai and 
another for an offence punishable under seotion 193 of the Indian 
Penal Code. Their application was refused, upon which a further 
application was made to the District Judge who granted the sanc- 
tioa prayed for. The persons against whom the sanction had, 
been granted thereupon applied to the High Court in its revisional 
criminal jurisdiction against the order of the District Judge.

Babu Satyct Ghandra Muherji, for the applicants.
Babu Sital Frasad Ohosh, for the opposite party.
AikmaK and Kaeamat H usaiN; JJ.—One Chhadammi Lai 

applied to the Munsif for sanction to prosecute the present appli
cants for an offence punishable under section 193, Indian Penal 
Code. Sanction was refused by the Munsif. Chhadammi Lai 
then applied to the learned District Judge, who granted the 
sanotion. The. applicants have presented a petition which is 
headed as a “ Criminal Revision ” against the order of the Dis
trict Judge, It may be taken as decided by the Full Bench in 
Salig Earn v. Rcmji Lai (1) that this.Court has no revisipnal 
powers on the criminal side to interfere with an order.passed by 
a Civil Court granting sanction under the provisions'of section 
195, Code of Criminal Procedure. We are bound by that ruling, 
and must therefore hold that we have no power of interference 
in revision. But it is contended that apart from the re visional 
po,vers conferred on this Court by Chapter X X X I I  of the Code of

® Cnminal Kevisiou iTo. 656 of 1908* from an order o£ W, H. Webb, Esq., 
District Judge of Ba.reilly, dated the of July 1908.

(1) (L908J I. h. E.. 28 All., 554. (2) Waokly JTotss, 1908. d. 103,
(8) CX907) I. L. R., 833. ' ^ *
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Criminal Procedure, we have power under section 195, clause (6) 
of that Code to revok-e the sanction \̂"hicli the learned District 
Judge hâ  giveu. In the case of M'lotliusivami M-udali v. Veeni 

(1) Mr. Justice Wallis expressed liis opinion that it waa 
;never intended by fceotion 195 that tliere should he more than 
one appeal iu a case like the present. In the case of King Em
peror V. Serh Mai (2) we expressed our concurrence with whab 
was said by Wallis, J., in the case referred to. We see no 
reason to alter our opinion. We t;nerefore hold that we have no 
power of interference in this casê  and reject the application. "
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1908 

Kâ jhai Liii
V.

Chha DAMJtr 
La i .

B efore Sir John Stanley, Knijjlds Chief Jusiice, m d  Mr. Justice Sanerji. 
SAGrARMAL (D e s e i t d a h t ) ' v .  MA'KHAN LAL a n d  o th isb s  (P i a i h t i b s s ) ,*  

A ct (Zooal) N'o, I I o f  lOOl {Agra Tenancy d o t), sections4 (5), 32(3 )— Sent 
jr e e  grant— ‘'M old in f’— Tenant*^ 

tlia-fc a reut free grant is not a " lio ld in g ," nor is tli0 grantee a 
tenant”  witliin the meaning of the Agra Tenancy Act, 1901, A M ul Karim  

r. Ramzan (3) approved.
T he  plaintiff in this case brought his suit in a Civil Court 

for .partition of a rent-free holding. The Court o£ first instance 
(Munsif of Meerut) gave the plaintiff a decree, and this decree 
was in appeal confirmed by the Additional Judge. One of the 
defendants, Sagar Mai, appealed from this decree to the High 
Court, upon the ground that in the case of a rent free grant, as 
of any other tenancy coming under the Agra Tenancy Act, a 
Civil or a Eevenue Court is prohibited by section 82, clause (2), 
o f  the Act from entertaining a suit for partition.

Pandit ilf. L. Sandal, for the appellant.
Mr. M. L. Agarwala, for the respondents.
S t a n l e y ,  0. J. and B a n e b j i ,  J.—This appeal arises in a suit 

for partition of a rent free holding. Both the Courts below grant
ed the plaintiff a decree. This appeal has been preferred by one of 
the defendants, Sagar Mai, and the only gronnd of appeal pressed

® Second Appeal No, 1284 o f 1907 from  a decree o f ICuliammad Alimad Ali 
Khan, Additional Judge o f Meerut, dated tiie Slsfc o f  May 1907, confirming a 
decree of Hari Mohan Banerii, Murfsif o f Meerut, dated the 12th o f January 
1907.

(1) (1807) I. L. R., 80 Mad., 382. (2) W eeily  Notes, 1908, c .  102,
(8) WeeMy Notes, 1908, p. 197.
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