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n e c e s s a r y  p a r  b y  t o  t h e  s u i t .  The f a c t  t h a t  s h e  did n o t  j o i n  i n  t h e  

s u b m i s s i o n  d i d  n o t  t h e r e f o r e  i a  o u r  o p i n i o n  T i t i a t e  t h e  a w a r d .  The 
decree h a v i n g  b e e n  p a s s e d  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  t h e a w a i d ,  n o  a p p e a l  

l i e s  a n d  t h e s e  t w o  a p p e a l s  m u s t  f a i l .

We accordingly dismiss this appeal with two sets of costsj 
one set to be obtained by Parsotam Saran respondent and the other 
by Sahu Dharam Kirti respondent. The objections under order 
XLI, rule 22, fail and are dismissed with costs.

Appeal dismissed.
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Before Mr. Justice Tudball,
EMPEBOE V .  UDITNAEAIN DUBE and othess.*

Criminal Frocediire Code, seolion i39-Bevision—Powers of Sigh Gouri—Bis-
trkt Begistrar,
A District Begistrar is not a eouct subordiuata to the Higli Court either on 

the civil, criminal or revenue side, and the High Court has no power to interfere 
with the order of the Begistrar impoundiug a dooumant and calling apon the 
agplioaats to show causa -why they should not be prosecuted for forgery.

The facts of this case were as follows:—
- The District Registrar of Mirzapur had before him an application 

, with reference to a certain document for an order of compulsory 
registration of that document. The Sub-Registrar had refused to 
register it on the ground of denial. After making some inquiry 
the District Registrar refused to register it on the ground that he 
believed the document to be a forgery. He passed the order on the 
2Tth of July, 1912. Immediately below the order he recorded the 
following order

“The deed in. question is impounded. An inquiry w ll be held by ma imdei: 
geotion i76, Oriminal Procedure Ooae, on my return Irora loave. The mitet of the 
deed, the^attesiing witnesses, Khuh Lai and XJdit Harain, will be called on to 
show .cause why they should not be prosecuted for forgery."

The parties against whom this order was made applied in 
revision to the High Court asking that it might be set aside.

Mr. D, M, Bô wlmy foT the applicants.
The Assistant GfoYermaent Advocate (Mr# E, Malmmso'i )̂ for 

the Crown.

^Criminal Revision ITo, 857 of 1913 from an ordel of W. B. G. Moit, DistsieS 
Eegistrar of MirzRpore, dated the 37th of July, 1912



1912 Ttjdball, J. This application has arisen out of the following

facts;—E mpebok
D, The District Registrar of Mirzapni had before hira an applica-

tion in reference to a certain document for an order of compulsory
■ registration of that document. The Sub-Registrar had refused to 

register it on the ground of denial. After making some inquiry 
the District Registrar refused to register it on the ground that he 
believed the document to be a forgery. He passed the order on 
the 27th of July, 1912. Immediately below the order he recorded
the following order:—

“ The deed in question is impounded. An inquiry will be held by me under 
section 476, Criminal Prooednre Code, on my return from leave. The writer of 
the dee3, the attesting witnesses, Khub Lai and Udit Narain, wiU be called on to 
show cause why they should not be prosecuted for forgery.”

So far no action appears to have been taken by the Dlfetrict 
Registrar. Presumably the present application, though it does 
not say so, asks this Court on the criminal side to pass an order 
that the District Registrar should make no such inquiry. The 
District Registrar may or may not have power to pass such an 
order qm  District Registrar. He may or may not have power 
as District Registrar to make the inquiry qm  District Registrar 
or even as a private person. But with that I have nothing 
to do. I fail to see that I have power to forbid a District Regis
trar to make an inquiry into the matter if he so pleases. He is 
hot a court subordinate to this Court either on the civU, cri
minal or revenue side, and it is a matter in which at this stage
I see no ground for interfering even if I had power to do so. The 
application is rejected,

Application rejeded.
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