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with a direction that the sentence should take effect on the 
expiry of the term of imprisonment ordered in the former case.

The District Magistrate of Thana, being of opinion, that the 
direction was not permissible in law, referred the case to the, 
High Courtj observing;—

“  In view of the decision o f tlieir L6rclsliips delivered in Em^eror v. Micthc-' 
Tcomanm (I. L, R, 27 Madras 525), both the sentences ought to run 
concurrently.”

The reference was considered by their Lordships.
T'ER. CVRIAM We must accept the District Magistrate’s view 

in this K-eference which is in accordance with the ruling of this 
Court in Queen^Smp'ess v« Tuhliya with Emperor v.
Miiihiihomarcm^^  ̂ and Joghi Kcmiigan v. EmpeTor̂ \̂

We must, therefore^ make the sentences concurrent in the 
present case.

1909.

R, Eo

(1) (1803) Unrcp. Or. C. 970. (2) (1003) S7 Mad. B2&.
(3) (1908) 31 Mad. 515.

APPELLATE CRIMINAL.

Ekcpbeob
■

Abjuk

Se/ore Bir Basil 8oott) M ,, Qhi(f Justice, and M r. Jmtioe BatcJidor^

. Jjyr.ji-E DHONDO KASHIHATH PHADKE.=».

Nmspa])cY CIneiUmmis to OffencasJ Act f  V I I o f  1908J, section S— 
Order—Forfeiiure o f  press.

Section 3 of the ITewspaper (Incitements to Offences) Aefc, 1908,provides for 
the making of a conditional order declaring the printing press used for the 
purpose o£ printing or publishing the offonding aiewspaper to be forfeited. 
The section refers to the whole of the press : and no order could be made under 
it limited only to such poi’ tions of tho press as were employed in printing the 
offending newspaper.

A p p e a l  from an order passed by J, L. Ricu, District Magxs*« 
trate of Thana.

* Criuiiliiil Appeal No. 405 of 190&.

1900. 
Daeembtr 22.



1909. Dliondo was tlio owner of a printing press called th e  Aruuodaya
I n j i b  Press at Thdna.

kS hiS th. a  weekly newspaper called tlio Hindu Ptwich was printed at
the aforesaid press. Some ol; the issnea of tlio iiowspaper con** 
tained articles which fell within the purview of the Newspaper 
(IneitementH to Offences) Act, 1908,

Under section 3 of the Newspaper (Incitements to Oflbnces) Act, 
1908, the District Magistrate of Thj^na, on the 6th October 1909  ̂
passed a conditional order for the forfeiture of the whole of 
the Arunodaya Press j and he made the order absolute on the 
18til idem.

In making the order absolute the Magistrate remarked as 
follows

Tho respondont Dliondo Kasliinatli PliadlvC liaR proscuitnnl Jvn Eipplicatlon in 
'wlilci, lio statoH tliat only one maoliino and two fmmcH o f typo firo n.scd or ciiu 
be used for printing tlio ‘ Hindti Paiicli ’ iiud prnys iliat tlu; ordor may ]jo jwada 
in respect of tliose pai'tiwlar portions oJ! liiii priutiiig proHB tmly. i  do not soo 
how it is praofcioablo to dlHCrtminak) bctwooii particula.r ixtrfcious of a prcN.s. 
It may be that tlie otlier portions oi’ tho ])roBs could not bo HKt̂ d for ]>rlnti«g tius 
paper witliout introducing corUin moditioalions in itn hivks aaid nppcarance, tut 
this would not be a bar to its xirodnetion h j i.lio prnss ■wliiidi i« tlio object of 
tMs provontivc tnoflsiive. I cannot tlicrcfore ontortiiin {lio application. TJio 
order of foi-feittire will extend to ilio -wliole of tliu priittin;,  ̂ raatorials
of the 'Aninodaya Press ’ by wbi(sh tho ‘'Ilind^i. P ajich ’ liai;; boen doclanKlby its 
Imblishor imdor the ProsB ai\d Rcgisitration o£ Bookfs A cij 1807, to bo printod 
and to all copies of that newspaper, wlierevor fonnd.”

The applicant applied to the High Court contending, inter aim, 
that the Magistrate erred in making tho order applicable to the 
whole printing plant and matcrialB of the Aninodaya Press  ̂but 
ought to have ordered the forteituro of tlio printing press used fou 
tho purpose of printing or publishing tho fjaid papers only.

D. A, Tulzapurkirj for the applicant.
M, B, Ohauhal  ̂ Government Pleader, for the Crown.

PSie CuRUM :“»-This U an application by the petitioner Dhorido 
Kashiuath Phadke by way of appeal againnt tho order of the 
District Magistrate of Thdna forfeiting the Arunodaya Press.

The argument advanced before us is that the Magistrate should 
have limited his order to tho forfeiture of such portions of the
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A.runodaya Press as were used for the printintg of the Hindu 
Pancli and should not have passed an order of forfeiture Of the 
whole press.

It is to be observed, however, that section 3 of the Newspaper 
(Incitements to Offences) Act, V II of 1908, provides for the making 
of a condifcional order declaring the printing press used for the 
purpose of printing or publishing such a newspaper to be forfeited, 
and clause {e) of section 2 defines printing press to include all 
engines, machinery, types, lithographic stones, implements, 
utensils and other plant or materials used for the] purpose of 
printing.

As the paper was printed at the Arunodaya Press, the Magis­
trate was light in forfeiting the whole press as defined by 
the Act.

1909.

Wcj therefore, dismiss the appeal.

Appeal dismissed, 
R. K.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

I n  m
DiiojrDo

K askimato .

Before Sir Basil Scotty Kt,, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Batckdm\

TRIM 3A K  EAMCHANDKA PANDIT and othbjis (osigiijal  DjsrEND- 
AOTs), A ppellants, SHEEH GTJLAM ZILAN I W AIKEB (o b iq in a i. 
P lain xh?p) j R espondent *

Bcirmijcm— Inam—Mircis (fermaneTit [fenancijJ—Denial o f  Saranjanidar’s 
Attornment to suoomive /Sarmjrmdars— Estop^^el— Glaim to hold 

as Mirasi tenant—Limited interest-"Adverse possession.

In nil ejectment .suit h ’ouglit by an Inanadai'aga,irist persons elaimiug to 
hold as Mivasi ov psraiaiieat tenants, it was oonceded that the Inam i’iglits in 
tlie land ia (suit fippertaiued to a Saraiijam held on political tenure and tbjit 
tlie present incum'bent of tho Saranjam was tlxe plaintiff. The defendants 
resisted the plaintiff’s claim to eject them on the ground that the luam rights 
wore merely the right to receive the royal shai’o of the reveame and that the 
proprietary rights in the soil were, prior to the date of the grant, vested in the 
grantee of the Inam, liad descended to his heirs independently o£ the Inam and- 
furnished the leasehold or Mirasi right.

1909.
Dtcemher

* (Becoiicl Appeal No. 537 of 1907,


