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with a direction that the sentemce should take effeet on the 2909
expiry of the term of imprisonment ordered in the former case, Earperon
o,
The Distriet Magistrate of Théna, being of opinion that the ARIUN,

direction was not permissible in law, referred the case to the
High Court, observing :—

“TIn view of the decision of their Lordships delivered in Bmperor v. Muthu-
komaran (L. L. R. 27 Madras D25), both the sentenves ought to run
coneurrently,” ‘

The reference was considered by their Lordships.
Ppr Corr4s : -~ We must aceept the District Magistrate’s view
in this Reference which is in accordance with the ruling of this

Court in Queen-Bmpress vo Tulshya Bakiru®, with Buperor v.
Muthukomaran® and Joght Kanntgan v. Emperor®,

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

R T

{1) (189%) Unrep. Cr, C. 970, (2} (1003) 27 Mad. 525,
(3) (1908) 31 Mad, 515.

APPELLATE CRIMINAL.

P

Before Sir Basil Scott, K, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Batshelor.
Iv »r DHONDO KASHINATH PHADKE® . 1909,

” 22,
Newspaper (Tncitements to Offences) Act (VLI of 1908), ssclion 3— _Dmepe,”j?ﬁm
Order—Forfeiture of pross,

Bection 8 of the Newspuaper (Incitements to Offonces) Act, 1908, provides for -
the making of a conditional order declaring the printing pressused for the
purpose of printing or publishing the offending mewspaper to be forfeited.
The section rofers to the whole of the press : and no order could be made under

it limited ouly to such portions of the press as were employed in printing the
offending newspaper.

Avpear from an order passed by J, L. Ricu, District Magise
trate of Théna.

¥ Criminal Appeal No. 405 of 1909,
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1909,

In 3n
Drorvo
K ASHINATH,
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Dhondlo was the owner of a printing press called the Arunodaye
Press at Théna.

A weekly newspaper called the “ Hindu Panch * was printed at
the aforesaid press.  Some of the issues of the newspaper con-
tained articles which fell within the purview of the Newspaper
(Incitements to Offences) Act, 1008,

Under section 8 of the Newspaper (Incitements bo Oflenees) Act,
1908, the District Magistrate of Thdna, on the Gbh October 1909,
passed a conditional order for the forfeiture of the whole of
the Arunodaya Press; and he made the order absolute on the
18th idem.

In making the order absolute the Magisbrate remarked as
follows :~—

«Thg respondent Dhondo Kashinath Phadlee has prosontod an application in
which he states that only one machine and {wo frames of type aro used or can
be used for printing the © Windu Pancl’ and prayy that the crder may be made
in respect of these purtieular portions of his printing press only. I do nob soe
how it is practicable to diseriminate hebween partienlse portions of o press.
Tt may bo that the other portions of the press conld not he wsed for printing the
paper without infroducing corfain moditieations in its sive and appearatice, bub
this would not ha o bar to s produnction hy the press which is the object of
this proventive mensuve. I eannot tliwefvre entertuin {he upplication. ho
order of forfeiture will exbend to the whole of the printing plant and materials
of the ‘Arunedaya Press’ by which the <Tlinda Panch’ hus boen doclaved by its
publisher undor the Pross and Reglstwation of Books Acl, 1867, to he printed
and 0 all copies of that newspaper, wheraver foand,”

The applicant applied to the High Court contending, inter alie,
that the Magistrate erred in malking the order applicable to the
whole printing plant and waterials of the Arunodaya Press, but
ought to have ordered the forteiture of the printing press used for
the purpose of printing or publishing tho said papers only.

D. 4. Tulzapurkar, for the applicant.

M., B. Chaubal, Government Pleader, for the Crown,

PER Cunray --This is an application by the petitioncr Dhondo
Kashinath Phadke by way of appeal against the order of the
District Magistrate of Théna forfeiting the Arunodaya Press.

The argumont advanced before us is that the Magistrate should
have limited his order to the forfeiture of such portions of the
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Arunodaya Press as were used for the printintg of the ¢ Hindu
‘Panch *’ and should not have passed an order of forfeiture of the
whole press,

Tt is to be observed, however, that section 3 of the Newspaper
(Incitements to Offences) Act, VIIof 1908, provides for the making
of a conditional order declaring the printing press used for the
purpose of printing or publishing such a newspaper to be forfeited,
and clause {¢) of scction 2 defines printing press to include all
engines, machinery, types, lithographic stones, implements,
utensils and other plant or materials nsed for thej purpose of
printing.

As the paper was printed at the Arunodaya Press, the Magis-
trate was vight in forfeiting the whole press as defined by
the Act.
 We, therefore, dismiss the appeal.

Appeal disuissed.
R R

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Sir Basil Seott, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr, Justice Datcleloy.

TRIMBAK RAMCHANDRA PANDIT ixp OTHERS (ORIGINAL DEFEND-
 ANTs), Apprrnants, v. SHEKH GULAM ZILANT WAIKER (0RrGINAL
Praryrirr), RespoNpeNT.*

Saranjom—Inom—diras (permanent ifenancy)—Denial of Saranjamdar’s
title—Attornment to syccessive Suranjomdors—Estoppel—Claim to hold
as Mirast tenant— Limited interest—Adverse possession.

In an ejestment suit Irought by an Inamdar against persons eluiming to
hold as Mirasi or permanent tenants, it was conceded that the Inam rights in
the land in suit appertained to a Sarvanjam held on politieal {enure and that
the present incwmbent of tho Saranjam was the plaintiff, The defendants
resisted the plaintiff’s claim to eject them on the ground that the Inam rights
were merely the vight to receive the royal share of the revenue and that the
proprietary rights in the soil were, prior to the date of the grant, vested in the
prantee of the Inam, had deseended to his heirs independently of the Inam and
furnished the leaschold or Mirasi right. ' ’

. Second Appeal No, 537 of 1907,
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1809,

In »w
Drorvo
KASHINATI,

1909,
December 8,



