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tlie plaintiflfe  ̂ on the ground that ,slic had vcBted right as tho 
nearest heir of the last vatandar.

"We, tlierefore^ dismiss the appeal with costs*

Appeal dismmal,

if, Bi iu
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‘Before M f. Justice Chmdaikirkar and Mr, Judl(X Datehdor,

EMPEROR ®. AKJUNAM BO [vATMODI*

Criminal Frocedw. Code F  oflSOH), serdioiis 109, t'io, Bf)7-~~Vimal€o(le 
{Act X L  V o f ISffOJ, scUion 8:K)--Concm'rent scnten>ies~^Consccuth>e A-enicHcas.

Tho acctisod was pi'ocoedod agaUisfc under Kitctujn 100 o f tlio Criiniiial I\'o« 
cedura Code, and Bouteiiced on tho 6tli July 1909, xnulc'-r tiiusiiun 12!] o! tlio Oodo, 
to I'igol'ous iuiprisonmeiit for nino ivumtha, hi dt̂ S'iiuli, t,)f Hoourity for good 
beliaviour. He ww fclieu tn«<l For jiu (iffcuco <tl; theft! conimitkul by him iti 
November 1908/and was, on tlio IVili Augnst lOOi), Kcntea îed io riî ovonH 
imprisoninQut for tlii'eo month.s; ilic hcooikI wonicuco wiw directed t,o take ellect 
on tlie expiry of the first Hentenot;.

Meld, that tho two sonloncetJ oiighi nui Lo nm eonsoc\dlvcly ; bul uiuBt run 
concurrently.

liEPERENOE made by J. L, liieOj Bi.strict Ma.i,d«trato ui Thdna.
Arjun Ambo Kathodi was proceeded agaiii.st iiuder section lOD 

ol the Criminal Procedure Code before tho Honorary Mafpatrate 
Ilrst Class,, Thdna, whoj in default of his g'iviDg the sGcurity 
demanded, sentenced him under «ecti()u ,12;i of the Codo to 
undergo rigorous iiaprisomiieiif} for nine inoiifcliy. This order was 
passed on the 0th July 1909,

Arjua was subsequently prosccuted ia the (Jonrt of the First 
Class Magistrate^ SalsettCj for an otfence of theft connnitfced by 
him in November 1908  ̂ and convicted and Benteneed to .sivfler 
rigorous imprisonraoi.it for iliree in,onths on the 17th Au<«‘iiKt 1909

* Grimiual llefoK'nec No, 100 of l90t\
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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.
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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&.
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