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f of this CQurt, if the fi%ding ef the learned

Court-belew 1s that the {

to say that the ‘mé tter w1
cognizanceLgs~taken agam

EeT—

prefer rev151one

The C;urt-belOWEls

the revisfon petition.

is dlsmlssed. o

<468 and 471 of: the Indlan

The trial Courtrtook;eognizance of 17_" * il

';Ehls revision petition

ect;éntSonf*therIndianf--*"

art-bElOW) has glv@n c@gent

Lrtfin3absen@e;o£5ccmpl;ancejq SR

1601195 0f the Code Of - '

meits that as Gulzar Khan -

In the opinion

*ognlzance could not be

then it w@uld be\toe much L
MMM—Q .
Juld stand closedLandanoJ—-

1st the third wha did not

justifiéd.inéallowing

T sdi A

R.S. Garg _ -

! Judge L -
_ . — ] .
%)\'Y B




