
1912 to ha?e tlie case tried in Allahabad. I order that the three cases,
----------  against the applicant, be transferred from the court of the Joint

V. Magistrate of Karwi to that of the District Magistrate of Allah-
abad, who will either try the cases Mmself or send them for trial 
to some other Magistrate subordinate to him competent to try them.

Applieaiion allowed. 

EEVISIONAL GEIMINAL.

8 THE INDIAN LAW EBPOETS, [YOL XXXV.

1912 ------------------------
August, IS. Before Mr. Ju'itice Muhammad Bafic[,

' EMPEEOE V. DEBIPEASAD.'*'
Criminal Prm dim  Code, sections 4 and 195(1)—“ Oom^Mnt ’’—InfomiaUofi 

of the sup;posed commission of mi offence commimicated ly the Districi Judge to the 
District Magietrate with a vieiu to the latter taking action as a magistrate.

A Munsif, being of opinion that a doouraeat filed in a case befora Mm liad 
been tampered with, communioated his suspicions to the District Judge, who 
thereupon wrote to the District Magistrate, requesting him to take action in 
the matter. EeU that the letter of the District Judga to the District Magis« 
trate amounted to a complaint within the meaning of section 1% fo) of the Code 
of Oriminal Procedure. JSm^sror v. Sundar Sarup (1) followed,

In this case the Mnnsif of Havali, Bareilly, coming to the con
clusion that a document filed in a case before him had been tam
pered with, comniunicated his views on the subject to the District 
Judge. The District Judge thereupon wrote to the District Magis
trate requesting him to take action in the matter, and the District 
Magistrate initiated proceedings against the person concerned and 
made the case over to the Joint Magistrate. An application for revi
sion of the District Magistrate’s order and to set aside-the proceed
ings pending against the applicant was accordingly preferred to 
the High Court on the ground that there existed no legal founda
tion for the exercise of his jurisdiction by the Joint Magistrate.

Mr. Nihal Ghand, for the applicant.
The Government Advocate (Mr. A. E. Ryves), for the Crown.
B afiq, J.—-It appears that in a case pending in the court of 

the Munsif of Havali in the district of Bareilly a document was 
tampered, with. The learned Munsif reported to the District 
Judge about the tampering with the document. The latter wrote 
to the District Mfigi-trpte ,'o a.-lion in the matter. The case
was made over i:o i;!\e Toiiv..- r- oi" ;:iie district for trial. The

*Orimiaal Bevision No. 530 of 1912. 
(1) ( m i)  I5L.B,, 28 Ail, 5U.
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applicant, who is one of th.6 accused in tte case, has filed this 
petition, under section 489 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, for 
revision of the proceedings pending in the court of the Joint Magis
trate. It is contended on his behalf that the Joint Magistrate has 
no jurisdiction to try the applicant and the other accused inasmuch 
as no complaint according to law has ever been filed. It is argued 
that the letter of the District Judge to the District Magistrate, in 
the absence of any proceedings under section 476 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure, does not fall ifithin the definition of a com
plaint, and thatsection 195, sub-section (1), of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure has no application. In support of this contention the 
learned counsel has cited 1% the matter of the petition oj Mathura 

Das (1) and In Be Lakshmidas Lalji (2). A later decision of 
this Court, viz., Emperor v. Sundar Sarup (3), covers the present 
case. The application is therefore rejected.

Application rtjected.

1912

Empreor
V.

Dbbi

APPELLATE CIVIL.
Before Mr, Justke Sir E$nry Qriffin and Mr. Jm im  Chamier, 

HIRDEY HAEAIN and akothisib (Opposim  pabtibs) v. MRS. M. J.
POWBLIi AlTD AHOTHBB (OsraCTOBS) »

Aci Wo. I  0/1894 (Land Acquisition AdJ, seethii SO ̂ Compfisaibfi—Mode
of apportioning amomt albtted as mipensation between different interests.
Where land wliioh. is taken up under the Land Acquisition Act belongs to 

two or more persons the nature of whose interest therein differs, the compensa
tion allotted therefor must be apportioned according to the value of the interest, 
of each person having rights therein so far as such value can he ascertained.

T his was an appeal from an order or decree of the District 
Judge of Saharanpur, made on a reference under section SO of the 
Land Acquisition Act, 1894, apportioning the compensation payable 
in respect of certain land in Avhicli both were interested betireen 
the appellants and respondent.

The facts out of which the appeal arose are set forth in the 
following order of remand

Dr. Tej for the appellants.
Mr. A. E> Eyves and Mr. Nihal Ohmi, for the respondents.

® First Appeal No, 351 of 1910, from a decree oi 1 . 0. B. Leggatt, Dlsttiot 
Judge of Saharanpur, dated the Hth of July, 1910.

(1) (1892) I. L. B„ 16 All, 80. ‘ (2) (1907) I. L. B., 32 Bom., 184.
(8J (1904) I. Ii, E., 26 AU„ 511

2 ■'''

1912 
Ootohr, 80.


