
legal order, tlia’t is, ai] order of refusal or of absolute '̂-21 

saiicition in respect of liis notice, they are deemed to 
have sanctioned the proposed “house” absolutely. On 
the above findings section 242-A  also has no application 
at all. The Commissioners have therefore no right to 
interfere with the erection of the verandah and rooms 
so long as it is in accordance with the plaintiff-appell- dal TosaANJ 
ant’s notice under section 237(1).

Suit decreed.
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B efore  Coutt;-- and M acpherson , J.J.

M ill TILA W A N
'D. A u.̂ nst, 2.

TvI>l(;[-EM PEEOR.^-

Code- of Crintlnal Procedure, 1898 (A ct V of 1S9S),̂  S(^niton 
3i2— aeeused riQl exnmincd after esramimiion of pfosccw- 
tkm witncsses— iontten. sfatcmcnt filed_ after cxaininaiion oj 
defence U'itJiesses— Revision,

W h ere the accused persons were not examinetl under section 
34:3 o f t!ie, Code of Crimin'il Procedure, 1.898, after tlie exam ina
tion of the r)roseciition witne^ises, lj>ut tl;ey filed written state
m ents at tlisit stage and also after the examination of tlie 
defence witnesses, held, the accused not having been pre- 
iiuliced, and tliere liaTing been no m iscaniage of justice, the 
H igh  Court would not interfere in re’vision.

The facts of the case material to this report are 
stated in the judgment of the Court.

W. H. Akhari (with him Lahshmi Kant Jha), for 
the petitioners.

K'ulwant Balmy, Government Pleader, for the 
.Crown.

CouTTS AND M acpheeson, J.J.— This is an a p p li
cation in  revision in regard to an order of the Sessions '

* Criminal Revision No. 334 r,f 1921, against an flrder of F. G. Ilawlaui'l,Esq., Brapioivo Judge of. M«5;affai'i',,ur, daterl Uie 25tli J'lnie, 1S21, affiiming an
of "P. T Mansaeitl, Magistrates ■ of Srtaf/mj|i, dateil -

& a'aatk  M ay, 1321. '



Judge of Muzaffarpur. The petitioners Vfero cojivictcd 
 ̂ Subdivisional Officer of Sltainarlii under section 

TfT;’uvAjf Indian Penal Code, and sentenced to 14 days’
Kr-, ’̂igoi'ous imprisonjiieiit and a fine of lis. 20 each; one 

EiU'Huoii, of the petitioners was also ordered to give security lo 
keep the peace under section 106, Criminal Proccduro 
Code. On appeal to the Sessions Judge tlie conviotioiis 
and sentences have been uplield.

The first point urged in support of this a.pplication 
is that the provisions of section 342, Criminal Proce
dure Code, have not been complied v îth inasmuch as 
the accused v̂ere not examined after the prosecution 
witnesses had been examined, cross-examined and re
examined. It appears that they filed written state
ments not only at that stage of the proceedings but after 
the defence witnesses had also been examined and 
cross-examined and discliarged. It is clear therefore 
that the accused have not been prejudiced and on this 
account there has been no miscarriage of justice. In 
these circumstances we see no reason to interfere on 
this ground in revision.
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B efore Coiiils and M acfhefffon, J .J .

. ! ! ! ’ ■ G11.AUDHUBI B H YA M  N A E A IN  S IN G H
'dytjuit, 3. ^

S lr rV /C ilA E A N  S A IIU .^

GhotaiSfujimr Tcnanc.y Ar.t, 1908 {UcmjalAvt VI 0/ 190^}, 
scciiovs 157, ^24, 2;J7 and ‘2'2S—'-suit agviinst several tenariU 
eoUeaiidcly-~-app(uil by one, w here lit's—-Ex-parte chcrcc, iokat 
aiiLuiints t-,— order rcvivDi-j suit dccTccd ex-parto, appeal irom.

Where a rent suit is brought against several tenants or sets 
of tenants colleciivejy imficr section 240 of the Chota Nagpur

* Appeal from, .Aj)|iel!atc No. 399 o;l‘ 1919, from a deci.sion of
O  H. iit’id, E.^q., Juiiicial CVmii;u.s.si;ju;!i' of Chota Nagpur, ciated tiie iKb 
I'fli.Mtvvy, 1919, coiiiiiruing a dtci^ioii o f Manlavi A ll Kariui, Maneit-Donuix?- 
C tili'ftu ' c r i ’ahiiiiaH, dated !i;e 2 ist .Ucix'iiibfir, iPJ,4.


