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legal order, that is, an order of refusal or of absolute
sanction in respect of his 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-
ant’s notice under section 237(1).

Suit decreed.
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Before Coutts und Macpherson, J.J.
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Code of Criminal Procedure, 1838 (Act V of 1898), section
M2—aceused not examned  after eramination of prosecu-
tion wilnesses—awritten statement filed after exwminalion o)
defenee witnesses—Revisien,

Where the accused persons were not examinad under section
343 of the Code of Criminsl Procedure, 1893, after the examina-
tion of the proseention wilnesses, but they filed written state-
b stage and also wfter the examination of the
lefence witnesses, freld, that the aceused not having been pre-
jrdiced, and there having been no miscarriage of justice, the
High Conrt would not interfere in revision.

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

W. H. Akbari (with him Lakshmi Kant Jha), for
the petitioners.

Kulwant Schay, (overnment Pleader, for the
Crown.

Courrs AnDp Macrrerson, J.J.—This is an appli-
cation in revision in regard to an order of the Sessions
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Judge of Muzaffarpur. The petitioners wers convicted
by the Subdivisional Officer of Sitamarhi undear section
143, Indian Penal Code, and senterced to 14 days’
rigorous imprisonment and a fine of Rs. 20 each; one
of the petitioners was also ordered to give security (o
keep the peace tnder section 106, Criminal Procedure
Code. On appeal to the Sessions Judge the convictions
and sentences have been upheld.

The first point urged in support of this application
ig that the provisions of section 342, Criminal Proce-
dure Code, have not been complisd with inasmuch as
the accused were not examined after the prosecution
witnesses had been examined, cross-examined and re-
examined. It appears that they filed written state-
ments niot only at that stage of the proceedings but after
the defence witnesses had also been examined and
cross-examined and discharged. It is clear therefore
that the accused have not been prejudiced and on this
account there has heen no miscarriage of justice. In
these circumstances we see 10 reason to interfere on
this ground in revision.

Before Coulls and Macpherson, J.T.
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Chote Nagpur Tenancy Aet, 1908 (Bengal Act VI of 1908),
secfions 157, 224, 297 and 928—-suit against several tenants
colloctively—appeal by one, where les—-1ix-parbe decree, what
amuunts b—order revivngy sult decreed ex-parte, appeal from.

Where o vent suit is brought against several tenants or sets
of tenants collectively under section 240 of the Chota Nagpur

> Appenl from Appellate Decree, Moo 389 of 1919, from o decision of
A HL kedd, Baq., Judicial Commissioner of Chota Nagpur, dated the 1sb
Teboaary, 19010, confivining a declion of Manlavi Al Karim, Maneif-Deputy-
Culleeter of Palomay, daied (e 2ist December, 1924, -




