
1923._______ _ The judgment and' decree appealed from will be set
EAMDiium aside an& the order of the learned Subordinate Jiidsre 

restored.
D e o n a n d a n  ^  ^p̂ i&sAD MullicKj J.'— I asTee.
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A ffe a l  allowed.

RBYISIO N AL GRIM INAL.

Before Coiitts and Das, J.J. 

LACHMI SINGIi
V.

12. KING-EMPEROB.’'*̂

Police Diaries— hwestigating officer mked for certain 
date and nmnes from the diary— whether accused entitled to 
ins'pect the whole diary.

Where the investigating officer was asked in the witness- 
box about a certain date and tlie names of certain persons 
and the court directed him to give the date and names from 
the diary, field, that the defence was entitled to inspect the 
entry of the date and names but was not entitled to an 
inspection of the whole diary.

The facts of the case material to this report are 
stated in the jiidgnient of Coiitts, J.

Gout Chandra FaZ and H. P . Sinhay fov 
applies,nts,

S-ultan A hmed, Government Advocate, for the 
Grown.

Cgutts, J — The gromid on which this application 
for revision was admitted was an allegation that the 
investigating Police Officer read over the whole of the 
police diaries for the purpose of refreshing his memory 
and that when an applica,tion for inspection of the 
diary was made it \vas, refused.

■̂ -Oriminal Revision No? 376 of 1922, .̂ gahmt an order passed by 
C. H. Reid. Esq., Sessions Judge of Bhfigalpur, dated the 18tli April, 
1922, modifying an order of Bal)u Atulya DhiMX Banarji, SuBBivisioBal 
Magistrate of Maanimra, dated the 15th February, 1922.



On reading the explanation of tlie Magistrate and 
tlie orders wliich 'were passed by him on the applicfition lachmi
made at the time it. appears that what occurred was 
that the investigating officer when in the witness-box kino-
was asked about a certain date and the names of certain Empeeob. 
persons and the Court directed him to give the date and Coutts, j. 
the names from the police diary. This the witness did.
The defence thereupon asked for an inspection of the 
whole diary. This was not allowed, but the Magistrate 
offered an inspection of the date and the nam,es in 
respect of which the witness had refreshed his memory 
from the diaries. This, however, was refused. l  ean 
find nothing in the law which entitles the defence to 
an inspection of anything more than that portion of 
the diary from which the witness refreshed his memory, 
and in my opinion, there was no illegality or 
irregularity in the procedure of the Magistrate.

I see no reason to interfere and I would dismiss 
this application-

B as, J .— J agree.
Ap'pliccitiondism.issed,
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Before Dawson Miller, G. J . and MuUiGjc, J , 

SHEIKH ABDTJE EAHMAN
1922.

SHBIKH WALI MOHAMMAD.* 13,
Makomedcm L 

d&cmsed hmbafid’s estate in lieu 0/  0/ ,
fer-^suit by  )i4ish^ agwinst tmnsferee for possessm n^
ijimitaUon.

A Muhammadan widow in possession of her deceased 
hnsbaned’s estate in  l i e u  o f  d o w e r  is ig L c o m p e te n t  to transfer 
Jier lien on such property so as to be i)inding after her life­
time without also transferring the dower debt*

■̂ 'Letters Patent Appeal No. 2 1 9 ^


