
contain any diftcvissioii on the subject. Foliowing 1920
the rule enunciated in Crown v. Ahmad Baklish (1), I 
set aside the order o f the District Magistrate, dated 'o,
the 16th June 1926, and direct him to try the appeal 
o n  the merits. 8 h a m  I sAl  0 .^ ^

iV. F. E.
Revision acce-pted.
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REVIStONAL CRIMIMAL.
Before Mt, Justice Ca.mphell.

M X'^H AM M x\D, Petitioner 
versus

T he  c r o w n , R espoindent.
Criminal Revision No 14S9 of 1926.

Restriction of Habitual Offenders (Punjab) Act, o f 
WJS, section 7— Order- for restrictions viust conform to 
Government rules.

Under section 7 of Punjab Act V of 1918, the petitionen-
oi-dexed by a Mag'istra.te to he restricted for three years 

witliin the boiuidari.es of liis villa,ge, »o t tO' leave his house 
at uig'lit between 8 p.m. and 6 a.m., and to report himself 
daily to tlie Sub-Inspector of Police .at Miami Police Btai^ioii,. 
21 miles distant from his village.

Held, that the order directing' the petitioner not tqi leave 
his house at niglit was not in confoiinity with the rules made 
by the lioeal Government under section 16 of the Act and
i]iust he set aside.

A ffliccition  /o r  revision o f the order o f A . G. 
Macnabb, Esquire, District Magistrate, Shafipur, at 
Sargodha, dated the 23rd July 1926, affirming that 
o f M ia n  'Muhammad Nasir-ud-Din, Magistrate, 1st 
class, Sargodha, dated the 22nd June 1926, ordering, 
that the movements o f the /petitioner he restrioted foT 
three years, etc.

Taka. SiN an, f o r  P etition er .
SuNDAu D a s , f o r  G overnm ent .A dvocate , f o i  

R esp on den t.

 ̂ X p. RTcc^Sliier
:bI
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Muhammad

O rovvn .

.1926

C a m p b e l l  J . -

JUDGMENT.

-ITnder section 7 o f Punjab Act

CAMPiJiai. J,

V of 1918 tile petitioner, Muhammadi, son o f Raja, 
has been restricted for three yea,rs witliin the 
boundaries of the village Daula,tpur Khilclii, where 
lie rê îdea. Tlie Ma,gistrate further ordered him to 
refiort himself daily to the Sub-Inspector, Police, 
thana Miani',, at 5 p .m . because, in the opinion of the 
Magistrate, Muhanunad, being the son of one lam'bar- 
dar, could not be looked a-fter properly by the other 
IxmM.rdar. Muhammad was further directed not to 
leave his house at night in the main abadi o f the 
village Daiilatpur betweein. 8 p .m . and 5 a .m . This 
order was upheld on appeal by the learned District 
Magistra,te and ha,s been brought to this Court on 
revision.

According to section 7 o f Act V  of 1918 the 
order of restriction must conform to the rules made 
by the Local Government under section 16. Those 
rules do not empower the Ma,gistrate to confine the 
petitioner to his house between the hours o f 8 p .m . 

and 5, a .m . H e can only be restricted to the area.'of 
the village or such hxrger ai*ea as tlie Court may fix.

Thana Mia,ni. appears from the learned ]3istrict 
'Ma,gistrate’:s order in appeal to be 2-| miles away 
from the village and the direction for a daily report 
there is, in my opinion, onerous. I  set aside this 
order and also the order confining the petitioner to 
his house at night. The order restricting the peti
tioner to the village Daulatpur Khilchi for three 
years is maintained, and the daily report will be 
made to the Imnbardcif o f the village, who is not the 
father o f the petitioner.

A. N. C.
Revi^ îon aeeepted in fa rt.


