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kistan Penal Code. We accordijpg
e e eotion 307 to_one et section " b,
Penal Code but MalWam ‘a¢ original gope, of oy,
rigorous imprisonment imposed on him by the | Of t, Pﬂkiﬁh {
Sesslons Judge. Teq A;e.?eah“f
13. The conviction and sentence und iy
p, P. C. with regard to the attack on g, Mae[r, s
are hereby maintained. qoy] T L
14. In the result, except for the alteration R 0 |
of the appellant from section 307 to one under goy; e ¢
in respect of the attack on Ghulam Muhap, dp 3%, \
is otherwise dismissed. W

. 3
K. B. A./A. H. "

P L D 1962 (W. P.) Lahoge
Before Bashir Ahmed, J

IMDAD ALI MALIK~Petltioner
versus
Tae SETTLEMENT COMMISSIONER (POLICY) L
AND ANOTHER—Respondents » LAHORy

Wit Petition No. 107/R of 1961, declded on 994 Feb
iy

502

1962.

(a) Displaced Persons (Compensation and Rehabilitatian) e
(XXVII of 1958), S. 2 and Sch., CI. 2—*Displaced pmonfa
Connotation—Government servant belonging 1o lerritorles no;
Jorming part of Pakistan residing in course of his employment qf fipy
of Partition in area now forming part of  India—Not “displaced
person’’—Memo. No. 260-Comp-Reh,[1959 dated 22-8-59—Mamal
of Settlement Law and Procedure, p. 91, [p. 505]4 et seq

S. M. Zaki v. State of Bihar A 1 R 1953 Pat. 112 uf
Ram Labhaya v. Dhani Ram A I R 1947 Lah. 296 ref.

(b) Displaced Persons (Compensation and Rehabiliatin)
Act (XXVIII of 1958), S. 2—Word “‘residence”— Meaning 1o b
ascertained in context on view of purpose of staiute—History o
allied law culminating in enactment of Act, traced and pupot
stated— Pakistan Citizenship Act (II of 1951), S. 3. [p. S06Jet 4

Neefv. Muttar 31 L J C P 359 and In re Bowie‘ExP”’”
Breull 50 L J Ch, 386 ref, .

Kh. Abdul Rahim Assisted by M. B. Mir for Petltionct:

Mai d ch. Kar
Elahi ajor Ishag Muhammad Khan S. C. (Legal) an
ahi Chauhan f or Respondents. L

Dates of Beatinp « _ 3rd, 24th ap
January 1962, CARng 3 12tb, 15th9 17th, 2

JUDGMENT ed

o he > :
8 directed against the order dafdsaﬂe“’jﬂr ‘
» Ppassed by Mr. Bashir _Ahma ;nsfef o
icy) by which the provisional

This petition i
of anuary 1961
Commlssloner (Pol
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or with respect to house No. 157/C, Mode)

{on!

@ pe ol Cancelled.
‘n‘ y toh:’ s, W8S Cnt facts are these: The petitioner was ap
’.wm/l,a :  rament Of India and was posted at Calcugta
LU LA Go&lremamed there till the 3rd of August 1947,
opted for Pakistan. The house in dispute
fbc yefi’  ition hie o by the Government and was made
p* 08 uisit : Government servantton tge 20th of October
e evacuee property and were subsequent]
“’“,bl%;‘e’p,emiiess“’::; on the 27th of March 1952, ?)n thi
10 b 93 \pe petitioner put in a NCH-Form for the house
95 The prayer was granted on the 2nd of
0 59, when 2 provisionql trangfer order was issued to
el 19 e market price which came: to a sum of
on DB The Director of Bnforcement suspected the claim
V. erto be a displaced person and on investigation
petltk;:“er on the 3rd of November 1960, to the' Chief
ed 8 Gommissioner for the case. to be re-opened. The
ton revival assigned to' the Settlement Commissioner,
issued a notice to the petitioner under subsection (3)
ion 20 of the Displaced Persons (Compensation and
of slef]i:ati“) Act, 1958 (hereinafter to be referred to as the
Rehat(l) show cause against the cancellation . of the provisional
Ac:1sfer order issued to him. The petitioner did. not himself
:r:p'eaf in answer to the notice as he was ill, but his son Captain
\iammad Amin Malik and Dr. Muhammad Husaln, Advocate,

4 sppeared on his behalf, with the result already indicated.

Y 3. Learned counsel for the petitioner has assailed the order
Al of Mr. Bashir Ahmad, = Settlement * Commissioner (Policy) as
without jurisdiction for “the reason that the Chief Settlement
Commissloner could delegate his powers to him by a notification
adin the present case no notification had been published.” On
the 29th of October 1960, merely an -order was: passed by the
Chief Sfetglement Commissioner assigning:the case to the Settlement
Commissioner (Policy) for disposal. ~There is nothing in the
oder suggesting that the: ‘powers of the Chief = Settlement
J&’Q‘;ﬁjﬁ“g‘ were delegated to him. In the alternative, it is
ave dealt lw_a:]the Settlement Commissioner (Policy) could only
upplied aq dltthcases of fraud brought to light on information
0 that categor at the present case was not one which belong]cd
tansferreq towyh' It was claimed that the property was legally
10 the A e petitioner under paragraph 2 of the Schedule
C"mmission'e he instructions issued by the Chief Settlement
of the Detlt'r on the 220d of August 1959, recognised the claim
houge ; ™ loner, - even though a local, to 'claim the evacuee
’ Governg%ssession if at the time of Partition he was ?mploye(}
S8 instruc:]it Servant in India. The subsequent w,lthdravga
h so LIS claimeq .Y another order dated the 27th of Septembet
j ‘hel?ré e poim: t;l?eul{,m ;ires his powers u?derv tihe Atfttxo neI:rw;n
i ¢ o ea or the pe
: entioneq abo{re_ rned counsel petitio

te 1 On the i : f

sy ined oo duestion of notification, the main argument ©

Momeny Sousel for the petiti(c)?lé'r io that Mr. Bashir Abmads
Wissioner (Policy) was merely exercisiog
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¥y
Chief Settlement Commlssione, Y b
ot toht‘;lerwlse selzed of the case. In Or(;j elegated o

and was nl:en jt may be necessary to refer to et
the argy s the right of appeal and also p, !0 |g

r
Act which COHtfl;ee appeals are to be preferred, .-, the O thy

authority of

pefore Who The relevant provision being ¢ tion o oy
v::lcttl;orvazl(s)kv)vr;ﬁ'ch will bear reproduction :— SUbsection 0(3(;%1: |
§ of

ment Commissioner speclally e,
“p SetllSNE if Settloment Commissfoneo™ered j,

behalf by d of any case th
call for the record ol any Of Droceediys > at ot
time, ( which an Additional Settlement C°mml§si§n§§r tal:}i

In coie
gg;uty Settlement Commissioner or an Assjg,
Commissione

o s 4n s o, |
r under his jurisdiction has paggeq ;]nt' Seu]emeu&t :

i imself as to the e TUEL
he purpose of satisfylng h correctnegy b for
:)r gropriety of such order and may pags suchss(’) legly,
relatlon thereto, as he thinks fit. Mder,

der Notification No. 1226-PI-Reh.-60, dated ¢ :
}lerlmary 1958, the Chlef Settlement Commisslone,h’ ; P;glh of
acting under subsection (3) of section 20 of the Act, confs“’"r-f‘
powers of revision on all Settlement Commissioners wifred{
thelr respectlve jurisdiction. In asslgning the cage, therefthln
to Mr. Bashir Ahmad. Settlement Commlssioner (Policy) ot{f' ]
latter was charged with the duty to exercise the power of ;|
Settlement Commissioner which had already been conferred oa
him under the notification mentioned above. pon

5. The argument resting on the absence of power |
relatable to subsection (2) of section 20 read with sectlon 3] of '
the Act. In order to dispose of this part of the case, It wil
ge necessary to reproduce subsectlon (2) of section 31 of the '

ct:— |
“Subject to the provisions of this Act and the rules made |
thereunder, the Chief Settlement Commissioner may, by
- notification in the Official Gazette, delegate all or any of his
powers under this Act to any Settlement Commissioner or an
Additional, Deputy or Assistant Settlement Commissioner &
subject to such conditions, if any, as may be specified i the |
notification,”

glggtﬁirOV{sloq empowers the Chief Settlement Commissiones l?y
powerscauém ln the Official Gazette to delegate all or any “t"oner
olais tll;n er the Act to the officers named therein. The peti l‘h
to be by :t the delegation of powers in order to be €
in the prelggutﬁcauon, and since no notification was tphg Chief
o case, the exercise of the powers 3’ Setloment

Sett]emeut 5
. 0 i :
Commisgjopey (g]mlss‘oﬂer by Mr. Bashir Ahma s argument

is olicy), was without jurisdiction. T ealt
withasti:: g;n the mistaken ’aSSUmptiolrlJt tljla{er. Bashir Ahmﬁfegcﬂ
OmmissioSe as Chief Settlement Commissioner and not Seise
him had peg.. Jich he undoubtedly was. The ordef po e, 410
It is concedey £255¢d by the Deputy Settlement Commi*io/Geper
ommissioggrt? t Mr. Bashir Ahmad was competen a; S:ubstaﬂ“
In this objectjo O revise that order, There is, thus 2°

D and T have po hesitatlon in repelling it , A“-i
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902 controversy in this cage T
: 6. Thirfzzlufd have claimed the l;ouge?eeletdslson
petld°nemlonef belongs to the district iran JiS
9 Pine Pbeing Anup, a village in that district, A g anWa.
o plsa‘;ethe Government of India, it Was an jne: :
h; ploy O \e posted anywhere. At the Televant ¢
Calcutta and, on Partition, opteq for Pakig he
¢ 2 jcarned counsel contend§; confer upo
fots, he of a “displaced person” withip the meap
S could claim_the howse In dispute. The
ot W etitioner bases his claim i contaj ;
:n V;E g‘;ﬁ:ﬁﬁe to the Act which reads ag undera;lfd 0 clauge 9
{

n-claimant displaceq
8 10 retain, shall be e

se in possession of a no
:ﬁ,‘ﬁf&, the non-claimant desire q tratias
ed to him on payment of the prevailing market value,”
25 din section 2 £

isplaced person™ is define of the Act, and

“E[ltsi%n of the definition relevant for the Present petlti'oxi’1'ea‘:’ls—the
4 « ;pisplaced person’ means any person who,
the setting up of the Dominions

On - account |

f th of Pak!stan ‘and India, or :; ﬁ
account of clvil Q1sturbancqs + ¢+« . 1N any area now forming =
part of or occupied by India, has, on or after the first day of \1
March 1947, left or been displaced from hig place of residence ;
in such area and has subsequently become a Citizen of Pakistan \
or is residing thereln, . . ., .» ' :

Itisclaimed that he left his place of res
the relevant time on account of

idence in Calcutta at
7 of Pakistan and India.

the setting up of two Dominions

Itis also claimed that after he left ii;
Calcutta he was residing in Pakistan, The true answer to the =
point raised depends on the meaning to be ascribed to the ‘word
“}elft" and also the place of residen
vislons,

ce -occurring. in the pro-
1. Tt will be of help, In this connection, to trace the history
of the allied law which cuimipated in the Disglaced Persons
Ompensation and Rehabliitation) Act, 1958, being placed on
¢ Statute book. By Ordinance: XIX of 1948, the Pakistan
ebqb}li\ation Ordinance, the Central Legislature made statutory
Provisions for the rehabilitation of refugees. As the preamb:e
to myp SMergency was recognized which rendered 1t nec:gst:hlé
Socia] - PTOVision for the restoration and mamtenancememem
ofmal and economic life of Pakistan and the orderly Ste SFEEe
thaiéermns %ho have taken refuge therein. In orde;( Voof 149,
Adpd legislative provision was made by Ordinance R o ion
fmmmls“a‘ioﬂ of Evacuee Property Ordinance, to ma iigtan an
Administration of the evacuee property mhf: these twO
as Matters incidental thereto, Earlier t el statute
boogs % the Provincial Legislatures had placed °“The matter did
not ar Ordinance to achieve the same end. tion Finaoce
Core ™t there alope, Pakistan Refugees Rehablm::) incorporate
i Act was similarly adopted with a Vlg:Qs of rendering
finau]t‘.iaeug Mate a " corporation for the purp

A oy . ‘efugee.s, 1
[OVingia) SP8IStance in the rehabilitation f:rf tll;e e istration
of °13iu::1 Itfegislatures had passed measures

g followe
refugees by varjous Ordinances. This ¥
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. ttlement Schemes f, d
jlitation and Resett el . T Proy
to glitl‘lag}::;eefi wb?n lelfgts6the(l'§enlt)rr:1)lpe(r)t:gsijn;2c;h terlr?:gg lay
con}PﬂSi“g.s 'iaéeii Persons) Ordinance II of 1956, Bistryy
Claims (Dinp with some certaioty the claimg ¢ the
to ascertd ich had to be satisfied ol;]t of the evacy,
persons WL " of legislation was the Displaceq Per
Thelast DI, pohabillition) Ao, 1955 Ty gious (11
pensatio the intention of the legislature, as woyjq appmg o
measure, s to provide for the payment of ¢ Pear tr

a
the preamdliessp }Zced persons for the losses suffereq b;npensatim \

to certain atl by the Government f them o

ropriation DY Oof In 0
apcoutl_:]o;rg;grtypin India or in any area occupied angf theil:
rights 1 f others and for matters incldengy) (Rdia ay

ilitation O orai
;2;;:2&%11311rewith. It is in this context that the

“displaced person” in the Act has to be ascertained,

. Ede, C. J., In Neef'v. Muttar (1) has stated y;
that §‘the word ‘residence’ has a variety of meaningg l;hccg]r?irllty
to the statute (or document) in which it is used” " tg
Courts are called upon to do in a situation such as thig fg & dise
cover that meaning. Cotton, I:; J.,. In re"Bowie Ex-parte Brey]] (2.
has recognized that the word “‘residence” is an ‘ambiguoug w4
and may receive a different meaning according to the-positioy
in which it is found. It is a word susceptible of severa] meaningy
includiog both temporary residence or permanent domicile, gy4

there

the meaning in each case has to be determined in the contextly

on a view of the purpose of the statute. It can mean g dwelling
place as distinguished from a mere loqa]ity of existence. Thg
word is to receive a larger or more restricted meaniog according
to what the Court believes the iatention of the legislature to hav
been in framing the particular provision in which the word i
used. It cannot be disputed that in some cases it may only
refer to the locality of existence as distinguished from s
permanent abode. The emergence: of an independent State led
to the Pakistan Citizenship Act (Act II of 1951) being adopted
by the Legislature It is no doubt true that residence and
citizenship are not synonymous expressions but since this Act
also takes into account “residence” as one of the ingredients for
the acquisition of rights of citizenship, it may be useful to refer
to section 3 of this Act, which provides that at the commenc
gxel?.t of the Act every person shall be deemed to be a citizen f:s
Wzr;“ﬁn Who was, or any of whose parents or Sf‘*“dp“??ﬂ
the 14th day o L1t01Y NOW included in Pakistan and Wwho * %
inany¢ ol Aug_ust 1947, has not been permanently l‘escrson
residing My outside Pakistan. It would seem that LA
i éi]agi ;]ni{]ndla but with no intention to reside there Pefma;as 8
€ benefit of thig provision, and in case he

Permanent rag; . b . R im any
such stams_reudent of India, he would be disentitled to ol

cluding a person who after the B85 gon
. a ) jtories =
()31 LJc:ptate Or any place outside the terf

ik (2) 50LJ Ch, 386
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‘pﬁ ¢ India and (if), who is resident i
. art © pakistan The wol ¢n! 1o an
. rd ¢ . y l
%{ﬂ] g Jas ope WhO dwells or resides perm?:;g:{l v Ph:;:e f,‘f"
xed and permanent abode, dwellin y at g plaen
§ contradxstmgmshed from a g house for -
fexistence. ‘Iin ‘all case’repor‘ted as S. M“;‘,‘:. temvor?l‘
q) eves the WOT ]eaVCS or has Ieft" In its context o
) orete -dto Il d;i)ay ts}ome amount of perman context has
"‘sldencﬁ outs! ed' n ol l_llt pot to the extent ognt stay or
b ing the 17 jan domlicile. completely
$be 0 SUTVE of the relevant law, therefore, le
bt that the person contemplated by the’degv?s' A
disde pers nllgetahcfg(:; can ;;:fqr only to a pergé‘;"“ of the’
iher eS8 5P ¥ be pl ? place of residence or h o)
CLhin® ther case the p ace of residence will be in the o ol
t or quasi permanent abode. The ele oy
some form Of other will cling to - the a:t] ez:' ‘I,f i
aving

pent i0 SOME.o. o
aly difference that 1could see being ‘that he lea
, ves

place

displaced py coercion or by
partake of that character.
py the hi;to;y dof the al
ersons who Da sought refuge and the i

property to compensate “for their prop:r’e;;milggIx?gia'th:vhev:cuge
Government of India pad expropriated. The petiti'onef be}c' s
js mo residence 10 Calcutta, It was merely & loc‘a?"rte of
existence for the period he was to serve in that plswely'l‘i?f
incidence of his service detained him there though all the time
liable to be trgnsferrgd to any place in Jodia. 1 have thercforee
no hesitation 10 holding that the petitioner isnota displ’aced person’l

yithin the meaning of the Act.
i1. As an ancillary argument the lea;ned counsel for thbv

petitioner referred to the departmental practice 8

I such cases and refer
; red to a SIns
Cornelius, J. as he then was reported as.-Ram Labhaya V. Dhani
d. what really 1 a general

This has been brought out ‘clearly

Ram (2) where the Jearned Judge has stated,
istrative officers, Who are

practice, that the executive and
:gatrugtig ltl,nder the statute to take d¢ a
Such int efore the Courts are called upon to interpre them

generall erpretation if acted for 2 long perio
y or uniformly acquicsced in, was not 0 be~disregarded y
and'impelling reasons.

Court
s except for most satisfactorys cogent and i
h adm!mstratwe cons
ersuad

In ¢
he view of the learned Judge, the
e Courts “could be P 4
construction place by the
i Settlemen,t(

sh
‘°0u:gv2:slon4g in vogue before !
d°Partmenet' it. The Gontempor'aty
ommissi in this.case was @ notification by the Chief
the 22“(?0;161‘ in his - Memo. 0-Comp- eh./19°
“p of August 1959, laying do¥? ihe following rule =
belongin umber- of person rticular overnment &
;}i?ﬂlng to the ter?itosrié: xf:w 1f'on.'mi¥18 ‘pakist} weti': be:"c;rret
of [fenflence residing temporaril - areas 1OV form dgé:ci ed
ndia, The Chief Settlemen® jssioner Be?
R 1947 Labe 296

() ATR 1953 pat. 112 @ Al

s well, the 0
or the reasons speceified in the definition and is
combination of .circumstances whicllg‘

lied legislation which aims at settling.

Lanoxs $t

Imd, ;
¥, ad Alj
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ns if residing In Pakistan o,
thattzuchafergﬁplace fe{]sonf) . V\lutbiu th:t lzre%m 3([9
trea iion 2 of the Displaced P anfy Mg, 0
(3) of $E°1) Act, 1958.” Ersons (o 1

ion t
seiinRehabilitatlon)A i Dol
' stion belng T€C% in point of
he constr“havc peen so readily departed from, laI;e "
he argument has little to hag beec]ainled
f Settlement Commissione COmpe R dg’
uch 8 be treated, not that he "shlald dgd 1ts:}°
that § > interpreting the statute, there was no disca,“. e‘tvrn I 3
but to treat per ho viv]as within the deﬂni&uon \Teagy

_ In terms, t erefore, the constry on
of the concession than the TCCOgnit-"uOn is b°a
oes not rest here alone slgn of ’lno,e
¢ oon gp il

er

matter d .
r 1959, the Chief Settlement Co
m

! €

27th of Decembe

the tion, which appears at_page 91 of the I\?issiéﬂe
T,

by an instruc
SZttIement, Law and Procedure, on_further consideratj Ay
{bat only such persons who would have stayed otOnd o
in areas now formiog part of India in the nonnn indef:, 0
their service iness had there been no disturba al coyry,
1st of March 1947, were to be treated as diSplacednce after tl?r |
articular, Government servants belonging to the are Persong, Ie- i
included in Pakistan who. were liable to transfer bas 8t pregey,
arcas or all over the Indo-Pakistan Sub-Continent ack o fhy,
of their duties should not be treated as displaced 1n the cqyy,
1 construction favourable to the pctit?:;xm‘ The
Was 5o

departmenta
short lived as to be of no assistance in the construction of
s D of the

provision of the statute.
12. The learned counsel also referred t
. 2l 0] ‘ :
section 30 of the Act which enjoins the Chief s‘eti}élﬁc"“ () of
sioner to prepare a scheme for temporary rehabi]itatio: t fommis-
displaced from such part of Jammu and Kashmir a O e
occupation of India and are residing in Pakiit?nu%der =
priog.osntion that even a temporary residence will be 95 the
n’lé ;{I(‘)rt(lllismegnmtg' t?lf th;: statute. As already observedrelf; e;?
. susceptible of such a meaning, but the "
In toth:e tli’icSvered in the context in which it tirsueen%ii;]e%g
it Shesmea provision,, .persons. | reslding o b akisen
for whom e:n Islghgf subsection (5) of section 30 are persons
formulated. Th me for temporary rehabilitation is to be
the word .‘resi;ergcien’itheref ore, be no difficulty in interpretiog
a8 PIOVISION . 48 impressed with 8
¢l for

13. 1

e P“itio;ervﬁ]satf?,;ﬁ}" contended by the learned couns

sense, inaccurate o e form submitted by the petitioner Wa% fn 20
information to ené incm.nplete and the respondent conveyed 19
can succeed on] ‘fte him to claim the house. The petitioner
Since I have fsc; 0 cllle.Can mflke outa right to élaim the housé:
purely one of acnd It against him, the matter in €ssence 8
decision on the plo. thog oo LBO petitioner {nsists &
claim t, the house that if the respondent is not entitled 10

9i[

in the prescnt case-
at the Chie
for all th he O oy

Scanned with CamScanner



Hice Court

.. however, is a matter for th
; 'l;t:fse’rs po right on .tbe pg.utio'ner_ el?epartment
¢ the petitioner does n
g a0l ¢ even here S not appear
0, 08¢ Shough T will ot be taking a fing) e
1008 e case. The Chief Settlement Commissig on
cder under section 10 of the Act, which oot
d an Gazette of Pakistan, Extraordinary, op the ;Vas
he 961, vide Notification No. S.R.0. 82(g)g;"
bdef“ aformant” in rule 1 (b) as meaning 4 person
: Sefie e authority specified in this Order of the existence

evacuee property to which the informati
on situeated, is satisfied that in a case decidegm%;mg
s ¥ Coutt OF 2 Settlement Authority, the finforment
a-‘;hed suhstantial information leading ‘to the decision
nlon ayment, transfer the whole or any part of the sald
Y. 1o the informant : Provided thatno one else is in law

rd {0 the transfer of the same property : * Provided further,
ue?]sation and Rehabilitation). Act, 1958, :or any Scheme

mmsm of the said property had he been in its: possession.” The

n t '
foster belog passed in his favour. The respondent brought

 is irregular transfer to the notice of the proper authority
' und the absence of any fraud by the petitioner -shall confer the
gitus as an informant on the respondent. In terms of this
oder, therefore, since the right of the petitioner has been negatived,
tie respondent could have clalmed the house if he were
I possession and under the rule he shall be deemed to
b in possession. Prima facie, therefore, there appears to
u¢ nothing Irregular in the transfer of title to the respondent.
There 18 no force in the petition, which is dismissed. The respon=
dent will have hi: costs.

LB A, Petition dismissed.

PL D 1962 (W. P.) Lahore 509
Before Muhammad Yaqub Ali and Anwarul Haq, JJ

COL-IF. M. SANA, AsSISTANT DIRECTOR (MEDICAL),
ROVINCIAL HEALTH DIRECTORA1E, LAHORE
—Petitioner

T versus ‘

HE GOVERNMENT OF WEST PAKISTAN—
~ Respondent

f 1962.writ Petition No, 880 of 1960, decided on 21st February

; prowg‘;) EslabliShmem of West Pakistan AC‘, 1955,5;2';;9 (33

" ~Notentitled (o benefit of proviso (a) to 5% :

r a specific provision of the Displaced  Persons
e tereunder, the informant would have been - entitled to the .

comation supplied in the form submitted by the - petitioner,
jrfor nough accurate, led to the order of an irregula;'

i'“*ORB (1
Img,
= ad Al

Sett lem

Com m:’,‘."
aship

Ahmed, y

formms roperty Of any irregular transfer, :
Jo mddcﬂ“it,p the Settlement Authority, within Rv‘vl}f()sz.

§
|
L
!
7
K. M. Sana v
V. f f
Govt. 0.
Woe st Pak.
——-’;ammﬂd
i Al
and Anwarul
Hag, n
,_A
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