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; o A140r5134 iPC & 4 D P. At:t as there iS no mcrimmatmg evi déhce
‘ ~against the. aferesaic% accused persons and therefore they be
dxscharged ’ S '

B

3. However Ld APP fos the State has argued that charge sheei‘ was
- filed agamsz a!l the ac:cused persans and pnma facxe oﬁence is made

out agamst them and therefore, charge be framed accordmgiy

4. Itis well settled that at the stage of frammg of Charge the caurt has to o
primafacie . consider. whether there is  suffici jent ground for .
preceedmg against ’ihe accused. The court is not requsred to mamha&‘ o

the evidence and recofd a finding that the matenals col lected by the

;::rosecut ﬁg agency‘ﬁﬁare sufhcrent or not for benv;c:tz"g the accused
de outfor preceedmg

the court is. sat:sﬂed that pﬂma faci e"c Z“’se isn
further then a charge h fs*‘to be framed

5. ﬂSég:tioh&QS%‘PQ s’tip‘;;;;gtés’:;ma;‘;;.” 3

, extend ts three or w:thf
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