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6.

In the present case, vide impugned order dated 14 08 2020,
the Ld.

MM has dismissed an application u/s 164 Cr.PC of the
revisionist. The said order per-se is an interlocutory order as it is
not deciding or touching any substantial right of the parties. In view
of the same, the present revision is not maintainable u/s 397 (2) Cr.PC,

hence, the same is hereby dismissed.

File be consigned to the record room.

Announced through V C j

(Charu Agearwal)
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