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Station CBI/ACB, Chandigarh for offences punishable under Sections 364 

and 34 of the 
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Vinod Kumar

same, the re-

be sustained in law. The maintainability of the present petition is also not 

opposed in view of the settled legal position. 

5.  

CBI, this Court finds merit in the contentions advanced on behalf of the 

petitioner. 
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