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is progSecution's appeal against the
O & magisirate of no case to answer on &a
1wl chare

uh“t Ram Narayan drove a motor
1979 whilst under the influence

seletel 3 bthe extent of not having proper contnol.

on

second count of dangerous driving
Strate did record a conviction.

the ma

submissiond of princip"l CTrown
ams, made on the &pp al the
t'8 counsel, by Pillai, said h&t the peti-
peal did not appear 10 have been lodge
ance with the provisions of $,289 (1) of
the rwlevam“ uormlon of which states
al shall lie against an order of ac—
vrb@u by or wmth the sanction in writing
Dlre, r of Public Prosccution”.

rollowir

no ajy

written sanc tjon uld exist no doubt
would h&vp tendered 1t at the outset:
el tlon of appeal would be
There ig nothing in the record
ganction by the D. E o and hisg sig-
ppear on the petition,
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petition is a statement which
ol Public Pro-
Ltioner!
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oi the

ce of The

Jirector of Public Prosecutions

ted that 1t was not the
als to Suva for the J.P.P.'s

vnat a finding of no case to
an dbqulwﬁdl in that 1t is really

whether or not sufficient

sd by the prosccutor to put
ice.  In countries including

1s allowed against an aeuittal
tha pFO“OC“torxcan nevertheless
of no case to answer, and

‘ul the lower court WLLL be
the accused to make out his defew
ire indlicates that a findin of no
net tantamount to an acquittal.

is perhaps a trap for tne UNWary
Jok e Cs Ay that $.200 thereof states-—
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the clogse of the evidence 1in

¢ charge 17T appears to the Jourt
not made out against an accused
7 Lo requir@ him to make a
djall dlsmiss the case and
acqulilt the accused,?

_ Dol hés power to delegate

to Crown Counsel there is no provision
te his powers uwnder 5.289(1) of

an acguittal,

ission is

ed Williams ig more
experienced to determine
arwuﬁdy and to setb
an acquittal his
5alcplon.
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crown counsed is frequently petitioning
which do nov requlre the U.P.P.'s sanction
1 vnlikely that the occassion may arige when
mown counsel overlooks the fact that & particular

rogquire such sanction.
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Th S circumstances that in the
ance oF Je sanction the appeal does

spruck
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