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JUDGMENT

ihe applicant was convicted on his own plea of the offerce of rape
ontrary to Section 144 of the Penal Code and sentenced to four years imprison-
ent. The npplicant is 33 years of age, the complainznt was 18 years of age.

he facts wire read out in court, making it clecar that the applicant forcibly

ag nincr and not relevant., In nitigation the applicant said only that he had

The sentence passed was somewhat savers, bubt by no means excesgive in
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lew of the prevalence of this type of offence, and well within the
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The applicant appealed against his convietion and senterce saying firstly

-hﬁt he wag tried unjustly because his case was dealt with in a very short

a8e, and hadn't been given an opportunity to look for a sclicitor. He anlso
2id thot he had said nothing in mitigation becouse he was never asked to say
nything - which allegntion is disproved by the court record. Towards the end
Of hig grounds of appeal he said "1 pleaded puilty in court as far as I an
CQnmerncd. There is no medical examination in my case, ny statement will

fevenl the basic facts,”
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The application was

facts as presented o the court
applicant had the necessary intention to commit
od offence the subject of the

complainant since her childhood,
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nad intercourse with her three tinss.
[Tidavit dated S5th August,
.uiy that the police rofuzed to allow him o see his
that the matter was
intercourse with the girl he wouid only be bound over.

trivial matier and he ghould not bother to engage

In view of the court record it is just not possidble to
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supported by a statement of the

whioch leave was sought as follows:-—

a8 wrong in law.

did not diglose

said Order.

8 no or alternatively insufficient evidence
facts presented to support
conviction and hence the

or justify the said
agntence.

d) That on the fact of the record the decision of the
learned trisl magistrate is erroneous in lew and in fact.
There is ne merit whatscever in any of these grounds. The facts presented
court did amply support the charge.
The applicant submitied an affidavit d=ted S6th June, 1980 alleging thot

that he was innocent of the offance
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