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LEEN : BEGIT M v, ¢ SUBABMANT s/o 8hiu Marayan
: TGSTPI HARAYAN RAJU s/o Yenkat Raju

“the Crown: M. M. Raza, Principal Legal Officer
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‘.ev.e.an inducement held out by.ﬁa;;;a”perﬁon
having authority in the matter, or by a persun
in vhe presence of one in authority; with his
assent, whether direct or implied, will be -
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consequence of such an inducement®.
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the constable at the time of the procuring of i
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afged at atl with the offence but instead of giving ¢
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ssetution. Under the circumstances I am not satisfied that the

second acgcused was caused to hopé-

Jat_ﬁe would have an advantage if he did make it DFP w Ping'Lih_:{é}

Under the circumstances therefore I am nob sat

casonable doubt that the statement made by the second accuséd. was,

oluntary and 1 accordingly. rulé that it is inadmissible.

elivered In Open Court At Lauteks This 19th Day
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