Bl 3y o : 103424-24_

Wis 1 @dld g5

-l usiz :— 6. Ml. 5. sau—¢3

ol aparrid Wislellaq Ase san—s5() (o), cu(1)(3)

l Jarid widleflaq Ase san—ss(a) (o), su(=) (1)

Bl 33Ul Fisia da Yo yeuis A6l LR AaRid e85 dgdl varR-dIR Yl dal 339" usR-L 3l Fsa saausl
S0 el gl s dd B, F AgAUd sldnil v Fu-fl 5L eflsdl Fidl AL s R [HUAY GUR QiR tlorel el
ARMARIYHL GUR alalr L veldd drsdl WA sl sdd 8§, 3 6% 3 AR 6% W@l urd ddd «dl. ¥ A6d Aelad a4l
BaARAAUR WelA Ayl 2i=d 3AUL U gl yoarit 2udd 9. 3 Al wWiedla Ayl sl v oiranll af ud du 4 elarll eflsdl
orudd 8. sluieua AR veldd Ana 819 53 ada -l

AR S g WiRllEloL e Adi WMl wd S, Wl sl san—2c¢3) fl erid Widleflad As2 san—ss(2) (o),
cw(1)(3), sonuan-l 3u giaf €l yorand Widlollad #se sau—s5(2)(ofl), su@) (@) ollrmiduda SR 504 dlsa sl 3u
Sl AsG 3 AA/ A 2o Ad Adiddll gsu sl 2d 8.

At 1 FAHL elRLAl Adi sladl 33 A, AL AFAR0 widl i 2 deflR wsR-AL Yrl 4 €l A R €1l Wlallsy -
Rl Yrflaalld adl 4 eld 204 1R s1S da161G2 Alss Holl viadl <l

e 51l sau—u¢ A ddl GuAsd UsIR-L AU S uBl detsd siel Al sifaldl sia sai-l RAM Al udla & A ddl
3L 00l stdaiel sal AL dal 3l sia a0 0 S8 siaeLsla sug <),

P aoid wHsi? el g1g514l 35161 Mulchand Motilal Raka v The State of Maharashtra & Anr. 1996(2) Crimes 177

(Bom) eutd deut dwui suda ¢ 2, Section 258 of the Code which empowers to stop the proceedings in certain cases is
intended to meet with certainsituations, where the presence of accused persons cannot be secured or presence of
any important witness cannot be secured by the prosecution, which is necessary for the trial of the case. Therefore,
where the Magistrate does not find it possible to dispose of the matter by adopting normal procedure contemplated
by the Code for one reason or other as herein above stated, in such situation it would be open to the Magistrate
to stop further proceedings of the case. Section 258 of the Code can be resorted to where the special or unusual
circumstances exist, such as non-appearance of the accused before the Court for considerable time or of the
important witness of the prosecution, which make it difficult or impossible for the Magistrate to proceed with the

case in normal way.
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dldal auRal AiSa, Ful ek Ada 58 sudd 8 3, The criminal courts should exercise their available powers, such

as those under Sections 309, 311 and 258 of the Code of Criminal Procedure to effectuate the right to speedy

trial. A watchful and diligent trial Judge can prove to be a better protector of such right than any guidelines. In

appropriate cases, jurisdiction of the High Court under Section 482 CrPC and Articles 226 and 227 of the

Constitution can be invoked seeking appropriate relief or suitable directions.

as per procedure under the Code, the provisions of section 258 of Code can be resorted to.
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351¢€l State of MLP., Appellant v. Kalu Thawar and another, Respondents. =11 ddl d4l Rz 842 s2da & 3 Police must
always remember that it has a duty to the Court and they cannot lust send a challan and
think that the rest will be done by the court.
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In State of Madh. Pra. v. Kaluthawar, 1972 Cri L) 1639, a Division Bench of the Madhya Pradesh High
Court

Madras High Court The State (Tamil Nadu) vs Veerappan And Ors. on 24 March, 1980
Equivalent citations: AIR 1980 Mad 260

Coming now to these appeals, we might note here that the offences with which the

respondents-accused have been charged are offences under Sec. 4 (1) (b) of the Tamil Nadu
Prohibition Act, and those prosecutions were launched nearly four years ago. Furthermore the
prosecution had not, in spite of notices, attempted to produce the witnesses and in fact were quite
non-cooperative in their attitude. In view of those circumstances, while pointing out that the
acquittal of the respondents accused in the circumstances of these cases is not proper, inasmuch as
the court had not discharged itsduty as indicated by us as above, we do not want to interfere with
that acquittal at this length of time and hence we dismiss these appeals.
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