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GLovER, J.—We think that the Sessions Judge’s order for -
commitment should be quashed.

The offence of which the accused had been convicted by the
Magistrate was, as is admitted by the Sessions Judge, one tri-
able by a Magistrate ; and therefore it was beyond the power
of the superior Court to annul the conviction and order a com.
mitment.

Section 435, Act VIIL. of 1869, refers only to cases which
are not triable by a Magistrate, and in which therefore he had
exercised a jurisdiction that did not belong to him.

Before Mr, Justice Glover and Mr. Justlice Mitfer.
THE QUEEN v. TULSI DOSAD (Paisoxgr]).
Evidence of dpprover.
The evidence of an approver is.not sufficient to counviet a person chargeq witg
an offense..

Mirrer, J.—T am of opimion that this conviction eannot he
supported. The only evidence against the prisoner is that of
the approver Ganga Dosad, andas thercis nothing on the
record to corroboerate-that evidence, theprisoner ought tehave
the benefit of the Full Bench Ruling in the case of Elaht
Buksh (1). 1t is true that a sindmaree was found by the Police
in the court-yard of the prisoner’s house, but this circumstance
cannot be regarded as corroborative of the approver’s evi-
dence. It does not  connect or identify the prisoner with the
particular offence’” of which he had been accused, and it cannot
therefore be accepted as legal corroboration under the ruling
above referred to.

For the above reasons, T would set aside the judgment and
scentence passed by the Court below, and direct the immediate
release of the prisoner.

GLOVER, J.—I also think that the evidence against the
prisoner is insuflicient.

He is acquitted and released.

1) Criminal Appeal, No. 75 of 1866 ; May 29th, 186G..





