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[25]

one (1) y.ar period. It was submitted that it cc
intentic 1 of the framers of the Constitution in
create circumstances for iocal authorities to cc
and hide behind the shield created unde
Constitution.

At the hearing, the 1% Respondent relied on t
and made brief oral arguments. It was argued t|
corporate is liable to criminal prosecution exce
that attract a custodial sentence. That in th
stipulated under section 51 of the NAPSA Act |
that includes a fine and that this is because th

be a natural per >n or a body corporate as is tt

The 1%t Respondent also emphasized that t!

i e Court at Mwinilunga are not ag:
against the Applicant and that whoever occupie
officer at any given time is the person to stan:

plea in their representative capacity.

2"d Responi :nt’s Positi_n

[26] The 2" Respondent having not filed an oppos

oric nating summons, did not advance any oral

J13

1 not have been the
acting Article 160 to
nit criminal offences

Article 160 of the

written submissions
it is trite that a body
for criminal matters
case, the offences
wvide for pun™ it
ffender could either

case in this matter.

proceedings in the
st an individual but
1e office as principal

1 the dock and take

n to the Applicant’s

bmissions.





























