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significant penalty fm a comn-ion assault conviction. So it fa, but :his ,;va:; an assault 

wbch had serious,, if unintended, con~equ.:nces, and regard i~ p.::operly p:c1id to thzti:. 

~ . f I b f" ··tl . · t· ., ~:iuppress10n o name was: rnLig 1t ecause o poss1 ·, ~ conseqeences Ei respert o tht: 

depar,~meni~ll _poHcy ihat the appellant's employrn.ent as a probation officer ·,Nill be 

te.rr11inatc,d because: h,t has incurred a convicdon. His: argurne1!t for suppression i::; that 

he :m.ay have a bett,;;r <::h.mce of persu::ding the depu:tment not t0 te~·mi!1aie b.is 

emplc-yrnent if the consiction is noi: p11bli:shed. If hfa ernployr:1::-ni: is tern-1in2.ted the 

firrnnci::i.I cons·=quences could lead ro the loss of his l:ome becaus~ of diffic:.1lty with 

mortgag~ p3.yrnent1. It is ,.;,ubrnittE:d that the consequc:n,:es of k,ss of job and po:ssible 

loss c,f horne 2:re cut of all proportion to the offence and that ;::,c1::ordingly tb:.:.re fa good 

ground to grant suppression, 

In gener2J terms there is compei:ition '.Jetvveen the requiiernent that Courts act openly 

snd ihat the news media be free J:;j publish v,1hat goes on in the Cou:·ts on chf.: one hand 

.1nd the right of the Court to rnppres:.; pGblicadon v;h,en there i::; a sufficient reason tc,r 

doing that. A:3 the Judge -:;aid there has in recent vear:::, been R reduction. in the 
~ d I 

willingness to grant suppression order:;;,. That rec\icition proce,cds frorn the deci.sioit~ 

cf b1-e Court of Appeal in R v Liddell [1995] 1 J:,TZLR 5313 and .'R v Proctor [19S•7] 1 

LlZLR 295 and ihe empha~is in therr. in favour of a11owiEg puhlical:ion. 

The part of the Judge'~ decision vvhich is material 1Nas this: 

''The main tasfr. for 1:h~ auplication, as I undeistand it, :s: that lhe 
conse,1uen,:'.es in term:: of ,1our 2:em:~ral \VGrk situation mav he rhe 1.vorse if vour '1. ,.J ....... .,, .,J 

n2°.me is pubfo,hed. Nmv, 0,0,rha:~ we ar,e dealing \.Vith here is an offence of 
v:olence and J'. rnust give careful. consideration to •11/heiher it is appropriate to 
$Uppress y;:,mr n·1me when you have been convict,ed of an offence of violence, 
and I must give ;:areful consideraticm to wh;:~ther or not the reactions cf 
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