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Mre M.V, Piliai, Counsel for the Arpellisn
espo

Mre Patizki, Counsel for the BRe

He was one of +wo motor vehicles proceedi

along Queen's Road towards Nadi and was the rear
vehicle., As the car in front
apprellant was cvertaking and the motor vehicles

collided

- sm oy o - oy oy )

The appellant said in evidence that n Silgnal
was given by the car in Tront. In such clrcumsiances
o}

gard it as safe +

The driver in front says e began signalling
when the appellant ¥as about 4 chains behind, If
that is correct it was not gaf o
overtake,

The answer to that question depends upon which
of the motorists was truthful,
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After hepring the evidence fron
gaw the learned Xugisér&t@ accepted the
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P N e T T T
was not stralght forward.

There is nothing in the record which
suggests that the Magistrate erronecusly relied

upon the prosecution witnesses. VYhat conclusion
to the Magistrate'ls
place 1t is impossible for me to conjecture upon.
I must be guided by his record and I see nothing
T

onecus in 1t. His deductions wes

The appeal fails. The conviction is upheld.

LAUTOKA,

6th November, 1978,



