0aoogy

&
3
:;LE
v
e

=

]

[
o
&
tod
=2y

s

o Jurdisdiction

No. 90 of 1970

i SAKLTLR

AT ™
A N k4 REG
L

W, Salua Khag Jounsel for

giatrate'’s
ter Tthe

The appolin

court For drivin
Troffic Ordinance

convicticon. There

and unronsonable

hawing aree a3 o whole.

2. Bed iire o considor ond bo ovalusats the
ool doefonco witnoas.

.
T
r inconszistoncice in the

(e}
VLtquulﬁ

then

oomannoer

npprcbonﬂc

oxamnined

by Dr. ne citizen,
opinion he was wndor the influcenco

Leokhol Ho the extent the

r’r—
L

would not have

norol of o caTrs




e 000068

imiug

rogecution with

Lrated from 21 .50

Arroat
Loeed A

boon ¢ xonining

[t}

hour,

he firet saw tho

o

tion ot S.59p.n

e oTe)
I -

o

grooter duratlion tha

inuthed,

thore wore

doctorts {P.7. 2) evidence

ona ot with

olico witnoso,

sellant
prellant

gonatable

Jf;;.ll )j_. 1

Turn. in




pooosy

Hcllant argues seople mn

S ey Py
Caway L QA

'QvidcﬂC’ the accused

ndor th

W

J. 3, did not suggest that

A weo conbinuously supperted by o

A o e e b 1n . ETURE T S
Lo provont Thero was vrobably

togti on which

“ 331 oocasion

Had ho not bheer

d1id4 not

jlie for the appellant stated that in

b for co~ordination re ceoived
pollant's

Behibit
tinlks from P.

ToSpONnscs nad

- - el Ty e ER
2 ns though the
rnl.

in ny view, no

+tho ovideonce of the prosocution witness as Ho thoe

appeliant'te

Ground 2 is

untoir criticisnm

Io poeaived the prosecubtlon pyildence an

on to rovisw that of tho dofonce with sSdnc CaXrc.

tho acouscdls ooy

Aocording to P.d. fleonsy

grovnded 1ts
said th
ng of bugr he

ad conguned
theatro
Plr

bogan to Alroct nwim out of it, In Tollowing P.W.1's

t oon loavi

LWo ¢

e
car park with which he dia not familiar o

diroctions the appceliant saild he finighod up on the

flagivg




owidonca,.

bad diroctod

.r_‘| T‘s

mean thnt

e Leland,

g ¢y hod ztopped on

he boelicved

o

no Iniiure to consider

gubnittod thot tho evidenco of
2, Dr.
st that

wag not earefully

- -
Z2e Dy Forin

o
o
t@
3
O
o

Jenca and

+ Gy

B i S

JaRTaE,

ot

crogg-oxanination, P.d. 2 said tha
had be

hed beon noderato (pro-

S g
CHCQIELVE

Jrinle bhuat 4r
=) it wos not bound
roeforred to PLY.2'g

appellant on the

Wbly am op

Copedm

1lne

in gquostion, Ho gtated thnt nystagnug would

went in 2 porson who wos drunk and hoe would

sufficicntly under the

e of alcohol ag not to hove pronor control

Oof » car.

ttars, "The shoert Fneyelopaddia for Medicine®

by Lovitt describes nystagmus ement
1

the ceyeballs cecceuring in dig=-
wlence and Texicology"®
10th ¢dition, 596 tc 504,

v odle considorad nnd

to the condition of

Toator, The cordition of tho o

invariably

(>

000070




&L

¢
23Ts oo

1 oy e
goests that

adecoholic

sovicatlion Lut IR absence ig root of an

3 views were

yuthor in

- <L

an ox

]_J.

‘!“'.,,, _,i; (.\

The dlgsus wag

5 odrunlt but whethe;

contyol of hiz onr,.

Glaistar, (supra)

saaible

than that of tho exanination, It
he

g vepturs an opinion that the acecused

™ -y 1 3

that Dr. Harim h

Khan

ooinion that the

fluence of aleohol nz not

her examination noted the following

o)

the infl alcoholse

a4 bo ropeat things

e, T T : cy a4
swollen eye~lidg; eyes reddisn
rate, puplls

SN Ltll (G311 Oii@d o br0¢l‘ "J...i"' .P o-‘;"f.r?

QT

1

anw and ex

alongs with the

sonally noted

sed her opinion

ornieral

nigtak o as to wonat dny

vicw there was no good

-

appellantty condition as conglatent with



,
g

4

00607

o~
i -
4 |54
Ty fas
T g
=
C
!
Pl

3 doctor's

i

Vi

i

[
L)

.E}

3

o
B

o
oD
- o 3
bl = s
O 1D

el
T
i
7

i
4l

[FE8)
O

to

re had

L

. 5 e
s Iacrn

co

L=,

b L

(S8

Fa
A

~
ol
o

PR P
i

1

VIiGW

QYL

ool

OWaTO

waly

101

2w

{

WA Wag

it

3)

LM

HILDIA

(JaTn




