
IR TBB DISTIUC'l' COURT OP 1QtJ1W 

Crt ■tnal Jurisdiction 

Crt ■tnal. caae No. 1360 of 1976 

'1'11B RBPOBLIC 

vs. 

ALEC STBPBBN 

1. Driving a 110tor Yehicle at a speed exceeding 
thirty ailea per hoar: C/8 28(a) of the Motor 
Traffic Act 1937-1973. 

2. Driving with one head light: C/8 29(a) of the 
Motor Traffic Act 1937-1973. 

The prosecution haa led the evidance of two police 
officers, Sgt. Perry lCapua and Const. David Oera. 

It i• in evidence that theH police officer• were on 
patrol duty on 11th Septeaber, 1976 at about 7.30 p.a. in 
Meneng District. When they were travelling toward• Naneng 

and when they were about 500-600 yards frca the airatrip, 
the post office van was seen travelling ahead of tbelll toward• 
Neneng. At one stage the van stopped and when it proceeded 

again it started gathering speed. At that atage the police 
patrol car travelled about 15 yard• behind the van and when 

they reached the junction leading to the Governaent settle­
ment, the van vaa travelling over 40 mile• per hour. Opposite 
the Neneng Church the apeedaaeter of the police vehicle 
recorded 50 ailea per hour. At that atage the van wae stopped 
and Sgt. Kapua vent up to the aceu.Hd and questioned hilll as to 
why he va• travelling faat. The reply given by the accused 
vaa that there vaa nobody on the road. It vaa also noticed 
that .the vehicle had only one headlight. 

Police Const. U.ra, who was the driver of the police 
vehicle, baa ■tated in hi■ eYidence that at the junction hi■ 
apeedaaeter read 50 ailea per hour. Sgt. Perry Jtapua has alao 
atated. in his evidence that at the junction the speedc:aeter 

read 50 milea per hour. 'l'be■- two police officer■ corroborate 
each other on all aaterial IUlrticdara. 

'1'he accused baa given evidence and hia poaition i■ that 
be vaa travelling at 45 kilaaetrea per hour when he was stopped. 
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Be has adaitted that one headlight was defective. Be ha• 

also led the evidence of a witness who was in the van at the 
tille of detection who corroborates hill on the point as regards 
his questioning the police officer whether it wa■ fa■t to 

travel at 45 kilcaetrea par hour. 

I have examined the defence version of the incident 
very carefully and I aa more inclined to accept the evidence 
of the two police officers. I was satisfied with their 
deaeanour. I, therefore, reject the evidence tendered by the 
defence and I hold that the prosecution has proved Countis 1 
and 2 beyond all reasonable doubt and I find the accused guilty 
and convict him. 

2nd December, 1976 

R. L. DB SILVA 
Resident Magistrate 


