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Police Ordinance— Laying down building materials on public road—Evidence 
of timber, <tc., piled opposite accused’s timber depot—Inference of 
guilt—Police Ordinance (Cap. 43), s. 64 (g).

The accused was charged with having laid down building materials 
on the public road in breach of section 64 (g) of the Police Ordinance. 
The evidence for the prosecution was that there were “  piles of timber- 
rafters, beams and planks and other building materials on the tarred 
portion of the road ”  opposite the accused's timber depot and that the 
accused claimed the timber as his property. No evidence was led for 
the defence: —

Held, that the only reasonable inference that could be drawn from 
the evidence was that the timber was placed on the road by the accused 
himself or a servant of his at his request.

^ ^ P P E A L  against a  con v ic tion  by  th e M agistrate  o f  K an d y .

H . V. Perera, K .G . (w ith  h im  E . F . N. Graiiaen) fo r  th e accu sed , 
appellant.

E . L . W . de Zoysa, C .C ., for  th e A ttorn ey -G en era l.
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S ep tem ber 7, 1945. W u e y e w a r d e n e  J .—

T he accused-appellant w as con v icted  on  a charge o f  having la id  dow n 
bu ild ing m aterials on  th e  pu b lic  road, in breach  o f  section  64 (g) o f  the 
P o lice  Ordinance.

T h e ev idence for th e  prosecution  w as th at there w ere “  p iles o f  tim ber- 
rafters, beam s and planks an d  oth er bu ild ing m aterials— on the tarred 
portion  o f  the road ”  opposite  the accu sed 's  tim ber d ep ot and that the 
accused  cla im ed  the tim ber as his property . “  T h e piles varied from  7 
to  8. fee t in  breadth- an d  w ere about 60 fee t in length ’ ’ .

N o  evidence was led  for  the defen ce, bu t the ap pellan t’s counsel 
con ten d ed  th at the charge cou ld  n ot b e  m aintained, as there w as n o 
ev iden ce to  show  th at the appellant w as the person  w ho “  actually  ”  
la id  dow n the tim ber on  the road. I  think that the on ly  reasonable 
in ference that can  be  drawn from  th e ev idence is that the tim ber was 
p laced  on  the road by  the ap pellant h im self or a servant o f  h is at his 
request. I  hold  th at the accused -appellan t has com m itted  an offence 
under section  64 (g) o f  the P o lice  Ordinance.

I  dism iss the appeal.

Appeal dismisted.


