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SKWKSin1 E"£COtMroa”^ ^T-n1^": W SjœiÆ ir
«rested because they found out where I «•£ ^IdU.

ao1 Ion with the Coy Comd or provosts did I deny that I was in I j
T f#iiïi 7«d I was being accused ol the offence but d^d not a ny I realized I -a- oeing WMn,t cor]CernRd ln what they thought as , was

Mthat, he asked me if I had a vehicle and 
he wasn't telling the truth. Any 

I was concerned1.

jeep.not auked if I was in posession and 
no*, involved. I heard the provost say 
definitely deny that he did so and would say rices I had in the jeep were just for the ride (so fa. a. 
HP 33 (b) complied with* "GBC"

Prosecution sums up 
Defence replies
"oufrt closes to ool.sides the. 1 lr-ding*

SUMMING UP PRO: ;CUTION D175515 Rfn Prank Craig

iresi ent of the court, gentlemen
He wan ML, we learn- d from the CMP corporal tr.at 

And he had taken from his unit. He neverPte craig was in a transit camp.
Pte Craig told him the jeep was his. denied ^«-.henfnced with

driver of thi^vehcUe, for three weeks. H. sa, him pretty often during that
time. Still he doesn't know his n&ae, no*- what he *** ° ^as in‘ Uproper

Gentlemen» it is my personal opinion that Pte Craig was in improper
possession of that and should be tried as such.

the

"F Matte* Capt 
Prosecutor

Belgium!
27 Apr 45

DEFENCE CASE OF Rn CRAT1 HKR 0175515
Not at any tine has it been proven that the accused was »«uaiiy 

in possession of the said vehicle or et any tine seen driving this vehicl .
^ (witness for the prosecution) stated at no, tiae did be see

the accused driving or being at anytime a passenger of the vehicle. notUe
The accused stated he had been a passenger in the vehicle but at not me

SUMMING UP OF THE

The MP2.

3.
drove it. The vehicle in my opinion has never been proven to be the property of 

stated by the provost that the vehicle belongedthe unit of the accused, as it was 
to the RKR.

*V Pope* Lieut
Defending Officer
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lift
.■1 .


