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(IriVrng of a mutor car": White v. Jackson, 84 L.J.K.B. 1900, followig igz.
1). $y mas, 103 LT. 428, and Brow~n v. Crossdey, [1911] 1 N.B. 603.

Allnwitig a rnotnr car to atmd on a highway so as to cause an unneeury
obstruntion thereof domu not constitute ali offence 'in conneetion wlth the
driving of a motor car": Rex v. Yorkshire, Ex. p. Skackçefon, [19101 1 K.B. 439.

Farilig to have the back plate of a motor car illuxninatedl during the
pcriod prescribed by statute is an offonce indoreable on the licene: 'Rrown

v.Cro&40q, [191131 N .B. 603.
Drivinq a muter car in a public park at a speed excaeding the lixuit fixed

hy a park regulztion is such an offence: Rez v. Plowden, Ex. p. Braithwaite,
[19001 2 KB. 209.

UnlawfuUly adeng a rootor our on a publie highway, on which the identi-
fication mark was not in oonformity with the regulations, thne lettera and
figures of the identifier.tion not being of the aime prescribed, is an indorsable
offance: Rez v. G92l, lE. p. McKin, 100 L.T. 858. 22 Co% C.C. 118.

Driv!ng recklessly, driviug at a speed dangerous to the public, end driving
in a 'nanner dangerous te the publie, are saparate offencea: Rex v. Ccwan
Juatices (1914), 2 Ir. R. 180, following R. v. WéUs, 88 J.P. 392.

The period of suopension of a license for a violation of the Motor Car Aot
dates from the timne of conviction, and the giving of notice of appeal does
niot have the effect of deferring the operation of the order of suspension:
Kidner v. Dan ide, 102 L.T. 132, 22 Cox. C.C. 2 s .

In a prosecution for ré violation of the Act the prosecution muet prove that
the warning or notice oi the intcnded prosacution required by the statute was
given to the accueed; a conviction without such proof is bad: Dickson v.
Stevcnson (1912), SC. (O.)1.

Where a defendant, knowing that hie identity wa-3 te ba the subject-
roatter of an inquiry, intentiorally absented hiniself therefrom, the identity
of his m~me and addrese and the number and place of issue of his license, and
thoseof aE pereon praviously convicted, is evidence upon which the identity
of the d&fendant with such person may be held to ba est.ablialhed. The worda
"iprovE of ýhe identity" do not mean conclusive proof, but evidence upon
which a tribunal1 may find that the identity has been proved: Martin v.
WVhite, [1910] 1 K.B. 685.

The driver cf a motor car wue convicted of driving hie car over a nmeaeured
distance at i% apnd exceeding the speed limit, the only evidence being that of
two con8tables who had been stationed at either ord of the measured distance,
and who deposed, the oe to the tume at whieh the car entered, the other
to the tima of whioh it passedi out of the moaeured distance. An objection
to the sufficiency of the evidence, on the ground tha' as aach of these tuma
was a fundamental fet in the charge it could not ha entahlishcd by the un-
corroborated testimony of a single witnesa, waa repeUled and the conviction
sustainad: Stoil v. Jamason, (1914] 8.0. (J.) 187.

On a charge againat the owner of a mater car, it la tunneceeaay to do
more than allege generally than the driver has aommitted an offence under
the statute. The conviction ie good althouph it dou not particularise which
of the offencas enumerated ini the statute .he driver had eommitted: Ex
parie Beschamn [19131, N .B. 45.


