olesrly states thet a sopy of the Summery of
Evidence must be deliversd to the ssoused gratis
by a responsible officer not leas than twenty-
four hours before his triel, unless undar R.P.
104 a written direction is mede by the
Convening Officer that this cannot be done dne
to militery exigencies or the necessities of
digoipline. OSuch an order does not mppear in
taeso-proceedings, Under She girpumstances, o
therefore, it is consldered that the Court
gshould heve mllowed this partioular cbjection
and grenged sn adjournment. It does not

appear, however, that the agoussd waa prsjudiced
in his defence or that substantial injustice was
dons. Thereiore, pursuant %o R.P. 56, the
confirmation of the Finding and Sentencs may
stand. I would refer you to the lmst clause of.
that Kule, however, as there would appear to have
been a negligent disregard of the Rule in this
instenoce.

{ feel I should comment on the statement mads by
the mcoused on page 10 of the proceedings that

he had been given seven days C.B. "without

smokinz or talkxing" by Capt. Talbot. If %his
stestement is correct, I consider that the attentlon
of Capt. Talbot should be drawn to the provisions
of X.B.(Can) para 474, whioh forblids any eystem of

sunishment which is, in any respect, at variance
with the Hegulations.

The Summary of Evidence should have been enolosed
with the proceedinge even though the plee was
"not muilty” (see M.M.L. page 770, pare 26).

B When the points above noted have been
brought to the attention of the 0fficers concered,
would you kindly return the proceedings with the
Summary of Evidence to these Headquarters for custody.

Brigadier,
Judge Advocmte-Gensral.




