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„Ld but til'. - '-an was not chargea, x thought that he
accused had signed lor th*» t 1 L> n°*flltio£ to that it 
had noticed the «^f^th of October, 1943, that the accused
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Sll° conclusion - that the accuse- 

..Thank you.

Did the accused have a

■;e have

“.-'ere is no shortage 
that we can only draw one 
received only one peck*.

him on hispack with
judge Advocate: 
absence?

Defending Offi°er "■
KÆUitj.»

Defending 0Fof6 te-utry.that”I can ----- 
on the vourt of Xnqui y and and point
evidence given, 1*^“ ‘ -uUty as charged, 
that the Defendant is not guuv

Yes, Sir, he did.
should have found

deficiency of apsck shown 
only, from the

out to the Court

Court of Inquiry 
at that time?

Then the
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