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contract the property in the machins re-
waindd with the Pleintiffs.

As t0o the facts of the cr~a, we dO0 not
agree with the findings arrived at by the
Foreizn Cause2 Court that the Defenc.nt
acted in good faith, because:

1) It appears from the stet~ment of
Cepinin fvencich, the Pleintirrs® manager
that hoth tle Defendeat =nd chin Lee actually
livel in the s2me °"rong thac®.

R Aceorcin: to the evicence un b h2lf
9f the =Tendicnt, from the 7th. tc the £23rd.
of Aurust 1. e., vitrin 16 “zys cnly, the
mechine changed hends four times and sue~
cessively passed to Chin Lee, Nel cSan, Cchin
Chon end the Défendsnt. This is 2 moittar of
grave suspicion more scpecially as Xeai Can,
vhose evidence wculd have bteen of greatest
interest t0 the 'efendant was nevef called
as witness. :

3) The story Ziven by the De~snfzant’s
vitnessas at the Polic« Station inquiry aif-
fers from their story in rour%t. Chin Chon
forr instarnce said to the nolice authorities
that he scld tho mashine to one Amdeng Krib.
*he Amdeng Krib is =2nd why her neme was d4drop-
ped later on, 18 not cleer from the evidence
adduced before the Court. In the same way
chin Chon stza2ted to the police that hs knew
that i~1 San ohbiained the machine from a



