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IN THE HIGH COURT OF NEW ZEALAND 
AUCKLAND REGISTRY 

AP.277/91 

BETWEEN BRIAN NICHOLAS SOKOLICH 

Appellant ~ 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT 

Respondent 

Hearing: 2 November 1991 

Counsel: K.P. McDonald for appellant 
Miss K. Evans for respondent 

Judgment: 22 November 1991 

(ORAL) JUDGMENT OF BARKER J 

This is an appeal against the conviction of the appellant 

and the District Court at Otahuhu on 16 April 1991 on a 

charge of driving with excess blood alcohol. 

The facts, as found by the learned District Court Judge 

are not in dispute. The essential feature is that the 

appellant had been drinking at a function in Wellington 

on the night before his apprehension by a traffic officer 

on 6 July 1990 at about 10.a.m. At the function at an 

hotel in Wellington, he had stopped drinking alcohol at 

about midnight. He went to bed at the hotel and caught 

a plane from Wellington to Auckland; he picked up his car 

at the airport; at about 10.a.m. on 7 July 1990 he was 
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