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CAREY, J.A.

At the conclusion of submissions on the idth Sune, 19%2,
we announced that the appeal would be allowed, the conviction guashed

and the sentence set aside. W& intimaied tiien that we would ygive

ot

our xreasons at a later date and this, we now do.

The appellant is an engineer employed to the bureau of
Standards as head of the metalurgical division. He 1is also a
part~time lecturer in the engineering department of C.4.5.T.. He
was convicited in the Resideni Magistiate's Court, St. Andrew on
2uth september, 1991 after a trial which extended over a six month
period, on a charge of cobtaining money by false pretences. 7The
statemont of offence in the indicumendt averred:

i

... with intent to defraud Mervin Myers

obtained from him 527,500 on behalf of

himself by falsely pretending that could

supply Mervin Myers with U.£. $5,0006.00."
He was sentenced to pay a fine of $4,000 in default! ¢ months
imprisonment at hard labour. We desire at this sitage only to
comment that the protracted period over which the trial extended,
could not have made the task of the Resident Magistrate at all an

gasy one. iIn our view, the ability clearly to retain in one's mind

the impression created by a wiiness at a time, some six montchs later



when a decision is to be made, must be rare but the neca o dc so,
seens a needless i1mposition. We will return to this matiter later
in c¢his judgment because we think it is of imporcance.

The facts are these: On dist May, 1990 a perfect strangex
attended on Mervin Mycrs at his office in llew Xingsicn and cofferred
to sell him USS5,000. The stranger assured him that he was fyrom
Sri Lanka, workaed with the United Wations and gave his name as
Dr. Haragh. fThe strangazy had been referved to Me. Myers by a friend
of #Mr. Myers himsclf. This friend Claca Williaws gave evidence at
the trial but the Resident Magilsirate accepred thac thz stianger was
not properly identified as this appellant and acceordingly cook no
account of her evidence. Mr. Myers negotiated with Dy. Maragh to
puirchase 55,00C{(US) av a price of $37,500(J). 1In oxder vo settle his
debi, HMr. Myers took the stranger to his wife's office in the
Havendale shopping complex where he left hiw in his wife's company.
Myr. Mycis went on howe wherce he collected the 537,500 and returned
to his wife's office. There Mr. and Mrs. Hyeis checked the money.
Dr. Maragh told them that he did not have the entire amount but if
he were taken to the medical complex where others of his United
liations colleaguaes werce, he would get ihe balance. My. Myers soct off
with Dr. Maragh and with the $37,500 in the tyrunk of the car.

Dr. Maragh gave directions wiiich led Mr, Mycrs to drive Lo the
Oxford Medical Centre bun Dr. Maragh told nim that was not the
place. Eventually, Dy. Maragh mentioned the word "iLssociation®
which prompted Mr. Myers to ask if he peant "Medical Associates.”
Dr. Maragh thankcd him in the most couriaous terms, spoken with an
accent which Mr. Mycrs thoughi somewhai Sri Lankan. &2t dedical

Associates both men having entered the building, kMr. Myers was shown

a door and told that was the office where a weeting with his colleague

would be held. He suggested to Mr. Myers who had his $37,50u 1n a
“scandal-bag" that he should give him the bag there, so that he and
his colleagues could check the bills. Mi. Myers handed over his

bag with $37,5060 in 5100 bills to Dr. Maragh. That was the last
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time Mr. Myers was to sec¢ that “scandal-bag.” He and the $37,.500
thus pacrted company ever since. 0All vhese evenis occuried botween
1lis00 a.m. and 12:45 p.w. that day.

There is ong small detail which we ought to add for cowpleteness.
While My. Myers and Dr. Maragh were leaving the car, a man passed by
and, addressing Dr. Maragh, said - "hello doc.®

sowe three months later, Mr. Myers saw Dr. Maragh on

Holborn Koad entering the JSHMPRC building. In the evenc, :the police

o

were called. Dyr. Maragh said he was not De. Maragh but Mr. liyers was

convinced he was the Dr. Maragh who had fleeced hir of 337,500 in May.

Mr. Myers was taken to the peolice station. Mrs. Myers came there.
siie had received & call from her husband. The Resident Magisirate
accepted evidence from the investigating officer Constable Wilton
Bdwards that in identifying the appellant, she used his corracu name.
The appellant gave sworn e¢vidence and ralsed an alibi as his
lefence. He called a witness, dr. John Milne o suppert his defence
of alibi. DMr. Milne remewmbersd the date Z2lst May, 19906 very well.
He said he had gouod reason to «de so. He had been invited to attend a
meeting of a regicnal project in Bragil :n his role as a co-ordinatox
of a United Wavions Development Programme in aon-—-desiructive tesving
in Latin America and the Caribbean on 28th May. Having decided that
e would not be aple to attend, he had to select a replacement. The
appellant was one of two possibilities. On the Z2ist he met with the
appellant at 8:30 a.m. and again av 10:00 a.wn. for about 45 minutes
and finally at 12 aoon for half an hour. In between those times,
there were inter-ceom and tiree-way conversations invcelving both the
appellant and the other possibility also named Cawpbeli. Thero was
tenderced in evidence the attendance raegister and a log-boox which
shows 1f and when any member of staff leaves office in the course of a
day. The appellant was not shown therein to have left cffice that day.
Dr. Artnell ilenry was alsc called on behalf of the appellant.

He gave evidence of character.
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s nunser of grounds of appeal wore filed but ithey wmay be
subsumed under three heads, viz.
(i) Lhat tho withesses were engaged in
an illegal transaction, a fact Lo which

the Resident Magistraite gave no effect;

(ii) that the identification evidence
was unsatisfactory; and

{1ii) thav the rejection of the alibl was
without sustainable basis.

Mr. Ramsay submitted that the facits which amountcd to a breach of

the Exchange Ceontrol Act, showed that the paviies were engaged not
only in an illegal. but a criminal trunsaction. He went on €0 Suggest
that where the loss i1s not rcecoverable at law by reascon of criminal
1llegality, 1t is not sustainable in the criminal courts. For this

novel proposition, he relied on R. v. Charlton & Kow (Unvcepoited)

5.C.C.a. 127/6) delivered 238th January, 19G2.

W2 have no hesitation in rejecting this proposition. It
is supported neither on authority or in principie. The case to which
counsel referred was concerncd with whethoer cerxtain facts amounted
in law to a breach of section 3¢ of the Larceny hct. The appellants
in that case were each charged on indictment that - “in incurring a
debt of $x ... by falsely pretending that a certailn chegyue ... was
a4 valid order for the payment of $: and had auvtherity to draw sane ...°.
The question for the Court was whether *debt” included & debt made
irrecoverable at law, the debt in that case being a gambling debt
which was not recoverable at law. This Court held that "debt” in the
Larceny #ct did not include debis made irrecoverakle at law. There
never was any argument that because the incurring of the debt was
an 1llegal traasaction, that made the facts not cognizable in a
criminal court. There is no principle in the criminal law analogous
to the commwon law rule "ex turpi causa non oritur actio.”

/i similar point was taken in R. v. Malek and Reyes 11965

10 W.i.R. 92 where the appellants were charged on indictment for

conspiracy te defraud and conspiracy to effect & public mischief.
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Court speaking through Lewis, J.A. said
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Counsel for the prosecution
submitted that the illeqalivy of the
bers was immatcerial. He adopted the
proposition favoured by
Glanville Williams, Criminal Law,
2nd Edn., para. 222 at p. 595 ana
cited from the american case of
Gilmore v. People (189%S) 97 Iil.
App. 128;

" The people are entitled
£0o have the criminal punished
on public grounds, for the
suppression of crime and for
vhe protection of the public
against octher iike criwes, no
matrer now unworthy Lhe source
from which the proof nay come.’

Bell C.C. 263; L.J.M.C. 145; 2 L.T. 2035
24 J.P. 325; & Jur. H.5.
8 Cox, C.C. 3U5, C.C,R.;
(Repl.) 1195, 12, i3i, R.

o

L
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16 L.T. 69; 14 Digest (Repl.) 18%,
1533 ancé R. v. Caslin (1%vi) 41l BUR,
240 {1961) 1 W.L.R. 5%, 125 J.P. 176,
105y Sol. Jo. 4i; 45 Cr. hpp. Rep. 47,
C.Ah. Digest Cont. Vol. A, 4G4, $92<b.

Wi are unable to accept Lho
submission of learned counsel for the
appellants cither upon authority o in
principle. The case of R. v. Orbell
{(17¢3) © Hod. Rep. 42; ii Mod. Rep. «99;
37 B.R., 604; 14 Dagest (repl,) 283,

2562 shows that & conspicacy wo obtain
mwoney by fraud or chealing in a public
race is a pattes affecting the public
and an indictioent will noi be guashed.
No case 1nvelving frauag was cited in
whicn the fault or unworthy conduach
of the prosecucor was held o be i

defence. The weight of auwtnorivy seans

rather to be in Jue contrary direction,
in R. v. Peach {(i75¢) 1 Bur:. 44,

i4 Digest (Repl.) 39¢, 3851, the couse
while refusing its aid to infanmous
chouts on a wetion for an information
for coaspiracy to cheat them out of
£506 by fraud at a fouvt race vefex
chem Lo tnelr ordinary vemedy of action
er indictment, in Hudson's case the
defendants were conviceea of

conspircacy to defraud altnough the
prosecutor haa himself intended to
defraud cne of thep-—-a case, as
Blackburn, J., pointed out of

"the Liter bitten.’ In R. v. Dodd,
Lush, J., ovurruled an cbjection to

an indictment for forgery with intent
o daefraud based on the fact that the
socieciy defrauded was unvegistered

this:
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and had i1llegal obkjects. in
R. v. Brown (i899) &3 J.P. 790;
14 Digest (kepl.) 118, 816,
Darling, J., oxpressed the opinion
that an indiciwment for falsec
pretences would lie against a

person who, pretending to sell to

& woman drugs in order thabt she
wight attempt to procure an abortion,
supplied her instead with an
innocuous substance: and in ¢he nore
Lfecent case ¢f R. v. Caslin the
illegality of the transaction in
which ine soldier paid over his
money wo the prostitute did not
prevent the Court of Criminal

sppeal from substituting a verdict
of obtaining money by false
pretences.”

Wz ncete in passing that Mr. Ramgay appeared in that case and
can only suppose that memory must have dimmed. This Court reviewed a
number of cases to show that the argument was not well founded then
and it remains today equally unfounded.

In our judgment, the fact that the fraudster offerred to sell
foreign currency vo Mr. Myers in breach of the Exchange Control ifct
was irrevelant to prove the cobtaining by fraud which is the gravamen
of the charge. fThere was however, no purchase or sale of U.&. dollars
nor indeed even an attempt to do sc. The fraudster never contemplated
sclling any forecign currency. It was « part of the {rick or pretence
to obtaln $37,500.

f ]

It was also sald that botn Mr. and Mrs. Myers had lied to the
Court in testifying that they dJdid not know it was an offence under
the Exchange Control Lict to buy or sell foreign exchange. “hat led
nim tc urge that this obvious lic severely erodced theiyr credibility
on the crucial guescion of identificacion. Mr. Ramsay further
contended ‘that the contrived confrontation of Mrs. Myers with the
app=llant greatly affected the guality of the idenuvification evidence.

Hi relied on a number of cases: R. v. Hassock (1977) 15 J.L.R. 133;

R. v. Dennis 17 J.L.R. 249; R. V. Gilbert (19¢4d) 7 W.I.R. 53,

R. v. Cargill & Reynclds (Unreporied) S.C.C.A. 130 & i31/84 delivered

sth June, 19%987; K. v. Reynolds (Unreported) 5.C.C.A. 59 & §0/84

delivered 13th June, 19%9&4; R. v. Haughton & Ricketts (Unreporcad)
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3/30 delivered 27th May, 1%62Z. Apart from the
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conirontation evidence, he pointed also to the tiwe lag of three wonths
between the Mvers' first aetling witch Dr Maragh and their ator
ween the Myers 1rsi meeting with Dy, Maragnh and their later
identifying tihe appellant as Dr. Maragh. He categorized this factor
as a weakness.
Cn the guestion of the alibi, he saia that the learned

kesident Magistrate improperly rejocted thoe defence where the avide

T
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was credible and remalned unimpalred. He concluded by uvrging that
she had wisappreciated the evidence of character.

We can now deal with counsel‘s second head, viz identification.

We have already stated that thoe Reslident Magistiate did net accept
the evidence of identification by the witness Clara Williams. in
ragard to the other evidence, she recorded her findings in these
Lerms at p. 40:
*  in considering the ovidence of
identification I warn myself of the
grave dangers of convicling where, as
in this inscance, ithe Crown's case
against the accused resis wholly on
visual identification. I have
approached the evidence with the
utmost caution and & find chat the
avidence to be velied con is thao of
Mr. Mervin Myers and his wife
Lucille Myers. Loth had had awple
opportunity to observe the ‘doctor.’
Mr. Myers had spent over one hour
in his company ana Mrs. Myers was
with the 'doccor.' feor aboul hall an
hour. it was in the mocrning houcs
and at all times they were within
close range in a relaxed atmosphere.
both had eve.ny reason to take
careful note cof the "doctoi.’
Mr. Myers was about Lo give hin a
substaential suw of money in exchange
for the much sought after United
States dollars and hoped to obliain
wore frowm him in the near future as
the ‘doctor' had said in a few days
his friende who vare also here od
assigninent from the United Nations
would have had more dollars for
sale, Clearly this was a person
with whom he hoped to establisi a
link and to that end, he gave him
his business card.
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Both had secen the ‘doctor’ for
the first¢ time on the 2ist of May,
1990 and, when they rgportea the
incident at the Half Way Tree Pclice
Station the following day, uwaoy
dascribed him to the police.
However, the defence did not enguire
into the details of the descriptions
and there is therefore no avidenca
to assisv the Courl in thas vegazrd.
Some three months elapsed betwecn
the date of tne offence and the

date of the adentification but I
find that Mz, and Mrs. Myers had a
compelling reason to ratain the
menory of cthe 'doclor’s’ features
and tnait a three monun period was
not a loung vime for that recollec-
Lion to rewain frosh in their minds.,
Mr. Myers gpotted the accused and
without hesitation iuvmediitely
accosited him., It was early evening
and he was able to see hiim clzarly
and t©o recognise his features.”

There was no question that both My, and Mrs. Myers were in the
company c¢f Dr. HMaragh for an appreciabls length cf time @nd would
therefore have had ample oppcertunity for observing him. There was
also no gquesticn that they were honest witnesses. Having regard to
che caution with which identification evidence must be appiroached
because of the ever present risk of wmistake, the Resident Magistrate

was cobliged to ensuie that she was not however confusing honesty with

i

accuracy. She was convinced of their credibility she noved, because

g

the pariies had every ¥eason te remembe: & man who had defrauded then
of a considerable suw. That statement made them mwore convincing as
witnesses. Buc. tho validity of that statement is open to grave doubt.
Ve venture o think that neicher Mz, or Mis., Myers had the slightestc

reason o doubt that Dr. Maragh waszs other than who he sailid he was -

a god—-send to their wishes Lo obtain sowe foreign currency. They

would have been lulled into a sense of false securitvy for the obvious

€

‘cason tnat they were taken in by the charm and courtesy of the
fraudscer. We suggest that care in observing the features cof
Dr. Maragh would be the furthest course of action they would contem-

placc. 1k is frue to say that the reason an accused is often

remembered by his vicitim, is that he is aware an offence is being
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committed against him and he wishes, and takes care wo remewmber with
accuracy the person who causaed trauma in his life. Heither
Mir., ox Mrs. Myers were aware abt the relevant tLime that thoey were
victims of a fraudster. In our view, the possibility of miscake
plainly arose in these circumstances.

Next, we note that ithe Resident Magistrate appeared to hold
that the evidence of Mrs. Myers' ildentificacion of the appellant was
less than satisfactory. She found that although Mrs. Myers had not
been directed to the accused at the police station, she cawme expecting
©o see him, and she had previously been told the appellant's name.

She accepted that in order for HMrs. Myers to have called his name, zheo

maest have been given the name by someone. She chen found as a4 matter

cf fact that Mrs. Myers identification of the appellant was from her
own independent recollection. ¥ o fear that must be an unreasonable

finding. Iif Mrs. Myers was assisted in any way in identifying the
appellant, her identification could not possibly be regarded as
independent. Her identification was flawed and awounted te a weakness,
not a strength in the prosecution's case.

We do non think the law ¢on this point is in doubt., It was set

out in R. v. Haughton & Ricketts (Unruepocted) deliveroed 27th May, 1962

in which a nunber of cases were reviewad, we sald at pp. 7 - O3

... Where a criminal case resits on
the visual identification cof an
accused by witnesses, Lheir evidence
should bo viewsd with cadtion and
this 18 especially sc, where there
is no covidence of prior knowlaedge of
the accused befove the incidont.
Where an identification paradae 1s
held as is the case where there is
no prior knowledge of the accused,
the conduct of the police should be
scrutinized to ensure that the
witness has independently identified
the accused on the parvade. Where
no identificacion parade is held
because in the circumstances that
came about, none was possible,

again the evidence should be viewed
with caution to ensure that the
confrontation is not a deliberate
attenpt by the police to facilitate




We are mindful of the period of three
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easy idencificavicon by a witness.

1t will always be a guestion of fact
for the jury or the judge wnere he
its alone, to consider carefully all
the circumstances of identification
Le see that there was ne unfairness
and that the identification was
ocbtained without prompting. in a
werd, the identification must be
inGepenuent,

Rge

months whicihh had ¢lapsed

5

between the victims® first sight of “Dr. Haragh® and their latew

tdentification of the appellant. The learnoed Keosident Magistiate

found that period not & long time for memery to dim. Perhaps so,

but if the first cbservation was not as careful as 1t should have

been, the rececllection is not improved by the passing of threce wonths.

It 1s always imporiant to view wvidence of identification with

caution.

it 1is not enough for a trial judge or & Resideni Magistrauve

to say that he or she is aware of the cauvion reguived in dealing

with this particular type of cvidance. it

1g as important o

demcnstrate that caution.

The examination which we have deliberately undericaken, shows

that the Crown's case was not strong as is suggested in the reasons

for judgment given by the Resident Magistrate. ao

however,

that therc

=
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end of the day,

although it could not be argued wiih any hope of success

no case Lo answer, it was a woal casa.

loads us then Lo concirder the third head vizg, the reasons

for rejecting the alibi. in her reasoned findings she stated as

follows:

{1

in assessing tha defence, I carcfully
noted the demcanour cof che accused wan
as he gave his c¢vidaence and I find that
he was not forthright and frank with

the Court. I ncted in parvicular that
when he was asked pn cross-examination
about the location of Medical Associates
Hespital he demonsitrated an attitude
reminiscent of that describad by

Mr. My2is which had firse led haim to
Oxford Medical Centre and eventuaslly

to the Medical iissociates Hospital.

He hesituated to admwit that he know
exactly where the hospital was and

only did so when he was reminded that
he had said he was familiar wiilh the
parish of St. &ndrew, Thereafter
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ne was even able to ssy that the

hospital was only about ithree quait=ls
cf 2 wile from the office where he has
been empleyed for the past nine years.

o

t find of significance his use of
the word Complex when he was asked if
he knew shops 1 to 4 ac the lHavendale
Plaza. He said he did nct,. then he
volunteered ‘I ao not know the details
of che Cemplex.' This word was used by
the ‘doctexr’ on several occasions and,
1n my view, it 18 not an every day word
used when speaking of a Plaza,

Shopping Centre cor « Medical Coentre.

i also find of significance thac
the accused does have some dealings,
in his work, with persons and prejccts
connected to the United Hations. Cn
the very day he was accosted he was in
the company ©of one such person. The
accused had also been exposced to the
Sri Lankan accent and could ccrtainly
imitate it.

These significant features lend
support to the identification evidence.
I find that the defence of alibi put
forwayd by the accused is false and
that the witness cilled to support it
is merely a witness of convenience
ané nolt a witness cf truath, The
avidence discloses Lhat tLhe daite of
the offence was known frow the vairy
itime that the accusaed was acvrested
and charged. Yet, according to this
witness, it was only after discussions
with accused man and his Lotorney,
after the matter was Lefore the Court,
'when che date was known, ' that he
finds he is able to acccunt for the
movementis of the accusad at the
waterial times on the 21lst of HMay,
1950,

He then recalls 1n detail all bais
actions up to lunch time on that day
but is unable to recall his post-lunch-
time actions. His cxplanations for the
morning's recall is that a crisis
situaticon had arisen on the week-end
which necessitated ‘intense’ contact
with the accused yet he had made no
effort to contact the accusea on the
week--ond even to dotermine if he would
have been able to assist. I find that
the several meeiings and telephone
calls he spoke of were dasigned simply
co take up the relevant time -~ even
to che point of drafting a letter
which accerdingly to the accused had
already been prepared in relation o
the withess and only required the
subsiitution of his name and part.culars.
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"I note too that inspite of the time
delays invelved which made the intenssg
meetings naecessary, all the arrangements
had been put in place by lunch tipe.

I recognise that there may be a
numper of reasons why an accused might
put forward a false alibi and thac the
fact that the accused and his witness
lie about where he was at the matecial
time does not mean chai he was where
the identifying withesses say he was.
dowever, I f£ind that if hoe were atc
work ai ithe material cime 1+ should
have been easy to establish that
wichout resoiting to lies. This false
alibyr is clearly intended to cover up
his guilt.”

r

vhe appellant gave c¢vidence on oath. He put in evidence an

attendance~register and a log-beok, records kept in his office, o

show that he had reported for duty and had noi left the cffice during

[}

the material cime of 2ist May. These decuments could not, of course,
speak for themselves but to the extent that ithe ere admitted as an
"aide -~ memoire,” they were of value., The piosccution neither
cbjectecd to their admwissicn nor cress-examined to them. Having found
Lhat the defence was centrived, one would have ¢xpecied Lo find some
cross~examination of the appellant to suggest thaL thoe documents weore
wmanufactured for whe purpose and that the witness called to support
the alibi, was a party to this conspiracy. Dut such a line of attack
was never mounted.

Counsel for the Crown suggested that the Resident Magistrate
had given three reasons for rejoacting the alibi vize

(1) The demcancur of the appellant was not imprassive.
This is a finding about which this Court can say nothing. The
Resident Magistrate saw and heard che appellanc. Ve are entitled to
pay respect to that finding.

(1i) The finding that dMr. Milne's evidence

that he had several riectings and made several telephone

calls were degigned to take up the relevaut time.

{iii) Her finding that the activities spoken Lo by
both witnesses ended at mid-day.

We cannot conceive how thes: lasc two findings of fact can be regarded

as reasons for rejecting the alibi. They are nothing other ihan
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findings of faci. We are of opinion tha% the reascn for rejection
is based on the following finding that Lhe alikbi was false and the
witness in support a wiitness of convenience.

4

... The evidence discloses that the
dave of the offence was known fiom che
very time cthat the accused wag arrvested
and charged. Yeu, according ©o Lhiis
withess, it was only afver discussions
with accused man and his Attorney,
after the matter was befors the Court,
'when the date was known, ' chat he finds
he is able to account [cr the movements of
the accused at the material times on the
2lst of May, 1990."

We are not at all cerbain what, if anything, that statement
means. The witness has to be asked to give evidence by someone, in
this case, Lhe appellant’s actorney. until the witness is vold the
gate in respecit of which he 15 required to speak, how can he
possibly Know Lie date? As a basis foy rejecting an alibil, we would
regard that cited above with the greatest incredulity. Lo would be
wholly unreasonable.

Mr., Sykes conceded, aftaer an attampt Lo suppoeirit the ceonviction
that the reasons whether those suggesiesd by hapseli or that staved
in che extract above could not Lo sustained.,

He desive 1o add this as e summaxry of our opinion. The
Resident Magistraite zecorded her findings with obvious and great
care, For the recasons wo have sot out, we are however consirained

b

to dissent Lyom her seascning and the eventual conclusion of guilt
at which she arvivea. At the end of iLhe day, vhe Crown had not
disproved the alibi put forwasd by the appellant, The Crown nad no
material ctherwise with wihich to destroy vhe alibi, and their casa.

Tie: Crown's case restad on the visuval idencification of a solitacy

uncoriroboerated witness and had weaknesses not recognizea as such

by the Resident Magistrate. in that situation, the undoubied

good character of the appellant should have told in his favour. The
conclusion is inevitable not only that the verdict cannot be supported

having regard to the evidence, but that the onus of proof which rests

on the prosecution had not been discharged.
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Before parting with this case, wo musy return ve che lamentable

fact that the trial extended over such a lengthy periocd. The record

N

shows that the appellanc was arvaigned on itvh April. Thercafter

1t was part-heard and adjecurned for thuwe following dates -

L
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L7¢h June, 3rd July, iUch September, 1Zth September, iGth Sepienber

and finally 20th Seprember we chink that cvery offore should be wmade
as far as possible to continue a case to finality on censecutive days.

The bBar i1s expcected to give their full ce-operation. It is in the
interest of the atilorney engaged in the cese Lo support sutch a course.
Justice can hardly bce well seuvved when a case is cried in little

snippets as is illustracted in the i1nstant casc.



