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Criminal appeal – Kidnapping – Armed robbery – Possession of a shortened firearm – 
Attendance of a prospective defence witness – Exercise of discretion to admit a record 
of interview – Prejudicial statements by the accused – Adequately putting the defence’s 
case to the jury – Sentence 
 
On 28 May 2009 armed men, one of whom was the appellant, kidnapped Hamilton 
Dean while he was closing Jet Wash Laundry on Bernard Road and forced him to take 
them to his employer’s residence. At the residence, the men robbed the occupants of 
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cellphones, wallets, ATM cards and cash. The appellant was arrested at a gas station, 
not far from the home. While in custody the appellant was interviewed and gave a 
statement under caution in which he admitted being involved in the kidnapping and 
armed robbery and being in possession of the shortened firearm during the commission 
of the offences. However, the appellant, in his unsworn statement from the dock, stated 
that he was at home asleep when the offences were committed and that he was badly 
beaten by the police to give the aforementioned statement.  
 
Nevertheless, the jury convicted the appellant on one count of kidnapping, six counts of 
armed robbery and one count of possession of a shortened firearm. He was, thereafter, 
sentenced to six years, twenty-five years and seventeen months, respectively. The 
sentences were to run concurrently. 
 
The appellant appeals on the grounds that, inter alia, several statements, prejudicial to 
him, were made in the presence of the jury and also that his case was not properly and 
adequately put to the jury.  
 
Held: appeal against convictions dismissed; convictions affirmed. Appeal against 
sentence dismissed; credit given for time spent awaiting trial.  
 
It is clear from the authorities on the subject that the correct course to be taken by a 
judge in cases where potentially prejudicial statements about an accused person’s 
character are inadvertently made in the presence of the jury depends on the nature of 
the evidence admitted, and the circumstances in which it is admitted. Indeed, the 
authorities emphasize that every case depends on its facts. In the present case, the 
learned trial judge decided to take no action. He obviously decided to take that course 
on the basis that the risk of prejudice to the appellant was insufficient to warrant any 
intervention by him, and that the best course of action was to ignore it, and not to draw 
attention to it as the fairness of the trial was not adversely affected. 
 
It is an inherent principle that no matter how distasteful the offence, however repulsive 

the defendant, however laughable his defence, he is entitled to have his case fairly 

presented to the jury both by his Counsel and the trial judge. Further, when summing-up 

a judge is under no obligation to rehearse all of the evidence or every argument raised, 

so long as he focuses the jury’s attention on those factual issues which they have to 

resolve in order to arrive at a verdict.  

The part of the appellant’s case which the learned judge failed to put to the jury and of 
which complaint is made, would not have made a difference to the outcome of the trial. 
The case turned on whether the jury was satisfied that the interviews and statements 
were voluntarily obtained and were true; and whether they were satisfied on that 
evidence of the appellant’s guilt. 
 
 
 
Mitcham v R [2009] UKPC 5 applied  
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R v Farr [1998] All ER 701 considered  
R v Marr 90 Cr. App. R 154 considered 
R v Weaver [1968] 1 QB 353 applied 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

J U D G M E N T  
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Judgment delivered by the Honourable Dame Anita Allen, P: 

 
1. The appellant was convicted by a jury on 19 October 2011 before Jon Isaacs S.J. 

(as he then was), of one offence of Kidnapping, six offences of Armed Robbery, 

and one count of Possession of a Shortened Firearm. He was sentenced on 14 

November 2011 to six years for the offence of Kidnapping, twenty-five years on 

each count of Armed Robbery, and seventeen months on the count of 

Possession of a Shortened Firearm. All sentences were ordered to run 

concurrently. 

 

2. It was alleged that the appellant, while concerned with others and armed with a 

shortened shotgun, committed the offences for which he was convicted.  

 

3. The evidence at trial was that the appellant, along with others, all of whom were 

allegedly in a green Avalon car, robbed Hamilton Dean at 11 pm on 28 May 2009 

at gunpoint of a black LG flat screen television, the property of Jet Wash Laundry 

situate at Bernard Road and kidnapped him, forcing him into his brown Toyota 

Camry, and driving away with him without his consent. 

 

4. After Hamilton Dean was forced into the passenger seat of his car, one of the 

men from the green Avalon jumped into the driver’s seat; and the car was driven 

away, followed by three of the men in the green Avalon, to Esso On-The-Run gas 

station on Fox Hill Road and Prince Charles Drive. There, the black flat screen 

television stolen from Jet Wash Laundry was put in the green Avalon, and that 

car was left in the station’s parking lot.  

 

5. The men from the Avalon joined the driver and Hamilton Dean in the brown 

Toyota Camry, and Hamilton Dean was ordered to direct them to his employer’s 

home. He directed them to the home which was in Camperdown, as he was 

ordered to do.  
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6. On their arrival at the Dean’s residence, the evidence was that a man who the 

prosecution said was the appellant while concerned with the others, and armed 

with the shotgun, tied up Hamilton Dean, and ordered Andrew Brent Dean, an 

occupant of the residence, to go upstairs where the men ordered him and the 

other occupants of the home to lie on the floor of the master bedroom, and 

robbed them at gunpoint of their cell phones, wallets, ATM cards, and cash; and 

also robbed Andrew Brent Dean of cash belonging to Jet Wash Laundry. 

 

7. While the home invasion was in process downstairs, Dudley Dean was able to 

alert the police, and while the robbery was in process, the police arrived on the 

scene and the men allegedly fled. At about 2 am on 29 May 2009, the appellant 

was arrested at Esso On-The-Run gas station on Fox Hill Road while engaged in 

a conversation with a female who was in the process of entering a Nissan 

Maxima car parked next to a green Avalon. 

 

8. The flat screen television allegedly stolen from Jet Wash Laundry during the 

armed robbery, and kidnapping was found in the Nissan Maxima. Also found in 

the car was a computer bag.   

 

9. The evidence further was that the appellant was interviewed by the police and 

gave them answers to questions which were recorded, and also gave them a 

statement under caution, in which the appellant allegedly voluntarily admitted 

being involved in the kidnapping and armed robbery of Hamilton Dean, the 

armed robbery of the occupants of the home, and being in possession of a 

shortened firearm during the commission of the offences. In the record of 

interview, the appellant is alleged to have explained why he committed the 

offences, namely because he had just been released from prison and needed 

money.  

 

10. The prosecution also adduced evidence that the appellant took the police to a 

bushy area near Epiphany Anglican Church on Prince Charles Drive, and 

directed them to a pile of rocks where the Maverick 12 gauge shotgun was found 

with the serial number erased; and where a wallet which contained the driver’s 

licence and bank cards in the name of Andrew Brent Dean were also found. 

 

11. The appellant also allegedly took the police to a yellow house in the area of 

Sandilands and allegedly told the police that was where the girlfriend of one of 

his cohorts dropped them after picking them up from Elizabeth Estates after the 

kidnapping and robbery.    
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12. The prosecution also relied on evidence that on 30 May 2009 at about 4 pm, the 

appellant in an interview identified some items he stole from the occupants of the 

Dean house, admitted to placing the 12 gauge shotgun where the gun was found 

behind Epiphany Anglican Church, and also admitted to hiding a black Maverick 

shotgun, serial number MV-13266G allegedly recovered in the vicinity of the 

Dean’s residence.     

 

13. Notably, the prosecution’s case was based entirely on the alleged confessions of 

the appellant as none of the alleged victims was able to identify him as one of 

their assailants. A voire dire was held by the learned judge, and both records of 

interview and the confession statement allegedly obtained from the appellant 

were ruled admissible and were given in evidence. Also allowed in evidence was 

the shotgun which the prosecution alleged the appellant had taken the police to, 

behind the Epiphany Anglican Church on the Prince Charles Highway.  

 

14. At the close of the prosecution’s case, the appellant was called upon to answer 

the charges; and he gave an unsworn statement from the dock. In his statement 

he told the jury that at the time they say he was committing the offences, he was 

at home asleep. He further told the jury that he was awoken by his roommate 

who asked him to take her to the gas station to pick up her car. He said he did 

so, and was arrested along with his roommate by police officers who were 

around the car at the gas station.  

 

15. The appellant also told the jury that he was badly beaten by the police, in that he 

was handcuffed, stomped, and had a plastic bag put over his head a number of 

times. He also told the jury he was offered an inducement to sign the paper the 

officers put before him, but he refused to sign it. 

 

16. The appellant further told the jury in his unsworn statement that the police told 

him they were taking him to his home to change his clothes, but instead took him 

behind a church where some officers stayed with him while the others searched 

and came back with a shotgun; and that when they were leaving the police 

picked up a wallet. The following day, he said officer Keno Smith intimated he 

had come to take him to the hospital, and coerced him to sign, which he said he 

did because he was afraid he would be beaten again. 

 

17. The appellant asserted in his statement that he complained of chest pains and 

was taken to the hospital on 1 June 2009; but that the doctor simply took a swab, 

and gave him a blood test; and the police took him back to the police station. He 
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told the jury that upon being admitted to prison he complained to the doctor of 

having chest pains from being beaten by the police 

 

18. Three witnesses, Dr. Sandadei Reddy, Sergeant 286 McKenzie, and Reserved 

Constable Adderley were called in his defence. 

 

19. Dr. Reddy in his testimony confirmed the appellant’s assertion that on his 

admission to the prison on 2 June 2009, he complained to him of having chest 

pains as a result of being beaten in by the police. The doctor, however, said he 

found no external injury; but he did find he was suffering from bronchitis, which 

condition he said could cause chest pain. Both Sergeant Mckenzie, and reserve 

constable Roosevelt Adderley spoke to the appellant complaining to them on 30 

May 2009 of chest pains. Officer McKenzie said he made a note to that effect in 

the appellant’s detention record.    

 

20. The appellant’s appeal against his convictions and sentences was begun by a 

Notice of Appeal filed herein on 8 November 2011, which was amended by 

Notice of 2 March 2016, and re-amended by Notice filed 12 September 2016.   

 . 

21.  The Re-amended Grounds of Appeal  were as follows: 

 

“1. The Learned Trial Judge erred when he failed to 

secure a witness for the defence after being asked to 

have the witness present; 

 

2. The Learned Trial Judge erred when he exercised his 

discretion to allow the record of interview taken on 30th 

May 2009 into evidence after the voire dire; 

 

3. The Learned Trial Judge erred by failing to warn the 

jury against coming to any adverse conclusions against 

the Appellant based on the fact that he had been 

admitted to prison; 

 

4. The Learned Trial Judge erred during his summing up 

by not properly and thoroughly putting the Appellant’s 

case before the jury; 

 

5. The sentence is harsh and unduly severe.” 
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22. After a number of challenges which significantly delayed the hearing of this 

appeal, final submissions were heard on 23 November 2016 when we reserved 

our decision, which we now render. 

 

Ground One  

23. The first ground of appeal involved the learned judge’s alleged failure to assist 

the appellant in securing the attendance before the court of a prospective witness 

for the appellant who resided in Exuma. The position seemed to be that while 

Counsel for the appellant early in the trial gave notice of the appellant’s wish to 

call the witness and to have a subpoena issued for her attendance, he did not do 

so, but waited until the start of the appellant’s case, nearly a month into the trial, 

to raise the difficulty he had in paying for the witness’s passage to New 

Providence.  

 

24. The learned judge did give Counsel a day’s adjournment, and indicated the 

witness could be called after the appellant’s three other witnesses. There was 

some discussion between Counsel and the learned judge and indeed Counsel 

indicated that there was no point in requesting funds from the Registrar for the 

purpose because funds were only made available for expert witnesses. As it 

turned out, the appellant’s Counsel made no application to the judge for his 

assistance in obtaining funds for the purpose; and indeed, Counsel made no 

effort to make any direct request of the Registrar in an effort to obtain funds. As it 

turned out, the witness did not attend to give evidence. 

 

25. Before this Court, Counsel for the appellant was not able to articulate what the 

role of the learned judge was in such a situation; and how he had failed to do 

what was required of him.  

 

26. There was no doubt that the witness was an important witness for the defence, 

albeit she would not have been able to exclude the appellant’s involvement in the 

crimes, but was being called to say that when she picked up the other men 

suspected of being involved in the crime after the incident in the vicinity of 

Epiphany Church, the appellant was not one of the men. 

 

27. Moreover, the appellant’s Counsel said that the witness would have been able to 

say she had spoken to the police and had given them information pertaining to 

her involvement, which would have supported the appellant’s contention that he 

did not carry the police to the church where they found the gun, but that the 

police carried him there as a result of information received from the witness. 
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28. After referring the Court to a number of provisions including sections 172 and 

177 of the Criminal Procedure Code Act, and Article 20 (e) of the Constitution, 

neither of which appeared to apply, Counsel conceded the ground; and that 

ground was dismissed. 

 

Ground Two 

29. As to ground 2, namely, that the learned trial judge erred when, after holding a 

voire dire, he exercised his discretion to allow the second record of interview 

taken on 30 May 2009 into evidence. 

 

30. According to the transcripts of the appellant’s evidence on the voire dire, 

beginning at page 211, the appellant complained that he was forced to sign 

papers admitting his involvement in the crimes on the evening of 29 May 2009, 

after being subjected to significant physical abuse at the hands of the police 

including being beaten in the chest. 

 

31. He had also testified that the police took him to the church and to the house 

where they said he had pointed out the guns to them; and according to his 

evidence, it was on 1 June 2009 after he had been taken to the doctor as a result 

of his complaining of pain in his chest, and after he had been promised that he 

would not be charged, that he signed the second record of interview in which he 

allegedly admitted taking the police to the guns used in the commission of the 

crimes. 

 

32. His further evidence on the voire dire was that on admission to the prison on 2 

June 2009, he complained to Dr. Reddy of pains in the chest from the beating he 

was subjected to by the police, which the doctor noted. Dr. Johnson, who read 

Dr. Reddy’s report into evidence, confirmed the appellant did complain about the 

police beating him in the chest, but noted that Dr. Reddy’s findings showed that 

the appellant had no injuries consistent with trauma to the chest, but that the 

pains were due to bronchitis in his lungs for which Dr. Reddy prescribed 

medication. 

 

33. The fact that he complained of pains in the chest was also confirmed by his 

witness Sergeant 286 Clayton McKenzie who said he was the shift supervisor on 

the 8am to 4pm shift at the Elizabeth Estates Police Station on 30 May 2009, 

when the appellant complained to him of chest pains. 
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34. His contention on appeal was that he complained of being in pain prior to the 

second record of interview, and whether the pain he felt was as a result of 

violence by the police or from bronchitis, it was incumbent on the police to ensure 

he was seen by a medical doctor and received adequate treatment for his 

condition before they interviewed him the second time; and that their failure to do 

so rendered the second interview unreliable and inadmissible under section 

20(2)(b) of the Evidence Act. 

 

35. It should be noted that according to his evidence, he signed the second paper on 

1 June 2009, and not on 30 May 2009. 

 

36. Suffice it to say the focus of his complaint on appeal differs from what appeared 

to have been his case in the voire dire. Counsel now says, (and this was not 

advanced in the voire dire) that the judge erred in failing to consider and to take 

into account that he was physically unwell during the second interview, which 

may have rendered that interview unreliable and inadmissible.  

 

37. After some discussions between Counsel and the bench however, Counsel 

conceded this ground as well, and that ground was dismissed. Indeed this was a 

new argument not advanced before the learned trial judge during the voire dire; 

moreover, whether the second interview was admissible or not, the first record of 

interview and caution statement admitting involvement in the offences were in 

evidence, and to which no objection was raised on appeal. Suffice it to say that 

the fact that he led the police to the guns would still be admissible by virtue of 

section 20(4) of the Evidence Act, even if the second record of interview  was 

excluded under section 20(2)(b). In that regard, subsection (4) provides: 

“(4) The fact that a confession is wholly or partly 

excluded in pursuance of this section shall not affect 

the admissibility in evidence of any facts discovered as 

a result of the confession and of so much of the 

confession as relates thereto.” 

Ground Three 

38. The objection in ground 3 was that there were several statements made in the 

presence of the jury which were prejudicial to the appellant. The first prejudicial 

statement complained about was made by the appellant himself in his first record 

of interview of 29 May 2009, the text of which is found on page 303 lines 4 -7 as 

follows:  
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“Answer: Yes, boss, I make a stupid mistake. We rob 

them people. I just come out of jail and I broke and I 

needed some money. I meet people in jail who link me 

with people. That’s the vibe.” 

 

39. The second prejudicial statement complained of again came from the appellant 

himself in his unsworn statement at the trial which appears at page 396 at lines 

16 through 21:  

 

“…I ain’t never rob no one in my life. Never kill no one. 

Never been arrested for no gun. Never been arrested for 

nothing. I have been arrested for drugs, marijuana. Yes, 

I used to sell drugs when I was younger that is the only 

thing. I never been in jail for my life. When I went to 

prison, I near commit suicide...” 

 

40. The third statement of which complaint is made comes from Dr. Reddy at page 

415, lines 24 and 25:  

 

“Q: Did he make any complaints to you?  

 

A. May I be permitted to -- 

 

The Court: Refer to your notes, yes.  

 

A: He had so many admissions to the prison, and if you 

could tell me what date.  

 

Mr. McPhee: He complained to you?  

 

The Court: Do you recall what date your client was 

admitted  

 

Mr. McPhee: The 2nd of June.  

 

The Witness: Yes sir, I examined him on the 2nd of June 

2009.” 

 

41. Counsel’s complaint in relation to this ground is that the learned judge failed to 

warn the jury that these potentially prejudicial statements were to be ignored and 
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that they ought not to come to any adverse conclusions against the appellant 

based on the fact that he had been admitted to prison. 

 

42. In relation to the first potentially prejudicial statement in the first record of 

interview, that appears to be an explanation offered by the appellant as to why he 

participated in the kidnapping and armed robbery offences, namely that he had 

just come out of prison, and needed money, that statement provides his 

explanation, and indeed his motive for what he did.  

 

43. The second statement was somewhat confusing, and it wasn’t clear whether it 

was an affirmation of the first that he had been to prison before, or not. What did 

emerge from that statement, however, was his admission that he had been 

involved in criminal activity, namely, selling drugs when he was younger. Dr. 

Reddy’s inadvertent and unfortunate statement must be laid at the feet of the 

appellant’s Counsel who must have known the answer to the open-ended 

question he asked, to which the doctor was responding. 

 

44. It is clear from the authorities on the subject that the correct course to be taken 

by the judge in cases where potentially prejudicial statements about an accused 

person’s character are inadvertently made in the presence of the jury depends on 

the nature of the evidence admitted, and the circumstances in which it is 

admitted. Indeed, the authorities emphasize that every case depends on its facts 

(See R v Weaver [1968] 1 QB 353).   

 

45. Further, in Mitcham v R [2009] UKPC 5, Lord Carswell gives the following 

guidance to judges where potentially prejudicial evidence of a defendant’s 

character is inadvertently disclosed: 

 

“Once a matter has been referred to in the presence of 

the jury which could give rise to possible prejudice, the 

trial judge has a choice of courses open to him. He 

could elect to take no action, on the basis that the 

matter was insufficient to create a degree of prejudice 

which would make the trial unfair and that to refer to it 

again would only draw attention to it. He could at the 

appropriate stage or stages give the jury a warning to 

disregard what was said, if he considers that would be 

sufficient to minimize the prejudice and prevent the trial 

from being unfair. Finally, he could decide to discharge 

the jury, if he considers that there is prejudice, which 
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would make the trial potentially unfair and that warnings 

would not diminish it to a sufficient extent. He should 

give consideration to the course which he should take, 

even if counsel have, for whatever reason, not asked for 

the jury to be discharged or even submitted that he 

should not do so… It is a decision which lies within the 

discretion of the judge, and an appellate court will not 

interfere with a decision made by him about the proper 

conduct of the case, unless satisfied that it was wrong 

and that the trial was unfair to the defendant, in 

consequence of which the conviction would be 

unsafe…It is always relevant for an appeal court to bear 

in mind that the trial judge had the advantage of 

knowing the atmosphere of the case and the way in 

which the matter later complained of appeared in court 

at the time.” 

 

46. In the present case, the learned trial judge decided to take no action. He 

obviously decided to take that course on the basis that the risk of prejudice to the 

appellant was insufficient to warrant any intervention by him, and that the best 

course of action was to ignore it, and not to draw attention to it. 

 

47. Indeed, there was strong admissible evidence against the appellant at trial, 

namely the confessions, and the circumstantial evidence that he was found at the 

gas station where the green Avalon was parked during the course of the 

kidnapping and armed robbery, and the discovery of the stolen television set 

from Jet Wash Laundry in the Nissan Maxima which car he and his roommate 

had gone there to retrieve. When that is considered, along with the fact that two 

of the impugned statements were deliberately made by the appellant; that the 

first statement appeared to be an explanation for his involvement in the offences; 

that the second statement appeared to be gratuitous, self-serving and 

inconsistent with the first in asserting that he was only involved in criminal 

conduct when he sold drugs as a young man and never went to prison; and the 

inadvertent nature of the statement of Dr. Reddy, I am of the view that it was the 

proper course taken by the learned judge, and that notwithstanding these 

statements, the fairness of the trial was not adversely affected and this ground 

fails. 
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Ground Four 

48. The fourth ground of appeal involved the complaint that the appellant’s case was 

not ‘properly and thoroughly’ put to the jury. As I understand it, Counsel’s 

complaint in this regard is that the learned judge neglected to tell the jury that a 

part of the appellant‘s case was that he did not take the police where the guns 

were, but rather that the police took the appellant to where they knew the guns 

were from information received from another source.  

 

49. Suffice it to say that there was no admissible evidence that the police had 

information from anyone to that effect; and in my view the learned judge 

succinctly put the main thrust of the appellant’s case that he was at home with 

his roommate at the time of the commission of the offences; and only got caught 

up in the matter when he was arrested at the gas station where his roommate 

had asked him to accompany her to get her Nissan Maxima car, where she was 

also arrested.  

 

50. The judge further told the jury of the appellant’s complaints that he was beaten to 

give the records of interview and the statement under caution. In my view, 

although the learned judge’s summing–up was laconic, nevertheless, I am of the 

view that he summed up the evidence for the appellant, namely, that he did not 

commit the offences, and was forced to confess to being involved in the crimes 

through police oppression. 

 

51. Indeed, that part of the appellant’s case which the learned judge failed to put to 

the jury and of which complaint is made, would not have made a difference to the 

outcome of the trial. The case turned on whether the jury was satisfied that the 

interviews and statements were voluntarily obtained and were true; and whether 

they were satisfied on that evidence of the appellant’s guilt. It was therefore of no 

consequence whether the jury believed the police found the gun as a result of the 

appellant’s directions or did so from information received. As noted, the crux of 

the case was whether the jury believed his confession, or whether they believed 

that his alibi of being elsewhere at the time may have been true, and he could not 

therefore be guilty of the offences. 

 

52. In R v Marr 90 Cr. App. R 154, the English Court of Appeal noted that it is an 

inherent principle that no matter how distasteful the offence, however repulsive 

the defendant, however laughable his defence, he is entitled to have his case 

fairly presented to the jury both by his Counsel and the trial judge. The dictum in 

R v Farr [1998] All ER 701, however, must be considered along with the above 

stated principle from Marr, that when summing-up a judge is under no obligation 
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to rehearse all of the evidence or every argument raised, so long as he focuses 

the jury’s attention on those factual issues which they have to resolve in order to 

arrive at a verdict.  

 

53. Having read the summing up in its entirety, I am satisfied that the learned judge 

adequately and fairly summed up the evidence for and against the appellant, and 

this ground also fails. 

 

Ground Five 

54. As to the complaints that the 25 year sentences for armed robbery were unduly 

severe, Counsel for the appellant, after considering the authorities submitted by 

the respondent, conceded that the sentence was within the range of sentences 

for armed robbery. However, Counsel asked us to take into consideration the 

time which she submitted the appellant had spent on remand awaiting trial for 

these offences. According to Counsel, that period was seventeen months. 

  

55. Counsel for the respondent could neither confirm nor deny that the time spent on 

remand had not been taken into account during the sentencing phase of the trial. 

Nevertheless, Counsel argued, that ordinarily time spent on remand ought to be 

taken into account. However, in this particular case Counsel submitted that the 

time spend awaiting trial ought not be taken into account as it did not put the 

sentence outside the range of sentences that are ordinarily given for armed 

robbery. In other words, Counsel’s submission was that even if the seventeen 

months were to be added to the twenty-five year sentences, resulting in the 

appellant being sentenced to twenty-six years and five months, such a sentence 

would not be outside the range of sentences for armed robbery and therefore be 

capable of being considered as unduly severe.  

 

56. In my view, however, an appellant is entitled to be credited with any time spent 

awaiting trial. In the present case, due to the state of the record, neither the 

appellant nor the respondent can confirm whether or not the seventeen months 

was in fact taken into account and as such the benefit of the doubt should be 

given to the appellant.  

 

57. In the premises, and for the reasons given, the appellant’s appeal against his 

convictions are dismissed and his convictions are affirmed. In respect of his 

appeal against the sentences of twenty-five years, his appeal is also dismissed. 

As to his time spent on remand, we subtract that from his sentence which would 
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result in his spending twenty-three years and seven months, with effect from his 

date of conviction. 

___________________________________________ 
The Honourable Dame Anita Allen, P 

 

 

58. I agree. 

___________________________________________ 
The Honourable Ms. Justice Crane-Scott, JA 

 

 

59. I agree also.   

___________________________________________ 
The Honourable Mr. Justice Jones, JA 

 

 

 

 


