IN THE COURT OF APPEXL

SUPREME COURT CIVIL APPEAL

COR: THE HON. MR. JUSTICE ROWE, PRESTIDENT {:}aﬁnﬁb¥*$§5§ 4
THE HON. MR. JUSTICE FORTE, J.h. PeoeEpue =
THE HON. MR. JUSTICE WOLFE, J.h. (AG.) R

BETWEEN APPELLANT

ARD RESPONDERT

Lennox Campbell & Leighton Pusey instructed by Pirector of State
Procegdings for the appellant

Barry Frankson & Zrthur Ritchin instructed by Gaynair & Fraser
for Respondent

A 28th April & 15th June, 1992
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