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The appellants were convi%fed in tThe Resident Magistrate's Court
for the parish of Kingston by the Iea#bed Resident Magistrate for the offence
of bribery, contrary to section 4 of The Corruption Prevention Act.

The facts cf the case whlc need onty be put simply, were that on
the 4th of August, 1987 Mr. Bryan Lans?y‘i‘Unt?ed States Citizen along with
another man described as Patrick Dunn who *Q\atso an American Cltizen arrived
in Jamaica, Having arrived they came %nfo downtown Kfngs+on for Thé purbose
of getting +ranspor?a+ion to take them to the tesor? city of Montego Bay. They
decided before doing so, o have a meal, so TheY went to a restaurant in the
downfown Kingsfon area, While they were Therefg Jeep In which both appetlants
and another man Lester King who was also char9éd and convicted with the
appeflants, arrived on the scene. Just abo ¥-+hen a man was seen to run from
the resTauranT ran down 2 !ane and went qﬂay. It appears then that one of
the police officers, enfered’fhe resfaurqnf where he found a red plastic bag.

The officers ordered the fwo men to JO{# them where they were at the jeep

and eventually they accysed them of having being in possession of this red
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plaé*ié bag which they said écnfained ganja, That being so, they ordered
the men into ?hé'jeep and drove with them to the City Centre Police Station,
where the Corparal in charge cf the staticn was told by the appel lant Walker
that the men were to be charged for possession of ganja; asked tc wait so
that the charge could be recorded in the necessary staticn documents, the
appeltant Walker is alleged t¢ have said they could not wait and they left
saying that they were taking the men to the Central Police Station.

The IncidenT_ouT of which this conviction arose occurred during
the time that the two American Citizens were being Transported by the
appellants in the jeep. Bryan Lansky who is the American who gave evidence
‘at the Trial alieged that during the course of ‘+that joﬁrney, there was an
intimation from The police officers that the two mén need not be charged
with possession of ganja, that there was = way out and eventually payment
To them of & sum of U.S. $500.00 was suggested by the appellants in order
To prevail upon them [police officers] not o carry cut the executicon of
their lawful duty,that is,tc prosecute the two men whom they said were in
possessiqn of the ganja. The witness Lansky said that after a discussion
be?weenrail of them, i.e. the two American Citizens and the three police
officers it was agreed that the amount should not be U.S. $500,00 but instead
U.S. $300,00; U.S. $200.00 of which he paid himself, The other U.S. $100.00
paid by Patrick Dunn, After they had paild the money to the appellants they
were conveniently driven to the Bus Stop where +he.bus to fransport them to
Montego Béy would be parked. They were left there by the appellants,

At the hearing of this appeal, cne groung of appeal was argued by
counsel for both appellants, Mr. Bert Samuels and Mr. Deiroy Chuck i.e. that
the verdict was unreasonable and cannct be supported having regard to the
evidence. When Mr, Samuels procecded with his argument, a particular passage
cf the evidence;was.pointéd'du+ to him anc he, in the cpinion of this coufT,
rightly conceded and abandcned his appeal ageinst conviction. Net so,

Mr, Chuck who argued very strenuously that there was no evidence disclosed

In the notes of evidence against his client the appellant Wilson and that
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indeed the learned Resident Magistrete in his finding of fact did not ever T
refer to the name Wilscon in comingxfo his finding of guilt. WiTh those
submissions-we do.not-agree.

There was ample evidence upon which The appel lant Wilscn could )

right!y have been found guilty by the learned Resident Magistrate. There

was evidence that the money was passed among a!l_fhree men, The two appellants

and Lester King, who apparently has not appealed. There was also evidence
. e Do i i

For those réasons-fherefore we canhof:éccede Yo the submissions
of Mr. Chuck that +he verdict is unreasonable and cannot be supported by the
evidence. Mr. Chuck alsc arg&éﬁ for the appellant Wiison that the sentence
was manifestly excessive. Having considered his submissions it appearé o
us on a careful examination of the notes of evidence that although there is
sufficient evidence upon wﬁich the appellant Wilson could have been convicTed;
the evidence also shows that he might have been the least experience of all
the officers and apparently was influenced by the more senior officers yifh
whom he was travelling, For that reason wévare of The cpinion that he should
not have been dealt with as harshly as his senior officers and therefore we
witl allow the appeal of'Wi!éon‘in respect of sentence by reducing the period

of jmpfisonmenf to eighteen months instead of two years. in other respects

Thé'éénfence is affirmed. ”inuféfgfgggw;éw;géhofﬁér aﬁgéi]énf Noel Walker,
we do not find that any valid reason has been‘puf forward or exist in the
record wﬁy we gshould interfere w}Th the sentence.

in the event therefore the appezls against conviction are
dismissed, the conviction and sentence in relation to the appeiiant Wagker
aré confirmed, the conviction in relation to the appeliant Wilson is confirmed,
the appeal against sentence in respect of Wilson is a!iowed‘and the senTehce

varied as already stated. The sentences are to run from the date of conviction.



