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WRIGHT, J.A,:

The applicant, George Prestcon, is a fifty year old
refridgerator techunician who, on an indictment charging him
with wounding with intent, was on the 3lst January, 1990,
convicted of unlawful wounding and fined £1,500 or the alter-
native of twelve mountlis imprisonment at hard labour. He now
seeks leave to appeal against his conviction.

The facts simply are that on the 2znd October, 1938,
the complainant, Mr. Percival Tennent, who boasts of his
strengtin, went to bkr. Preston's home along with his niece,
Pamela Tennant, to retrieve some property belonging ¢o her.
Mr. Preston was then on & bed in his room and Mr. Tennant
admitted that he assaulted the applicant in his bed, butted
him and brandished a knife. lir. Tennant was oxrdered out of
the room by the applicant and he complied. Mr. Tennant said
he tcok one bag outside to the car and when he returned to

take the other bag he suddenly felt two blows to his left
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eye. He immediately lost visicu to the eye. Mr. Tennant spun
around, recognised the applicant standing there and he adminis-
tered to the applicant a karate chop which felled himn.
Mr. Tennant said he heard & machete fall from the applicant's
hand.

The facts are in a very brief compass. 'The learned
trial judge put the issues clearly before the jury.

The defence that was raised, and in which Mr. Preston
persisted today, was that he did not leave his room, he was
there at all times, after he was assaulted in his room by the
complainant, and he never left the room at all so he doesn't
know what happened outside. But before us he admitted that he
did get the karvate chop but he said that that happened inside.

We can find no fault with the summing-up and we think
that the verdict of the jury is well supportced by the evidence
that they had to consider. We, thierefore, refuse the applica-

tion for leave to appeal.



