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"IN THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE OF JAMAICA —
IN THE FULL COURT
SUIT NO. M, 151/93
BEFORE: THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE ZACCA, CHIEF JUSTICE
THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE PATTERSON T
THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE HARRISON, J.
REGINA
V8.

COMﬁISSIONER OF CORRECTIONS
and
THE DIRECTCR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS
EXPARTE PRINCE ANTHONY EDWARDS

Ian Ramsay, Ence Grant & George Soutar for applicant

Lloyd Hibbert, Senior Deputy Director of Public Prosecutioms for Director of
Public Prosecutions

Laxton Robinsom; Asst. Attorney General for Commissioner of Correctional
Sarvices

Heard: 26th, 27th, 28th January ;774

Harrison J.

In these proceedings, the applicart Prince Anthony Edwards a Jamaican
national; secks a writ of habeas corpus to issue for his release from custody
where he is held prior to being extradited to answer charges on an indictment
preferred against him in the District Court in Dallas, Texas, in the United
States of Amcrica. He was ordered to be so held in custody on the 29h day
of October, 1993 by Her Hon. Miss M. Hughes, Resident Magistratc for the
parish of St. Andrew at the conclusion of a hearing in accordance wich the
provisions of the Extraditiom Act, 1991,

| The applicant was indicted in the U.S. District Court cf the Northern
District of Texas on twenty eight counts as a result of a hearing by the
Grand Jury and as a consequence a warrant was issued on the l4th day of December
1989 by the said Court for his arrest. Affidavits of witucsses Gifford Roy
Plummer, Chameka Childs and Peter Lloyd Atkinson, each sworn to before a
notary public, on the 2lst, 16th and 26th day of April, 1993, respactively,
submitted along with other documents, reveal that between Apxril 1988 and

July 1989; the applicant was involved in transporting cocaine ard cocaine base
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from New Yerk vo Dallas, Texas, wher: it was distributed, packuges and sold by
dealers in "crack" houses and the munies frum such sales reiuriwd ¢ the applicant.
The said witncsses, at the time cach gave the statement wers scrving sentences
for off:2ncas 1clated to drug. The applicant returned to Jamaica, probably
in December 1989. He was artcsted ow the 1st day of March 1553, an¢ whilst in
custody arxiested on a provisional waxraaws dated the 12c¢h day of Moach 1993
issucd by the Resident Magistrate foir the perish of St. Andrew undey the
Extradition Act for the cffcnces cof:

(a) conspiracy (¢ peeesss with intent to distyabute cocaing

(b) alding and abeiiing travel in inters.at: comucrce for
the purpose «f ciscributing drug prcceth PR
(c) aidirg and ebonuing the possession wich insent to

distribute cucatus,
Un the 20d day of June 1993 the Mianist~r ¢f Natiomal Security and Justice
issued his cxdcr under the said Acs. i the said Resident Magisirals “ro issue
ycur warraui for the apprehension of such fugitive ..." The Residesid Magiletrate
then cornducred (ke hearing into the matvex,

Iv his affidavit filed in cuppere of this applicacive,, si: applicant
stuted, inicr alia, that in 1989 he wae ¢ club operater in , aiid visited Texas,
but was wever Yin any trouble there,™ (ra¢ be rzturned te Jamaica v 1989
that on ihe first day of March 1993 pclice officers came to his homs, took him
inteo custody at the Central Police Scaiion and tuld him that ther: was a warrant
issuced in Texas for him, which wurrazt he first saw im court; ihat it was said
in court that he was wanted for aiding and abetting and conspiracy t. possess
cocaine; +hat tha statements on oath of Chomeka Childs, Gifford Plurmer and
Peter Lluyé Ackinsou in support of the soid charges are false, iw that he
had never begen involved in any such aciivites there.

Tke grounds on which the applicant seeks to be released ure, that the
foreign w;zxanc was 1ssued as a cownsequance of an indictment which was not
supported by any evidence at the time thei the indictment was laid ardé therefore
the said warranc was a nullity; the Residani Magistrate errercoucly assumed
that any such evideace existed thei, and consequently her waxr i .ssued under

section 9 was unlawful and in any evedt tnere was no valid authosiiiy of the



3.

Minister to proceed; that the said statements on oath of Childs, Plummer and °
Atkinson were not authenticated as required by section 14 of the Extradition
Act and therefore there was no evidence before the Resident Magistrate; that
the extradition treaty between Jamaica and the United States of America was
ever ratified in accordance with Jamaican law and therefore was never a part of
the municipal law; that certain counts of the indictment, namely, counts 11, 12, ‘
14, 15, 21, and 22, concerned with travelling in interstate commcrce to distribute
the proceeds of an unlawful activity, were not offences known to Jamaican law

and therefore no order should ﬁave been made in respect of them; that he &
should not have been ordered to be extradited on count i, telating to conspiracy,
because it was not an extraditable offence in 1989; and this court should

exercise its diecretion and hold that habecas corpus sﬁould issue because the

said statements were uncorroborated statements of accomplices and applying the
provisions of section 11 (3) (b) or (c) of the Act, it would bg qnjust and or
oppressive to extradite the applicant.

| Mr. Ramsay for the applicant argued that the statements of Childs,
Plummer and Atkinson, were given in 1993, were not available when the indictment
was filed on the 13th day of December, 1989 , therefore the forecign warrant

issucd for the arrest of the applicant is a nullity, because the Resident
Magistrate could not assume that ther: was evidence before the grand jury to
support its issue = he relied on Regica vs. Director of Prisons ¢t al.; ex parte,
“Dpvid Morally (1975) 14 JLR 1; that the Resident Magistrate, under the

provisions of scction 10 (5) of the Act, could therefore examinz the action of

the Minister and say that his order for the issue of a warrant, under section

9 was as a consequence baseless and & nullity. The provisonal warrant was

issued by the Resident Magistrate on the 1Zth day of March 1993, the applicant

had been arxcsted on the lst day of March 1993, and the order was given by the
Minister on the 2nd day of June 1993. This latter order he stated was invalid,
because the Minister had no authority to order the issue of another warrant, it
was a procedural error, no valid auchoriiy to proceed had been issued as required
by section 9 of the Act. The Resident Magistrate therefore had no jurisdiction.
He submitted furtbher ghat the affidavit of John P, Lydick, reciting the facts and

the law satisfied the requirements of section 8 (2), but the certification by
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Mary Warlow, Deputy Directcr, Office of International Affairsz, U.S. Department
of Juséice, of the said indictment, warrant and statements on oath of Childs,
Plummer and Atkinson, was not an authentication "by a judge, magistrate or
office of the Ccurt .... or an officer of the diplomatic or comsulai service
of that State ...." and therefore the said statements were inadmissible - he
cited in support Regina vs. Governor of Brixton Prison, Ex parie Otchere (1963)
C.L.R. 43 and Regina vs. Govermor of Brixtomn Prison, Ex parte Lernorn (1963)
C.L.R. 4l. )

He continued, that the ireaty signed between Jamaica and the United
States of America was subject to raiification, Art. 19 of the said treaty.
It was ratificd by U.S.A. by its President, Ronald Reagan on 17th August 1984
with the advice and consent of the Senate. The ratification sought to be dome
by the Govermment of Jamaica with the signing by Carl Rattray, Minister of
Justice on 31st May 1991 was ineffective because there was no prior ratification
by Parliament; section 4 (3) of the Act which makes the published list by the
Minister conclusive evidence that a particular is in force between
Jamaica and a foreign State, is comnly opeiative if the treaty was properly
ratified prcvicusly. He conceded thacr the treaty was binding imteruationally
but was not ratified to be absorbed intc ihe municipal law of Jamaica and so
bind its subjects.

He argued further, that counts 11, 12, 14, 15, 21 ana 22 of the
indictment related to interstate travel, and for the purpose of distributing

the proceeds of an unlawful activity, are offences in themselves which were

unknown to Jamaican law and therefors the Resident Magistratz should not

have made any drder in respect of these counts; that the offerce of conspiracy
was not an extraditable offence in 1989, when the indictment was filed, but
first became sc in 1991, and sc, it should not be construed retroactively
against thc applicant. He concluded that the evidence containecd in the
statements of Childs, Plummer and Atkinson was uncorroborated evidence of
accomplices and therefore inadmissible; therefore for that reason and because
of the length of time since the offences were allegedly committed and because

the accusations were not made in gocd faith, this Court should exercise its



discretion under section 11 of the Act and hold that, in all che circumstances,
it would be unjust and or oppressive to extradite him,

Mr. Robinson argued that ia order to succeed the applicant had to
show thot the Resident Magistratc had no jurisdiction to mak~. the crder that
she did, that any defect in the foreign warrant, a document varifying the fact
that the applicant is accused in a foreign jurisdiction; is irrelevant; the
issue of the provisional warrant cven if unlawful, is mersly tachrical and
once the Minister issues his ordcr to preceed under section 9, the Resident
Magistracsz may commence the hearing ard has no pewer under .ecviow: 10 (5)
to look bekind the said order; tba:t the document, contemplatad by
section 14 of the Act incorporates all the atcachments in the bundle and it
is sufficigently authenticated by the certificate under the hand and scal of
the Sccrevary of State who is head of the diplomatic service; that the treaty
was ratificd as provided by the Vicnna Cenventicn and in conféZmity wich
article 19 of the treaty by exchange of instrument and the Extradition Act
being an expression of Parliament, the Order inm Council by the Minister
issued under sectiun 4 (1) is sufficicsut to bring the treaty irte cperation
in municipal law. He cited, in suppert Regina ve. Goveruor ¢f Pontonville
Priscu, Ex parte Sotiriadis [1975] A.C. 1, Reéina vs. Qovernor cf Brixton
Prison [1911] 2 K.B. 82, Regina vs., Ganz [1882] 46 L.T..592, Rogina vs, Weil
[1882] 9 G.B.D., 701, Regina vs. Gzverncr of PenconY%llilPrisan Ex parte
Osman {1990] 1 All ER 999, and Regiru vs, Wilson [gg;;q 3 ¢.B.D., 42.

Mr, Hibbert argued that counte 11 to 23 cf the indictmert cncompass
the act of travelling interstate with intent to distribute the prcoceeds of and
with intent tc promote, manage and carrxy cn a business activiey; i.e. the
acquisiticn; pessessicn and distribution of cocainé and thercaftcr performing
acts tc distribute the proceeds of aud acts tc promote manage and carry on the
pecssessicn and distribution of cocaine. These are cffences knowi: to the
Jamaican law, i.c. dealing and possessicn of cocaine, and c/ns~guently are
vffences known tc both states and therefcre extraditable. He concluded that
there is nc basis for the argument that it wculd be unjust ard cppressive to

extradit:, He relicd on Regina vs. Dix (1902) 18 T.L.R. 231.
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In these proceedings this Ccurt nceds to determine whetir or nct the
Resident Magistrate, when she order that the applicant be drtained and to await
his extradition, validly exercised her pcwers under the Extracicicn Act, 1991,
("The Act™)

The Act 1s a domestic Act c¢f rhe Jamaican Parliment dusigied to gilve
effect to any extradition treaty madec with a foreign Stace cr & Cocnmonwealth
country.

Every Jamaicar national is; as & consequence, subjrcy tu tﬁe Act
and ics effects,

Seciicn 4(1) cf the Act providec:

"Where any extraditi.o creaty has been made wi.b any
foreign State, whaether bofore or after the commeoncr-
ment of this Aci, the Minister may, by order, doclare
that the preovisions of this Act shall apply ir r~spact
of such foreign Staie; subject tc such exczpiicus,
adaptions or modificatiors; as the Minister, huving
due regard to the i=xins ¢f such treaty, may deem
expedient tu specify in the order for the purposes

of implementing such terms,”

Seceicn 6, provides:

"Subject tc the provisions of this Act, a persca
found in Jamaica whe is accused of an extradirion
cffence in any approved Scete or who is allsgec ¢
be umnlawfully at largr after conviction of such
an coffence in any such State, may be arrested and
returned to that Stat. as provided by this Act.”

The Act is therefere of comprebensive applicaticn ard 1s cffective
to bind Jamzican nationals. Parlioment, as it saw fit, prcvided fcr the
extensicn cf the cperaticn of the Act.

Secticn 4 (3) reads,

"The Minister may from iime to time, by order,
compile and publish i the Gazette = list of
foreign States with which extradition treaties

or agreements binding ¢n Jamaica are in force;
and, without prejudice tc any other form of procf
<f the existence of such a treaty or agreemen..
such a list shall; in any prcceedings, be
conclusive evidence that aén extraditicn trecacy
«r agreecment is in force between Jamaica and
cach foreign Stzte named in the list.”

An extradition treaty was entcred intce between Jamaica avia the United
States cf Awerica, by the signing of the said deocument on the l4ch day of June

1983, by the then Minister of Naticnal Sccurity and Justice cn behalf of the
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Government of Jamaica and by the Ambassador of the United Staics of America -
an executive act.

Article 19 of the saild treaty provides,

“This Treaty shall be subject to ratificatiou;
the instruments of ratification shall be
exchanged at Washingcen as soon as possible."

Article 11 of the Vienna Convaution on the Law of Treacivs, recites
the means by which partics may be bound by a treaty,

"The cousent of a Ste:in to be bound by a treaty may
be expressed by a sigunature, exchange of instruments
constituting a ctreacy, ratification, acceptarce,
approval or accessiomn, cr by any other means if sc
agreed."

The instrument of ratification, conbented to by the Scuatec, was signed
by the President of the United Sratcs onm the 17th day of Augusi 1984, The
Minister of Justice on behalf of the¢ Goverrment of Jamaica signed its instrument
on the 3lst day of May 1991. Thz cichargs of instruments was affected on the
7th day of June 1991, on behalf of the said Governments as raquircd by Article
19 of the treaty and in accordance withh the Vienna Convention., Mr. Ramsay for
the applicant conceded that the treaty was ratified, interuuiioreily.

Cr: the 1llth day of June 1991, ar thn exzrcise of his powsrs under
Section 4 (1) of the Act, the Ministor of Justice issued th~ Exiradition
(Forcign Scates) Order, 1991, publish:d in the Jamaica Gaz:iie Supplement,
Proclamaticns, Rules and Regulationc dated the 27tk day of Juuc 1991. The

sald Ord2r rcad, inter alia,

“The provisions of th: Aci shall apply in r-epect
of the foreign Stace specified in the Schedule hezeto,

Schedule
The Unitcd States of America .....”

Th: usc of the Order in Council is ar effective merhod v bring a
treaty into operation in domestic low as it affects one's notiouals, without
further reccurse to Parliament or employing a full recital of the treaty in
the statuce: - vide Reging v, Wilson [1877] 3 G.B.D. 42,

Conseé;;ﬁti;"tﬁis Court finds thar the said treaty was ~ffectively
ratified and valid and binding on all Jamaican nationals.,

The applicant was in custody having been arrested on & provisional

warrant dated the 12th day of March 1993, issued by the Resident Magistrate

for the parish of St. Andrew in th:c exercise of her powers unde: section 9 (1) (b)
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The Resident Magistrate thercafter has a duty to determinc that the
offence or offences relating to the person requested is an extradictable offence
and that the evidence, tendered then at the hearing,
"would be sufficient to warrant his trial for
that offence 1f the offence had been committed
in Jamaica...” section 10 (5) (a).
1f both findings are in the affirmative, the person accused should be committed
to await his cxtradition under the Aci. Contrary to the argument of counmsel
for the applicant, 1 am of the opinion that section 10 (5) of the2 Act, is procedural
only, ané bestows no power on the Residert Magistrate to reopen and cxamine the
validicy of ihe executive act of the Minister who granted his permission for
the holding of thc said proceedings.
In this regard the complaint of c¢he applicant that the foreilgn warrant
is invalid, and the said committal procecdings flowing therefrom were as a consequence
invalid, is without force. The Resident Magistrate, is required te act

"....after hearing any evidence tendered in

support of the rzquest for the extradition
of that person or on behalf of that person

11
eco0o 0

She is not permitted to act retroactively. The evidence she was cmpowered to

hear was that which was then before her, i.ec. the evidence contained in sworn
affidavits of Chamncka Childs, Gifford Roy Plummer and Peter Lloyd Ackinson. This
is the evidence that needs to satisfy the statutory requirements of section 10 (5)
(a), and on which the applicant will be subsequently tried.

In Regina vs. Governor of Brixton Prison [1911] 2 K.B. 82, a complaint
was made th;t the executive act of the Howe Secretary and the request of the
French Government were defective and therefore the magistrate had no jurisdiction
to issuc his warrant under the Extracdition Act (U.K.). Ridley, J. zuic, at
page 83,

"Under those circumstances the questior which we have
to determine is whether we can go behind the Secrctary
of State's order and inquire into the matcrials upon
which it was made. In the case of In re Counhaye

L.R. 8 Q.B., 410 a similar question was raiscd upon

an objection that none of the depositioas accom~
panying the requistion were taken befors the judge

or magistrate who had issued the warrant for the
prisoner's arrest .... Blackburn, J. expressed an
opinion that the cbjection was 11l founded. 'As to
the objection’ he said, 'that the terms of the

treaty have not been compiled wich, and che order

of the Secretary of State ought therefore nct to have
been made, 1 do not think that affects th: magistrate'’s
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jurisdiction; if the conditions of the treaty
have not been complied with the Secretary of
State might have refuscd to order a magistrate
to proceed; but these conditions are not in ih:
Act to Parliament; and the Secretary of State
having made the ordexr, and the magistrate havirg
acted under it, all we have to do is to look ar
the Act to see whether he had jurisdiction under
ic.”

Ridley, J. held that the cpinion of Blackburnm J, was dirzctly in point.
I also humbly adopt that rcasoning. Where the committal procwedings are lawful
and valid, a technical flaw which occurred in getting the accused before the
Court will rot by itself entitle him to a writ of.habeas ccrpus; sece Regina
vs. Governor of Pentonville Prisor, Ex parte Sotiriadis [1975] A.C. 1.

I find that the ﬁcéident>Magieratc applied the corrgci test, in
examining the evidence before her ond committzd the applicaui accordingly.

Szeticen 14 of the Act provides; ivnter alia,

(1) In any procecdings under this Act, including
proceedings or ar application for habras

corpus in recspect of a person in custndy
under this Act -~

(a) a docum:rt, duly authenticated, which
purporis ic set out testimony give:
on oath fn an approved State shall be
admiscibl: as avidence of the matcers
stated thereing

(b) 6800008 PO00CQ0CD0RCERDSPEO
(c) ® 8 99 ¢e 0 PCPOODDOICEES
(2) A document shali bz deemed to duly authenticated

for the purpcuz of this section =w-—-

(z) 1in the c.s2 ¢f a document which puipores to
set oui testimony given as referscd to in
subsecciion (1) (a), if the docum¢r< purports
to be cercifled by a judge, maglecrat. ok
officer of the Courc in or of the approvad
Statz in question or an officer of thr
diplouatic or comsular service of thui State
to be the original document conitairning cr
recording thai testimony or a tru: copy of
that originsl document;

(b) essevses00ev00Secs S

(C) ceeecvsoco0eesscse

and in any suck such case the document is euthenticated
cither by the cath of a witness or by che official -
scal of a Minister of the approved State in question."
(cmphasis added). '

The “document" referred cc i vhe section may in fact consist of
several dccuments that ...set out the testimony given on oath ...," of the
several witnesses, In the instantc case the evidence containecd in the affidavits

of witngsses Childs, Plummer and Avkinsor cach sworn to befors a notary public, is
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itself & "document .... authenticated... by the oath of a witusss ...", i.c. the
said witnesses themselves. Furthermorz, a bundle of documents, containing
a certified copy of the indictment filed against the applicaunt, a certified
copy of thc warrant issued for the arrest of the applicant; copies of the
relevani statutes, the said affidaviis of Childs, Plummer and Aikinson, and the
affidavit of John P, Lydick, an Assistaut United States Attorncy, were certified
by one Mory Ellen Warlow, the Deputy Director, Office of Irternational Affairs,
Criminal Division, United States Department of Justice. This bundle of
documeuis was tied together with & ribben and seal and all certified by the
Acting Secretary of State, Department cf State, United States of America,
with his cercificate ih these words;

"I certify that the dccument anisxed 1s undrr i

scal of the Department of Justice of the Uniicd

States of America, and that such seal is eniitled

to full faith and cr~dic.”
The Sgcretary of State signed the caid certificate and the Auchentication Officer
also signzd. The Secretary of Statz is an officer of the aiplematic service
and a "Miaister of the approved Scaic.” His cercification and scal are
sufficiouc cuthentication ¢f the “documecit™ to satisfy the startuicry requirements
of scctdon 14 of the Act. The docuucut was accordingly properly admitted in
evidance by the learned Resident hagicirate,

Thie very questicn was cincicered in habeas cerpus pivcecdings before
the Full Couxt in the case ¢f Regina ve. Clarence Duke McGiui: (upicported) in
which judgmesnt was delivered on the 17¢h day of September, 1971, dismissing
the application for habeas corpus.

Rewe J. sald, at page 11,

“In my opinion the seal cunsisted of the ribbon cuw
the red wafer impressicn scal and when thesc acis
were done by the Seerciavy of State it was his
manifest intention t¢ scal the several pages in each
bundle. The certificat: «f the Secretary of State
is explamatory evidsnce ¢f the function of ¢he
ribben and impressicn szal., 1 am of the cpilnicr
that cach and every pag: <f the documents .... were
properly authenticaicc by the seal of the U.S.
Department of Stat- «nc fully cowplied with the
provisicns of sectiun 15 ¢f the 1870 Extraditaon Act
(U.K') ¢"

Section 15 1s in similar terms as saciicr 14 of the Extradition Act 1991.

The applicant's objecticr . his committal on counts 11, 12, 14, 15, 21

and 22 of the indictment is, thac these cffences are unknown t Jamaican law.
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On an examirnation of these counts oue will see two distinct components, namely,

(a) the intent - mrrs rea, " .... a pereon ... did
travel iu inZ.rstale CONMEYCE eesees’

(1) "with intent to distribute the proconds of
an w lawiul activity, to wic: a business
enterpiisc involving the acquisition,
posseseicn and distribution of a contrclled
substarc., namely, cocaine,"

and
(11) "with intens to-promote, manage r.stablish,
carry rn and facilitate the prcmcticn,

manager~ii and carrying on of she caid
unlawful activity,"

and

(b) the actus rvug -«

" ... and zhercofter did perform and attcupi to

perform,

(1) acts ¢~ ¢istribute proceeds rf vhe uaid
unlawiul accivity and

(i1) acts tc premcte, manage, carry «r, ard facilitate
the promoticn, management and cerrying on of
the said unlawful activity."

Th: substance ¢f thes2 ccuncs;, as Mr. Hibbert correcily submitted, is
that nf cealing in cocaine, an cffence well known to Jamaicar law. The unlawful
activiiy is the promotion of the sule of cocaine. The distribuiick cf the
proceccs is merely a part of the aciivicy consequent on the prsscssion,
packaging, dispatching fur sale @< cullecting of wounies - a denlicg in
cocaine; it does not matter if the rffince is known by a ciffcrent name or
is differontly described in the reospective States - Regina vs., Dix [1902]

18 Times Law Reports, 231. t

Darling, J. said, at page 23Z;

"It is not ...... ¢ssentizl that the offence
should be called by the same name in both
countries.”

Count 1 of the indictment ailcgsee censpiracy in the applicant and cthers
in the yzar 1988, The applicant argues that the Act which came intc force
in 1991; shculd not be ccnstrued ratrcaccively against him. However, section

21 of che Act specificially deals with this circumstance and countenances

its retrcactive application.
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It reads;

"21 - "A fugitive whose cxtradition is soughi by un
appreved Statc, cx from such State tc Jaoraoica
shall, subjzct vo che provisions cof ithus Ac-,
be liable t¢ be ¢zalt wich under this Ac.
whether th: ¢ffonce in respect of whico . bad
bezn accusad oo cupvicted was commirliid briuie
or after the cemmencewent of chis Ace,”

Furvhar, with regard to the cowplaint that the evidzic. wus not
corroboraind, I am of the view thas ¢bx said “accomplice® ~videree though not
corrcbersni s is acmissible anc w.y b acted upon at o trial, wi-l the
requisiic cauiion,

I. ie cbscrved that the cifcrcoe were allegcd to hav:: b:as committed
in 1988, tix: CGrand Jury hearing was heid and the warrant cf murcst was signed
in 1989, auc¢ the affidavits of the witncsses swornm to in 1993, In z2ll the
circumsiarcss, the peried of time sirce the alleged commissi~u i the
offences 1e vot so long, nor doas ine sccusation agairst the wpplicant
qualify as “rot made in good fai:sk™, wc impel this Court :¢ r0ld that it
weuld “be unjust or oppressive tc cxfrodite” the applicant, ¢s cuntemplated
by secricn 11 (3) of the Act.

Fci the rcasons stated above i application for the iscus of the

writ ©f habeas corpus should bz rcfused,

Zacca, C.Jda

I zgree.

Patterscy J.

1 agree.,

Zacca C.J.

The epplicaticn for the wrlii ci hsbeas corpus is refus«c,
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