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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL

RESIDENT MAGISTRATE'S CRIMINAL APPEAL # 21/87

COR: The Hon. Mr. Justice Carey, J.A.
The Hon. Mr. Justice Campbell, J.A.
The Hon. Mr. Justice Downer, J.A. (Ag.)

REGINA vs. ERROL WRIGHT

Mr. Norman Manley for appel lant

Mr. John Moodie for Crown

May 1, 1987
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CAREY, J.A.:

The appel lant was convicted in The St. Andrew Resident
Magistrate's Court as far back as 1st April, 1986, in a trial which
begun on the 23rd of April, 1985, on 9 countfs of an indictment, which
contains some 28 counts. Those counts charged, as to the first, conspiracy,
an¢ as to the other esight counis, causing money to be paid out on forged
cheques.

Although learned counsel for the Crown endeavoured fto support
The conviction, in the end, he had to concede That the circumstantial
evidence which was adduced fell far short of the standard that is required
in a criminal trial. The Crown endeavoured to show that a number of
cheques were prepared for persons who had retired from the K.S.A.C., and
Therefore entitled to receive the proceeds of those cheques, but who, in

the event, did not receive them, because they had been cashed by another
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In +hé“résui+, i+:mean§'+ﬁé+ ¥he:Crown”héd not proven the
case. The éppéat must, accordingly, bé allowed, The conviction quashed,
and the sentences set aside. |




