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armed with & long gun. When the applicant was about one half chain

zway from the witness and his uncle he discharged the fireavm and

"

Leonard Ramdas f£ell te the grouad., snchony Ramdes hasuilv sougnl

I = By en e - - P T g L R B
Anthony Randas eventually emergsd from the canefield and
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last seen the applicant the week precsding the brutal slaying of
che decsased. Indasd, there was ac issue joined in this regawd.
The area was 1lit by & street light neavby wherce the incident
occurred as well as by the moonlight.
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progsecution called a witness »n the person of

l

Syéney 3anderzon wno testifiad that sonciime between 7300 pom. an

-

£:00 p.ra. he had seon Parkinson in the Guloers Gate crossroad area

a gun, "2 pump rifle” and thal wn% applicant had
him up at gunpoint and searched hime

Dr. Barringiton Clarke, who perfoimad the post morten exami-

patigng concliudad that death was due to nasgive blood loss rezuliing
in shock as 2 resulit of a gunshot wound to the chest.

The applicant gave evidence on oath and denied any invoive-
ment in che crims < cay involvenment wich Sydney sandecson. Hu said

he was somewhore in Little London on the aight in yuestion.
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they could meke of the evidencoe. Lt pages 59 co 60 of the trans-

cript he is rzcorded as sayings

"The evidence of Sydney Sandarsen is rele-
vant only in two {(2) respecits. <ne (1),
that the accused man was in the vicinity,
in that arvea about the time vhen Ramdas was
shot. ERemember his evidence is that he was
in Little London. That ig the first thing.
The seccond relevance is theit when he was

seen in the vicinity ct abc the time when

Ramdas was shot, he had a g gun, and that
agpect of the long gun relatsas the testi-
mony ©f Antcthony Ramdas, th @ 7, That

the paerson who bllled the = d had a
long gun. 5o there are fa i hich if

vyou accept them, vou would tak nts consi-
deration when assessing the evidence of

ay because

Znthony Ramdas. You must not =
vou are sacisfied so that you fecl sure that
1 - . §

the aéccusec was the person whe '“ogk’ down
Saunderscon, that it noecessaxvy égl_ follows that
it was Che accused who murdeircd tne deceased.
You ztill and vou nmust subiccit the evidence

of Aathony Ramdas to the g;@@‘ st !
You see the ‘locking’® down aspect

i se is relevant to this case in
tnat it provided an opportuanicy for Saunder-
son to recognise the accuszed, i1f you so f£ind
1hat he was properly recognizad. And if he
was propevly recognized then az I sald the

twa relevant aspecits arve one (1) tha

in the area just at the time, tLerefore,

he couldn't as he said, be &t Little L

And two {2), that he had a long gun and
gavs the person who didé the shooting

had a long gun.

T

You muest not say, Mr. Foreman and members

oL the Juryv, that because if vou so find

that he iz a yobber, that he is therefore,
arily the murderar. I hope that I have
v

x
sclf clear on that.

Later cn at page €5 he again reminded che jury as follows:

"Now, let me remind you again, chat the
oulv wrelevance of oaundv¢wgk“s evidence
is to esteblish that he was Iin the area
and iwo (2), that he had a _ung gun at

aboui the time, the time span I believe
is abgut the time span of an hour.”

The exitracts quoted show that che isarned trial judge

made guite clozr to the jury the purpose fox which Sanderson's

evidence could be used and that they were not to say if they
accepted Sanderson’s gvidence, that he was in the area armed

with a leng gun the: he was necessarily the person who shot and

—~
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killed Leonard Ramdes. He made it quite clear that the guilt of

the applicant had ¢ be determined on tho svidence of



Anthony Ramdas, the sole eyewitness as o the fatal shooting of
the deceased,
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round of appeal fails as beiag without merit. !

*

Neotwithstanding that there was no challenge as to the

T
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guality of the identification evidence, we locked carefully at the
evidence and concluded that this was really a case of reccgnitiocn;
the eyewitness having known the applican: for some tweaty years

prioxr to the incident. The manner in waich the learned trial

judge treated tne evidence of recognition and his directions to
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s to how to approach such evidence, cannot be faulted.

For these rceasons we refuszed the appiication for leave to
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