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:"3 5¥KERR J A._Jﬂ_. fii%g”

“'CI_lasTIng sevenfeen days convncfed on February 28: 1985 1n The K;ngsfonisfof 5’

:ﬂfReS|dent Maglsfrafe s Courf on fourfeen coun s.of an rnd:c+men? of Twen?y-'fjf“

Zs’fgf_Our'counTs as foltows*i}fﬁf' 

The five appellanfs were conV|cTed on’ fhe'”iﬁéfbeﬁhfi*br;ml7f17' ;&&*V¥“;

't7_:consp1racy fo defraud, The par+;culars of wh; h_.ead'___f,j f .jf j“}i:£

“Owen ngglns,aDeiroy L;fchmore, Trevor Evans,-;
“Ewart McBean and Norman Blake, on d:yers days:
beTween +he 1s+ day- f'February,_1981 and fhe




’:;ffrom ?he Jama:ca Supp!

 ffPreven+ion Ac+'+ha+:besng a pubiic servan+_each;ob*a+ned.afgra+ificafson

| 'j-company Thus

._-7“30+h day of chober, n98! in The aar:sh of
“QSaunf Andrew, consptred Tooefher and wnfh

_dhsfrucTson (Works) ‘ot such sums of money i

© o as might be realized from fraudulen*iy ra:s;ng, ::;'
fi'f|X|na and wainfaan:ng prices of goods =~ . i
qurchased for or on behalf of +the said

:_Company L;mnfed for showlng 1‘avour to the: sa;d

ﬂjﬁiOnf+wo counfs fer obfaining $600. 00 on: 24+h Apral
:and 29+h May, 1981, respecf;veiy._is:_ s

on Three'counfs for obfaenlng 5300 00 on 30+h Aprll
“and’ 29Th_May, 1981“'respec+nvely_and $600 00 on

lon ?hree counfs fo ob*asn!ng 3500 00 on- an.Apr1i e
:@29Th May and 15? Sep?ember, 1981 respec+ively, o

"Q#Dn'flve coun?s for ob+a|nfng 5600 00 on The 24+h Aprli
f'*ﬁ-_;22nd May.and 26th: Jung, 11981, respecf:veiy and $300. 00
i j{on 1s? and 16Th Sepfember, 1981 respec+tvely.1__,zy

_ ﬁ accred|+ea suppifers and d:sTrrbuTors wou!d be by passed and ggods would be ““: £:___;1
'.f old fo fhe M:nis+ry and were |n facf so sold a+ exorbtfanf pr:ces flxed '

Z‘by Them._ The ch” ces for breaches of The Prevenfion;




'_';alleged albeit in +he case of ngg:ns, McBean:

'lndusfrlal Supply Cowoany Ltm;?ed o,olfsa Co b They recelved The amoan+s 3

'nd Evans under The colour

o of services rendered as Dlreclors :n The company. ;,m"

'fo' The nalure of The defence,_shorfly puf was Thal:fhesenllfles ;

“*-,...---—-—«_o_

were’ leg:flmaie bgs:hess enferprlses formed for Jawful: +rad1ng wsfh '
' 5Governmen+ M1n|s+r;esﬁ amongs? ofher cuslomers and lhaf fhe money recelved_ﬁ_~

- iby the: clv:l 52 rvanfs werelln Thélr pravaTe capacr?ues for serv:ces renderedog

Pt .L__\\ :
The maln challenge Fo. lhe conv1c+lons was oq lbe ground ThaT fhe
o'verdtc+ wag unreasonable and canno+ be supporled havung regard fo. the.

Pt e

.eVIdence and "in parllcular in relaflon +o-Coun+ l -+ha+=¢heﬁgssenfral
'-elemen+s cons+|?u+;ng e offence had no+ beon proved ln order o maintain

hlS confen+ton M RaTTray crlllodlly analysed ?he evndence Tendered by The

--prosecufion : ln +urn “we are consfralned fo carefully and comprehenSlvely

consider Tha. evrdenca. Our ?ask‘has;_een rendernd The more onerous by an

“;uhhél§$u13presehfa+ion of the prOSecullon s.case,:ln-which W|+nessesnwere

'ﬂ“oflen called ?o glve ev:dence on maflers of wh:ch +hey had sllghf “or na
' persona! knowlodge or +o lnfnoduce ln ev;dence eXthITS “fiwhlch They could
“do no -more Fhan generally ca?egor:ze. =Furfher ~a number of-documen?s-

'f~_relalang +o numerous franSac+lons were Tendered buf no- orad:ble or

'._admissuble ev1denco Was: adduoed +haf The prlces of fhe goods Thereln were

-:exorblfanf lndeed ‘such -evidence of exorbxlaol prsces as There was; relafed
to thres items, v:z: ‘motor: o:l Thlnner andfbrake-flu:d

The prosecuflon had enﬁeavoured To glve evadence of the: prlces of

' f _goods i ofher +ransacllons Throuoh lhe AudaTor, w;ns+on Lefls buf such

o _;-was properly excluded - based Gh hearsay. 5o whlle The volume of :ﬁﬁa:i:'

}busuness be+ween lhe M|nis+ry and fhe appellan+s' companans was relevan+ ?Ov;---

~”_show1ng favour lhe delalls of oll Trans=cllons, save lhose as +c exorb|-3ﬁ;ﬁ'~

'llan+ pr:ces were urnecessary |+ xs lhoeefore undersfandable when,oal-theLg-,_:

'Trsal Mr. Kntghl “before’ mak:ng hls no-case submsssson sough+ bu? w:?houlée-

'-'_success, an ;denflTlca*lon ‘of +he evndence on wh'ch lhe prosecuflon was

-rely:ng in proof ‘oF Court 1.



g’

T Purchas[ng Gf cer“ In '1'

_ whuch fhere WGS an esrabllshed Ixs+ iy

E of Cons+rucf:on dnd uOrks had conTrac*s for fhe punchase of ont from *he

| 'f'Oil Compannes, Shel! Esso and Texaco.--'”

'|s granfed *he appincan? wou[d be no+zfxed fn wrtfnng and as’d

;. compuTer anber | Ne:+her Js A M C 0._nor J f

"e*M;nnsTry of *“'

Consfruc+1on and Works a Depar+menf of aleCT*ucaE and Mechantca| Serv:ces'afgjf: .-
f (D E M S, ) and ?he hedd of ?ha? deparfmen+ was s+yled a ”Dlrec+or" Vlnfj"' L
-thaf deparfmen+ H|nes was The Dzrecfor Htgg;ns The Sen:or Execu?uve

'fEnglneer cBean Thm AccoumfaﬁT Evans hIS ASSIsTanf and Ln chmore “The

'eparfmenf was sef uP”a fund known as The e

H:re Durchase Fund and McBean was--n charge of.?haf.fund The fund was f"r-'~3'
- des;gned To purchase spare par?s and ofber lnc1den+a!s for *he roiilno 5
fsfock from funds eaFned or augmenfed by rareage of cerfain machanes.:_;;7:;fg.ﬂ' .
 Accord|ng To Reg:naid Dunkloy, +he ?hen Permanenf Secrefary :n ?he M;DISIFVQE

-The fund was never used fo purchase goods fnom abroad and There was no

aufhor:Ty for so d0|ng Furfher,_+hereidas o' aufhorify fo deal w:fh

fd'mndd!emen. ThIS poltcy was fo purchace goods from apprOVed suppiters of '

._.[

Accordxng ?o Roberf Mars:,_fﬁéﬁM}thier:o¥'é¥a+é”f¥pefohf§+ryﬁ::E]7'

Accordang To Joseph Sm:fh D:recTor or F[nance and Adm:nssfrafion  ?*

3In ?he M|n|s+ry of Flnance To 9e+ on ?he t s? of approved supptlers, an f“fﬁ7

7,fepappiica+ion mus+ be nade To +he Msntsfry and a check is made on +he appll—dﬁ“:-

can+ by a Supply Off:cer The cr[+erta for }ncldsson |n +be l|sf anclude

-.dwarehousing;fac;i:;aes adequafe f;nance andfsfafftng 1f';he app!ncaflon

Co. was on . The ias+ of

'._approved suppl;era,_.,n cross~exaw:na+[on, Dunkley said Thaf The purpose of'}rf.f'
'J_having aoproved suoplrers wou!d be +o profec+;Governmenf funds tn relaTaon
-rsfo pr:ces and spec:f:cofaons._ He adm1f+ed Tha? |f approved supplcers were f~d3;r¢'

':;ouf of sfock of uraen+iy needed par+s for +he vehacies purchases couid be ’“:

H i

' ”made from nonwapproved suppilers,- f;‘iifg?;ﬂi“’““

A C:rcu’ar out of The M|n|s+ry of FananCe No 4 dafed 24+h

' 'i February, 1978 was ?onderedsz The second paragraph reads




. 5.
"Permenant Secretaries and Heads of Departments may
...how-purchase.from any @vailable source, The suppltes
.. reguired-by-them, up to the 1imit of the provisions
~made . for That: purpose: ln Their approved Esflmafes,

with the excep?xon of:

J(ii Goods which are not availabiz locally and
: have to be.importied.

;2)_:Goods{snown;on Tha a*Tached achedule,mand_
.(3) Goods which are the subject of standing
contracts awarded by the Minister on the
__advnge_ofyfna?§dpply:Adyysony Commjffaa.vJ_“L_

Winston. Letts gayavevjdenca_fnaf_undarttha_aysfam_obfainjng_in
the D.E.M.S.. a request or requisition for goods would pa_made:from.fna{.
sfores...Tna-purchasingxoffican pr!d prapareIThe necessary inyo}oe orders.
drawn on a supplier seiecfad from The !lsT of approved suppllers. _ -

-As purchasing off:cer L:Tchmore had no aufhorlfy To orlg;nafa -
orders, To approve. of orders or ouThorlze paynenfs.l | o

Two copies of the inveice orders wou[d be senT To Tha suppfiar :_
who, when tThe order |s f;iled wouid a+Tach h:s blil and reTurn IT with |
the appropraafe copy of nhe |nv01ce. Upon ?he s+ore advsCIng receip? and
approval of the goods, payment would be: approvad by ?he approprtafe off;cer
on_appropn;afa_paymanf}youohers._ ngonns was aufhorszed To approve paymenf.
to fhapexfanf of_$10 000 _ Above Thaf and QP_TO.$30’OQO approval by a
DarecTor of The D M S. musT be soughT :’ _4 - D

EV|dence concernlng The foundlno of a A M. C O. and J I S Co LTd.
was g[ven by Hugh Rlchards, Accoun?an+ and Company Darec*!’or.= He sald +haf |
in November 1980 Btake wn?h whom he had been assocaafed in busuness from “
1974, Toid him of p{ans To form a company and to Thaf end There was a. .
meefung a+ hls home at STliweil Road in aarly 1983 | Amongsf fhose presan+):
Thar Were Biake ngglns and Evans.: Blake |n;roduced ngglns as cnglneer
in fhe Mtnisfry of ConsTrucT:on and aa a prospecflve Direc?or and Evans as
an AccounTan+ in The same Mtnnsfry. The name J A M C 0. Was decaded on.
He said the purpose of the company was to obfaln orders from and supply
goods fo Tha Msntffry of Cons?ruc?;on and ofher Mlnesfrles. Thelr affornay,

a Mr. Wilson, later advnsed Thaf There was already a company on the Register



' 3,aas*ﬂrA'MﬁCIO"EaﬁdP°H:°°'company couid no? be reg:sfered under fhaf name.:r;g;f:;]airj”

”ffThe name “Jamatca Endus?r:ai Suppises" wastfhen chosenQ””':ﬁ

“'”}a and a bank accoun+ ;n fhaf name had ueen oaenedsir Th'_Ba
af Knufsford Bou[eva d Branch,: They carrled no sfock on h::ﬂ
”aihouse.ﬁ They bough? and soI:{ =
:aapercenT.: Biake was Maaaclng{Djrecfor and he R:chards?f,
'faéThear company under *he_new name of"Jama:ca

:failem:Ted was duly;“:“ : o

.liaMr, Janga!ee and

f:”jof srgnsng on The company s accoun? fof

”'ffameefzngs and of rouflne maTTers,

"’::amoun?s for whlch +hay were subsequenfly charged for breachus of +

;7; Preven+|on of Corrupflon Acf

'”'{fd A M C O. LTd To +he Mtn:sfry of Consfruc?__ﬁ'adw

in fhe meanfsme Thare had been F

-of Commarce

fand'had no sfore

a?_a proflf W|Th markups from Ten To TwenTy

lndusfrial Supp[fes Company

| "Z;Apar? from Biake each Dtrec?or was Pafd $500.Per mon?h and a Promese was f;?}}f-" S

 ;ﬁ made To prov;de a company vehlcle for each D{recfor as soon as The company

 of fhe atfairs of the. company and. of the. paynents to the. sppe| Ian‘tS_of the

J A M C 0. neifher sough+ nor ever was an approved suppiler.;aﬂf;fffff”'

'~jf3There was a ieffer of th F bruary, 1981 by Blake as. Managlng D;rec+or of

'7-.aC|i|+!es Thus uffﬁ_

ame of . A M.C. 0

_nnancfal con?roller.;jﬂf:-77

nd enTer+a1nmen+ 1{',j3: ﬂ

"”ff,ffwas ina poszf:on funanc_a!“ ﬁTo_do so. R:chards gave eV1dence of Dnrec?ors?j;afzf;*ﬁ

_aiscuased a? ?hemmeeflngsaandyef fhe runn:ngf e




_57,

AR S ;', -JAMCO L., lndus+r|al Supplles o o
T 1 New Kingston Hotel, Knutsford Bouievard_

“'P.0. Box 83, Klngs+on

“Phiohe: 65430, Ext. 2012-14

 Ministry of Consfruc+:on
R Industrial Terrace B
.ﬁ‘ﬁ:King$TQnA34 ”."Hg“--_n;::;  T

" JAMCO LTD. since its inception has' been' working ‘alung with:
“,;The GoverneaﬂT Through var:ous minisfrte

JAMCO has *he fo!iow+ng fFCI]lT!eS

",_'ﬁj}f;;'PrOth|ng Purchac:ng Serv;ces and F;nance In ali face+s'
S of Industrial Equapmen? and Suppfles.-~ Ll Ll

'fafiﬁfi5ﬁprocurr|ng fund:ng up o US$20,000,000 (Twenfy witdion
g ‘Dotlars). This amount is at our |mmedta+e disposal
with moderate terms Gf 60 days Shiyears i e

"Tﬁ(SilT fJAMCO has al located UST.3: Mu[lion Dollars in 2
" “No Fund Revolving Basis’, Expectally for HospaTaI
"gqutpmenf Publig U+|ltfaes and” Agrlculfure.:-.m

e would be in the !n*eres# Sfithe petevant: aufhor:fles;i0"~ru

“take advantage of these- faC|l|+|es,_so as Tc ease our

'ﬂFore:gn Exchange SafuaTvon. : LT TeRREts Hits

' Yours Truiy,
/s/ N W, Blake
< Matiaging- Dlrecfor

hs +o Tha? Rachards saad +Hhat the company d;d not have fhe funds mentioned::
'Therein: ;Thére”WaS'éﬂsolexh1b|Ted=a'ieTTer‘of Fulys 1?,31981 to the Ministry
of Construction advising inter alias 9507

") o T T
_noz\u¢a=occ-'-"i='e--nooutn‘oooogaeuno'un'd'u-' - O R 0

'(21 .-hbocuo-ra-Hdo;eewan1c?6r}owccnibo-”ﬁ*

: f”t3§’1oﬁDéR“DEPT”*ANé“EXECUTrvg:b#F{CES‘fNéw.Kiﬁgs+0n-'E;J;f
- _;_HOTeI Comoiex :aﬂ;Vme

Warehouse = 5000 sg, £+ a+ Lady Musgrave Road° - _"
4000 sq. T at Omara Road.“
Richards said that the premises on Lady Musgrave Road were rented but

never used ond fheyﬂhad-nofhing on Omara Road.



T3j5w|+h :he Jamaica

: 3 ¥ i+h The Mahasfry o* Cons?rucflon.'
"-' ﬂof *he Permanen? Secrefaryf

'"'-“_fcheques :n favour of J A  “;?f

'”'ff_of +he blank paymenf vouchers.z The Tofa!icheques payabte To J A_M C O -on’

: ‘ﬁ'i*he vouchers durtng 198? amounfed +o $1781543 884, Richards h::ever sand

.'T': had sfs off:ce in The Sherafon Hofe:,, : ;i;f”';"

"'ﬂ:. PubI|c WOrks Denar+men+ of +he Nanisfry, (11) Ruper? Lewus, +he Acflng

- j_ﬁ:E-e's- '-'wet'-'e- ' 1 n‘ _;'o* 'flice.r“_e',ls-an' Shafr_ej_-

prhprlefcr.“Thl: bu5 -ess was: reg:sTered as a suPp;}er; T'f £;_fji

'ﬂj show!ng StTTer as_Thg

+rsai Suppiy Companytfn 1961*and’fransac+ad“;bus

is audyTidone_on The lnsfruc+zons".; .

W:ns+on Le?Ts in ?he course o_,_

 und'1n_+he drawers_of“Llfchmore'aFnumber_of_;:;:__gf
' Lol order S
These znclude paymenf/vouchers and-refurned::

::*documenfs whuch were uxh;btféd_

'.of |nvosce wifhouf paymen?, ouchers affached and huch Llfchmore sald were

'ﬁ_orders To be senf off ?o J M'C O fcr aoodsu; nggins 5|gna+ure wa fon ”wo

: T _accord:ng To h:s Iedgerj +he amounT receaved from The Manls*ry of Consfruc on  f: f1"" 

':'-:"::+o _Juiy, 1981 amoun+ecz 'l'o $263 621 37 L '

'.5¥ﬁEv|dence +end;ng—+0"ﬂrﬁve +he saie.and del!very”of Oji To The

_ifMinusfry and af exorbn?an? prtces'was aiven:'y;+hrec w1?nesses {1) Joseph_chﬁfié'f:' 

f;;HunTer, hau!age confracTor whc saad he“d{dahaUIaae work.for J A M CJO which

:”g” personaI!y made dellvery ofﬁojl |n 457ga 1on drUms,_:o The Monfego Bay

:ﬁ?TExecuT:ve Engtneer ;n chargefof The;MonfegolBay P‘w D wOrkshop who saud fhaf- ff#’ 

-ffan:ane, 1981 Frank Roseweil The sforekeeoer, brough+ +:> :s'affenfnon a




. _9}.*4
,quah#?%y'éf lubr|ca+|on oal Tn drums deltvered ?ﬁéﬁe;;fThérefﬁés‘
I,nc-USe-+ﬁe;*%cf.fhf§ 5}&*és*+ﬁe%éﬂwa§*edequa%eﬂgupérfés4fhere&’~v*

The orl was ot ordered by +he Monfeqo Bay’ WOrkshop,, The' i wot

 '}facz1|+|es for sforage There were" for bu!k st of Thtrfy grade;xiﬁ
- Th;sno|l was-an-forty'galion drumsa, Pr;or.fo.fhis, no forfy
“galion drums were sen?*31;‘457ﬁugh*fﬁémp§bn;’ihdus+rjéiﬁMarke+in9
'.Manager for . Shei! Sald +ha+ Thelr prices Foriol ity éngihéséhdLu“
 :+ransm|ss|on +o The M:n|s+ry o Consfrucfion, unlike large: users .

 such as The Bauxn+e Companles and Sugar Es?afes, were noT speCial

';prlces buf ordlnary marke+ pricnso “Anorder: of thirty=three: drums

'”wou!d be suff:cignf quan?a*y for del;very by ?he company 5" +ruck;;

'Ro:ella TX 40 in drums of for#y six tmper;aa gailons for per:od.'
': 1/6/83—9/6/81 Was $398,50“and-befween 10/6/81w23f6/81 $454 007w
'-i‘”nevﬁFJwenf:aS“hT§h=és 5&0 00 per “drim: :h*1981£g“7here~13;n0-:“
" such oii as Shell Rotella TX 10 bk

| There were fhree paymenf vouchers !h*reédétfﬁbfﬂfhfo“

~51ngle Transac+:on - No, 31706 —;’2 "drums” for $5; 085 92

'.N8"5f1664 s drums for 99 536, 10 ~1167}a~-1o~drums For

'f$6:35§f46:4 éT!"' S $635.74 per drum in favour of SERMIC O

'”fThese paymen+ vouchars ‘Were s1gned by Htggins as au+hor15:ng

-purchase, by L:Tchmore recommendtng payment: and again by Higgins:s - .. .

'oufhorISIng paymeh+s on daTes ranglng ‘between Z22nd to 24th June;

'§1981,'a“ D L _
The inference to 5e-drswﬁ:%Fdﬁﬁprepariﬁgrfhreénpaymeht--~

vouchers fﬁ résﬁéé+*6?”6né“brdé¥*ﬁé§*ﬁo¥bﬁiﬁgifhesamduﬁ$‘o;ieéch'
ff VOUCher w;fhan Fhe' Fimit of 510 ‘000 and FThus within H|gg|ns’ N;;~
':fcompefence-fo aufhorsse-paymenf Furfher according: To the- .
'iwf+aessfie¥%han;-éﬁ]érdéf‘fb%*dﬁw wouwd=nof*fa11aunder;Hl§§xﬁsx,;

'func+i&ﬁéj*ﬁFBé}sffoﬁ;oqﬁ”sh6u132g6=Throﬁgﬁifhe:bepar+menfféfﬁ.gf
B SuPPiles._ﬁ":“T” s | | '
Norris Crooksﬁ Tﬁdd§¥ffeT7&a{és“Mahagér; emp1oyed¢+o:&w:

-Essdﬁsaéa”%ﬁéf”ih"igai*%heré*wésﬁéﬁsighed=agreemen¢;wr+h-D;E;M.s;



”Jf0r5¥héﬁguﬁﬁT§ﬁdéiﬁf! Forfy grade 011 ‘was generafly supplied ;n buik or{;;:_e'

'45 gallon drums. He recai!ed +he h|gnesf prtce ‘was $389 per drum buT ln 3ﬂﬂ""
'-f:1981 IT would be abouf $295 Paymeﬂr for o:l supplled would be made by
The Depar?menf of Suppiies,_'.a' " T

Wlfh respecT To +he pr;ce or "Thln“er"' Ru?h Hal! Superv:sor  .

Temp!oyed To Sherwln Wi[!iams M D leiTed Tendered ln ev:dence a copy of{;ﬂi~ i

a bui[ dafed 13fh May, 1981 wade ou; +o J A M c. o and covertng a sale of;zﬁzl"’

.'Th;nner- :** ﬁ'aff--:~:--'

1 drum Eﬁamei thsnner - 54 ga!lons for $T 134 ::fﬁgfflﬁf-'”

2 drums Duco Thxnner for $2 438

2 drums Duco -~ ;namei Thsnner = $2 268

and said These were reaular *efalt pr;ces and noT disfrlbufors prlces._;a;;_j‘

aThere was a dzscounf of 107 gsven To J.A.M.C.O._so Tha+ The ne+ amoun+ pa:d '

__on +he b;il was. $5 103 The pr;ces Thaf year were censfanf She-never:sold-a;-3irff

_To J.AMC, O duco or enamel fﬁrnner a+ The prlce of $1 711 40 per drum nor T

 anv Thlnner 1n March 1981 aT The pr|ce of $1 665 per drum.: She personaliy

'-[sold the goods On #he-rnVOICe. The orqunal was handed To The bearer from f71r'jf'“ e

'J:A£M7C-O in crOSSwexamtnaT;on, she sa:d +he bearer To!d her, he was from -
'J AL M C O., New K:ngsfon = she dld noT personaily know hlm,: The Th:nner as_

per. paymen? voucher 10438 WITh Hzgg!ns as aufhor|51ng purchase was soid To L

o jThe Deparfmenf for 38, 557

vthillprLow ey llna“CIal ConTroller of Carlbbean Brake Producfs
-LtmlTed sald h:s company mandfaCTured brake fiuids, In 1981 There were
' +w0-brands iCar:b Brake Premeum2 and ESpemaf’_ and 1n four s;zes.: ln May

1981 TO cases of Car:b Brake Prem!um was a? $252 per case bu? tn June 1981..,:

: l? was reduced To $203 }* wae never up |o $35¢ 80._ There are 48 quarfer  .;rf'.11 o

“ftffre “tins. ina case “He :endered & copy of a; biil daTed jifh AugusT 1981{'”7”

'for The saie of 30 cases of IiTre brake flu:d To J A M C 0 aT $253 per
fcase.$2,530 He admtTTed in: cross—exam;na?ron Tha+ he diO no+ persona!ty

’”prepareﬂbiids,: Ten cases of il?ro brake f&uad - 24 Tlns - wou!d cos?

"_$237fperﬁcaee, Hss company suppl:ed The M;nts?ry of Consfrucfion w:Th 3.'7'7"'

"brakef¥1uid Credlf was w;Thdrawn from ?he M!n&sfry af some ?[me bu? he

'.;couid not recali +he year,_ ;;e ffﬂ_.




11,
| Hugh Richards said Tha?_+h§;brake.fiuid:bough+ from Carib Brake
fof $2 ;530 was son:To;TheaMiniSTrygfor;$3,548r. Thefrelevanf_paymenf .
voucher No. 08429 was signed.by Higgins_asxpurchasing.fojcer_auThqrising__
purchase.
| The invesfiga#ing officeré De+ecfive Sergeanf.Wifks,_in evidence
rev;éwed the -course-of his tnves?ica+|ons and -he tendered recorded sfa+e—__
_ menTs of -his. lnferrogafior of +he .appelliants Bleke and McBean.. .On_infor-
ma+1on received from Blake he visited Lady Musgrave Road where he saw no
warehouse.faCIIefleSa
When called upon, the appellaznts-gave unsworn statements. Higgins
- said helhe!d @z BSc. degree in'MéchanicaJ-EngIneering;:Tﬁaf,a%TQr-7 years
_service'in the Ministry of Construction; he jett.to. pursue a post-graduste
-CGUFSé'Tn Industrial Managemenf-bufrrejoined;fhegservice-in 1980 as-Senior
“Execu+sve Enginegr Administrator ~ Public. Works Department of .The Ministry
‘ o6t Construction. - Shortly affer joining,: There was.a. change in the
pr%%?cél'direcTorafe and diractives werc: Issued fo upgrade the fleet of. .
vehicles 1o a 70% availabl ity for new projectsto be financed by .-
in+éfhafiona!“iné%i?u+50ns-w-World:Bank,.U.S.A;led, inter-American Bank. .
Simul+aﬁebus1y, the stores and purchasing sections under his jurisdiction
were being reorganized by a-team-headed by 2 Dennis-Roley, World Bank.
Consultant; with the infention of getting rid of +he old card -index system
of sfoékfcbnfrdl-becaUSe of inherent deficiencies in that .system. One of
fhe“méin'déficien;ies was +hat the stock ‘card system: could not show &
possible or'apprﬁved supp{ier?and=Therefore-when"goodsswere.needed,rresorf
had 16 ‘be made to the Yellow ‘Pages-section of the telephone directory.
This was costly and also resulted in a:backlog of unfilled orders.. Affer
meetings with workshop heads;, branCh*heads;vDirecTofs and:-Roley,. a decision
was*fékenlfo.canvaéhfor possible suppliers.. These suppliers could oniy ..
obfaih'+he:sfaqu’bf“épprcved suppliers by performance and. not on the basis
of Balancs sheets and Bank references. The authority fo-determine who were
approvad suppliers; now rested in the ‘workshop heads The appel lant Blake

was ori the list of grade B confractors before he rejoined The service. ..



':jT2aj‘c”

'feH:s company ceme fo be recoan;zed and accred;fed becaJse The company was ja7e'

: abie To deliver +he goods He had performed consulfancy servnce and a _fj:;.~ o

feasub; “‘hf S'r”d‘/ for- '”“5 company ' The paymen‘rs he recelved were wﬁ'h i -

: reference +o expense |ncurred as resulf or such serv;cee,: He had :

'1performed S|miiar serv:ces Fo ofher bodies w1+h Governmen+ sancTson,-;He 1;:7;33

_edid no+ a? any +|me conspare wiTh Blake To raise or fix pr:cos of any |Tem'j_ _d1

'ﬁsupplled +o The M:n:afry

- Llfchmare s brnef s?a#emenf was +o The.effecT Tna? +he money '
rece:ved by h|m from J A M C O was for ass;sf:ng w:*h adv:ce Qn sfock

'confro!,, He' denied beinq 1nvolved in any consplracy Tc de.raud.dﬁj_fc{jfii*

| Evans sand +haf as accoun+an? h:s dufres were speci |ca1 To be:ﬁ:

':ﬂln.charge of The Mechan;cal and Elecfr:ca! Sec*:on and The p:pe~makang .

: planT aT Harbour Head He had aufhorxfy To s;gn cheques on . behalf of ?h;s;f:

:”diViSiOR._ He accepfed fhe pos;f;on of d:rec%or an nhe J.i S Co. L;mefed

g-bu+ he was nof Then aware of The S?aff Orders wh:ch requ:rad fhaf he shouid ~fffd°"

ff:rs% seek permlSSton o Governmen+ As Hugh thhards aald in evxdence,:{?:"

'"ghls sen*xmens was sfrong agafnsf overprlc:ng,. Pe wou!d never affax h|s j["3 :

-5fES|gnaTure +o any cheque or: documenf nf he knew %ha? fhe prlces of The qoods -

.wcre no? fa:r and reasonableq. In |gnorance, ‘he became a dtrecfor and he T-”'3

 dId nof know rece;vnng +he money as such, Was tilega! He d;d no? consp:re:;_ d

McBean sa;d he assumed dufies zn The lee Fund bcheme on 1s+ Aprll L

'f}ﬁ¥980°_ He carr!ed ouf his responsnblla.:es cS fsnanc'at confro!ler of +he

' ;ﬁscheme w:fh |nfegr|?y and honesfyez He did nof conSp:re wsTh anyone nor was __"

"_j.he corrup?ed by anyone Hls assocnafeon w;fh Jamanca tndusfriai Supoiles

m”reiafe To & progecf in respecf To solar wafer hea?:ng for ho%els and

'jhosplfa!s on whrch he was’ vork:ng 1n 1981 He dnd res arch w;fh Honeyweil_g*:fijﬁ

.'aecorpora+lon of Pennsylvanna, U S A wn+h a vuew To form:nd : J01n+ venfure 5f:
"wsfh +he Jamaican Company |n :he deveiopmenf of Thts prOJecT,: i+ was for

'd;ﬁg?hls he was’ pa:d $600 on’ Three dlfferen+ occas:ons 5 : ol

| Blake sald he was a bus&nessmanq_ Jamalca IndusTrlal Suppl:es o

"thmifed supplsed goods +o var:ous organ:saf|ons includ:ng +he Minisfry of
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Construction. Thé“compaqyfgngaged?emplo?ees‘in.procuring;goods where .
‘Vaﬁailéﬁle'?“iocal*ahdeabroad§k The 'supplying of oi!;fo_Moﬁ?egofBay Was one
of sébﬁi};éhsaé+ibﬁs.-xNormallexpenseé fncurred;?re»fransporiafionﬁ;wgre; ‘
added. He hever conspired withithe bThérfappeilaﬁfs-%o defraud'*he.;__ 
GoVérﬁﬁeﬁ+ oF fo raise;-fix or'mainfaTn“priCes\ofvgoodé}:;-1
v'”Before“deaiing wifh'fhe main ground of appeal chalienging the
evidential worth of the case for The:prOSécufion, it seems: convenient to .
deai_;Tré+.Qf+h'é*numbehxof subsiéiarf or-subordinafe;grodnds;of,appeaj,
'hithES”Eon+endad-bv'éhpéfiénfs'rcounsel:Thaf.cerfainvdocumehfaryq
;GV|dence admitted ‘in evidence by the learned Resident Magistrate was.
lnadmasslbie as (1) +he evidence was ‘in‘breach of The ‘heéarsay.rule in that
+he documents {(a)*did nOT-orig;na;e;or-were-nof-connccfed UJTh-The_appeltanfs
' '(55': x_ué'r'*'e ‘admitted through -thcompé%éf witnesses and (2). failed to satisfy.
fhé”%és+ of*being,of’any>pfﬁbé+fv;9va!ue:in-relafion;To_Theaoffences;charged.
”Fub%hek;‘fhaf-fhe}evidence“fféﬁ:%hé‘éfficers:from.fhe=Banks~wa5 hearsay: .
éﬁidéﬁééias héf~$ajiihgfﬁf?hfniény cdmmonwiaw-or=sfafu?§ryﬁexcapf@pquand,
shobid’habé‘béen”exéiUdedfandf%héffforrfhe:same;reasons~.ihé-COPY‘bile,"~
“tendered by Ruth’ Hali and Pﬁ;!lip Lowe purporting to stiow that. Jbrake. f luid*
and "thinner’ were sold To . AMC0 were wrongly: admtffed,=,:“
CNow in the caéech“Rﬂfh'Hailg:herxevrdence-was-io;#he.effec? that
she personally made the sale of the ‘goods recordes in the bill and. spoke .
from her personal kth!edgé!-'A'subpoenawduceéffécﬁmﬁhad-beenﬁserved on the
defenée;f'AcCordihgly=+o-fha?vékfehf-#heﬁéopyﬂbiFffagfsecondary evidence was
;;édmiésibié’#hrough'her;'“HoweGef;-fheaprcbafive vajﬂé‘ofgher;evidence,Was
vieakened b#'ﬁér'admiss?On‘fhaf Eheﬁdid3no+cknow'fhé5bearer and apparently
she rclied on his’ word “+hat he ‘was: f rom JiAM.C. Qs ﬁbwever~-Hugh-Richards
gave evndence supporting Ru+h Hall:és to. The purchase of -thinner from her
cowpany On +he ofher hand Phriilp ‘Lowe: admiffed ~that the:bills Tendered,
_were no+ prepared by htm ‘and ke -had hothing’ +o do-with the preparation of
bills. Accordlrg!y, he was: nncompefenf to teénders “the copy: blllS (see Myers
v. D.PLP;”[1964]'2“AFI ExR;“BS!)a~"Howeven;:Richardsggave,eyidence that

thdesd’ brake ‘Fluid was purchased: for the price. of: §2,530 and. resold to the



T;M;n;sfry in March 1981 for*$3 548 _BofkﬂRuTh Har'?aadfeﬁiilipftnwé%gavéZ*VTF'?-i 5

ﬂevrdence of fhe go:ng PFI’: of##hose goods end‘fhe!r ev{dence on fhaf has _fl*f

'.no+ been challenged or '!“raversedu ___f_n :

Objec+|ors werﬂ also Taken tn The courf beiow, agasns? ?he f;f"

' 'Tenderung by +he ank off:Ciaie of mlcro-fiims or cheques and [odgmenT__

7'sfips and fhe1r adm:ss:ballfy was The subJecf of comp!u:nf on appeal

he superVISOr of +he ArChinS and.Records of

: Drana Cunnlngham f

S ;fhe Dukc STreeT Branch of +he;Roya[ Bank (Ja ) Lfd gave ev:dence of The s

e’sysfem of macro~ftlm:ng cHequ s proceSSed by +he Bank before re+urn:nd f*}f”:_ﬂl'

7:_+hen fo fhe drawer or Bank'onfwhlch They are drawn She said she opera?ed j_ﬂg:'

. B fhe m!cr0~fulm|ng appara?us and persona!iy cerftfled +he fntms produced

fns +rue and accurafe.? In That regard we hold Tha? fh;s rendered her

| :_ev.dence dlsfingutshable from ThaT held ;nadmass;ble in R v,_Paule++e ””’j’f.n'-?'

erI!!ams (R M, npneal No. 2“/79;j[unreporfed] See Barker v‘ WllSOh

e 1[1980‘I 2 Al E R, 8, She produced mncro—fa!ms of'cneques drawn in favour Sl

_ of apoeflanf vqns wafh dep051+ slres coverind 1odgmenfs To The credlf-of _Tde-73f“3T

”jfhne accounf

S:nnlar ob5ec+aows wero made To The ev;dence glven by oTher Bank

-  off1c=ais concernsng cheques payebie and iodged To The credz+ ef nggens, ;:&Ffff”

_';n”LiTchmore and McBoan 1n +he respec+ ve Bank accoun#s and drawr on +he':

' _accounf of The J ! S Co,_s accounf aT +he New Ksngsfon Bran h of +he Bank ra =

Cof Commerce (Ja } LamlTed

l+ seems unnecessary To deat specsfecaiiy w1Th cech obJec+|on as

IVI?hg appe!tanTs nggsns, L;schmore, EVans and McBean, and They In furn

B adm:f*ed recetVing The paymen.s and ?he real bone of con+enflon 1s whefher

”|+ s of no momen?._ Hugh R;chards gave evudence as fo +he paymen.s made To {f;.;']*_-

fffhe paymenfs were for serv;ces iawfuily rendered tﬂ +hetr pr!vafe capacnf:es ;eiljjfﬁ

' or were graf:ficafion ﬁor show:no favour‘- Accordung y |+ |s no? essenfla “_"ff}-

o fhere and now, +o ccnsnder wncfher :n The E:ch? of The deC1suon nn Barker v.;_ﬁ:;f f]'e;

'Vvlison (supra} Tha?

o "For fhe Purposes cf 59 cf fhe Bankers' Bookc'ff”df'f*ﬁ e
- Eviderice Act. 1879 fhankers' books? “includeia:
'-n_d record of e cusTomer =3 Trensacf:ons and: defaxis
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.. "of cheques recorded. by .a bank.on microfllmp and
accordingly such microfilm may be usad for the -
~purpose. of proving banklng transactions in legal
proceedings in accordance with the 1879..."
this Court ouchf ?o adhere to the stand on micro—fiims taken in RV, T

Paulette WIlframs (supra}.

Compla|n+ was also.node agalnsf %he admnss;on in eV|dence of +he
records of +he :nferrogafuon of apoellan?s McBean and B[ake by DeTec+nve'“'
Wflks on The grounds (s) Tha? +he cau?ron aiiegedly g:ven was not recorded
SERD. fhe documen?s were no+ Stgned by +he wefnesses (1:1) +ney ware Taken
with a v1ew To arres? ane prosecu?son and (:v) the record was not compiefe
as |+ confa;ned only such ma+1ers as fhe offlcer des:red to record |

| We wou!d obs rve Tha+ +here has been no serious challenge to the

volun?ariness‘of %hé answers gsven +o The ques?ion:ng by the fnvesffgaflng
offlcer, and fhese were obViously nade in The course of the' znvesfiga?nons, -
and The facf Thaf The appcilan?s dec!tned fo S|gn does not make Tne
documen* any Iess a memorandum of +their volunfary answers. It would be
more accura?e Than The witnesses unelded ‘recollection of the answefs: _"’
However, The anx;ous concern of the appellanfs counsel apparen?ly,.ﬁaé'+c‘&”
the facf Tha? cer?a:n enTrles in +he cash book were referred To, in The
1n+erroga+ton and fherefore, he confendcd, 1nadmsss:ble eV|dence was Thereby;
adm1ffed To ;;;;if seems 3 s+orm in 8 Teacup, havsng regard +o +he naTure !
and conducf of +he Cefenc fhai Hugh R|chards gave direct evidence on The
enfrtes referred To and that The answers given in the inTerrogafion-dld .
no? To any appreczab!e ex+en+ advance The case for the prosecu+1on

« lr As a pre+vm1nary p0in+ Mra Raf?rey had SUDMITTed +ha+ +he counts
chargsng The appelfanfs wn?h breaches of +he COFPUpT!Oﬂ Prevenf:on Act were
aefecfrve ln Thaf in The “parflcu!ars of offence‘ The avermen+ "in the
exerc:se of hES offucuai func+|on“ was oms?fed Mr° Andrade conceded” Fhat
the counfs were +o fhaf ex?en% defec+|ve ouf aaked Thdf $he Cour+ ‘ekercise
fhe power of amendmenf conrerred by Secfion 302 of the Judlca+ure |

" (Resident Maglsfrafes) Acf on The qrounds that:

'(E) There is suff;cien? evzdence to- prove The avermenf
~omitteds . - _ L



:cafundamenfat duesflon whe+he

- fhe conv:cflons..'”'

---__ReS|d6'l1' Magts#‘l‘afe s fin ey

- (iTi’--The poun? was no# ra:sed:h? fhe +r;a1th*tff"’

(.;.) The. amendmenT couid”be effected without anJus+ice"i-:*-;._%
*?o the. appeilanTs --Sec+|on 303 of The Jua[cafure S
(Res;den+ Magxsfrafes)_AcT - o

fWe deferred our dects1on on Th;slquesf 'n pendlng cons:dera?non cf The

ﬂs Thefc?her grcunds_of : peal lnvolve.con51dera+ﬁeﬁ:cf'fhe}f5ff”

N : men‘i‘ and for easy

o refcrcnce +o se+ ou+ hereunder The ftndqﬁgs as recorded._lgi;effﬂc:*

_,': The cour* careru!ly consadered all the Evndence in
. this case. The crown's case was’ accep#ed.; The case
“for the ‘defence was checTed.. The unsworn: ‘statements
‘of atl fhe ‘accused are. recorded verbaflm, The: ”Q" _
_*Demeanour of cath: wifthess was: observed ~ dtscrepanc:es
“__=;;|n ‘evidence: cons;dered and ?he unsworn sTa:emenTs
“ﬂ”?faken |nTo accounf, ;» T T

'“jThe cour+ regarded chhards as an Accompllce and du!y
owarned itselfs Richard!s -evidence was. corroborafed
: jgby fhe accused persons Themselves and also by

|i+y on counfs :
1 2,°3,8; 19 22 and 24" because These counfs were riot

'*.[fThe accused persons ‘were found-noTﬁg

"ffproved and on counts 4, 5,76 and 7 because of The .”,i_g,fisdf;;"db.

~;{jfwordtng of. Thoso counts of +he 1nd|c+men+._,_-

L ,;HCOurT found %haf ail f;ve (5) accused persons and
'ﬂ]?ofhers consp;red Togefher to: defraud the Ministry of
. Construction. of money.: “That the four (4) accused

. ‘persons who were emo!oyees of The Mlnls+ry of:

-z Construction corruptly received money as @ moTtVe or
o réward for showing: Favour to- JAMCO and or Jamalca
L indusfrsai Supp!y Company Lumifed SRR

" ngwThe ccurf found c!ear eVIdence Thaf +he consprracy :
*V_SfarTed seon after. The +ims when Higgins: returhed 1o -
cowork at the Mnn;sTry of Construction fate 1980 to -
© early 1981, "Higgins was ideally olaced o mastermind -,
ithe fraud perpefra+ed on the: MtnasTry Along with oo
o iBlake and Richards, They formed g ccmpany or. compannes.;lﬁﬁ; 3
... The other accused ‘McBean ;. Evans: and" L:Tchmorc were ';] g
© U aware of ?”e o peas of the company and were prepared
oot aSSts+ OF mon°?%?;;femezds e : c

=5 Hire Fund Schema made s
v -men who: svsfema%|caily

';fggThe InJeCT Qn of funds lrto
“idasl piciings for those’ gfep*

- fed ordefs into "their compary.” This is gvidenced by .__fﬁ L

>_ddfblank viyment order vouchers  drawn up for’ JAMCO with
L dAMCO lnvo;ces as also: 519ned Daymenf vouchors and
' ,orders awalfing orders from The Mznts+ry :

itiis. abundan+iv ciear'fhad |T was The purpose of the
four accused employed ?o +he Munusfry +o sfeer orders

rpnof +here was suffncaenf ev;dence +o supporf o
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"for goods: needed by the MinlsTry To their’ Pompany
They knew +hat +heir company was a fraud Ttself.
- 1+ could-never be. an.Approved Supplier as it did net
-have the necessary: facilities. |1 could cnily act as -
a2 middie man doing what The M;nts?ry Ifseif could do -
buy goods from it's suppliers.

Therr anfonfzon from The lncepflon of their company -
..was to -line thelr pockets. by buying ava:!able ooods
on the.open market andselling same  back to the:
Ministry at exorbitent rates. This they did in fac*
on at feast one instance they go greedy, that They
-.-bought jand sold oil to the Ministry - sending 1t fo
+he Montego Bay workshopp ‘whers they no doubt feel i+
~would have.been. overlooked the oil was not ordered
by Montego Bay and was noti then needed in Montago Bay. -

This cour+ fei? fhaf on: +he clearest evidence The
saccused persons were. guilty as charged on counts 1, 9,
10, 11,.12,:13,.14,.15, 16, .17, 18,720, 21 and 22.
wr: The: Cusfodeal Senfence was Infended to beé a deterrent
to- cthers who would. +h1nk it easy to snaulqe in
'w;SImltar acfs as: +he accused persons d]d o oo_;
Mr Ra++ray argued The foliow:ng ground basad on papagraph 2:0f
the find:ngs:—~:3* ﬁﬂr- A o . .
| '-"ThaT The evsdenee of *he w|+ness Hugh Richards
~recogn:zed by the learned Resident MaglsfraTe <o
be the evidence of an accomplice was not ‘corroborated
oo by cany independent. evidence. properly admitted at the
ctrial.and The - iearned Magts+ra+e was. wrong in Iaw in
-~findtng that There was corroborafton
The passage on - thCh +h1s ground resfed is Typlcai of the Resident
Magistrate's. f:nd:ngs on lmporTanT quesf;ons of law and con%enflous issues.
instead of spec1f|c flndungs of facf There are sweeping general:fzes and
guestions of iaw are: d:sposed of wifh ponftf:ca! s?a+emenfs and ultimate
conclusnons ‘are’ reached w:fhouf exposing for cr:flcal réview, the logical
sfeps Ieading To ?hose conclusaons. BuT-The-apoeai 1s in effecf from the
JngmenT and from wha+ was sfaiod :n The ftnd:ngs he obv;ous!y accepfed
without: reserva?:ons, The ev:dence adverse +o The qppellﬁnfs and accordingly

our task: wsii be ?o say, ln The end whefher’The ev:dence supporfed The

f:ndings of guslT L 'ffi*:'”' o ?‘ b
Now as: regards Th;s parflcuiar ground of appeal, ;+ is true, as
Mr. Ra+fray po:n+ed ouT +haf szh respecf fo The subSTanflve charges of

corrupf:on, on +he vnfa! :ssue as. To The purpose for whech Daymen*s were

made and recelved by The apoe[ianfs They conTended ThaT such payments were



"-_”ai} The crrcumsfances.e.3* o

for serv:ces rendered in’ %hear prtvafe capac;fzee and. Therefore, could no? -
'be corrobora?:ve evndcnce on Tha? :ssue.. However, This f:ndang (excep*
;Perhaps fc a cerfa:n exfenf sn The case of L|+chmore) whom R;chards said ;T .ff;:

: fwas egreed +o pay hzm $300 per mon?h for channeiitng orders, ctearly does

:-'nof resf on fhe ev:dence of Rfchards buf upon The |nference-+o be drawn from _QQTZ?ﬁsl_

Fbr evndence fo be cerroboraflen, |+ musf be |n ﬂaferlal par?icular

'__bu? not neceSsary zn eVery parchuler nor eny parf:cuiar, parfscular”f

3_illusfra+1ve of This, iS ?haT an respecf To Blake holdlna ou+ h|s +rading

Tixen+:?1es as approved suppiiers or possessjng ?he necescary criferla of an. '¥;g o

i :_approved suppiser, There iS COrroboraf|on 1n ?he !effers wrnf?en by h:m ?o;;;eff7"3

e+he M:ntsfry and lﬂ pﬁrT:cu!ar, in regard +o fhe warehousnng fa0|11+:es,;;;f}'”e

_ '_"l’he evndence of Be‘i‘ecfwe wnks.._- i

s a pre!ude o h;s subm|=310ns Tha? +he evndence d|d noT suppor?]fu;ﬂ:fgri

~the conv:cf:ons for breaches of The Corrup?ion Prevenflon Acf Mra Raffray}}[?;e”

-_-'-drew aﬁen'hon 1'0 'S'he d:fference oe‘?ween 'l'he provzsuons in 'rhe English Aci' o

"5(1913) and +he Jamaucan Acf In The former, The Acf expressly prov:des ;nfﬁfsfef ;}}flf

. Secfnon 2 - Thaf where ln proceedings under The Acf “lf |s proved #haf anyefeifi'

-:money, guff‘ or ofher cons;derafien has been paid or given or recelved by a

.:_”person in “the empioymenf of Her MaJesfy or any Governmen+ DeparTmenT or a
' pUbllC body by or from a person or agen+ of a person,5.,.,.,;..;°......¢;'
- the money, g:f* or consrder@fton shali be deemed fo have been paid or: g¢Ven

and receaved corrup?iy es such snducemenf or reward as 15 menTnoned :n such

__ A ot unless The mfrary is pmved S e

| There ig no samt¥ar s?afufory presump?son tn The Jamascan Acf and

"':in our v;ew :?s absence means %haf +he prosecuf:on musf +ender ev:dence from ef¢eﬁs
::-whsch The reesdnabie irference mey be drawn Thaf There was a graT:fsceflon -

e oorrupfly rece:ved as en anducemenf or reward ?o show favour an The exerc:se

Cof offIC|a! funcf:on‘
In Th:s regerd Mr. Ra?fray submrf?ed fha? assumlng ThaT fhere were ;'f

_Cbmpeny Thls wouiH nof meke ?hem gu;lfy of corrup+1on OF consperecy.:_ﬂﬁ

i



19.

Certain -payments-were for ?rave!ling.expenses.on;iegifimafe;busjnesssof‘
the company.

- Mr, Rattray 0ver-sinp1ifies-+he-posifion.: The-issue .is confested.
Here are Three senior-civil’ servanfs |n =R deparTmenT all being on a board
of seven or eight direcfors in-a company formed with 2 view.To fradzng
with their department, and they, bexng the officers together who order,.
apprbvefand.aUTHGr?se-paymenfs-of;goods;purchasedmfrom their company; not
only did The?3chahnél a considerabielvoiume,éf.bus@hess_fq_The company,

but in doing so, ‘by-passed approved or accredited suppliers and. purchased. .

goods af prlces considerably above regular.suppliers, and even in one case, .

unwanted goods. -On-this evidence, the finding of. show1ng favour is
tnescapable° On +the question whether they. did §0 for a. graftfscaflon,_
although jhey}were charged with specific amoun?s, the evidence of collateral
benefifs*SUChtaé the “right to sign?a?-cerfain=ho?e+s:andfresfaurants_for

food andidrink;”andi+he=expecTanT:benefiT;of:being provided with a car as
soon észfﬁé’fThancés of the:Company would:permif, are not only relevant fo

showing favour;«bu+-supporf"therinferencethaf the amount paid for..

direc*brsifeés-was=buT:a"coveraup;ﬁ indeed, it was clearty in tThelr, .. ...

interest, that Thevfinanciai-posifion;of:fhe:company,be_GXpediiiousiy_H
cnhanced.

In our view, there was sufficlent evidence in general fo prove .
the ‘essential elements for the offenceEOf.corrupfion,in}CQnTrayen+ion of ..
Section 4 of ~the ‘Corruption orevertion Act.: Certain submissions were made .
specifically to certain counts and those woulc.be deal+”wifh_}a+eti

"*_ fAccordineg;qi*-is.en@ﬁgh-to;say-Thaf,gwhenevep necessary, ?hose
counts of +the ‘indictment charging -:corruption:in +heJexercise:¢f the powers
conferfed=byl§§ctionw§02_WEIl beamended Yo lnclude-fhe-wordsfﬁlﬂjfhe:_,vt_ .

exabeisé of ‘his official function®, as-in-our opinion,.nc injustice would

be caused 1‘her-ei:~y;f"E FSesR. v.-Hubert Stewart (unreporfed).P.C..36/81. . - ~
delivered 28/7/82]. ‘
L Support of the- ground Fhat . “?he Fotality of The. evudence

adduced against the-accused: does not In,iawﬁes?ablishhfhe;e{emenfs of_'-

Tl e



.T Iegif¥ma*e busxﬁess'be;ng carf'ed on,'and'?ha+ ffom fhe severai hundred
 ””~} :+ems soid +o +he Depar?menf fhere were.bu+.+h}ée singled 6u? for cver- :
_ff;chargfnq, v;z, brake fiuid Thinner and .oior o:l.- in.respec+.cf The 0|!
"  he adver?ed To The_facf fhc+ wha+ appearé?fo be'
. f;on ?re lnvotce and +he s+orekeep_
'?f fca!!ed +o refufe The unference «haT Tbe requa§|fton camemfrom Thaf off;ce
.."¥ [As Fo Thxs facf I+ was open To The Res:denf Magu o to accept
' ';;ev|oence of Ruperf Lew159 The Exacu?tve Engsnoer

 ”; be rqu|5|+[oned w1+houf hls belng é

: ':. purchase Imporfed fyres :
. .  }overcharg|ng as. aga}nsf Thu hundreds of bona f:de Transacfson§ woutd  '
 |nd|caTe +haf There was no agreemenf To se lifo The DeparTmenT”af exor_: anf?
 ¥fpr;ces,; ThIS case, he malnfasned ;couid Se puf no haghef +han The czvul '
:i aervanf$ wifhou+ +he permrss:on of- h”:Gover':
”_L;company supplyang goods fo Thelr Depar+mer+ ‘at: a reasonab[e mérkup They "

”5 may havc been :n breach of“C v:&"s¢rv 'e-Regula_:o

:':conspxracy ..,.“ ’Mr:_RaTTray submeTed Thaf-fhe GVfdbnce overall shows a

requ151+|on number was L

df;?he Mon*ego Bay Sec+aon was'no gt

';;fﬁ,Mr. Ra?fray argued Tha? w1Th The excepfson of an order +o o ": 1 S

.jCh was never pursued fhe Th

tnsTances of

h‘ 'I'here o

:nf bucomang direcfors of a__hﬁ- f f f* [f




o

the F:nance and Aud;+ Act. They knew Tha? Governmen+ in pursult of sconomy
~did not dea! wlfh "m:dd!emen”;' The Three ITems of Wthh evzdence was ‘given
as to- prlces are: bu+ sampics ;'”+he }1p of The |ceberg The inference to g
be drawn from +he mv:dence is TheT +he appeiianfs agreed to dofraud “the
":M:n|sfry by The means se+ ouT in The inalcfwenr T
| | Ne!Ther Mr° RaT ray 5 approach To “Fhe Three specaf;c items to the
17effecf ?naf "one swa!iow does nof make A summer"'nor Mr Andrade S "tip of
'?he lceberg“ can resolve ?hc quesrton ;alsed by +hls cround. As regards
Mr, Ra+fray s vxews The facf rhar a company may be formed for !eguf:mafe
business does no+ preclude |!E|Ct+ enTerprlses be;ng in confempiaTIon Hori
the -fact that There were iegi+1mare dcalangs precfude +he achievemenr of
illegal’ afms in o+her TransacT:ons,. Nor can’ The absence rela+|ng 16 ‘an
aveirment ;- +he p05|+|Vﬁ'proof of whlch is essenflai to convucf;on be !lkened
Fo +he sc1en+|flc facT Tha1 The greafer mass of an . 1ceberg is below the
_surface of The sea. Bo+h counsei however “are in agreemcn+ Tha+ ‘dlshonesfy
is an cssen?;a! elehenf ina consplracy +o defraud .

ln Thaf regard we were referred To the foiiow:ng excerpj from +he fz“”

-Judgmen+ in R V. Harry Laﬁuy aﬁd ofhers [1981] 72 Cr. App, Rep. ot p, 247

'"Whaf The prosecufton had to prove was a consolracy Fo
' defraud-which:i's an-agreement: dishonestly. to do some- . .. ..
~+thing which will or may cause loss or prejudice to o
~oanothers. The offence. is one of -dishonesty. This is the . .
Calls important - ingredient which must be stressed by the
judge fin his: dlrecfions to the. jury.and .must not be .
“minimised in any way. There is always a danger that a
L oojury may Fhink that proot. of -an irregularity . fol lowed
by loss 15 proof of dishonesty. - The dishonesty to be
o iproved -mustobe sincthe minds .and (intentions .of Fhe. . .
. defendants. - |t is T¢ Their states of mind that the Jury T
Coomustodirect theirsgttention. o What the reasonablie man
or the jurors themse lves viould have believed or- 3n+ended
ciednithescircumstances in:which The: defendants .found %hem- .
" selves is not what the jury have to decide; but what 2’
reasonabileimanion they Themseives would have believed
“or-intended -in similar circumstances may help Them to
~wdecide whatin: fact-individual -defendants believed or ...
“intended. An assertiod’ by a defendant That +hroughouf
@ transaction:he acted: honestiy: does: not have o be.
‘accepted but has fo-be weighed like any other piece of
.eroevidencedt I that was the defendantis: state of .mind,
or may have been, he is entitled to be “acquitted. Bu+
T the Juryy epplying theiriown:notions.of: what is TN N SR
~ horiest -and what is not, conciude that: he could not have
- betieved hat: he-was acting:honest 1y, Then: the: etemenT
'of dishonesty will have been csfablashed oL .



5%7:We nofe wnfh nnferesf ?ha+ ?he apoealn

in Landy s case was allowedion ?he;

|+ is
More

neeeesaraly includes an lnfenf *o deceive, neverfheiess~”
;~:Esubm|+?ed that a man’ coutd noT be defrauded unless he H
was decelved Buckiey Jis

' (p 129) .

g number ef cases,gtscounf D:Ihorne'sau

5?§"0ne mus+ not confuse The ob;ecf of a consp:racy WITh
i Thie means by whigh it is inténded fo be carried out,
Ciessinathes i:ghr o{,The;cases to. which:d, ‘have referredh

" |'have come to the conclusion hat. Mr. Biom~Cooper s
vemalne contention must be rejected. ..l have - notthe
'lTemertTy:+o affemp? an exhausf:ve definiflon of The

ooouluabteaa."o .

e-cunto'uuoe-uoc-.woa-v.ottvo

e 1. think, and as.the Crtmlnal Law Revision
CemM|++ee appears +o have +hought :"fraudu!enfty“ o

Soin my oplnion fo depr;ve a_persoﬁ"dtshoneSTIy of c
o something which is his or. of something fTo 'which he s
}__or would or m:ghf bu+ for The~perpe+ra+|on of fhe o

Lord Dalhorne s speech and hIS agreemenf wlfhf_+ 'drew a d|s+:nc+lon befween




“those cases where Fhe® unfended v;cflm isa pr;vaTe person and where the
1n+ended vicTnm is 2 person performing pub!tc duties’ Thus (p._131)

"The aUThOFIT§GS that he (Viscount Dilhorne) cites and
~others cited in The speeches in this House tn The S
con+emporancous “appeal ‘in Withers and ofhers vi D.P.P.,
ante, p../5, in my . thw, esfablished fhe foilowang
prop051flons

(i ) . D nﬁo ' i

na':n'uo'sac'n'o'n'c--'u'eu‘o'nn-eacnuc--e--

-g.<2)= Where +he Infended VIc+1m of a“”consplracy "
- fo. defraud“ 1s aprivate’ ‘individual, the
-.__:}HPUFUOSC of the consplrafors must ‘be To _
. cause the Vic+tm economic 16ss by depriving
.. him ¢f. some: property or right, cUrporeai or
zncorporeai 46 which he ‘Is or would or
- might become enfif!ed._ The ‘intanded mezns
“ by which +he purpose’ is to be achieved: must’
be dishonest.. They need not Involve fraudu{enT‘
“'misrepresentation such as is: heeded Fo - e
::d_consflfu+e The civi] +orf of dece;f D:shoqes+y
_;”of any kind es enough ' -

4'?i;f3):EWhere fhc |nTended v1c+1m of & “tbﬁspiracy

oo dufles as disfancf From 3 pravafe lnd|V|duaI
LIt s sufficient 1f.the purpose is to cause
“him o act” confrary Fo his public duty, and
+the intended mezns of achieving +his purpose
are dishonest. - The purpose need nof tnvolve
causing economic loss to anyone,’ o

'5Tﬁé5§?ﬁméfvlﬁﬁesfion'here was whe+her The evudenceiwaSnsuffLCienf to

‘establish’ an agreemen+ by;fhe appel!anfs ?o;dishonesfly_depr}ve the Government

of something or: some?hlng to which the Guvernmen% would ‘have ‘been entitled but
for the perpe?raflon of fraud. sTo defermtne-+ha+ question ths ‘cumitlative
cogency of the evidence rather than a C6ﬁSidéFé¥idnTih“Esoféfidh“c¥~0arrousa;

“segmants would se'm ?he approyrlafe approach Breaches of C:v;l Service Rules

-or of flnanc1al regutaf:ons +hough no+ conciuslue cf any cr|m|nal offence,

~would be relevan1 rn showang +h W fhey deiiberafely decl;ned +o declare their

_lnfuresf sn Tho compan:es so +ha+ +hey couid surrepfa?ﬁOusiy reémain in gontrol
of the plaC|ng of orders w4+h and approval of The‘paymenﬁss_fo The company

in furfherance of fhe agreemenf,aiieged - Buf was There esfabl:shed an agree- -

ment as alleged¢ v,g;,..

--From +he evidence’ |+ 1s ciear ThaT J. A §e C O was rre¢+ed fo

| -dpera*e”as a’“ﬁ{édleman”'buysng and~se!11ﬁg-a+”a proflf:v=Theﬁprpmo?ersﬁof the



.':bempany aT Ifs:formafuon made three offjcers of ?he D E M S foundaf;on -fu'*VN

.'.'leGCTOFS.- These:officers were_ln a.posifron-fo bypass aporoved or

flrjaccredlfed suppllers and con?rary To +he pollcy of_GovernmenT no+ +o deal

7'in+h mtddletﬁdf¥_;_"f“ ol

3goff1cers? knowledge no+ an approved suppiler'andfro purchase goods a+

E-Eppr|cos oonsnderably above Those ob?alnable'from approvtd suppl:ers° ;

Hansard Taylor:

H-pfdwas The xnference +o be drawndfrom whafsacfpatly +ook p!ace.

:'“t_who approved paymenfs on cer+a|n vouchers sald ThaT were he aware Tha?

- A M C O' Was ”OT a“ approved SUPP‘ierﬂhewwould‘noT:have so stgned?and

= +ha$ tn 1981 }Tﬂwas nor permlSSIbIe purchase_suppfi_s from: upp:pers ot

'llfoa *he approved i|5T,:_Nhtie from Permanen+ Secre?ary Dunkiey s ev:denc___

"digwhere suppites were noT avaliab§c lr.m'approved suppilers and T

:Furgenf, :T was 3ermiss;b!e fo purchase goods from o+her +han approved

.d{'ﬂ supollers, |+ was no+ suggesfed fhaf ?he'con (ors or approved supplsers _

éoeg'”':;f_}of'o:l brake f!und-or fh:nner were ouffof sTock dur:ng fhe relevanr per:od.___fﬁdff”aJ:

'Vf_indeedNThe evrdence :s To The confrary, +hose afemsd;erp: irchasad Fram

.::;]aPProved SUppfiers and resoldrfo-fhe'MianTFY

"T:héfé-h'éaaaafé

" m Regg_vn De K-"orlme (1892) _xv'u 'c:ox 492

“;j*"A servanf who,';n order fo make a'proftr for h:mse{

- sells His master!s: goods: 2t less than their. proper.

o ~”"marke+ valueg Thereby defrauds his masfer of +the sum =

“ipe o which represents: the: dlfference between the: valus of

the goods ‘and the price at. wh;ch “the: servanf'has sold

Coithems s Where, the refore, arperson Was. lndlCTOd for

f',SOilC|+tng & servanf o consplre 6 chea? and. defraud
- his master; and it was proved that such person had -

o oloffersd a bribe +o the. servent -as. an induccmenT to- ham,

*“Fﬁjto sefl cerfaln%goods of hss masfer af !ess Than ?heir'

..”ineid ?ha+ he mlghf properly*be conv:cfedj0755dch e
'J:oonSp;racy.v_ﬁpn?ﬁ_”h b SRS DR

:"udgmenr of conc:'x clari;

i !ahave 7o, doubf in: fhas case.  The. :
@f+he foreman ofia morchanf and?affempfed To ob#aln
;Q;goods “from: htm at e prlce Jess than that at which They*
~eould have been ‘sold =t a profi“l',-_"}f fhe*’_'foreman had
usoddithe: .goods. gt such a pr:ce h!S maste wouid ha"
'H>,been defrauded S e Bt

in our v;ew +he reasonfng in Thaffcase 1s appiccable To-fhes nsfanf ﬂaﬁ;daszf

'”"?_fCaee; Here +he appelianf Blake snduced'fheivppelfanf rnv:IjServanfs +ombecomefdfafJﬁ;g




o '25_;.'/ )
~foundation dlrec+ors of hIS ?COmpanies‘ for subs:anfza! f:nancsal beneflfs f‘“
'lwc!udlng parTIC|pa+|on in ?he prOfITS and :n order +ha+ They wouid use -

o otheir offlces no+ on!y +o channef orders for fhe purchase of goods by +he

"L Deparfmen+ from fhe compan[es buf aT prlces consxderab!y above fhose

‘obtainable from approved supplaers or confracfors In 50 doang, The
'e'Goverppen? suffered acTuai eeonomtc ioss ?o The ex+enf of The amounfs 5@
lThe fac+.+ha+ Hansard Tayior and oTher offlcers had.approved
-paymenfs on cer+a|n vouchers would no+ avali The appel!anfs in The !lgh+.of ”
“Hansard Tayior s eVEdence +o +he effec+ ThaT he S|gned Tho paymenf vouchers
in favour of J. A M C 0 because he was ied To Deileve +ha+ *he company 50 o
named was an approved suppl:er“J in any even+ |n Tﬁe case of +he Three -
"quesfaoned 1+ems qugtﬂs was Tpe off|cer au+hor15|ng payﬁehfs.
Subm:ss;ons were also made on . behalf of cerfaln appe]¥anfe in
respec% of spec;flc counT;. | .__ _1”“ .\.._ | ” _. o _;

: ln relation +o Counfl1,:f wes subm:ffed Tha? +he apaellanT Evaps o
fhav:ng v0tced h|5 ObJeCTlOHS +o any overcharglng, he was ciear!y no+ in any.ﬁ'¢
“agreement To defraud +he Governmen+ by raISIng, lelng or ma|n?a1n|ng prices
of -goods’ purchased by ?he M:n|s+ry from Biake s Compan:es,a Now it is common
exper|ence ThaT dlfference often Iie befween whef :5 said and wha+ Is done

and accordlngly, where ?he acT cenfiicfs WITh +he spoken word as +o Intent or

any ‘state of mlnd sf is open fo +he ?r:bunal of fac+ +e prefer thz inference

to be drawn- from ?he;aeed Than %he expressed anTenT or! s+e+e of mind. - In the
“instant case, alfhough Evans expressed dssapproval of overchargsng, he -
~continued To be a- member of +he ?eam, 50 To speak and CO“SIgned cheques

‘" covering payments’ for geods*supbiﬁédTbV”a'tompanyrfhaf:was*no*-an'approved
-suppller and af prlces above The praces ob?a;nab[e for such goods as oil,
~thinner end brake f!u:d from approved suppllers and confracfors and of these

~facts the [nference'of knowledce on hss parT cou!d reasonapuv be ‘drawn. .

- Ai?hough he was, The "!eas+ of The aposfles" fhe !earned Resnden% Maglsfrafe

'made no dtQ?tnc?ion and we see no good reason To do SO mow. -



'Z;f{were n0+ repaid As regards The $3 756’ Evans In'hls sfafemenT from The dock

 'h:f.sa:d The $1 750 was a repaymenf of a Ioan Tha? hefhad persona!iy made +o

'}1ffhe verducfs.;f

"'y';were enTered 5|x'were a+“fhe c!ose of?fhe orosecuflon s case on The ground

'77fﬂ+ha+ These My ”_.Fﬁ‘

Furfher, |+ was subnu?fed Thaf Evans was The only offacer who was ff;1;jf:z"ﬁ

o conv:cfed on counfs in whzch 1? was a!Eeged +ha+ ?he money receeved by htm j ;; :'  ;-..

'were Ioans.,:T

fﬁThe coun?s respec&uvefy‘were:fot reCelVl“9 $1 750 0“ 26+h June,

”f;1981 and $300 . “1s+ Sep+ember, :1rom 'he Jamaica Supply Cbmpany

”'_-:_-'Biake. S

*:i+ :s.no+'be|ng suggesfed fhaf a loan cou.

RATIRNY

s3suffsc1en+ly wide +o cover such a fraﬁ7

'1 :Indecd The detinitica in “the: et

":acfson.- Wha? we_i'ders+ood as benng pu+ forward, ns +hv incons:sfency xn'

Of The +en counfs of rndicfmen? on whach'verd|c+s of noT gull?y w

oved" ﬁnd

fa+ The end of +he case “because of '

L word:nq of Those counTs” in +he !ndscﬁmenf

no? be 2 gra+:f|ca+10n.  Q; '-':”J

From These +erse s+a+emen+s, |+ weuid be d ff:culf +o fafham The .;:f'5}z “"'

: f3;reasons for The dism1ssal of Tho f:rs+ s;xfcoun#s.: Fbur of These counfs
apparenfl '

' fﬁ: wérb/based on: gi!ecaflons ?haf Theffaymenfs were_under +he head of !oans fromy

"FN_fﬁfhe companvf?

' Lgseen That Two of fhese counTs re!afing fo_”_

glns were hrgspecf of paymenfs

f_fof $18 OOO and $3 000 made on +he 1s+ Aprll and Is+ July, 1981 respec%svely

”ff'bu+ Rschards adm;TTed Tha+ They were noT pald +o Haggrﬂs bu? To a Th:rd parfy.'

'”Onn coun? was To Evans for a paymen? of $3 OOO fo be lodged +o o cred;f unzon

“" j_so +ha+ Evans would be qualif;ed for a, 1oan Three f:nes Thaf amounf fo enab!e  : szffT;

”f;’”hum TO purchase a car he Richards was sellsng, and was madu by R;chards

'af;personai cheque and one ccunf was againsf McBean for rece;vnng $9 800 on_ f:7?

However, o examma‘i'son -ofﬁ’{i 'i'he :evudence of Hugh Rachards 1'1‘:{_wa=

-‘EQ 215* chober, 3981 buf Rach rds admnTTed Thaf McBean had someflme before made   ;[i?rlf3

'T_a Ioan +o J A M C O To Thaf amoum'e Accord:ngfy, The ev;dence on fhese

--counfs ;s dis+|ngu1shab{e and Therefore There !S no real lnconsns+ency :n  f1f;fiLj;i

'f};+he verdlcfs._~” f  ;




- Wifh respec+ fo L1+chmsre, |+ was': submnffed that “in rBSpecf ?o
'counfs charging’ Lifchmore for recelv:ng $3OO on 30th.. Apr1l 1981 Ao cheque '

-'|n proot of paymenf was Tendered anc in. respecf of. +he counfs charging a .

e paymen+ on: 29+h May, 1981 +he cheque dafed 25Th SepTember, 1981 was E':

i”:rreievanf and tn reiaf:on ?o counf charg;ng h:m wtfh FQCuIVIRQ a. paymenf
.On 26+h June, 1981 +here was no. corrsspondlng entry. 1n +he Company 5 Ledger; _?
5' lnsTead +hefe were two' entries in May 1981 - |
There is: no record in ?he Company S Books of any payment made on
~29+h May, 1981 and +here isno evident;al connectﬁon be?ween that da+e -and .

3 cheque in hls favour dated ! 25+h Sep#ember, 1981 and accord:ngly +he

'conV1c*ron on +ha+ count (Count 14) goes. -As-regards-+he other paymen?s,;u- _;5

f;fhe evidénce rests on Hugh Richards! evadence and: Lt?chmore has ot denied
-'sreCGIV|ng paymenfs.- The Iearned Res:den+ Mag:sfrafe accepfed Rlchards |
- evndence andas he was entitled: +o do, heid Fhat. The paymenfs were for
Channelling-orders +o-J;A6M.C.O, |

' Vﬁb?-%hehréasons~se+-ou+zheréfﬁ.wé3hold:+héTIéaverand_ekcépi'
Count 14 % charging Lnfchmore for.. receIVIng gratujty.on. the. 29+h May, 1981

' There is suffnc:enf evidence- fo. supporf fhe Verdtcfs entered. by’ fhe iearned._

--Resudenf Maglsfrafe on’ all Thc o+her coun+s, Fbr These reasons and subgecT:ﬁ;

o that excoption the sppeals against conwictions are disnissed’end the ©

i e o =

conv;cf;ons atfirmed.

]
Ty -




On ?he 315+ Jufy, 1987 we en+er+ained an appeai againsf senfences, ;ff* ff;

 "-f;ln pray;ng +ha? The cusfod;a{ senfences be sef ande Mr. RaTTray adver+ed +o e

”ff'fhe followlng._,

"" s:m1!ar senfences on af! +he appellan?s dld nof consnder +he n:le by each

“m,i(f5 "j.The appe!!anfs had no prev:ous convncflons._. :3: '

':fff(ii)f-,ThaT noTw:fhsfandlng +he Terms and tenor of +he
S cindictment, the: prosecuticn had tendered - .
positive: proofiof ‘overcharging the Mlnisfry
"3flw1?h rcspec+ to Three Transachonse ]:"'-

JPfIiEiJ'_Thg C;Vii Servace aPpelIunfs w:!l inall ij7;ﬁ;ﬁj f 
S probsbility be dismissed from the service. oo
' 'f;lf Tha+ has no+ a!ready been done.:-;'_y,-ﬁz FaR

In aliownng +he appeais agannsf senTences,_ln add:?non fo fhese :fﬂ,fﬂﬂlsﬁﬁ

*iﬁconsaderafions we are of 1he vuew Thaf +he Res:denf Magls?rafe nn imposing

" -appelIanf in fhe gameral scheme nor are we able To say from has genera!

.;-1_*¢ondemna+|on Thaf he consudered or accuraTely assessed on fhe bas:s of +he{ji*&}ffcﬁfff

.ifevidence the exfenf fo wh:ch +he Mxn:s+ry had acfualiy been defrauded-; qaxfff}V3ffffmﬁ

Accordlngiy, we aliowed The appmais againsf senfences and

| Tﬁ;subsfnfuTed ?hp fof!ow:ng.;*-7lfb*ﬁfz*3= L Ll

g e :On Cbun+ ?:m each a,pe!ian? flned $4 OOO and in defauif
S Three (3) monfhs xmprusonmenT w:fh hard iabour..;_ﬁfp_
'ﬁt“ergctns I_f - . e |

1;1 Coun+s 10 & 15 - On each coun+ f:ned $1 000 and |n' ; 7;  [5f. f:-._a
:A;defauIT Tweive (12‘ monfhs :mprlsonmenf w:fh hard #abour. j 3_f~'

': fL|+cbmore

“ 7iCoun+s 12 & !7 --On each counf flned $500 and in- S
--'defaui+ six (6) months. Jmpr:sonmenf w|+b hard: labour 5 gj;_<f_-"

~ MeBean {';?;;a=;:-s-~---~

.._ALCoun+s 11,16 8 21 - On' sach count ftned $500 and in e
"ﬁ]defaulf sax (6) monfhs rmprlsonmenT wlfh hard Iabour.i __g--j;gf

“ﬂtvans

;..'f-c°un+s 9. 1318, 20 & zs-w The. appelianf was admon;shed'llffif*””*ifV
' “Lq and dlschargeo._s“}qr  o :




