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JUDOLPH SAUNDERE

No Appearance for the Anpellant

Cdl g G opelyen e B ST oy R e
Aigs C. Zichards Sor the Crown

aprili 26, 1989

Rudcloh Suunders was gonvicted in the Resident
Magistrate's Court, Clarvendon, for unlawful woundirg
and he was Jfined +800.00 or three wonths hard labour and

&=

from ais conviction and sentence he has appealed on the

basis that the verdict is unreasonables having reqgard o

the svidence. He has not agpeared tlis wmorning, neither

The Court hos reviewsd the evidence in the case.
The appellant, Rudolph 8Saunders and the virtual
complainant, Awdley Dohson, were hoth employed to the
Llite Protective Sexvices at Spriang Plaing in Clarendon,

as Jecurity Guards, with the appellant being the Supervisor.
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On the 3rd of February, 1988 in the late evening,
about 6:30 p.m., the virtual complainant turned up for wark
and when he did so, he was ®told by the Supervisor, the
appellant, that the owner of the Protective Services had
dismissed the virtual complainant and therefore he had no
right to. be on the premises; he had no right to sleep on the
premises; he ought not to report for duty and he should take
his things and leave.

This enraged Mr. Dobson and a quarrel ensued between
the two men. The point of departure in relation to the
accounts given by the virtual complainant and the appellant
is as to what was the behaviour of the virtual complainant
during the course of the quarrel.

The learned Resident Magistrate accepted on credible
evidence that it was the virtual complainant who first drew
vhat is called a ‘vambo' knife and attacked the appellant
with it. At that time the appellant had his baton. The
learned Resident Magistrate was convinced on the evidence
that the appellant used his baton to disarm the complainant
and that after the complainant was so disarmed the appellant
continued to use the baton to inflict a series of blows upon
the virtual complainant, at a time when he was on the ground
in a defenceless position. The learned Resident Magistyate
concluded that in those circumstances the continued retaliation
bore no resemblance to the possible harm which could come to
the appellant from the earlier attack and that those
additional blows to the head, to the face (fracturing a bone),
to the thigh and to the waist of the virtual complainant were
not done in‘ self-defence.

We entirely agree with those findings of fact and to
the inferences drawn therefrom. Consequently we do not think
that there is any merit in the appeal which is accordinagly
dismissed.
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