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Civil Appeal- Application for Extension of Time- Prospects of Success- Negligence- Whether there 

was a duty of care owed- No Case to Answer 

 

On 13 April 2015 the intended appellant, Tyson Strachan, filed a Writ of Summons in the 

Supreme Court claiming negligence by the intended respondent, Albany Resorts, which resulted 

in him obtaining injuries on the job. On 8 October 2020 Bowe-Darville, J, dismissed the intended 

appellant’s claim of negligence and ruled in favor of the intended respondent’s No Case to 

Answer submission. On 20 May 2021 the intended appellant, now out of time, filed an application 

to the Court of Appeal seeking leave to extend the time within which to file his appeal on the 

grounds that, inter alia, the judge incorrectly applied the common law standard of negligence 

placing the sole burden and on the intended appellant, as the employee to check for potential 

hazards and  lack of preventative measures and failed to hold the intended respondent, as the 

employer, responsible. The Court heard submissions from the parties and reserved its decision. 

Held: Leave to appeal out of time is granted. The intended appellant is granted leave to file his 

Notice of Appeal within two weeks of the delivery of this judgment.  Failure to file the Notice of 

Appeal within the time stipulated will result in the discharge of the leave granted. 

Notwithstanding that the intended appellant may have had some responsibility to clean the area 

where he purportedly slipped and fell, there was a corresponding duty on the employer to ensure 

that the area was free of dangers that may possibly cause harm to their employees. 

The intended appellant claims that the Judge failed to appreciate the duty of care owed by an 

employer to his employee even if the employee was responsible for ensuring that a particular area 

was clear of perils or unusual dangers. This is an arguable ground and has a good prospect of 

success. 

 

Mackey-Bethel v Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce [1993] BHS J. No. 8 considered 

Naismith vs. London Film Productions Ltd [1939] 1 ALL E.R. 794 considered 

Wilson & Clyde Coal Co Ltd v English [1937] 3 All ER 646 considered 

 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

JUDGMENT 

_________________________________________________________________________ 
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Judgment delivered by The Hon. Mr. Justice Jon Isaacs, JA 

1. The intended appellant seeks an extension of time so that he may appeal the decision of 

Madam Justice Ruth Bowe-Darville ("the Judge") made on 8 October 2020. The application 

for that purpose was filed on 20 May 2021. He seeks also, a stay of execution pending his 

appeal. 

2. The intended appellant ought to have filed his appeal in this Court six weeks after the day the 

decision of the Judge was made: section 11(1)(b) of the Court of Appeal Rules ("the Rules"). 

Hence, he has to obtain the leave of the Court to extend the time for appealing. 

3.  The power of the Court to extend the time for appealing is not disputed: See section 9 of the 

Rules. 

4. The Court has developed factors that it takes into consideration when deciding whether or not 

to allow an appeal to be made out of time, to wit: 1. the length of the delay; 2. the explanation 

for the delay; 3. the prospects of success; and 4. the prejudice to the respondent. 

Length of Delay 

5.  At the time of the filing of his affidavit in support of his application for an extension of time 

within which to appeal ("the EOT application"), 20 May 2021, the intended appellant was 

some six months out of time at that juncture. By the time his application was heard, however, 

another month had elapsed. This may be considered an inordinate period of time in the 

circumstances. 

Reasons for Delay 

6. The intended appellant sought to explain the delay in paragraph 5 of his affidavit where he 

averred as follows: 

" The delay associated with the filing of my appeal was not for 

want to pursue said appeal nor for want of promptness or 

diligence on my part but due to a series of events and matters 

beyond my control. The timetable leading up to this application 

are as follows: 

a. Mr. Raymond Hanna (“Mr. Hanna”) represented me during 

the initial proceedings before Madam Justice Ruth Bowe-

Darville. Mr. Hanna and I have a family connection; my brother 

Tyrol Strachan (“Tyrol”)is his nephew. Prior to commencement, 

we did not discuss any formal schedule or means of payment for 

legal services other than Mr. Hanna stating that any funds owing 

to him will be settled at the end of my proceedings. 
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Notwithstanding I would, from time to time, throughout the 

proceedings give him funds to go towards the payment of my legal 

fees. 

b. Following the Bowe-Darville Ruling, I asked Mr. Hanna about 

appealing the decision. He advised that we would be able to 

appeal the Ruling on the basis that Madam Justice Bowe-Darville 

made an error in law. 

c. On 4th November, 2020 Mr. Hanna contacted me via whatsapp 

(“whatsapp”) seeking an update on whether or not I want to 

appeal my matter as Glinton Sweeting O’Brien (“GSO”) sent the 

Judge’s order to be initialed. I confirmed to him that I wanted to 

pursue the appeal and was trying to obtain funds for my appeal 

process, as he advised that he needed to set up a payment 

structure with me for the appeal and I in turn requested that he 

send an invoice in writing of his legal fees and any additional 

expenses ( “the Hanna invoice”). A copy of the Hanna invoice is 

exhibited hereto and marked “TS-2”. 

d. Albeit I did receive the Hanna invoice, it was my 

understanding that given the family connection and our previous 

dealings and arrangements, Mr. Hanna would have begun the 

application as in the past and would receive the payments from 

me piecemeal as I was able to pay him as was our usual way of 

doing things. 

e. Prior to 19th November, 2020, the final day to file the Notice of 

Motion in time, I made all attempts to get in touch with Mr. 

Hanna to pay him approximately $2,200.00 to go towards my 

legal fees as quoted in the Hanna invoice. I would call him 

repeatedly. However, my attempts at reaching him were 

unsuccessful so I visited Mr. Hanna’s home as I would have done 

in the past, to attempt to get into contact with him and give him 

the cash in person. He was not home so I left a written note on his 

door to contact me regarding this matter and my appeal. I was 

also advised by Tyrol that he might be out of town. I understood 

the time restriction that I had, however, I was unaware and under 

the misapprehension that I could not retain other legal counsel to 

continue my matter and make an appeal application, as I thought 

I had to continue my appeal with the attorney I would have begun 

with. 
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f. I verily believe that I was not properly advised in a timely 

manner or at all of that fact that an appeal application had not 

been made/or that I needed to seek other counsel or act on my 

own in order to have the appeal application made. I believe this 

has put me in a perilous position and I am minded to commence 

legal action against Mr. Hanna for his behaviour  in not advising 

me of the fact that he was not proceeding with my appeal 

application within the appropriate time frame once I am 

financially in a position to do so. 

g. On 14th January, 2021  Mr. Hanna contacted me via whatsapp 

requesting I telephone him. I was advised over the phone that 

Taxation proceedings had commenced. Up to this point I was of 

the belief Mr. Hanna had commenced my appeal process as I was 

not advised otherwise, and I was awaiting his further update on 

the matter. I questioned Mr. Hanna about the appeal, and to my 

dismay he advised that in fact nothing had been done. I 

subsequently followed up our conversation via whatsapp 

requesting the documents mentioned over the telephone and 

inquired whether I would have time to prepare for the Taxation 

hearing, what it entailed and meant. 

h.  I was subsequently sent by Mr. Hanna photos of the Notice of 

Taxation, the Statement of the Parties and the Bill of Cost filed 

by GSO. Copies of the Notice of Taxation, the Statement of 

Parties and the Bill of Cost filed by GSO are exhibited hereto and 

marked “TS-3” and “TS-4”. Mr Hanna also informed me no date 

was set for hearing of the Taxation. This was now 57 days beyond 

the point at which I would have been able to file a Notice of 

Appeal, within time (not taking into consideration public 

holidays and court closures) 

i. On the 8th March, 2021 Mr. Hanna sent to me via whatsapp, the 

Notice of Taxation and the location of the hearing. The dated and 

filed Notice of Taxation is exhibited hereto and marked “TS-5”. 

Mr. Hanna advised me when I asked him if he would be attending 

the Taxation Hearing that he was not retained for such matters 

j.  As Mr. Hanna had not made an Application for Appeal and 

there being an impending Taxation hearing, I took steps to carry 

out research on what a Taxation hearing was and what was 

required of me and whether or not I could do anything on my 
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own with respect to my appeal, as I was unaware of the legal 

process as it relates to this 

k.  On or about 14th March 2021 I became ill and was ultimately 

given a Medical Certificate by a Medical Doctor at the Medi- 

Center located on Prince Charles Drive and Beatrice Avenue,  

Nassau, The Bahamas. As a result of this illness, I was unable to 

leave by bed. A copy of the Medi-Center Medical Certificate is 

exhibited hereto and marked “TS-6” 

l. I learned that I was able to represent myself and make an 

Interlocutory application for an extension of time to File the 

Notice of Appeal. Notwithstanding my illness, I endeavored to file 

an Interlocutory Summons requesting an extension of time to 

appeal. Copies of the Summons and the Affidavit in Support were 

filed on 15th March 2021 and served on the Respondent’s counsel 

on the same. Attached hereto is a copy of the filed Interlocutory 

Summons and Supporting Affidavit exhibited hereto and marked 

“TS-7” and GSO stamped acknowledging receipt of the package 

exhibited hereto and marked “TS-8”. Along with the 

Interlocutory Summons and Supporting Affidavit, I requested 

dates from the court to be heard however for whatever reason, be 

it delays due to Covid- 19 or otherwise, I received no response 

with respect to dates. At the point of my filing of the Interlocutory 

Application for an extension of time to Appeal, the delay was 115 

days (3 months and 23 days). 

m.  I was mindful of the upcoming Taxation but was unable to 

leave my bed due to my illness, however at the time of serving the 

Interlocutory Application on GSO I sent a letter dated 15th 

March 2021 to GSO and carbon copied therein The Registrar of 

the Supreme Court informing them that I would not be able to 

attend the scheduled Taxation on Tuesday as I was ill at the time 

and requesting an adjournment of the hearing for that reason. A 

copy of that letter to GSO which was enclosed in the package 

mentioned at l. above is exhibited hereto and marked “TS-9” 

n.  On 17th March, 2021 I was included in an email to Mr. Hanna, 

as my attorney, from Mr. Glenn M. Curry (Mr. Curry), an 

attorney at GSO. A copy of Mr. Curry’s email is exhibited hereto 

and marked as “TS-10” In the email, Mr Curry advised Mr. 

Hanna that they would have appeared before Deputy Registrar 
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Misiewicz for the hearing of the Taxation, noting that there was 

no appearance by myself or my counsel. He also advised that 

Madame Deputy Registrar Misiewicz confirmed receipt of my 

request for adjournment and reminded Mr. Hanna of the hearing 

and the fact that he remained counsel of record notwithstanding 

the absence of instructions. 

o. Notwithstanding having prior knowledge of my Interlocutory 

Application as a litigant pro se ( and therefore not having legal 

representation) and my request for an adjournment on the basis 

that I was ill, the Defendant’s counsel is said in Mr. Curry’s email 

to have objected to the request for an adjournment on the basis 

that I was ill, the Defendant’s Counsel is said in Mr. Curry’s 

email to have objected to the request for an adjournment and was 

prepared to proceed , asserting that Mr. Hanna was duly notified 

and aware of the date of the Taxation hearing. The Taxation 

therefore proceeded in my absence and was completed with costs 

taxed at $54,034.13. 

p.  I made every reasonable and practical effort to contact Mr. 

Hanna prior to being made aware that he no longer intended to 

continue acting as my attorney. After that point I made every 

reasonable and practical effort to promptly act on my own to find 

some sort of recourse in the Supreme Court and effectively 

appeal the ruling, but I was regrettably unable to do so. My 

reliance on Mr. Hanna as my legal counsel, compounded with the 

fact that I had been unaware that my appeal application had not 

been commenced, my physical illness at one point, my having to 

represent myself and my overall lack of knowledge of the proper 

legal and court procedures as well as any Covid-19 restrictions 

implemented by the Court continued to cause further delay and 

confusion. 

q. After having been made aware of a legal aid clinic being 

offered by my now counsel, Capital Law Associates, I 

immediately called the firm to schedule an appointment. On 6th 

May, 2021. I discussed my case with Capital Law Associates and 

retained the firm the following day on the 7th May, 2021." 

Although the reasons for the intended appellant's delay in initiating an appeal are not entirely 

satisfactory, this aspect of his application does not necessarily result in a fatal error.  
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Prospects of Success 

7.  The intended appellant asserts that he has good prospects of success based on his proposed 

grounds of appeal. Those grounds are contained in his draft Notice of Appeal exhibited to his 

affidavit filed on 20 May 2021; and which are set out below: 

"1. The learned Judge erred in law in not considering and/or 

incorrectly applying the common law standard of negligence 

which requires the employer to take reasonable care for the 

servant’s safety in all  circumstances and to so carry on his 

operations as not to subject those employed to unnecessary risk. 

2. The learned Judge erred in law by placing a higher burden of 

proof on the Plaintiff beyond the standard preponderance of the 

evidence. 

3.The judge erred in fact and law in placing the sole burden and 

responsibility on the Plaintiff, as the employee, to check for 

potential hazards, lack of signage, lack of preventative measures. 

4. The judge erred in fact and law in failing to hold the Defendant, 

as the employer at all responsible for checking for potential 

hazards, lack of signage, lack of preventative measures. 

5. The learned Judge erred in law by failing to consider the 

concept of res  ipsa loquitur. 

6. The learned Judge erred in law by failing to consider the 

nondelegable  statutory duty an employer owes to every 

employee. 

7. The learned Judge erred in law by failing to draw an adverse 

inference against the Defendant when they elected not to call on 

any witnesses. 

8. The learned Judge erred in fact in ruling that the Defendant 

discredited the Plaintiff’s witness and failing to consider the fact 

that his oral testimony was consistent with that of his Report 

given at the time immediately following the accident, while he was 

employed. 

9.The learned Judge erred in law in finding that the Plaintiff’s 

witness had to be present and see the slip and fall take place to 

add value to the Plaintiff’s case. 
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10. The learned Judge erred in fact and law in making a finding 

of no case to answer and failing to consider both the written and 

oral evidence put forth by the Plaintiff. 

11. The learned Judge erred in law ruling in favour of the 

Defendant’s no case submission and not finding that the no case 

submission must fail. 

 12.The learned Judge erred in law in failing to find that because 

the Defendant had elected not to bring evidence the Defendant’s 

evidential burden was not met. 

 13.The learned Judge’s overall conduct of the trial and finding 

of no case to answer in a case such as this amounts to a serious 

procedural irregularity." 

8. Before entering into a consideration of the intended appellant's prospects of success, it is 

necessary to outline the circumstances that gave rise to his action against the respondent; and 

to set out the pertinent portions of the Judge's ruling. 

Background 

9. On 9 September, 2010, the intended appellant began his employment with the intended 

respondent as a House Keeping Supervisor. While so employed, on 11 April 2013, the 

intended appellant  was instructed by the then Head of Department to deliver several bags of 

towels around the facility including the Pool Attendants' and Pool Managers' areas. While 

lifting a bag of towels and entering the door to the Pool Attendants' area having come from 

the area near to the Toddlers' pool, the intended appellant slipped and fell. The areas were 

tiled and apparently the slip and fall was due to wet tiles. 

10.  Soon after the incident, personnel of the intended respondent summoned an ambulance which 

came and transported the intended appellant to Doctors Hospital ("the Hospital"). The 

intended appellant was admitted into the Hospital under the care of  an orthopaedic surgeon 

and specialist, Dr. Winston Phillips and remained there for six days. He was later diagnosed 

with spinal stenosis from disc prolapse at the levels of C4-C5, C6-C7 and L3-L4 with no 

preexisting condition prior to the incident occurring and he required Cervical Laminectomy 

on 18 March 2014.  

11. A report dated 23 June 2014 from Dr. Magnus Ekedede contained the information about the 

incident, no doubt provided in the main by the intended appellant, but additionally outlined 

the intended appellant's medical situation. I set out the report in part: 

“The above-mentioned sustained an industrial accident at 

Albany on the 11th April 2013. He was working as a House 
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Keeping Supervisor and was carrying a bag of pool towels trying 

to exit the door when suddenly the  door closes and he slipped 

and fell hitting his head, neck and lower back. He had loss of 

consciousness and could not move for hours and was taken to 

Doctors Hospital where he was admitted for about six (6) days 

under Dr. Phillips.  

Mr. Strachan did physiotherapy for three (3) months for his neck 

and lower back pain, spasm and stiffness. His neck was so stiff 

that he had a very reduced neck range of movement with positive 

Lhermitte sign. His SLE was positive at 30° bilaterally 

(normal=90°). He also had paresthesia running down from his 

cervical spine to both upper extremities and from his lower spine 

to his right lower extremity.  

MRI of the cervical spine and lumbar spine were requested, 

which  confirmed cervical/lumbar spine discogenic 

stenosis/spondylosis from C4 to C7 and at L3-L4. 

All conservative treatment has failed and therefore he underwent 

Cervical  Laminectomy at C4 to C7 and Lumbar 

Decompression at L3-L4 on the 18th March 2014 at Doctors 

Hospital. He has done well postoperatively and he is still 

recovering. 

Mr. Strachan should be returning to work soon. He may need 

physiotherapy at least twenty-four (24) sessions yearly for the 

next two (2) years as treatment for his continued healing. He is 

also advised to avoid  lifting heavy objects, overreaching and 

excessive bending at least for the next one (1) year." 

12.  The intended appellant commenced proceedings against the intended respondent by a Writ of 

Summons dated 13 April 2015 wherein he claimed special damages in the sum of $99,196.00, 

interest pursuant to the Civil Procedure (Award of Interest) Act 1992 and costs.  

13.  In his Writ, the intended appellant alleged that he sustained his injuries as a result of the 

intended respondent's negligence. In the Particulars of Claim, he describes how the intended 

respondent was negligent; and I paraphrase: 

a. failing to ensure the premises were reasonably safe for their lawful 

visitors resulting in him sustaining his injuries and damages, 
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b. failure of the intended respondent to erect adequate warning 

warning signs indicating that the indoor tile area was wet, 

c. failure to ensure that the indoor tile area was adequately dried and 

suitable for use by its lawful visitors; and 

d. failure within a sufficient time to erect or place any wet surface 

warning sign to avoid Mr. Strachan slipping and falling. 

14.  The matter came on for hearing before the Judge and two witnesses were called on behalf of 

the intended appellant. He had intended to call two more but they were not available. At the 

close of the intended appellant's case, Counsel for the intended respondent made a no case to 

answer submission. Although witness statements had been filed on behalf of the intended 

respondent's case, Counsel was not minded to call any witnesses for the Defence. On 8 

October 2020, the Judge acceded to the intended respondent's submission of no case to answer. 

15. The Judge's ruling discloses the following at page 4 (possibly paragraph 6): 

"Considering the Plaintiff's expressed responsibilities and his 

knowledge of the working environment and protocols, he cannot 

assert that the  Defendant should have recognized a dangerous 

wet floor and to remove the potential danger. The Plaintiff was 

not a guest/visitor; he was an employee who, being aware of such 

potential danger, should have removed the same."  

16. The Judge continued at pages 4-5 (possibly paragraph 6): 

"It is agreed that injury resulting from a wet tile was foreseeable. 

However, it was the Plaintiff's responsibility to avert such a 

danger. Instead he lifted five (5) bags of towels before he slipped. 

He must have walked across that wet spot at a minimum of eight 

(8) times before he fell. It is true that the wet tile hazard could 

have been eliminated, the checking of potential hazards, lack of 

signage, lack of preventative measures etc. all fall squarely on the 

Plaintiff as an employee of the Defendant (servant or agent) who 

had that responsibility to ensure that none of these dangers were 

present. This presence of water at the Pool attendant’s area did 

not arise from any want of care on the Defendant’s part." 

17. The Judge had earlier rebuffed the intended appellant's attempt to introduce material about the 

area having been pressure cleaned. This attempt no doubt was in an effort to demonstrate how 

water may have been on the ground in the area. 

18. The Judge then concluded at paragraph 19: 
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"19. Sadly, there was no evidence which could be advanced to 

supplement or make the Plaintiff’s case. The evidence led was 

inexcusably inadequate and insufficient to discharge the burden 

of proof necessary to make out a claim of negligence. The Court 

is satisfied that the Plaintiff has not  discharged his burden of 

proof. He has not presented evidence sufficient to prove the 

alleged negligence nor did he call evidence in support of his claim 

for damages. No medical evidence was adduced it (sic) 

substantiate the injuries sustained, prognosis or his inability to 

work. Having regard to the evidence of the two Plaintiff witnesses 

the Court upholds the Defendant’s submission of no case to 

answer." 

The Grounds of Appeal 

19. I do not propose to address all of the grounds raised by the intended appellant because their 

resolution would not advance the disposition of the appeal. 

1. The learned Judge erred in law in not considering and/or 

incorrectly applying the common law standard of negligence 

which requires the employer to take reasonable care for the 

servant’s safety in all circumstances and to so carry on his 

operations as not to subject those employed to unnecessary risk. 

3.The judge erred in fact and law in placing the sole burden and 

responsibility on the Plaintiff, as the employee, to check for 

potential hazards, lack of signage, lack of preventative measures. 

4. The judge erred in fact and law in failing to hold the Defendant, 

as the employer at all responsible for checking for potential 

hazards, lack of signage, lack of preventative measures. 

20. I approach grounds 1, 3 and 4 together since they relate to the failure of the Judge to recognise 

that there is a duty on an employer to provide a safe work environment for his employees. 

21.  In Mackey-Bethel v Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce [1993] BHS J. No. 8, Hall, J 

(as he then was) stated:  

“Employers have no duty to ensure that the workplace is risk 

free. There are hazards in every workplace as there are in every 

household, and an employee does have the responsibility to take 

reasonable care for his own safety.” 
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22. There is a duty imposed on employers to provide a safe system of work which includes a duty, 

“not merely to warn against unusual dangers known to them…but also to make the place of 

employment… as safe as the exercise of reasonable skill and care would permit.” per Lord 

Goddard in Naismith vs. London Film Productions Ltd [1939] 1 ALL E.R. 794 at 798. 27.  

23.  In Naismith, the plaintiff was employed as a crowd extra in a film in the course of production 

at the defendant’s studios. She was acting with a large number of others, and was required to 

be covered with a highly inflammable material, which was wound round the legs and over the 

shoes. While waiting for a scene to be photographed, she noticed that her foot was on fire, and 

she was immediately enveloped in a sheet of flame, with the result that she suffered serious 

injuries  

24.  Sir Wilfred Greene, MR gave the leading judgment in the case and referred to the “concise 

statement” of Lord Maugham in earlier case of Wilson & Clyde Coal Co Ltd v English 

[1937] 3 All ER 646 pertaining to the standard of duty owed by an employer towards an 

employee in reference to the place in which that employee is to work and the materials which 

that employee is to use in connection with his work. Lord Maugham said:  

“The proposition would be more correctly stated to be that his 

duty is to supply and install proper machinery so far as care and 

skill can secure this result.”  

25. Sir Wilfred then said:  

“The obligation of the defendants, therefore, as a matter of law, 

was to  provide proper equipment for their employees. That 

does not mean, of course, that they were not entitled to supply 

equipment which was in fact  dangerous, but, if they supplied 

equipment which was in fact dangerous, that would impose upon 

them, as a matter of law, the further duty to take whatever steps 

were reasonable and proper to ensure that that danger should be 

minimised so far as possible.”  

26. The defendants in Naismith supplied the plaintiff with a highly flammable material to wear 

without divulging to her this fact and allowed smoking in the area where she and others 

congregated. In echoing Sir Wilfred’s sentiments, Goddard LJ said:  

“The relationship of the parties was not that of invitor and 

invitee, but that of employer and employee, and it follows that the 

jury should have been directed that the defendants' duty was not 

merely to warn against unusual dangers known to them, and not 

to the plaintiff,  but also to make the place of employment, and 



 14 

the plant and material used, as safe as the exercise of reasonable 

skill and care would permit.” 

27. Notwithstanding that the intended appellant may have had some responsibility to clean the 

area where he purportedly slipped and fell, there was a corresponding duty on the employer 

to ensure that the area was free of dangers that may possibly cause harm to their employees. 

The intended appellant claims that the Judge failed to appreciate the duty of care owed by an 

employer to his employee even if the employee was responsible for ensuring that a particular 

area was clear of perils or unusual dangers. This is an arguable ground. 

28.  Thus, I find that these grounds have a good prospect of success. 

 

Conclusion 

29.  I am satisfied that on the basis of my finding above that a disquisition on the remaining 

grounds is unnecessary.  

30. In the premises, leave to appeal out of time is granted. The intended appellant is granted leave 

to file his Notice of Appeal within two weeks of the delivery of this judgment. Thereafter, the 

proceedings are to follow the usual steps for the appeal to be heard, for example, preparation 

of the record. Failure to file the Notice of Appeal within the time stipulated will result in the 

discharge of the leave granted. 

   

__________________________________________  

The Honourable Mr. Justice Isaacs, JA 

 

31. I agree. 

            __________________________________________ 

                         The Honourable Madam Justice Crane-Scott, JA 

 

32. I also agree. 

         

  __________________________________________ 

                         The Honourable Mr. Justice Jones, JA 

 


