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Cris.. .. - admissibility of confession statements
Eviders 2 - criminal law - confession - admissibility

The accus

prosecrted for manslaughter ag a result of alleged gross1 v In

the course .~ ~  jury trial objection was taken to the admissibility of the ~ '8 DY
the Police, " ' accused, and the resulting statements. The police . ‘I sex who

conducted

- interview were not available to give evidence.

Held (onthe  Aire conducted without the jury present)

1. Tt ° view was not admissible; the only officer called for the L own was
. theinterview from time to time, played no partin the intervi ~ adhad
no ollection of the questions and answers. He did not sign or covnter-sign

"~ ord. He could not say if the record was accurate.

2 . re-conditions rightly expected for an interview to be admisxsit *

_Zent; and in any event the court would have exercised it's dis¢  ic
exc de such evidence, under the proviso to s.22 Evidence Act, in all the
cir  nstances.

3. Ru loutinthe judge's discretion also, was the statement taken & houre It =r

" b . other officer not involved in the first interview and not tasked to ¢,
to tne accused atall, whotook the accused from the cells charged him (witi: ut
ay -7ity) and took a statemnent.

4. 8 4 hours later the onginal interviewing officer returned, tock the accused
fro he cells, charged him again and took a statement, which pur >rted to be
the accused's own namrative. But it had emerged that the offic . . = 1.
accused questions yet only the replies were recordedandincorp.  .2di: .>the
statement. The statement was misleading. The courtwaslcftwithnoic - hov:
it was composed. Again it was excluded in the judge's discretion.

5. (In the presence of the jury) The accused should be discharged as there
insufficient evidence to allow the case to go to the jury. There was simply no
evidence,

Case considered : Ibrahim v R [1914] AC 599 -
Statute considered  : Evidenc Act ss 16, 20, 21, 22
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