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Inadequate Vetrovec Warnings and Fresh Evidence:
SCC

The Supreme Court of Canada agreed with the Saskatchewan Court of Appeal that a new trial
was required in R. v. Hurley, 2010 SCC 18, due to the inadequacy of the Vetrovec warning at
the murder trial. The case illustrates the interaction between Vetrovec warnings and evidentiary
issues. At trial the judge warned the jury of the danger in relying on the testimony of a Crown
witness, but failed to add that the witness was a jail house informant. The informant testified
that the accused said he had cleaned the room where the murder took place to remove DNA
evidence. The accused sought to introduce new evidence of his DNA found at the scene in
order to counteract the informant's uncorroborated testimony. The court concluded that "in light
of the new evidence, it now seems that this cleaning evidence may not have been as a strong
as it may have appeared to be at trial. This, as noted, relates directly and significantly to the
jury's assessment of a critical Crown witness."  Nuances of the decision are discussed in the
following article:

Judicial Caution: Vetrovec warnings & the Adduction of New Evidence in R. v. Hurley by
Allison MacIsaac, posted May 19, 2010 on The Court.

Derived Confessions Rules Divide Court: SCC

 
In R. v. S.G.T., 2010 SCC 20 the Supreme Court sheds light on several thorny evidentiary
issues, including the confessions and derived confessions rules, the distinction between an
admission and a confession, when a trial judge is obliged to make an independent
determination as to the admissibility of an impugned statement, and who should be considered
a person in authority under the confessions rule. The majority of the court disagreed with the

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kkk8_1E-9Sk7AaSgz8KOf2t-vr_LKd0fiwDbNf6sxQ1qr_iw_z12qIopUJHUKakfKxf1lDX8AEKIcp4jpWfwRNKGnC1jtGcuWO8VJI9j5MsyzHd7_vVntsG6TGiG9IQC4-1yHMijzifQyoOq86PqUqEaUuAyHXCDkbuq4anAb9rw==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kx1gDEDkCExe-ENFuJO6VWPojuXS9mJQwzjK3_rg36RB50GBXhN94xY4sUd8R2zWr5IsCQXpIlwCS2zDTVMIvCAxFI9vVxevxMEXMnTB3CLXQMZsG3LE3YV88LJPHMLlCIAOm8hRLwdDlk-as10Vaz3L-dYYtKdT4XP-jTHkTE3z9pwkyYptc9bprJMW-iFMgLLEhKKRdXcYsGO62wMOX98ikGhUZCoI5DIim6hZw7oQ==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kx1gDEDkCExe-ENFuJO6VWPojuXS9mJQwzjK3_rg36RB50GBXhN94xY4sUd8R2zWr5IsCQXpIlwCS2zDTVMIvCAxFI9vVxevxMEXMnTB3CLXQMZsG3LE3YV88LJPHMLlCIAOm8hRLwdDlk-as10Vaz3L-dYYtKdT4XP-jTHkTE3z9pwkyYptc9bprJMW-iFMgLLEhKKRdXcYsGO62wMOX98ikGhUZCoI5DIim6hZw7oQ==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kx1gDEDkCExe-ENFuJO6VWPojuXS9mJQwzjK3_rg36RB50GBXhN94xY4sUd8R2zWr5IsCQXpIlwCS2zDTVMIvCAxFI9vVxevxMEXMnTB3CLXQMZsG3LE3YV88LJPHMLlCIAOm8hRLwdDlk-as10Vaz3L-dYYtKdT4XP-jTHkTE3z9pwkyYptc9bprJMW-iFMgLLEhKKRdXcYsGO62wMOX98ikGhUZCoI5DIim6hZw7oQ==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02JNpmRK7xQPs_FJlFbO03asR_bjQtJisxY9XMezE10N9Zbiy18M9QgwOd18RcgFaIlQLDxRqsWKqsbYAXsaSe90w2c9VM3TiUbXMk5i4YMIHF8Du5rZKY8KdnLpCvL6h_moqqMJBxN-rwPulutnE725IZP6Tw01FzKwv45VHXrISA==


Court of Appeal finding that the trial judge erred by failing to conduct a voir dire, on his own
motion, to determine the admissibility of an e-mail "confession" which played a crucial role in
the trial judge's verdict against the accused. Two dissenting judges disagreed, however, on the
issue of whether a derived confession must be made to a person in authority to be found
inadmissible. These articles elaborate on the facts and implications of the decision:

·         Confessions of a Dubious Mind: R. v. S.G.T., by Christine Kellowan, posted May 31,
2010 on The Court;

·         Admissibility of E-Mail Apologies in R. v. S.G.T., by Omar Ha-Redeye, posted May 27,
2010 on Slaw.

Sentencing Fundamentally an Individual Exercise:
MBCA

Although stare decisis is "alive and well in Manitoba and does form part of a proper sentencing
analysis," its application must be tempered by the nature of the task of sentencing which is an
"inherently discretionary, individual, fact-based endeavour", according to the Court of Appeal in
R. v. Maroti, 2010 MBCA 54. Given the failure of the sentencing judge to conduct an analysis of
how the sentencing principles outlined in the Code applied to the facts, the court considers
afresh the appropriate sentence for seven armed robberies committed over a ten-day period.
The court rejects the Crown suggestion that they develop a roadmap of principles to guide
sentencing judges in determining whether to order sentences to be served concurrently or
consecutively, holding that this requires a factual assessment and is "exactly the type of
decision which is within the special expertise of the trial court and should be afforded
considerable deference."  The court also comments on the practice of including the reduction
for pre-sentence custody in comparing the sentence sought with the sentence granted:
 

Describing the sentence in this manner sets up a comparison between apples and
oranges.  It leads the public to believe that the discrepancy between what the Crown
thought appropriate and what the judge actually chose was greater than it was....(para.44)
 
The appropriate sentence for comparison purposes when referring to other cases or
referring to arguments advanced by other counsel is the sentence imposed without credit
for pre-sentence custody. (para.46)

 
In the end, despite finding that the sentencing judge made an error in law, the court dismissed
the Crown appeal and upheld the original sentence.

Additional Manitoba Cases

 
These recent criminal cases are noteworthy:

R. v. McCowan (K.J.), 2010 MBCA 45 - the court engages in the difficult balancing act of
reviewing the fitness of a "low end" sentence for a home invasion and aggravated
assault. A majority of the court dismissed the Crown appeal, but the dissenting judge
would have increased the sentence even taking into account evidence of positive
rehabilitation.

R. v. Peebles, 2010 MBCA 47 - considers the relationship between pre-sentence custody
and the availability of an intermittent sentence. The court found that the "ninety days or
less" requirement for an intermittent sentence means the sentence imposed after taking
into account any credit for pre-sentence custody. 

R. v. T. (C.J.), 2010 MBCA 61 - the court dismisses the accused's sentence appeal,
finding that the judge's derogatory comments concerning the accused youth were
unnecessarily pejorative but, when viewed in context, did not render the hearing unfair.

R. v. Blake, 2010 MBQB 115 - the court analyses the law on unreasonable delay and
orders a judicial stay of proceedings with respect to a 77 month old drug prosecution that
involved 19 months of unreasonable delay.  

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02K5XHkGG_6oOjgPv9GZRJuzTsydmD3yoPhSAIoJDLuQYCh8BjJTG45BifSXzH24M2t38PJwOENGpQFuHQkestmCVwXwApxafVyH3_rSVE-7Y-sre5AUyvlST1ANAo_GlT2kMsnsuJufIp2_EZhpuNyguZhpJEFMs8QaWsS_0aLX4XohbnHImnL7
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02KdmESaKKoyqmFS7llJaZPInPUWGwJOPpUkIYjbjpHtVBQQY5zED5uN9lREY0kmHp1u26XXFhdl_x_nikcdbQDChZ01IV8wWdnsPcwrQ0k_Bx-q8UVJZGR-2tjLOB39gp_0DIOFi-wdi5Qjo9jw49CiVJxFOsu1XaHDfDKoteeBxqM9tsmxL2rQ
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02LfFklFhSxrhXx-zW_n_kV143HtBvJMclD40H_Si2acNPu1kvlUwqwjxb4Dwo9NZDCyvb8x5okBoBJ6te3qNJUOjnMFfMNHX58wYke9qEnfF6VQEr7IqOsUyrep3PFFSG6nfGNZHYRRnTjb7GM5cdoetGEqUXVt3tVAjMMar-qqmg==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02LfFklFhSxrhXx-zW_n_kV143HtBvJMclD40H_Si2acNPu1kvlUwqwjxb4Dwo9NZDCyvb8x5okBoBJ6te3qNJUOjnMFfMNHX58wYke9qEnfF6VQEr7IqOsUyrep3PFFSG6nfGNZHYRRnTjb7GM5cdoetGEqUXVt3tVAjMMar-qqmg==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kp-X-4Zek3N3x9jAMtAs9j-Pm4E6MgP5QmQ5ad5OAgtXgB8Ez4OZNl0XdIWESrHK8ahInx_b9bVFDj_UYJFwW9blJUj-XUNYdCBgmThEFPWdYAFip0FUa09roNq-odyfxt5nTqfgGtIcpC-53_NdyC-7Voyu0MPT6IUjcPo3j7SQ==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kp-X-4Zek3N3x9jAMtAs9j-Pm4E6MgP5QmQ5ad5OAgtXgB8Ez4OZNl0XdIWESrHK8ahInx_b9bVFDj_UYJFwW9blJUj-XUNYdCBgmThEFPWdYAFip0FUa09roNq-odyfxt5nTqfgGtIcpC-53_NdyC-7Voyu0MPT6IUjcPo3j7SQ==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kp-X-4Zek3N3x9jAMtAs9j-Pm4E6MgP5QmQ5ad5OAgtXgB8Ez4OZNl0XdIWESrHK8ahInx_b9bVFDj_UYJFwW9blJUj-XUNYdCBgmThEFPWdYAFip0FUa09roNq-odyfxt5nTqfgGtIcpC-53_NdyC-7Voyu0MPT6IUjcPo3j7SQ==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02I6djvxzO84rk1RXoGE5IE9uX9xbXAKv2XgwRcEOBt9SpTIDT8ICZQWwZKl-oJ430Zcs13HZhCon2naNsYnLaMyjmRFN0A4N0Rr4rdJxFeeBQEQ6A6iOPBw-t1XUXgigowz3FzDe7VuiqsJzgM-IprwZkZQURCT9sv-FWs_SBHKAA==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02L-g5YNrOSBF8Rrq_tYZ3_VzAzxsMtGUvS0Rv1gC1eso8LLQezPJUNwWwDWLpJrmuyMIoKsB2stq6srpu9U4SKjRUBZ6UjBPkAjhvEJcr1hUtsLB6zOgXkD56QMbHGRN_GjajnM7XjkWiECYNYqrfN6WTZ4zkJUE1uByJWl6pGNpw==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Ixi__debtcAlwaNoOtjRY0GhkC_XvTzURXH9744T_Gwb4T5yZHaUWL5MJTwheeHaZTgUIubNRA5IG9h2t6o2GULR-0nT8oHQsuktFWdKrYwOtbDKyuuIvd7h64jrHX_ZDmAF5MalwyR0NQeI4QHX0GBOJee8Zjf8xUI9gDHjDv8PDRztU-GU4O


R. v. W.R.B., 2010 MBQB 102 - concerns the application of the Kineapple principle
where the accused was convicted of both sexual interference (151) and sexual assault
(s. 271) for multiple sexual acts against his stepdaughter, but the wording of each count
did not differentiate between the charges by specifying which acts were alleged to
constitute the offence. 

The CSI Effect

 
A recent Manitoba case, R. v. Paul (M.), 2010 MBCA 51, contains an example of the
phenomenon known as the CSI effect, the argument that the portrayal of forensic sciences in
the popular media has raised expectations concerning the use of such evidence in criminal
courts and elsewhere. The judge in Paul notes: "the accused argued on appeal that there was
no evidence to place him at the complainant's residence, which was a reference to there being
no physical evidence to place the accused at the crime scene - this is the "C.S.I. factor."
 (para.19) The court goes on to find that while there was no physical evidence of the accused at
the scene, the trial judge was entitled to rely on other evidence to support the complainant's
credibility.
 
The CSI effect has arguably influenced juries, criminals, and even forensic training programs,
and it is the subject of much scholarly debate. Ken Strutin's guide, Forensic Evidence and the
CSI Effect, from LLRX, is a collection of select legal scholarship and media studies that
illuminates the extent of the CSI effect from both defence and prosecution perspectives.

Recommended Reading

 
These articles touch on current issues in criminal law:

Reforming search & seizure, June 4, 2010 Lawyers Weekly, concerning what the Morelli
 case has to say about the perils of poor police work and the Supreme Court's hardening
attitude to admission of faulty evidence in criminal trials;

Interlock program set to begin in August, May 31, 2010 Law Times, concerning Ontario's
plan to introduce an ignition interlock program for certain impaired drivers.

Articling in the Criminal Courts

 
The Criminal Justice section of the Manitoba Bar Association is presenting the program
Welcome to the Practice of Criminal Law from 4:00 - 6:30 p.m. on June 10, 2010 at Courtroom
413, Law Courts Building, 408 York Avenue, Winnipeg. The program is designed for students
articling in the criminal courts, their principals, and summer students. A panel will address such
topics as courtroom navigation and practical tips for success and a meet and greet with judges
and criminal lawyers will follow.

Crown Defence Conference
 
Planning is well underway for the Eighth Annual Crown Defence Conference, which will be held
September 16-17, 2010 at the Victoria Inn, Winnipeg. Topics to be addressed include Sexual
Tourism and Other War Crimes; Reasonable Suspicion v. Reasonable and Probable Grounds;
Grant and Suberu; and YCJA-KGB Statements. Out-of-town speakers include Professor David
Paccioco and Peter Kremer, The Hague. For more information or to register contact Heather
Reay at 985-8189.

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02KvUP1DFZXgC84njcRppm6XCJEsSsZfWUIajn8xQVyHO7Ke7DwSOlreCMakGGV_yhIJZ8xQ-XKpzv2M0lcazCDbEbQBRz9tcJqXNGIeBgyRxceD1NJhLo6aVnUjs-QhAPfGgllO44E5ISOWGun8SA9qj1iEblKLhWKrQQLN8yp0c91zw_s5tIcw
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02KEm1DuPLaK4BiualrOpHi1DCoMi5GSNm8bjH-mAhyaHgtw6X004Izt4ngeVfm4tnTjn4tnAzu8wgmtuMxZBMX1mTEauwt6uoVglxC2A0TsKXwiSn2wufF2wpv27rNkpqfwCO2i2_NloXk0V8y3LJcnMJ6rSFNJmCnwsRyIOfPYe1tjAPlDJ95r27lCnQ5z8Ayv53BPd7aWsw==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Kve0BCH0Xqpfj4W512tpnkomrhU9tGX2LB6AUohbM3naOroQQKwlBYZZus5hYl2SFCgVPihsFzrYypTAuI8rZGdc31ohhkdSmetA70cXQFzFUVvAzM3AEL4V9e1-FTTIiJ-smTpNi2pHnxPvLjbRjZir-QwVCb5MoEy9Spl58_Ker4-v7MRfCeuNqBunGUXNC1G1FHagzkqg==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02I1qzPTiOHTr3rv2nR1R3c26qTU42FjjoBQVImc5lZxHzZzMhPA_vbOwF5EYPRjf5ZXp1gLIBuXIUDnG4a8B7rg18Bi8OhayqpRkEO6ErfBmMis_XdBjhiEV5icx2Kymdh5Wq-5A5aBgjfoG0XIRY89T8xLfovumx_QeTW4OJiMKg==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02KShogoWqzD6vqketWiFbd5Pu8IRFrhdEkKEDzqUuuA7LieUlR20KrmpGAKtJQGcvfPmG7UyVYPoK_dyaQWNcknnTvoRpfhBQRPMiNZXa3LrO-px53wFfQln-ouGS7xCwrhzlV4MHx9-b70oMcvxq5i
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02KShogoWqzD6vqketWiFbd5Pu8IRFrhdEkKEDzqUuuA7LieUlR20KrmpGAKtJQGcvfPmG7UyVYPoK_dyaQWNcknnTvoRpfhBQRPMiNZXa3LrO-px53wFfQln-ouGS7xCwrhzlV4MHx9-b70oMcvxq5i
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02IxVUk2Bfk6ptvIV41s5M_Za7kzvinhBh39FetN3cwtnJUeKpe_MrSqO1My4bHtTFlwcczANyy2rbtOqG-OmT3aQLj2aEwc2PQ=
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02IZa9n9vPjyQOU8H4s8Wgyi4PXYwIQCw2tVCHr1Ss_lnTO6tAUnFaSPFF7CmyAF0249jXo4fRbnJ-uhIjhl_SFs6HL6_FDSiPjWSz5H0OIl_xrRa_DMIa2uHHfi0Vx5eD5ZO6zz7LOuIh-VzIFxP3fxLnUV06mZnLwvLIHlJ0DbJcHU7I55j8UI
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02IKW4yI4uD0aFHzJEndhfBAL1gfaV6_zH8mssamtIhOlvwXz0jeGqFzj59e3P_bE9FGAVwrvERqWDDrzGkwc30TLLxQRu-XCqa1CqeBaIRde_UNl-CRjiHZT58Kl0ycbTirokVqdfp5HTPiKEl_KAsS1eeJuUM2ChXDX5sI1k7iDOyy8WBl3fBvDexiwMq3fE1Q7mOjDPd5Nw==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?et=1103466532501&s=3&e=0015OhyjR9S02Ke9tERj8K8mgLFIEVRkYCpkV20WKiOXONf0XDrZsJIoClLniwFwC4aIPCntYovLCkcbnbvIbb3yNK2hjlWo2uk6Uq2yiR9Q_7joxOIhShFFPapKaSRbZnMK7N5Zcy93lTFP9wWmQmyT0Zoe62K7b7altVOTv-EKDE=


The Law Society of Manitoba provides this service solely for the benefit of and to support the
competence of its members.  Members should exercise their professional judgment in using or
adapting any content.

 

 


	Local Disk
	C:\Documents and Settings\s-rivera\Desktop\www eLaw on old website\criminal\No.42.htm


