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(ii) The loan from the Plaintiff to the Defendant having been advanced on 13

November 2014, repayment was expressly contingent upon the resolution of the

criminal proceedings, the Carepay proceedings, proceedings in which the

Defendant was then arrested.

(iii) That the date of resolution of those proceedings was a determinable event.

(iv) That the Defendant was convicted in those proceedings on 5 February 2016. His

appeal against conviction was dismissed on 6 December 2017.

(v) That this was the ultimate date of resolution and the relevant determinable date for

the purpose of limitation.

(vi) That in consideration of the date of 6 December 2017, the instant proceedings

should have been initiated by 06 December 2023.

(vii) The Letter of Demand first seeking repayment was dated 24 October 2024, outside

the limitation period.

(viii) That the Writ of Summon was filed on 10 April 2025, also outside the limitation

period and is statute-barred.

5. The first affidavit of the Plaintiff, filed on 10 April 2025, states the following regarding the

circumstances in which the loan to the Defendant was advanced:

"4. On this occasion the Defendant told me that he believed that the investigation 

into him was politically motivated and that he was confident of vindication. 

He further explained that, in order to fight such powerful interests, he would 

require an experienced Queens Counsel, but that his bank accounts had been 

frozen. He then asked for my financial assistance in hiring Queens counsel to 

represent him until everything had been rectified. 

5. I explained to the Defendant that I had limited funds available to me, but that

I could provide him with a load of up to US$ I 00, 000 to assist with his legal

fees. This was an oral agreement betweenfriends. Although precise repayment

terms were not reduced to writing, out clear understanding was that the monies

loaned to him would be used to fend his legal defence and that he would pay

me back once his legal matters had resolved".

6. In his second affidavit filed on 22 October 2025, in response to the Limitation Issue, the Plaintiff

states:
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"My main argument in response to his defence of/imitation is that in circumstances 

where there was a loan agreement that did not have an agreed timeframe for 

repayment, the time would start running upon a demand letter being issued for the 

repayment of the said loan. Our agreement did not stipulate a time frame for 

repayment. I only loaned him the funds to assist him with his legal fees, without 

there being a time frame for repayment." 

7. Counsel for the Plaintiff submitted that the agreement upon which the loan was advanced to fund

the Defendant's legal defence did not provide for repayment of the debt on or before a fixed or

determinable date. For this reason, counsel stated that Section 8 of the Limitation Act was the

relevant section to be considered on the Limitation Issue. Counsel submitted further that the date

that the Plaintiff caused a demand letter to be issued seeking recovery of the debt was the date on

which the cause of action to recover the debt had accrued pursuant to Section 8 (3) of the Act. As

such, the Plaintiff was well within the limitation period in issuing the writ of summons.

8. Counsel for the Plaintiff submitted further that even if the court were to find that there was a

determinable date for repayment arising from the agreement, the date to be utilized for the purpose

of limitation was the date upon which all of the Defendant's legal issues were resolved. This date

counsel submitted was a date in September 2024. The Plaintiff's evidence on this point, taken from

his 2nd affidavit:

"7. In February 2016, the Defendant was convicted following trial and sentenced 

to seven years (7) in prison. Upon his conditional release from prison on 

license in June 2018, the Defendant was further arrested in relation to a 

second matter, in which I also became a Defendant. This matter was either 

under investigation or before the Courts until September 2024. It was for these 

reasons that I did not pursue repayment of the loan during this period. " 

Court's considerations 

9. Sections 7 and 8 of the Limitation Act (1996 Revision) (hereinafter "the Acf') state:

"7. An action founded on simple contract shall not be brought after the expiration 
of six years from the date on which the cause of action accrued. 

8(1) Subject to subsection (3), section 7 shall not bar the right of action on a 
contract of loan to which this section applies. 

(2) This section applies to any contract of loan which does not-

[2026] CIGC (Civ) 8 -Stephens-Blake v Watson -Preliminary Issue Ruling 

Page 4 of 8G2025-0108 2026-02-20

G2025-0108 2026-02-20



Page 5 of 8G2025-0108 2026-02-20

G2025-0108 2026-02-20



time of the agreement. On 24 October 2024 Samson Law, on behalf of the Plaintiff, wrote to the 

Defendant in the following terms: 

"On 13 November 2014 our above-named client loaned you US$ JOO, 000 which 

was transferred directly to your then attorneys, Samson & McGrath, to assist with 

your legal fees in connection with the Grand Court indictment number 49/15. At 

the time of the loan, it was agreed that repayment would be made upon the 

conclusion of the case. Despite the trial ending in February 2016, our client has 

yet to receive any repayment. "

13. This is the letter of demand upon which the Plaintiff relies as constituting the beginning of the

limitation period as per Section 8 (3) of the Limitation Act should the court not find favour with the

Defendant's arguments on the limitation issue. Counsel for the Plaintiff did not attempt to resile

from the terms of the demand letter, except that counsel sought to draw the court's attention to the

sworn affidavits of the Plaintiff and the Plaintiff's narrative surrounding the agreement within those

affidavits.

14. The Plaintiff's main argument why section 7 of the Act should not apply is that there was no

determinable date for repayment under the agreement and, even if the court were to consider the

that there was a determinable date, this being when the Defendant's legal matters were resolved,

resolution should be interpreted as the date when both the Defendant's legal matters were

completed. However, this paragraph in the letter of demand sheds further welcome light on the

nature of the agreement, the date on which the parties anticipated that repayment would become

due under the agreement and the Plaintiff's understanding of what legal matters were within the

parties' contemplation at that point.

15. The Plaintiff specifically addresses and references Indictment 49/15. The demand letter states that

it was agreed that repayment would be made upon "the conclusion of the case". There is no doubt

that it was that matter, the charges on Indictment 49/15, to which the Plaintiff was referring. The

demand letter goes further to indicate that it appeared to the Plaintiff that the trial had ended in

February 2016, but the Plaintiff had yet to receive any repayment, a clear indication that as far as

the Plaintiff was concerned repayment of the debt had become due by that date.

16. Counsel for the Plaintiff could point to nothing other than an enlarged interpretation of the

Plaintiff's assertion ofrepayment "once his legal matters had resolved" to buttress her submission
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that the date that the parties had in mind was sometime in September 2024. On the facts, the 

Defendant had not been charged and had no indication that he would have been charged in the 

second matter to which the Plaintiff referred, and in which the Plaintiff was also a defendant, at the 

time of the agreement between the parties. The parties were concerned with the Defendant's legal 

issues surrounding the CarePay indictment. It would stretch to incredulity to believe that when the 

agreement for the loan was reached in 2014 the parties envisaged that the Defendant would be 

arrested and tried for further unrelated offences in 2018. 

17. The evidence filed by the Plaintiff is contradictory. The Plaintiff's arguments are inconsistent with

his own evidence.

18. I am satisfied that there was a determinable date agreed by the parties for repayment of the loan,

being the date at the conclusion of the legal matter in which the Defendant was embroiled in 2014.

This was a simple contract to which Section 8 of the Limitation Act has no application.

19. The Defendant was convicted on Indictment 49/2015 on 5 February 2016. His appeal against

conviction was dismissed on 6 December 2017. Even if the latter of these dates is employed as

being the date of resolution of the Defendant's legal matters, this leads to a limitation period, 6

years from the date of accrual of the claim, of December 2023. The Plaintiff made the first demand

in writing for repayment of the loan on 24 October 2024. The Plaintiff's claim on the debt by writ

of summons was filed on 10 April 2025. Both claims fall well outside the limitation period for a

simple claim in contract, on the facts of this case. The Plaintiff's claim by Writ of Summons filed

on 10 April 2025 is statute-barred.

20. Pursuant to GCR 0.33 r.7, the Plaintiff's claim is dismissed. The Defendant shall have his costs

on the standard basis, to be taxed if not agreed.

Hon. Mrs. Justice Marlene Carter 
Judge of the Grand Court 
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