il STATE V KINNIE JAMES BLANGO and 5 others

Siumcon Alieu for the State
vathony Y. Brewah for the Accused Persons

JUDGEMENT  DATED 4" FEBRUARY 2016 DELIVERED BY JUSTICE
UESMOND B. EDWARDS JA

CHARGES

(st And ard gth o i :
Coan R gt 5™ and 6™ accused persons are charged each on 2 counts viz,

¢ ount 1 - Conspiracy to commit a crime, to wit, Destroying of growing plants contrary
o fnw, Count 2- Destroying of growing of plants contrary to Section 23 of the
Vialicious Damage Act 1861 and lastly, the 6™ accused alone is charged on Count 3
with the offence of Incitement contrary to Law. Counts 1 and 3 are common law

oftences while count 2 is a Statutory Offence

" All the accused persons herein specifically pleaded not guilty to each of the charges
avainst them respectively and the prosecution was compelled to call witnesses to prove
iy case against each accused person.

Al

BURDEN OF PROOF AND STANDARD OF PROOF

3.1 WOOLMINGTON V DPP 1936 AC 462 HL and MANCINI V DPP 1942 AC 1
i1 it 1s well established that throughout the web of the criminal law it is the duty of the
prosccution to prove the guilt of an accused person and this burden must be discharged
by prool beyond reasonable doubt. This means that as the Judge presiding over this case
I must be satisfied that the prosecution has proved its case against each of the accused
persons beyond reasonable doubt.

THE EVIDENCE ADDUCED

In 1ts bid to prove the case against each accused person beyond reasonable doubt the
prosceution called 7 witnesses. PW 1, Philip Mamie; PW2, Eddie Amara; PW3, Martin
Williams: PW4 Alusine Forbi; PW5 Shengba Robert MOIGUA , PW6 Dumbuya
sammy Kama and PW7 John Alusine Bangura.

S PW7 JOHN ALUSINE BANGURA was a Yormal police witness. He had under his
charge the Voluntary Caution Statements and Charge statements of all the accused
persons herein and they were tendered and admitted in evidence as follows: Exhibit B,
the VOS of the 1* accused KINNIE JAMES BLANGO: exhibit C, the VCS of the 3™
Accused MUSA Sellu; exhibit D, the VCS of the 4™ accused Sima Mattia; exhibit E,
the VCS of the 5" accused Foday MUSA; Exhibit F, the VCS of the 6" accused.
I'xhibit M was tendered and admitted in evidence by PW7 as the VCS of the 2™
aceused while exhibit N was admitted as the charge statement of the 2™ accused.
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:xhibits G, H. J, K and L were tendered by PW7 and admitted in evidence by this court

15 the charge statements of 1%, 3, 4™ 5" and 6™ accused persons respectively. Exhibits
Al-11 having been previously identified as photographs showing the destruction of the
srowing Plants were tendered and admitted Ynto evidence as evidence of the destruction
o growing plants as alledged. Exhibit O 1-6 were the committal warrants in respect of

' 6™ accused respectively all of whom were committed to the HIGH COURT ON
11 12" OF JUNE 2014 for trial .

6. PW1 as stated was Philip Mamie and he testified to the fact that he recognised all 1°"

6" accused persons and recalled the period between 1% September 2013 and 5"
Uctober 2013, He said during this period he was summoned by his Town Chief to
atiend a meeting upon receipt of letter from the 6™ accused Shaka Sama. He said
turther, that there was also a radio announcement relating to the said meeting at
l'aininahun. This meeting did take place at the Chief’s Compound and in that meeting
he saw the 1%, 2™, 3% 4™ | 5™ and 6™ accused persons occupy the high table. At the
meeting the chief told the crowd of people gathered that the meeting had been
summoned by the 6™ accused who was then introduced as the chairman of the meeting.
I'he chairman of the meeting then explained the purpose of the meeting as follows:

“The purpose of the meeting was as a result of the Bush land that
Scofin Agricultural Company lhad taken from them. He said that
after the meeting we should go and report ourselves to the
authorities in Pujehun. The chiefs were not taking action on the
Reports that were being forwarded regarding the taking of their
land by the Agricultural Scofin Company hence the reason why
they will report to the authorities. He then said that this was the
last complaint they will forward to the authorities in Pujehun and
that they will not report any matter of the taking of their land by
the Scofin Agricultural Company to the chiefs/authorities again.He
said that it looked as if nothing was being done as the Paramount
Chief and Chiefs were supporting the Company. After this last
complaint if the authorities fail to take any action we know within
ourselves what we will do them. If they fail to take action we would
mobilise people to destroy the growing palm trees as if those trees
were rooted, the Scofin Agricultural Company has labourers and
workers who would replant it.”

7. At the meeting they thus resolved to-meet the authorities at Pujehun and that this
was the last time that they were going to meet the authorities and that failure to hear
their grievances or complaint they would mobilise people to destroy the growing trees
by specifically cutting down the growing trees instead of up-rooting them as they
could be easily replanted by the Agricultural Scofin Company. Later he was to see the
actual mobilisation of people to meet the Authorities by their soliciting monies from
the crowd of people, collecting monies from them and getting vehicles to transport the
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+le to meet the chiefs. He said that later in the evening of one particular day within
period he saw the vehicles return having been prevented from entering Pujehun.
ol long after he got information about the Scofin Agricultural Company and on
noceeding to the plantation he saw the growing plants of this company had been cut
lonwn This witness was ¢ross examined by the Defence counsel but only to the effect
o he. PW did not actually see who cut thase plants down and that he did not see
~ ol the accused 19, 2™ 3% 4™ 5™ and 6™ cut down the said plantation to which
wanswer was yes, he did not see any.

PW 2 Lddie Amrara was a farmer who lived in Kortumahun Village. He recognised
new all of the 6 accused persons. 1% to 5™ accused lived in Malen while the 6" had
stone relatuonship with Malen being a born and bred of Malen even though he now
roarded 1 Bo. He recalled diverse dates between the 1% of September and 5™ October
2015, He was on a particular day sitting by his radio and listening to KISS104FM when
he heard an announcement that the 6™ accused was calling all land owners to a meeting
at Taminahun Malen. The meeting was being held at the chief’s compound QCoun
Barray) at Taininahun. He went to this meeting and the 1* accused addressed the
meeting to the effect that the meeting was called for every ones benefit and the meeting
will be chaired by the 6™ accused. In the meeting the 6™ accused as chairman addressed
the erowd as follows:

That they have been lodging complaints about the land issue at Malen
but that nobody was listening to.them and as result the reason for the
meeting was to mobilise people to go ‘and see the authourities in Pujehun
with reference to their land being given to the Scofin Agricultural
Company .

U As a result the 6™ accused then solicited each village to contribute Le100,000.00 for
the hire of vehicles for the visit to the Pujehun authourities. He said the 6™ accused aslo
satd and I quote

“If the authorities fail to take action he will mobilise people to go to the
Scofin _Agricultural company plantation to destroy the plants of the
company”

I 'he above evidence was uncontroverted more on this later.

10, PW2 said further, after a week I was in Gandon and 1 saw 2 vehicles come. The
vchicles were transporting people from Taininahun to Macca junction in Sahn Malen
chicldom. When I reached Macca junction I met over 600 people. At Macca junction |
heard the 6™ accused telling these people that they should return back to their various
homes since the police have prevented thetn from entering into Sahn Malen. He further
sald and T quote,

‘People started returning. I saw 2 vehicles one was a red van and the other was
blue and white van. The People were many in these vehicles. After sometime i
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was at Senhu. I saw the 1" accused. He came and past me to go to MASSAO. |
knew he was going to Massao bcause I had a motor bike and chased him all
the way to Massao. I followed the road which the 1" accused used to go to the
2" accused’s place of abode. I pretended that I was going somewhere else but
when I saw the 1" accused going to the 2" accused’s abode I stopped. The I*
accused called the 2" accused, I heard the 1" accused tell 2" accused that he
ltad come to him for them to go and destroy the plantation on that very day
and that the 6™ accused had said they should not fail in that exercise. The 2"
accused then retorted by saying that they are ready for the said mission. The
2" accused also said it was Just that they were waiting for the place to be dark
before they do the destruction. I was still in the area in a village when 1" ™
3" and 5" accused past me to go to the 5™ accused at Waleh. From one village
10 another are close together. That same night we were sitting, myself and
some town elders were sitting when we were summoned by the Town chief of
Kortumahun. Thomas Sama. We were at the Town chiefs place when Alusine
Forbi came to report the destruction of the plantation on his way to the Chiefs
place. 3 of us left that same night to visit the scene of the destruction of

growing trees between Kortumahun and Senju.

1. PW4 was Alusine Forbi. He said he was a carterpillar mechanic and he recognised
1"-0" accused persons. He only recalled the 5™ of October 2013. On that particular day
he was at the junction of the Sahn Malen Park. He was riding an okada. He said he left
the park when a motor vehicle from Bo arrived. It came with one passenger that was
comg to Kortumahun. The passenger alighted from the vehicle and said he was going to
Rortumahun. I took him to Kortumahun with my bike for the price of Le6,000.00. It
was during the night. We left for Senjhu Village. After Senjhu village we arrived at
Scofin Agricuttural Plantation which was a palm tree plantation. On going through the
road, lcuding”to the plantation, | heard noise coming from the plantation as if people
were brushing the plantation. I asked the passenger whether he was hearing the noise.
On proceeding further, I arrived at a point where those palm plants were stacked in the
middle of the road as a check point blocking the road. The bike’s headlight was
penctrating on people who on seeing me coming were running away from us to go into
thic plantation. Because of the night time I ‘was not able to identify any one. I had to
lcave the area and go to Kortumahun village. I went to the Town chief to report what I

SN

12 Under cross examination of this witness by defence counsel he said “I gave my
prolession as a carterpillar mechanic. I am the carterpillar mechanic of Scofin
vericultural Company . Foday Yokie is the chief of Sahn Malen. Indeed the people |
saw running in the bush I cannot identify. As an employee I am aware that Scofin
Avricultural company do have security guards in the plantation.”

13. PW5 was Shengba Robert Moigutva the Town Chief of Kortumahun. He
confirmed the destruction of the growing plants in the Scofin Agricultural Plantation
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wiween Senjhu and Kortumahun. A report was made to him of the incident and he went
«i the site and saw the destruction.

i 4. PW6 was Dumbuya Sammy Kama. He was the Regional Scene of Crime Officer.
H1o 1ok snap shots at the scene of the crime and tendered as exhibit pictures identified
4o A 1-11. These were admiited as Ex Al-11. Of particular note of what he said is that

{pon visit to the site 1 saw damage to palm trees. The trees were damaged through

cuitings”

¢ ise for the Defence .
L |

(5. All 6 accused persons having pleaded not guilty to each of the charges opened their
letence by electing to make a sworn statement from the Witness stand. DW1 was the i
woused: DW2 was the 2™ accused and DW3 was the 3 accused. DW1, DW2and DW3
ook the witness stand made mention and re-identified their statements to the police
mdividually. Both DW2 & DW3 were vigorously cross examined on their testimony and
statements and showed motive & malice against the chiefs and the Scofin Agrrcultural
Company. Later 4", 5™ and 6th accused persons elected to change their election by
relying on their statements already admitted into evidence as exhibits D, E & F
respectively.

16, I'he substratum of the defence put forwardby each accused person was that they had
1 urievance for the chiefs giving their lands to the Scofin Agricultural Company and
denied any doing with reference to the destruction to the plantation.

Consideration of the evidence and the law

|7 This court has considered all the evidence and the exhibits tendered. All the accused
persons were, charged on Count 1 with Conépiracy to commit a crime, to wit, destroying
ol growing }SlzmIS contrary to law and pleaded not guilty to it. The particulars of this
count are well noted and stated that they conspired together with persons unknown.

1'S. On the count of conspiracy one must note that the crime of conspiracy is committed
when 2 or more persons with common design agree to do an unlawful act or lawful act
by unlawful means. In RV ASPINALL BRETT JA articulated the notion of conspiracy

when he said:

“The crime of conspiracy is completely committed, if it is
committed at all, the moment 2 or more have agreed that they
will do, at once or at some future time certain things. It is not
“necessary that any one thing should be done beyond the
agreement. The conspirators may repent and stop, or may have
no opportunity, or may be prevented, or may fail. Nevertheless
the crime is complete. It is completed when they agreed.”

19. In Sierra Leone the leading cases on conspiracy are the Court of Appeal decision in
I.ANSANA AND ELEVEN OTHERS VREGINAM 1970/71 ALRSL 186 and the
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(o ulthe STATE V MOHAMED FORNA AND 14 OTHERS. In the former case

o court stressed the issue of the “overt act doctrine” in the context of conspiracy such
it the material ingredients or elements of the offence are 3 fold viz, 1) the presence of

mmon design/agreement 2) some overt acts.or acts and 3) the intent to do something
uriaw ful or lawful by unlawful means in execution of the common design.

2o in the context of the case before me there cannot be any doubt that there was
rimon design/agreement that this was the last complaint they the so called Land
wners spearheaded by 146" accused were making to the chiefs regarding the taking of
o tand from thefn to the Authorities and that if the authorities failed to respond

eitvely 176" accused were agreed that they must respond by destroying plants or
anation of the SCOFIN Agricultural Company.

'he overt acts are constituted by their summoning of the meeting with land owners,
holding the said meeting and explaining the purpose of the meeting and their plans of
what they intend doing if their complaints were not considered. Further ovegt acts
mcluded their mobilising and soliciting efforts to move and moving to the chiefs
authorities to complain and being prevented to meet the chiefs

. Also the evidence of PW2 Eddie Amara implicating 1% 2,™ 3 and 5" accused as to
what they did in preparation for the night activity after and being prevented to reaching
the chiefs. From the words of 6""/\ccused, to wit, After this last complaint if the
authorities fail to take any action we -know within ourselves what we will do them. If
they fail to take action we would mobilise people to destroy the orowing palm trees as
i those trees were rooted, the Scofin Agricultural Company has labourers and
workers who would replant it and the co-operation from 1% to 5™ Accused as part of
higl table, their motive and malice shown through their statements all show that there
was intention’to execute a plan, an agreement, a common design even if, they say they
Jdid not execute or destroy the Scofin Agricultdral Plantation.

)

25, All the accused persons were also charged on Count 2 with destroying growing
plants contrary to section 23 of the Malicious Damage Act 1861. The particulars of the
offence are well noted. This section provides that whosoever shall unlawfully and
maliciously destroy or damage with intent to destroy any plant, root, fruit or vegetable
production, growing in any garden, orchard, nursery ground etc shall on conviction be
mprisoned for a maximum term of imprisonment of 7 years.

< I'he clements of the offence to be proved by the prosecution are that 1) proof that the
property which is the subject of the offence was destroyed 2) proof of circumstances
trom which intent alledged can be inferred and 3) the destruction was done unlawfully
and maliciously.

25 At the outset one needs to state that there is no direct evidence linking any of the
accused person to the commission of the crime as alledged. As gleaned from the
cvidence and as evinced & emphasised by the defence counsel’s cross - examination of

PW L PW2 PW3 and PW4, none of the prosecution’s witnesses saw any of the accused
g
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porsons cutting -down the plants. This however does not by itself absolve the accused
persons of responsibility or culpability for the offence. In law there is what is called
Srcumstantial evidence.  Circumstantial evidence is evidence of relevant facts which

a1 one direction or conclusion cumulatively, in geometrical progression,
chamnnating other possibilities. See Blackstone’s Criminal Practice 2001 page 1954
under the rubrie Circumstantial Evidence. Thus in DPP V KILBOURNE 1973 AC 729
L.ord Simon a@ p 758 quoting Pollock CB likening Circumstantial Evidence to a rope
comprised of several cords said:

“One strand of the cord may be insufficient to sustain the weight, but
three strands together may be sufficient strength. Thus it may be in
circumstantial — evidence — there may be a combination of
circumstances, no one of which w.oul(z raise a reasonable conviction, or
more than a mere suspicion; but the whole taken together may create a
strong conclusion of guilt, that is, with as much certainty as human
affairs can require or admit.” (Exalll1866)4F &F922 @p929

N\

26. While Circumstantial evidence may be conclusive there is a caveat that it can or
could be fabricated to cast suspicion on another. For this reason Lord Normand in the
case of TEPER V THE QUEEN 1952AC480 @489 opines ‘It is also necessary before
drawing the inference of the Accused’s guilt from circumstantial evidence, to be sure
that there are no other co—existing-circumstances which would weaken or destroy the

inference’

2%

27 Putting the above law into context one must first with compunction note the
cvidence of PWI. Of pertinence, this evidence was altogether uncontroverted
umimpeached and therefore to be taken as the truth in material particulars as to who
summoned the meeting, to wit, Shaka Sama; who were the kingpins viz. 1st-6" accused,
the purpose of the meeting and the new modus operandi for the destruction, not by up-
rooting, but rather, by cutting down. Further, this evidence was buttressed by PW2’s
cvidence, more substantially, by the fact thag they have been complaining, and if they
t1il to hear this time, which was the case with their being prevented to go to the
authorities by the police, they will 12 3 4™ 5™ and 6™ with others unknown destroy
the plantation.

28. PW2's evidence was also wholly uncontroverted and umimpeached and taken to be
the truth in that he actually saw 1% accused visiting 2™ accused at Massao and actually
heard them discussing about the mission to destroy the plantation when the place was
dark on the evening of the 5" October 2013 and that he actually further saw 1%, 2", 3",
4" moved to the 5™ accused place of residence. This is quite telling.

29U Also from PWI1, PW3, PW4 and PW5 and PW6 evidence they actually saw the
destroyed or cut down plants of the Scofin Agricultural Company.

30 All this coupled with the malice and motive evinced through the voluntary caution
statements of all the accused persons exhibits B, C, D, E, F and M and the evidence of
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md W3 under cross examination provided circumstances from which intent

Ui o nferred as indeed all point to one fact and one conclusion alone that no one

o esides the accused persons herein were capable of and actually did the cutting
ot those plants without more.

Ler SECTION F 1,100 OF BLACKSTONES CRIMINAL PRACTICE

~enuoned under the rubric “Circumstantial Evidence” page 1955 2™ paragraph it

.4 that “other frequently recurring examples of circumstantial evidence” include

nid acts preparatory to the commission of an offence (to show intention to commit

fence) o.o.n.. and, motive. Motive does fall short of and is not intention but does
wote circumstantial evidence.

o the above, 1 see proof of the destruction of the property of Scofin Agricultual
plantation. See testimonies of PW1, PW2, PW, PW4, PWS and PW6 . I see proof of
reumstances from which intent can be alledged to wit evidence of PW1 and PW2
coupled with VCS of all the accused persons exhibits B, C, D, E, F and M and DW2’s
md DW3's evidence in cross-examination. Thirdly, the said act was done unlawfﬁlly
sk maliciously in the sense that even if their lands were wrongly taken away from them
oy their chiefs and given to Scofin Agricultural Company as alledged, that did not
wovide grounds for them to take the law into their own hands and cut down the

1

plantation of the Scofin Agricultural Company.

'

3. The 6™ accused only was charged with the offence of Incitement Contrary to Law.
Sierra Leone’s criminal law  proscribes and punishes conduct which constitutes
Incitement. Like other inchoate offences like attempt and conspiracy it derives its
Character from our common law ancestry. It has its origins from the common law
crineiple enunciated in RV HIGGINS MYRICK 21CR APPR 94 the leading English
withority on the subject which held that to solicit or incite another to commit a felony or
tiisdemeanor is an indictable misdemeanour at common law. Under Sierra Leone law
Incitement 7 means to command, urge, provoke, encourage, spur on, goad, instigate
another or anyone who importunes or solicits another to commit a crime. In incitement
he encouraging, solicitation, persuading to do an illegal act or crime is itself the crime
requiring no further act or manifestation of the criminal design or intent beyond the
cocouraging. In RV NYKOSIAMA 4 SA 655 (1966) an inciter was described as

‘One who reaches and seeks to influence the mind of another to
the commission of a crime. The machinations of criminal ingenuity
being legion, the approach to the other’s mind may take various
Jorms such as suggestion proposal, request, exhortation , gesture
argument persuasion, inducement , goading or the arousal of
cupidity’

V4. The elements of Incitement could be summarised viz, 1) Words of encouragement,
exhortation , importuning , incitement, instigation persuasion or solicitation ; 2) of
another, and 3) With intent to instigate the commission of a crime
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the st 2 elements constitute the actus reus while 3 constitute the mens rea. In Sierra
ceone there is one leading cases on the subject viz, MOHAMED MUSA V
REGINAM 1964-66 ALR SL CA, a decision of the Sierra Leone Court of Appeal
where the Appellant Mohamed Musa was charged with incitement under section 8 of
the Local Tax Act Cap 63 Laws of Sierra Leone for inciting others not to pay local tax
and with encouraging the collector of taxes not to perform his legal duty. He was
convicted of inciting others not to pay local tax and acquitted of encouraging the
collector of taxes not to perform his duty. On appeal against his conviction he
contended that the trial Judge erred in rejecting his submission that there was no case
for him to andwer and that there was not sufficient evidence to justify his conviction.
the material facts of this case show that the Appellant petitioned the Resident Minister
on behalf of himself and others in his chiefdom stating that they were unwilling to pay
tocal tax until a regent was elected. This Appellant then addressed a public meeting
convened by the Resident Minister at which he stated that they would only pay their

taxes if the chiefdom were dis amalgamated.

. )
35. The Court of Appeal allowed the appeal. In the course of delivering this landmarked

judgment Ames, Ag P, who delivered the Judgement of a unanimous court stated as
follows: '

“We are agreed this appeal must be allowed on both grounds of
Appeal. In our opinion, the submission at the close of the case for
the prosecution that there was no case to answer should have been
upheld and not overruled. In this ruling the learned trial judge
said. “in a charge of incitement there must be a communication
with some person whom the offender wishes to incite.....”. there
was no evidence of any such communication having been made by
the appellant.”

30. The above case lays down the principle viz that before an accused person can be
convicted of incitement there must be evidence of a communication which reaches a
person (s) whom the accused wishes to incite. In another Sierra Leone case RV BOB
JONES 1967-68 ALR SL BETTS J applied the said principle regarding
communication which reaches the incitee ininding the accused guilty of incitement to
commit perjury when he held:

‘...to prove incitement to commit an offence it is not necessary to
prove that the offence was committed ; it is sufficient to prove a
communication which reaches the incitee, inciting him to
perform a criminal act with a criminal intention’

37.In RV HIGGINS MYRICK 21 CR APPR 94 incitement is indictable even though
the solicitation or indictment has no effect. In the KING V KRAUSE (1902) 66JP 121
there must be communication which reaches some person whom the offender wishes to
mcite but it 1s not necessary that the mind of the incitee be influenced. In R v Darcy
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106+ 82 ER 1047 and R V RICE 1803 3 EAST 381 Incitement may be implied from
corniuet intended to provoke the other into crime

With reference to the mens rea the words of instigation persuasion encouragement
© provocation must show that he accused had no other intention or design but to incite
wade or provoke the person being incited.

Putting the above law into context one must first distinguish the facts of this case
trom the Musa case in several aspects but of material particular is the fact that here there
s evidence of communication which reached persons whom the inciter wished to
‘e and the fact“that Incitement could be implied from conduct of the 6™ accused
tended to provoke the landowners into crime .

. : 1t . - . . .
.0 Shaka Sama the 6 accused herein was the convener of the meeting in which he was
the chairman. He communicated to the incitees/landowners as follows

After this last complaint if the authorities fail to take any action we
know within _ourselves what we will do them. If they fail to take
action we would mobilise people to destroy the growing palm trees
as if those trees were rooted, the Scofin Agricultural Company has
labourers and workers who would replant it

Also from the uncontroverted evidence of Eddie Amara PW2. He said

I heard the I' accused tell 2" accused that he had come to him for
them to go and destroy the plantation on that very day and that the
6" accused had said they should not fail in that exercise.

Also again from the uncontroverted evidence of PW?2
In the meeting the 6™ accused as chairman addressed the crowd as follows:

That they have been lodging complaints about the land issue at Malen but that
nobody was listening to them and as result the reason for the meeting was to
mobilise people to go and see the authourities in Pujehun with reference to
their land being given to the Scofin Agricultural Company. .....................

Ie said the 6™ accused aslo addressed these lgndowners as follows:

“If the authorities fail to take action he will mobilise people to go to the Scofin
Agricultural company plantation to destroy the plants of the company”

£1 1 this not what we call exhortation, persuasion, commanding, urging, provoking,
cucouraging, spurring on, goading, instigating another, importuning or soliciting
another to commit a crime? There can be no doubt that there was at least exhortation,
provocation or persuasion, encouraging, goading and/or instigating of the land/ farm
owners o destroy the plantation or at least do something which would constitute a crime
with the intent that the same be carried out.
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Al things considered the court will hold that the prosecution has proved its case against each
wsed person beyond reasonable doubt and will order as follows:

«ccused found guilty
accused found guilty
accused found guilty
4 accused found guilty
weused found guilty
accused found guilty

LOUNT 2

accused found guilty i
' accused found guilty
3" accused found guilty
4" accused found guilty

.
5 accused found guilty
accused found guilty
COUNT 3
6 accused found guilty
signed: Justice D.B. Edwards JA
CeRTIFIED TRUE COPY-.
il
LIVIASTER AND REGISTRAR
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Thursday 4th February, 2016 Honourable Mr. Justice D.B. Edwards J.A
Case called

A.S. Alieu for the State

A.Y Brewah appears for he Accused persons™  «

1" Accused present

2" Accused present

3" Accused present

4" Accused present

5" Accused present

6" Accused present.

The attached Judgment dated 4" February 2016 is the Judgment of the court, pages 1 — 11 inclusive is
the judgment of the court.

[t is now time for sentencing.
1]

Defenge asks for Judge to temper justice with mercy

prosecution wants community to be refined

SENTENCE

The 1%, 2™, 3, 4™ and 5" Accused persons are to pay fines of Le15, 000,000.00 (Le15 million) each on
count 1 or 5 (five) months imprisonment each.

The 1%, 27,3 4™ and 5™ Accused persons are to pay fines of Le15,000,000.00 (Le15 million) each on
count Tor 5 (five) months imprisonment each.

The 6" Accused is to pay fines of Le20,000,000.00 (Le20 million) on count | or 6 months imprisonment

The 6" Accused is to pay fines of Le20,000,000.00 (Le20 million) on count Il or 6 months
imprisonment. >

The 6" Accused is to pay fines of Le20, 000,000.00 (Le20 million) on count Il or 6 months

imprisonment. The imprisonment/sentences are concurrent but the fines are cumulative.



SUMMARY
1" Accused — Le30 million Leones to be paid forthwith or serve 5 (five) months imprisonment.
. 2" Accused — Le30 million Leones to be paidﬂfort.hwith or serve 5 (five) months imprisonment.
3" Accused — Le30 million Leones to be paid forthwith or serve 5 (five) months imprisonment.
4" Accused — Le30 million Leones to be paid forthwith or serve 5 (five) months imprisonment.

5" Accused — Le30 million Leones to be paid forthwith or serve 5 (five) months imprisonment.

6" Accused — Le60 million Leones to be paid forthwith or serve 6 (six) months imprisonment.

Signed: Justice D.B. Edwards JA
4-2-2016

TRUE-COPY:
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