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Judgment

L The accused stands charged on a one Count Indictment dated the 29" day of
March 2016 tor the offence of froudulent conversion contrary to Section
2000 la) of the Rarceny Act, 1916, The allegation ts that on a date unknown
between the DPUday of July 1990 and the T day ol August 1990 at I'reetown, in
the Western Arca of the Republic of Sterra Leone fraudulently converted to her
own use and benetit certain property, that is 1o say one land document entrusted
to her for safe keeping by Princess Maria Boima for sate keeping

L2 T thank Defense Counsel, Mrs. o A Almed for defending the accused and
for submitting a final address on behall of the accused.

Z. Burden and standard of proof

2.1 The prosecution has a duty 1o prove fts case beyvond reasonable doubt to
gain o conviction on the offence as charged. See the case of Woolmington Vs DPP
which said principle of law has been adopted in all criminal cases within the
sierra Leone jurisdiction! This principle of law (s not without exception. Where
an accused pleads imsanity to an alleged crime, it will remain the duty of the
accused to prove that his situation falls within the M'Naughten rules. There are
also statutory exceptions which provides that where a defence is based on any
exception, proviso or qualification, the accused will have the burden of proof in
proving that the exception applies in his situation. In respect of the level of the
burden ot proot on the part of the Prosecution, Frefer W the well known case of £
Vs Edwards (1975) QB 27 and Miller Vs Minister of Pensions (1947) 2 AER 372,

21T Fam mindlut of the fact that an aceused is entitled to an acquittal if there is
no evidence direct or eircumstantial, establishing his/her guilt. 1 have cautioned

The State Vs, Francrs Moliomed Fofuna Komeh & fohn Mans (unreported),



myselt that all doubts must be resolved in favour of the accused person. | shall
now proceed to evaluate the evidence and the law before me.

3. The Law
3.1 Section 2001} (iv)(a) of the Larceny Act 1916 provides as follows:
Every person who

Being entrusted cither sofely or jointhowith any other person with any property in
order that fre may retain in safe castedy o the property or any part thereof .
Jraudulently converts to his own use or benefit, or the use or benefit of any other
person, the property or any part thereof ... shati he guilty of a misdemeanor and on
canviction thereof labie to inprisomment for any term not exceeding seven years.

Tosucceed ona charge under Seetion 20(1}(iv)(a), the Prosecution must prove:

a. That property was entrusted to the accused tor sale keeping;

b That the aveused frandulently converted the said property to her own use
or benelit orto the benetit of some other person(s);

. Phe intentto convert ravdulenty must be shown.

4. Evidence analysis

L PWI was the comptlatnant, Princess Mariah Boima who told the Court that
the accused is her younger sister: She told the Court that their tather while on
hospital bed, gave her some keys to a box which had in it @ brown envelop
comtaining title deeds ol properties In his name and which was to have been
distributed between them, that is PWI1 and her siblings. She collected the said
envelope with title deeds and gave the envelope containing six docuntents (o the
accused, her sister for safe keeping. 1 must point out that the evidence before this
Court as on the indictment herein is to do with one land document of title and
the contention by way of testimonial evidence is to do with a property at Soldier
street, Freetown.

L PW T told the Court that 40 days alter the demise of their father, she
demanded the said ttle deeds from the accused but the accused toid her, she
gave the documents to their aunty, one Lucy Buck.

4.1.2. She totd the Court that she called five meetings during which she asked the
accused 1o produce the documents because she wanted to use her share of her
dad's properties o send her son o medical school. She said despite her
pleadings with the aceused, the accused denied receiving any document from her
soshe made a report against the accused to the police at the CID HQ, Pademba
Road. t must point that this could not be true because PW1 had carlier told the
Court that the accused told her when she asked her for the document that she
gave it to one Lucy Buck. PW1 told the Court that the aceused produced two of
the documents she had given her for keeps at a meeting a Janju Street which she
said she gave to the police in support of her case against the accused. | wonder



how the accused could have produced any of the documents if indeed she had
dented as PW1T said she did to have the documents.

4130 In answer to questions put to her in eross examination, PW1 told the Court
that she had no information that the accused had any intention f disposing of
their late father's propertios hereinbetore referred. She said no one ever told her
that the accused sold or tried to sell even the documents ol title. She told the
Court that rather, it was she herselt who wanted to sell her own share of the
property and factlitate her son's studies.

4. 1.4 PWI said one Olu Cole did tell her that the title deeds hercin referrved werce
buried for sate keep save that when they visited the area where the documents
were kept, they were no where to be found. She said no ‘stranger” has laid claim
to the property at Soldier Street o the property at Yorl.

4. 1.5 5he told the Court that he has not been In speaking terms with the accused
who is her yvounger sister ol the same mother and father tor about 24 years and
that she is notin speaking terms with alt her other. She denied bring the matter
o Court out of malice but rather so that the accused can produce the documents
of title to her father's estate so that distribution of the properties can be made.

o0 PWE was Detective Inspector Amadu Vandy Kanneh attached to the Major
Incidents Units CID 11Q, Pademba Road, Freetown. He told the Court that having
cautioned and questioned the accused in Krio who made her statement in Krio
o an allegation ot an offence of fravdutent conversion, himsell and DPC 9718
Kamara Zainab I obtained o VS from the accused on the 29" day of January
2015 which said statement was recorded in English. Tle said the recorded
statement was read over and explained to the accused in Krio which she
acknowledged to be tree and correct by signing same in her own hand writing,
He signed the statement as the recorder and DPC 9718 Kamara Zainab {signed
as awitness, No objection raised by the accused, her statement was tendered as
Exhibit Al-Y,

L7000 300 day of January 2015, together with DPC 9718 Kamara Zainab 1,
PWZ ohtained a chiarge statement from the accused. No objection raised by the
accused, her charge statement was tendered as Exhibit B1-2,

L8 answer o cross examination PW2 told the Court that he did visit the
scene of crime in a shop where the accused had totd him in her statement she hid
the documents of tide hereinbefore referred. He confirmed he saw the hole
where the documents were allegedly by Otu Cole. He said he found out during his
mvestigation that the accused is o heneficiary to the property now in question. |
have no doubt on my mind about that. e said he did not find out that the
property in contention had been disposed of in any way. PW2 told the Court that
the accused told him she made copies ot the documents of Litle herein referred
which she said she handed over to their relatives.

LY PWE was Otu Cole who told the Court that he use to live with the aceused
and that sometime in 2009, he helped the accused by digging a hole in which the



documents herein referred were kept. He said he moved from the accused
person’s home some three vears after he had moved from the accused homeo, he
was called upon by the accused who complained she could not find the
documents in the hole, that is in the accused person’s shop, her business place,

5. PWA was Princess Buck Conteh who identilied hersell as a first cousin of both
the complainant and accused. She said she herself enquired with the accused
about the documents of title given her by PW1 and that the accused informed her
that the said documents were buried for safe keeping but that they were not
found when she went in search of thenn She said the accused did tell her
sonteone was helping her get copies of the said documents.

5.1oshe sard the docunments of title in respect of properties at Soldier Street and
York were handed over to her by Dro Claudius Cole at a tamily meeting a Janju
Street where the complainant, PW1 was also present. tt could be recalied that
PW1 toid the Court in one breath that the aeccused produced two documents of
titte al a meeting at Janju Street and in quite another breath that the accused
denred huving the documents. [ most note that there is nothing in evidence to
suggest that the father of the accused and PW1 owned any other property other
than those at Soldier Streetand York. My understanding of the evidence so far by
PW1E and PW4 therelore is that the two documents of title produced by the
accused at the Janju Street meeling are for the properties al York and Soldier
Streelrespectively.

511 PW4 told the Court that the reason why the said documents were handed
over to heris because the accused had refused accepting the said documents of
ttle from the accused because she, PW1L, handed over the documents e Uhe
accused inan old envelop and that she, PWT will only accept the documents in
the same old envelop. She sald the envelope contained copies of the title deeds.
PW contirmed that the copies ot documents ot title handed over to her was in
respect of properties al York and Seldier Street. She said she had not received
any information that any of the property had been sold or disposed of in any way
by the accesed. She confirms also that the uccused is a beneficiary of the estate in
question. t have given my thought on that.

512 Counsel for the State tendered Exhibit C1-2 as part of the evidence hefore
this Courl from the Bar and closed the Proscecution’s case on the 5t day of
December 2016,

5.1.3. The accused was put to her election in complianee with Section 192 of the
CPANG. 32 ¢ 1965 10 wil:

A To make an unsworn stalement from the dock and not be subjected to
Cross examinalion;

ho Make o sworn statement rem the deck and call o witness(es) and be
subjected to cross examination;

¢ Rely onher statement to the police.



S.LAThe accused chose to rely on her statement Lo the police. The Court’s Order

was that the Prosecution submils a linal address on behalf of the State on the
L0 day of January 2017 and on behalf of the accused on the 170 day of January
2017, A final address was submitted on behalf of the accused on the 25% day of
January 2017 and to date, no final address has been submitted on behalf of the
slate. Ihave read the accused person’s statement to the police.

0.t have stated the provision ol Section 20(1}(iv)(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916
underwhich the accused sas charged. The said section is concerned with cases
where money is entrusted by o transieror to another with intent that it should be
passed on by the transieree to a third party and where an obligation to pass on
to a third parly is imposed by the transferor in the first instance. [t is noted that
the matter herein has nothing to do with money entrusted to the accused but
assuming that the title deeds herein could be described as money, | wilt ook at
the elements ot the offence to determine whether or not the accused did in fact
convert fraudulently thatwhich was entrasted her her for safe keeping,

6.1, The accused has not denied that she was entrusted with property, to wit,
titie deeds to properties at York and Soldier Street; she has not denied that these
said deeds were entrusted to her by PW 1 for sale keeping,

7. Like any criminal offence, moorder that the accused who stands charged with
fraudulent conversion may be convicted, she must be found to have a fracdulent
mtent. It owas lor the Prosecutor to prove that the accused converted these
documents to her own use and benelit or to the benefit of some other person and
that such conversion was fraudulent and dishonest. See R Vs, Bryce, 40 Crim, App.
Ro62 In R Vs Iignett (1950} 91 S.). 149, the Commissioner trying a case for
fraudulent conversion failed to direct that it must be proved that the accused had
alraudutentimtent. The jury and Court of criminal appeal hetd that in view of this
complete misdirection, the conviction on the charge of fraudutent conversion
must be quashed.

7.1 The evidence hefore this Court is that the title deeds hercinbefore referrod
were entrusted Lo the accused for safe keeping for some 25 years hefore she
produced themr at a family meeting at Janju Street. PW1 herself who is the
complainant told this Court that the accused did not dispose of any of the
properties it question whether by way of sale, lease, mortgage or howsoever:
that no hody, no stranger has ever made any clarm to the said propertes. These
same words were echoed in testimony by the blood cousin of the complainant
PW1 and the accused. Granted the documents of title were not handed over in
their original forny but the authenticity of the copies produced by the accused
have not been contested, T will discountenance the reason why the accused
retused acceplance of the copies produced by the accused which authenticity as
sard were not questioned. Why would the accused attend the family meeting at
[anju Strect and hand over copies of the title deeds if she had any intent of
fraudualently converting same? This charge is best deseribed as haseless.

711 F note that the said copies of document were produced before the
complainant, PW1 made a complaint to the police and the report and therefore

[



the charge is based basicatly on the fact that the documents were not produced
in thene original form and because they were produced in a newer envelope than
that in which they had been given to the witness more than 25 yvears ago. One
wotld expect that the potice officers who charged this vexatious matter to Court
andindecd  prosecuting counsel would have seen reason to adviee e
complainant who is a lay person that she has no case against the accused.
Caunsel, if no one else knows, | hope, that tide deeds Tor properties are
registered and filed in the Books of Conveyances at the oftice of the
Admmistrator and Registrar-General, Roxy Building, Frectown. In essence, even
where the accused could not find the documents herein referred, it is a well
known fact that those same documents coutd be gotten tfrom the Roxy building.
Fhere is nothing in evidence to suggest that efforts were made to retricve sane
therefrom: but that such effort was tutite. 1 hold that this is o wicked and
vexatous charge and indeed a waste of the Court’s logistics and time. The
accused s accordingly acquitted and discharged.

Hlon. Jst. Miatta M. Samba,

6H



INTHE THGH COURT OF SHIRRA LEONI:
HOLDEN AT FREETOWN
THESTATL
VS,

IBRANM SORTE KOROMA

BEFORIVHE TTONOURABLE JTUSTICE MIATTA M. SAMBA, |.
DATED THIE 29T DAY OF NOVEMBER 2017

Counscl:
AJM Bockarie Esg tor the State
Feto Bdward Esg for the Accused

Judgznment

Lo The accased, Ibhrahinm Sorte Koroma, stands charged on a one Count
Indictment dated 290 day June 2015 with the offence of wounding with
mtent contrary to Section 18 of the Offences against the Person's Act,
8O L The Prosecution’s allegation is that on the 220 day of February
2015, at Freetown i the Western Arca of the Republic of Sierra Leone,
the accused, thrahim Sorie Keroma wounded Alhaji Bah wiath intent to
cause hm prievous bodily harm.

ZooSection 18 of the Offences against the Persons’ Act 1861 provides as
follows:

Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound or
cause amy grievous bodify harm to any person . with intent to do some . grievous
hodily harni to ey person . shall he guiity of a jetonv, and heing convicted thereof
shatl bedioble te be keptin penof servitude for fife

2.1 Grivvous bodily harm as appears in section 18 of the Offences Apainst
the Persons” Act (OAPA) 1861 means nothing more than serious
bodity harm. The commission ol a Section 18 OAPA 1861 offence does
not necessarily involve @ battery. For the prosecution to secure a
conviction on a Section 18 offence, it must prove specitically that the
accused person caused grievous bodily harm to the victim named in
the Bdictment with the specttivc intent of malice. i they Ll o do Uns,
then, i there is evidence that the accused may have been reckless as to
whether injury was caused to the vietim or not, then the accused
would be gutlty of an offence under Section 20 OAPA 1861, it he is
charged with one but not one under Section 18 OAPA 1861,

3. Burden and standard of proof

10 This Court s sitting both as a Tribunal of Fact and as a Tribunal of
Law D muosttheretore keep in mind and inomy view, at all tmes, the
fepal requirement that inall criminat cases, it is the duty of the
prosceution to prove s case bevond reasonable doubt. 1t bears the




burden ol proving beyoend a reasonable doubt every clement of the
oltence or the offence with which the accused person is charged.

320 W0 have any doubt inomy mind as to the gult or otherwise of the
accused person nr respect ol any or all ot the charges against him
the Indictmoent, T have a duty to acquit and discharge that person af
that Charge or Charges. t must be satisfied in my mind se that 1T am
sure that the accused person has not only committed the unlawiul act
charged in the Indictment but that he did so with the requisite mens
red; Le bam also mindtul of the principle that even it | do not believe
the version ot the events pul by the defence, T must give it the benelit
ol the doubt i the prosecution has not proved its case beyond alt
reasonable doubt

3.3 No particuiar torm of words are “sacrosanct or absolutely necessary”
aswas pointed out by SIR BANKOLE JONES, P in the Court of Appeal in
Koroma Vs, R (1964-66) ALR SL 542 ot 548 LI 4-5. What is required is
that it is made clear by or to the Tribunal of lact as the case may be,
that 1t is Tor the Prosccution Lo establisly the outt of the aecused
Beyond o reasonable doubt A wrong divection on tis nost mportant
ssue will result in o conviction bemy quashed. See the judgment of
Livesey Luke, ISCat pps LE-13 in Sehr M Bambay Vs, The State Cr. App
31771 CA unreported.

340 Referrmg to the case of Woolmington Vs, DPP, Luke, [SC said at page 12
ot his judament that “if at the end of the whole case, there is a
reasonable doubt created by the evidence given cither by the
prosecition vr the prsoner o the proscoution has not made out the
case amd the prisoner is entitled to an acquittal” According to
Tambrah JA at page 358 LE 3-5, "The onus s never on the accused to
establish this detence any more than it is upon him to establish
provocation or any other defence apart from that ol insanity.” the
accused in that case pleaded self-defence. The same point was re-
stated by Awoonor-Renner JSC o Frankive Kenny Vs The State,
Supreme Court e A pp 2208 unreportea atl pages Has.

2500 On tile s aninstrument under the hands ot the DPP dated 19% day of
August 2015 tor trial by Judge made pursuant to Section 114(4) of the
CPA Noo 32 ol 1965 as repeated and replaced by Section 3 of the CP
Amendment Act No. 11 of 1981, No objection being made to the
apphication, Bockarie’s application was granted by this Court.

4. EVIDENCE ANALYSIS

do10 PW T was the complainant, Athajpi Bal He totd the Coure that the
accused is his netghbor at Noo 9 Cemetry Road, Adonkia, Freetown. He
told the Court that the accused was in the habit of depositing rubbish
at the back of his window for which he made a complaint to one Mr,
Alhaji, o tenant at the accused” compound. he satd he heard the



accused ramnsaits at him as he spoke with My Albhaji and he asked
the aecused to stop insulting him,

4.2.The accused threatened to hit the complainant but he withdrew
e his home. When he came out and walked through the drainage,
the aceused approached PAWE and he tell to the ground. The accused
thren hit PW awith o stick on the upper part of his left eyve lid; he fell
and went unconscious, When he gained consciousness he realized he
had adeep wound in that part of his tett eye lid where he had been hit
by the accused. On his way to the Adoenkia police station to make
complaint against the accused, he saw the accused with the stick
which he had hithim with. He told the Court that a photo of his wound
was taken by the police officer and he was issued oo medical certiticate
which hie took to the Connaught bospital where be swas treated tor s
njuries sustamed at the hands ol the accused. Te sard he submitted
the medical report to an officer named Mr. Tdrissa at the Adonkia
Pobice Staton which said report he teadered Tor wdentitication as
Fxhibit 7.

A3 in answer to questions put to him i cross examination, PW1
reiterated the accused s his next door neighbor; he disagreed with
Counsel that his house and that of the accused are separated by a
tence. He disagreed with Counsel tor the accused that he rushed at the
accused and bt hinm in the neck as he was showing Me. Athaji where he
mntends o put g boundary fence. PW T told the Court that on the day he
made his report to the police station, he was also called and question
i respect of him wounding the accused which he said he dented.

Ao PWL told the Court that there was no tight between the accused
amd homisell He o sand there were people present, indluding the Mr
Athigt when the aceused it hiny with o stick on his left eye Lid. He
denied making  deropatory ullerances against the accused. PW
disagreed with Counsel that he hit his Torehead on the wall. [wonder
why Counsel would think that someonce would hit his torehead against
awallvet get a deep cetwhich resulted m three stitches in the upper
ettt oye lid.

5. PW2was Alumed K Sesay. He said on the 229 day of February 2015,
hewent to have Tood at the bacle ef Alhajr Bah's house. He said he saw
Athajt's mother pulting Athaji Bah, that s the complainant from the
accused and that he pulied the complainant’s mother and the
complamant off the scene. He also pulled the accused off the scene and
warned him against arguments in respect of the boundary between
the accused property and that of the conplainant,

Sl e saad he then saw the accused walk back towards the
complamant who was deaning rubbish aft his property and pushed
By and e by with sticlk he had o his hands in the face. he sad the



complainant bled profusely from where he had been hit He then went
with the compiainant o the Adonkia poltee stativn.

5.2 In aswer o questions put Lo him in cross examination, PW2 told
the Court that he does not know whether or not there was any
problem between the accused and the complamant. he reiterated that
he saw the accused when he pushed the complamant and used a stick
o hit the complamant, he satd though he was a stranger in that area at
the thme of the inctdent, he observed there were other peopte present
when the accused pushed the complaimant and hit hinewith o stick
winch said peopie e could nul name because e was g stranger then
fthe arean

O, PAVE was DPC 10174, Tdvissa Massa Bangura, attached to the CID
Adonkia Police Station. He said he received a complaint of wounding
with mitent from the complainant, Athaji Bah against the accused and
he it was who investipated the matter. He said be issued a Police
Medical Report Form in duplicate to the complainant for examination
and treatment at the Connmaught tlospital which the comptainant
ceturned, endorsed. He identitiod Exhibit 7 as the said Medical Form.
e said he obuined statenuents from the complainant and  his
witnesses. ’

6.1 PW3 told the Court that on the 26™ day of February 2015, he
mvited the accused to Adonkia Potice Statton on which said day,
topether with DO o603 Yamba 1] he  cauttoned  and
contemporancoushy imterviewed the accused in Krioo The accused he
sald, made s response i Keio which was recorded i Englishe The
accused admitted his statement to be true and correct by athixing s
muht hand thumb print which said statement DPC 10603 signed as a
witness and PW3 signed as the recorder. The accused then informed
the Court that he was lareed to sign the statement; a voir dire was
therefore conducted with the accused person’s statement tendered as
Fxhibit VD1-9 by PW3. Voir Dire witness No. 2, bmmanuel John
Yamba wdentified VD1-9 as that which was wiltingly given by the
accused under no duress. The accused opened his case in respect of
the vorr dire on the 45 dav of Mav 2016,

6.2, The Court notes that the intention ol the accused to catl the
Operations Manager ot the Africell Operations Manager has nothing to
Joeowinh the allegattons ol the gecused ilting and woundimg the
accused mothe lelt upper eye id. Thercefore, the Operator's fatlure to
strow up at the Court to testuty on behalt of the accused in respect of
the vour dire Is in no way prejudicial to the case ot the aecused, The
aecused having failed on several occasions to continuge his case an the
vorr dire, this tile was withdrawn for ruling on the 160 day of
November 20160 On the 309 dav ol November 2010, o ruling was
dehivered tn the eifect that indeed, the statement was that of the
accused, willingly signed by him.



O WS continued his testimony on the 209 day ol January 2017
when he tendered Extubit A1-9, the VS ot the accused and Exhibit B1-
3, the charge statement of the accused. In answer to guestions put ¢
hiny in cross examination, PW3 told the Court that he read thraugh
Exhuibit A9 and that he did visit the scene of crime. He said he did not
fod the area where o fence sbici as atieged Dy the accused s
uprooted and found no blood on the wail where the accused said the
complainant trad hit his head Thave made my conunent in respeet of
that Hine of cross examination. it confirms in fact that indeed, an injury
was caused but not by the accused. | have said that it is impossible
that the complamant coutd have hit his forchead against a wait and yet
sustained deep cuts inthe upper eye hd that warranted three stitches.
He said he did obtain statements frony persons who were present at
the crime scene. PW3 tendered Exhibit €, the endorsed Potice Medical
report Fornt herembelore veterrod.

7. the Prosccution tendered the Committal Certiticate as Bxhibit D1-2
and closed its case on the 290 day of March 2017, Pursaant to Section
194 of the accused was put to his elections to wit:

a0 Make his statemient from the dodk;
b, Make g sworn statemoent from the witness stand;
¢ Relvon s statement to the police,

7.1 This matter was mentioned on the 26 day of Apriband 179 day of
May 2016 but the accused was absenton both days. On the 24" day of
Mav 2017 aowarrant tor the arrest ol the accused was assued by this
Court. hewas again absent on the 31 day of May 2017, the 1440 day of
June 2017, the 289 day of June 2017, lle was brought to this Court
under arrest on the 190 day of July 2017 when he informed the court
that he will rather make his election in the presence ol his lawyer. On
the 27U day of September 2017, the accused chose to rely on his
statement to the police and he confirmed o the court that he did sign
cach page of his statement he made on the 26" dav of February 2015,
This tiie was withdrawn for judgment on the 89 day of October 24017,

8. 1 his statement, the accused said on the day in question, the
complamant went to his compound which is next to his and rained
mmsults at him for his discussion with Sheik Alhaji in respect of the
complainant’s complaint to the said Sheik Alhap against the accused
for depositing rubbisiv in the complainant’s compound. he said the
comploinant referred to hime as a bastard and that he should confront
him ot he bebieved he was born ol his mother. He said  the
complainant’s mother joined her son and rained insuits at him
relerring to bam as a bastard to which he responded by ratning tmsolts
at the complainant and his mother.



8.1. He said the complainant hit him around the waist and back with a
stick he had uprooted from his compound. he fell on the ground and
the comptainant held hiny around the neck and hit him in the mouth;
he said he sustained injuries to his lips. He said the comptainant then
hit his own face on the wall and sustained some injurics to his face. the
accused told the Court that he was Issued o Police Medical Report
Form at the Adonkia Police Station but no such form was returned to
the police or tendered in evidence to confirm the accused” allegation
that he was injured by the complamant. [ have said that it is clear that
that picce ol evidence could not be correct for reason above stated and
[ do not believe the accused in that respect. It is clear that it was the
accused who wounded the complainant in his teft upper eye lid

9. As said, | believe the accused it was who hit the complainant with a
stick on his upper left eve Hd which resulted in the complainant
recetving three stitches to the injured area. The complainant’s version
ob events was corroborated by PW2 who was an eye witness at the
scene. He saw the accused moargument with the complamant; be tried
to separate the accused and the complainant; the accused left the
scene and he saw him walk back towards the complainant and pushed
the complainant to the ground; he saw the accused hit the
complainant with o stick on his face and he saw the complainant
bleeding from the arca of his face where he had been hit by the
accused. The accused did not call any witness wha could corroborate
his version of events m his statement on which he now reties. The
mjury sustained by the complainant qualities for the offence of
‘causing grievous bodily harm’ in Section 18 of the QAPA 1861. On the
strength of the evidence and arguments preferred before the Court, |
find the accused thrahim Sorie Koroma, Guilty as charged.

Hon. Jst. Miatta M. Samba, |
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