INCTHE HIGH COURT OF SIERRA LEONE
HOLDEN AT FREETOWN

THESTATE
VS,
ANSUMANA JUMA KPANGI:

BEFORE T HONOURABKE JUSTICE MIATTA M. SAMBA, .
DATED THE GTH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2017

Counsel:
Frankly Camphell sy for the State
L. Mami sy tor the Accused

Judgment:

1 The aceused stands charged on a 26 Counts indictment dated the 24 day of
November 2015 tor the offences of larceny contrary to Section 17(1)(a] of the
Larceny Act, 1916 and Section 15(2)(b) ol the Anti-Money Laundering and
Combatting of Foancing af Terrorism Act, 2012, Act No. 2 ot 2012 as follows:

Count 1
Statemoent ol Offence:
Larceny contrary Lo Section 17(1)(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Otfence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 200 day of February 2014 at Vreetown in the
wWestern Atrea of the Republic of Sierra Leone being an employee of the United
Bank tor Alrica (UBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sum of Eleven Million
Nine Handred and Thirty Seven Thousand Leones (Le. 1 1,937,000.00).

Count [

Statentent ol Cttence:

Money Laundering contrary to Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating ol Financing Terrorismt Act 2012, Act No. 2002012

Statement of Otfence:

Ansuniand Juma Kpange on the 2000 day ol February 2014 at Frectown in the
Woslern Arca of the Republie of Sierra Leone did conceal the sum of Eleven
Million Nine Hundred and Thirty Seven Thousand Leones (Le. 11,937,000.00)
knowing same to have been derived fronran unlawful activity.



Cotnt i
statement of Offence:
Larceny contrary to Section 17(1]{a} of the Larceny Act, 1916

Partoulars of Otience:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 18® day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Arca of the Republic of Sierra Leone being an employec of the United
Dank for Alvica (UBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sunr of Five Million
Five Hundred  and - Twenty-Five  thousand,  Five Hundred lLeones  {Le.
5,525,500.00).

tount 1V

Statement of Gtience:

Larceny contrary to Section 17(1 J(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars ol Gltence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 181 day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Woestern Arca of the Republic of Sierra Leone being an emptoyce of the United
Bank for Africa (UBA) Limited, stole [ront the said bank the sum of Five Million

Five  diendred  and  Twenty-Five thousand, Five [Hundred  Leones {Le.
5.525,500.00).

Count V
Statement ot Otfence:
Larceny contrary o Section 17(1) (@) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Paracatars of Offence:

Ansailane Juma Kpange on the 17 day ol March 2014 at Frectown an the
Woestorn Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone being an employvee ol the United
Banl for Alriea (HBA) Limited, stole from the saidd bank the sum of Four Million
Nine Hundred and Fifty-Six thousand beones and Thirty Eight Cents {Le.
4,956,000.34).

Count VI
Statement ot ttence:
Lavceny contrary to Section 17(1)(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars ol Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 18" day ol March 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Arca of the Republic ot Sierra Leone being an employce of the United
Bank for Africa (UBA) Limited, stote from the said bank the sum of Ten Million
Nine Hundred and Thirty-Four thousand, Eight Hlundred and Seventy-Six Leones
Sl e Conts (e 10,93L876.59).




Count VI
Statement of Offence:
Larceny contrary to Section 17(1)(a) ol the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 18" day of March 2014 at IPrectown in the
Wostern Area of the Republic of Sterra Leone being un cmployee of the United
ook Tor Africa (UBA) Limited, stole [rom the satd bank the sum of Six Million
Two Hundred ana seveinty-nane Thousand, six Huanared and Three heones Sixty-
seven Cents (e 0,.279,603.67).

Count VI
Statement of Oftence:
Lareeny contrary to Section 17(1)(a) of the Larceny Act, 19106

Particulars ol Offenee:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 18 day of March 2014 at treetown in the
Western Area of the Renublic of Sierra Leone being an cmployee of the United
Bank tor Alrica (UBA) Limited, stoie from the said bank the sum Eleven Million
Nine Handred and Thirty seven Thousand Leones (fe. 1 1,937,000.00}.

Count 1X
Statement of Oftence:
Loareeny contrary W Section T7] D){a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Otfence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 18% day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Area ol the Republic of Sterra Leone being an employce of the United
Bank for Africa (UBA) Limited, stole [rom the said bank the sum Seven Million
lLeones {1.e.7,000,000.007.

Count X
stitement ol Offence:
Larceny contrary to section 17(1 J(a) of the Larceny Acy, 1916

Parttcutars oF Otfence:

Ansumana tuma Kpange on the 18% day of March 2014 at Frectown in the
wostern Arca ol thie Republic of Sterra Leone being an employee of the United
Bk for Africa {UBA) Limited, stote from the said hanlk the sum Ten Miltion One
Hundred and Twentv-0ne Thousand Five Hundred and Thirty Six Leones (Le.
{0121 536.16).



Count X!

Statenment of Offence:

Money Laundering contrary Lo Section 15(2)(b] ol the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorism Act 2012, ActNo. 2 ot 2012

Statemoent of Offence:

Ansumana Juna Kpange on the 18 day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Woestern Arca of the Republic of Sterra Leane did conceat the sum of Five Mitlion
Five Hundred and Twenty and Twenty-Five Thousand Five Hhundred and Sixty
Nine Leones Seventy Fight Cents (Le. 5,525,569.78) knowing same to have been
dertved from an unlawliul activity.

Count X1

Statement of Offence:

Money Laundering contrary to Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 ot 2002

Statement ot Ottence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 189 day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Avea of the Republic of Sierra Leone did conceal the sum ol Four Milticn
Nme o Hundreed  and Fite-sis Thousand Leones Thirty-Eight Cents (Le.
1U50,000.38) knewing same Lo have been derived from an unlawtul activity.

Count Xt

Statenrent ol Offence:

Money Laundering contrary to Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Moncy Laundering
and Combating ol Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. Z ol 20172,

Statement of Offence:

Ansuniang Juma Kpange on the 200 day of February 2014 at Frectawn m the
Western Area ol the Republic of Sierra Leone did conceal the sum ol Ten Million
Nine Hundred and Thirty-Four Thousand Eight thundred and Seventy-5Six Leones
Fitty-Nine Cents (b, 10,934,876.59) knowing same to have been derived from
an unbawtul activity.

Count X1V

Statement ol Offence:

Money Laundering contrary Lo Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Moncey Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 of 2012

statement ot Olfence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 18 day of Murch 2011 al Freetown in the
Wostern Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone did conceal the sum of Six Million
Two Hundred and Seventy-Nine Thousand Six Hundred and Three Leones Sixty-
Seven Coents (Lo 6,279,603.07) knowing same to have been derived from an
Jarbatulactiviny,



Count XY

Statement ol Olfence:

Money Laundermg contrary Lo scction 15{2){(b) ol the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorisn Act 2012, Act No. 2ol 2012

Statement of Offence:

Ansumaia Juma Kpange on the 181 day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Wostern Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone did conceat the sunm of Eleven
Million Nine Hundred and Thirty-Seven Thousand Leones {(Le. 11,937,000.00)
nosving same to have been derived Trom an unlawtul activity.

Count XV

Statement of Offerree:

Money Laundering contrary to Seetion 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Moncey Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorisim Act 2012, Act No. 2 ol 2012,

Statement of Offencee:

Ansuniang Juma Kpange on the 180 day o March 2014 at Freetown i the
Wostern Avea of the Republie ol Sierra Leone did conceal the sum of Seven
“lon Leones (Leo 7,00,000.00) knowing same to have been derived from an
anlawial actvity.

Count XVii

Statenmoent of Offenere:

Money Laundering contrary to Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 of 20172,

Statement ol Offence:

Ansunnma Juma Kpange on the 189 day of March 2014 at Freetown in the
Woestern Arca of the Repubtic of Sierra Leone did conceal the sum of Ten Million
One Hundred and Twenty-One ‘Thousand Five Nundred and Thirty-Six Leones
Lorty-Six Conts (Le, 10,121,636.460) knowing same 10 have been derived froman
unlasviud autnvity.

Count NV
Statement of Offence:
Larceny contrary to Section 17(1){(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Oftence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 179 duy ot April 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone being an employec of the United
Bank lor Alrica (UBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sum Six Million Two
Hundred and Seventy-Nine Thousand Six Hundred and Three Leones Sixty-Seven
Conts (e, 0,279,603.07]).
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Connt XX
statement ol Oltence:
Larceny contrary Lo Section 17{1)(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 171 day of April 2014 at Freetown in the
Wostern Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone being an employee of the United
Bank for Africa (UBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sum Four Mithion
Vine  HMundred  and  Fitty-Sixo Thousand  Leones Thirty-Eight  Cents (l.e.
1050,000.48),

Count XX
Statement of Offence:
Larceny contrary to section 17(1)(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Porticulars of Oftence:

Anscmana Juma Kpange on the 179 day of Aprib 2014 at Prectown i the
Wostern Area ol the Republic of Sierra Leone being an emptoyee of the United
Bank tor Alrica (UBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sum Two Million
Nine Hundred and Ninety-Seven thousand, Five Hundred and Sixty-Light Leones
Fieht Conts (e, 2,997,568.08).

Count XXI

Statement of Otfence:

Money Laundering contrary o section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating ol Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 of 2012

statement of Offencee:

Ansumani Juone Kpange on the 171 day of April 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone did possess the sum of Four Mitlion
Nine Hundred and  Fifty-Six - Thousand  Leones Thirty-Eight Cents  (Le.
1.956,000.38) knowing same Lo have been derived from an uniawtul activity.

Cotnt XX

Statement ot Gtfence:

Money Laundering contrary Lo Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Moncy Ladndering
and Combating of Fmancing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 ol 2012.

Statement ot Olfence:

Ansuntana Jaima Kpange on the 17% day of April 2014 at Freetown in the
Woestern Arca ol the Republic of Sierra Leone did possess the sum of Six Mitlion
two Llundred and Seventy-Nine Thousand Six Hundred and Three Leones Sixty-
seven Cents (e, 6,279,603.67) knowing same o have been derived from an
aiaw el activity,
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Count XXITI
Statement of Olfence:
Larceny contrary to Section 17(1})(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 169 day of April 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Area of the Republic of Sterra Leene being an employee of the United
Bank for Africa (UBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sum Seven Million
Seven Hundred and Filty-Nine Thousand and Fitty Leones (Le. 7,750,050.007.

Count XXV

Statenrent of Offence:

Money Laundering contrary to Section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 of 2012,

Statement of Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 16 day of April 2014 at ¥Freetown In the
Western Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone did possess the sum of Seven
Million Seven Hundred and Fifty-Nine Thousand and Fifty lLeones (Le.
7,759,050.00) knowing same to have been derived from an unlawful activity.

Count XXV
Statenrent of Offence:
Lavceny contrary to Section 17(1)(a) of the Larceny Act, 1916

Particulars of Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 16" day of April 2014 at Freetown in the
Western Arca ol the Republic of Sierra Leone being an employee of the United
Bank for Alrica {HBA) Limited, stole from the said bank the sum Four Million
Nine Hundred and Fitty-Six Thousand Leones and Thirty Light Cents (Le.
4,956,000.38).

Count XxV!

Statement of Offence:

Money Laundering contrary to Sectian 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering
and Combating of Financing Terrorism Act 2012, Act No. 2 of 2012.

statement of Offence:

Ansumana Juma Kpange on the 1690 day of April 2014 at lreetown in the
Wostern Area of the Republic of Sierra Leene did conceat the sum of FFour Million
Nine Tondred and Fifty-Six Thousand beones and Thirty Light Cents (le.
4,956,000.38) knowing same to have been derived from an unlawful activity.

1.1, Pursuant to an application dated the 12 day of January 2016, which was
granted, the accused was tried by Judge alone.



L4 b am mindiul of the faet that an accused is entitled to an acquittal it there is
no evidence direct or circumstantial, establishing his puilt. 1 have cautioned
mysell tiat all doubts must be resolved in favour of the accused person. [ shall
how proceed to evaluate the law and the evidence belore me.

2. The Law:
Section 17(13{a) ol the Larceny Act, 1916 provides:

Fvery person whao, heing a clerk or servant or person employed or in the capucity of
a clerk or servant, steals any chattel, money or valuable security helonging to orin
the possession or power of his master or employer shall be guilty of felony and on
conviction thereof Hable to penal servitude for any term not exceeding fourteen
VEOHES L

section 15(2)(b) of the Anti-Money Laundering and Combatting ot Financing of
Torrorism Act, 2012, Act No. 2 of 2012 provides that:

A person engages i money faundering if he receives, possesses, conceats, disguises,
transfers, converts, disposes of, removes from or brings into Sierra Leone any
property Uhat is the proceeds of ¢ crime, knowing or hiaving reasonahle grounds to
Defiove thar Uhe property i< the proceeds of worinie.

300 the 267 day ol January 20106, the accused, represented by Counsel pleaded
‘ot guitty” to adl 26 Counts charge read out to lnm in open Court. Pursuant to a
an authority granted him by the learned Director of Pubtic Prosccutions,
Franklyn Campbell Esq of the Financial Intelligent Unit, led the prosccution of
the charges against the accused person.

314 thank the Prosccutor, tor prosecuting this matter and submitting an
qddross in favour of the State and to Counsel tor the accused for detending the
accused with all zest and vigour and for tendering a final address on behalf of the
accused, albeit rather late.

Burden and standard of proot

1. Phat the principle enshrined in the case of Woolmington Vs, DPP appiies to all
il cases, is without doubt. The principle that the burden of proot in all
Criminal cases rests with the prosecution is apphied much more strongly when
the fudge s botiy Judge ot law and fact. Numoerous Sierra Leone cases confirm this
principie but shall only cite those which have been reported and these include
flall Vs, R {1964-66) ALR S1. 189; Labor-Jones Vs, R [1964-66) ALR SL. 471; Koroma
Vs, R (1964-606) ALR SL 542; Bob-fones Vs R (1967-68) ALR S 267; Amarda Vs. R
(1968-6Y) ALR S1 220; Kargbo Vs. R (1968-69] ALR 5L 354. All of these cases
contirm tha tite Tegal burden of proof in criminal case always rests on the
srosccution and that the burden rests on the prosecution to prove every element
of the offence awith which an accused person has been charged beyond
reasonabic deubt.

Testimonial evidence
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SOPW L was Detective Police Constable 4013 Jusu Mobhamed attached te the CID
Head Quarters Freetown He recalls the 16% day of June 2015 when whilst on
duty, Hasanatu Kallon, . versonnel ot the United Bank ot Africa (UBA) and
Deteclive Sergeant 8426 Thotley 11, arrested and took in the accused for the
oltence of larceny by a servantand or other related offences.

SO Jusu tendered to the Court the statements of Kunly Oyewole and Laurel
Yeama Ballay both marked as Exhibits AT-5 and B1-20 respectively. Te told the
Cowrt that on the 165, 240 and 270 day of June 2016 respectively, together with
Detective Inspector M. Sillah he cautioned the accused in Krio and teok his
slatements in Krio and recorded same in Enghsh at the conclusion of which the
Gecused read the statements himself and admitted same to be true and correct
by signing same in his own hand writing. [usu told the Courtthat he signed cach
ol the statements as the Recorder and that Detector Inspector M. Siltah signed as
4 owilness. The accused looked at each page ol his statements referred and
aceepted them to be his statements. They were tendered as Exhibiv C1-32.

S0 PW relerred to o search warrant for a search conducted at No. 9 Charlotte
Streol, No. 24 Od Railway Line and No. 315 Bar Bureh Road, Rukuprr, alt in
Frectown and intormed the Court that these scarches were conducted on the
L7 and 18 of June 2015 respectively and that himsell, Inspector A, Conteh,
Detective Sergeant 8426 and Detective Sergeant 102 13 were involved in the said
soarch. e said all the police personnel involved endorsed the search warrant
o did the accused. The accused perused the said scarch warrant and
wdentified his signature on same. [twas tendered as Foxhibit D.

S The withess produced another search warrant for search conducted at No.
24 old Raihway Line were the accused is ordmarily resident, by himsell, A
Conteh, M. sillah and M. Kamara together with Detective Sergeant 8426, Tholley
L he told the Courl that the said search warrant was endorsed by the police
nersonnet present as well as the accused himself; same was tendered as Exhibit
I the accused having wentified his signature.

SO PW L produced o the Coury, Tor purposes of identification, photos of flems
found at the thiree locations searched. They were marked as Bxhibit Z21-8. The
witness produced what he referred to as a comprehensive list prepared by the
Exhibit Clerk, Detective Sergeant 1516 Conteh A, ol the items discovered during
the investigation. He atso produced an endorsed search warrant tor scarch
conducted at the accused person’s shop on the 17 day of June 2015, at No. 81
Citv road, Wellington in the presence of the accused. e said the accused
cndorsed the search warrant and so did the police personnel involved in the said
conrch. The aecused identitied his signature on the said search warrant after
which same was tendered as Exhibit G1-3,

5.5, 1xhibit T an endorsed search warrant which was identified by the accused
was also tendered in evidence for search conducted at No. 24 01d Raitway Line,
Frectown conducted on 179 June 2015, The accused person’s statement as in
Eehibit C1-42 was read out in open Court. The wilness tendered Exhibits Ji-6
which are the accused person's identity card, UBA ATM cards for Luarel Yeama
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Ballay, Henretta FoRKamara, Abdutar GO Kpange, Kpange Ansumana juima and for
Ansumana fumda-kpange.

5 6. The witness referred Lo the charge statement oblained from the accused on
the 6 day of July 2015 when together with Detective Sergeant 10213 Kamara
AS he obtained having cautioned and guestioned the accused 10 Krio; his
responses were recorded in Bnglish which was signed by the accused in his own
and writing, He said he signed the Charge Statement as the Recorder and that
Detective Sergeant 10213 witnessed same. He said the accused person signed
caclt page o the Charge Statement i his own hand writing. The Charge
Statement was aceepted into evidence as Exhibit K1-35.

5.7, by answer to questions put to him in cross examination, PW1 referred to
Exhibil C1-37 the Voluntary Caution statement ol the accused and told the Court
Jre accesed was arrested by Detective Sergeant 8126 Thollev 11 in the evenmng,
hoirs hetween 5-7pim on the 15 day of June 2015 TTe satd the accused was not
drunk when he was brought to the potice station and that the accused was given

his frght to legal representation.

58 e said tie accused was charged for a specific amount and that the amount
ctated in Bxhibit C1-32 s different from the amount the aceused was charged
with: the amount stated in Exhibit C1-32 15 the same amount stated on the
charge statement. He said he knows the accused has a personal bank account at
he PLuntif bank and that his mvestigation revealed that the accused holds other
bank accounts at other banks aside the Praintift hank. He said the accused was
paid by way ol bank transters mto us account and that he was able to separate
what the accused carned and other monies found in his account. He tendered
Exhibit L1-9 dated 29 July 2015.

6 The witiess told the Court that other accounts were tn the names of other
rmily members of the accused though he aorees there is no policy stopping any
stall to open accounts tor other relatives. He says there were no genuine savings
1oany ol those sawd accounts tor relatives. te said he spoke Lo some of the
supposed holders of the retatives account who told them they, the refatives
never deposited monies m those accounts even though they made withdrawals
theretron.

6.1 He referred to Exhibit L1-9, an internal memo, at the last page number 4
thereel which suggests Le. 47,000,000700 was recovered under a Magistrate
Courl's order of 09 July 2015 e satd the accused has o Supervisor named Mr.
Contey who vetted tns worle He sad he mvestigated aboul 6 of the accused
Jecount. Ue said te bank had an automated hanking systenm and that there were
no report during investigations of mistakes or defects in the systen.

7 PWZ was Hasanatu Kabon, an Internat Auditor at the Plaintifl bank where she
has worked tur b years as at tie date ot her testimony. She identitied the accused
Q6 an ek startat the Plaimtft bank. She tendered a mail from her boss idu Qlusey
Wdressed Lo frer dated 150 June 2015 as Exhibit M, which said mail gave her
Istractions to look at certain accounts at the Plaintiff bank. She said upon
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receipt of Exhibit M, she checked the bank’s software, FINACLE to know the
owners ol the accounts she was asked to search.

= 1. She referred to the accounts” opening docunments as follows:

1 Account No. 5012068004323 owned by Laurel Yeama Ballay, with the
gecused being nest of kin.

b, Account No. 540120520031043 owned by Abdutai G.O Kpange, the father
ol the accused and e which the accused is co-signatory.

¢ Account No. 540120680037312 owned by Henrietta Kamara with the
accused being next of kin.

O hecounl Neo 510120560000888 owned by aominor, Emmanuel Kpange
WL the accused beimg nest of Kinand a signatory to the account.

oo Account No. 510 120520029783 owned by the accused

7.2 The said bank opening account documents in their original forms were
shown 1o the accused who ook at them and confirmed that the copies were the
same as the originals; they were tendered as Exhibit N1-21. The witness referyed
o the bank statements of the 5 accounts herein before reterred and tendered
them as Bahibit Q-3
= 3 The witness told the Court that upon further investigations, she observed the
monics into these said accounts were coming frony the Plaintiff bank’s imternal
aecounts i the form ol deposits into these accounts. The witness explained what
she meant by ‘the bank’s internal account’; she said for example, where money is
meant for depreciation of vehicles, instead of such moenies going into the hanks
profit and toss acconnt, the monies were instead credited into the accounts of
people relerred in Exhibit N1-Z2 1
W2 told tie Court that the Finance Department bs in charge of preparing a
soheduie on monthiy basis lor the depreciation of bank assets; that the accused
was respousible for preparing these schedule ona monthily basis and send same
Lo his boss, the Chiel Finance Officer of the bank for approval. After approval, the
accused was supposed to send the approved document Lo the Branch Operations
Manager lor upleading to one of the Plaintitf's portal. Upon uploading, it will
generate o transaction identification upon which the transaction is verified and
posted by the Plaintiff bank's Group Serving Center in Nigeria, The witness
Lendered as Bxhibit P1-2 g schedute of deposits into all 5 sccounts reterred an
Eshibit N1-21.
7.5, The witness told the Court that
» Laurel Ballav's account was credited with o total of Le. 31,101,837 /04
froim e Plaintift bank’s internal account from 17" Aprit 2014 - 15" May
2015 She sind those monies were transferred by the accused as he was
the only person preparing the schedule.
- Abdulai G Kpange's account was credited with Leo 35,431,088/93 from
the banks internal account on diverse dates; that the accused did the said
transfors as he was the oniv person who prepared these schedules.



» Henretta 0 Kamard’s account was credited  with o total ol Le
0,045 556,/ 10 trom the bank's internal account on diverse dates by the
avcused,

» Ansumana L Kpange's account was credited with Le. 88,031,295/54 from
the banlds internal account on diverse dates by the accused.

» Emmanuel Kpange's account was credited with Leo 130,537,118/81 from
the bank's internal account by the accused.

Ty, PW2 told the Court that alter her investigations, she prepared a wrilten
report which she tendered as Exhibit L1-9. She tendered ber statement to the

police as Exhibit Q-0

7.7 In answer to auestions put to her in crass examination, PW2 reaffirmed her
testimony that the bank’s internal account was debited and the customers’
accounts credited. e said there is nothing illegal about debiting the bank’s
account tor as long as there is approval to do so by an authorized signatory. She
said the accused person's job stopped at preparing the schedule which he send to
his supervisor which the supervisor can approve or reject before sending same
to other einployees. She said the schedule is in an excel form and can be altered
by any other person betore it s uploaded but that once it is uploaded, it is
impossible to have it attered

78 PW2 Leld the Court that restrictions can only be put on accounts pursuant o
Court Orders or il the transactians on such accounts are suspicious. She said the
cuslomer accounts as in Exhibit N1-21 were not restricted because no one knew
there were such suspicious transaction on those accounts, She said it is not to
her knowicdge that after postings, the Chiel Finance Officer can review and
approve postines She said she knows the accused had o supervisor and that no
work leaves the desk of the accused without an endorsement by his supervisor.

79 PW2 dentified Exhitbit L1-9, as her Report in respect of the matter herein
which she sard was prepared after the accused had been charged to Court, based
o the last paragraph, she said the amount in guestion is Le. 326,096,000/00.
The wiltness said the aceused accumutated legitimate amounts i his personal
account and that he received a satary from the bank at the end of each month.
She said the sum total of Le, 326,096,000/00 represent monies the aceused
moved sod cansterree trom the bank's profiit amd loss account it varioas
accounts, She said shic considered the accused’ savings account, the Kids account
which was operated by the accused, a joint account operated by the accused and
s tather as welb as other accounts.

$.she referred to Exhibit Lo which says that certain items were recovered and
sold on the orders of the Magistrate Court and not the Plaintiff; that the Plaintiff
did not sell any itenis She sawd 1t is not to her knowledge that the accused work
was al anvtinie rejected because his supervisor did not approve it and that it is
not to her knowledge that any responsibility for the accused conduct was passed
o Lo his supervisor inoso lar as her investigation was to do with transter of
monies trom the banks profit and loss account into the accused person’s
personal account. She said she did take into account the accused’s person’s
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supervisor's role and reaftivmed that the role of the accused was to prepare a
schedule of the depreciation ot assets on a monthly basis.

.0 PW2 told the Court that the bank is audited annually and that before this
miatter, nothing ilegal on the part of the accused was discovered by the external
auditors. She said no auditing was done in 2014 because of the Ebota epidemic
and that in 2015, an olf site auditing of the Plaintilt bank was done in Nigeria
which wus the time that this fraud, according to her, was unearthed. She said
there woere other staff members in the Department where the accused worked
and that when ever he is on leave, there will be someone performing his duties.
She said the accused was the only person who manned his computer and its
password and even when he was on leave, his password was never given to any
olhioer persorn.

9. PW3 was Adekunle Oyewule, Chiel Finance Officer of the Plamtff bank. le
outlined his duties to inctude being in charge of book keeping. e referred to
Exhibit P1-2, an extract of office entries that were posted into individual
accounts, He raentnied the accused as tus divect subordimate in the Financiat
Control Department of the Plaintift bank. He said the entries referred were
mscrted o otfice entries by the accused; that the accused is charged on a
monthly basis with the responsibility of raising entries for the oftice account that
witlh deterinine the true protfitability of the bank for any particutar nronth. He said
during the period March 2014 and June 2045, the accused inserted entrres that
witl enable him pot monies into varicus imdividual accounts for subsequent
withdrawals by himselll He satd the accused did all of these entries and
withdrawals without his knowledge. He said the accused raised the entries, sent
them to him Tor verification as the accused is supposed to do and which he, the
witness verttiod. e told the Court that it was at the time of sending the entries to
the Operations Department that the accused inserts entries that will enable him
put money into individual accounts to which he had access. e said his role as a
supervisor for the accused ends upon his review and verification by hiny and that
he has no business in subsequent postings done by the accused.

o0 PW 3 tendered Bxhibits Ui-406 and V1-26, being documents sent him as an
attachment to an emanl and documents preparcd by the accused which the
accused normally would send to him for verification.

9.2, In answer to questions put to him in cross examination, the witness said
Exhibit Ul-46 0s undated and unsigned because it was electronically sent to him.
He sard the name of the Plaintil bank is not on Exhibit U e said there is no
name on Exhibit V1-26 to show where it emanated trom nor is the name of the
Plaintifl bank on Exhibit Voand that it is unsigned because he printed both
Exhithits 10 and Voclectronically. He agreed he was the accused person's
supervisor: that he was suspect i this matter. He sand it is not correct that he
tampered with Exhibits U and Voat the Magistrate Court before he tendered it as
ovidence, He sald he approved Exhibit V o but not Exhibit H} because he was
satistied with Fxhibit Voit can be recalted that PW2 told the Court that in some

otanves the aucded ool s slpe i o tdreiedt B ot
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S0 PWS told the Court that there were three persons, himself, the accused and
another person in the Financiat Control Department of the Plaintift bank and that
all they did as a stalt was done electronically; that they did not have any access to
the process of preparing cach others documents as their individual computers
had pass words. The witness told the Court he had no hands in the conduct of the
accused. e dod not agree with Counsel that when the records are handed over,
they could be tampered with; that every body bears his name on the system. te
said he had no malice against the accused.

1O On the 19 dayv of August 2016, the Prosecution made an application 1o
dispense with Prosceution Witness betective Sergeant 1516 Conteh A whose
name was at the back ol the indictment on the basis that Petective Sergeant 1413
Jusu M, Conteh’s co-investigator had tendered the scarch warrants in respect ol
the muatter herein. The Prosecutor’s application was granted. The Prosecutor
closed the case tor the State on the 15% day of August 2016, The Committal
Warrants marked Uxlibit W 1-2 were tendered with the Court's feave.

11, Pursuant to Section 194 of the Criminal Procedure Act, No. 32 of 1965, the
accused was, inthe presence of his Counsel put to his election to wit:

a0 Make an uasworn statentent from the dock and not be cross examined by
the Prosceutor nor catl any witness;

b, Make a sworn statement and be subjected to cross examination and eould
caibwotness(es);

¢ Rely onvoluntary caution statement to the police.

L1 ihe accused chose to make an unsworn statement from the dock, asked for
an adjournment and opened his case on the 34 day of November 2010,

P2 e accused wold the Court that he use to work as Financial Controlter at
the Plamtit! bank, He said on the 161 day of June 2015 while he was on vacation,
e was summoned to his office by his supervisor, PW3, in respect of the matter
hercin having to do with the period March - April 2014, Upon his arrival, he was
taken to the CID HQ by Detective Ofticer Thorlie. He said he cannot recatl what
happened at the CID as he had had a number of bottles of alcohol before he was
calted and summoned to s oflice.

L1330 In respect ol the charges against him, the accused told the Court that there
woere threee staff members athis department, oll supervised by PW3; that PW3 s
responsible tor approving work done by his staff. He said he use to prepare the
bank depreciation, harmonization prepayment and other related expenses of the
bank which he said he prepares on an excel software and sends sanie to his
supervisor, PW3, tor approval e told the Court that where there are issues in
cespect ol oy doctnents set to his superviser, hinscit and Tus supervisor diseuss
rnd be vorrects same betore sending such docaments o the officer o charge
who posts theny into te systent.

11.4. The aceused told the Court that though they cach had passwords to their
computers, before any of the three of them proceed on leave, they hand over
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their jobs to which ever ofhicer remains on duty to continue their job from where
they would have stopped. He said his work was checked by his supervisor before
he proceceded on feave and there was no complaint about his work. 1 recall that
the period under investigation is March - April 2014, The only leave period for

the avcused on evidence is June 2015,

115 The accused denied the allegation that he stole money from the Plaintift
banlk and caused sanre 1o be transterred into different accounts. He said he does
tol have o posting rieht so 1t is tmpossible for hiny to transter money from one
account mto anotiers; at all he does s prepare schedules wineh e sends to s
supervisor tor approval amd same is sent Lo the ofticer responsible at the
Domestie Operation Department for posting, 1 recall that the accounts in Exhibit
N1-21 show monics transterred from the Plaintift’s internal account into those
said accounts in Exhibit N1-21. 1 also recall that the evidence is such that there is
a connection between the holders of the accounts in Exhibit N1-21; the accused
himsell admits e knows the account holders, in Exhibit N1-21, some of whom
are his relatives. He denies withdrawing monies personallv from these said
dccotnts,

116 The aceused teld the Court he cannot recalt making Exhibit C1-32 as he was
drunk when he made that statement. e said the statement is not his. It s i
evidence that the accused was shown Exhibit C1-3Z, he looked at it and
ientified his signature befare same was admitted as an exhibit before this Court,
tre same Voluntary Caution Statement was read out in open Court to the hearing
Ul the aocused who soaig notiing aboul s Delig di il WIcn Le stalenicnl wds
caken. Had he raised hes drankenoess as an ssue and denied his statentent in
Court when be was sober, the Court would have canducted @ vorr dive as that s
the legal procedure which would have followed in such circumstance. | consider
the accused person’s avernients as an afterthought

11.7. The accused told the Court he has nothing to do with exhibits taken from
the homes of his relatives. He said he was given no opportunity to comment on
Exhibits V1-21 and Ut-16 to know whether he preparced them. The evidence
beltore this Courtis that PW3 printed out Exhibits V and Y aforementioned which
are documents prepared by the accased and that he approved of Exhibit V but
not Exhibit U because he was not satistied with Exhibit U These are documents
he said he tendered at the Magistrate Court.

11.8. The accused closed his case on the 101 day of November 20160 The
Prosectinn e o e o ol address on the 210 day of November 2016 and the
Defence was Lo file o final address on the 30 day of December 20160 The
Prosecution submitted o tinal address on behalf of the State on the 261 day of
January 2017, The case was mentioned on the 15™ day of March 2015 but yet
st no address had been filed by Counsel tor the accused. A Production Order
was issued for the accused person to appear before the Court and on the 5% day
of April 2017, the accused was informed on his appearance that no address had
been (iled on his behatt. On the 28" day of June 2017, in Court, a Production
Order was apain issued and when the accused appeared in Court on the 19% day
ol July 2017, e was again informed that no address had been filed on his behalt,



It was ot until the 119 day of October 2017 that the Court received a final
address on behall of the aveused. Meanwhile, the accused stayed incarcerated in
prison because he coutd not fulfill his bail conditions.

121 have reand the evrdence belore thiv Court and fiaal address filed by hoth
Counsel Tor the State and the Accused respectively. U have read the authorities
submitted Ly Counsel for the Accused. The first concern raised by belence
Counsel is that Counsel had no authority to prosecute this matter because a Fiat
was not tendered to the Court. Counsel submits that the Court was deprived of
knowing the contents of the Fiat, which ought to have shown the offences for
which the Avcused stands charged. He referred and relied on the case of Lansana
& Bleven Othiers Vs, Reg (1971) Cr. App. No.14/70 P.186 in which the whole trial
was nullificd on the grounds that the fiat was signed by the Solicitor General as
the Attorney General was then incarcerated; that the Acting Attorney General
who approved the Fiat could not have constitutionallv performed the functions
of the Attorney General; that even if the Acting Attorney General did validly give
his consent, he did so after the prosecution has been instituted; that the Fiat did
not specify the otfences charged.

121 The Lo case s distinet and different from the instant case in the sense
o the Dansn cose was charged pursuant to the Treason and State Otiences
Act 0f 1963 unlike the instant case which is charged under the Larceny Act of
1916 and the Anu-Money Laundering and Combating of Financing ol Terrorism
Act. Section 1(2) ol the Treason and State Offence Act 1963 provides:

A prosecution for an offence under this Act shall not be instituted except by or with
the consent of the Attorney General,

122, Consent, as referred under the Treason and State Offences Act institutes the
proceedings itsell and such mstitution as per the Act can only be done by the
Attorney teneral o by his consent which he may give Lo any other person. he
argument e the Lansana case is that the institution ol the proceedings was not in
conformity with the Treason and State Offences Act, 1963, the position s
therefore that if proceedings under the Treason Act 1963 are instituted without
a Fiat siencd by the Attarney General or withoul his consent, the whole
proceedines would be rendered void and thot is exactly what happened in the
LAnsaig case.

F2.3. 1T huve piven o raling in respect of the tendering of the Fiat av the close of the
case for the Accused atbeit before judgment. | have said that there is nothing in
the CPA of 1965 or indeed in law which says the Fiat must be filed at any one
particular time. it s my opinion, the Counsel having referred to his authority to
prosecute at the very beginning of this matter when in fact on that fatetul day,
the 26U dav of January 2016 as the records show, he made an application for
trial by Judpe alone, his not fiting the Fiat could only have been inadvertence as
he sand, tor which e apologized o the Court and Counscl. The Fiat is therefore
accepted as part of the evidence betare this Court,
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L4oNow to Counsels second concern havig oo do with the lorm of the

mdictment. Counsel has argued that the Counts on the indictment are
duplicitous. Counsel's position 1s that save tor the quantum ol money, Counts
3,450,789 and 10 are he same both in contents and form as Counts
111213 115,16 and 17; that Counts 18, 19 and 20 are the same as well as
Counts 21 and 22 of the Indictment and are therefore duplicitous. Rule 3(1) of
the Indictment Rule 3(1) which are to be found in the 130 Schedule to the CPA,
LGOS under the General Provisions tells us that " where more than one offence
i5 so charged ... cach olfence shall be setout in the information or indictment in a
separate paragraph called a count”

L300 The law in respect of duplhicity of Counts is clear and that is that the law
does not allow one to charge two offences in the same Count. If that is done, that
Count is said o be duplicitous and bad in law. See R Vs, Molloy 1921 2 KB 364.
See also B UVs Balfvsingh {1953) 37 CAR 28, Counsel’s submission in respect of
he Tow aezinst duplicity does not tathv with the Taw itselt 1t should be clear to
Counsel that the fact that the quantum of moneys in cach of the Counts (of
Lrceny i particular ditler), each must be representing one single offence of
appropriation. Lord Widgery in the case of Jemmison Vs, Priddle (1979} 69 Cr.
App Rep 83 at pp 86-87 held that " what it meuns is this, that it is legitimate to
charge in a single mformation one activity even though the activity may involve
more than one act.” 1 have not linked the evidence at this stage but if Counsel
were Lo peruse the bank statements of the Plaintiff and those of the so called
suspicious accounts, Counsel will have a clear vision that each appropriation
which makes tor an offence of larceny, was done separately albeit on the same
v, | e looked at the Indictment in line with Counsel’s submission and tbis
v considered view that aside the State Counsel's charge of the same offences
ander both the Larceny Act and the Anti Money Laundering and Combatting of
Financing of Terrorism Act, 2012, which | see rather as a surplus and not
duplicitous, the offences as charged are good i law.

3.2 10 have alveady said that the statement of the accused person is treated as
Hisand as evidence betore this Court for reasons herembetore stated.

P4 Counts 1,3, 40, 6,7,8,9, 10, 18, 19, 20, 23 and 25 relate wo larceny contrary
o Section L7 (1){a) ol the Larceny Act, 1916, The provisions of the said Act have
been stipulated in paragraph xx above. To succeed on a Section 17(1)(a) charge
theretore, the Prosecution must show beyond reasonable doubt that:

a0 There existed o clerk or servant or employment relationship between the
accused and the Plamtitt herey;
., That the accused stole money belonging to or in the possession or power

ol the Plamt!! herem.

LT reter to the Aceused person’s olfer of emplovment letter i acceptance
dated 17 August 200 1, his deploviment letter dated 109 day ol August 2011, his
sttt 1D with 1) Noo SEUT5S and his answer on page 2 ol his Valuntary Caution
Statenment where he tdentifies himself as the Financial Contro! Officer of the UBA,
Charlotte Street, Freetown and say that 1 have no deubt on my mind that there
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exists an emploviment refationship between the Accused and the comptainant,
United Bank ol Africa (SL).

1420 According Lo the dehinition section, See. L{1) of the Larceny Act 1916, a
person steals if withoul the consent ot the owner, he fraudulently and without a
clatm of right made in goot faith, takes and carries awav anything capable of
being stolen, with mtent, at the tme ol such taking, permanently to deprive the
owner Lthereol

14.3. The actus reas of stealing consists in the taking and carrying away of
property beloneing to the owner. Taking and carrving away in the context ot the
Larceny Acl 1916 relotes to some dealing in the property, which shows that the
accused mast have assumed the rights of the owner. Section 1(2)(1) of the
Larceny Act 1910 detines ‘carrying away' to include any removal ot anything
from the place which it cecupies U is my view that the term ‘carrying as
appears in Section 1) el the Larceny Act 1916, requires active conduct on the
part of the accused. Taking clearly amounts to appropriation and the act of
taking amounts o an assunmption of the rights of the owner, in this instance, the
right of the complainant, the United Bank of Afvica. Sec Rogers Vs, Arnott [1960)
200 244 (1960) 2AR 417, The evidence betore this Court is that on diverse
dates, the accused unlawftully caused to be transterred property in the form of
seney beloneing to the Complainant mto separate aceounts eperated by the
accused. The act ef translercing money from the Complainant’s mternal account
where they occupied into the said accounts operated by the accused without the
consent of the Complainant who is owner is sufficient ‘taking” for the offence of
stealing vnder both Sections 17( L) (o) of the Larceny Act 1916.

114, The property stolen must have been taken without the consent of the
owner. In other words, it must be property belonging to another. Ordinarity,
property is stolen tron one who both owns and possess it by one who has no
interest in the property whatsoever. Section 1{2)(ii1) of the Larceny Act 1916
detines who the "owner” ot property could be as “any part owner or person
having possession or control of, or a special property in, anvthing capable of
bemg stolen’. Property s regarded as belonging to any person having possession
orcontrol of it or having in it any proprictary right or interest. Viscount Dithorne
in Lavwrence Vs Metropolitan Police Commiissioner (1972) AC. 626, [ said that the
words ‘helonging to another” simply means that at the time of appropriation, the
property appropriated belonged to another person. B is my considered opinion
that the basis ol larceny 1s founded on "passession in facl’ that is, interference of
another’s property. have said that the evidence as per the indictment and so far
ted betere this court s that the moneys stolen were moneys which belonged to
the Complatmant, UBA,

145 Stealing requires an intention permanently to deprive the owner of his
property.  The mental elements required for a conviction of the offence of
stealing inctudes:

£ Traudulently;
b without a claintof right made in pood faith;



¢ with intent at the time of such taking, permanently to deprive the owner
thereol.

L6, Boubls were cast e RBVs Willioms (1953) 1 QI o6 with regards to Lhe
necessity for the use of the word ‘fraudulent” as a requirement for mens rea for
the offence ot larceny, The question was asked in the said case whether the word
Traudutentiv’ adds my meaning to the mens rea requirement where il is aiso a
requirement tiat ooao Catm ol right made e good faith must be proven tor a
conviction on a charge of lurceny. It was suggested that fraudulently amounts to
dishonesty o much the same way as ‘no claim of right made in good faith” will
amount to dishonesty. 1t may be correct to say therefere that the word
fraudulenty’ s superflucus.

147, The claint of right must be a claim of tegal right not of moral right. See Rose
ls. z‘l}’urr (1951) 1 K810 (1951) 1 AER 361 The taking away or appropriation of
another’s property will amount to stealing i it is done without a claim of right
made in good taith, that s to say, the property was taken dishonestly and with an
intention of permanently depriving the owner. Dishonesty suggests that the
accused st hove acted without a claim obright made in good faith,

RS There need not, of course, be any permanent deprivation in fact. There have
been cases o which it h-as‘ been held that temporary or limited deprivation of the
owner can oeneas o lavceny where the pun nowho took and carried away
!eailv meang to treat 1110 property as his own. See R Vs, Manning (1852) Dearly

The evidence In the instant case is that lhe accused unlawfully transferred
m(_mics from the Complainant's internal account into accounts to which he had
Einks. The monies transterred deprived the owner, the Complainant herein of its
money. The crucial fact remains that at the time of such transfers, the intention
ol the accused was to deprive the Complainant of its money.

15, Counts 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 21, 22, 24 and 206 relate to money
[aundering contrary to Section 15(2)(h) of the Anti-Moncey Laundering and
Combatting of Financing of Terrorism Act, 2012, To succeed on the Section
I5(2){b) s charged therefore, the Prosecution must show bevond reasonable
doubt that:

a0 the accused heremy possessed, concealed, any property that is the
proceeds of aeriee:

b The accused must know ar must have reasonable grounds to helieve that
the property sa possessed or concealed, 1s the proceeds of acrime.

[5.1 The interpretation section of the Act describes procecds ol crime as ‘any
maoney or property that is derived, obtained or realized, directly or indirectly by any
person by an untfawful activity”

[H.20 The State’s case as understood is that the Accused unlawtully transterred
money which is the banks property into various accounts at the Plaintiff bank to
which he is linked. The conduct of the Accused as alleged hy the Prosccution is
steating: the unlovetul taking of that which s not his without the consent of the



owner with the mtention at the time of such taking permanently to deprive the
owner thereof, | adopt my arguments above in respect ol stealing. By Counts 2,
15,16, 17, and 26, the State's case is that having unlawlutly taken money which
by the time of such taking will be the proceeds of a crime, the accused concedled
the monies so unlawlully taken into separate accounts to wit: Accounts No.
S5401206800237312 in the name of Henrietta ¥, Kamara as in Exhibit N1 with the
Accused directly linked as the next of kin with his telephone numbers as in
Fxhibit C1-32 inscribed thercon.

153 By Counts 1L 12,13, 14, 21,22, 20 and 26 of the Indictment the State’s case
is that having untawiulty token meney which by the time of such taking will be
the proceeds of a crime, the accused possessed the monies so unlawfully taken
by having them into separate accounts to wit: Accounts No. 540120520029783
in the name of Ansumana ). Kpange, the Accused herein as in Exhibit N13 with
his telephone numbers as in Exhibit C1-32 inscribed thereon; Account No.
SA0420560000888 In the nanwe of Emmanuel Kpange, a minor as in Exhibit N5
with the Accused directly inked as the next ot kin with his telephone numbers as
i Bxhibit C1-32 inscribed thercon; Account No. 540120520031043 in the name
GUADdulan GO0y e o i I NIy it the Oocned direedy Deked ae he
adds his naose o e colummn titled "Name (fn Full) showing he s a refative of the
account holder, The address is the same as in Exhibit N13 and N5 and Account
No. 540120680043234 m the name of Laurel Barlay as in Exhibit N14 with the
Accused directly linked as the next of kin with his telephone numbers as in
Exhibit Ci1-32 inscribed thereon. Possession in law, when it comes to offences of
this nature would not necessarily mean physical possession; it could include
legal possession.

[5.4 H Dawere to accept the Prosecutor's case, it would mean that 1 accept that
the Aceused, havine unlowtutly taken money from the Plaimntitt’s inner account
cnsured he remained in possesston of same by transferring the said moneys,
which by this time, as said would be the proceeds of crime, into accounts ta
which he had links. What would be sufficient for proof of tarceny would be the
appropriation but with charges in the indictment under the Anti Money
Launderice Act the rosecutor would necd to show that the Accused nossessed
md/or conceated the moneys as referred above,

155, Having claritied the faw as they relate to larceny and maney taundering, |
shalt now ook al the documentary evidence to determine that the money so
allegedty stolen and/or taundered was indeed the property of the Complainant,
UBA. Taking of these moneys will mean removal of the moneys from the internal
account which they vccupicd and this will definitely amount to appropriation. [f
ownership and appropriation is proven, then Twill still have to be convinced by
wiy ol documentary evidence that the Accused did possess or conceal the said
monevs for proof ol o Section 15(2)(h) offence and indeed for proof of a Section
7000 offence. For prool of these, Freter to Bxhibit H1-16 in particular which
according to BW3, he as Supervisor of the Accused did not approve and Exhibit
P1-2. Exhibit U1-46 must shew the source of the moneys. In other words, being
an internat document, it must show that the moneys atlegedly stoten and/or
laundered by the Accused were in fact that of the Hnited Bank of Africa and more
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especially that the moneys were unlawfully taken from the internal accounts of
the United Bank of Alrica, as that is the evidence before this Court.

15.6. The months of the allegations as per the indictment are crucial for purposces
of tracing in the instant case. as far as the Court is guided by Exhibit UT-46 there
s nothing that has o do with February 2014 and March 2014 as charged m
Counts 1,2, 3,4, 6,6, 7, 6,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 of the Indictment.
None of the monics in Counts 14, 19, 20,21 and 22 could be found in Exhibit Ul-
6.

15.7. 1 reler Lo Counts 23 and 24, which | note are charges for the same offence
though in separate Counts. | refer to Exhibit UL, the 29t transaction from the
Bolton:  tor the  smount Leo 775905000 taced o Account No.
S40420560000888 held by Emmanuel Kpange hereinbefore reterred as in
Exhibit 201 reler to Counts 25 amd 20 whieh L also note are charges tor the same
otfence thoush i separate Counts. b refer to Exhibit U20, the 25 transaction
from Lhe boltom tor the amount Le. 4,9506,00.00 traced in Account No,
5401206801323 held by Laurel Barlay hereinbefore referred as in Exhibit P1.
It coutd be recalled that PW3 told the Courtin testimony that he never approved
of Exhibit Ul-46 but that he did approve Exhibit V1-21. Out of curiosity, | studied
Ixhibit V. the sunposed internal bank account of the United Bank of Africa for the
period April 20 64 to Apeil 2015 but saw ne amount that could be linked to any of
the suspicious accounts e Exhibie P1-2.

PO 1 have said that Counts 223 and 24 are of the same transaction and that Counts
25 and 26 are Likewise of the same transaction. In light ot the above, [ therefore
hold as follows:

A, That the Accused, Ansumana Juma Kpange is guilty as charged in respect
of Counts 24 and 26 in as much as they refate o money laundering and
GinChargra o oty £ atld £0;

B The verdicl un the rest of the Counts are as tollows:
a0 Counts 1-Not Guilty
b, Counts 2-Not Guilty:

c. Counts 3-Not Guilty;
. Counts 4-Not Guilty;
e, Counts 5-Not Guilty;
£ Counts 6-Not Guilty;
v Counts 7-Not Guilty;
N, Counts 8-Not Guilty;
L Counts 9-Not Guilty;
i Counts TO-Not Guilty:
k. Counts 1-Not Guilty;
I, Counts 12-Not Guilty;
m. Counts P3-Not Guilty;
Do Counts -Not Guilty;
0. Counts 15-Nul Guilty;
p. Counts 16-Not Guilty;
g. Counts 17-Not Guilty;
r. Counts 18-Not Guilty;
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s, Counts T9-Not Guilty;
L Counts 20-Not Guilty;
u. Counts 2-Not Guilty;
v, Gounts 2Z2-INot Guily;

Sentence:

Hon. [st. Miatta M. Samba, |

22



	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22

