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Emmanucel S, Abdulai Esq for the Accused

JUDGMENT

1. The Accused stands charged on an 8 Counts Indictment dated the 16" day
of December 2015, for the tottowing offences: of Conspiracy, contrary Lo
section 128(01) of the Anti-Corruption Act, No. 12 of 2003,

Count 1

statenent of Olvaoe

Conspiracy to commit a corruption offence, contrary to Section 1T28(1) of the
Anti-Corruntion Act, No. 12 of 2008,

Particutars of Ulence:

MOHAMED OSMAN SESAY {Alias Assassin) i No. 83 Bass Strect, Freetown in the
Woestern Area ol the Republic of Sierra Leone and DENNES JONES o Media
Practitioner of No. 3 Kotteh Lane, Portee, reetown in the Western Area of Sierra
Leone on diverse dates, between Monday the 41 day of May 2015 and Sunday
the 31 dav ol Mav 2015, conspired together and with other persons unknown to
deceive Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary, a Director of Network Proximity (S[)
Limited into paving the amount of $100,000 purportediy as fees for an
mterndtienal eateway hicense,

Count 2

statement ot Olence

Deceiving o Proocipal, contrary to Section 103 of the Anti-Corruption Act, No.
12 ot 2008,



Particutars of Offence:

MOHAMED OSMAN SESAY (Alias Assassin) of 83 Bass Street, Freetown in the
Western Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone on Tuesday the 19' day of June
20105, at Freetown in the Western Arca of the Repubtic of Sierra Leone, being an
agent deccived his principal Dominic Ansclm Joseph Beary, o Director of
Network Proximity (SL) Limited by giving the said Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary
2 receipl for pavment of USD 108,000 purportedly signed by one Mohanred
Bansura knewing the same to he false to the detriment of his principal,

Count 3

Statement of Otfence

Deceiving o Principal, contrary to Section H0(3) ot the Ant-Corruption Act, Nu.
12 of 2008,

Particulars ot Mtence:

MOTAMED OSMAN SESAY (Alias Assassing ol 83 Bass Street, Freetown in the
Western Area of the Repubtic of Sierra Leone on a dated unknown between
Friday 119 day of July 2014 and Wednesday the 23% day of July 2014, at
Freetown in the Western Arca of the Republic of Sierra Leone, being an agent
deceived his principal Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary, a Director of Network
Proximity (SL) Limited by giving the said Deminic Anselm Joseph Beary @ fetter

dated 110 July 2014 purportedly signed by Bakarr Tarawally, the Director of

Communications of the Ministry of Information and Communications knowing
the same to be false to the detriment of his principal.

Count 1

Statement of Offence

Deceiving a Privcipal, contrary to Section 40(3) of the Anti-Corruption Act, No.
F2 ot 2004,

Particulars ol Ofrence:

MOHAMED OSMAN SESAY (Alias Assassin) of 83 Bass Strect, Ireetown i the
Western Area vl the Repubtic of Sierra Leone on Thursday 2370 day of July 2015,
at Frectown in the Western Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone, heing an agent
deceived his principal Dominic Anselim Joseph Beary, a Director of Network
Proximity (SL) Limited by giving the said Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary a letter
reterenced “Letter of Invitation” purportedly signed by Alhaji Alpha Kanu, the
Minister of Information and Communications, knowing the same to be false to
the detriment of his principat.

Lount 5

Statement of Oftence

Deceiving o Principal, contrary to Section 40(3) of the Anti-Corruption Act, No.
12 ol 2008,

Particulars ol Oftence:
MOAMED OSMAN SESAY (Altas Assassin) of 83 Bass Street, Freetown i the
Western Arca of the Republic of Sierra Leone on a dated unknown between




Friday 19 day of June 2015 and Tuesday the 237 day of June 2015, at Freetown
ar the Western Area of the Republic of Sicrra Leone, being an agent deceived his
principal Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary, a Director ot Network Proximity (SL)
Limited by giving him a letter dated 199 June 2015 purportedly stgned by
vomoeh Kouteh, knowing the same to be false to the detriment ol his principak,

Count 6

Statement of Offence

Deceiving a Principal, contrary to Section 40(3) of the Anti-Corruption Act, No.
L2 of 2008,

Particutars ol Ottence:

MOHAMED OSMAN SESAY (Alias Assassin) ol 83 Bass Street, Frectown in the
Western Area of the Repubtic of Sierra Leone on a dated unknown between
Sunday the 25% day of January 2015 and Monday the 260 day of June 2015, at
Frectown in the Western Area ot the Republic of Sterra Leone, being an agent
deceived his principal Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary, a Director of Network
Proxiniity (81.) Limited by giving the said Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary a letter
purportedly stgned by Theo Nicol, the Deputy Minister of Information and
Communications kinowing the same to be lalse to the detrintent of his prinetpal.

Count 7

statement ol Offence

Deceiving a Principal, contrary to Section 40(3) ot the Anu-Corruption Act, No.
12 of 2008,

Particulars ot Offence:

MOBAMED OSMAN SESAY (Alias Assassin) of 83 Bass Street, Freetown in the
Western Arca of the Republic of Sierra Leone on o dated unknown between
Friday the 3:¢ day of July 2015 and Monday the 6% day of July 2015, at Freetown
in the Western Area of the Republic of Sierra Leone, being an agent deceived his
principal Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary, o Director of Network Proximity {SL)
Limited by giving the said Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary a letter dated 37 July
2015 reterenced “Process for your invitation for international gateway”
purportedly sioned by Alhaji Alpha Kanu, the Mintster of Information and
Communications knowing the same to be false to the detriment of his principal.

Count 8

Statement o Ottence

Deceiving o Principal, contrary to Secuon 10{3) of the Anti-Corruption Act, No
12 of 2004,

Particulars of Otfence:

MOHAMED OSMAN SESAY (Altas Assassin) of 83 Bass Street, Freetown i the
Western Area ol the Republic of Sterra Leone on a dated unknown between
Manday the 269 day ot January 2015 and Monday the 27 day ot March 2015, at
Frectown in the Western Arca ol the Republic of Sterra Leone, being an agent
Jdeceived his principal Dominic Ansclm Joseph Beary, @ Director of Network
Proxinmity (S1L) Limited by giving the satd Dominic Anselm Joseph Beary a letter



dated 200 March 2015 referenced ™ Public notice to all operational and non-
operational compantes” purportedly signed by Alhaji Alpha Kanu, the Minister
ol Information and Conununtcations knowing the same to bhe false to the
detriment of his principal.

2. On Wednesday, the 2370 day o September 2015, the Proscoutor made an
application to the Court which was not objected to by Counsel for the Accused,
that a separate trial be conducted for the 2 Accused who according to the
Prosecutor, could not be served with hus indictment as he could not be located by
the Anti-Corruption Comunission. He made his application pursuant to Section
118(3) of the CPA, 965, Act No. 32 of 1965 that the Court procecds with the trial
of the 120 Accused in the circumstance. Counsel’s application was granted. All 8
Counts were put to the Accused on Wednesday, 23" day of September 2015 to
which he pleaded 'not guitty’

210 0n tite s o Flat dated 160 September 2015 under the hands of the then
Commnussioner o the Anti-Corruption Commission, Joseph Fitzgerald Kamara
authorizing Counsel stated thercon to prosecute this matter. on an application
made pursuant to Section 144(2) of the Criminal Procedure Act of 1965 as
amended by Secticn 3 ot the Coimmnal Procedure Amendment Act, 1981, this
matter was tried by Judge alone mstead ot by Judge and Jary.

220 A tinal address Ter the Prosecution was filed on the 23 day of June 2017,
Counscl for the Accused submitted an address on the 20 day of November 2017.
[am muudtul of the fact that an accused is entitled to an acquittal if there s no
evidence direct or circumstantial, establishing his guilt. I have cautioned myself
that all doubts must be resolved in favour of an accused person. | shall now
procecd to evaluate the evidence and the law before me.

Burden and Standard of Proof

3. That the principle enshrined in the case of Woolmington Vs, DPP applies 1o all
criminal cases, 1s without doubt. The principle that the burden of proof in all
criminal cases rests with the prosecution is applied much more strongly when
the Judge is both Judge of law and fact. Numerous Sierra Leone cases confirm this
principte; those which have been reported include fali Ve K {1904-00) ALR SL
(89 Labor-jones Vs, R{I960-60) ALRSE AT Kovemna Ve R Paai oo RSB,
Bob-fones Vs R{T9G7-68) ALR SL 267 Aniara Vs, R {1908-09) ALK SL 220; Kargbo
Vs, R (1o68-69) ALR S 3540 Those not reported include The Stete Vs, Francis
Mohamed Fojunna Komel and Jofin Mans (unreported); The State Vs, Hamzza
Alusine Sesay & Sorvah Finda Bendu (unreported); The State Vs, Philip Conteh &
two Oths (unreported) The State Vs, Philip Lukulay (unveported) and The State
Vs. Alien Sesa & Four Oths (unreported). All of these cases confirm that the legal
burden ol proot in a criminal case always rests on the prosecution and that the
burden rests on the prosecution to prove every element of the oftfence with
which anaccused person has been charged beyond reasonabte doubt,



Brief tacts of the allegations against the Accused:

4. The Prosecution’s case is that the Accesed being an agent tor one Dominee
Beary, who the Prosecution says is the Accused’ Principal, conspired with once
Deanis Jones and other unknown persons to deceive the sid Principal who, as a
result ol their deceit, spent moneys worth $800,000 supposediy as fees for an
International Gateway Licence for a company, Networle Proximity (S1) Limited
and other related expenses. The Prosecution also allege that the Accused sent
severat letters and other correspondence to the said Beary, which he, the
Accused, knew were false; that believing the said correspondence to be true,
Berry paid monies into the company account which were withdrawn by the
Accused and used for purposes unconnected with the legitimate operations of
the cempany, Network Proximity (SL) Limited.

4.0 The case tor the Accused is that there is no Principal/Agent relationship
between himselt and Dominic Beary and that as tar as he, the Accused s
concerned, he Is o co share hotder in the company, Network Proximaty (S
Linited. The Accused person’s posttion s that he did not conspire with Dennis
Jones or anyone to decelve the said Beary, that in any event, himself, the Accused
and the said Beary not being public officers and the company, Network Proximity
(S1) Limited, not being a public office and there being no public funds involved,
the Anti-Corruption Commission has no jurisdiction te try the Accused on the
allegations as charged. 1 shail address Counsel’s submissions as he has captioned
them in his finat address which Fmust state are basicality what he raised in his no
case submission betore this Court for which a ruling dated the 8% day of July
2016 was delivered by this Court in which this Court held that the Prosecution
proved o prana jocie case in respect ol Counts 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 of the [ndictment
hercinbefore referved. This judgment will therefore be in respect of concerns
raised by Counsel tor the Accused and the said Counts 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 of the
Indictment.

Lack of Subject Matter jurisdiction

5. Counscl for the Accused, argues that the Anti-Corraption Comnmission Lacks the
jurisdiction to charge the accused under Section 40(3) of the Anti-Corruption Act
No. 12 o 2008 because according to Counsel, the Commisston was created with
an objective to address corruption, gencerally mmvolving public officials and not
transactions involving two private individuals.

5.1. 1 refer to paragraph 7 of Counsel tor the Accused” Final Address where he
points out that ‘the Anti-Corruption Commission can only charge cases that fall
within the powers conferred on it by the Anti-Corruption Act of 2008". Counsel
referred the Court to the definition of ‘corruption” under the interpretation
section of the Act but concludes that the matter before this Court has nothing to
Jdo with o public ofticer in so far as the parties referred to thereln are private
mdividuals and that the Commission therefore lacks the power to charge the
Accused, him bueing a private individual, with & corruption offence. 1| refer to
section 7 of the Act which sets out the ohjects for which the Anti-Corruption
Commission was created and state that Parliament did not shy away from setting
out the objects 1or whiclh the Commission was created. In the whole of that
section,  Parlisment did not for once suggest that the Anti-Corraption

o



Commission should only combat corruption in public service. | refer to Section
7.2{r} and state that the delinition of corruption includes acts of dishonesty
under any enactiment,

5.2 The Anti-Corruption Act No. 12 of 2008 is ‘replete’ with offences that are
applicable o private individuais. Section 40(3) of the Act appears to me to be
very much unambiguous as to an agent and a principal not necessarity being o
public ofticial. The Anu-Corruption Act is quite specific in its reference to people
liable under its provisions. 1t is clear from the Act, read as o whole, that where
the intention is to refer to public officers in certain sceclions, it says so
speciticatly, See Sections 38(1) 42(1), 43, te name a few. which reauires the
Prosecution to prove that the accused is o public officer. When the Act refers to
persons who may not necessartdhy be pobine officers or huove s dealigs with
public ollicers, the Act alse makes specttic references to such persons as i
Sections A H ) and 128(1) of the Act to name a tew, When the Act requires
proof of corruption oftences by non-pubtic official directed at monies meant for
the public good, it is also clear in that respect. See Section 36(1) and (2} of the
Act,

5.3, The Court agrees with Counsel tor the Accused that the parties involved in
the matter hierein Lo wit, the Accused and PW 7 are not public officials. The Court
also agrees that the company, Network Proximity (SL) Ltd is not a public hody
within the detinizion section of the Anti-Corruption Act No. 12 ¢f 2008, 1tis also
agreed that no public funds or public revenue as defined by the interpretation
section of the Anti-Corruption Act No. 12 of 2008 was mvolved in the matter
herein, OF importance however is the fact that the Anti-Corruption Act No. 12 of
2008 is a speane Act desigoed to curhb corruption. It therclore provides tor
offences to be chareed under s aoebit snclusive of Section 10070 of the Acy for
which an agent, as described nosection 395} ol the Act can e prosecuted by the
Commission where he commits an offence as in Section 40(3) ol the satd Act. 1Uis
therelore the considered opinion of this Court that the Anti-Corruption
Commission has powers to prosecute the Accused for alieged corruption
offences as appear under Sections 40(3) and 128( 1) ofits Act of 2008.

Principal-Agent Relationship

6. The Act cearly defines who o Principal and an Agent is in respect of the
olfences under the Act. By Scctions 39(5) and 40(3) (under which the Accused
was charged), the words:

a0 Cagent” means a persen who toany capacity and whether in public or
private sector, emptoyed by or acts o behalf otanother person;

b, “principal” means a person, whether mothe public or private sector who
cmplovs anagent or for whom or on whose behadf an agent acts.

6.1 The evidence before the Court is that the Accused, before this action was
mstituted, did errands as divected by PW7 and PWZ2. The Accused told the Court
that PW7 approved of most of what he did and that the only thing he did not
have to have an approval to do was withdrawal of funds from the company
account. PW7 identified the Accused as someone introduced to him by fohn

§



Mason, PW2. He sid in 2011, he approached PWZ in respect of opportunities ol
imvestments in lelecommunications Licenses in Sierra Leone. PW2 was sent to
sierra Leone to chieck on this said opportunity. PW7 said he first spoke to the
Accused in March 2014 and tirst met him in July 2014 tte spolee to the Accused,
he said on telephone numbers 08864544 to which and trom which he made and
received calls. Te told the Court that the nature of his telephone conversation
with the Accused was in respect of the Accused acting on behalt of the company
in pursuit of telecommunications bicenses PWZ2 and PW7 wished to obtain.

G20 W2 wold the Court that he gol o know the Accused in 2013 when he was
mtroduced to him by one Ibrahim Conteh i Sierra Leone. Having promised o
assist in gelting o Licence lor an international gateway, the witness introduced
the Accused to PW7 who lived in the United Kingdom on the phone. PWZ2, with
the help ot the Accused, registered the company, Network Proximity (SL) Limited
on the advise ol Abubakarr Tarawally, the Director of Communications at the
Ministry of Connmunications.

6.3, PWT told the Court that the Accused was asked to do alot of ground work in
preparation Tor the company’s wish to purchase the international Vouee Gateway
Licence e said during the months of March and July 2014, the Accused
organized meetings for himselt and PW2Z with stake holders, assisted with
setting up of a local company and finding out the processes involved for
obtainming Licenses tar which he said he paid the Accused, wha he referred to as
anagent, transnort cost asawell as other expenses. He sad tie Accused acted on

his Dehalt represenung the company they had farmed. PW7 teld the Court that
the shares given Lo the Accused was part ol his remuncration for helping with
the operations of the company as he was nol on any monthly solary. He said he
did not consider the Accused being o Partner when he signed the company’s
Memorandum and Articles ot Association.

6.4 The Accused totd the Court that PW2 approached him and asked that he
assists him with setting up a company in Sierra Leone. tle said he got to know
PW7 when PW2 introduced him to PW7 hecause PWZ wanted him, the Accused
to be business partoers with PW7 0 that was the intention of PW, it would have
heen for him to say so to the Court and not the Accused. He toid the Court that
PW2  wanted him to use his mftluence and  secure o Licence for a
telecommuntications business. Hhs role, he told the Court, was to ensure the
business was registered and Lo arrange mectings wilh govermment otticials as
requested especally whoen ever PW7 was o Sierra Leone, which he did,

0.5 The Accused turther told the Court in re examination, that his reference to
PW2 as his boss in cross, was based on the consideration of shares they each
held in the company. The point the Accused tried to make is that he is Partners
with PW2 and PW7. 1t is clear from the Accused person's testiimony that aside
wilhdrawing monceys from the company account as he deemed fit, all he did in
respect ol the conmpany was as instructed.

0.6. The evidence Is ¢lear based on the definition of a “Principal” and an “"Agent”
m Scection 39(5) of the Act, that the Accused was given a 5% share of the



business so that hie can act on behalt of PW7, the financier of the company, to
whom he, the Accused had been introduced by John Mason, the third share
holder. In light ol that understanding, the Accused was asked to help with the
registration of the company in Sierra Leone fixing of mectings tor both John
Mason and Dommic Beary with key stakeholders in respect of obtaining o
Licence for the company. Mason told the Court m testimony that Beary it was
who tinanced the company. ftis clear to the Court that though the Accused held a
S shares in the Network Proximity (SL) Limited company, he acted on behalf of
PW7, the Principal to the instant case. There is no doubt o my mind that the
Accused herein was an Agent and PW7, the financier of the company, his
Principal,

Element of Deception Unproven

7. Counsel for the accused submits that the Prosecution has not shown any
clement ol deception inits case as required Tor an olfence as that under Section
A0(4) of the Anti-Corruption Act No. 12 of 2008, e claims the accused acted in
good taith while serving the company and made only payments authorized by
the company’s Hirectors, He relied on the case of KVs, Ghosh [1982) 75 TR App.
RS54

7.1 The Court of Appeal in the Ghosh case established o dishonesty test that
applics both to thelt and te other offences of dishonesty. According to Ghosh, a
Lo prone test mast be applicd. Ajury must fivst be directed to decide:

Swhether according to the ordinary standards of reasonable and honest people
what was done was dishonest. If it was not dishonest by those standards, that is the
end of the matter and the prosecution fails.

7210 (hut only i) the accused conducet was dishonest by those standards, the
jury must consider the second question, which is:

Swhether the Defendant himself imust have realized that what e was doing was
(hy the standesds up reosonable wid Tonest peapley disitonest

7.3 The tiest part o1 the Ghosh test deals with the ectus reus of the accused while
the second limb deals with the mens rea of the accused. The Court of Appeal in
the Ghosh case gave further explanation of the second question when it said:

fn most cases, where the actions are obviously dishonest by ordinary standards,
there will e no doubt about it it will he obvious that the Defendant himself knew
that e was acting dishonestly. it s dishonest for o Defendant to aet in a way which
he knows ordinary people consider to be dishonest, even if he asserts or genuinely
belicves that he s morally justified in acting as he did.

7. The Prosecution’s allegation is that the Accused was deceptive in his conduct
with s Principal. The Prosecution’s case is that based on the evidence led and
docinments sent to the Principal, which, according to the Prosccution, the
Accused knew were wrong or misleading the Principal PW 7 heliocing the aaid

docaments to he true, acted on same o his own detriment by transferring



monies e the company account sl Guarantee Trust Bank which said monies
were withdrawn and transterred by the Accused for his own benelit. The
following among other documents were forwarded tor the attention of PW7
came out in evidence:

7.5, Fhe Accused sent Exhibit HT attached to an emall, Exhibit BBBI to PW7 to
convinee PW7T that there was need to show Network Proximity (SL) Limited was
not insolvent. PW7 said receipt of Exhibit BBB1 and 11, gave him confidence that
the request was vatid so he released a total sum of $110,000/00 inte the
company account, he said on 25" May 2015 as in Exhibit 1716

7.0, Exhibit B attached to which was Exhibit N1-4, o draft Memorandum of
Understanding on a Gosk fetterhead, sent by the Accused to PW7Y, purportedly
signed by Theo Nicol, the then Deputy Mibuster of lotormadien and
Communications who dentes signing the said documents Exhibit Moon a NATCOM
letteriread dated 19 june 2015 ttled ‘Recerpt of Payment/Renewal of NRA tax
and Update of NASSEE, purportedly signed by Momoh Conteh. The only Momoh
Komteh ol NATCOM during the period under consideration is the present
Chairman who denies the signature on Exhibit M. Exhibit CCCT, an emait with
Fxhibit KLI-2 dated 119 July 2014, on a GoSE letterhead, purportedly written by
Bakarr Tarawally, Director of Communications at the Mimistry of Information
and Communications, attached and sent by the Accused to PW7. Tarawally
denies the signature on Exhibit K1-2 and disclaimed authorizing anyone to
prepare Exhibit K1-2 oo his behalf, Exhibit], on a NATCOM letterhead is a receipt
of payment ol $108,000/00 dated 3v March 2015, purportedly signed by
Mohamed Bangura, the then Divector General of NATCOM during the period
concerned. Bangura denies his signature on Exhibit | The evidence is that the
Accused presented Exhibit ) to PW2 who was assured the ST08,000/00 was paid
to NATCOM on hehalfof Network Proximity,

7.7 Phe Proscoanon’s case as s understood s that PW7Y sent monies inte the
company account at the Guarantee Trust Bank in Sierra Leone the assurances he
received divectly and/er indirectly from the Accused supported by the exhibits
herein referred forwarded for the attention of PW7. 1t is for the Court to
determine whether the Accused was dishonest in his dealings with his Principal,
Shoutd it be the positien as the Prosecution puls it that the Accused persen’s
intention was clearly to deceive PW7 into sending monies to the detriment of the
PW7, then the ciement of decet as required would have been proven by the
Prosecution,

Charges

8. Section 12801 of the Anti Corruption Act, Act No. 12 of 2008 reads:

Anv oconspirocy to conmmit o corruption offence .o shall be punishable as if the
offence had heen completed and any rules of evidence which applhowith respect to
the proof of anyv such offence shollb appdv fo like manner to the proof of conspiracy
ool such aifence.

8.1, As per b Roberts, 1A, as he then was, now |SC, in the case of The State Vs.
Alphajor Y. Boh et al (unceperted), Paul, [ in the case of The State Vs, Solomon

Y



Hindolo Katta & Oths {unreported), in the case of The State Vs. Mustapha Amara &
Others {unreported), Section 128(1) of the Anti-Corruption Act of 2008
(hereinatter reforred to as the Act), creates the offence of conspiracy. The side
notes of Section 128 of the Act names the offence of conspiracy and sets out the
alternative ways in which it could be committed, including the punishment it
would attract. Conspiracy is a common law offence made statutory by Section
128 ol the Act. The term ‘conspiracy’ describes the offence of conspiracy to
commil an offence contrary to Section 128(1) of the Act.

8.2. For the Prosecution to succeed on a charge ol conspiracy, it must prove
heyvond reasonable doubt that there was:

a.anagreement between two or more persons
b. an agreenient to commit a corruption offence.

8.3. Section 40(3) of the Anti-Corruption Act No. 12 of 2008 provides that:

An agent who, to the detriment of his principal, uses, or gives to his principal, a
document that he knows contains anything that is false or misleading in any
material respect commits an offence.

8.4 For the Prosccution to succeed on a Section 40(3) of the Anti-Corruption Act
charge, it must prove beyvond reasonable doubt that:

a. there exists an agent/principal relationship.

b the agent must have used or given a lalse or pisteading document to s
principai

¢ the agent must know that the said document so given or used 1s lalse or
misleading in a material respect,

d. the principat must have acted on the said document so used or given him
to his detriment.

Count 1

9. PW1 tendered Exhibits R1-6 and H attached te Exhibit BBB1, an excerpt of
Exhibit R from the Satone Champion newspaper, to the Court. PW7 told the Court
that the Accused asked him to pay $100,000 as security to the GoSl. to prove
Network Proximity (S1) Limited was solvent. He said he had his deubts about
payment of $100,000 to prove solvency but that when he received Exhibit H1
with Exhibit 11 attached from the Accused, he believed the request for payment of
$100,000 was authentic, e asked PWZ to confirm Exhibit BBB1 was a
publication in the Salone Champion’s newspaper of 4" May 2015, which PW2
confirmed, Recelpt of Exhibit BBRT with Exhibit 1 attached. he said, gave him
contidence that the request was valid so he transterred the $1040,000/00 as
requested by the Accused into the company account, he said. lle transferred a
totat st of S110,000 on 25% May 2015 as in Exhibit E15. The extra $10,000/00
was for payment of late fees as he had been informed by the Accused and for
CXLra expenses.

9.1 In his defence, the Accused totd the Court that he sent Exhibit H1, the news
paper article to PW7. e denied conspiring with Dennis Jones or anyonce to



deceive PW7He said he bought the news paper, took same to PWZ2 who asked
him to send 1t we PW7. 1 have no reason to betieve this prece of evidence in
respect of Exhibit 1 PW2 started his testimony before the Couwrt on the 301 day
ot September 2016 and concluded on thie 237 day of October 2016, He was
crossed examined by Counsel Tor the Accused. Even if it is accepted that the
Accused was ot gquestioned mmorespect of Exhibit BT at the ACC as he says
Exhibit H was already part of the evidence belore the Court when PW2 and
PW7 testilicd. Through out the ¢ross examination conducted on behalf of the
Accused, (U was not suggested to PW2 that he, PWZ it was who instructed the
Accused to email Exhibit H1 to PW7. He had the option of recatting PW2 for
turther cross examination and tor hinm te suggest to PW2 that he in fact advised
that he emails and send Exhibit I to PW7 but no such apphication was made
helore this Court. The Court constders this defence an after thought,

9.2, Counsel Tor the Accused person argues that the prosecution has faited to
prove that there was any agreement between the Accused and any other person
Lo commit a corruption offence as i Count 1 of the Indictment. I must be noted
that with the otfence of caonspiracy, the evidence required need not include
evidence of some tactic agreement on the part of the alleped conspirators to
commit any crime. 1Cis enough that it can be safely inferved that the role of cach
of the alleged conspirators show that theyv swere part of a lareer scheme which
cosulted paothe Priccmpal i die sestant cose osimg ot Lo otner awords, ot te
aleged conspirators agreement s carried out in accordance with their intention,
owill anmount to or involve the commission of any oftence or ottences by one or
more of them. Such agreement can, as said be inferred; it need not be specificatly
proven. The evidenee that must be adduced by the Prosecution is the role played
by ecach of the alieged conspirators showing that they were in fact part of the
enterprise which resulted in the commmission vf the corruption offence.

Y3, Proot ot mens rea is important in proving the otfence ot conspiracy much as
s proo! ol any other crime. Bowas held in £ Ve, Griffichs (1966) 14 B 589 that
lor an ottence to be complete, the Defendant must adopt a eriminal design as
their common purpose. The Prosecution must prove that the Accused hadd in
mind a common design or purpese and did certain criminal acts in pursuance of
this purpose. With conspiracy, preot of mens rea is found in the Accused’
willingness to pecform his own part of the plot. The Accused mav know full well
thay the entive enterprise wouhd tnvolve e colmmussion of Giicaee{s) by ane o
maore of the consplrators. Lord Bridge in & Vs, Anderson (1986) AC 27 TLL said:
CThe necessary mens rea of the crinie iy opinion is established 1of iCis shown that
the decused when he enptered into the agrecment intended to play some part in the
agreed course of conduct in pursuance of the criminal purpose which the agreed
cotrse of conduct was intended to achieve, nothing less will suffice, nothing more is
required” Archbold at para 4075 of its 36" Ldition says, the Prosecution need
not prove that o parcty Lo the conspiracy had knowledge of the illegality of the
acts to be done. Where proof is available however, R Vs, Siracusa 90 Cr. App. R.
340, (cited favorably in Archbold 2001 Edn p 2641) savs its sullicient that the
Accused kKnow that there swas voing to be the conmmission of some oilence.



9.4 Aside Exhibit 1T, a lot ol other documents were allegedly sent o PW1 with
one mtention which the Prosecution savs was for PW7 to transter funds to the
company account in Steera Leone which said funds the Accused admits to have
withdrawn solely. Al such documents point to one direction, which was to get
PW7 to belicve in the legitimacy of the Accused paying for obtaining an
International Gateway Licence which said Licence, the Court understands was
monopolized by SIERRATIEL, the State institution, at the period under
consideration. The evidence before this Court is that upon receipt of Exhibit 11,
and upon conlirmation by PW2 that indeed, Exhibit 11T was published in the
Satone Champions newspaper, PW7 transferred $110 into the company account,
some of which was withdrawn and some transterred by the Accused into the
account of Mohamed Koroma, which said transfer [ shall touch on subsequently,
with ne authentic receipt presented as to how these moneys were spent,

9.5. DW2 was Dennis Jones. Though he admitted he authored Exhibit HI, he
denied conspiring with the Accused to deceive Dominic Beary; he had a
telephone transaction with the Accused some thime back, he told the Court but
did not receive the information in kxchibit HL trom the Accused. Fhe Accused was
clear in his testimony to the Court that DW2, Dennis Jones did nol conspire with
him to deceive PW7 by publications of Exhibit H1. The evidence betore this Court
though, mciuding the documentary evidence, taken in its entirety points in one
direction, showing intent on the part of the Accused and agreement as inferred
therefrom together with other person(s) to get funds off PW7 by agreement to
publish and bring Exhibit H1 to the attention of PW7 who acted on same to his
own detriment.

Count?

LOUPWL, the ACU investigator tendered Exhibit ] on a NATCOM tetter head which
he said was evidence given to him by PW7 during the course of his investigation,
same dated 31 day of March 2015 purportedly signed by the Director General of
NATCOM for pavment of $108,000/00 supposedly paid by deposit in the Sierra
Leone Commercial Bank on the 26" day of February 2015, PWZ2 told the Court
that BExtibit ], fetter dated 390 day of Mareh 2015, tided, "Recept ol Payment,
purportedly written by Mohamed Bangura, the Director General of NATCOM,
was shown to him by the Accused who then told him that monies have been paid
to NATCOM and that the Accused asked that he, PW?2 forwards same to PW7.

1.1, PW6 was Mohamed Bangura who during the period under consideration
was Director General of NATCOM. 1le referred to Exhibit [ dated 37 March 2015
on a NATCOM letterhead which the Commission, he said, stopped using in 2013,
addressed to the Managing Director, Network Proximity (S1.) Limited. He
ceferred to the name Mohamed Bangura at the bottom of Exhibit | and denied the
stgnature thercon and denied auvthoring Bxhibit | He told the Court that
NATCOM is responsible tor granting of Licenses and that up to the date he left
NATCOM on 259 March 2015, SHERRATEL still had a moenopoly over the
international Gateway. He said as Director General then, he will know when
applications are made for Licenses and because he was one of the signatories to
Licenses, he wilt! know when Licenses are granted. He said during his period at
the Commission, between 2001 and 258 March 2015, NATCOM received no
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application Tor International Gateway Licence trom Network Proximity (SL)
Limited nor did NATCOM grant Network Proximity (SL) Limited any Licence for
International Gateway,

102 I answer ta guestions put Lo him in cross examination, PW6 told the Court
that receipts issued as of 109 October 2014 was the responsibility of the
Corporate Svcretary. He reiterated that Network Proximity (SL) Limited never
made an application for an International Gateway Licence. PW6 told the Court
thal an apprication tee st be pard to any of the banks, FIB, UTB, SLEB, RUB,
before an application is made to NATCOM. He said as of May 2014, no fee had
been established for International Gateway Licenses. He said he cannot recall
whether Netwoerk Proximity made payments for Internet Seevice Provider
Freence nor could he recall the fees for Internet Service Provider Liconses for the
month of May 2015

[O.3 bnrespect of BExhibit |, the witness said there s nothing on Exhibit ] to show
that his Deputy who was authorized to sign documents on his behalf i his
absence, signed Exhibit ] on his behalf and that moany event, the letter used is
one which was no longer in use since 2013; even the website used is an outdated
one, he told the Court. He said when payments are made for Licenses generally,
he will as Drrector General be copied in the letter forwarding the receipts. lle
tendervd Exhibit YY1-3, Exhibit YY1 being a cover letter dated 6 June 2014
stened by Mohamed Bangura, e, the witness himsclf, Exhibit YY2, a receipt of
pavmoent ol Leo 33 05,000/- cquivaleat w 3 1L,U00 then, ai application fee ot an
ISP Licence. He sad Exhibit YY3 is o bank deposit stip which authenticity he
cannot contirin. [Uis worthy of note that the payment referred was in respect of
Internet Service Provider's Licence, not an International Gateway Licence.

LOCE W e Dominic A Bearv, He relerred to Exhibit |, o document
purportediy trom NATCOM conlirming pavment lor International Gateway
Licence fees of 5108,000/00 sent the witness by PW2, 1e said immediately he
recetved BExhibit ] from PWZ, he received a folow up call from the Accused to
enswre he received Exhibit 0 e said he made payments as in Lshibit ] by
transfer of monevs into the company account at Guarantee ‘Irust Bank. He
referred to Exhibit 5, dated 21 January 2015 when he transferred $30,000/00
mto the company account at Guarantee Trust Bank. e referred to Exhibit 7
dated 4 February 2015 when he transferred $56,970/00 into the company
account at GTB. He referred to Exhibit 158 dated 15" February 2015 when he
transtereed $61,075 /00 mto the com rpany account at Guarantee Trust Bank.

105 1 his defence, the Accused told the Court that it was PW2 who informed
PW7 aboul the Licence fees atter which, according to him. he went Lo the bank
and withdrew STO8,000/700 in bits trom the company account. The Accused
never supsested Uns o PW2 or PWT when they tesulied by wav ol cross
examination. He sard as he withdrew the monies, he gave same to PW2 as per the
mstructions of PW2 and PW7. I1e said PWZ was supposed to use the moneys he
paid to him lor purchase of Licence. on behalf of the company. He said he saw
Exhibiv ] onlv when he was taken to the Anti-Corruption Commission and that he
wis not the person who gave Exhibit | to PW2. Even if the Accused was not
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questioned about Exhibit | at the Anti-Corruption Commission Exhibit | was in
cvidence before PW2 testitied and the Accused was in Court when PW?2 testified
as to Exhibiv [ PW2 started his testimony before the Court on the 300 dav of
September 20160 and concluded on the 230 tlay ol Dctober 2006 11 was ¢rossed
examined by Counsel Tor the Accused. As said, Exhibit | was already part of the
cvidence before the Court. Through out the cross examination conducted on
behalf of the Accused, it was not suggested to PW2 that he, the Accused paid
monies he collected from the company account to PW2 nor did he supgest to
PAWT when beotestlied that e i fact withdrew those moieys as per the
mstructions ol PWY70 The evidence rather betore this Court by the Accused
hoselt o tae e, e Accused withdrew moneys rom the company account as
he deemed G he said he did not need authorization from PW7 or PW? because
as far as he was concerned, they were Partuers. In fact, that was the main area
where he told the Court he needed no authority to act. T'he Accused also had the
opportunity to recall PW2 and PW7 lor turther cross examination where he
could have made the said suggestion to them but no such application was made.
The Court considers this defence an after thought.

Lount j

LLOPWI tendered Exhibit K1-2, a letter dated 11th day of luly 2014 written on a
government letterhead, supposedly written by Bakarr Tarawally, Director of
Communications. PW4  was  Bakarr Tarawally, who 1s the Director ot
Communications at the Ministey of Information and Communications during the
period under consideration, He said i 2014, the Accused and one Mr. Mason
visited hisoltice and sought advice on becoming o Gateway Controller and an
Internet service Provider which said advice he said he gave them. Tarawally told
theny the International Gateway Control is monopolized by SIERRATEL and that
they should Haise with NATCOM for a Licence for an Internet Service Provider,

PLLOPW was referred o Exhibit K1-2 dated 11:n July 2014, e said that as at
the date TI july 2014, he was the Director of Communications at the Ministry ot
Information. He was referred to the bottom page of Lxhibit K2 with his name
Bakarr Tarawally and his status, Director of Communications with a signature,
which he denies: he atso denes authormg Exhibit K1-2; he said he gave no one
mstructions to prepare Exhibit K1-2 on his behalt,

PLZOPWT tendered Exhibit CCCL an enail he received from the aocused witlh
ExOIbIt -2 atiched and Exhibic DDD T also atlached o the same email,

P2 I his detences the Aceused referred to Exhibit BLO, answer to question 33
and told the Court that Exhibit K1-2 was the first document given to him by PW2
with instructions that he forwards same to PW7. Again, | have no reason to
Lelieve this pivce of evidence re Exhibit K1-2. PW2 started his testumony betore
the Court on the 30% day of September 2016 and concluded on the 23" day of
October 2016, He was crossed examined by Counsel for the Accused. Exhibit K1-
2owas aiready part of the evidence before the Court, Through out the cross
examination conducted on behall of the Accused, it was not suggested to PW?2
that he, PW2 10 was who instructed the Accused to email Exhibits K1-2 to PW7.
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The Accused also had the opportunity to recall PW2 tor further cross
examination where he could have made the said suggestion to PW?2 but no such
application was made. The Court considers this defence an after thought.

Count b

Lao AW T tendered Exhibit M, agam given Lo him by Beary, o letter on NATCOM
etter head, dated 198 day ol June 2005 with the caplion “Rel: Receipt of
Paymoent, Renewal of NRA tex and update of NASSET”, purportedly signed by
Momoh Konteh, PW2 referred to Exhibit M and told the Court that the Accused
catled him on his phone and told him to expect a courier of documents from
NATCOM, e said upon receipt ol Exhibit M, he called the Accused and
acknowledged  receipt. Upon instructions given him by the Accused, he
forwarded Exhibit M to Mr. Dominie A, Beary.

P L The Chairman of NATCOM, PWS, told the Court that he does not know anv
company nanred Network Proximiy (SL) Limited. He relerred to the name
Momoh Conteh at the bottom of Exhibit M and denied him being the author or
signatory of Exhibit Mohe referred Lo Exhibit 1 and told the Court that NATCOM
is sotely responsible for the granting of Licenses. tle sad it is not o his
knowledge since he assamed ollice as Clhiarman and Comnuissiocner that Network
Proximity (50 Lonited ever apphed tor Licence.

LE2 i answer to questions put to him in cross examination, the witness told the
tourt that he knows Tor a fact that Network Proximity (SL) has never applied for
a Licence for International Gateway as he has never been notified of such nor has
e cever seen the company's name in the Commission’s data base. lle was
referred to Exhibit YY1-3 which he says he cannot comment on since he does not
deal wath receipts nor can he tell whether the logo on Exhihit YYL-3 is an
authentic logo.

Lo s hinre exanunation, he referred Lo the date of Bxhibit YY1-3 as O fune 2014,
It is worthy ol note that Exhibit YY1-3 is a purported receipt of payment for Tia 1
Internet Service Provider 2014 Licence and not an International Gateway
Licence.

Count 4

ML PWIT tendered Exhibit NT-4, an undated Memorandum of Understanding
purportedly signed by Theo Nicol as Deputy Minister of Information and
Communications. PW2 referred to the said Exhibit N1-4, he told the Court was
shown him by the Accused; he said e was pleased at seeing Exhibit N1-4, PW?2
told the Court that Exhibit N1-4 was given to him by the Accused sometime in
2014 at his residence. He said Dominge Beary visited Sierra Leone in July 2014
and Seprember 2015 and that the purpose of Beary’s sccond visit was to sign an
agreement for an laternational Gateway Licence. He said on Beary's second visit
they did not go to NATCOM to sign the said agreement because that which they
were ted Lo heriev e was not happening,

VL1 PWE, Thea Nicol was referred to Exhibit N1-4 an undated document on o
Gost letterhead, titted, "Draft Memaorandum of Understanding”, from Netwaork



Proxinuty {(SE) Linated . e referred to a stamp and a name, "Theo Nicole, Deputy
Minister ol fatormation and Communications” and old the Court that his
surname was ‘tNeol” and not "Nicole” as appear on Exhibit N1-4. e denied the
sighature on the document as his and said the stamp and letterhead are not ones
used by the Ministry. He said the International Gateway was only liberalized in
November 2015 Tie suid he would, as Deputy Minister of information and
Communications be aware i any International Gateway Licence is granted to any
company and that no International Gateway Licence was granted to any
company, not even Network Proximity {S1L) Limited, betore November 2015,

L2 I answer o questions put to him in cross cxamination, PW5 told the Court
it is the function of NATCOM to grant Licenses but that the Ministry will know
when Licenses are issued by NATCOM because the Ministry will be copied, PW5
told the Court that he kept telling the Accused when he visited his office that
tiberalization of the International Gateway had not been etlected. He sard he does
not know where BExhibit N4 came from and that ol no point did he diseiss
docunmenis havoe to do with o Memorandum of Understanding as in Lxhibit N1-
Pwith the Accased and at no point did he receive thanks from My, Mason for
Exhibit N1-4 as suggested by Counsel for the Accused,

Ld.3, PW7 tendered Exhibit EEEL to which he said was attachied Exhibit N1-4,
wiirch he told the Court he veccived rom the Accusod.

Lhas I s defence, the Accused told the Court that Exhibit N1-4 was given to
him by PWZ to forward to 'W7. Again, | have no reason to betieve this piece of
evidence re Exhibit N1-4. PW2 started his testimony hefore the Court on the 30w
day of September 2016 and concluded on the 23w day ot Uctober 2016, He was
crossed examined by Counscel for the Accused. It is noted that Exhibit N1-4 wils
already part of the evidence betore the Court at the very beginning of this trial.
Through out the cross examination conducted on behall o! the Accused, it was
nol suggested to PAW2 that he, PW2 It was who instrected the Acensed to email
Plibn i NI v 20T The Accased also had the oppartanty to o recall PW2 for
turther eross cxamination and for the Accused to sugoest to PW2 that he it was
who asked bim o Torward Exhibit N1-4 as an attachment Lo PW7 but no such
application was made. The Court considers this detence an after thought.

A5 U interests the Court that when it comes to the argumont that the Accused
s or s not an Agent, the Accused’s position is that he did not take instructions
from PW2 the majority sharcholder of the company hereinbetore referred nor
PW7, the main financier as per evidence before this Court but in his defence to
forwarding of certain documents to PW7, the Accused telis the Court that he
acted oo the distractons of PW2, Tis boss, as he relereed Lo hin The same is the
position in respect ol transtfer ol $50,000/00 into the account of Mohamed
Koroma. The Accased told the Court that he was instructed by PW7 to make the
sald - transter when in fact he had told the Court that he did nnt have to be
authorized to deal with the company account at the Guarantee Trust Bank.

The Guarantee Frust Bank
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Lo 'The signatory page as in Exhibit F96-99 gives the Accused, PW?2 or PW7 to
withdrow funds from the company account. | take note of PW7’s concern but the
view of the Court s that indeed, all parties were present when the mandate card
was signed by all parties especially in light of averments made by PWZ that this
was the position because the parties considered the possibility of need of money
arespect of the company's operations, in the absence of either PW2 or PW7
who have residency in the United Kingdonn The Accused has not denied
withdrawing the monies from the company account at the Guarantee Trust Bank.
There is theretore no need o go into witness' testimonies and bank documents
to show appropriation of these moneys, As far as the Court understands it, the
Accused” posttion is that he withdrew these moneys, not on the mstructions ot
PWZor WY hut 1w he deemoed (it sapmosed v O e ono it ons o e SITENIIES

The International Gateway Licence

Lo, PW3 was Masa Nurr Kamara Esq, Director of Legal & Licensing Affairs at
NATCOM where he has worked since 2009. e told that Court that the Legal and
Licensing Sub-Committee of NATCOM is charged with the responsibility of
looking mto Licenses submitted to the Commission cither by Operators or
hiternet Service Providers, among other functions.

LO.T He said the International Gateway Licence regime was created by NATCOM
W grant Operatoss to own, install and operate international gateway facilitios
and services. He said the international Gateway Licence was effected in May
2015 and that betore that date, no Operator was allowed to own, install or
operate international gateway services which was by then vested in only
SIERRATEL, the state owned Operator. Kamara told the Court that the monopuoly
was terninated by the Telecommnsentiors Amendoent Ler 7005 don o
LMD on DUpan Feceiving applicalions jLst o w eeks belure s testinony o
the Court. this testimony is supportive of the testimonies of PWS and PW6 1o Ure
eftect that the International Gateway Control was monopolized by SIERRATLEL
during the period under consideration,

16.2. PW3 told the Court that the Commission never received an application for
an [nternational Gateway Licence from Network Proximity {(SL) Limited and that
no Licence Tor the said service was granted to the said company orto any other
company ather than AFRICELL and 1PITEL at the date of his testimony.

PO T aiswver o questions pul 1o the wilness i cross examination, he
reiterated his role and responsibility at NATCOM and told the Court that he is o
member ol the sub committee which makes recommendations to the Board as to
whether an applicant has met all the requirenients for the granting of Licenscs.
He said he doca notrecall having a mecting with the Accused, PW?2 and Dominic
Hedry oo the Comanssion's conlerence roon, s suggested by Counsel tor the
Accused e said all mectines in respect of International Gateway Licenses are
tormal and vecorded. He told the Court that there is a data base ot NATCOM of all
Licensees and pending applications. He said he will provade a list of applications
received i orespect of the provision of International Gateway Service between
May 2015 to his date of testimaony.



Lo PW3 tendered Bxhibit XX1-11 for the period May 2015 to November 2015
and retterated that, he is not aware of any application by Network Proximity (St)
Limited for an aternational Gateway Licence; e sard he will know if Networlk
Proximity made an application to the Commission for the said ficence. The
witness told the Court that the Licence fees are paid to Commission’s banleers
meluding GTH, Sterra Leone Contmercial Bank to name @ few, Tie told the Court
that when pavments are made i the Commussion’s bank accounts, NATCOM
NHLON CeCuIDl o presenlation ol 0o hank paveieat sbhpo ALY S renerated that
for o maior fcence hike an Internatonal Gateway Licence, the moment an
application 15 sent to NATCOM, that application will be forwarded to his
department for his attention.

Further Withdrawal/Transfer by the Accused

17. PW7 referred to tixhibit 16 dated 251 May 2015 showing an internal
transter to Mohamed Koroma of $50,000/00 of which he said he had no
knowiedge, PAWWY referred to Exhibit E18, swhich he referred 1o as a series of cash
withdrawals by the Accused; he never knew the Accused was making these
withdrawals

171 Inanswer to questions put to hintin cross examination, the witness told the
Court that though he thought he had paid money for a Licence to the GoSL, e in
fact now knews he has never paid any moncey to the GosSl. He said Network
Proxiamie (S Limared s Prescinlisy Guran e reterates e ol adihuo s

the bank to bank transter or SH0,000 200 to Mohamed Korom..

17.2. In his detence as said hereinbetore, the Accused told the Court that he
translerred 350,000/00 into Mohaned Keoroma's account on the instruction of
PW7. 1 the internal transters made to Mohamed Koroma was authorized by PW7
as the Accused has told the Court, in the absence of any further proof, that could
have been suggested to PW7 in cross examination, The altegation was known to
the Accused at leastwhen PW7 testitied to that effect betore this Court but the
Accused did not suggest to PW7 that he made the $50,000/00 transfer into
Mohamed Kovoma's aecount on the nstructions of PW70 He alse had the
oppartunity ol recalting PW7 where he could have put the said suggestion to
hun. Heis the Court’s position that these were afterthoughts of the Accused in a
bid to jusuty this transfer from the company account which he has not denied
malang,.

Foa e Accased was reterred Lo kxhibit B1Y answer to question 58 0 respect
of > 100,000 /00 withdrawn for one Mro Ramara who he saud was introdueced o
b by PW7 and the said payment he said he made upon telephone instructions
he said he recelved from PW7. He said he went with PW2 Lo the said My, Kamara
who they met, according to the Accused at the Main Motor Road, Brookfields hus
station, where he paid the said $100,000/00 that he withdrew from the company
account. No receipt was given he said in respect of the said payment. Again, | wili
state that the Accused had PW2 and PW7 on the witness stand but none of those
suggestions were made 1o them even though the company’s bank statement
already formed part of the evidence before the Court, same having heen
tendered by PW L Again, 1 consider this picce of evidence an atterthought,




18. 1 hold that the Prosecution has proven, based on the evidence before this
Court, that the Accused did conspire with other persoofs) uanknown (o decelve

'

Vot Amehn fosephs Deary it pooing s TOG T g por ey s Tees Tor an
International Garew oy Licence; that the Accused did torward to the said Beary o
recetpt tor pavioent of S108,000 purportedly signed by Mohamed Bangura, a
letter dated Ee day of July 2014 purportedly signed by Bakarr Tarawally,
Director ot Comumunications at the Ministry of Information and Communications,
letter dated 190 dav of June 2015 purportedly signed hy Momoh Conteh and a
letter purportediy signed by the then Deputy Minister of Information and
Communications, Theo Nicole te which was attached o Memorandum of
Understanding, knowing all of these dacuments were false and upon which PW7
acted to his detriment as i Counts 1, 2, 3,5 and 6 of the Indictiment dated 160
day of September 2015 1o which T now tind you Mohamced Usnian Sesay, Guilty

as charged.
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