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he Defendnnt i facing an eight count chargs of forgery and possessaon al
i docement contrary 1o Section 363011 of the Criminal Law of Lages

Stal | and Section 6 of the Advance Fee Fraud and Other Frand Relnted
(Hifepces Act 2006, The Defendant was arrmigned on te 25" of September and
plesded not guiley 10 the charges. ] |

port of the charge, the Prosecution called three windssss and several

dociments adniined and mprked ns Exhibil & — K-B 5, Thede fEmee called "'"-'I:'
we witness being the Defendant
 case of thve Prosecution is that the Commission received p petition fram the
iritish High Commission requesting for assistance in the investigation. al
cied persons linked o credit card fraud and forgesy of Cetificale of
Incorporstion amd alleged thot the Defendant was one of he suspeeted
mividunls, The Prasscution tendered a Cofy af the petition through Pl PWI
Okoli an cpetative of EFCC who identified the documient s the PEVHOD
received from the British High Commistion. PW] I'b'il.il-ll.:lj that upan r.:-._"l,'!il:':ll-"r
Wi said petition which is masked Exhibil. A his 1eam commenoed investigation
W proeeding Lo the British High Commission where they met ong pdrs. Ekaelie
sedled with the Defendam who she claimed was her husband: That fhe o O
them were laken 1o the Commisslan for questioning. Ar the {omimissw







' rhe Jetterhesd used for the statement of sccount did naot bear the pan

s ol
he Divectars of i bank as at 2017

pw is Awdias Cipeyemi an operalive ol EFUL and one of the feam membsery
gt investigated the case. He corrobornted the testimony of PW1 who was 4
member of the team. Pwl identified some, documents necovered from e
Defendant which were tendered, sdmitied and marked ss Exhibias M-M23_ P
and P'1, Q-Q7 and R-R13 '

hie Prascoistsmn IMEESES Wil all crossed examined |"_-. the |,|:_'_'-|_'|1;_'|_I and ai thie
coachussan af P'W3's festimony the I"r|:-.-:|.'-.'l.|li-.||'.r.".::-r:|.'|.'| ils cpne
The defence opened its case on the 23" of Moy 2009 and called only ane
wimess being the Delendamt .

ol demsed the allegations agamst him. He admitted that various documenes
were recovered from his office following the raid and the search warmant carried
cnt 1 his officz, He stated that the docuemends some of which nay be forged .
were various documents submitied to him by various applicants and which wese
ir1 the filex of the d|:_:l-i-.'.1||'..=-. He further stated that e documents were pal
|-|._|._-u|:_-._l or praduced by him bul m2ther supplied by the applicanis. That the
chents are responsible for the documents and, informagion chey -being o has
office. He stated that his credit card was linked th the application at the embassy
hecauss his company helps them pay lor vasa feds. That he has an account in the
UK. TSH. The Defendant =siated that bhe hos mever been :!11.'|'|I1.|1|.'I mn amy credil
card fraud. He stated that he does not know the three other persons mentioned in
e pefilion drom the Botish High Commesiien (Exhibat A), That be hed pever
been denied visa to travel fo the USA., ;

The Defendant was crossed- expmined and theredfter closed his case

the defence filed a final written' oddress dated 19 June 2019, The coux of the
sdiress as submited by the Defence Counsel is that the Prosecution bas failked
woclully o prove any of the offences against the Defendant, That there are
doubts as 1o whether the Defendant knew whether the certificates and various
documsents supplied by the visa applicants but in his |:Il..15-:il.'$!'ii'-"l'l were forged,
whether thse Defendant forged the dacuments since no equipment, instrument of
Machine with which documents could be printed or forged Wwere found in bis
Possession, whether-the Defendant with athers ran & credit card scheme Sinee
T;:::rs:i?";fﬂb-}tﬁalp;;u:}rs iu-cu:- nEves, ['-_'-un..ql_ yirde
i% beaily entirely on g LL- » Stencant furttier Hut'u.mt[-:d |hu.'. 1.h|: I‘”.J.T:.-. count 4 of
"-":"'h]-'r‘." i bad i‘l_'-j-l:lil:lll-'lun oo [!:u- |:II.'|.|':'|.I.'|11 l;.:-:]-|||.1|1. lﬁ.: ! |.:1| o 1 have

g - '"'“I:“H*"-[':" and duplicaty ps the Defenddnl 15 albeged

g s




el vtk fimped First Finnk stabemend of accoal puEpling
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oKy Wik i ||_- reeistered under the Baw ard 1 Dederdant was entitbed ro

o b posscssion ol dacuments submitbed by the Applicanis wo process visys and

oiber travellmg documems That the Prosecution has failed 1o prove thm e
iefendant knew o ought te have known thot the documents found in his
i"-""':'“'"":-: wiere fulsc.

i garned Counsel for the Defendant urged the court 1o discharge snd aequit the
Nefendant as i is the dury oof the Prosecution al all nimes o prove the sssenia)
ingredients o thie offemce o o 10 suEtam o corveciEm, Lumssl Elerred o the
folloang as<s m suppsar of the: argument |
Razim v The Sdade fTFE5] 2 VM L RIPTR 458

idahi v State (1993) 7 NWLE (FT 307511

(e ¥ Theé State (1992) 2NWLR (PT2221 64

Jhemzan v Siode (1997) } NWER{PT 481) 355

(Mayimk i The Seate (2007 & NHLR (FT 10488 504

(Mkosi V A, & Beadelf T9890 1 NWLR{PT 100) §42.

[he Prosecution filed a linal written pddress dated 17719 and raiséd ane ssue
for, detesmination e, Mhether the Prosecution kes proved the essentiaf
slements of the affence as charged

(i the imue of the olfence of forgery, the Prodecution submiited that the
Proseculion bas proved the cssential ingredients of the offence. "Thal the )
Defendant forged the ECO BANK statements of account os well as
aniversity certificales with the miention that same should be used o perpelriee
fraud. Leamed Counsel for the Prosecution refierred 1o the case of OSUNDU ¥
THE STATE (2000) 12 NWLR (PT682)482 He submited fusther that the
frged documents were erealed to obtnin ) visa from, the British High
LOMfissHy

Lesmed Counsel for the Prosecution further submitted that the case befors the
court is mof a comventional case of forgery but one where the forgery 1=
scualised by adding 1o n penuine document of writing any fulse dwc.
altestation, seal or material matter. He also submjited that the bank pestified thi
e statements of account found in the Defendant’s possession did ot emanals
from thie bank. That for & document to be held as false all it pesds 1 do i tell &
lie shiunt iisell. That the Prasecution has established that the dosaneEnts found

the Defendant’s possession are false, that the Defendant knew they were [l




they be used oracted upon 1o the detnment of any person pg

Prosecution further conie mabed that it had provid the offence of possessian
.- pdulent documenis prov ded m Section &, Blb) and 1{3) of the Advance
trnd and Other Fravd Related Offences Act. That it is not in doubt that the
jefieni | was in possession of documents conlaining false pretence purported
e emunated from Feo Bank Ple, That the Lislendant never denied being in

epecion of forged documents which he admitted were used for vis
!.|-_'-'|-.-..:.--::- | |
I coscls ion. the Prosecution ubmitted that it had adduced credible evidaits
b e DO repsonable doubt the Delt ndant’s guilt of the offences againsi
im :
[he Defendant i "'I."'-!.-'-"J hasically far two ol femees: !
| Possession of fravdulent document contrury 1o Section & of the Advance
Fee Fraud and Crher rioud Related Offences Act JULKG
MEareery conlrary to Section 363(1 jof the Crimanal Law of Logos State
' The Prosccution has alleged that the Defendant had. in his possession
evieral fraudulent documents and that he forged some documents. Coumts
2. 4, 6 and 8 of the information relatc to the offences of forgery and
therein the Prosecution alleges that the Defendant forged the following
(o [l T i
Ecobank Nigeria Ple- Statement of account with Account aumber
1852009964 with the name Adewale Anuoluwape Kudsras. i
1 First Bank of Nig. Ple. Statement of Acoount Number 062000153
name Ajibode Oluwascun Chlu w0la.

et

Benue State University certificdtes
3 = - - " = o -h.':llu-.lht
4 West African Senior School Centificate with the name S
sMohechah Olasunbo, I g
i :
- - . . . N 5 o L - o ' .E.]L'E'“.Ut
lhe offence of forgery is defined HI:;.".II.I:I._ 363(1) of the Cnmin
Lagos State as follows:-

L A persom who knowingly makes a fulse document or H'rmr‘:n::‘::;uﬂh'r of

()it may in any way be nsed or acted o as genuine, i
anctleer or; ;

g g nd (0 A0 O
- ] 7 mr
(b)any person may, in the belicf that it Is genuing, b pere, i ¥
refrain from doing any acts, whether in the State oF _—
to forge the document or writing. ™




i _— |
1 I I.Il'- 'q,.:'l:II_"'ﬂ'Il:'!'I |_|-Iq_-m€|-|[.1 I_'II I..Il': II'I.Il_'

[hat ; neg of lrgery &
ll-'h’.'l".‘. 15 @ d|1|.'l..||.'|'||.'r|L ar wiling

I'hat the document or writing w

-\.I-l: ||'rl."..'|! '

T:'“t the Accused person forged the doument 1
That he intended the forged document
prejudice of the victim in the belief that it 1
OBIOMA V STATE (2018 3 SC (111} 28
The “term making a false docwmend in writing™ mchides WieTig o

[ L

fWTILINE I duEstion

Fitime L B @ ted usion o the

document or writing in any matenal par L : oblieratio
removel, or otherwise, amsd making o f Idition 1w the body of a
Et“uim' |_1|'||_'|'.|'_||_'|'||_ o 'I-'I-I-_-I.-'_ il '\.I 3 i N i i i T .||-. IMeETm Ak RillSL .|.|'|_.

attestation, seal or other matenal matho
The Prosécution called three witnesses in support of the charge. PW 1 testified
that EFCC received o petition Inodm the British High Cdmmission e p——
Exhibit A i respect of an alleged case of eredit card frasd. In the said petil
the pname of thie Dielepndant was mefitigned as ond ol bow I'."I"I.'I"- wha had been
gsing credit cards Lo pay fol UK visa applhcations 1ot individuals. That credit
cards 1ssued bv banks i the 1 Fe :“-Il.li!I France, the LI5A und Canada were
ysed. That checks werc U dertaken with.the fraud departmenis of the banks that
ge=d the o il cards d il Bl was revepled ihot Lhe pards Were 0ol genILs !?

the ! -._E_'!' mald were _.||'\.."_-._I|___\_-|'||I:| |.__I|'I|."-'I||-'||I

e petition also stuied that two Applicants EXacte ()abisi Euim and Abimbola
moeayo Obannde were found to hove submited forged bank sLalements
allcgedly 1ssued DY Feobank and their application paid for by o credit card
nked to the Delengant
ified that several documenis WeTt retrieved from the e fendams office
danig cobank slatements 01 acchunt  and oerufcates which afler

1T '-“i'.'-:'“I dEaYiered lix I=C |-.'|| ik, ARl

pargicular, the Proseculion tendered
Exhibits B, C, I, E and E] n respect off the alleged, forged stuement &
sccounts purponiedly emanting from Feobank, Exhibit B is & letter wintten by
EFCC wa the Managing Director of Ecobank requesting, the banik to canfirm e

e or otherwise of o swtement of account i - e Oidiolin Mulnl
Ofadipupo. The bank responded by Exhibin L staling thit the documen poks
emunale from Fcobank. Exhibit E is also a letier written 19 ihe ML of Ecabank
secking suthentication of & slatement of il-.f'l-"L"ll'Il1 in the name o M

- . : - =
Anucluwapo Kudirst, The bank ||_--.:-||||-.|-.'L1 with Exhibil B wtie et 3




JdElEmienL af s o :

: L L [ S | .\_I MW STk kg fram Feoband d that The

Ay T
uwapo did not match their database

simuarly the EFCC wrote to |
number MGID0018Y in o

e bank responded in § xhabat G and « - -
iREIr redonds. that the Satemerni

it Hask Lo suthenlycals he sLils
& name Apnbode O

NET G iz Tiini
Wi 18] il ..Il i, I '..'|I|'||| 't

| II".I.-\.Il-_. TE. =TT

T
ineir bank. The commissian also wrose i Denue S2ute University w suthentizare
the certificates foumd in possession of the Delmdant ie. Exhibit K1, The

Ly l."['\.i[:. |'l-"‘"|.'llll'Jl.'a.| in Exhibst B ormd stadcd Hal NE names on ihe st ificates
WETE B0l at any Lime stisdents of Benee Stale University ad that the cenificates
WiEre Torped. There js mlse o lenl rom EFCC o the Regetrar of WARC
secking suthentification of & WAEC cerificate lor one Shonubtn Mubeebah

CMasunba, Exhibit 1. The Deputy Hegistrgr of WAL wrote back and stated tha

the cemtificate did not emanate [(rofn them, | Al these documents are the
Lilllllll..ll-. MLE .'|.. i L :..I'- "l | I _! | .I.-- Ill'-.i'- "-:'IIII I 1 CORINAE ] . J'. a] .'r.:l -

& ifl IsaLic
he Prosecution colled PW2 who happens 0 be 8 comphancs oificer with
cohank and be confirmed receiving letters foom EFCC secking authentilxeation

af some statements of account. The witness siate] thint these were [eatures an

] . I - " - - [
he statements which show that it was et printed directly from Ecobank
= That the directors they had 1 2017 are not the ones shown on the

etwer hesd

e Defendant in his statement to EFCC operatives and in court acknowledged
that the forged documents were recovered from his office but stated that it is [he
arelicant for visa that beings the documents and they anly assist them to fll the
; a1d conch them on how o answer likely questions. He admittad it he 15

ware that some of the documents were forged. The Defendant however denwd
hat ke assisied the applicants e forge the dpcuments. [he Defendant also
admiiied thal he used hes credu card 1o I_'II'I.'II.'I.'l‘i!-i the wisa !IP'F-li"—“-'"-"fl for one

Obarinde and Ekaette. Under ¢ross- examination the Defendant angwered as

D o

w0 Take @ look af Exhibit B—N, (—Q7 and confirm whether those

docuwmients were recovered from your office? _
Nov all, Yome of themi were recovered from my affice. The
responses from the bank Exhibdi Q-00 were mi pecoverad from
iy ffice.

(] The documents recovered are Eco-bank stafemends?




Eco-bamk, GThank, Fiest Hank, WAEC cerfificate gnd BTS¢
CEriEfcne,

i Canfirm ie the court thar drey are docmRreris Bk Use o applp fos
viso apyication ¥

A We had mot IJT:||||IIjI:'I|I bt thiy "._I._llu_liﬂ-.l' ||r'.'.l|.'lI;'I'II' in o pracésy the
uppdicatio,

iF AT o M’

A Yex

i Conjirm io the courd this yenr ki catrd iy reed?

A Yex I conflrm.

IL' W Ivar Iy (hbaripeile Abimbela?

A (e o e

o Have vou applied for visa for her?

.'q J-'.l.ln . - : I ’

{ Capifira do the courl thiiv Exhibit, the starememi of @ooums wa

pved o process (g

1 Fes. . i

i Coupfirme thal mpod powr applicanion for v fhiar pon atrached ali
thiz emahiing dicumenty?

A Fes 5ir ! T

& Coutfirmr pn the court rhmt thexe diCumEnIs werg Gmee iw )
possexstant

A Fiex sir

: i YR IEng
g When yow apply for visa with ail thvise airachments, is e S
. - iri’ '
body suppoted o acf of § 1w
A ¥es, rhey ard expec e to carry ourf chacks it i sl [
[ 2 " L - . |.|_l_| HE
Having carefully considersd the oral and documentary evience 1 *—_'4 nsl the
arlses os 1y whether the Prosscution as proved the chirge oL IRrgecy i
Diefendant beyond reasonahle doubt. : ko that some ol the
It is the view of this court that the Prosscution/has estadlisae 4 that they
N . . umcngs an -
were used 1o process viss applications, at the EmbassIes. Ty Liges
comfirmed thes fact. el O
CF . i dl_"_ul'ﬂl.l
Gectivn 362(b) Criminal Law of Lagos Slate provides sl r documenh o
writing is said 1o be false if the whole or somc materinl par of e

W | 1 | Ij‘b:.l |-|'||I mukl“ il.
wriling puerports 1o be made by or an behalf of gome persan whi
or puthorise il b bé made




| . I
| K, Henge Slyle Universi, wnd
HIVE Shled thy the dp, e a4 L inf their ry PRCUIVE et 0 R :
FICT g Namiate | L '"'-"-"": I Mg il I i
I =L r-ll:'l II'H-" ':III|I|-|| .||| Wi I 1 1
Ak o e i - ! ) I I | S INENEY |
b | ||| 1 . I.-"'I'-IIIII g s [F | i I
FEanlshmeps did Nl make i tid el §
Illll'-.l..l'\-\.' i ; : ;
i C ol BRILY 4 ENERGY LIMITED v F BN (010 LPET B 439734
I I.. IR g 8Ll Per Sankes 0 ¢ A il Crimanal el if Lag =
] ) ] |I||l."||'_|l TRl T 1T, = Ugine li=al I il i 1582 gy
Wit nnd Alempting 1, 11 [TEw i | LR - BT
B question, fi wys lurilser | il hat where 8 document wy i
. antermediage HEp o the selsemni Erail vhech the accused
mvabved, i i i bown thar s 1 documenl was Talse and wa
Ublered by an accused Person in order r 1GVant aF -
Inference . KISIS Il cigher Icused Torped the dacurmer ¥ith his o AN
ur procurcd someonie in umamal he torgery. That it is fmm lerial who actu I
lorged the documeni 5o WIng as the petused pergon is g Pty o Ihe | TEETY. g
mlss OSUNDE ¥ F RN 2 12 NWLRPT6ED) 483,
In the ¢ 52 af land dhe doo merls ir Huestiod were held ol ay¥ the Lhefendans
ard has clients as true and presanted to the British High Commission 5 BT
IO UM enia. nee ded 1ar Ehe firee IrEmenl af 4 visa The kb ink tHlEmens PreSimniss] [

+ e Toowae that ot issucd from &n'existing Dank, bin also wold 3 lie
SSWAL slsell that they were genuine and the c igencs of the gaid documents NETE
rue. These documents were pached I vasa applications with the inteptian of
nducing the embas Y 10 Esue o visa fo (ke applicant. Furthermaore (he forged
iversiy certificates and WEA(Q certificates fold liss about the holder theg he

itaned secondarny and CrLiany cducation which 15 not true and that 1

Lt

WAEC all for the furpose of

wore msucd by the Henue St | nrversity and
canvincing the embassy that ihe appducants were fit andg proper persons and thus
deserving of 8 visy

The defence R submiried thut LY an expert or & person who works in the
relevanl agencies could Eestify thar they weye indesd forged and thus the
Dedendant did f know thai they were larged I

From the evidence of PW? ji has becn proven thar the bank statements did mot
cmuanate from Ecobank and there are sgveral betters from the relevani AEETICICS
WreEm i R that il certificates were nol made by th-lrr Whale 1t 15 troe
ial only PW32 was called 1o lestify an behalf of his bank the different letters
Irom the other exlablishments husrress the Prosecution's case that the Defendant




deals with forged or fake documents. Exhibats C, D1, EL, F1, GI, HI, J1, K L
M1, 01-07 are all letiers written to EFCC by the different agencies that
documents presemted as having emanated from them did not emanate from thekr
respective establishments. Therefore this court is satisfed that the Prosecution
has proved the offence of forgery against the Defendant in respect of count 2, 4,
6 and § as it is immaterial whether the Defendant made the forged documents
himself o procured someonc to do it 50 far as the u:lu:u:umn:n:?: were found in his
mossession and wsed by him. The failere of the Prosecuhion To produce expens
or officials from all the different establishments is not fatal 1o its case PW?2 in
his testimory stated that his bank wrote Exhibit. C, D1 and E1 indicating that
the staterments of account in count 2 did not emanate from Ecobank.
As regards counts 4, 6 and 8, the Prosecution did not call any expert or officaal
from the different establishments. However the documents speak for themselves
and are relevant o the facts in issue. While it is desirable to have the maker of
the document in court to testify, oral testimony cannot be used to siate the
comtents of a document or contradict same. See section 132(1) Evidence Act
2011. Documentary cvidence is said to be the best evidence. See the case of
AGBAREH & ANOR V DR ANTHONY MIMEA & ORS. The bank official
will only confirm what is in the documents they wrote to the Commission.
The Defendant is also charged for the offemce of possession of fraudulent
docurments contrary to Section & of the Advance Fee Fraud and other Fraud
Related Offences Act i counts 1, 3, 5 apd 7 of the mformistion. The particulars
of offence state that the Defendant kad in his possession an Ecobank Nigena Ple
stapement of account with accounmt number 2852009064 -*;y-i:h the mame of
Adewale Anuoluwape Kudirar; First Bank of Nigeria Ple statement of account
number MpGI000183 with the name of Ajiboyve Pluwaseun Olusola; Benue State
University certificates and a WAEC- Senior School Certilicate with the name
Shonubi Muhsehah Olasunbo all containing pretence which he knew W be false.
There & no doubt. all the above mentioned dpcuments were all found in
pessession of the Defendant bt the claims he did not know they were false
fl;w That he runs a legitimate business called Global Travels dnd Touss
A6 assisting would be travellers o process their applications for visas. That it i
:J:E:;:::ﬂ::ﬂmwﬂnu ﬂtdmunms.Hnwm-ﬂm:durnmmﬂwﬂiﬂi_m
applicationg f::f.hlgm .lhﬂ the said documents were used to IIW‘“ 48
in another m':';: Ig':'f-':nﬂ: ol Eka:us who mm nrhm:uﬂ :hrﬁ ‘
erbassy The e icdant was also arresigd in company of Ekaette 8
SIEnce 13 that the Defendant knew ' that the documents Were

a




jalfft as 1]!1.':I'-: i% a strong connecting link between the DI—'"#Iﬂqm- and the sgig
dcumenis 0 the extent that the circumstances strong |y SUggest tht I:I:

Defendant commitied the offence. See the case of LEOWARD BURL v F.._I:'
(2016) LPELR-40088 (CA) were it was held that circumstantia) " _
ofien the' best evidence were direct evidence is I:u;:lr.iffg. in the instant Cnse, ﬂ: .

link between the Defendant and the false dotuments is ton SIrong to be ignoned l
Itis !]‘!: view of thiz court that once the Lelendani :u;-m:l-f:.]g.ﬂ the documents l-m";.
the respective clients he is under an obligation to ensure that the said documents
wre genuing before presenting them 1o the embassy on behalf of his cliems, The
Defendant as a Nigerian must protect the image of this country. In this case
there are too many documents which tumed out @ be fake one then can infer
that they were procured from the same source W0 the knowledge of the
Defendant to efhance his business. _ :

It must be pointed out that the Prosecution did not charge the Defendant for
possession of fake credit cards as alleged in the petition written by the British
Embassy therefore it is unnccessary to make any pronouncement on them. 1 '
In conclusion, [ find that the Prosceution has proved beyond reasonable dogbe
the charges aguinst the Defendant. The Defendant 15 hereby convicted on the § |
count charge. . o - : I

This 1= the judgement HTI/“"JT < : : | 1
B2 U~ _|

HON. JUSTICE 0.A. TAIWO{MRS.) -
' JUDGE |
22110019

i
ALLOCUTUS, i
Mr. Adewale: We urge the court to tender justice with mercy and we urge the
court to give community service or fine, |

Mr. Ofoma:- The Diefendant is not a first time offender. He was convicted for &
similar offence before Hon. Justice Dada on a plea bargain agreement. We
elfered the Defendant a phea bargain agreement in this case but he declined. We
uree the caurt o sentence the Defendant aceording to luw as e is a sccond time

otiender. | refer fo Section 1(3) of Adv Fraud Act is of stic
complisnce. .T‘H’IH - #



Court:- | have carefully

onsidered the submissions of the Defence Counael
uwl  Prosecution Counsel e are cortam facts which do mot favour the
oflender. He was also convicted before Hon, Justice
ol pussession-of fraudulent documents. The Defendant
is convicted for the offence of forgery under Section 363(1) of the Criminal
Law of Lagos State which atiracts

fendamt. He k= not a firs

[rada on similar charges

upan coriclion asentence of Imprisonsment

[oF theed VEirs

The Detendant was lound Guilty in respect of count 2, 4, 6 and 8. l"'ll. fence
Counsel has urged the court 10 twmper justice with mercy and has .~:u;_:;_z-.'5n.'d that
the court impose @ line or community service, however, | am inclined to LT
a custodial sentence to act as a deterrent as the incidents of fake documents is

rasipant |

| therefore sentence the Defendant 1o 2vears imprisonment on each of the 2™,
49 4" and 8" counts. Sentences (o run concurrently. :

On the 1% 3™ 5% and 7 counts, the Defendant is charged under Section 6, 1(3)
af the Advance Fee Fraud and Other Fraud Related Offences Act. -

Section 1(3) imposes wpon conviction @ sentence of imprisonment for & term of
qot more than 20vesrs and not less than Tyears without the optien of fine,

| senitence the Defendant to 7 years imprisonment with no option of fine.
Sentences to run concurrently together on the 8 counts.

ey

<" HON. JUST

o
CE O.A. TAIWO (MRS, }
JUDGE
22710719




