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g the totality of evidence adduced before 1l

be discharged and acquitted
linsel argued that considering the fotality of evidence adcuces

the pmsenﬁﬂan ‘had failed to discharge the legal burden placed on it I«

beyond reasonable doubt. He cited the case of Yongo V C.0.P (1992) 4 SC N
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He submitted that for the prosecution to discharge 1
prove all the ingredients of the offence of obtaining by false pretence and

He submitted that before a court convict a defendant for ail the

g

the ingredients of the offence must be proved by the prosecution. He cited

A4

Michael Alake & Anor v. the State (1991) 7 NWLR part 205, 567 at 551.
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He submitted that from the totality of evidence given by the prosecutic
the defendant, the prosecution had failed woefully to proof the two counts. =z ~'=-

case of Aituma v. State (2006) QCCR Vol. 7 pg 109.
He urged the court to discharge and acquit the defendant based on e =20 7=

the prosecution had failed to proof his case.
| have carefully perused through the charge, exhibits and listened to tne antrs

evidence adduced in this case, | have formulated a sole issue for the just cei=

of this case i.e. whether the prosecution has proved the alleged offerce ==

reasonable doubt.
In a proceedings of this nature the burden of prove rests on

€ Prosec
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establish the guilt of the defendant. | place reliance on the case of Egbirika \. the
(2014) 227 LRCN 1 at 32 U-Z

On count 1, the Defendant was alleged to have odta

pretence,

In order to succeed in the charge of obtaining by false pretence
must prove that;

1) There is a pretence

2) The pretence emanated from the defendant

3) It was false
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