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[1] The accused appears before this court facing two counts of murder as defined in s 47(1) of the Criminal Law (Codification and Reform) Act [Chapter 9:23] (“Criminal Law Code”). In count 1, it being alleged that on 1 September 2024, and at Village Musarevana, Chief Gudo, Chiredzi, the accused unlawfully caused the death of Itai Sambana (hereinafter referred to as “deceased 1”), a female adult by striking her with fists and booted feet all over the body intending to kill her or realising that his conduct may cause death and continued to engage in that conduct despite the risk or possibility.  
[2] In count 2, it being alleged that on 1 September 2024, and at Village Musarevana, Chief Gudo, Chiredzi, the accused unlawfully caused the death of Murumwei Sambana 
(hereinafter referred to as “deceased 2”), a female adult by striking her with fists and booted feet all over the body intending to kill her or realising that his conduct may cause death and continued to engage in that conduct despite the risk or possibility.  
[3] The accused was legally represented throughout the course of this trial. The accused person pleaded not guilty to all the charges levelled against him. He admitted that he caused the deaths of the two deceased persons, with a rider that it was not his intention to cause the deaths. It is in this context that he tendered a plea of guilty to the lesser crime of culpable homicide. The State did not accept the accused’s plea of guilty to culpable homicide, and the trial proceeded on the murder charges. The prosecutor read into the record the outline of the State case, and in turn, the accused’s legal representative read into the record the defence outline. Notably, in his defence outline, he admitted causing the death of the two deceased persons in circumstances of negligence and sought that he be convicted of the crime of culpable homicide.  As stated above, the State rejected his plea of guilty to the crime of culpable homicide.  
[4] The State produced, with the consent of the accused, the following documentary and real exhibits: the Postmortem Report No. 1101/24 for the deceased in count 1; Postmortem report number 1100/24 for the deceased in count 2; an affidavit of Dr. Arnold Matsvaire who attended to the two deceased at St. Peters Hospital; an affidavit of Dr. Dennis Chikumbirike who attended to the deceased at Victoria Chitepo Provincial Hospital; an affidavit of Dr. R. Guillen who attended to the deceased at Parirenyatwa Group of Hospitals; confirmed extra curial statement of the accused; a certificate of weight in respect of a home-made knife; and a home-made knife.  
[5] The prosecutor sought and obtained admissions from the accused in terms of s 314 of the Criminal Procedure & Evidence Act [Chapter 9:07] (CP & E Act). The admissions relate to the evidence of certain witnesses as it appears in the summary of the State case. The first is the evidence of Mvelo Tshuma.  
i. His evidence is that he is the investigating officer in this matter. On 1 September 2024 he received a report of this matter, attended the scene, and because of the report he arrested the accused on 2 September 2024.  Deceased 1 died on 6 September 2024 and deceased 2 died 7 September 2024. He took the knife recovered from accused to Zimpost for weighing and recorded a warned and cautioned statement from the accused. He also took accused and the witnesses for indications. In addition, his evidence is that 11 September 2024, Dr. Robert Guillen carried out a postmortem examination on the deceased persons.  ii. The evidence of Dr. Arnold Matsvaire is that he is a medical practitioner based at St Peter’s Hospital, Chisumbanje. On 2 September 2024 he attended to the two deceased who were his patients. He observed the following in respect of deceased 1; depressed level of consciousness, was responding to painlaceration left ear, bruises on the scalp. He also observed the following in respect of deceased 2; right skull hematoma with depressed skull fracture, continuous vomiting, two episodes of seizures. As a result of the examination, he treated the two and transferred them to Mutare Provincial Hospital.  
iii. The evidence of Dr. Dennis Chikumbirike is that he is a medical practitioner based at Victoria Chitepo Provincial Hospital. On 2 September 2024 at around 1600hours, he received the two deceased who had been referred from St Peter’s Hospital. In respect of deceased 1 he noted depressed level of consciousness, respiratory distress and laceration of left ear and bruises on the scalp. In respect of deceased 2, he observed depressed level of consciousness, respiratory distress, right skull haematoma with depressed skull fracture and left sided weakness.  
iv. The evidence of Dr. Robert Guillen he is a medical practitioner based at Parirenyatwa Group of Hospitals. On 11 September 2024 he examined the remains of both deceased. In respect of deceased 1, he observed excoriation on the right frontal region and on right side of the face, haemorrhage infiltrate in the bilateral frontal, bilateral temporal right parietal and right occipital regions, left occipital subdural hematoma, cerebral contusion and cerebral edema. He concluded that death was due to subdural hematoma and head trauma. In respect of deceased 2, he observed excoriation in the right frontal and left pre oricular region, haemorrhagic infiltrate in the bilateral frontal, right parietal right temporal and right occipital regions, right hemispheric subarachnoid haemorrhage, cerebral contusion and cerebral edema.  He concluded that death was due to subarachnoid haemorrhage and head trauma. 
 
[6] The State adduced oral evidence from two witnesses, and the accused testified in his defence. We summarise the evidence given by all the witnesses.  
[7] Disperse Mukwama testified in court for the State as follows: his evidence was that on his way to Sabi River to fish, he heard a voice of someone demanding a speaker. He proceeded in the direction of the voice and saw the accused sitting on top of the elderly woman, and at the same time holding the younger one by the neck. On seeing the witness, the accused tried to flee from the scene. The witness gave chase and finally tripped him, and he fell. The accused was holding a knife, identified by the witness as the one that was produced as an exhibit. The two threw stones at each other, and one, Elizabeth Mavhu, the second witness, arrived. The two, Disperse Mukwama and Elizabeth Mavhu, subdued the accused and disarmed him of the knife. He was taken to the scene where the two deceased were lying on the ground. At the scene, this witness did not look at the two deceased because he was afraid of the blood on them. However, he observed that deceased 2 had a laceration on the left ear, which was cut into two pieces. He noted that the two could not talk, and could not do anything, and they were carried to be put into a scotch cart. In the scotch cart, they were just lying down.  The accused said they had taken his speaker. The witness testified that although the accused had taken beers, he was not very drunk. He could communicate.  
[8] Under cross-examination, this witness testified that he did not see the accused stab any of the deceased persons. The Chief’s Aid, who was at the scene, told the crowd that gathered at the scene not to beat the accused, and he was not beaten.  
[9] Disperse Mukwama appeared to be a credible and honest witness. His evidence of what happened is accepted without qualification. 
[10] The second witness to testify was Elizabeth Mavhu. Her evidence was that the two deceased were sisters, deceased 1 was her mother, and deceased 2 was her aunt. She testified that when she got to the shops, she saw the accused lying on the road, until some people removed him from the road.  She, in the company of the deceased persons, left the shops heading home. The accused remained at the shops. Along the way home, she left the two deceased who had taken some alcohol, and she proceeded home. While at home, she received a report, and as a result of that report, she proceeded to where she had left the deceased persons. With the assistance of the first witness, they subdued the accused. He said they took his speaker. He had so much power that she took the view that he was not drunk. At the scene, she observed that the two deceased were lying on their backs, their skin tights removed, and their skirts moved upwards. She poured water on them, and they were not responding. They were not talking. They were carried and put inside a scotch cart. Attempts to get them medical assistance at the local clinic failed, so she then took them home. During the night, they could not talk. The following day, around 6 in the morning, they were taken to the hospital.  
[11] Elizabeth Mavhu came across as a witness who had a good recall of events. Her evidence was not challenged in any material respects, and there is no reason not to accept it. 
[12] The accused gave evidence. He testified that at the shops, he got drunk and fell asleep. He had in his possession a phone and a Bluetooth speaker. When he woke up, he realized that he was missing his phone and Bluetooth speaker. He inquired from the people nearby; they told him that his property was stolen by women who live across the Sabi River. He followed the women, caught up with them about a kilometre away, and he asked them about 
his property. He testified that the women said he must leave them alone, insulted him, calling him a dog. He got offended and slapped both. He was using open hands. He did not have a knife. He testified further that they tried to get hold of him, he then pushed them, and it was at that point that Disperse Mukwama arrived at the scene. He said he explained to Disperse Mukwama that the two women took his phone and Bluetooth speaker. He testified that Disperse Mukwama left the scene and returned in the company of other people who then assaulted him.  
[13] Under cross-examination, the accused testified that the deceased did not have his phone and Bluetooth speaker in their possession. He disputed that he told the police he assaulted and killed the deceased persons. He disputed that he told the police that he kept a knife for protection and insisted that he did not have a knife. He further disputed that he told the police that he took 30 minutes assaulting the deceased persons; he said he took 20 minutes. He testified that the deaths came about as a mistake because he was beating them with slaps, and they were resisting. He also accepted that he kicked the deceased persons. He said that since he was intoxicated, he used severe force against the deceased persons. He said he did not have the intention to cause the death of the deceased persons.  
[14] The accused was a bad witness. His version was laced with falsehoods, improbabilities, and was not consistent with the truth and therefore not reasonably possibly true. The following are examples of his lack of credibility. In his evidence in court, he denied that he had a knife, however, in his confirmed statement to the police, he was clear that he had a knife in his pocket. He stated that he was not sure whether he used it against the deceased persons. He stated further that he always keeps the knife for personal protection. In addition, the witnesses saw him carrying a knife, and the same knife is before the court as an exhibit. In fact, his counsel consented to the production of this knife, thus accepting that it was relevant to this case. It was an afterthought for him to make an about turn in this court and say he was not in possession of a knife.   
[15] In his evidence, he testified that the deceased said he must leave them alone, and insulted him by calling him a dog. He got offended and slapped both. In his confirmed statement, he stated that when the deceased said they knew nothing about his phone and Bluetooth speaker, he hatched a plan to intimidate them; that is when he started to assault one of the two deceased persons. The version of the deceased persons insulting him by calling him a dog was just a new creation in his evidence in court.  
[16] In his defence outline, he stated that the deaths resulted from a spontaneous and emotional reaction rather than a deliberate or premeditated act. In his statement to the police, he said he hatched a plan to intimidate them, and that is when he started the assaults. Therefore, the issue of a spontaneous and emotional reaction rather than a deliberate or premeditated act is just a falsehood. In his statement to the police, he stated that the attack lasted for about thirty minutes; in court, he reduced the time to twenty minutes, for the purpose of minimising the brutality and viciousness of the attack. The accused lied when he said the deceased persons attacked him. As testified by Elizabeth Mavhu, in their state of intoxication, they could not have even raised a finger against him. In addition, the accused lied when he said he was wearing sandals. In his own defence outline, he stated that he used booted feet to kick the two deceased, showing that he was putting on shoes. In fact, sandals would not have caused the kind of injuries observed by the doctors on the face and head of the two deceased. It is for the above reasons that this court finds that the accused was not a credible and honest witness. Where his evidence is at variance with that of the witnesses for the prosecution and established facts, it is rejected.  
[17] The following facts are either common cause, or not seriously disputed, or are proved by the evidence. The accused was drinking alcohol at the shops. He fell asleep, and on waking up, he realised that he no longer had his phone and Bluetooth speaker. He was informed that his items had been taken by two women, who also had been drinking alcohol, but who had by then left the shops.  He followed the women and caught up with them a kilometre from the shops. The two women turned out to be deceased 1 and 2. He beat them up. In fact, they did not have these items in their possession. He beat them up so severely that both suffered serious injuries, and both became unconscious and unresponsive. In addition, deceased 1 had a laceration on the left ear, and bruises on the scalp, and deceased 2 had a right skull hematoma with depressed skull fracture, continuous vomiting, and suffered episodes of seizures. Both deceased persons remained unconscious, right from the scene of the crime, unconscious and unresponsive until they died almost a week later.  
[18] In a criminal trial, the proper test is that an accused is bound to be convicted if the evidence establishes his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt, and the logical corollary is that he must be acquitted if it is reasonably possible that he might be innocent. See: S v Jochems 1991 (1) SACR 208 (A), S v Jaffer 1988 (2) SA 84 (C), S v Kubeka 1982 (1) SA 534 (W) at 537 F-H. 
[19] In dealing with each piece of evidence, it must be borne in mind that the court must examine all the evidence. A court does not look at the evidence implicating the accused in isolation to determine whether there is proof beyond a reasonable doubt, and so too it does not look at the exculpatory evidence in isolation to determine whether it is reasonably possible that it might be true. See R v Hlongwane 1959 (3) SA 337 (A) at 341A S v Chabalala (Chabalala) 2003 (1) SACR 134 (SCA) para 15 at 139I-140B.  
[20] The post-mortem report shows that the deceased 1 shows that she suffered serious injuries on the face and head, and the doctor opined that the cause of death was subdural hematoma and head trauma.  In respect of deceased 2, she also suffered serious facial and head injuries, and the doctor opined that the cause of death was subarachnoid haemorrhage. The injuries on both deceased were inflicted by the accused. Therefore, the totality of the facts and the evidence adduced in this trial shows that the injuries on the two deceased persons were caused by the accused. The post-mortem report shows that the injuries inflicted by the accused caused the death of the two deceased. 
[21] We now turn to the accused’s defence. A closer look at the accused’s defence outline shows that he is raising the defences of intoxication and provocation. This is so because he says in his defence outline that he, because of “emotional distress, anger and intoxication,” he confronted the two deceased.  
[22] The defence of intoxication is codified in our law. Section 219 of the Criminal Law (Codification and Reform) Act defines intoxication as intoxication resulting from the ingestion of any form of alcohol or drug.  It defines voluntary intoxication as any intoxication that is voluntarily induced.  It has not been suggested that, in this case, the intoxication was involuntarily induced. In fact, the evidence suggests he was voluntarily intoxicated caused by alcohol consumption.  It follows, therefore, that whatever intoxication he endured was voluntary. 
[23] As a defence to a specific intent crime, intoxication is very elusive.  This is so because once it is established that an accused person formulated an intention to commit an offence, intoxication cannot possibly assist such an accused person.  In terms of s 220 of the Criminal Law Code, intoxication is only a complete defence where the person charged was involuntarily intoxicated when he or she committed the offence.  In addition, the defence of intoxication can only be a full defence where the person was so intoxicated to such an extent that he or she lacked the requisite intention, knowledge, or realization. 
[24] Even in cases in which intoxication was a complete defence, that would be cold comfort for a voluntarily intoxicated accused person because s 222 requires that a person charged with a crime requiring proof of intention, knowledge or the realization of a real risk or possibility as is the case with murder as defined in section 47 (1) of the Criminal Law Code, who is proved to have been voluntarily intoxicated and the effect was such that the person lacked the requisite intention, knowledge or realization, be found guilty of voluntary intoxication leading to unlawful conduct instead of the crime originally charged.  However, when it comes to punishment, it is the same as if he or she had been found guilty of the crime originally charged. 
[25] Now there is no doubt that the accused had been drinking alcohol prior to the assault on the two deceased persons. The witness Elizabeth Mavhu saw him sleeping on the road, and at that time he was removed and placed out of the road.  
[26] His drunkenness was caused by voluntary drinking. The question for us to decide is whether, under these circumstances, the accused was so deeply under the influence of alcohol as not to have known what he was doing when he violently caused the deaths of the two deceased. That he had been drinking is certain, but the evidence does not show that he was so drunk as not to have been conscious of his conduct. In fact, he had the presence of mind to realize that he was missing his Bluetooth speaker and phone; he had the presence of mind to enquire from the people around about what happened to his speaker and phone; he had the presence of mind to follow the people whom he heard took his Bluetooth speaker and phone; he walked about a kilometre following those he believed had taken his property; he had the power to assault them so vicious and brutal that they both lost conscious from the scene, and remained in that state until they died about a week later. The evidence shows that he was sitting on  deceased 1, while at the same time holding deceased 2 by the neck, making sure that none escaped. He had the presence of mind to try to flee from the witness, Disperse Makwama. He had so much power that it was not easy for  Disperse Makwama and Elizabeth Mavhu to subdue him. In addition, in his confirmed statement and evidence in court, he gave a detailed account of his activities during that day, before and after the event. He must have been in full control of his mental functions. Therefore, the defence of intoxication as codified in the Criminal Law Code is not available to the accused in whatever form as a defence. 
[27] In addition, the accused raises the defence of provocation. This common law defence has been codified in ss 238 and 239 of the Criminal Law Code. In considering this defence, 
the first stage is to apply the normal subjective test to decide whether there was an intention to kill or realising that the conduct may cause death and continued to engage in that conduct despite the risk or possibility. If the first part of the test is met, the court should proceed to the second stage, thus: whether the accused lost self-control, if so, whether the provocation would reasonably be regarded as sufficient ground for the loss of self-control that made the accused act against the deceased the way he did? See S v Ndlovu HB 293/17; S v Nangana 1982 (1) ZLR 150 (S).  
[28] As it would be apparent later in this judgment, the accused had an intention to kill or realised that his conduct may cause death and continued to engage in that conduct despite the risk or possibility. The evidence shows that he did not lose self-control. This is so because he made a conscious decision to follow the two deceased; he walked about a kilometre looking for them. In his confirmed statement, he said he questioned them about his mobile phone and Bluetooth speaker, and they denied any wrongdoing. He then hatched a plan to intimidate them by assaulting one of them. By any stretch of imagination, these are not actions of someone who had lost self-control. The sequence of events contradicts an impulsive reaction to provocation. Therefore, the defence of provocation as codified in s 239 of the Criminal Law Code is not available to the accused in whatever form as a defence. 
[29] The medical reports show that the assault on the two deceased was vicious. The first doctor who treated them at St. Peter's Hospital, in respect of deceased 1, observed the following: right skull hematoma with depressed skull fracture. She was vomiting and suffered two episodes of seizures. In respect of deceased 2, she had a depressed level of consciousness, a laceration on the left ear, and bruises on the scalp. The second doctor who treated them at Victoria Chitepo Hospital noted that, in addition to the injuries observed by the first doctor, both had a depressed level of consciousness and respiratory distress. The third doctor who treated them at Parirenyatwa Group of Hospitals observed that both had skull defects. As stated above, the post-mortem report shows that deceased 1 suffered serious injuries on the face and head, and the doctor opined that the cause of death was subdural hematoma and head trauma.  In respect of deceased 2, she also suffered serious facial and head injuries, and the doctor opined that the cause of death was subarachnoid haemorrhage. The medical evidence shows that both deceased suffered serious injuries. They became unconscious at the scene and remained in that state until they died about a week later. The totality of the evidence shows that the assault was vicious, prolonged, sustained, and brutal.  
[30] This is not a case of culpable homicide. Culpable homicide has no place in such a case. This is a case of murder. The accused intended to kill his victims or realised that his conduct may cause death and continued to engage in that conduct despite the risk or possibility. See S v Mugwanda 2002 (1) ZLR 547 (S); S v Tailo & Anor HB 126/22). Having carefully weighed the evidence adduced in this trial, the State has proved its case beyond a reasonable doubt against the accused person. The accused person is charged with murder as defined in s 47(1) of the Criminal Law (Codification and Reform) Act, [Chapter 9:23]. It is no longer necessary in our law to specify whether the accused is guilty of murder in terms of s 47(1) (a) or (b). See Mapfoche & Another v The State SC 84/21.  
[31] In the circumstances, it is ordered as follows: 
In respect of count 1: the accused is found guilty of murder with actual intent as defined in terms of section 47 (1) of the Criminal Law (Codification & Reform Act) [Chapter 9:23]. 
In respect of count 2: the accused is found guilty of murder with actual intent as defined in terms of section 47 (1) of the Criminal Law (Codification & Reform Act) [Chapter 9:23]. 
Sentence  
[32] Immediately after the above verdict of guilty, the court invited the counsel for the State, Mr Mathose, to address the issue of whether or not the murders were committed in aggravating circumstances in the reading of s 47(2) or (3) of the Criminal Law Code. This is so because the issue of whether the crime of murder was committed in aggravating circumstances or not is a question of law, which is answered by reference to the provisions of s 47(2) or (3) of the Criminal Law Code. It is an issue separate from general mitigation. A finding on aggravating circumstances must be made before an offender makes his submissions in mitigation, so that when he or she submits in mitigation, he or she is alive to the sentencing option available to the court. This is so because, once a court finds that the murder was committed in aggravating circumstances, its sentencing option is restricted by s 47(4) of the Criminal Law Code, which says:  
“A person convicted of murder shall be liable—  
(a) subject to sections 337 and 338 of the Criminal Procedure and Evidence Act [Chapter 9:07], to death, imprisonment for life or imprisonment for any definite period of not less than twenty years, if the crime was committed in aggravating circumstances as provided in subsection (2) or (3); or  
(b) in any other case to imprisonment for any definite period.” 
 
[33] Therefore, by operation of s 47(4) of the Criminal Law Code, an offender convicted of murder committed in aggravating circumstances can only be sentenced to imprisonment for life or imprisonment for any definite period of not less than twenty years (the death penalty is no longer available as a sentence in Zimbabwe).    
[34] In the present case, the offender has been found guilty of two counts of murder. In this regard, s 47(2)(b) provides that:  
“In determining an appropriate sentence to be imposed upon a person convicted of murder, and without limitation on any other factors or circumstances which a court may take into account, a court shall regard it as an aggravating circumstance if— 
(b) the murder was one of two or more murders committed by the accused during the same episode, or was one of a series of two or more murders committed by the accused over any period of time.” 
 
[35] The offender committed two murders in the same episode. It is for these reasons that the court ruled that the murders the offender was convicted of were committed in aggravating circumstances. At the risk of repetition, it is no longer business as usual for those who commit murder in aggravating circumstances; the legislature has decreed, in the reading of s 47(4), that such offenders can only be sentenced to imprisonment for life or imprisonment for any definite period of not less than twenty years. In the present case, the offender can only be sentenced to imprisonment for life or imprisonment for any definite period of not less than twenty years. Therefore, whatever mitigation there is must be understood in this context.  
[36] In passing sentence, it is important that punishment must fit the offender as well as the crime, be fair to society, and be blended with a measure of mercy according to the circumstances. See S v Kumalo 1973 (3) SA 697 (A) at 698. This court has a duty to impose an appropriate sentence. It is trite that in passing sentence the personal circumstances of the offender must be considered carefully, not only insofar as they led to the act but also to the extent that the intended punishment will affect the offender personally. The personal circumstances of the offender are as follows: he is 46 years old and has no previous convictions. He is married with two minor children. His family was financially dependent on him. He was employed as a gardener. He has been in pre-trial incarceration for 1 year and 5 months. He is a person of no means. His extended family abandoned him after the commission of these crimes.  
[37] When determining an appropriate sentence, there is a duty on the presiding judicial officer to approach the determination with a mindset of mercy, compassion, or plain humanity. This has nothing in common with sympathy for the offender. Fair punishment may sometimes have to be robust. See S v Rabie 1975 (4) SA 855 (A) at 861B. In this case, the sentence has to be robust. The facts of this case disclose extremely brutal and callous murders. The evidence shows that the deceased had not stolen the offender’s phone and Bluetooth speaker. Even if they had, he had no right to take the law into his own hands. He had a right, like anybody else, to make a police report. Not to resort to the use of violence. The offender reacted violently in circumstances where such violence cannot be justified. The evidence and the medical report show that the assault was prolonged, sustained, and brutal. The deceased persons suffered serious head and facial injuries. The deceased persons became unconscious and unresponsive right from the scene of the crime until each died about a week later. This shows the savageness of the assaults. No human being should cause the death of another human in such a violent and brutal manner. No human being should have their life ended in such a cruel and brutal manner.  
[38] Although it was submitted that he was under the influence of liquor, there is evidence that shows that his mental state was not diminished as a result of alcohol consumption. He remained in full control of his mental faculties. Therefore, the intoxication as a mitigatory fact plays a very limited role in this matter.  
[39] The victim impact reports show that the death of the deceased persons has left deep emotional scars on the victims, which only the passage of time may heal.   
[40] At the risk of repetition, it must be emphasised that the deceased persons died a painful death. The degree of violence exerted upon them during their killing is deplorable. The killing of women remains a scourge that must be fought hard. Therefore, a sentence that reflects the gravity of the crimes is called for in this case. Society is looking at the courts for their protection against people who commit crimes like these. If the courts fail to deal appropriately with such offenders, society will lose confidence in the courts.  
[41] Two lives were needlessly lost, and the offender must be made to account for each life in full measure. See Jindu v The State SC 114/21. The only measure of humanity we can show to the offender is to order that the sentences for the two counts of murder run concurrently. This is so because these crimes are inextricably linked in terms of locality, time, and they were committed with one common intent.  
[42] In such a case, the sentence of twenty years is the minimum. A court, on good cause, may impose a sentence exceeding twenty years. In this case, there is good cause to pass a sentence exceeding the minimum, otherwise the seriousness, gravity, cruelty, callousness, and brutality with which these murders of two sisters were executed may not be appreciated.  
 
In the result, the offender is sentenced as follows:  
Count 1: 30 years imprisonment. 
Count 2: 30 years imprisonment  
The sentence in count 2 shall run concurrently with the sentence in count 1.  
 
 
 
National Prosecuting Authority, state’s legal practitioners  
Mugiya Law Chambers, accused’s legal practitioners 
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