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CA No. 217/2017 H.C.AvissawellaNo. 09/2014
R. Gurusinghe, J.

The accused-appellant (Appellant) in this appeal was convicted by the
learned High Court Judge of Avissawella on 12.09.2017 for being in
possession of and trafficking 132.06 grams of heroin and was sentenced

to life imprisonment.

Being aggrieved by the said conviction and sentence, the appellant

preferred this appeal.

The grounds of appeal are as follows:

| The learned High Court Judge has failed to analyse the
improbabilities of the prosecution version of the case and thereby
the conviction is unsafe.

Z, The learned High Court Judge has failed to analyse per se and
inter se contradictions in the evidence of the prosecution, which
creates a reasonable doubt and thereby the conviction is unsafe.

3. The Trial Judge has misdirected himself expecting an exculpatory
explanation in addition to the fairly long dock statement and
applying irrelevant legal principles to discredit the version of the

defence and thereby the conviction is unsafe.

According to the prosecution version, PW2 PC. Mahinda who was
attached to Police Narcotic Bureau (PNB) had received on 17.02.2012 at
about 16.50 an information that a woman, a mistress of Loku who was
imprisoned, living at Dikhethepma area dealing heroin and the informant
was willing to show the house of that woman. This information was
passed to PW1 by PW2.

Accordingly, PW1 Rangajeewa Inspector of Police had arranged a raid

immediately. PW1 was accompanied by PW2 PC Mahinda, PC Asela, PC
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Vakista, PC. Susantha and PW5 WPS Samanlatha. They left the PNB at
about 17.25 and reached Dikhethepma junction at about 7.30 p.m. The
vehicle was parked near the Dikhethepma junction. They have waited for
the informant to come. At about 8.00 p.m. when the informant had
come, PC. Mahinda left with the informant at 20.10. PC Mahinda
returned alone at 21.00. When PC Mahinda and the informant went to

the accused’s house, it seemed to them that there was no one there.

Mahinda left the informant there and returned to the police vehicle and
waited for a telephone call from the informant. Mahinda received a
telephone call from the informant at 23.45. Then the police team left
Dikhethepma junction towards the house of the appellant by their
vehicle. After about 15 minutes, the vehicle was parked at a certain
place and Rangajeewa PW1, Mahinda PW2 and Samanlatha PWS5 reached
the Appellant’s house on foot. Rangajeewa and Samanlatha were waiting
at the rear door of the house of the appellant and PC Mahinda at the
front door. On the instruction of Rangajeewa, Mahinda identifying
himself as the police called out the inmates asking them to open the
door. Then the appellant had come out from the rear door of the house
with a bag. She was stopped by PW1 and taken inside her house. PW 1
Rangajeewa had switched on the lights and opened the front door for
Mahinda to enter the house. The bag which was carried by the appellant
had six bags containing heroin. The appellant was arrested and taken

to the PNB where the substance was sealed.

The version of the accused is that the Police came to her house in the
night. She was sleeping with her children when the police had come.
They asked her to open the door and she had opened the front door.
There was no any female officer. One of the persons who entered the
house pushed the appellant and made her to sit on a chair. Thereafter
more persons entered the house from the front door and closed the door.
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The person who pushed the appellant had shown his PNB identity card
and asked her for drugs. The appellant had then said that she had no
drugs. Then they assaulted her and searched the house and found no
illegal substance. They dragged her to the jeep and took her to the PNB.
At the PNB they had her handed over to PWS P.S. Samanlatha.
Rangajeewa and another person had brought a parcel. There was a
substance which they had filled in bags and they had taken the thumb

impression of the appellant to that bags.

According to the appellant, there was no way to escape from her back
door as one side had a parapet wall. Other side had a barbed wire fence

and the remaining side was the house itself.

Counsel for the Appellant argues that the Trial Judge had failed to take

into account the visible improbabilities in the prosecution version.

The alleged information received by PC. Mahinda only says that the
accused is dealing with heroin, living at Dikhethepma, and the informant
could show the house she lives. There was no specific time or place as to

how the police could detect her with heroin.

According to PW1, he had received the information at 17.00 and they left
the PNB at 7.25 p.m. They have acted as soon as possible. They reached
the Dikhethepma junction at 7.30 p.m. They had been waiting at
Dikhethepma junction until 23.45 for 4.15 hours. At about midnight
only they reached the accused’s house. The officers left in such haste.
However, they spent four and quarter hours at Dikhethepma junction.
The Trial Judge has not considered the improbability that a police team
waiting for more than four hours at a junction in a vehicle. There was no
reason for them to leave the PND in such haste when considering the

alleged information.



It is the position of the defence that from the beginning that PWS
Samanlatha had not been a member of the police team that came to her

house.

Initial outward entry of PW1 does not contain the PW5 Samanlatha’s
name. After making the entry, PW1 has signed the entry. In that entry,
even the reading of the odometer was recorded. To read the odometer,
one should come to the vehicle. It is the position of the prosecution that
the PNB is at 3 floor of that building. Once they come to the garage,
they do not go back to the PNB to make any entry regarding the vehicle.

They would include such information only after coming back to the PNB.

What was the necessity for PW1 to make another entry after signing the
earlier out entry? When this entry is confronted, answer of PW1 was, “if
there was any mistake or deficiency, he would correct it and sign it
again”. The position of the defence was that PW5 never came to the
accused’s house. The Trial Judge had not allowed the defence to cross-
examine on this point further stating that the Defence Counsel was
repeating the same question. Generally, the same question is not allowed
to repeat. However, this was a very important point for the defence.
There was a good reason for the defence to question on this point. The
answers given by PW1 on this point were somewhat evasive. Therefore,
the questions with regard to this point should have been allowed. The
defence was denied a fair trial by disallowing certain questions of the

defence which were very relevant to the defence’s case.

PW1 says Mahinda went to see the accused’s house with the informant
at 8.10 p.m. and returned to the vehicle at 9.00 p.m. Since 9.00 p.m.
until 11.45 p.m., PW1 and PW2 were inside the vehicle. When PW1 was
cross examined on whether he had asked PW2 the distance from the

vehicle to the accused’s house. PW1 said that he didn’t.



When PW1 was cross examined on whether PC. Mahinda went with the

Informant by a vehicle or on foot, the answer of the PW1 is as follows:
At page 183 of the brief:

DTG e OBl BginBun Beod EBmbBued ADe BEIe eew
N ESO D OB eximbdo. By 59O» v 8 gy gdrn WO e OBess B3 wa.
@27 ©0 88s7¢ Bod eyl Bod Buec @® grned v

This is clearly an evasive answer. If the raid was conducted as unfolded
by the prosecution witnesses, there is no necessity for PW1 to evade any
answer. This answer is not only evasive; it lacks respect and courtesy to
the Court. The learned Trial Judge should have been mindful that
although the question was put by the Defence Counsel, all answers were
given to the Court, not to the Counsel. However, the Trial Judge in the
Judgment (page 573 of the brief) says that the prosecution witnesses
were very respectful and PW1 has given evidence in Court in a manner

which was very transparent and confident.
Judgment says thus:

‘@08 wElBmI; 2@x BRBe ecn ¥ edwmietme iled El8 e AOD
g3woenwd AlFHvmwde. Soud gdmdene emedd @men ewedbewsy
00 DdDisRBw ocH o008 wEBmc; ony ece B o G D
88®m0ennd By w8 ¢f SEvaw and ABFveans Bu”.

This observation is not sound or logical when considering the evidence of
PW 1 PW 2 or PW5.

The distance from Dikhethepma junction to the house of the accused is
not a material fact, according to PW1. His position is that he did not
inquire from PW 2 the distance from the vehicle to the Appellant’s place
during that 3 hours. He says once they received the telephone call from

the informant, he left the Dikhethepma junction by the vehicle. It took



about 15 minutes to go to the place where the vehicle was stopped.
According to PWS Samanlatha, after the vehicle was stopped at a certain

place, it had taken about 14 or 15 minutes to reach the accused’s house

by foot.

According to PW2, distance from Dikhethepma junction to the
accused’s house is about 400 or 500 meters. However, PW1 says
it took 15 minutes to go to that place by the vehicle. If it took 15
minutes as described by PW1, speed of the vehicle would be two
kilometers per an hour. The inconsistency and unacceptable
nature of this evidence was not considered by the learned Trial

Judge.

When the police called out the inmates of the house at midnight,
the accused woman was sleeping with her young children.
Immediately, she took a bag of heroin and went to the rear door
and opened it with a sound that could be heard by the police and
while she was opening the door, she was carrying the bag in her

right hand. This part of testimony is also highly improbable.

In Punkody vs AGCA 11/2005, the test of probability has been

discussed at length. Salam J considering a similar situation said,

“The manner in which the raid had taken place and under the
circumstances under which the accused has been arrested red-
handed as claimed by the prosecution, while the accused lady
walking into a trap knowing very well that she was to be trapped,
demonstrate the absence of prima-facie case for an offence
particularly under section 54(D) of the Poisons, Opium and
Dangerous Drugs Act. It is common knowledge person extensively
dealing with such prohibited items for financial gain knowing very
well the consequences would never have acted in the manner the

prosecution claimed that she did act.”



PW1 says that he had brought sealing equipment. When he was
confronted with his notes and asked that there was no such entry in this
regard, he said that it was a mistake. There were large number of
mistakes in the evidence according to the prosecution's witness. All these
mistakes were allowed in favour of the prosecution. They have not sealed
the substance at the accused’s place. PW 1,2 and 3 had given different
accounts for not sealing the substance at the Appellant’s house. This is
compatible with the position of the defence that the heroin was
introduced at the PNB.

Then PW1, PW2 and PWS went to the accused’s house on foot; they had
left three male officers with weapons in the vehicle. It is difficult to
believe PW1 and PW2 with the female officer going for another 15
minutes’ walk in the dead of night to an unknown place, leaving behind

three male officers with weapons in the vehicle.

Contradictory evidence:

Inward entry made by PW1 at 5.00 a.m. on 22.08.2012 states that he
had employed two officers at the front door of the accused’s house while
he and PW5 went to the rear door. When he was giving evidence, he said
that only PW 2 Mahinda was kept at the front door. When he was cross-
examined drawing attention to these notes that there were two officers at

the front door; he said it was a mistake.
At page 122 of the brief PW1 says as follows:

“@On, mn.em.emn. 8O Bue ©0md Cv. gQE medemm &8
S EED . J0vded e OB ©0d BDam Hzn. ©@¢d
BOamed WmEDHSB. i ¢8 ecxlon @dedBst 88w oxTm

Eiesnme” .



At page 193 and 194 on the same point, he says thus:

=} 22 §E® w8 c¢®sf BOD Omme, DA @60 GO ACICOHD PBTIHEO &QC

D OemeOmD i¥m Bec?

Pl BQC F1O0B BNW G5 BWC 38 iz,

<} 30 »Bx7 8» e 10D ¢Eim BOD »H® Jm ec1e?

o 9,00 ©dws o Bewrlerd gedm @dced Buec, gedsiest
OB EImOE,

=} DD L 2E00 §Em wrBed el 8z BADDesy Boue @¢dd Eewsy A

P¢2 0C D CeHEOHD i Bec?

o et Busin . mCem® @IEW® §1I5N §QC BSemm .

At this point, the Trial Judge had stopped further questioning on
the same point. Although this is not a significant contradiction, the
learned Trial Judge should have allowed the defence to ask why he

had said so in examination in chief.

When PW2 and the Informant went to the accused’s house, there
were no lights on and there was no sign that anyone was inside the
house. When the police team went there at midnight, position was
the same. According to PW2, the Informant had said that the doors
were closed and lights were off, and he believed that the relevant
woman may be sleeping inside the house. This cannot be treated
as “information”. The position of PW1 and PW2 was that the PW2
had left the Informant near the house of the accused to be vigilant
and inform the PW2 if she comes home; there was no such
“information”. It is very difficult to believe this story. The police
team had been waiting for more than four hours to receive the

above “information” from the ‘Informant’.




Unsatisfactory nature of the evidence of PW5:

“PWS says that when they have been waiting at Dikhethepma

junction; the Informant came to that place. When cross examined,

she says, she did not see the Informant’.

At page 299 of the brief PW1 says:

g

ot

s 19.30 © 8080 yednwd o 0O §0uyd e@imndg meg?

Cdw »HOm e HIwWr eI 818wz enl.

emCRHS BB wae?

@B,

Dy Bwde @ &Hod?

e 20.00 © »®em.

OGO 8186 gD eLimsle B orl?

@, @m0, 9036 ©8xsfc BgnBuwr 3®» B sBxfwr B0 8OO Buwn.
®e?

@DNORO 0.

»HG Yo Bed?

@, ez 9036 @85l v emcnd .

Having answered in the above manner in evidence in chief, when

cross examined the position was that she didn’t see the informant.

PWS was cross examined about the surroundings of the accused’s

house. All those questions were answered by the PWS either as ‘1

did not see’ or ‘I cannot recall’,
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A body search of the appellant was carried out only after she was
taken to the PNB. There was no reason to search her bodily at that
time when PW1 thought it fit not to search her bodily in her house,
when they arrested her. If PW5 Samanlatha was there at the
arrest, such a bodily search should have carried out at that time.
The evidence with regard to a body search is also contradictory.
The return note made at 5.00 a.m. on 22nd August 2012, doesn’t
say that the accused was bodily searched by Samanlatha. It says
that WPS 208 Galpotta had bodily searched the accused. This
evidence is compatible with the defence’s position that Samanlatha

was not a member of the Police team.

PW5 could not say whether the accused’s house had windows,
whether there was a fence or wall or even a line of trees around the
accused’s compound. PWS5 was not able to say how they entered
the compound of the accused. She was not able to say whether

there was a gate, whether there was a stile or anything like that.
Certain parts of her evidence are reproduced below:
At page 325 of the brief:

g: Do msimn BendsT 83w Buoc R0 Onm mw Bee BOD?

. 80 @nm Wi
At page 331 of the brief:

g o@mbit HIOEOH e eon W »HE WIED g HFed® cuBmia?

¢ Bag eod Onm oo Seim Onm8.

At page 336 of the brief.

<K 02382080 8dcded Bwr BDD gddhed oD b BOD dFWC g

12880 RDod Pamed o d¢ & moems?
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=H

S

R e@asidens) elnsedEr W eOwsl nd B0 Boezim

genei.

& g0eded TS D¢, e Bucyr Bwsls gumeie?

@0 Omm By 30®T BV W1

However, in the evidence in chief, she had given a detailed account
of PW2 and the Informant.

At page 337 of the brief:

=}

0382080 82 88 ced v mEr BOD ¢D1ed emnd tumede v®xsT
meE?

©Bw0® Buxim guwed. wdwst ewit o J8EACD.

DD TS @ Gdwd BOBVSTOE wewsy od ¥ edn BE ecw mm Byw;
BOeb ©wde?

08 edws! OEO ¢@ndD Onmed Aewnm odOE Onmi Awe) BOO.

She could not say at least whether the vehicle was a jeep or a van.

According to PW 1 they refueled the vehicle at Narahenpita. PW Shas no

recollection of this fact.

At page 340 of the brief

& gDedGied dVews? Bgndsy myc; w8 adwe?

9036 @8Bxfe BegBuwr nedesn. @SR mISws 18 gDdCIedE,

e0n BBO BegBows ddes mde?

B0 Omm BN,
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At page 341 of the brief:

Answering whether Mahinda went by vehicle or on foot. She
answered, “o8x7 Bwic DrwmneBsy Buwig Boc Buosis gungd”.

Then she was questioned about Mahinda’s return. She says:

3! D 1@ &Hed v8sie, Drvmw Brie?

ot 00w o0 D 1@ Hwr. DrmBsT §10¢, 88sT gb¢ ¢xfeny mywr.

At page 342 of the brief:

<% Drwmed 8T Adaw o mBd mEI BDD exI?

e B0 cod 88z 50 meE Y, @®mbn e®Bs mmimed.

=} @800 B0 B 5I¢?

Pt 40 3@ enw BOD OO grwed.

Next question regarding the house of the accused.

At page 344 of the brief:

& B e®i Dod gumdeBsy ¢ Ages?

ot B0 @@ gmndue Buc Busis euwyd. 68 mced g@moc®st

aDB 5 BDeszt.

y: 0RuEROente, nBARDeRe, o end8 mom ¢ Bdest ¢?

e dm Busis guwgd 00 Onm 5w emd vdeuscs Bae Dod Snmi.

3005 @D EI BN

At page 345 and 346 of the brief:

y: 0o OO BHd eodn gumnded 68wz & gDedd2 Aot onw?

ot Boed peocims A (& Aaedd. ¢d0 pecimowsy gud Bow ¢nlme Hon

g0as B®wwd. BOw ¢alnwd G eDHD trdA.
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= RO Omm s ©® B e@im gumnded HDwwle BwoE?

o ®0 BOO guwgl D88,

At page 348 of the brief:

=} Rw Booed dond By eme?

& 80 @mw 1.

& Bow BB Bedm 9h® Dedd e@imdi; Agees?

@t OO Omwm W B BYPewn. & pecimewsl 8 g8 O AHde

WEINO .
<} ©® gursies @3 c®® HORE0 Bw Ao, PO DedD e®imtie Bgeced?
& 80 @mm oy

At page 349 of the brief:

=3 modews Baene? 0dDEsT wey D10 Agwng, O DO Bageg?

ée ®0 Omm By,

= 20 9000 gnEHes’ emewI®e?

& 80 doy Burdm guwyld cn@ieowms.

< 5853 BOresT & gDedede A Bhudwd Guwr Buwca?

& Hen®E cn®rmem .

All the above answers do not support the prosecution version but

tallies with the position of the defence.

Next question is a very important question, and the answer given
to that question creates a serious doubt as to the participation of

PWS5 in the raid.

<K 22 Bws g150000 Bw HDed BYue @4d Cod® wuslim wiflwbs Bgeme?
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& 0 dm Busim gonpd. »8s ¢8e¢d 988ews! m@8 d& 83ed.
5 oo Bguweand 8BS Aga DO BDred e@imdic Bgesi?

&h 80 Omm sy

If she had gone to the back side of the Appellant’s house, there is

no reason for her to answer in the above manner.
At page 350 of the brief:

5 B0 008ed Bum Bbwxle?

o ®® exvosy .

=1 Ra Ao BHO 9O gnd Henesi?

o Hend8 ¢S,

=B HQREEO 05T WO eI, B PO O G WO B
@5im yedst gmded 800 Bewmde Bwea?

el Omm ] eDEIemA.

At page 351 of the brief:

5 & RO ewddsn Mmooy, 0® BBmBued B DedO® §wd BBed®
D BB N8 392990680 mBsDBsT D08 Bedrlesy BwuEs?

i e Bxene B 00 On mywr.
At page 353 of the brief:

& RO Oome e® Aded Bgue @4id BOBAsT wnd e ond eind odsm
uedsy ¢6 Bevrsicwm el pufBen B850 Bees ?

(e 80 O™ .
At page 358 last question of the brief:

=t @3 80w Bwm gDENHedE nHE Il B, & 91300 »Oysne BLD
®EIC?
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& & @D ed B¢ mEr 00 Onm sy

At this stage, the Defence suggested that she had not taken part in
this raid and that is why she cannot recall anything other than

what is there in the notes. Answering these questions, she says:

‘@@ duw wdymlowsi® yhreds mOxD. e®im¢ Peod B0 w.edE D

creaon. qued Di18RwdE ¢t Bod ¢GiPen euRRO wéim cuBReR gxim
Ben, ®od G005 oDerndn asn. & glEhed? DOERD wvmd Hovd

e Bum O 0@ gDded 98 yheds mcxD”

=% O® DO ewldrn mdrfensy, e ¢Sitred Dwes ®@ATLOS 2 el Beadsy

oWy B OWsT ACE e EBun eembiBeEa?
s 08 yhFeds moH»D .

The learned High Court Judge had highly commended this answer,
and he had decided that this witness was a very reliable and
truthful witness because without seeing the son of the Appellant
she could not be emotional. There is no evidence to show how any
of them looked like. The learned High Court Judge has failed to see
that this piece of evidence is only an attempt to harmonize her
unsatisfactory evidence. The learned High Court Judge has failed

to appreciate the unreliable nature of the evidence of PW 5.

The above evidence of the PW 5 creates a reasonable doubt as to
whether PW 5 has participated in the raid. The benefit of the doubt

should have been given to the appellant.

PW1 or any other officer had not asked a single question from the
appellant to ascertain the source of the heroin. The officers not
making any attempt to reveal the source of the narcotic is
unbelievable. In Chandima vs Attorney General CA 51/2009Her
Ladyship Justice Devika Tennakoon held thus;
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“This court agrees with the submission of the learned Counsel for
the accused-appellant that the evidence does not reveal any attempt
made by the officers to ascertain the source of the Narcotics, neither
does the evidence reveal whether the accused was even questioned

as to the origin of the narcotics in question.”

When considering the evidence of PW 1, PW2 and PWS as a whole,
my view is that the evidence is highly unsatisfactory and to convict

an accused to a life sentence relying on such evidence is unsafe.

The infirmities in the case for the prosecution considered together
with the dock statement made by the appellant creates a
reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the appellant for the charges
levelled against her as set out in the indictment for which she was

found guilty and sentenced to life.

For the reasons set out above, I am of the view that the conviction
of the accused-appellant is unsafe and cannot be allowed to stand.
Therefore, 1 set aside the conviction, and the sentence imposed on
the accused appellant and acquit her of the charges. Appeal is

allowed.

Judge of the Court of Appeal

N. Bandula Karunarathna, J.

[ agree.

Judge of the Court of Appeal
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