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     ANSWER
         The legal issue for consideration in this hypothetical scenario is the laws governing sentencing practices in Nigeria.
The rule contains guidelines useful in aiding the court for a just and fair sentencing.
       In most societies today, there are rules that have been modified and set as laws whose main purpose is the maintenance of order among humans. Consequently, the violation of these laws call for societal reactions. Societal reactions in most cases takes the form of punishment. Punishment is therefore one of the devices for treating others in the society and restore harmony or repair the damage done by the violation of the law. Punishment can be defined as the affliction of pain by the state to someone convicted of an offence. Sentencing is therefore a form of punishment.
        Sentencing means the prescription of punishment by a court to someone convicted of a crime. Hence after a defendant or a person has plead guilty or has been found guilty during the trial or prosecution process, the presiding judge or magistrate then enters judgement for conviction and sets the day aside for sentencing.
The Canadian Sentencing Commission in 1987 defined sentencing as the judicial determination of legal sanctions to be imposed on the person found guilty of an offence.
It is simply the act of pronouncing a judicial sentence on someone convicted of a crime.
Another definition of sentencing can be found in the case of Ichi v State (1996), where it was held that a sentence is the judgement formally pronounced by the court or judge upon an accused person after his conviction in a criminal prosecution imposing the punishment to be inflicted.
The fundamental purpose of sentencing is to contribute along with the crime prevention initiatives the respect of the rule of law and the maintenance of a just, peaceful and safe society. A few of its objectives include:
· to denounce unlawful conduct
· to deter the offender or other persons from committing the offences
· to separate offenders from the society 
· to assist in rehabilitating offenders
· to promote the sense of responsibilities in offenders and acknowledgement of the harm done to the community and victims.
                  The Supreme Court has laid down six basic principles or guidelines or guidelines to aid courts in reaching reasonable, just and fair sentence:
1. The nature of the offence
2. Character/ nature of the offender
3. The position of the offender among his confederates
4. The rampancy of the offence
5. Statutory limitation 
6. Concurrency of the sentence
I will hereby explain these principles seriatim
              Nature of the offence
The nature of the offence omitted by an accused person of which he has been found guilty, goes a long way in dictating/ determining the extent of his punishment. The law is clear that a person cannot be found guilty of an offence which as at the time being committed does not constitute a crime in any written law and its punishment clearly stated.
As stated in Adeyeye & others v State, a case of robbery by violence tried by the High Court of Western States. The Court imposed a sentence of eighteen years imprisonment on the accused person. On appeal, the Western State Appeal Court reduced the sentence to 10 years. The accused person unsatisfied with the decision of the Appeal Court yet  appealed to the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court reinstated the 18 years with three strokes of cane. The Supreme court stated that the sentence of the Appeal ourt was too lenient because of the seriousness of the offence.
Also, in Adesanya v The Queen, the case of forgery and the principle was established that only in exceptional cases can a fine be sufficient or appropriate punishment for forgery of court proesses. The seriousness of the offence, its nature, the gravity, makes forgery of court processes grievous.
     In the aforementioned case, the accused person having committed the offence of forgery was sentenced to pay fine on appeal at the instance of the accused person. The Court held that the payment of fine was too small a punishment for the grievous offene of forgery hence imprisonment.
In Mohammed v COP, the accused person who had never driven in his life jumped into a car and killed some pedestrians was sentenced to three years imprisonment and ten years disqualification from driving. In contrast, in provocation manslaughter there is a tendency to impose an average term of ten years.
In Adekanmi v The State, the accused person killed his wife in a sudden overflow of emotions when she told him that their children belonged to her lover and that he is impotent. The Supreme Court upheld the defence of provocation and imposed the term of fifteen years imprisonment.
        Character/Nature of record of the offender
As a principle of law and as a rule of evidence, character evidence or evidence of character is inadmissible in law, however when the character of the accused person is in question, the evidence of his character becomes admissible in law. 
In Adeleye v. The State Supra, part of the reasons advanced for the reinstatement of 18 yrs was that the accused person has been convicted earlier of an offence. It would appear that the court works on the assumption that anyone with a previous conviction has lost out with terms of mitigating his sentence.
In Adeleye v. Ajibade, the appellant's bad character was significant in the restoration of an heavier punishment on them.
In R v State, the fat tha the appellant had been previously convicted for defilement. This led the court,to increase the sentence from eighteen months to five years imprisonment with hard labor.
in R v Bangaza, where two accused persons committed a deliberate assault on the deeased with the intention to do him grievoud harm by way of retaliaton for an assault committed by the deceased children on the appellants younger brother. Death resulted and the appellants were charged thereafter, convicted and they appealed. After the murder, the appellants ran away. They surrendered themselves years later and were tried. At the time of their offence, the appellants were under 17 years of age but old enough to be criminally responsible . By the time they were convicted, they were seventeen and more. Dismissing the appeal and holding that they were rightly sentenced to death.
Adenoma CJN as he then was, said under Section 368 (3) of the CPA, it is the age of the offender at the time of the conviction that is material and it seems clear that the appelant cannot invoice the provision of the section but the responsible authorities will no doubt give such weight as it's fit the possibility that if the appelants had not run away and had been brought to trial at one section would have been applied thus appellants appeal was dismissed.
Position of the Offender
    This entails that more than one person committed the offence. It is required know who played the major and minor role.
        PLAYING A MINOR ROLE
In the case of Enahoro v The Queen, a case of treasonable felony, Enahoro was sentenced to fifteen years imprisonment by the High Court. The Supreme Court reduced the sentence to five years and said "the sentence imposed on a lieutenant should never be more than that of the leader. The leader of a gang should be punished more severely than the lieutenant. This is to affirm that those who instigate should get a higher punishment that those instigated. In that case, the late Awolowo, the leader got ten years sentene, so the lieutenant should not get a sentence more than 10 years.
The leader is usually the center of the activities , the moving force and the progenitor of the crime.
PLAYING A MAJOR ROLE
The offender who has played a major role in the omission of the crime is usually visited with more severe punishment than those inflicted in a minor role.
The above idea was given judicial recognition in Queen v Mohammed & Ors, while the first appellant who was the leader was given a maximum sentence of eight years imprisonment, the other parties were given a maximum of five years imprisonment.
 In State v Kerenku,although the appellant was found not to be the leader, the Court was however of the view that she played a leading part in the incidence and must take that into consideration.
Also, in Ihom & Ors v Tiv Native Authority, were the appellants were the appellants were the appellants were all involved in a riot in which many animals were maimed and destroyed, they all got sentences totally six years imprisonment except the sixth appellant who got eight years imprisonment for being the moving force of the riot.
Rampancy of the offence
Where an offense is rampant or prevalent, courts have always thought that severity of sentences imposed will aid in stamping out the crime. In R v Hassan & Owolabi, the accused person was sentenced to five years imprisonment by the High Court for forgery and another five years for stealing. He appealed and the Supreme Court expressed its view this: "Fraud on the customs are shockingly prevalent and the forgery of the commercial document strikes at the root of all credit, we are not disposed to reduce the sentence by the one day"
    In Onyilokwu v COP, the offense was originally detained of causing harm and later he unsuccessfully tried to escape and was additionally charged for escaping from lawful custody although he was later discharged and acquitted. The court expressed the view that three years imprisonment earlier imposed on him did not show adequate consideration not only for his 'first offender' status but also for an offense which was not prominent in the community.
Rampanccy of the offense is one of the most necessary consideration as it can be a mitigating factor or an aggravating one depending on the offence.
Certain offences have been considered as serious in nature. For example; sexual offences especially when it involves children as victims. In State v Adeboye, a three years imprisonment sentence was imposed on an offender for inserting his finger into the vagina of a little girl, age nine, who was hawking groundnut.
Also, in Iko v State, a taxi driver was sentenced to five years imprisonment with hard labor for raping a passenger so violently.
Robbery with violence is also considered serious in nature. In Olanipokun v The State, during a robbery, D, the leader ordered one of his followers to shoot a victim, he complied but his gun did not go off. In sentencing him for five years imprisonment with hard labor, the Court said inter alia that the society demands that such a man as D should be kept out of circulation from time to time.
Similarly, in R v Ozufoke, where the appellant met a little girl, aged about eight years on the road, he covered her eyes with his hand and stuffed bread into her mouth and took her into a bush, he laid her on the ground and stood on her hand and poured acid on her body and cut off her left ear, forced her to open her eyes and poured acid into it, he later ran away living the girl unconscious. The twenty years prison sentence was considered adequate. The offence was considered as being most revolting.
       Thus, the gravity of an offence can also be likened to the rampancy of an offence. If considered rampant and grievous, the court will most likely impose a higher punishment in the view to stamp out these type of crimes in the society.
       Statute of limitations 
Statute of limitation is a law that forbids prosecution from charging someone with a time that was committed for more than a specified number of years. The general purpose of statute of limitation, is to make sure the convictions only occur upon evidence that has been deteriorated with time. After the period of statute has run the criminal is essentially free. Also, where the state itself has stipulated terms of imprisonment, the court shall not exceed its statutory limit.
     However, not all crimes are governed by the statute of limitation. Murder, for example, in some states; sexual offences for minors, crimes of violence, kidnapping, assault, forgery, have no statutory limitation. Many states have adopted systems that classify felonies by categories. These are:
I. Simple offences
ii. Misdemeanor
iii. Felonies
       Furthermore, in Nigeria, there are two types of statutory limitations:
i. Statutory maximum
ii. Magisterial jurisdiction
         In essence, whenever a statute itself stipulates a time of imprisonment, no court should exceed the statutory limit.
         In Queen v Eyo & Others, the case of unlawful assembly, the High Court sentenced them to five years imprisonment, on appeal to the Supreme Court, the Supreme court reduced the sentence to three years cause that was the maximum sentence stipulated by law.
  In Aremu v IGP, the Magistrate ourt sentenced the caused person to two years imprisonment, dissatisfied, the state appealed to the Supreme Court. The Supreme court stated that it cannot impose punishment more than the Magistrate court imposed.
Also, in Mordi v COP, the Magistrate court sentenced the accused person to two years, the High Court later increased it to ten years. On appeal, the Supreme Court reinstated the earlier imposition of two years because that was the limitation of the Magistrate Court.
Concurrent and consecutive sentences
There are laws governing concurrent and consecutive sentences. When a person is charged and found guilty of more than two offences in Nigeria. The general rule is that whenever a court finds an accused person guilty of more than one offence, the sentences should run concurrently. The Supreme Court held this position by saying ''whenever the offences are similar or of similar nature/ disposition, they should run concurrently.
In Nwankwo v The State, here the accused person was found guilty and sentenced for store breaking and possession of breaking instruments of the same transaction. The Supre Court held that the sentence should run concurrently because they were crimes that emanated from the same transaction.
       In the application of these principles  of law as the presiding judge of the High Court, I will hereby follow the guidelines accordingly by examining the nature of Evans' offences which include kidnapping, armed robbery, rape, defilement, ritual killing, extortion and obtaining property by false pretence, which goes a long way in determining the extent of his punishment. All these are serious offences so the judgement will therefore not be lenient.
Secondly, Evans' character and nature of record is not pleasing with evidence of the charges against him and also considering the fact that he disguised himself as a woman to leave the country illegally to escape punishment 
Thirdly, I will consider Evans' position in his group and if he played a major role in the execution of the crime, his punishment will be severe than the minor role players. It is already stated that he is a kidnap kingpin so that will be noted.
Fourthly, it is obvious that these offences are rampant in the Nigerian society so therefore I will impose a higher punishment to stamp out these type of crimes in the society to ensure punishment is deterrent.
Fifthly, I will consider if there are statutes of limitation regarding these offences.
Lastly, since he has been found guilty of the case, after his sentences have been decided, I will ensure that he serves a concurrent sentence since the general rule is that whenever a court finds an accused person guilty of more than one offence, the sentences should run concurrently.
     In conclusion, I will ensure the rule of law is observed and the accused receives the punishment he deserves so that the objectives of sentencing will be met.
