THE RFPUBLIC OF GGANDA

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF UGANDA

’
.

AT KAMPAL A
(CORAM: MANYINDO D.C.J., KATO, J. & BERKO,

CIVIL APPEAT NO.27 OF 1996

SETWEREEN

BAKUNDA DARLINGTON

J.)

APPELLANT

A=SPONDIEN |

2

ND ReSPONDENT

(Arising from Election Petition No.13
of 1996, ez-lier filed as No.1 of 1995
at Kabale High Court)
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20y person whg administers an an oath when he f3s o

autho-uy to do so commits an off=nce under section 85 of the Penal Code Act.

In these circumstances, the appeal fails and it is accordmgly dismissed with coss and

the costs of the application in the High Court-
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