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{ORAL) JUDGMI::NT QI:' BARKER J. 

The appellant was sente.nced on 5th Ju.p.e 1184 in the 
District Cou.:i=t at Te Awamut.u to a total of 12 .mon.ths 1 

impr isorµnent. He faced cha.rges of b.µ:-glary I c~:i: convet"sion 

4nd drivin~ whilst disqualified. 

'l'he qppellant has a bq.d list of previous convictions 
including t;.wo previous convictions fo:i: driving whilst 
disqualified. The District Court Judge chose t;.o impose q. 

te:i::m of 12 months' imprisonment in respect of the burglary 
charge and 6 months' imprisorµnent on the othe:i:: two offences, 
to be served concurrently. 

M:i:: Boast, as assigned counsel for the appellapt, sought 

to submit that the 12 months' imprisonment for the burglary 

cparge was excessive. I invited counsel to look ~t the total 
,crim~nality principle which requir~s one to ~sk wheiher the 

total sentence of 12 months' imprisonment was excessive. 

On the facts of this case, given the record of the appellq.nt, 

i 



\ 

' '\ 
t 

2. 

one cannot say that the sentence was manifestiy excessive. 
Inde~d, · I think that, .for a third offence c;>f· ~

1
riving wh.j.lst 

disqualified, 6 months' iml?r.i,.sonment can be regarded as 
somewhat lenient for a blatant disregard of. tl1e Court's ordc:rs. 
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In my view, there is absolutely no justification for this 
al?peal which is dismissed. 

SOLICI'l'ORS: 

Stace, l.tammond, Grace & Partners, Hamilton, for Al?pella.nt. 
Crown S9licitor, Hamilton., for Resf:)onqent. · 




