-

k Judgment s Sth September 1984 P

ERRO

IN THE HIGH COURT OF NEW ZEALAND re/
HAMILTON REGISTRY ‘ 't@' M,.260/84

. BETWEENL‘EARL RANGI MATHLWS«

T T T ‘W“W*iy‘

Appellant'ﬂ

i POLICB

P 5‘; .f >A2~‘f Resgondent

liearing : 5th September 1984

Counsgel k;‘R P. Boast for Appellant L
LU g P.J, Morgan for Respondent Cn

~ (ORAL) JUDGMENT OF BARKER g0

Y K Tt
1 : fry i

il The appellant was sentenced on 5th June 1984 in the

| DlStrlCt Court at Te Awamutu to a total of 12 months'
1mpr;sonment. He faced charges of burglary, car conversxon:
qnd drxvxng whllst dlsquallfled. : ié; i

;;The appellant has a bagd list of previous convictions
‘ineluding two previous convictions for driving whilst i
disqﬁalified. The District Court Judge chaose to ﬁmpose a
term of 12 months' imprisonment in respect of the burglary

charge and 6 months' lmprlsonment on the! other two offences,
to be served concurrently.

. Mr Boast, as assigned counsel for the appellant, sought
‘to submit that the 12 months' imprisonment for the burglary
charge was excessive. - I invited counsel to look at the total
,eriminality principle which requires one to ask whether the
~ total sentence of 12 months' imprisonment was excessive.
Onkthe facts of this case, given the record of the appellant,
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,appeal whlch is dlsmlssed.‘

;{\SOLILITORS-

'lﬁf Crown Sol;c;tor, uamlltun, for Respondent

2.

one capnot say that the sentence was manifestly excessive.
Indeed, I think that, for a third offence of driving whilst
disqualified, 6 months' imprisonment can be regarded as

- somewhat lenient for a blatant disrega;d oﬁzthe Court‘s orders.

In my view, there is absolutely no Justxflcatlon for thls .
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Stace, Hammond, Grace & Partners, Hamllton, for Appellant.

;
<y
i K
il
!
e
it
i
.
»
i 5SS I
: T
] 5 1






