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The three appellants pleaded guilty before the 
Chief 1!8.gistrate, Suva, of jointly taking part in a 
robbery with violence in ,vhich they entered a house with 

two other men, terrorised wo!len and children with knives 

and broken bcttles, and took away a number of valuable 
goods to the total value of $2,706 • 
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In addition, 
(a) appellant Sepesa Paulo pleaded guilty 

to two other offences involving dishonesty; 
(b) appellant Semi Ravunaceva pleaded guilty 

to two other counts or house~breaking and 
larceny; 

( c) appellant Simeli Sokosaya pleaded guil t-3 

to twenty-rour other counts most or them 
involving house-breaking and larceny. 

Each appellant was dealt with separately and 
sent up to the Supreme Court for sentencing. 

The Learned Chier Justice dealt with Sepesa 
Paulo and Simeli Sokosaya on 26th April, 1984, but the 
case of Semi Ravunaceva did not come up before him until 
1st June, 1984. 

He treated the count on robbery with violence 
jointly committed by them as the most serious of the 
offences in each case and, for it sentenced -

Sepesa Paulo to 7 years' imprisonment, _ 

Simeli Sokosaya to 8 years' imprisonment, 
Semi Ravunaceva to 6½ years' imprisonment. 

On each of the other counts he sentenced each 
of them to 3 years• imprisonment to be served concurrently 
vdth the sentence on the robbery ,,-dth violence count. 

T,he appellants appeal against their sentences. 

As the appeal, in each case, is, in effect, 
against the sentence in re.lation to the sru:i.e offence 
joiatly committed by them, the three appeals were dealt 

Yd th toge-cher. 



3. 

Sepesa Paulo, was at the time of the colDIIlission 
of the offence, 18 years of age without any previous 
record. Semi Ravunaceva vras 23 ye.ire of age and had a 

previous conviction for causing damage to property. 
Learned Counsel forihe respondent concedes that nothing 
in the record justi£ies the imposition of a hicher sent0nce 
on the farmer. 

There is, however, another matter -ahich has 

caused us some concern. 

Sepesa Paulo and Simeli Sokosaya appeared 

together before the Learned Chief Justice to receive their 
sentences. Simeli Sokosaya had a cri~inal record but 
was only 17 years of age. As we have already noted 

Sepesa Pali.lo ·,,as 18 years of age v:ith no record. At the 

hearing of these appeals they both submitted. that their 
involvenent in this_offence, and indeed in other of.:'ences, 
was caused by circumstances which compelled them to drift 
·rli thout any £'amily supervision into the bad corapany of 

more mature I:J.en. Simeli Sol:osa~ra, in addi"tion, mentioned 
-

a broken hone at a very· early age. 

T;;e are of th.e vie,;: that in such a case reports 

fro11 ....-velfare officer.£; would Lave been of considerable 

assistd.ace in detcrmning whether these vcr-J young xr..en 

were mere :follov1ers or equal partners in tt.e · :9la.."'111ing 

and execution of these o~fences. It would be particularly 

so where, according to Learned Crovm Counsel, two of the 

five !'.!en involved ir.. the robl;ery· with violence cl"::.arge 

have never been apprehended. 

Unfortunately no assists.nee from r:elfare re:.?orts 

v1as available to tl:e Supreme Court at th.e time of sentencing. 

1r·1e entirely aeree 1-..i th the Learned Chief Justice 

tl..at tr_e circU1:1St2.ncee: attending tlrn robbery in question 

,·,ere extrenely crave and that sentences should rei'lect th.e 
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horror and outrage felt by the com:rmmity. It is, however, 

in ·our view also important that where several accused are 
jointly involved in the commission of an offence sentences 
should,wherever possible, take into account the role played 
by each. 

The sentence of eight years' imprisonment imposed 
on Simeli Sokosaya and that of 7 years' imprisonment on 
Sepesa Paulo are set aside. In their places are substituted 
a sentence of 6 years' imprisonment in case of Sim.eli 
Sokosaya and one of 5½ years' imprisonment in case of 
Sepesa Paulo. 

As for the appellant Semi Ravunaceva, he ·was 23 

years of age at the time of the commission of the offence 
and received a sentence of 6½ years' imprisonment, lo-west 
of the three sentences. Nothing in the submissions made 
by him shows a:n.y reason why tr.illt sentence should be 
interfered with. 

In his case the sentence of 6½ years• imprisoru:ient 
is confirmed and l1is appeal dismissed. 

With regard to other cowits, in case of each 
appellant, the sentence of 3 years' imprisonment on each 
cou.nt is coafirmed, to be served concurrently with the 
sentences on the robbery ,vi th violence count. 
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