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Six accused persons were charged with a series of offences. 

On count 1 the first four accused - who are tre first four appellants 

were charged with shop-breaking and larceny on 19th December, 1980. 

On count 2 the same four were charged with robbery with violence on 

23rd December, 1980 - which involved assault on a taxi driver causing a 

fractured wrist and other injuries. On count 3 the same four were 

charged with taking a vehic Ie without consent - this reI a ted to their 

taking the taxi after assaulting the driver.· On count 4 accused 2 waS. 
! 

charged on his own with d ri ving the vehicle. without holding a licence, 
, 

and on count 5 he was charged with driving whilst uninsured. On count 6 

accused 1, accused 3, another accused and appellant accused 5 and one 

other accused 6 not now before the court, were charged with burglary on , 
27th April, 1982. And lastly on count 7 accused 5 and accused 6 were , 
charged with anotror oUe nee of burglary on the sare night. 

This was clearly a small gang of village youths of various 

ages from 15'-18 years committing offences tor;ether. It was only1'hen some 

of the accused were arrested and questioned in respect of the last two 

offences that they admitted their involvement, with others in respect of 

the other counts in 1980. All the accused pleaded guilty before the 

magistrate and apparently admitted the facts that were put before the 

court and scCllsed 1 admitted a previous conviction of dalll3.ging property, 

the convic tion dating from 7th December, 1 981 . 



(2) 

For some reason the magistrate decided not to pass separate 

sentences in respect of each offence, but to pass blanket sentences on 
: It 

each accused. In spite of theu youth, he senteoced accused 1 ,"acbused 2, ' 

accused 3 and accused 4 to five years' imprisonment respectively and 

accused 5 and accused 6 to three years' imprisonment each. Accm ed 6 

was in fact under 17 years of age and should not have been sent to prison, 

snd his case has been dealt with elsewhere. 

Accused 2, accused 4 and accused 5 appealed against their 

sentences but I hsve asked for welfare reports on all the acci.sed and 

those that I do not deal with on appeal I will deal wi th on review. 

Clearly the blanketse ntences' cannot stand and I must consider 

appropriate sentences in respect of each count. 

This was clearly a gang of young thugs who started operating 

at least in December 1980 with shopbreaking. The most serious offence 

,was tho robbery with violence when they attacked a taxi driver, injured 

and robbed him. At that time the eldest Were accused 1 and accused 2 

who must have been about 17 years, and the youngest accused 3, and 

accused 4 about 15-16 years. Had they been caught in 1980 or early 1981, 

accused 3 and accused 4 could not have been sent to jail, so they are 

perhaps unfortunate that they were not arrested earlier. But clearly they 

had not mended their ways because in April 1982 they ,were burgling houses. 

Accused 1 and accused 2 were older and seem to have been more acting and 

responsible for what happened, because accused,1 started the assault on 

tpe taxi driver, and because accused 2 later drove the vehicle. They were 

serious offences, and warrant custodial sentemes even taking into. 

consideration'the youth of the accused. But a five-year sentence is too 

harsh in the circumstances. And I say that not because I treat the offences, 

particularly the attack on till taxi driver lightly, but simply because \'lith 

youtha such as these a five-year senteme at this stage will almost 

Inevi tably cast a blight on the rest of their lives, whereas one can hope. 

that after a lighter sentence they will still have a chance to mend their 

ways, having learned their lesson. I therefore set aside the sentences 

and substitute the following, bearing in mind that they have already 

been in custody for about seven months:-

Acc\illed 1 - Count - :'-.x man ths' imprisonmen t 

Count 2 - Two years' imprisonment 

Count 3 - Six months' imprisonment 

Count 6 - One year imprisonment 

All senterces to run =lLIll't1tY. 
': II 



Accused 2 -Count - Six months' imprisonment 

Count 2 - Two years' impri.sonme nt 

Count 3 - Six month,g , imprisonment 

Count 4 - One month impri s or~;' 

Count 5 - One month imprisonment 

All sentences to run concurrent],)' • 

Accused 3 - Count - Six months' imprisonment 

Count 2 - Eighteen months' imprisonment 

Count 3 - Six months' imprisonment 

Count 6 - One year imprisonment 

All sentonces to run concurrently. 

Accuced 4 - C cunt - Six months' imprisonment 

Count 2 - Eighteen months' imprisonment 

Count 3 - Six months' imprioonment 

Count 6 - One year imprisonment 

All sentences to run concurrently. 

Hi th regard to accused 5 he was not concern ed wi th the 

robbery with violonce, only the last two counts of bttrglery. He has 

already spent s even months in jllil and in view of his youth I think a 

sUBponc\cd Denteme is appropriate. I therefore sentence hiD to one 

year's imprisonment on each of counts 6 and 7, sU8pend~d for· two YE)ars. 
" I' 
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G. o.~ 
Judge 




