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ROYAL COURT 

12th September, l 988 

Before: The Deputy Ball1ff and 

Jurats Myles and Bonn 

Pol1ce Court Appeal: Stephen Anthony Francis Christopher 

Appeal against numerous motoring offences 
including driving whilst disqualified and 
related charges. The appellant had a 

long cr1minaJ record, although doubt was 
raised by the appelJant 's advocate as to 

whether certam offences shown on the record 
had actually been committed by the appellant's 
younger brother. The Crown Advocate raised 

a prelimmary point that the appeal had 
been lodged out of ti rne. 

i\dvocate J.A. CJyde-Sm1th for the Crown 

Advocate G .R. Box all for the appellant. 

JUDGMENT 

DEPUTY BA!UFF: Because we wish to review the custodial sentences in this 

case, we are granting an extension of tune within which to appeal. We do so 

because otherwise we should have to adjourn for enqwnes to be made as to 

what actually happened at the prison and m Advocate BoxaJl's office. We 

wish to stress that this is not to be taken as a precedent which in any way 

derogates from the cases put before us by Mr. CJyde-Smith, which we accept 

m their entirety. 
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Turn1ng to the mer1ts, th1s appeal m our v1ew JS entJrely Without 

ment. Taking only the appellant's Jersey record 1nto ao:ount, it 1s a senous 

one wtth f1ve convtctJons m ntne months. 

lt is the totaltty of the s1tuation that is the paramount constderatiOn. 

Tile appellant was fortunate mdeed that the !vlagtstrate was persuaded to deal 

w1th the matter after he had considered sending the matter before th1s 

Court. We are not saying that the MagJstrate was wrong to do so, but having 

so decJded, he was fully justlf1ed in usmg his maximum powers. 

The Magistrate treated each charge sheet as one and gave concurrent 

sentences on each, making them consecutive to each other. However, on the 

f1rst charge sheet, Counts 1 - 5 and 9 related to the 7th June, whereas the 

other three related to other occasiOns altogether. Count 6 Jnvo!ved a serious 

offence of makmg a false statement under the H1re Cars Law and should in 

our v1ew have been made consecutJve. Counts 7 and 8 agaw, although 

concurrent together, should have been made consecutJve to g1ve a total of 

three months' m1pnsonment on that charge sheet. /\gain, on the second 

charge sheet, Counts I - 3 related to the 14th July, whereas Counts 4 - 6 

related to the 15th July and could have been treated consecutively. 

Therefore, we have here in total sJx months' 1mpnsonment for four 

separate offences of dr1v1ng whJist d1squal1f1ed and four separate offences of 

us1ng a motor vehJCie unmsured, together WJth other offences includmg 

dishonesty by making false statements. We have rearranged the sentences to 

show that makmg a false statement 1s a senous matter and to mdicate that 

drtvmg whilst unmsured JS as serious as dnvmg wh!lst dJsquallfJed. The 

appeal IS allowed only to the extent that m relation to the custodial 

sentences we substJtute the foJJowmg:-

On Count 1, we r;onf~rm one month's imprtsonment; 

On Count 2, we subst1tute one month's imprisonment, concurrent; 

On Count 6, we substJtute one month's impnsonment, consecutive; 

On Count 7, we substitute one month's Imprisonment, consecutive; and 

On Count 8, we substitute one month's imprisonment, concurrent. 

Th1s g1ves a total of three months' impnsonment on the first charge sheet. 
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We now move on to the second charge sheet:-

On Count 1, we Impose three months' 1mpr1sonment, consecutive; 

On Count 2, three months' Impnsonment, concurrent; 

_On Count 4, three months' •mpnsonment, concurrent - and 1 stress 

that we do that only because of the total!ty pnnc1p!e, because If the 

appellant had been sent up to this Court- 1t would have been three 

months' JmprJsonment, consecutive, to make n;ne months; and 

On Count 5, three months' 1mpnsonment, concurrent. 

Mr BoxaJJ w•ll have hts legal a1d costs. 
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