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NOTES OF JUDGE A J ADEANE ON SENTENCING 

 

[1] Ms Sheridan appears for sentence this morning having pleaded guilty to 

charges 1, 3 and 7 in a multi-count charging notice involving six co-accused in total.  

She is the first of them to have entered guilty pleas.  The others seek sentencing 

indications. 

[2] The greater part of Ms Sheridan’s offending involved Operation Oust in 

which she has admitted supplying 18 grams of methamphetamine and offering 

29 more.  She was released on bail after apprehension in connection with that 

operation and shortly became embroiled in Operation Provence where she offered a 

further .7 of a gram.  The Crown submits (and it is unarguably correct), that this 

further offending must be taken to aggravate the overall level of her culpability.   

[3] Throughout all of this, Ms Sheridan’s role can neatly be described as that of a 

street-level seller and facilitator.  She claims that she made no money, but simply fed 



 

 

her own addiction out of her activities.  If that is the case, then she was prepared to 

do a great deal of harm for no financial reward to herself, because the damage being 

done by methamphetamine in this community at this time cannot be overstated.  The 

influence of the drug is to be found in most facets of the work which passes in front 

of the District Court and the needs of deterrence and denunciation are very high 

indeed. 

[4] The matter falls within category 2 in the guideline case of R v Fatu1

[5] There is a measure of disagreement between counsel about the appropriate 

starting point.  In my view, looking at the matters in Operation Oust alone, certainly 

a starting point for Ms Sheridan of four years’ imprisonment is required, and that can 

appropriately be uplifted to four and a half years when the totality of her offending is 

taken into account. 

 which 

prescribes that in relation to offences in a wide range involving methamphetamine 

between five grams and 250 grams, and where commercial transactions are involved, 

sentences of three to nine years’ imprisonment are mandated. 

[6] Her personal circumstances are tragic when viewed in light of her present 

situation.  She has an eight year old son who has necessarily been fostered out to his 

grandmother, and further family responsibilities are in the offing. 

[7] Ms Sheridan has written to the Court expressing her own feelings at this 

stage, and doing so, eloquently.  But as I say, that has to be seen in light of the 

undeniable damage which activities of the kind are causing in the community.  It is 

no excuse, nor any mitigation for an offender to say that they simply fed their own 

addiction and made no monetary profits.   

[8] There is no doubt that somewhere in the chain of offending, someone is 

making enormous monetary profits, but not only that, the addiction of which 

Ms Sheridan complains is being spread amongst others.   

                                                 
1 R v Fatu [2006] 2 NZLR 72 (CA). 



 

 

[9] Ms Sheridan has pleaded guilty at an early stage and she is entitled to full 

credit for that.  Counsel also submits that she is entitled to a further credit for her 

previous good character.  Ms Sheridan should reflect on that submission because 

what it does is conflate good character in the absence of previous convictions; one is 

not the equivalent of the other.   

[10] Ms Sheridan has not established a good character; simply that she has no 

previous convictions and it is timely (should this matter be subject to any further 

debate), to remind her that she has reoffended in this very serious way (having been 

trusted on bail by this Court), that she has been a methamphetamine user on her own 

counsel’s submissions, since she was 14 years of age.   

[11] At the time of sentencing, she has more than $3000 worth of fines 

outstanding and as I say, to conflate the absence of previous convictions with a 

previous good character, is to gild the lily in a way which is not justified.  I decline 

to make any adjustment on account of prior good character. 

[12] In the circumstances, Ms Sheridan is, as I say, entitled to full credit for her 

early guilty plea.  The sentence is one of a starting point of 54 months’ 

imprisonment, reduced by 25 percent to an end sentence of 40 months or three years 

and four months’ imprisonment. 

 

 

 
A J Adeane 
District Court Judge 
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