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NOTES OF JUDGE A J ADEANE ON SENTENCING 

 

 

[1] Mr Young appears for sentence today on a charge of attempting to pervert the 

course of justice.   

[2] He is a thoroughly practiced criminal offender who was found in recent 

possession of the proceeds of three burglaries.  To avoid charges of that kind he 

wrote, while in prison, to a friend urging him to admit possession of and criminal 

receiving of the incriminating items.  In a lengthy letter to this effect Mr Young 

calculated that the sentence on his friend for receiving would be less than that on 

himself if convicted of burglary.  The letter was handed to his lawyer.  It was 

intended to be passed on to the third party.   

[3] The reaction of course is not known because the communication was 

intercepted.  It can be seen that you not only imposed on his friendship and loyalty, 



 

 

you corruptly offered him a large cash bribe and you urged him to act so as to create 

false criminal convictions.   

[4] In all of this you exposed the manipulative criminal conscience free character 

that has driven your history of offending over many years.  Of particular concern 

today are your two previous convictions for attempting to pervert the course of 

justice, one of those in the context of proceedings where you had taken the life of a 

young woman in circumstances amounting to manslaughter.  The sorry conclusion 

has to be reached today that at 36 years of age you have a character which is largely 

unredeemed and your sense of self preservation knows no scruples at all.  

[5] There has been in recent years been a firming of deterrent principles in the 

area of attempting to pervert the course of justice.  Though no tariff changes have 

been made nevertheless emphasis has been given to the sentiments expressed in 

Churchward
1
 which are well known and which have been referred to by both 

counsel. The more serious cases in this category, though not the worst of kind, can 

expect sentences in the order of three years’ imprisonment and, in my view, this 

highly calculated attempt requires that kind of response.   

[6] You have pleaded guilty at callover, but not before attempting to exclude the 

guilty letter from evidence.  In my view, a discount of twelve and a half percent 

would normally be allowed to you, but in this case would be immediately offset by 

an uplift in like terms to recognise your previous criminal history.   

[7] There remains only one question in my mind, and that is around the issue of 

totality.  For the burglaries you have already been sentenced to two and a half 

years’ imprisonment.  I liken the situation today to that of sentenced prisoners 

committing violent offences within the prison environment.  Issues of totality are not 

so pressing where sentenced offenders deliberately choose to compound their 

wrongdoing by further and different offending.   

  

                                                 
1
 R v Churchward CA 439/05 2 March 2006. 



 

 

[8] The end conclusion I have reached is that an adjustment for totality against 

your background and this particular offending would not be appropriate.  You are 

accordingly sentenced to three years’ imprisonment cumulatively on your present 

term.   

 

 

A J Adeane  

District Court Judge 


