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NOTES OF JUDGE R E NEAVE ON SENTENCING 

 

 

[1] Mr Blake, you are for sentence today on three charges, one of supply of 

methamphetamine, a Class A drug, one of offering to supply methamphetamine and 

one of offering to supply cannabis, a Class C drug.  The facts are relatively 

straightforward and do not require much discussion. 

[2] The supply of methamphetamine refers to an incident in April of 2014 when 

you came to the other parties’ home, bringing an amount of methamphetamine for the 

pair of you to consume.  There is obviously no commercial element involved in that. 

[3] Further, between April 2014 and March 2014 you have sent approximately 200 

messages to various associates containing offers to sell methamphetamine and 

cannabis plant.  It is unclear how much, if anything, was in fact supplied and there is 



 

 

no evidence of anything suggesting commerciality other than the number of 

communications. 

[4] Mr Zintl describes you as being very much at the tail end of the supply chain 

and I think that is probably borne out by the facts.  This looks to me like small-scale 

dealing amongst friends, without any significant financial involvement and it seems 

you were being paid, in essence, in methamphetamine to fuel your own addiction. 

[5] You are currently a sentenced prisoner so I really have no option but a term of 

imprisonment that is separate from the existing sentence.  You have no relevant 

previous convictions for drug related offending. 

[6] The pre-sentence report is pretty positive and to a large extent issues in relation 

to drugs have been overwhelmed by the more serious charges you were sentenced 

upon in March of this year by the High Court.  However, it has one slight benefit 

insofar as you have had to be drug-free in recent times and that was also a step that 

you had taken off your own bat, as far as I can tell, prior to going into custody.  You 

had a long period of time on restrictive bail conditions and you have pleaded guilty in 

the circumstances, or at least signalled your plea of guilty to these charges very early 

on in the peace. 

[7] The Crown suggests I should start somewhere about two years, taking into 

account the decision of the Court of Appeal in R v Fatu,1.  Both the Crown and 

Mr Zintl are in agreement that you fall very much within that category and in the 

absence of any clear commerciality I think a starting point slightly below that is 

justified.  It is also important to remember that any sentence must need to take into 

account the totality of the penalty which you will receive and I think it also important 

to note that had this offending stood alone, it is quite likely that you would not have 

received a custodial sentence, or at the very least, you would have had an electronically 

monitored one. 

[8] I therefore propose to start with a sentence of 18 months imprisonment.  You 

will receive credit for the rehabilitative steps that you have taken of four months and 
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a credit for the restrictive bail conditions for a further four months and credit in the 

maximum for your plea of guilty, which is a shade over three months, and with the 

allowance for totality principle, I think a sentence totalling six years would have been 

the likely outcome in front of the High Court. 

[9] Accordingly, you are sentenced to imprisonment for six months on each of 

these charges, concurrent with each other, but cumulative on the five year six months 

imposed on 1 March 2017, making a total sentence of six years. 

[10] The final order for suppression of name on the matters are discharged.  Any 

suppression order in relation to the drugs matters lapses, and the High Court will have 

to clarify the position as far as that is concerned. 

 

 

 

R E Neave 

District Court Judge 


