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THE BAILIFF: This matter comes before the Full Court sitting as the Appeal 

Court from a deCision of the Inferior Number which sentenced the applicant 

to a total of nine months' Imprisonment for the importation of heroin and 

six months concurrent for possession. The Baihff, that is to say, myself, 

refused leave to appeal and therefore the matter comes before the Bench, in 

the first m stance, for it to decide whether the Court would be prepared to 

g1ve leave to appeal. Because I had already refused, I took no part in the 

actual decision which the Court made and I ha-ve to say to you, Mr 

Binnmgton, that m sp1te of your urging, the Court was unable to find any 

matters which it felt would have justified it in granttng leave. The Court is 

unanimous on th1s decision, the Jurats were unanimous, and therefore leave 

to appeal is refused. That being so, we have no need to call on Miss 

Nicolle. However, I have to say th1s that even if we had granted leave to 

appeal, there was nothing that we could have found in the sentencing policy 

of the Inferior Number which would have led us to suppose that the sentence 

was wrong in principle or manifestly excessive. It may well be that this 

Court sittmg, had we considered it, might have imposed a lesser sentence in 

respect of possession, but because of the totality principle and because of 

the nine months imposed for the importation, that really 1S a sl!ghtly 

academic argument. 

Legal aid costs. 
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