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The uppcllant has one prior conviction ior :1 ~tnul ar 

-offence, i.e. driving under the influence of intoxjcating 

liquor; he was fined $150. That wns in 1979. Although J 

regard 3 sentence of imprisonment as almost mandatory for 

offences of this nature, because or tlwir prevalence in 

Nauru an<l the associated heavy road toll, nevertheless I 

think that a sentence of more than three rronths' imprison

ment should be reserved for really b,1d c1scs or for 

offenders who have a very bad record of prior convictions 

for similar offences. In taking that view I h:ivc.' regard 
ft,, C. 

for the f':1ct th:1t,Lm:1ximurn -,entcncc which can lw imposc.'d 

for t1L.~ offence is six months' imprisonment. 

That being so, th0 nppc:11 is a11ohccl; the c.;l'ntcnce 

is set aside. As this is the ~1ppell;1nt'c.; second convictiori 

for such an offence within only just over two year~, I 

consider that three monrh's imprisonment is the apnropr1atl 

sentence and 1 suhstitut:e that sentence for the senti:.ncc 

set a::-;i<lc. 
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