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JUDGEMENT 

\'le have considered very carefully the matters 
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which have 

been put before us 

appellant's behalf. 

the sentence imposed 

be disturbed. 

fully and with great care by f1r. Wheeler on this 

Having done so, we come to the conclusion that 

by the Superior Number of the Royal Court cannot 

It is right to acknowledge that an attack had been made on this appellant 

by Marquer. It is also necessary to bear in mind that, according to 

the accounts of events which was put before the Court, that attack 

had come to an end or had at least reached a period of intermission 

before the appellant acted as he did. Marquer was apparently standing 

going through some papers, the appellant was gathering up his belongings, 

when in the adjoining roam he sav1 this hammer. He picked it up, returned 

to the roon; where f1arquer was, and in an act, which appears to us clearly 

to have been an act of revenge struck t1arquer on the head fccam behind. 
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Having felled him to the floor, he then stood over him and continued 

to strike him a number of further blows with this hammer, a four pound 

hammer. 1t is no exaggeration to describe .·this attack as murderous, 

and it is clear that it was totally beyond comparison with the attack 

which had previously been suffered by the a~pellant himself. 

The Superior Number said in ng sentence thal they had taken account 

of all the matters which have been urged upon us, and "e see, from the 

sentence which they passed, no reason to doubt that they did so. Faced 

with an attack of this seriousness, we consider that, 'llaking due allov1ance 

for all the matters which were urged upon the Royal Court and have been 

urged upon us, the sentence of six years cannot be said to be wrong 

in principle. The Appeal must therefore be dismissed. 




