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Befo:l:e: '!'he and 
Jurats Bonn and Ga:uchv 

The At1I::01:ne,y General. 
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Amanda Jane Vellam 

1 Counlof Importallon 01 a conlrollsd drug, contrary 10 Article 23 of the Customs and Excise 
(General Provisions) (JersevllJiw, 1912. 

AGE: 24 (23 alllme of offer1Ci!). 

PLEA: Guilty. 

DETAILS OF OFFENCE: 

Courier. 79.6 grammes of heroin concealed In vagina. Value £8,000. If adulterated from ilS purity (50%), 
could be as much as £40,000. Largest single seizure In Jersey. Courier's reward was to have been 
£1,000, which she intended to give to her boyfriend. 

DETAILS OF MITIGATION: 

The boyfriend ami two others took the accused 10 Uverpool, and prevailed upon her to smuggle !he drug. 
Her main moUvalion was the emotional UI1der which was placed by the boyfriend. She was of 
good character and described as enHrely naive. She assumed the package 10 be 'probably some 
cannabis". High level of oo-operanon. 

PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS: 

Nil. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

2 years' imprisonment. 

4p < 



!:I'IJTI'N'~I' AND OBSERVATIONS OF THE COURT: 

The policy o! Ihe Courlls well-known. The circumslances of this case are nol suHiclenily exceptional to 
warrant a departure. In view of carlain mitigation peculiar 10 the case, conclusions granted I.e. 2 years' 
imprisonment. 

C. E • Es,!., Crown Advocate. 
Advocate Mrs. D.J. Lung ~or the accused. 

THE :l!AJ:LJ:lI'lI': Mrs. you were to draw the Court's 
attention to a passage in Chapter 14 of Rudi Fortson's "The Law on 
the Misuse of Drugs and Drug Trafficking Offences" (2nd Ed'n) 
which indicates that in cases of this nature the Court is in a 
difficult which we have attempted to resolve in the only 
way open to us, that is to say by keeping to the principles 
which have this Court before. There have to be ional 
circumstances in cases of this nature to entitle us to from 
the of a custodial sentence. 

That 
Appeal in 
(14th 

was very clearly enunciated by the Court of 
the case of 
, 1992) Jersey Unreported C.of.A., and at p.3 of the 

Court said this: 

"lVe tlls of tllis Court to statements wllicli have 
a~ready been made by tbe Roya~ Court tbat in those 

those wllo or to tbese 
....• (they were ~n fact ta of a ferent 
but nevertheless a Class A drug) "into as a 

oommeroLa~ venture must, in spits o£ youth and previous good 
ss_re puni shment •• 

We that your client was not importing it in order to 
sell it here, but she was importing it in return for £1,000 which, 
it is true, she was then going to hand over to her bend. 
Nevertheless the words of that extract from the Court of 
Judgment in Schollharnmer and Reissing are those which we have 
taken into account. 

The next aut I turn to is that of 
(1987) 9 Cr. . R. (S. ) 52, where the Judge ~n sentencing the 
appellant said this: 



{ 
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"But the trouble :l.s that people l:l.ke you are all too eas:l.ly 
p:l.oked upon by ev:l.l .en who want to get drugs into this 
aountry and .ake a lot of .oney out of it. In those 
c.ircn.unstances the oourt has no alternat::l.ve but to show t:o you 
and others who may be like you that this kind of 
conduct, which :1.8 literally traffioking in deat:h, i8 not to 

tolerated, and i£ you are doing it then to prison 
you will go and for a long time. r.he proper sentence in your 
aase is one of six years' and I shall reaommend 
you £or deportation". 

In that case, the Court of eal upheld the sentence, 
al they thought it was slight on the high side. In the 
light of that statement, the Court is bound to say that we think 

was, , kindness on the of the Probation 
Officer to suggest that we should impose a non-custodial sentence. 
This Court has laid it down time and time that cases of the 
importation of a Class A - even by a naive person such as 

- carry a custodial sentence. 

This was a deliberate importation, and although the Court has 
taken into account that you may have thought it was cannabis you 
were rting, nevertheless you knew that it was an i1 
substance. I refer to the case of (1988) 86 Cr.App.R. 
146, where the headnote says: "Held t:hat (1) it was no answer t:o 
a o:f in!Porting a Class 11 tbat: tbe importer thougbt it 
was a Class B drug". Even if you thought was cannabis, it is 
no defence to what you did. The headnote goes on: "!I'o what 
s¥tent the punishment should be mitigated by tbat factor depended 
upon all the amongst wbich was the degree of care 
exe .... a.ised by the de:fend .... t". 

We think you were prepared to take a deliberate risk for your 
boyfriend, and indeed for your own personal with him, 
and that misfired. You were the kind of person, innocent, naive, 
who would attract evil men to make use of you for the of 

Therefore, Mrs. Lang, although we feel sympathy for your 
client, we do not feel that this is a case where we can 
from our principle of sentencing. 

We now come to the start nt for sentences of this 
nature which, as the Crown has said quite , is 6 years. 
Under the - for reasons which I shall not mention in 
public but which are referred to in the res~me by 
the Crown, and which you have also seen, Mrs. Lang, - we feel that 
the Crown has made a sufficient reduction of 4 years from that 

point to allow for the ing circumstances which you 
have mant Mrs. and which have been put in the Crown's 

We sentence you to two years' 
We further order the forfeiture and destruction of the drugs. 
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