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court martial, his long service and hitherto good conduct and his compliance with
the order the next day after he had taken legal advice. The board's finding that
the applicant had not showed remorse, which had clearly influenced their
judgmeflt was not justified on theevidence. (iv) There was little guidance from

•
comparable cases in the Navy, which made the task of the board more difficult,
and they did not have the same experience as judges in sentencing generally.The
court should not lose sight of the important consideration that the board was
entitled to take into account the consequences of indiscipline in any case
affecting the service as a whole. But this was not a case for an exemplary or

• deterrent sentence. The sentence, in accordance with ordinary sentencing
principles, should be no greater than was necessary to punish the offenderfor the
seriousness of the offence after taking into account the powerful mitigation in his
vour. Having held that the penalty was disproportionate, it was unnecessary to

on to consider the applicant's further grounds of challenge.

Cases considered: R. v. StAlbans Crown Court, exp. Cirmamond [1981] Q.B.
4.O

• •. A. Moses Q.C. and P. Village (Blake Lapthorn, Fareham, Hampshire) for the

:. applicant; I. Burnett (Treasury Solicitor) for the respondent.
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Refusal to allow oral hearings before Criminal Injuries Compensation Board.
•

Application for judicial review of a decision of the Criminal Injuries Compensa-
tion Board (CICB) to allow oral hearings for applications for compensation by
the applicant, Amrik Singh relating to injuries allegedly suffered from attacks

-
•: made upon him whilst he was in prison. The applicant applied to the CICB for

compensation in relation to two assaults sustained in two separate prisons. The
• applications were dealt with by letters in similar vein which stated that, under

pararraph ( ' of the scheme, compensation was being withheld because, in view
of the applicant's list of convictions, it was inappropriate that an award should be

•
- Iriade from public funds.

• ilie applicant then applied for oral hearings of his applications as he was
entitled to do under paragraph 24(c) of the scheme. These applications were

• Considered by two members of the CICB and refused.
Paragraph 6(c) reads:
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"The Board may withhold or reduce compensation if they consider that

•

(c) having regard to the conduct of the applicant before, during or after
the events giving rise to the claim or to his character as shown by
his criminal convictions or un1auI conduct... it is inappropriate
that a full award or any award at all be granted
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