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: Seﬁtevweﬂuling. Ind. No. 83/11, R, Patricia Monique Webster Coram Quin J. Date: 165,13

IN THE GRAND COURT OF THE CAYl\rIAN ISLANDS

A CREI]INAL SIDE:
| - INDICTMENT NO: 0085/11 =
“THE QUEEN .

- i -V ’ A - .

' PATRICIAMONIQUEWEBSTER_*U
~Apﬁeararices: o - ‘ © T Ms. Laura Manson for the Crown :

.- Mr Ben Tonner of Samson&
McGrath for the Defendant
'Before: . L S TheHon Mr Justlce Char]es Quin
 Submissions heard: .~ 7“‘May 2013
' SENTENCE RULING

1. - The Defendant has pleaded gmlty to two Counts of Mlaconduet in Pubhc

Office cantrary to cornmon 1aw

o 2. On the ﬁ.rst count, the partmulars of T_he offence are that the Defendant,
between the 19th Apnl 2011 and the 11ttl Aucrust 2011; within the Cayman
I_slands, being a pubhe‘ofﬁeer, dld w.ﬂlf!.}lly misconduct herself in abuse of :

" the pubﬁc tru,st, by ma.hng :exfee:s%ve_ eea:ehes -of the -cc_}nﬁdentialipeli'ce
datehase end'so]icitjﬂgiinfon:;]atioe ffom'the- immigration datab ase, othemise

ﬂJan m aceordeﬁee with her aﬁﬂmn’sed duties, in order to ascertam Whether (a

person), X, was the subject of a criminal investigation.

Pagelof I7.
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3. 'T'hé p.articfzulars of the :s.eéond count are tlia;t tﬁe Défeﬁaaﬁt-, ofn or bieft):re fhe
16" August 2011, within the Cayman Tslands, bei;{g a public officer, did B
: i#ﬁiéobndjuct:he:frself m ébusé of ﬂle. public :tru;st by‘_ﬁsing the conﬁdeﬁtiai
i bﬁlicé (;iataia:as:e, c)t_hie?rWis‘eihan in af:c‘_ordanée’ Wlth J:L:ei' aﬁithoﬁ:se.di dﬁties, .t(:)
-(:Jb_taifll :the.ipefsonalf ?telépl#o;ﬁe ﬁumber of (:a pefson) Y, andi‘p?assigng thagt

- number on to a third party ;

.-14.:.

15

Sentence Reling, Ind. No. 83771, R v, Patricia Monlque Webster Coram Quin J: Ddie: 16.5.13 . o
' o : ' : : : Page 20f 17
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1 Sentence Ruling., Iﬁd. No. 85/11. Rv. Patricia Menigue Webster Coram ChinJ. Dale: 1 6513 .

'Thc Coﬁrt has been prbvidéd with an agreéd Summary of Facts.

 SUMMARY OFFACTS -

. The Defendant had been' employed by the Royal C_aj/mé.n Is]ands Palice -

'Senlit':e (RCIPS) 1n various rp_lc;s"since'l 998,

'In 2011 :the_z Defendanf was a Comimunications Officer at'the ffont-des_k of the -
‘George Town Police Station: She was not'a po]ic_e ofﬁcér.;Howev\er it 15

common gfmmd’ that she was in pilblic office.

In her capacity as ﬂit_:-Recept—iQnisf at the police station the Defendant’s =
dfuties,. amongst o;heﬁs,_includéd takmg calls from the piblic, dealing with :
walk-in matters, inputting data ‘into the police database, creating crime

: 'ref:Orts and Haisiﬁg with fellow RCIPS empléyeas.

: _Tl;e ]é)efén'd:aht;s: duties brought her. i:n'to‘ coritact 'vivithza g;reat deal of police :
: .iij’:fommti:on.data:ip§1uding p.erspnal'c.ontact details of vic.t'm.as_ and witﬁésse;
: an:d c_ietaﬂs Df .im;'egs.t:igat_i.ons,.includin;g who is_beﬁlg.iﬁvestigatea'and 'ﬂétaﬂs :

:of.people.’s cﬁnﬁﬁé}lérebo.rds. . . o
: Thé Defendailt:w?va% ;giveﬁ acéess té this type of hifonn.ation in,o_rd%;r to ﬁﬂﬁ:ﬂ
iler -ofﬁcial duti:e's'.é ThJS .i:nfqrm'atiion i8 'c_ognﬁdeﬁtial‘and'the Déféndaﬁt:Wgs :

not :_pcmjit_ted to ‘give any - cdnﬁdénfdaL infou_ajat_idh out ‘to anyone °

unauthotised to receive it.

The Defendant should have been aware of the requirement not to disseminate -

' unauthorised information, because it was statéd ‘in her j-ob' description. In

a_dd_ition,. the Defenda:fnt wou‘lc_l hfav‘e bheen aWaie of this requirement from_the

.Page Jeof 17
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‘ regu]ar Cnme Desk General Meetmcrs Also Clause 5 ef the RCIPS Code of

Conduct would have been knewn to the Defendant and th1s states

“AH members of the Service shall maintain strict conﬁdentmhg; No one

shail- zmproper@ disclose. either mformatzon or documents to z‘hose

mrauﬂwnsed to recezve them.”

11, Both offerices took place in Angust 2011,

- Cb#ntl -

12, X was, a fuend of the Defend.a.ut Who was hvmg overseas. In August 2011 X

contacted the: Defendant and asked her to ﬁnd out whether a Stop notice was

n plaee in relatlon to X

~ ‘Whena Stop 'net_ieeis placed:against aperson in the Ihjmigratlon Database, it .

. states that he or she should: be stopped ﬁ'em f':lﬂlE:I‘ entermq ar e}utmcr the -

: Cayman Isl'mds These notlees- sometnf_ues contam 1nst1uct_1ens_ that the' :

person in questlon is to be amested. . -

13 The Court nofes that the mvest1gat10ns inte this matter had revealed that

; pnor to contacnng the Defendant X had made contact with other people,

Iargely in the’ ]'mjmcratlon Department in attempts to find out ‘whether the

.Stop notice emsted and What it was. for These attempts had exther been

unsuceessful or: X needed ﬁmher conﬁrmatlon of what had been told. :

‘14, From a Teview of the BBM messages o t}de D’efeﬁdant’s Blackberry, it is

" clear that she agreed to try and find out this information for X. It was dlso

clear from a review‘ of the police database that the'Defeadant'ha:d' made

Seitence Ruling. Ind, No. 85/11." R v. Paticia Monique We{)s!erfomn.r Quin a4 J:i}m‘e_?: I, 5 13
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16 It is clear that this information was never provided to the Defendant and

T

18

9. '

Sentence RJ:d-r'ng. Ind. No. 8311 L Rv. Patricia Monique Webster Coram Qm‘.n J. Date: 16.5.13

" was safe to retum to the Cayman Islands

" several checks in attempts to find out whether the stop notice existed and, if

.- so, what it'wa:s for.

' The Defendant’s aﬂeﬁpt:SZtD ﬂnd out itheinforrnati'on 'far'le_d. C'onsequently,
the Defehdant then sent an :ernail:to: Lmnrigration Ofﬁcer A a‘nd copied the
s en1a11 to g semor Imnugratlon Offlcer askmg Irormgratron Ofﬁcer A for the

o mformatlon L

- therefore the Defendant never provi.ded the ;inf_ol_matto'n'to X, .

The Defendant ‘was suhsequently mterv1ewed by the pohce on the 71“
. September 2011 The Defendant accepted ‘that she performed these checks
B for X, but n summary, said she dld not know she was doing anyt]uncr wrong

| _and she was simply trying to help o_ut a Erlend.

The Defendaiit told the police that X had told her that he had already been

o told that a stop notiee was in force X 'Wa's concerned that hié'e’x-wife was

. : makmg false a]legatlons about hjm and therefore X wanted know whether 1t '

Co:'mt 2

In August 2011 the Defendant was Lontacted by Y who asked the Defendartt

e 'to get the telephone number of a tthd party for lu.m Y was a former '
N employeer of the RCIPS and ‘had worked_ at the George Town C1'1me Desk_
with the Defendant, but had since moved overseas. Y Was. visi‘ting Ca_yrn_ah n

: August 2011.for a vacat_ion and Wanted to'get in contact with the third party,

_Ifageij of 17
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~ On the '1:6"’ August 5011 ﬂie Defendant seafched the poHce databas‘e and, 5 |

‘ ffound the te]ephone number of the t]:urd part'y The Defendaut passed on thls

= j ;telephone mtmber tDY
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- Sentence Ruling. l}id No. 85/ I R v. Patricia Monigue Webster Coram Quin J. Date: 16.5.13

EThe D:efe:ddanti was' interviewed about this offence ‘on the 1™ and the 215:':
: .S'epteﬁtber 201,:1. The De‘t‘ende.nt 'explatned that she 'int'eilded fo cont'a‘ct the
.tthd pa.rty 10 nonfy the th1rd party of Y ] request However due to pressure

at work at the tmle she d1d not manage to make the call

N .The Defendant accepted gwmg Y the thIId party 5 telephone numbcr W1theut L
the third party 8 perm.tsmen The: Defendant sald she d1d ﬂlLS because she
' beheved that Y and the thlrd party were: good fnends (The third - party s

: _ : statement eontmned that Y and the third party were in fact fnends )

) The Defeudant said that she had attempted t0 call the ﬂnrd party, but the third |
o party was on vacatlon Investtgatlons supported t]ns — that is, that the third.
o palty was s i1 fact on vacatlon. T]_:IJ.S led to. the Defendant entermg the RCIPS

. dzttal:)ese.:

.- Tronically, the :'telepho:ne ndmber and jteme:addre;ss :of- the third pai’ty’_are

. listed in the yeHdw pages; and are therefore freely aya'iiable to the public.

Page 6 of 17
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'.s%mm:mo;vsmqa; méaaom e
j :2: : 24 iCr'oIWn counsel Ms Manson on behalt of the Director of Pubhc§ -
3 = Preseeutlons pomted out tbat the Defendarrt knew that t.hls 1nformat10n was:
4 conﬁdentlal a.nd not to be dtselosed w1thout official authonsanon
5 . '_2.”. o relatlon to Count 1 it is accepted that the Defendant made no attempt to
Lo ' delete the reeords of the BBM messages WhlGh reeorded her request 1o obtam
7. ; .the mfonnatlon In addltlon desplte t.he Defendant s efforts no 1nf0m1at10n

-8 was revealed o her,_ anditherefore,- i_nfor_mat_ic')n was not d_isclosed by' the

9 D:efendant;

10 _ 06, - The Crown aeeepts ‘that Count 2 is mod'erately'less serious that Cnu.nt. 1.
11 - HoWever,f the Crown p'otn‘tS‘ out the following as aggravating: features in -
12 * relation to both counts::
| 13 | () : The Defendant was aetmg in the course of her clutles as an
: 14 : ‘ employee of the RCIPS

)} The Defendant was trymg to obtam c:onﬁdential tnfomtaﬁon ahd

: therefore is guilty of invading the privacy of third parties;

. contains were put-at risk;:

(D) The potennal harm that eould result ﬂom the secunty breach of
20 the RC[PS database is very seneus

The ,'seeuttty;ef_ the: police database and .theiiln.tbnnatien_ it

: Senrenee Riding. fnd. No, 85/14. R v Patricia Monigue Websier Corain Guin J. Date: 16.5.13 - S
e s 1 | SR Page 7017
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27. - As far as both c_ou.nse:lere_aw-are, and as far as this Court is aware, there are . -

Sentence Ruling. fnd, No. 8511 Rv. Pattipiqq}fmo‘que W:ebstes _Cbr—am Q'trtn.._f Da!e_z:. 16513

THELAW

. 1o -pfeﬁoos- 'cr:tses ‘in _the Cayntan_ Islaﬁds _vtfltich :Dive' ?wtiidance as'.to the
_ appropnate Sentence therefore, this Court looks at the case law for simitar.

| offences for rmsconduct mpubho ofﬂce in the Umted K_mgdom

' InR - Dawd Andrew Keyte [1998] 2 C‘r App R (S) 165 the Apphcant was“
: a servmn pohce ofﬁcer Who was conweted of mscondnet in pub]_tc ofﬁoe.
' Over a penod of 1” months he obtamed mformatmn on 19’5 occasions Eom '
‘ the pohoe nattonal computer and supphed 1t Lo pnvate mvestlgatms Tn most :
..‘cases ﬂJe meD:DﬂtIDI‘l related to the ldentlttes of the reglstered keepers of -
.motor.trehicles. :I'*he ngh Cou.tt had'Senteﬂoed_the police officer to' two
- YGats??:impriisonroent.‘ ” |
N Tlse C;ouﬁ of 'Appeal. uoheld the sentence' of .ijopti.sonolent of two yea.fs and
: sa1d that as he was a scrvmg pohce ofﬁcer he was ina posmon of trust. He

- had abused hlS posmon for proﬂt 'and, acoordmgly, the sentence Was not

found to be mamfestlv excessive. Swmton Thomas LI of the Enghsh Court :

of Appeal stated that

 “Police Officérs are given considerable powers and privileges which are
necessary for the proper performance of their duties. If they dishonestly -

- athuse their position and:do so:for profit, then nat only must a pr ison

: _Sentencefof!ow but it mzm‘ of necessity in our wiew be a sevére one.”

Page 8 of]?
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30,

Sentehce Rl.iniir;_g. Ind. Mo. 85/11. R v. Pat¥icia Monique Webster Coram Ovin J. Dete: 16.5.13

B :In Ry KTm[m’ Nazu' [9003] 2 C‘r App R (S) 114, pohce ofﬁcer pleaded
: gullty to mlsconduct ina pubhc ofﬁce The ofﬁeer was mtendlng to destroy a
: :ﬁxed penalty tlcket lssued to a fnend The Court ef Appeal reduced the‘
- :onomal ‘three months’ mensonment for 1msconduct na pubhc ofﬂce to one ‘. h

: rnonth.' o

- InRv. Ghazi Ahmed Kass'iﬁ [20'06] 1Cr App. R.:(S) 4, tbe Defendant u}as

a pohce ofﬁcer who had pleaded guﬂty to three counts of m.tseonduct in

' pubhe ofﬁee The Defendant had made the acquamtanee ofa dlplomat and

‘_he used hls status as @ pohce ofﬁcer to make enqumes mto pnvate

mdlwduals en behalf of the D1plomat and was pald for domo so. The .

'Defendant galned access 1o data stored on pohce computers in order to obtam '

mformatlon about pClSOTlS Who were of interest to the Dlplomat Over the

: penod in queslmn the Defendant recewed a.n estlmated payment of

; _£1_4_,00.0_.00_.

~ The Court :of 'Appeel held that the 2 % 'yc.ars’r' i'mp.ris'onm_ent for the

misconduct"in ‘public  office was not ﬁlailifestly ex’cessi\'fe and .therefe,re '

upheld the sentence: T_he'Co'urt Df.Appeal- judgment was delivered by Mr. _

Justice Bodey who stated;

:“It seems o us thaf especraﬁy nowadays the pre.servafwn of ﬂve

mtegrity of information regarding members of the public’ held on

databages, like those maintained by the police, is of fundamental

importance to the wellbeing of society. Any-abuse of that mreguly by
officials, mcfudmg the palice is a gross breach of trust, which unless the
wrongdoing ‘was: really really minimal, will necessarily be mer by a
; severe pumshmenf even i the face of Subsmrma! persoml mmvatwn

 Page 9 of I7
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** Sentence Ruling. Ind. No. 85/11. R v. Patricia Menique Websier Cormmn.Quin J. Date: 16.5.13 .

- In the Artemey Gene:a!’s Reference No 1 af 2007 (James Andrew Hardy) 3
[2007] 2 Cr App R. (S ) 86 the AG esked the Couf[ of Appeal to review on:
: the ground that trhe sentence was unduly lement The offender a Servmo:

pohee ofﬁcer pleaded gullty to! mlsfeasanoe in pubho ofﬁce The AG o

submltted that the: offence mvolved a g;‘oss breach : of trust i that

conﬁden_tlal mern:'Lahon was passe_d. by the pOllCC Qﬁ'lC__Er 1:0' a kn_ov'vn crumnal E |
_ who _had 1‘eoedt c_omrie’tions fc)‘f offenees of violence .andi‘ha‘rassm'en't."The
ofﬁcer was sentenced to 28: Weeks’ 1mpnsonment suspended for two years. -

The C‘ouﬂ: of Appeal held that was unduly lenient and substlt'uted a sentence _

of ning _months_‘ of u_:n_medlate 1mpns_on_me_nt.

Lord Pthllps the then Lord Clnef .T ustlce steted at page 6 in 1elat1o11 to the

. agcrravatmg features that

~®...mpst significant of these is that the offerider gave the information to a
- known. criminal whose record included offences of violence in order o'

eiiable him to take the law into his own hands by dealing with no'less

. than three men who had; so he belisved, committed offences against him, .
" ora close friend. It must have been obvious to the gffender that this was. |
. a serious risk that the defendan.t s co-defendam would subject ﬂzese men .

L to phy.:ucal ¥ zolence

~Clearly an immicdiate prison sentence was the appropriate sentence in'that

case. .

Page 10 of I7
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Sentence Ruiling, Ind, No. 8511, R v. Patricia Morigue fWebs_)"ér Corgm Quin J, Dale: T6.5.13

The aforesmd cases were all rewew ed by the N orthern heland ngh Court in :

theR A2 G‘rtff ths [9009] NICC 23 by M., .Tusuce McCloskey The Defendant :

, had mr‘na]ly been charged wnth 56. Connts The Defendant p]eaded glnlty to

the ﬁ.rst count whwh was aldlng abettmg, eounse]lmg or procunncr§

nnsconduct n pubhc office contlary to common law The mechamsm of the :

smgle count was. -also employed by the Enghsh Coufc of Appeal in R v

O’Leary [2007] 2 Cr. App R (S) 31; 50 that the Defendani would beg' :

\ sentenced to the totahty of h13 offendmg dunng the penod u_nderz

cons1derat1cm, and h.lS plea of gullty to the ﬁrst count covered a]l the

effences

_ The Northern Ireland Hlﬂh Court rehed on the Judoment of Judge LI m:

An‘amcy Geneml s Refereuce Na 14(} of 2004 EWCA Crim. 3525 and L01d :

Iudge 5 dlcta _

- “The oﬁ‘ender was in @ pommn of tmst His activity hr:.'s a’amaged B
 confidence in the way. in which DVLA records'are kept and maintained. . -
- The information of the DVIA is confidential. The unanthorised
distlosure of information held in any records kept and maintained only
Jfor public purposes should also alvays be regarded as a serious offence.
" The amount of private information about each and every single citizen in
- this coumry, available to public servants, has increased and with modern
- technology - continuing increase  is virtually inevituble, Citizens are

" entitled to assume thai the information 50 ]Lept will only. be made: -

- available to.those who are entitled to see it and only for the express
. purpose permlrted by law. Wrongful disclosure sometimes works to' the
‘benefit of someone who is not entitled to the advantage so provided, .
- Sometimes wrongful disclosure causes damage. Even if an offender is not
Sfully anticipating the consequences of disclosure, it would be very
unusuaf for him to be enfir ely ignorant of the possible consequences, and
even if those conseguences are unforeseen, the impact of disclosure on
‘any individual whose privicy has been betrayed is a critical ingredient

" of the sentencing decision. It seems to us these are essential p inciples
‘which skould be noted by any Jjudge facmg a sentencing decision in this
cla,s's of case’

Page 11 of I7
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- Lord Judge went te_add that: -

- “Where thereé is’ evfdéﬂcebf deétrimental z}npecf on some individaal or
- individugls, this will imdoubtedly be a matericl factor and is Iz.’»ely to

erk as an’ aﬂramvahna fearw eina oreat majomj! of cases.”

- This Court respectfully adopts Lord Judge’s clear statement of the pﬁneiples :

to be app]i'ed _i.n'cases' 'of_ .nﬁec_onduet_in pubiie"qfﬁee. :

. ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION

. 35, Iri relation to Courit 1, the Deféndant made 10 secret of her eift’e_mp’t .to_obtain: B

_th—is‘.infonnation. Not anly did she forward her request for the infornation to

' an J.mmigratiOn Officer, but she,eopied it to the: Senior Bﬁnﬂgretioﬁ Offieer.

T]:us constn?uted e*(treme ncuvety on the part of the Defendant but goes

towards ﬂlustratmg ’rhat she had a lack of cn.rmnal mtent

It Was a very s‘mpld act on the Defendant ‘s paf[ as it eomprom.lsed the

1ntegnty of the data system and it resulted n these charges being brought- -

_agalnst her.

36, - The Crown accepts that the second count is even less serious than the first

count..

The Defendant e]early thought she was can'ymg out g sm‘rple act of trymg to

aSSLSt a former co-worker — whom she had ]10 reason to d]strust

: telephone number.

Semence Ruflng, Ind. No. 83711, R v. Pasricia Monique Webster Coram Ouin J Date: 16.5.13

w1th a

Page 12 of 17




1+ - The Defendant kriew ﬂlat her former co worker was trymg to find- the

2 P : teIephone number of someone whe was 4 creod fnendef ]EIJS
3 :Moreover the mformanon sou:,ht by the Defenda.nt from the database 13; :
4 T . ._ ._ jnformatmn Wthh could have been obtamed from atelephone book
5 . The Defendant becatise eh.e ﬂtouclit: of thi'.s ae a eimnIe and. ,v.ery'nonnal-
6 . .request cleaﬂy forgot that supplymg ]nformanon frorn the database must be
T : zauthonsed., and thal she had stnct dth].ES of conﬁdenttahty m relanon to the '
8 T idatabase.
9 .37 :Agam thlS was a-very naive and foohsh offence HOWEVCI 1 accept that, as |
100 .+ -  inthe ﬁrst court, the Defendant dld not seek to obtam any beneﬁt ﬂnanclal'
11 Eo,r_ otherw1se._ :
12 o 38 g :The Defendant should have clea:ly understood the senousness of accessmg
13 o :the RCIPS conﬁdenttal dat'lbase Wlthout fon:nal or Ofﬁcml authonsatlon -
14, 'Where somcon_e. ab.us_es thetr pOSIt]OIl. of trust t_he Cou_It must ‘of necess_1ty -
15 ICOnsider 'an. immediate prison sentence; 'Whilst hot in .any‘ Way, nnmnnzmg o
: 16 : : - “the senousness of these two uffences I ﬁnd that they are at the vew lower o
17 - _end of the scale The sole nlOthE for both offences was to help a fnend and
G180 ' = - - not to heIp herself The Defendant has been extremely foohsh and obwously -
19 . ~did not concuder or anhclpaie the serious consequences of her acnons
20
21

Sertence Ru[fng: Ind. No. 85/, R 3. Pairici Mtﬁrrfg’nge Webster Coram Oiiine J. Date: 16.5.13
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41,

Sentence Ruling. Ind. No. 85/11. R, Fatricia Monigue Webster Coritm. Ciiin J. Daie: 16.5.13

- [1996] NI 456 atpacre 463:

T fully dceept that the Défendant’s commission of these’ offences did not

J'J:Wolv'e't]jeE confer.ral of :any-pe'cunjary benefit to" her. ""When I tevieW the -

relevant UK case law for offences of nnsconduct in pubhc oﬁice I ﬁnd that a

n haht of t.he facts of t}ns case, the sentence can be placed at the lower end

' _ o_f the scale. _

The Defendant adnntted her mvolvement When confronted by the pohce The

_ probatmn ofﬁcer Tnsha Srmth has stated that after the Level of

S,er\nce(Case Management Inyentory R.lsk A_ssessment, the Defenc_lant scored

“very low” as a Tepeat-offender. I quote from the Social Inquiry. Report
 prepared by Probation Officer Trisha Smith, dated 3% May 2013. Ms. Smith

states:

_ “The Cowt now also has f.o cormder that Ms. Websfer is afi rst tine
B oﬁ'ender and is rrulv contrite about what she dm’ IfWulst ﬂns wrll not
rem:t her from fm:mg the consequences of her actions, z‘he Court could
mke into conszderatzon rfhat a cuszodml sentence nght have m@plzcanon

: fOJ I'.'er fazri'y voung chz?dren

In niy 1.7ie\:£r because of the seriousness' of the offences they warrant a prison

sentence of 9 months on each eount to run concurrently However Tam -
o 'gomg to adopt the approach taken by Hutton LCI mAttomey Gene: al’s

i :Reference No 2 of 1993 5 NIJB 71 at paﬂe 75 76 and reiterated by' |

McDermott LJ in Attomey General’ Reference (’Vas 1 and 2 of ]996)
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“At this stage we wou!d venture £o wpeat the elemem‘ary, but sometinies

Jorgotten; proposition that before suspending a senténce a Judge has to

apply his mind to two separate questions: (1) Does the offence require a.

' custodial Sentence and (2 2) if it does, do cncumsrance.s extsr whzch would. -
- jusnﬁ/ a suspenswn of the senfence P : : :

S 42, Inmy w‘ew,"the offences of this nature retlune a custodial senfence but, in -
*light of the folloWLtng circumstances beﬁeve_ that the"s'ent:ence_ of 9 mentns’

imprisonment should be suspended for twelve months:

1. No criniinal :in:ten'r: The Defendant did not have .any motives for her

© actions Whlch she knew were in breach of the RCIPS Code of Conduet:

.t ENo pectm:am -}eward The Defendant de not ask for or reeewe any .

‘benefit ﬁnanmal or othermse, for her actlons :

ii. 5T]z€ vaetv af the Aefs The Defendant was nalve in the extreme m both
:cases — that ].S, ‘in her view, aumng s1mply to assmt fnends n both cases;
without conmdenng the: strict conditions -attac‘hed_ fo her access o | .

" information in the database.

'Becnuee Ithe Defenazint.had no erix'n'in'al or illeg'al intent in 'canytnu out

5& actiens she de not stop to thlnk that there could st111 be _

; eensequences for W]Jat she was domg The Defendant did not eomuder i
- these co_nseqnences- of het actions, and, in this .way,: her ﬁaﬁr} \?tfas '

extreme, |

Sentence :Rulihg. Ind. No. 83/11. R v. Patricia Menigue Webstei Coram Quin ). Date: 16.5.13
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_ 1v No third party denffmeritf Save -éhd éxéept for the obvious compromise o
~ the security of the RC]?S'database,: there: is no evidence of any specific - B
:det_ﬂrﬁental impa.dt'on aﬁy_ indﬁiduﬁl as a r:ésult of ﬂje'])efendgnt’s: o

" actions.’

V.. T??éjDeﬁndan.t’s. Good Character: The Deféﬁdaﬁt has.nc:-_ h:istOry';bf -

" wrongdoing of any previous convictions,

- vi; The Defendant's early. admission to_the police: The Defendant was
: honest and. forthcoming to the - anthorities and her aecount of both

-5, incidents has been consistent.

Vi, The Defendant’s guilty plea: The Defendent admitted her guilt when

. faced W1th t_he;fadt of;hef ﬁrﬁngdoi@g.

.Viii.'Th_e :SO?E: provider.‘ fo; hfuéo founfq éhffdr@ri:; I take ihto. 'a_céoﬁnt tl‘ilait'tl"lc:
DB:fEéIld;a]:lt is .E;. yc;ung mother of pfevioué -gbod :chara_c’ter'and ﬂlat's.he'is? ,
;'the sole providér _fc:m hertwo youug'c;]iﬂdrén. To' _s._énd' her Io an _
' inﬁnédi:a:te term of i‘nipﬁéohinenf would have a devastsitiﬁg e_ffec_t onhcr -

’LWD children.

43, Accordingly, for the aforesaid reasons, I suspend the Defendant’s sentence of

imprisonment for 12 months.

Senpeiseé Riing. Ind. No. 85/11. R v. Falricia Monique Webster Coram Quin J. Date: 163.13
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‘ 44 - Trnaké 1t very c:lé&r: t’haf t];is is :sﬁll:a.s_ent;encé Qf unpnsonment éf 9 months, -
It Will 'refna'm 501.1 the Défeﬁd%ﬁt’s I'ECDJ’.‘;d: w1th -ail ﬂ:m' a.s:socia:te::'.l adversé
consequences. Furthermme should Lhe Defendam comr_mt any further-
' offencas Wlthm 12 months she w111 be 11able to 1mmed1ate mnpnsonment for-

these two offencas onthls Tlldlctment

Dated this the 16™ dhy of May 2013 -

R

Homnourable Mr. Justice Cﬁar.les _Qui?n

. Judge of the Grand Court
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