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JUDGMENT 

DEPUTY BAILIFF: The Court has noted that with one exception of an assault by 

a woman on a woman, every case m the authorities submitted to us, 

involved a male victim or victims. The Court views with horror any attack 

upon a woman in this Island. The Court heard the victim of this assault in 

the witness box. The Court is therefore fully aware of the terror, fear, 

suffering and mental anguish that she experienced that night. After eight 

months she still displayed intense emotional suffering, so much so that she 

had to be supported by a counsellor from the Jersey Womens' Refuge when 

giving her evidence, albeit with the consent of the defence. 
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The Court flnds that Heuze was permitted, not mvtted, into the flat, 

and that he did suffer acute pain to h1s nose from the scratches inflicted.by 

the victim, but nevertheless that the degree of provocation could m no way 

justify the VICIOUS assault that took place m the VICtim's own home. That 

the mjury to the victtm's hand and the two bttes were Inflicted when the 

vtctim was attemptmg to defend herself from a very severe beating. That 

the kicking, although not of the most serious nature, was gratuitous vwlence 

after the victtm had been severely beaten afld was on the floor. 

Therefore, although the Court has taken tnto accouRt all the 

mitigating factors so ably put by Mr Meiklejohn, indeed he could not have 

done more for his client, includmg the plea of gutlty, the remorse shown, 

the provocation, the change in lifestyle which has caused us substantially to 

tgnore Heuze's prevwus record, the lack of premeditation, the fact that no 

weapon was used and the commendation from the Chtef Offtcer of Police, 

the Court is unantmously of the opinion that the concluswns moved by the 

Crown are the correct ones. The Court does not feel able to discount the 

sentence on the ground that Heuze chooses to serve hts sentence m the 

segreganon wmg after acqutttal by the jury of the sexual offence. The 

Court thinks 1t appropriate to refer to the recent case of Tregaskts. lt ts 

difftcult to compare cases wh1ch turn on their particular facts. In particular 

the Court was there concerned wtth d1sparity between the sentence to be 

imposed on TregaskJs and that already Jmposed in the PolJce Court on the 

eo-accused. The assault by Tregask1s was on a male m a pubhc place, th1s 

assault was on a woman tn the intimacy and privacy of her own home. The 

Court does not accept that the mjuries to Tregaskts' VJCtJm, taking an 

overall view, mcluding emotional damage, were necessarily more senous 

than those suffered by the victtm m the present case. 

Accordingly, the conclusions are granted and, Heuze, you are 

sentenced to two and a half years' imprisonment. 
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