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NOTES OF JUDGE A J ADEANE ON SENTENCING 

 

 

[1] [Charlie Johnson], you have been found guilty by a jury of four charges of rape 

and four of unlawful sexual connection by digital penetration.  These charges comprise 

four pairs, one pair corresponding to each of four separate episodes of offending.   

[2] The complainant is your stepdaughter and you have filled the role of her father 

since she was [young age deleted].  When she was [early teenage year deleted] years 



 

 

old, the family moved to [region deleted].  Her mother entrusted her to your sole care 

and for three consecutive nights the two of you were alone in your new home in 

[location1] while her mother remained in [location 2].  On each of those nights you 

both digitally penetrated and raped her.   

[3] Later when she was [age deleted – two years older] and, according to her 

victim’s statement, already suffering the adverse consequences of the first round of 

offending, there was a further episode of virtually identical offending.   

[4] Plainly from this, it can be seen the offending was calculated and premeditated 

and extended over a significant period of time, although thankfully not for so many 

episodes as have been encountered in other cases.  Like those, however, it was a gross 

and repeated breach of trust.  

[5] As a result of this, the complainant has lost her family including her sibling.  

She has been displaced from [region deleted] into the care of [a family member – 

details deleted]; that, of course, because she was no longer considered to be safe from 

you.  Her female relations, her mother and her grandmother in particular, have ranged 

alongside you against her.  Her education has been disrupted and her sense of 

wellbeing has been shattered in a way which her victim impact statement graphically 

sets out.  Your selfish conduct is all the more deplorable for those reasons. 

[6] Compounding this, as reported by the probation officer, is your ongoing denial 

and the complete absence of remorse.  A sentiment in which, as I say, you have got the 

misguided support of your partner.  It is not surprising that the Probation Service assess 

both your risk of reoffending and your risk of causing harm to others as high.  Apart 

from that, the personal circumstances set out in the probation report are unexceptional. 

[7] At 42 years of age, you have been trying to improve your qualifications and 

position in your life.  Your history of offending is sparse when compared with some, 

but it includes one highly relevant matter where in 1997 you were sentenced to 

eight years’ imprisonment for unlawful sexual connection with a 13 year old girl 

occurring in 1994.  While the intervening period between that offending and this is 



 

 

lengthy, it may also point to a deeply ingrained propensity on your part where 

adolescent girls are concerned.  

[8] Given your stout denial of these matters and unwillingness to engage around 

them, in my view no further or more nuanced inquiry along the lines I have referred 

to would be likely to be productive. 

[9] By reference to R v AM1 I place the matter in the mid-to-high end of band 2 

and I adopt a starting point of 11 years’ imprisonment.  The only relevant previous 

offending was, as counsel submits, 20 years ago and that was met in itself with a 

comparatively stern sentence.  I am not persuaded, in those circumstances, that any 

uplift is appropriate.  The same issues can, however, be addressed by a different 

mechanism.  I am satisfied that the risk your behaviour presents to the community, the 

need to denounce it retrospectively and to deter it looking forward require the 

imposition of a minimum period of imprisonment.   

[10] In those circumstances, you are sentenced to 11 years’ imprisonment on each 

of these matters with the rider that you must serve a minimum term of six years of that 

sentence.  

[11] The offences for which you are presently being sentenced, Mr [Johnson], are 

three strike offences.  On the commission of a first three strike offence, you will be 

sentenced according to the circumstances and if imprisoned receive parole in the 

normal way.  If thereafter you commit a second three strike offence, you will be 

sentenced according to the circumstances of your offending, but you will receive no 

parole.  If after a second three strike offence you then go on to commit a third 

three strike offence, you will not be sentenced in this Court but rather committed to 

the High Court for sentence where, absent special circumstances, you would be 

sentenced to the maximum term of imprisonment which the law allows to be served 

without parole.  You will be served with written notice of these matters before you 

leave the Court today.  
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