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NOTES OF JUDGE K B de RIDDER ON SENTENCING

 

 

[1] Mr Heke, at the conclusion of the prosecution case against you on 10 charges 

of burglary, you pleaded guilty to nine of those and I dismiss the tenth, and 

accordingly, of course, you are now for sentence on those nine charges to which you 

pleaded guilty. 

[2] The charges involved quite deliberate and targeted burglary of holiday homes 

in the Russell area in the period July to August of 2014, where you systematically 

targeted places that you knew would be empty, as their owners were either overseas 

and only occupied the places on a temporary basis or were elsewhere in 

New Zealand. 

[3] A variety of property was taken and the total loss that you caused, and for 

which reparation is sought, is $8168.89, and of course another aggravating feature is 



 

 

that you were leading a younger offender who assisted you in some of these 

burglaries which were committed at varying times of the day, but essentially, as I 

have said, it was premeditated, planned and targeted burglaries of private homes. 

[4] Whilst I accept that in respect of some of those, it was highly unlikely there 

would be any confrontation with the occupants and others, there was always the risk 

that they could have been there, having travelled from other parts of New Zealand. 

[5] The offending has been the subject of firstly a sentence indication given some 

time ago, and of course your co-offender has been sentenced as well and there is a 

need for me to be aware of the principle of consistency as best as I can. 

[6] In terms of the material before me, of course I have received extensive 

written submissions from the police, from your counsel, Mr Watkins, I have also had 

the benefit of the probation report which I have read and considered, and also the 

report from the restorative justice co-ordinator who reports that although a process 

was not followed, you at least were willing to participate in that. 

[7] Finally, of course, there was the brief report from the prison and your own 

letter of remorse, and finally, but not least, of course, a member of your whānau has 

had the courage to stand up in Court today and address me about your place in the 

whānau. 

[8] Quite clearly, of course, the primary purposes and principles of sentencing 

are simply denunciation for people who commit these types of targeted burglaries of 

people’s private homes, denunciation of such behaviour, and holding you 

accountable for your offending. 

[9] There has been a consistent theme throughout of adopting the burglary of the 

James Street house as the start point with a start point of two years’ imprisonment, 

and I simply adopt that.  In my view, your other offending around the same time 

requires an uplift and I would impose one of one year and nine months. 



 

 

[10] You have a very significant criminal history, 161 prior convictions including 

nine for burglary, but also a raft of other dishonesty offending of varying types.  That 

very significant history also calls for a significant uplift and I would apply an uplift 

of one year. 

[11] That would result in an end start sentence of four years and nine months’ 

imprisonment.  In my view, I am required to reduce that slightly.  Firstly I take the 

view that you now do demonstrate remorse for your offending, that is reflected 

firstly in your guilty pleas once you have heard the evidence, although not too much 

credit can be given for that as you could have acknowledged your role much earlier, 

but nevertheless, finally you had the courage to accept your responsibility. 

[12] Secondly, there is the material in the probation report.  The experienced 

writer assesses you as someone who has genuine insight into your offending, what it 

is doing not only to yourself but to your whānau, and you also demonstrate some 

understanding of the effects of this offending on the victims, which of course are set 

out in those victim impact statements which are hardly surprising and can be 

summarised as saying a sense of outrage at having their private domain invaded by 

you and your co-offender. 

[13] But overall, as I have said, and also reflected in your own letter, you are in a 

space now where you do demonstrate insight for your offending and accept full 

responsibility for it, and demonstrate some resolve to try and turn your life around. 

[14] The second factor is that there is every prospect of reparation being paid, 

together with the assistance of your whānau, and finally there is the fact that you 

were at least willing to front, and in person, the victims of the offending, but they 

chose not to, which of course is their right. 

[15] For those factors, I would reduce that start point slightly by six months and 

that results then in an end sentence on all of these charges of four years and three 

months’ imprisonment.  As well, you will pay reparation in respect of each of these 

nine charges in accordance with the reparation schedule as filed by the police. 



 

 

[16] Finally, can I say, Mr Heke, that given the amount of time that you have been 

in custody on these charges, it is my assessment that you must be well past the point 

where you might be considered for parole.  That of course is a matter for the 

Parole Board and I have some confidence in the material that has come before me 

recently that with the support of your whānau, you might be able to turn away from 

this long life of crime. 

[17] You at least owe it to your whānau to repay the faith they have shown in you 

by their support throughout your various appearances in Court to in fact carry 

through with what you have told me in your letter of remorse today, but that is a 

matter for the future. 

 

 

K B de Ridder 

District Court Judge 


