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NOTES OF JUDGE B A FARNAN ON SENTENCING 

 

 

[1] I previously gave Lawrence Albert Bennett a sentence indication in respect of 

the charges he was facing, namely three arson charges, two wilful damage charges, 

and two charges under the Arms Act 1983. 

[2] Prior to this sentence indication, Mr Bennett had already pleaded guilty to the 

Arms Act charges, namely possession of a firearm and ammunition under s 45(1) Arms 

Act.  He had also previously admitted damaging a mattress at the Invercargill Police 

Station on 16 October 2015.   

[3] As a result of my sentence indication Mr Bennett pleaded guilty to the 

remainder of the charges he is facing, apart from the lesser of three arson charges, 

which alleged that he set fire to a wheelie bin. 



 

 

[4] Today the Crown have offered no evidence in respect of that charge and 

I dismiss the charge under s 147 Criminal Procedure Act 2011.  Accordingly, 

Mr Bennett, you are no longer facing that charge. 

[5] For sentencing today, I have read the pre-sentence report and Mr Redpath’s 

supplementary sentencing memorandum.  Mr Redpath has also addressed me in 

respect of one or two additional matters.  I have re-read my sentence indication notes 

and they form part of my sentencing remarks today.  Those notes are to be attached to 

my sentencing notes. [Editorial note: sentencing indication notes are not attached to 

this judgment.]  

[6] The Crown has today confirmed that in respect of the arson charges, 

no reparation is sought, although Ms McKenzie did mention that the defendant could 

perhaps make a donation to charity.  That is not a matter that Mr Redpath has any 

instructions in respect of.  Additionally, I had indicated in my sentence indication to 

the defendant that he would be liable, and I would order him, to pay reparation in 

respect of the wilful damage to the police property. 

[7] The victims of the defendant’s offending did not wish to engage in restorative 

justice and, in my view, that process would likely not have been appropriate in this 

particular case, particularly in the light of Mr Bennett’s comments in the pre-sentence 

report. 

[8] The pre-sentence report refers to the fact that the defendant said he only 

pleaded guilty because he was sick of it, ie the Court process.  I do acknowledge that 

the defendant has been before the Court for some significant period of time.  That, in 

many respects, was related to issues regarding whether he was fit to plead. 

[9] Mr Bennett indicated to the report writer that he did not accept the entire 

summary of facts and does not accept responsibility for his offending.  I therefore 

cannot conclude that he has any remorse.  He did, however, explain that his 

grandfather had recently passed away and he was drinking a fair bit which may have 

contributed to his offending.  He referred to some of the comments he made being 

made in jest, particularly in relation to, “might as well light another one,” being in 



 

 

reference to the recent cremation of his grandfather and the claim that there was 

regarding bombs and guns was him agreeing in jest with his associate who first 

brought up the subject, according to Mr Bennett when he spoke to the report writer. 

[10] In relation to the firearm related parts and weapons, Mr Bennett stated that they 

had been on the farm for years, going back to when his father resided at the property, 

and he denied an intention to use them to harm others.  That is a matter that Mr Redpath 

addressed me on today.  He confirmed that the charge in relation to possession of the 

firearm was such that the firearm - and the state it was in at the time that it was found 

at Mr Bennett’s property in any event - was not in a useable state. 

[11] Additionally, Mr Redpath has submitted to me that there can now be a further 

discount for the defendant because he is only facing two, not the original three arson 

charges.   

[12] I agree with Mr Redpath’s comment in his supplementary submissions that the 

pre-sentence report does not add a great deal to what the Court already knows about 

Mr Bennett.  As I have said, I accept that the defendant is not now facing all of the 

charges for which he received the sentence indication and I accept - and this is not 

opposed by the Crown - that there can be some slight adjustment.   

[13] Therefore, in my view, Mr Bennett, the purposes and principles of sentencing 

can be met by the following sentence being imposed upon you. 

[14] With respect to the two arson charges, I am sentencing you to three years and 

six months’ imprisonment.  That is a reduction of three months to reflect the fact that 

the third charge has now been dismissed.   

[15] In respect of the two wilful damage charges, in respect of the one related to the 

police, you are convicted and ordered to pay reparation and that is in the sum of $115.  

In respect of the other wilful damage charge, you are sentenced to one month 

imprisonment. 



 

 

[16] In respect of the two charges under the Arms Act, you are sentenced to two 

months’ imprisonment.   

[17] All of those sentences are concurrent, so the end sentence for you is an end 

sentence of three years and six months, which is consistent with, but slightly less than, 

my sentencing indication. 

[18] Finally, there has, until today, been interim name suppression.  Mr Redpath, on 

behalf of the defendant, is not seeking final name suppression.  In any event, there is 

no evidence before me that would support final name suppression.   

 

 

 

B A Farnan 

District Court Judge 


