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NOTES OF JUDGE D M WILSON QC ON SENTENCING 

 

[1] Moanaroa Kidwell, you appear for sentence on a number of charges.  The 

first one is the bag snatch from Ms Tiang.  She reports that while the incident was 

very traumatic and awful, leaving her shaken and scared, she has moved on and does 

not want to relive it again by discussing it and hopes the person who snatched the 

bag gets punished. 

[2] The circumstances of that were that this was a female Air New Zealand 

employee.  She had finished her shift and she was making her way to her car and you 

followed her.  You pushed her over.  She fell, face-first onto the ground.  You pulled 

her black canvas bag from her and sadly for you of course this was captured on 

CCTV so you got identified.  You had a look through it and then threw the bag out 

the window and then you and your friends were seen on CCTV leaving the airport. 



 

 

[3] Then subsequently you got on to the method of getting people to isolated 

places where you could rob them.  You started off by advertising a motorcycle for 

sale under an alias and the victim purchased that for $1800.  The money went into 

the bank account.  You pulled it out and then made yourself scarce.  You were to 

hand the bike back but you never showed up so finally that person went to the police. 

[4] On 8 March which is six days later you advertised another motorbike for sale 

under an alias.  A different victim made contact and agreed to meet with you to buy 

the bike and was directed to a rural address on Gordonton Road which you provided.  

An associate let him into the property and when he got out of the car you charged 

towards him with a shotgun telling him to get on the ground.  He took $2000 from 

his wallet and put it on the ground and then there was a discussion about whether 

you would shoot him.  He was pleading for his life.  Another offender arrived with a 

vehicle and you left telling the man to stay on the ground. 

[5] On 16 March eight days later another friend of yours advertised a motorbike 

for sale and your number was given as a contact point.  A man and his wife were 

interested in buying the motorbike and arranged to meet you to view it.  Your friend, 

McRae, agreed to give you a firearm.  It was a sawn-off shotgun which you loaded 

with ammunition.  McRae waved the car down and the victim was taken to a  

semi-rural property when you emerged from the bushes with your firearm yelling at 

him to hand over money or be killed.  You discharged the firearm.  A round grazed 

past the victim’s head and exited through the roof of his vehicle.  It caused a burst 

eardrum, which the victim writes about in terms of the effect on him, which was very 

significant, being a difficult thing for him to deal with, the loss of his ability to hear, 

the change in his emotional state.  He has become fractious as a result of the head 

injury which had a very serious affect on him.  The only lucky bit about it was that 

the injury was not worse.  He tried to get away. He was so terrified that he crashed 

his car into a tree and ran off.  You did not get anything from them. 

[6] On 4 April you did a petrol drive-off without paying for it. 

[7] At the sentence indication hearing your counsel on your behalf accepted that 

the Crown had it right when they submitted that the assault with intent to rob charge 



 

 

should have a starting point of eight years and that the aggravated robbery would 

warrant a seven year starting point so that that led to an uplift of three years.  That 

brought us to a total of 11 years’ imprisonment then sought a modest uplift for the 

Auckland Airport robbery.  I think in terms of the overall criminality the sentence 

starting point of 11 years is adequate and while for that charge I would impose a 

sentence of 12 months, in the circumstances that will be concurrent. 

[8] There are not really any mitigating personal factors here.  You have done 

courses while you have been on remand and I acknowledge that it is not easy.  You 

have also written a letter and spoke to the Probation Service accepting full 

responsibility for your actions and not blaming your drug addiction.  Those, given 

that you have not got an uplift for the bag snatch there is no basis for a deduction for 

those.  You are entitled to a deduction however for your plea of guilty and that figure 

is 25 percent.  That leads to a net sentence of 99 months which is eight years and 

three months on my arithmetic.   

[9] The Crown asks here for a minimum period of imprisonment to be imposed.  

The principles under the Sentencing Act 2002 relating to that, the need to holding the 

offender accountable, to denounce his conduct, to deter him and protect the 

community and in order to impose a minimum period of imprisonment I have to find 

being eligible for parole at the end of one-third of the sentence would be insufficient 

to achieve those purposes so the maximum available is up to two-thirds with a 

nominal sentence or 10 years.  The 10 years does not apply. 

[10] The repeated gangster-like behaviour here with getting people to remote areas 

and presenting firearms are very serious acts of criminal behaviour.  In my opinion 

the requirements of sentencing would not be met by the ordinary eligibility for 

parole at one-third.  The Crown has asked for a 50 percent minimum period of 

imprisonment.  In my view that is the least amount that should be imposed to meet 

the obligations under Sentencing Act.  Accordingly you will serve a minimum of 

four years and six weeks. 

  



 

 

[11] There has been a request to consider reparation of $9657.61.  You do not have 

any means to pay that and it seems to me that you will be inside for a time.  There is 

no basis upon which you would be able to pay that amount and with all sympathy to 

the victims for their loss a reparation order is declined. 

 
 
 
 
D M Wilson QC 
District Court Judge 
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