
EDITORIAL NOTE: NO SUPPRESSION APPLIED. 
 

NEW ZEALAND POLICE v JUNE ANNETTE TIHEMA [2016] NZDC 9184 [19 May 2016] 

      
IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
AT AUCKLAND 

CRI-2015-020-003172 
[2016] NZDC 9184 

 
NEW ZEALAND POLICE 

Prosecutor 
 
v 

 
 

JUNE ANNETTE TIHEMA 
Defendant 

 
 
Hearing: 

 
19 May 2016 

 
Appearances: 

 
Sergeant P Mann for the Prosecutor 
T Fitzgibbon for the Defendant 

 
Judgment: 

 
19 May 2016 

 
 

NOTES OF JUDGE R J COLLINS ON SENTENCING

 
 

[1] Ms Tihema, you are for sentence today on three charges of burglary.  The 

summaries of fact record the facts of your offending as follows. 

[2] At approximately 3.45 pm on 10 October you went to an address in Napier.  

You were in a motor vehicle.  You had someone with you.  You parked outside the 

address.  The summary records that you have left the car and jumped over a fence 

into the property.  Once inside you have entered the house, rifled through desks and 

drawers in the victim’s office and taken approximately $500 in Australian currency.  

You were disturbed by a resident of the property and chased a short distance out of 

the house.  The summary records that you apologised and continued to run.  You 

jumped back in the vehicle and together with the person you were with you have left 

the scene. 



 

 

[3] About six weeks later you were the passenger in a motor vehicle.  You had 

borrowed the vehicle from a friend a couple of days prior to the incident.  You and 

someone who was with you have parked on Nelson Street in Hastings.  That is a 

residential address but not too far from the central business district.  You entered a 

property there.  You have entered the address and picked up a wallet inside the 

address.  You were disturbed in the kitchen of the address, apologised and left, 

climbing through a gap in the fence and leaving the property.  The victim checked 

his wallet and found that $50 was missing. 

[4] I will just pause there to observe that in both of those burglaries the real fear 

that people have about burglary is confrontation with innocent homeowners when 

things can go horribly wrong.  They did not in your case but the potential for matters 

to go horribly wrong was nevertheless there. 

[5] The day after that second burglary you went to another residential address in 

Hastings, again between the hours of 3.00 pm and 5.30 pm.  You have gone through 

the laundry window.  Inside the address you have taken two televisions, a sound 

system, work uniform, vacuum cleaner, another electronic device and hall rugs, all 

having a value of $6000.  The victim returned home to find the house had been rifled 

through and was in a very untidy state.  All the beds and lounge suites were tipped 

over, drawers pulled open and the contents strewn around.  That is serious indeed.  

Ms Tihema, you do not have to be in this job that long to read many victim impact 

statements and the absolute devastation that people feel when they find that their 

homes have been violated by burglars and the community has justifiably had enough 

of it.   

[6] The community sentiment is reflected in the observations of the 

Court of Appeal.  In the Court of Appeal, the name will not mean much to you, but 

the case called Arahanga v R [2012] NZCA 480, [2013] 1 NZLR 189, (2012) 26 

CRNZ 63 has said that the normal range for burglary sentencing or the starting point 

is between 18 months and two and a half years.  In your case, in my view, the 

starting point is the third burglary which is the most serious and being as generous to 

you as I can I take the lowest point in the Court of Appeal range of 18 months but 

that must be uplifted, in my view, whether by six months for each of the other two or 



 

 

for nine plus three but overall the uplift for another two burglaries is, in my view, 

one of 12 months and that takes me to two and a half years. 

[7] We then come to the question of your 24 previous convictions for burglary.  

There may have been a time under a different sentencing regime when you would 

have been looking at an even more severe sentence.  In a Court of Appeal decision of 

Kingi v R for eight previous burglaries the Court of Appeal said that an uplift of 

18 months could have been justified.  In another case of Makene for a similar 

number of burglaries, because a number of those burglaries were earlier in time the 

Court suggested that the uplift of six months was appropriate. 

[8] Being again as generous as I can to you today, and acknowledging that a 

number of those 24 burglaries were some time ago, I still need to have regard to the 

fact that one of them was in 2013, one in 2012 and another two in 2010.  In my view 

the most generous I can be is an uplift of six months for those previous convictions 

and that is not to punish you twice for that offending.  That is to simply acknowledge 

the need to protect the public from somebody who is a recidivist burglar; no matter 

what it is that brings it about that you find the need to turn to that type of crime.   

[9] That takes me to three years or 36 months.  I am prepared to give you a 

two month credit for your efforts at rehabilitation while you have been on remand in 

custody and I am prepared to give you a seven month discount for your guilty pleas.  

In respect of some charges they cannot be said to have come at an early stage at all.   

[10] That takes me to two years and one month.  At that point home detention 

is not available because to be available the sentence has to be two years or less.  

On all three charges of burglary you are sentenced to terms of imprisonment of  

two years, one month.  That is all concurrent.  That is a total of 

two years, one month.  Thank you, you can stand down. 

 

 
 
 
R J Collins 
District Court Judge 
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