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NOTES OF JUDGE M B T TURNER ON SENTENCING

 
Introduction 

[1] The defendant Northburn owns and operates a large high country Merino 

sheep station in Central Otago, known as Northburn Station.  

[2] On 3 September 2014 two employees of Northburn (Mr Holder and 

Mr Grayland) undertook a controlled burn-off in steep terrain on part of the station 

known as “Firewood Creek”.   

[3] During this, Mr Grayland, who had been employed by Northburn for 

10 weeks was killed when engulfed by a fire front.   

[4] Arising from that the defendant has pleaded guilty to a charge under s 6 and 

s 51(a) Health and Safety In Employment Act 1992, that being an employer it failed 



 

 

to take all practicable steps to ensure the safety of its employee, Mr Grayland, while 

at work. 

[5] The maximum penalty for the offence is a fine not exceeding $250,000. 

Facts 

[6] A detailed and agreed summary of facts has been filed with the Court. 

[7] Prior to working for Northburn, Mr Grayland had been a police officer for a 

number of years and had, since leaving the police, undertaken casual work on a 

number of farms.  This gave him some limited experience in farming.   

[8] On 1 September 2014, Mr Pinckney, a director and shareholder of Northburn, 

and effectively its hands-on owner, authorised the use of a helicopter for lighting a 

burn on the station.   

[9] On 3 September it was decided that rather than use a helicopter for the 

subsequent burn, the burn at Firewood Creek would be undertaken on foot.  

Mr Holder, who had previous experience with burns on other farms, and 

Mr Grayland, who had never previously been involved in such activities until earlier 

that week, commenced the burn on the northern face of Firewood Creek.  They 

worked close together from a farm track.  This fire was still alight when the 

afternoon fire was lit on the southern side of the gully.  Mr Pinckney had decided for 

economic reasons not to use a helicopter to light this burn.   

[10] Mr Holder and Mr Grayland arrived on site at about 3.00 pm.  The 

instructions given to Mr Grayland involved him and Mr Holder separating and 

lighting vegetation with handheld propane burners from arranged and agreed start 

points some 800 metres apart, each out of sight of the other. 

[11] Mr Grayland was to travel down the spur (to an area which had been sprayed 

some 18 months previously so as to facilitate the burn) towards the creek as far as he 

could.  He was instructed to commence the burn from that point and work back up 



 

 

the spur.  To the east of where Mr Grayland was working there was thick matagouri 

and to the west vegetation, including matagouri, which was less dense. 

[12] It seems, however, that Mr Grayland commenced the burn on his way down 

the hill face.  Although Mr Holder was not able to see Mr Grayland do this, he was 

aware of what was happening because he could see smoke coming from an area 

where there should have been none.  Although this was contrary to the instructions 

he had given, Mr Holder took no steps.   

[13] Mr Grayland continued down the southern face to the lowest position he 

could reach.  He was surrounded by impenetrable vegetation, impenetrable at least to 

humans.  There were sheep tracks through some of the vegetation.  Practically the 

only way out for Mr Grayland was back up the way he had come.   

[14] At the time that this fire was lit the wind was blowing up the gully and away 

from Mr Grayland.  However, at about 3.36 pm Mr Holder noticed that the wind had 

changed direction and blew down the gully towards Mr Grayland.  Mr Holder 

immediately went to higher ground so as to obtain cellphone coverage to alert 

Mr Grayland of this development.   

[15] Cellphone coverage on Northburn was patchy and not achievable at 

Mr Holder’s location when he noticed the change of wind direction.  His first call 

connected.  Mr Grayland was told of the wind change and advised to move to a safe 

area on higher ground.  About 20 minutes later when Mr Holder phoned again, 

Mr Grayland said that he was still heading out of the area.  Subsequent attempts to 

contact Mr Grayland were unsuccessful.  A search was instigated and Mr Grayland’s 

burning body was found at about 6.00 pm, some distance from the path he had taken 

down the spur and on sheep tracks in an area of vegetation Mr Holder later described 

as impenetrable. 

Victim Impact Statement 

[16] A detailed victim impact statement has been filed by Mr Grayland’s wife.  

Her sense of loss and grief are palpable.  She refers to the manner in which she was 



 

 

told about this tragedy and how that affected her.  It seems everyone else knew what 

had happened but Mrs Grayland was given limited information.  She did not know 

what had happened to her husband; ultimately she was told there had been an 

accident and that her husband’s body was at a funeral director’s premises.  

Compounding this, the family was not able to have Mr Grayland’s body or view it, 

such were the nature and extent of his injuries.   

[17] The victim impact statement refers to emotional, social and financial 

consequences to her, her son and grandchildren.  Those consequences have been 

significant and will be ongoing.   

Sentencing Principles and Approach 

[18] The sentence imposed should hold the defendant accountable for the 

offending and for the harm caused to the victim and the community.  It should 

denounce the defendant’s failure to take all practicable steps to ensure Mr Grayland’s 

safety.  The sentence should deter the defendant and others from similar offending in 

the future and make provision for the interests of the victims.   

[19] The approach to sentencing in this case is governed by the provisions of the 

Sentencing Act 2002 and s 51(1) of the Health and Safety in Employment Act. 

[20] I need to assess the gravity of the offending in order to set an appropriate 

starting point.  The degree of culpability, the degree of blameworthiness of the 

defendant is relevant to that task.   

[21] Furthermore, I need to consider the seriousness of this type of offending by 

comparison with other offences by reference to the maximum penalty and I need to 

ensure consistency in sentencing levels.  This is achieved by comparing this case to 

others of a like type.  Overall, however, the sentence imposed must be the least 

restrictive appropriate in the circumstances of this case. 

[22] The sentencing methodology to be adopted in light of these pieces of 

legislation has been summarised Department of Labour v Hanham & Philp 



 

 

Contractors Ltd (2008) 6 NZELR 79 (HC).  The first step is to consider whether 

reparation is appropriate and if so, at what level.  The second step is to determine 

whether to impose a fine and if so, quantum.  The third step involves an assessment 

of the overall sentence imposed taking into account the totality principle. 

Reparation 

[23] Both counsel have filed submissions in respect of this issue.  There is no 

argument that the Court should award reparation in this case.  The issue is, at what 

level. 

[24] The prosecution submits for a reparation award in excess of $100,000, to 

compensate for emotional harm and economic loss suffered as a consequence of the 

offending. 

[25] On the other hand the defendant submits that the award should be in the 

region of $60,000 to $75,000. 

[26] Both counsel have referred me to cases supporting their respective position.   

[27] The task of the Court is to determine a figure which is just in all of the 

circumstances of the case to compensate for the actual harm flowing from the 

offending, for the anguish, distress and mental suffering suffered, recognising that no 

amount of money can reverse the events that have occurred, nor truly compensate for 

the loss of a life, the loss of a husband, father, grandfather and member of the 

community.   

[28] Here, Mr Grayland died as a direct consequence of the way the burn-off was 

undertaken.  The victim impact statement refers to tangible and intangible losses and 

consequences.  In the former category, are funeral costs (including travel) and costs 

associated with finalising Mr Grayland’s estate.  They amount to $7000.  Examples 

of the latter, intangible losses and consequences, include Mrs Grayland struggling to 

sleep properly, changing her approach to socialising, her outlook on life generally, 

struggling to live as a single person and general anxiety arising from suddenly 



 

 

finding herself without the companionship of her partner of many years and the 

unexpected and unplanned for prospect of re-establishing her life alone.  There have 

also been emotional impacts on the wider family, including the party’s son and 

grandchild. 

[29] As noted, both counsel have referred me to cases to support their respective 

arguments.  No two cases are identical, but they provide guidance, indicating a range 

of reparation awards where death has occurred between $60,000 and $125,000.  I do 

not propose to analyse each of the cases referred to me.  I have had regard to them.  

But I intend to refer to two recent cases.   

[30] Earlier this week His Honour Judge Mabey QC, released his sentencing 

decision in Worksafe NZ v Oropi Quarries Limited and Renner [2016] NZDC 10755, 

14 June 2016.  In that case Mr Hill-Ormsby was killed after the fully laden dump 

truck he was driving at the defendant’s quarry overturned.  He had been employed 

two weeks and held a restricted passenger car licence.  He had no experience driving 

heavy motor vehicles, was not properly trained or supervised in the operation of the 

dump truck which he drove for the first time on the day he died.  At paras [26] to 

[50] of the judgment His Honour considered the respective submissions of counsel in 

respect of cases referred to him on the reparation issue.  Many of those cases have 

been referred to me by counsel in this case.  In that case the prosecution sought 

reparation of $125,000.  The defence submitted for $75,000.   

[31] A number of the cases referred to the Court were distinguishable on the basis 

they were the result of agreement between the parties.  The Court emphasised that 

what is required is a broad assessment, case specific based on the information 

provided by those who have suffered emotional harm.  His Honour’s comments 

demonstrate what Harrison J noted in Big Tuff Pallets Ltd v Department of Labour 

(2009) 7 NZELR 322: 

Fixing an award for an emotional harm is an intuitive exercise; its 
quantification defies finite calculation. 

[32] Noting that there were a series of cases which demonstrated an apparent trend 

towards awards in the range of $75,000 Judge Mabey considered that the decisions 



 

 

of Department of Labour v Pike River Coal DC Greymouth CRI-2012-018-000822, 

5 July, 2013, Judge JA Farish and R v Steelcon Construction Ltd and Rodney Bishop 

[2016] NZHC 494 were of particular assistance to him.   

[33] Those cases involved emotional harm reparation awards of $110,000 and in 

Steelcon a further $11,320 for financial loss.  Ultimately in the Oropi case His 

Honour determined that $100,000 emotional harm was appropriate, together with a 

further sum of $17,900 for consequential financial losses.   

[34] In another recent case, Worksafe New Zealand Ltd v Thompson [2016] NZDC 

8350 His Honour Judge Carthcart awarded $100,000 reparation in circumstances 

where an employee, Mr Hickey, suffered fatal injuries while driving a logging truck 

on his first day of work.  The Court found the defendant had failed to undertake 

pre-employment confirmation of Mr Hickey’s health and safety credentials and had 

failed to ensure that pre-employment health and safety induction and training had 

occurred.   

[35] I find those decisions of significant assistance to me in determining the 

appropriate award of emotional harm reparation in this case.  

[36] I do not ignore the cases referred to me by the defendant.  They, however, 

appear somewhat aged and I give weight in this instance to the manner in which 

Mrs Grayland was advised of her husband’s death and the manner in which he died, 

adding as they did to the emotional consequences, suffered.   

[37] In these circumstances I determine an emotional harm reparation award of 

$100,000 is appropriate.  Consequential financial losses of $7000 have been incurred 

and they are to be paid as well. 

Fine 

[38] The second step involves assessing the quantum of fine.  In that regard, I am 

guided by the decision of Hanham where the Court determined three levels of 

culpability: 



 

 

(a) Low culpability, with starting points of up to $50,000; 

(b) Medium culpability, starting points of between 50,000 and $100,000; 

and 

(c) High culpability, starting points of between $100,000 and $175,000. 

[39] The Court noted that for extremely high culpability a starting point in excess 

of $175,000 may be appropriate.   

[40] The Court also set out a non-exhaustive list of factors to assist in the 

assessment of culpability.  They are: 

(a) The identification of the operative acts or omissions at issue.  This 

will usually involve the clear identification of the “practical steps” 

which the Court finds it was reasonable for the offender to have taken. 

(b) An assessment of the nature and seriousness of the risk of harm 

occurring, as well as the realised risk. 

(c) The degree of departure from standards prevailing in the relevant 

industry. 

(d) The obviousness of the hazard. 

(e) The availability, cost and effectiveness of the means necessary to 

avoid the hazard. 

(f) The current state of knowledge of the risks and the nature and severity 

of the harm which could result.  

(g) Finally, the current state of knowledge of the means available to avoid 

the hazard or mitigate the risk or its occurrence. 

  



 

 

Prosecution Submissions 

[41] The prosecution refers to six practical steps which it says should have been 

taken but were not to ensure Mr Grayland was not harmed while at work:  

(a) First, that the burn should have been carried out in accordance with or 

within what is described as the LACES framework, an internationally 

recognised safety briefing aid for fire fighting and/or the lighting of 

fires. 

(b) The burn should have been undertaken on both sides of the gully 

simultaneously.  A helicopter would have been the most appropriate 

way of undertaking this task.   

(c) The prosecution submits that this burn could have been undertaken on 

foot in a safe manner had there been proper planning.  The 

prosecution’s submission is that proper planning would have 

considered and made provision for unexpected wind changes, and 

would have ensured that Mr Grayland was not working in the bottom 

of a gully surrounded by dry vegetation, given the risks of cross-over 

fire from the other side of the gully. 

(d) Mr Grayland should have worked from an anchor point, in other 

words, a safe point to light the fire from with a planned escape route 

to a safety zone.  The prosecution submits that there was no effective 

escape route and no safety zone close to where Mr Grayland was 

working.   

(e) That there was no adequate communication between those involved in 

the burn.  No lookout or observer was involved to oversee the 

operation and no appropriate personal protective equipment was 

provided.   



 

 

(f) Finally, Mr Grayland was not properly trained to carry out burn-offs 

and was not adequately supervised while doing so. 

[42] Turning to the list of factors referred to in Hanham. 

Nature and seriousness of the risk of harm occurring as well as the realised risk 

[43] The prosecution submits that the risk of harm was self-evident – a risk of 

burns, smoke inhalation, serious injury or death, particularly in conducting an open 

fire burn-off in terrain such as that found at Firewood Creek.   

[44] In these circumstances the prosecution submits that the risk of harm to 

Mr Grayland was high.  In terms of realised harm, Mr Grayland was found to have 

inhaled smoke and his body was burnt by the fire. 

Degree of departure from standards prevailing in the relevant industry 

[45] The prosecution submits that there was a major departure from established 

standards in instructing Mr Grayland to light a fire from low down in a gully 

surrounded by sprayed vegetation, heightened by reason of the fact that the other 

side of the gully was already alight.   

[46] Other major departures relied upon by the prosecution involve a lack of 

effective escape route to a planned safety zone, a failure to plan the burn in 

accordance with safe practice so as not to require Mr Grayland to proceed into the 

middle of unburnt vegetation, the failure to have an independent lookout and a lack 

of a satisfactory means of communication between those involved.   

[47] For these reasons, the prosecution submits the degree of departure is 

significant.   

Obviousness of the hazard 

[48] The prosecution submits this is self-evident.   



 

 

Availability of costs and effectiveness of the means necessary to avoid the hazard 

[49] The prosecution submits that the defendant had at its disposal the means to 

minimise the hazard and that many of the steps available would have involved little 

or no cost or time.  This is particularly so in respect of planning and adherence to 

applicable standards.  Other steps such as obtaining appropriate radio equipment 

and/or having an independent observer would have involved some cost.  Had a 

helicopter been used, the prosecution submits the cost would have been less than 

$1300.  Overall, the prosecution submits that the measures the defendant could have 

taken and should have taken were not onerous or costly. 

Current state of knowledge of the risks and nature and severity of the harm which 

could result 

[50] The prosecution submits that the harm that could result from adverse 

exposure to fire is obvious and requires no industry-specific knowledge or 

awareness.   

Current state of knowledge of the means available to avoid the hazard or mitigate 

the risks of its occurrence 

[51] The prosecution points to the internationally recognised standards and other 

literature readily available to assist in undertaking activities of this nature.  Material 

is available from Worksafe and the National Rural Fire Authority.   

[52] Having regard to all of these matters and authorities referred to the 

prosecution submits that a fine with a starting point of up to $120,000 is appropriate.  

The offending falling within the middle of the high culpability band.   

Defence Submissions 

[53] The defence submits that there was one central failure by the defendant, the 

absence of an independent lookout which combined with the exceptional and 

unexpected weather conditions (submitted to be an extenuating factor) resulted in the 

tragic events of the day.   



 

 

[54] In that regard, the defence submits that the absence of an independent lookout 

was key.  Had there been one the defence submits that Mr Grayland would not have 

continued to light on the way down the gully, would have been made aware of the 

change in wind direction immediately which would have allowed him ample time to 

walk back up the gully or to what the defendant submits were “informal” safe zones 

provided by the unsprayed area to the west of Mr Grayland’s position. 

[55] That said, the defendant also accepts that had the other steps referred to by 

the prosecution been taken, Mr Grayland may not have lost his life. 

[56] In terms of supervision, the defence submits that the burn was undertaken 

under the guidance of an experienced farm manager, Mr Holder, who had completed 

about 60 controlled burn-offs over a number of years.  He had worked for Northburn 

for some five years, was familiar with the area and had knowledge of its topography 

as well as areas in which cellphone reception was available and areas in which it was 

not.  It is submitted that Mr Grayland was also familiar with the area having 

mustered stock over the region on a number of occasions and that he had previously 

undertaken two controlled burns with Mr Holder.  The defence further submits that 

Mr Grayland had been trained by Mr Holder during his initial weeks of employment 

at Northburn and was considered to be a careful and safety conscious employee, 

which resulted in Mr Grayland carrying out tasks without direct supervision.   

[57] The defendant submits the burn was carefully planned and that the area had 

been sprayed the previous year so as to allow it to die back and burn more readily; 

that Mr Holder had made inquiries as to whether a permit was required; 

consideration had been given to the timing of the burn and checks had been made 

about the weather, Mr Holder obtaining the most detailed weather forecast available 

to him. 

[58] In terms of addressing the risk of being engulfed by fire, the defence submits 

that a number of steps were taken to address risks associated with this activity.   

(a) Mr Holder undertook back burning at the top of the hill to prevent the 

fire spreading and he and Mr Grayland agreed on the location and 



 

 

direction of the burn-off.  A helicopter with a monsoon bucket was 

available should that be required.   

(b) It was considered, presumably by Mr Holder, that the unsprayed area 

surrounding the controlled burn provided a safety zone to which the 

pair could escape and less densely vegetated but sprayed areas also 

provided what are described as ‘informal’ safety zones.   

(c) That both would remain in contact by cellphone and both knew when 

cellphone service was available and not. 

(d) Finally, that Mr Grayland was to walk down the hill to the creek and 

then light the scrub as he walked back up.  This decision is said to 

have been made taking into account the wind direction as forecasted. 

[59] In terms of escape routes and safety zones, it is submitted by the defence that 

undesignated escape routes and safety zones existed, not in a formal sense and that 

they were sufficiently close to Mr Grayland for him to have reached safely.  It is 

submitted that Mr Holder and Mr Grayland talked about the vegetation to the west of 

the spur considering it was unlikely to burn despite also being sprayed as it was less 

dense than the vegetation being burnt.  Consequently, it is submitted Mr Grayland 

was aware this area provided an undesignated safety zone in addition to the 

unsprayed area further to the west, about 800 metres from the spur Mr Grayland 

walked down.   

[60] The defence submits that the unexpected wind change and unprecedented 

relative humidity experienced that day were critical and could not have been 

reasonably predicted by Mr Holder or the defendant. 

[61] Having regard to all of those factors, the defendant submits that its offending 

should be categorised within the middle band as involving a medium level of 

culpability.  Accordingly, the defence submits that a starting point in the vicinity of 

$80,000 should be adopted. 

  



 

 

Discussion 

[62] I am unable to accept many of the defence submissions.  The failure to have a 

lookout or observer was a key failure by the defendant, but it was one of a series of 

failures to take practical steps to ensure the safety of the employees.  In that regard, I 

note that the defendant accepts that if it had taken, “the remainder of the practicable 

steps identified by the informant Mr Grayland may not have lost his life.” 

[63] There were systemic failures.  The defendant had no hazard register or 

records of training.  A safety policy had been prepared in 2004 but had not been 

updated.  As at September 2014 health and safety management systems at Northburn 

were verbal. 

[64] Mr Pinckney had virtually no experience in burn-offs, advising the 

prosecution that his experience was “non-existent.” 

[65] Mr Holder had experience in burn-offs on other farm properties but had not 

received any formal external training prior to commencing work at Northburn, nor 

was he given additional training or relevant information while employed.   

[66] I find that the planning undertaken for this burn involved a significant 

departure from recognised standards.  Mr Grayland was essentially left to his own 

devices with virtually no experience of this activity.  At best, he had been involved in 

a burn-off with Mr Holder a day or two beforehand.   

[67] Given the decision to undertake the burn on foot, steps could and should have 

been taken to reduce or mitigate the risks of harm to Messrs Holder and Grayland 

by:   

(a) The provision of a lookout who was able to instantly and reliably 

communicate with those men. 

(b) The men staying within sight of each other. 



 

 

(c) The burn-off being undertaken simultaneously, that is both sides of 

the gully being lit at the same time. 

(d) Planning that did not see Mr Grayland sent to the bottom of gully and 

told to burn upwards. 

(e) Planning which saw a proper and ready means of escape, not one 

reliant on sheep tracks through impenetrable vegetation.  The 

evidence points to Mr Grayland walking for at least 19 minutes 

through dense vegetation to get to the areas the defendant submits had 

been identified as safety or informal safety zones, but he was engulfed 

by the fire as he did so.  A carefully planned burn-off would have 

identified more readily accessible escape routes and safety areas.   

[68] While the change in wind direction was unexpected, and the weather 

conditions were unprecedented, the risk of change in wind direction and therefore, 

direction of the fire was an ever-present hazard and in all of the circumstances the 

defendant failed to take all practicable steps to monitor that risk and communicate 

any change of conditions immediately to those exposed to such a potentially lethal 

risk, here Mr Grayland and Mr Holder. 

[69] Overall, I find myself in agreement with the submission of the prosecution, 

that essentially this case involved the defendant sending a worker with in reality no 

relevant burn-off experience into the middle of unburnt dry vegetation in a steep 

gully with no effective escape routes to safety zones.  This, I find, was a major 

departure from established standards for this activity. 

[70] Accordingly, I place the offending in the high culpability band, specifically in 

the middle of that band and adopt a starting point of $120,000.  I consider this to be 

in line with the starting points adopted in the Oropi Quarries and Thompson cases 

which, in my view, involve broadly similar levels of culpability as in this instance. 

  



 

 

Adjustments 

Aggravating factors 

[71] There are no personal aggravating factors requiring an uplift to the starting 

point.   

Mitigating factors 

[72] The defendant has no previous convictions and a credit is to be given for that.  

I accept the remorse expressed by the company through its shareholder and director, 

Mr Pinckney, to be genuine and I acknowledged the defendant’s willingness to 

participate in the restorative justice process with the family of Mr Grayland.  An 

allowance is necessary for the award of reparation and for the defendant’s 

co-operation with Worksafe.  I allow 25 percent for those factors. 

[73] In terms of guilty plea, the defendant did not enter a guilty plea at the earliest 

opportunity.  The defendant’s first appearance in Court was on 30 March 2015.  On 

26 June 2015 a plea of not guilty was entered and the matter was then adjourned for 

a case review hearing.  On that day a Judge-alone trial was requested, three and a 

half days to be set aside.  A nominal date was allocated for November 2015.  Two 

months after the entry of the not guilty plea, the defendant vacated its plea and 

entered a plea of guilty, approximately one month before the trial date which had 

been allocated. 

[74] The defence submits that nevertheless a full credit should be given because 

the issues in this case were complex, requiring expert opinion and time was required 

for the experts to assess the position and to allow both defence and prosecution 

experts to confer.  The defence submits this ultimately resulted in a variation to the 

summary of facts and the entry of a guilty plea upon that agreed summary.   

[75] The prosecution submits that while the involvement of experts was 

productive in this case and assisted in resolving issues, the defendant maintained its 



 

 

not guilty plea to the point where it asserted that the charge was unsustainable and 

should be withdrawn.   

[76] From the prosecution’s point of view, as late as October 2015 it understood 

the matter was to proceed to trial.   

[77] In oral submissions today the prosecution points out that the defendant could 

have acknowledged liability by a guilty plea at an early stage but then sought a 

disputed facts hearing on matters which were an issue. 

[78] I observe that the resulting delay affected Mr Grayland’s family, his wife in 

particular who refers in her victim impact statement to numerous changes to Court 

dates which caused her ongoing anxiety and difficulties with her employer.   

[79] A credit for a guilty plea is to recognise the reduction of these types of 

consequences on victims and witnesses.  To a significant extent this has not 

happened in this case. 

[80] Furthermore, in my assessment that the case against the defendant was 

overwhelming.  It sent an inadequately trained and unsupervised man into a 

dangerous position to undertake a dangerous task without taking all practical steps to 

ensure his safety.   

[81] In the circumstances, I am not prepared to allow the defendant a full credit of 

25 percent for its guilty plea.  I allow 20 percent. 

[82] When those credits are taken into account, the fine is reduced to $72,000.   

Overall assessment 

[83] I consider the level of reparation and fine to be proportionate to the 

circumstances of the offending and the defendant company.  No grounds have been 

advanced to the contrary.  Accordingly, no adjustment is made to the overall 

sentence.   



 

 

Result 

[84] The defendant is convicted and fined $72,000 together with Court costs of 

$130.  It is ordered to pay emotional harm reparation in the sum of $100,000, to be 

apportioned $85,000 to Mrs Grayland and $15,000 to the party’s son.  I make an 

order for the payment of reparation of $7000 for the consequential financial losses 

incurred, to be paid to Mrs Grayland. 

[85] All reparation is to be paid within 10 days of today’s date. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
M B T Turner 
District Court Judge 
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