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[1] The defendant, Jasper Erikson, is charged that on 7 February 2016 at Nelson, 

with intent to injure Bobby Carlton, assaulted the said Bobby Carlton.  He is further 

charged that, on the same occasion, he threatened to kill Bobby Carlton.   

[2] The prosecution witnesses were Mr Carlton, Ms Parish and Sergeant Currie.  

The defendant gave evidence.  I should say at once that there were a number of 

conflicts between the evidence of the complainant and Ms Parish on one side and the 

defendant on the other. 

[3] I found the complainant’s evidence internally consistent and consistent in all 

material respects with the evidence of Ms Parish.  He gave his evidence credibly and 

was not shaken under cross-examination.  I found Ms Parish’s evidence equally 

convincing, despite minor imperfections, for similar reasons. 



 

 

[4] In contrast, the defendant did not present as a credible, reliable and consistent 

witness.  His account is explicable only in terms of acting angrily and unreasonably.  

Even on his account, there are elements of irrationality in his behaviour.  Also, the 

evidence shows that he is capable of distorting the truth to suit himself.  In particular, 

he wrongly accused the complainant of inappropriate behaviour and implied that his 

child, Stan, was at risk. 

[5] It is unnecessary that I attempt to resolve all the conflicts in the evidence, 

particularly those that concern ancillary matters.  It is necessary only that I address 

those points that allow me to decide whether prosecution has proved the charges 

beyond reasonable doubt. 

[6] The defendant and Ms Parish had been in a relationship for about eight years.  

There are three children of the relationship, a daughter, Kelly and two sons, Hector 

and Stan.  At the time of the relevant events, they had been separated for about a 

year.  Childcare arrangements were evidently in place.   

[7] On 7 February 2016, the defendant, Ms Parish and the three children had 

gone swimming.  That evening Kelly and Hector were to stay overnight with the 

defendant and Stan went home with Ms Parish.  Late in the evening, the defendant 

contacted Ms Parish and asked for a change of clothes for Hector, who had been 

sick.  The complainant was at Ms Parish’s house at [address deleted] at that time.  

Ms Parish put a change of clothes into a backpack and drove to the defendant’s 

house, a short distance away, leaving the complainant in the lounge watching 

television and Stan in his bed.   

[8] When Ms Parish arrived at the defendant’s house, she went to the door 

carrying the backpack.  The defendant enquired as to the whereabouts of Stan.  At 

first, Ms Parish told him that Stan was at home alone because she was concerned 

about the defendant’s reaction to learning that the complainant was at her home.  

Almost immediately, she changed her mind and told the defendant that the 

complainant was at the house with Stan; I reject the defendant’s assertion to the 

contrary. 

[9] The defendant then became angry.  He referred to the complainant as a 

paedophile and said that he was going to kill him.  He got into Ms Parish’s car, 



 

 

which was still running, with the intention of driving to her house to confront the 

complainant.  Ms Parish got into the passenger’s seat.  He got out, taking the keys 

with him, and he went into the house, locking the door.  Shortly after, he came out of 

the house and got into his car and made to drive away.  Ms Parish got onto the 

bonnet to prevent him from driving to her house.  She was concerned that he might 

harm the complainant.  He tried, unsuccessfully, to dislodge her from the bonnet.  

The attention of two passersby was attracted and the defendant gave one of them 

Ms Parish’s car keys with instructions not to give them to her until he had come 

back.  That was an instruction hardly likely to be complied with.  In any event, he 

drove off.   

[10] When the defendant arrived at Ms Parish’s house he entered the lounge where 

the complainant was sitting in front of the television.  On his admission, he launched 

himself at the complainant.  I find he then punched the complainant several times 

and engaged in a struggle with him.  The defendant’s evidence was that he saw the 

complainant with his fly undone and fondling himself and that his objective was to 

drag the complainant out of the house because of what he had seen.  I find that these 

allegations were untrue.   

[11] The truth is that the defendant intended to assault the complainant from the 

time he heard the complainant was at Ms Parish’s house.  I accept the complainant’s 

evidence that the defendant attacked him.  As soon as he entered the lounge, he went 

straight to the complainant and punched him several times.  He held him in an arm 

chokehold, impeding the complainant’s breathing.  The two of them then went to the 

floor between the couch and the table visible in the photographs and the struggle 

continued.  The defendant held the complainant with his hands around his neck in an 

attempt to strangle him.  The complainant could hardly breathe.  After a few minutes 

the defendant relented and let the complainant go.  There was no attempt by the 

defendant, I find, to drag the complainant out of the house.  When he released the 

complainant, however, the defendant told the complainant that he did not wish to see 

him in the house again and if he did he would kill him.  The defendant then took 

Stan from his bedroom and out to his car.   



 

 

[12] In the meantime, Ms Parish had kicked in the door to the defendant’s house 

and retrieved Kelly and Hector.  She arrived back at her house as the defendant was 

making to leave.  She retrieved Stan from his car and the defendant left.   

[13] In reaching these conclusions, I have given weight to the following points: 

(a) First, Ms Parish’s account is complementary of the complainant’s 

account in that I accept her evidence that the defendant threatened to 

kill the complainant as he left for her house.  He was evidently angry.   

(b) Second, the defendant’s explanation that he went to the complainant’s 

house to obtain a change of clothing for the two children is 

inconsistent with his having requested her to bring round a change of 

clothing for one of the children and having done so.  I reject his 

assertion that she did not arrive at his door with a backpack.  There is 

no other explanation for her presence, other than to have brought the 

clothing.   

(c) Thirdly, the defendant’s claim that he was trying to drag the 

complainant out of Ms Parish’s house lacks reasonableness, if not 

rationality.  He was clearly determined to confront the complainant 

before he left his house.  He had no good reason for seeking to throw 

the complainant out of Ms Parish’s house, given that the defendant 

was not residing there.  I find that he made up his allegations as to 

what he saw the complainant doing when he arrived to justify his 

actions.   

(d) The nature of the defendant’s attack on the complainant was punching 

at first and then attempts to strangle him.  The red marks visible in the 

photographs of the complainant’s neck tend to confirm this kind of 

attack.  He made no attempt to drag the complainant out of the house, 

as I have already found. 

(e) Soon after the incident Sergeant Currie found the defendant walking 

on Ridgeway toward [name of street deleted].  When he spoke to him, 

the defendant said that one of the children had vomited earlier in the 



 

 

night and he went to [name of street deleted] to get some clothes.  

When he did that a female had gone to his address and broken into the 

house and taken the kids he was looking after.  When he was at [name 

of street deleted] he found inside a half naked male in the house alone 

with his child and he threatened the male.  He went home and found 

the kids were gone.  The sergeant’s account of this was not challenged 

and I find it to be accurate.  I remind myself that these distortions do 

not necessarily mean that the defendant is guilty.  However, I find that 

this account was a gross distortion of the truth that was calculated by 

the defendant to exonerate himself.  It is relevant to, and counts 

against, his credibility in giving evidence.   

[14] I find the defendant did as the complainant said he did, he repeatedly said 

during the assault that he was going to kill the complainant.  This is consistent with a 

similar threat he made in the presence of Ms Parish.  It is consistent with his physical 

attack on the complainant.  It is consistent with his admission to Sergeant Currie that 

he had threatened the male.   

[15] I find that the prosecution has proved beyond reasonable doubt that the 

defendant assaulted the complainant by punching him and attempting to strangle 

him.  He did so with the intention of injuring him, that is, by causing him bodily 

harm.   

[16] I find that the prosecution has also proved beyond reasonable doubt that the 

defendant repeatedly threatened to kill the complainant during the assault.  He did so 

in the context of continuing the assault, knowing that the threat would be taken 

seriously.   

[17] I ask for a pre-sentence report, with community detention and home detention 

to be considered, a reparation report as to financial loss and emotional harm.  

[18] Mr Erikson is remanded on bail, without conditions now, to the date 

indicated, 17 October 2016. 

 
 
G S MacAskill 
District Court Judge 
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