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[1] Mr and Mrs Aerepo this is a very sad day.  I am grateful to Ms Bulger as you 

should be for her efforts throughout the trial and the remarks that she has just made. 

[2] The first thing I will do is make an order suppressing publication of both of 

your names.  That is almost entirely to protect the names of Jerome and Poppy being 

disclosed.  Poppy’s name would be automatically suppressed in relation to the 

indecent assault charge anyway. 

[3] You faced a Judge-alone trial on a Crown charge list containing 19 charges.  

At the commencement of the trial, Mr Aerepo, you entered pleas of guilty to 

three charges, one of assaulting Jerome with an electrical cord after the family 

returned [details deleted] because Jerome had chewed gum in a church there, another 



 

 

charge of assaulting Jerome with the same electrical cord after Jerome had urinated 

out of his bedroom window and one charge of assaulting Poppy with a belt when you 

disapproved of the clothes she was wearing. 

[4] At the same time, namely at the commencement of the trial, Mrs Aerepo, you 

entered pleas of guilty to two charges, one of assaulting Poppy either by slapping her 

face or with a belt after telling her off for drawing in Jerome’s book and one charge 

of assaulting Jerome by slapping or punching him. 

[5] Mr Aerepo you went to trial and were found guilty of five charges of 

assaulting Jerome with a weapon being an electrical cord, a belt and on one occasion 

a salt shaker.  You were also found guilty of two charges of assault on Poppy with a 

weapon, one of charge of common assault on her and one charge each of indecent 

assault and threatening to kill Poppy. 

[6] Mrs Aerepo you also went to trial and were found guilty on two charges of 

assaulting Jerome with an electrical cord as a weapon, one charge of assaulting 

Poppy with a weapon and one charge of threatening to kill her. 

[7] Before I deal with the facts of the offending, it is worth pausing and noting 

some of the remarks from the report from Corrections.  Mr Aerepo you noted that 

you and your wife had endeavoured to familiarise the children with the different 

cultural beliefs and value systems in New Zealand and that differing personal 

expectations applied in your home compared to life the children had led in Samoa.  

Mrs Aerepo you describe this process as imparting the difference between right and 

wrong.   

[8] It certainly is the case Mr Aerepo that you assumed the father figure role 

from the outset along with primary responsibility for disciplinary matters.  You 

acknowledged to the report writer persevering in your efforts to achieve that goal 

was a mistake as your frustrated response to the children’s ongoing behavioural 

issues was simply to impose regular physical punishment. 



 

 

[9] In the report from Corrections on you Mrs Aerepo, it is noted that with no 

prior experience of parenting and the assumed burden of expectation that you would 

help the children assimilate into New Zealand culture, you reported that it proved too 

much for you when the children did not accept or adapt to your standards.  You said 

the extremes of discipline which are evident in the offences arose out of frustration 

when dialogue and role modelling proved to be ineffective.  I note also from the 

reports that both of you are assessed at being a low risk of further offending and a 

low risk of harm and I entirely accept that. 

[10] The facts of the offending and the reasons for the verdict are contained within 

a reserve judgment I released on 27 January 2016.  I do not propose to go through all 

of those reasons. 

[11] You had no children of your own.  Poppy and Jerome lived in Samoa [details 

deleted].  The children came to New Zealand in [date deleted] 2012.  [Age details 

deleted].  The children lived with you in your home in Christchurch.  I understand 

Mr Aerepo you are the brother of the children’s stepfather who I think remained in 

Samoa. 

[12] The evidence which I have reviewed in detail and the reasons for the verdicts 

proved a number of things beyond reasonable doubt.  Mr Aerepo you struck Jerome 

hard with an electrical cord to his legs and body on many occasions in response to 

pretty well any perceived breaches of the household rules or behaviour.  You also 

struck Jerome with a belt not that long after the children came to live with the two of 

you in Christchurch and on one occasion you threw a salt shaker at Jerome because 

he had eaten too fast.   

[13] You assaulted Poppy with an electrical cord on a number of occasions to her 

legs in response to such things as the children failing to keep the house properly or 

being late home from school or breaches of other household rules.  I found proven 

beyond reasonable doubt that you indecently assaulted Poppy on 28 April 2013.  The 

circumstances are that you had called Poppy into the sitting room to give your neck a 

massage after which she went back to her room.  You went into her room and called 

for her to give you a hug which she did.  You then asked Poppy for a kiss to which 



 

 

she replied that you were her father.  I found proved to the required standard that you 

pulled Poppy onto her bed and tried to push her knees apart.  At that point Poppy 

was crying and called out to Jerome.  I also found that you threatened to kill Poppy 

after Poppy told Mrs Aerepo about what you had done.  The evidence proved that 

after Mrs Aerepo slapped your face you became very angry, picked up a kitchen 

knife and said you were going to kill Poppy.  The incident came to an end when Mrs 

Aerepo told you to stop and said she was going to call either police or her mother.  

At that point you punched Poppy in the face.   

[14] Mrs Aerepo, as against you, the evidence proved beyond reasonable doubt a 

number of things, that you assaulted Jerome using the electrical cord on a number of 

occasions leaving him covered in bruises.  It also established that you assaulted 

Poppy on occasions, again using the electrical cord as a weapon whenever it was 

perceived that Poppy had done something wrong.  It was also proved to the required 

standard that you threatened to kill Poppy and assaulted her with the electrical cord 

on an occasion when the children were whispering to each other. 

[15] There are a number of aggravating factors that are common to all of the 

offending on both Poppy and Jerome.  This includes the factors that I am required to 

take into account under s 9A Sentencing Act 2002 in relation to Jerome who was 

aged under 14 years, namely [age details deleted] at the time the offending 

commenced.  The aggravating factors appear to be these.  The offending involved 

both of you giving the children what they variously described as hidings with an 

electrical cord, a belt or with punches or slaps leaving welts and bruising.  This 

occurred almost from the outset when the children arrived in New Zealand in [date 

deleted] 2012 and continued until Poppy called police in April 2014.   

[16] The second aggravating factor is that the assaults occurred frequently 

whenever the children committed even the most seemingly minor breach of the rules 

or behaviour.   

[17] The third factor is that there are two young victims, both of them vulnerable 

by reason of being in your household, part of your home, away from their home in 



 

 

Samoa and without any other support.  It goes without saying too that they are 

vulnerable by reason of their relatively young age. 

[18] The last two aggravating factors are these.  The first is that the offending 

involves a significant breach of the trust that children are entitled to have in people 

whom they regard as their parents.  The final significant aggravating factor is the 

harm that has been caused to both Poppy and Jerome.  Reading from the statements 

relating to the impact on them, Poppy said she felt helpless.  Because it was a new 

country she and her brother were reluctant to report to the police because they did 

not know what would happen as a result.  She described the experience as a 

nightmare.  The pain from beatings and their anxiety about what awaited her when 

she returned home impaired her concentration and learning at school.  She continues 

to suffer from frequent intrusive recollections of the assaults.  The recollections 

occur several times a day and are accompanied by anxiety and fear.   

[19] The clinical psychologist Susan Mafi who wrote the victim impact statements 

notes that those sorts of behaviours disturb a person’s sense of safety and trust that in 

turn affects stability and close interpersonal relationships. 

[20] As far as the impact on Jerome is concerned, he is distrustful of people both 

at school and at home.  He is reported getting angry easily, for example, if he is 

questioned about his background or challenged by other pupils at school.  He is 

struggling with school work and he has described struggling with memory and 

concentration. 

[21] The report again by Susan Mafi, a clinical psychologist, states that the 

violence he saw carried out on his sister and carried out against him has had 

damaging effects.  There are indicators of either physical long term effects from 

brain injury, although there is no evidence of that as such, or psychological effects 

from trauma.  The psychologist notes that psychological research about family 

violence has shown that the effects of experiencing violence and emotional abuse 

include lowered school performance, poor concentration, impaired social skills, 

lower self esteem and also using violence to resolve conflict in relationships.  The 

psychologist noted that Jerome is displaying those effects. 



 

 

[22] There is no tariff or guideline judgment to assist me with any of the 

offending.  The Crown and Ms Bulger have both made submissions by reference to 

some comparator cases.  I have had regard to those.  I am not going to take time by 

outlining the circumstances of each of them but I will simply refer by reference to 

the case names.  They are C (CA155/2014) v R [2015] NZCA 33 (27 February 2015) 

at page 33 where the sentencing Judge adopted a starting point of two years and 

eight months imprisonment, uplifted that by another one and a half years leaving an 

overall starting point of four years and two months’ imprisonment.  The 

Court of Appeal said that sentence was up the upper end of the range but nonetheless 

within range.  The circumstances very briefly were that there were two victims both 

under the age of 10 years.  They were in the care of both the appellant and his wife 

for two years.  The offending included being hit with a hose, punched with a closed 

fist around the body, head and face and one victim was held underwater in a bath 

giving rise to a charge of injuring with intent to injure. 

[23] One other case has what I think is a Samoan name that I will spell, it is 

Teilauea v R [2014] NZCA 391 (14 August 2014).  The Court of Appeal found that a 

starting point of two years and three months’ imprisonment could not be faulted.  

There were five counts of assault on a child, two of which were representative, two 

counts of assault with a weapon and one of assault with intent to injure.  The victims 

were the appellant’s four stepchildren.  They were young, aged between four and 

10 years.  The assaults including regularly hitting the children on the hands and 

thighs with wooden spoon with such force that the spoon broke, also knocking one 

child’s head against a wall and hitting one with a metal bar. 

[24] One other case is Matafao v R.  It is unreported but the Court of Appeal 

reference is 223 of 96.  The Matafaos were sentenced to two years and nine months’ 

imprisonment.  The Court of Appeal reduced that to two years because the 

Sentencing Judge had not given enough account to mitigating factors.  The 

appellants had adopted the 13 year old victim from Samoa.  The offending took place 

between March and December 1994.  The victim received severe beatings with 

hands, shoes or a Samoan broom.  As a result the victim had substantial lacerations 

and bruising to her face, head, back, arms and legs. 



 

 

[25] The Crown has also referred to the R v Nisha, a 2015 District Court case that 

is of less but some assistance.  

[26] There are no mitigating factors of the offending itself.  I have already referred 

to the report from Corrections stating that the offending to which you have admitted 

was a response to frustration that you experienced in response to what you perceived 

were the children’s ongoing behavioural issues. 

[27] I need to look at your personal circumstances.  There are no aggravating 

personal factors.  Neither of you have any previous convictions that are of any 

relevance. 

[28] There are some mitigating personal factors.  I am prepared to treat you both 

as being people of good character, this offending aside.  It is clear from the 

voluminous material that Ms Bulger helpfully filed that you are extremely well 

regarded in the community and by your respective employers.  It is also apparent that 

you feel remorseful to the extent that you recognise the way you behaved in response 

to the offending that you do admit was wrong. 

[29] Ms Bulger is right.  The sentencing outcome is largely informed by the 

starting point.  Before I turn to that I need to consider what are the purposes or 

objectives of sentencing.  There are a number of them.  One is to hold you 

accountable for the offending, to promote in you an understanding of it and for you 

to take responsibility for it.  The other objective of sentencing is to denounce this 

conduct.  That is to say that these assaults and clearly the indecent assault are an 

entirely inappropriate response to poor behaviour by teenagers or rising teenagers. 

[30] Another sentencing objective is to act as a deterrent.  Sentencing Judges 

frequently speak of this.  That is not necessarily in your case, having gone through 

this case and no longer having children in your care.  There is no need to impose a 

sentence that specifically deters you but deterrence also operates in a general sense 

in the hope that others, having the care of children in these circumstances, would not 

behave in the same way. 



 

 

[31] There is a number of principles of sentencing that guide me as well.  This is 

comparatively serious offending.  An indecent assault carries a maximum term of 

imprisonment of seven year, the assaults with a weapon five years, the other charges 

lesser sentences.  The reason why I spent some time on analysing the aggravating 

factors is because I have to make an assessment of how serious the offending is and 

your involvement in it.  That said, I have to impose on you the least restrictive 

outcome that is appropriate in the circumstances and I have to be mindful of 

promoting your rehabilitation.  All of those things need to be weighed up. 

[32] In formulating starting points I have been informed by the aggravating factors 

and the cases to which I have referred.  Mr Aerepo, I will start with you.  As regards 

the offending against Jerome, a starting point for the seven charges of assault with a 

weapon, two of which are representative, is two years and six months’ imprisonment.  

As regards the offending against Poppy, a cumulative sentence for the indecent 

assault of two years’ imprisonment.  I would impose a starting point of a concurrent 

sentence of two years for the threatening to kill and assault that were essentially part 

of the same course of conduct.  As to the three assaults with a weapon on Poppy, I 

have imposed a cumulative starting point of one year’s imprisonment. 

[33] I need to consider and have provisions of s 84 Sentencing Act.  Cumulative 

sentences are generally appropriate where the offences are different in kind whether 

or not they are a connected series of offence.  This offending, though it was over a 

period of time, is part of a continuing course of conduct but the offending in some 

respects is separate and distinct.  In your case that would give an overall starting 

point of five and a half years’ imprisonment. 

[34] There is perhaps one significant factor that is mitigating and that is your good 

character.  I have reduced the starting point by 10 months to reflect that, leaving an 

overall provisional starting point of four years and eight months’ imprisonment.  You 

entered pleas of guilty to three charges of assault with a weapon.  Those charges 

were entered at the commencement of the Judge-alone trial.  I have allowed a further 

deduction of three months for that, leaving an overall sentence of some four years 

and five months. 



 

 

[35] I need to consider the provisions of s 85 Sentencing Act and ensure that the 

overall sentence is not wholly out of proportion to the gravity of the offending and I 

have reduced the overall sentence to a term of imprisonment of four years.  That will 

be allocated as between the assaults with a weapon and the indecent assault.  I do not 

propose to do that now but there will be concurrent sentences imposed in respect of 

the other offending.  The important point, I am afraid to say, is that the overall 

sentence is one of four years’ imprisonment. 

[36] Mrs Aerepo, as regards the offending against Jerome there are two charges of 

assault with a weapon and one of assault on a child.  I have adopted a starting point 

of one year and six months’ imprisonment.  As against the offending against Poppy 

that involves a threat to kill and assault with a weapon and a common assault, 

likewise I have adopted a starting point of one year and six months’ imprisonment, 

leaving an overall starting point of some three years. 

[37] Again you are entitled to discount for the fact that you are a person of 

otherwise good character.  I have reduced the starting point by some six months to 

reflect that, leaving an overall sentence of some two years and six months’ 

imprisonment.  You likewise are entitled to a credit for having entered guilty pleas to 

the charge of assault with a weapon on Poppy and a common assault on  Jerome so I 

have reduced that starting point by some two months, leaving an overall end 

sentence of some two years and four months’ imprisonment which on a totality basis 

I have reduced to two years’ imprisonment. 

[38] I am of the view that it is not necessary to send you to prison to achieve 

sentencing objectives in relation to this and that a sentence of home detention but no 

lesser sentence achieves those objectives.  It will alas be a long sentence of home 

detention but it seems that you will be able to continue with your employment 

throughout the sentence.  That is a matter for Corrections. 

[39] You are, therefore, sentenced again and I will allocate this as between charges 

later to 12 months’ home detention to the address that is specified in the report from 

Corrections.  That will also be on the special conditions of the home detention 



 

 

sentence that is set out in the provision of advice to the Court.  There will otherwise 

simply be standard post-detention conditions and I do not think there is any need to  

impose any special post-detention conditions beyond the end of the sentence. 

 

 

 
P R Kellar 
District Court Judge 
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