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Sentenced to six and a half years imprisonment with minimum non-parole 
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REASONS 

The offending 

[1] Mr Weke you have destroyed a man’s life.  At 68 years old, [the victim] had 

his work.  He had his family.  He had his grandchildren.  Simple, extremely 

important things.  Peace and security, energy, joy, hope.  You bludgeoned all of that 

from him.  He now suffers from a traumatic brain injury.  That alone is life-changing 

for him. 

[2] He cannot work.  He has lost his income.  He is going to lose his car, his 

asset.  He will spend his years, what remain of them now, dealing with painful and 

expensive rehabilitation.  He will suffer the sadness of not being able to run around 

after his grandchildren.  He cannot sleep.  He cannot function on a basic day-to-day 

basis.  He cannot remember things. 

[3] That all came from a dispute that you had with him.  He was nothing more 

than your taxi driver on one particular occasion when you needed a taxi.  He had just 

dropped you and your friends home and you exploded.  You attacked him with a 

large heavy duty spanner.  You bashed his head with it repeatedly.  You dragged him 

from the vehicle and continued to bash him with the spanner as he lay defenceless on 

the ground.  You got back into his taxi to interfere with the CCTV camera.  You took 

all the money that you could find.  You went back to [the victim].  You put him in his 

own boot.  The scene was drenched in blood when neighbours intervened. 

[4] He suffered serious injury.  He had multiple skull fractures and brain 

swelling.  He had a broken left arm and cuts to his right.  He required emergency 

surgery to prevent even more serious consequences for him. 

[5] To those neighbours who intervened, we owe our deep gratitude and respect.  

To intervene in a situation like that must have taken quite remarkable courage and 

concern.  Their intervention enabled [the victim] to be quickly hospitalised and 

operated on.  Without that, we do not want to think too much about what may have 

happened to him. 



 

 

[6] You have been charged with wounding with intent to cause grievous bodily 

harm and aggravated robbery.  You have pleaded guilty to both of those charges. 

Starting point 

[7] These are the elements of what happened that make it worse.  Your use of the 

weapon.  [the victim] was a very vulnerable victim.  He had nowhere to go in the 

driver’s seat of his car.  He had no way of defending himself when he was being 

bashed down on the ground.  You targeted his head.  The extent of the violence and 

the consequential harm speaks for itself. 

[8] Although there was a theft, and therefore an aggravated robbery, this was 

essentially an act of extreme violence.  I therefore treat the wounding with intent to 

cause grievous bodily harm as the lead offence for your sentencing. 

[9] The Court of Appeal has looked at how people should be sentenced for that 

kind of offending in a case called R v Taueki
1
.  They said depending on the features 

of the particular case, depending on those serious factors that I mentioned, you will 

fall into one of three categories.  The sentence then depends on where you fall in that 

particular category.  You fall in the most serious category because of the number of 

serious features of this offending.  You are prepared to accept that you fall at least at 

the top of the second.  Even the top of the second category contemplates a starting 

point of up to 10 years' imprisonment.  Based on the cases that have been provided to 

me, based on the circumstances here and based on the submissions of both sides, I do 

take a starting point of 10 years' imprisonment. 

[10] Given that starting point, I do not increase the sentence any further to 

recognise the second charge.  You have previous convictions but none which require 

an uplift. 

  

                                                 
1
 R v Taueki [2005] 3NZLR 372. 



 

 

Discounts 

[11] I acknowledge immediately that your own life has been a difficult one.  You 

suffer from paranoid schizophrenia and have done for a long time.  That is well 

documented, and you have been forensically examined several times throughout 

these proceedings to try to work out what that actually means for today. 

[12] The reports all fall short of saying that your mental difficulties caused what 

happened.  However, there is enough in those reports for me to be satisfied that it 

reduced your ability to act a little rationally.  It exaggerated your response.  On the 

basis of that I am prepared to discount the sentence to reflect that.  But because of its 

limited application in your case, it is a discount of 10 percent. 

[13] I accept that in some circumstances, having a medical condition can make 

prison more difficult for you and that sometimes a discount can be afforded for that.  

On the basis of Mr Goodwin’s last report there appears to be no basis for that here.  

He expresses confidence that you can be properly managed and properly treated in 

prison.  Any further reduction for that would not be justified. 

[14] You have pleaded guilty and that is an important acknowledgement.  I accept 

that you also demonstrate some remorse.  I am prepared to give you the maximum 

discount of 25 percent together with a little extra for that remorse. 

Minimum period of imprisonment 

[15] The Crown seeks a minimum period of imprisonment.  This is certainly 

serious offending.  That in itself does not merit a minimum period of imprisonment 

because it is factored into the starting points that the Court of Appeal talked about in 

R v Taueki.  However, where it is in some way tied to the risk of your re-offending, 

when it is in some way tied to the risk that you pose to ordinary members of the 

public and the community, then it becomes a very real factor that I need to consider.  

Here plainly it does attach to the risk that you pose.  Right now you pose an 

enormous risk.  Right now the Crown would be justified on those grounds to seek 

and obtain a significant minimum period of imprisonment. 



 

 

[16] I am prepared to accept though that that risk may be lessened depending on 

the outcome of your treatment over the next few years.  Whichever minimum period 

of imprisonment I impose, you will be serving several years in prison before you 

would be eligible for parole.  That is a lot of time for treatment to have its effect.  It 

is important in those circumstances that the Parole Board has some oversight over 

that, and that the Parole Board makes an assessment of the risk that you pose.  A 

minimum period is still required but it will not be as lengthy as what I would 

otherwise have imposed. 

Result 

[17] On each charge I sentence you to six and half years’ imprisonment and on 

each, there will be a minimum period of imprisonment of two years and 

nine months. 

 

 

 

E M Thomas 

District Court Judge 


