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IN THE HIGH COURT OF NEW ZEALAND NO. M.18/84 ><
CHRISTCHURCH REGISTRY

b

BETWEEN MALCOLM BRUCE RICHARDS
Appellant
A N D THE POLICE
Respondent
Eearing: 16 February 1984
Counsel: Miss C.M. Risk for Appellant

B.M. Stanaway for Respondent

(ORAL) JUDGMENT OF COOK J.

In the course of a fortnicht the appellant was
involved in five offences, two of burglary and three of
conversion of motor vehicles. On the 6th of November there
was a burglary of a private house in which three were involved,
two others who actually broke and entered the house and the
appellant who drove them to it, then waited and later transported
them away. A number of items were taken and these were picked
up, as I understand it, in the car. The second burglary was

a week later, a similar type of breaking and entry in which

the appellant played a similar part. Then there were cases
of conversion, in each case a motor vehicle was taken. The
appellant plaved a prominent part. ‘The car was driven about

for a period of time, then abandoned and subsequently picked
up by the police.

I have read the probation report. The appellant
has no previous convictions, he is 18 vears of age and I see
that probationary supervision:was recommended, a course which
was followed by the District Court Judge. He was sentenced to
six months residential Periodic Detention in respect of the
conversions and also in respect of the burglary. In addition
he was placed on probation for 12 months and disqualified from

holding a licence for a similar period. The District Court
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Judge noted the fact that there were no previous convictions,
but he regarded the burglaries and the conversions as serious,

warranting a deterrent sentence.

Counsel has submitted that the period of the
detention and of the disqualification are excessive. She has
stressed that he plaved a waiting role in the sense that he
delivered the people who broke in and picked them up later.
She suggested that he was largelv influenced by friends and
¢id not take the initiative; that his acts were matters of
convenience for those offenders. The fact remains, however,
that he was party to these burglaries and he did take a
rrominent part in connection with the ccnversions. Of fences
cf this nature are far too prevalent. People must be deterred
from offending in this wav. I am unable to see that the
sentences imposed were excessive and the appeal must be
dismissed. As to the residential pericdic detention, the
order will be as made in the District Court, but the commence-
ment date will be Friday, the 24th of February.

Solicitors:

Duncan, Cctterill & Co., Christchurch, for Appellant
Crown Solicitor's Office, Christchurch, for Respondent.





