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Crimes Act 1961, s 123 
Response 
While there is a strong argument that section 123 is redundant, any attempt to repeal it is likely to 
attract considerable public interest. As such it is not appropriate for repeal in an omnibus repeals Bill 
of this nature. 

Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 

Sentencing Council Act 2007 
Response 
The Statutes Repeal Bill repeals several different types of Acts.  Acts and provisions for repeal have 
been selected on the basis that they are redundant, either because they are spent, or are no longer 
required, or are designed to achieve regulatory outcomes that are no longer relevant. 

The Sentencing Council Act meets this criteria, in that it is designed to achieve a regulatory outcome 
that is no longer relevant.  The Government has decided that the Sentencing Council will not be 
formally established.  The Sentencing Council Act is not the only piece of legislation being repealed in 
the SRA as a consequence of Government policy decisions, other pieces of latent legislation are being 
repeal with similar justification. 

Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 

Administration of Community Sentences and Orders Act 2013, s 45  
Response 
Section 45(1) was not brought into force as it relates to the Sentencing Council Act 2007.  Section 45(2) 
did not relate to the Sentencing Council Act and entered into force in January 2014.  It is therefore not 
appropriate to repeal section 45(2). 

Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 
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Evidence Act 2006, s 58 
Response 
The Government does not consider this provision to be redundant. There are recent cases in which 
the privilege under s 58 has been claimed or considered; and The section 58 privilege was re-enacted 
(and expanded) relatively recently, when the Act was passed in 2006. 

Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 

Crimes Act 1961, s196 
Response 
This duplication was considered as part of the Law Commission’s review of Part 8 of the Crimes Act.  
It concluded that section 9 of the Summary Offences Act was a duplicate of the Crimes Act offence 
and should be repealed.  However, in practice the two are offences are both used.  The Summary 
Offences Act offence is used for lower level offending, with the Crimes Act offence being seen as a 
step up in terms of seriousness.  There is therefore a cultural and perception difference between the 
two offences. 

The Government therefore considers that the repeal of section 9 of the Summary Offences Act 
requires broader policy consideration, making it inappropriate for inclusion in the Statutes Repeal Bill. 

Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 

Crimes Act 1961, s 204A 
Response 
The Government does not agree that section 204A-204B of the Crimes Act should be included in the 
Statutes Repeal Bill.  Sections 204A-204B of the Crimes Act create offences related to female genital 
mutilation (FGM).  Amendment is not an option for the Statutes Repeal Bill.   
The Statutes Repeal Bill is for redundant legislation.  Provisions are redundant, either because they 
are spent, or are no longer required, or are designed to achieve regulatory outcomes that are no 
longer relevant. FGM is illegal because the New Zealand Government believes that it is harmful to the 
health of women and girls.  Therefore, the offences are not redundant. 
 
Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 

Misuse of Drugs Act 1975 
Response 
The Misuse of Drugs Act is the primary legislation used to regulate illicit substances in New Zealand. 
The Government does not consider it to be redundant, and the Statutes Repeal Bill cannot provide for 
its replacement. 
 
Response prepared by Ministry of Health 

Auckland Harbour Bridge Authority Dissolution Act 1983, s87 
Response 
The Electricity Act 1992 allows authorities who have control over a road to set reasonable conditions 
and charges for compensatory damage for electricity operators for accessing roads. However, the 
definition of a road under this Act does not include motorways.  Because the harbour bridge is a 
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motorway, we do not think the Electricity Act mechanism applies to the New Zealand Transport 
Agency (who is responsible for motorways).  
The Utilities Access Act 2010 gives legal status to the Operators' Access to Transport Corridors (the 
code). The code more accurately sets out the procedure that all utilities operators should comply with 
when accessing motorways. The code specifically states that: 

• the Electricity Act and the Gas Act do not apply to motorways 
• if there are any inconsistencies with the code and any enactment then that enactment will 

prevail. 
The Government does not believe that the Electricity Act (on its own) covers all utility operators (for 
example it does not cover telecommunications operators). It would be beneficial to retain section 10 
because it allows the NZTA to set conditions as necessary for the protection and safety of the bridge 
and of traffic using the bridge before allowing any person or body to install services on the bridge. In 
addition, NZTA may annually charge operators for the use of the bridge as agreed upon by that person 
or body and NZTA. The ability for NZTA to charge persons or bodies is by consent and the 
Government’s view is this would be in line with the relevant enactments and the code. 

Response prepared by Ministry of Transport 

National Airways Corporation Dissolution Act 1978 
Response 
The purpose of the Act was not for brand recognition but rather to provide a smooth transition from 
the transfer of liabilities, resulting from the dissolution of the National Airways Corporation, to Air 
New Zealand Limited. The actual content of the Act has been spent. Repeal will not impact brand 
recognition. Air New Zealand has been consulted and believes that repeal will not negatively impact 
them. 
 
Response prepared by Ministry of Transport 

Electricity Amendment Act 2001, s172A – 172C 
Response 
Amending legislation does not need to be repealed.  The practice is to rely on s23 of the Interpretation 
Act. 
 
Response prepared by Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 

Hawkes Bay Crematorium Act 1944 

Response 
The Hawkes Bay Crematorium Act is a local Act administered by a local authority. It is unclear whether 
or not it is redundant. Repeal would likely require consultation with and work by one or more local 
authorities, who have not asked for the Act to be repealed. The Government has decided that local 
Acts are not within the ambit of this Statutes Repeal Bill, and that it may be more efficient to repeal 
redundant local Acts through a process focused solely on local Acts. Most recently around 600 local 
Acts were repealed by the Local Government Act 2002. 

Response prepared by Ministry of Justice 
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