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ANSWERS Tg PVERY SINCLE QUZSTION ASKED OF every PP \,v’;rwsg? mm} FIT ALl THE
w. FALSE ANsWas, THE LH?S,’ roGeTHeR To Maxe v? AN VERSION of coumier waer “they’
Wr’%w'fﬁ JUSr so THEY ACHpve CcomiCTIoN OF THE 11560’%9] AMD f L1 Gm’énlz\i o THINKS
THAT pofs NOT MAPPEN S Soum f;}us-ﬂfmm,} Mgy ONLM NEED REAP A pocumMenNT (o,c
APFRO¥ HNTELM  THIRTY. Five FAEES IN bc:aur:m)) WHICH T ARRANGED To RBe eMALZD To
gr_r'i.rg (}.v;u-.'r;amm:«'w?' ansmz 144 SfPre?Hﬁéﬁ 2012 [ peren ff’n‘orw-é‘r- Gménm.? J. f?,.-w,
LETTER 10 ME DATED L35 Frepuary 2013, Ree 12/460230‘3} ParA GAPH THEREIN
CoNSISTING oF . Lings oF TEXT, NoTE LAST THREE LHUC"‘BJ,} ISPECIF{CHLL‘{'
SHOWING THREE MATERIAUM DIFFERENT f’?NSV\JEﬂS/FLf!?FOJQTHENTS TO THE
same FEATURE QUESTION g *wnar T s wis réhson Fa ATTENDING  TRAIN
CARRIAGE oN MORNINE (F IO'}’WH?})? THAT WA, IN TRUAL, SUCH wiTNZSS OF AND
p }

=il 27 i { e 5 1
W, FUR | WE !)h’,j CONTINVES WiTH SfiME? PlRpgoFED VER&'!(JN OF PARTIcULARISED EVIDENCE
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v Lue FRAUD 8y rue DPP . soene pron CARRYING ‘nucrieee eiererent Versions op
o 9 — e A
HATERIAL zf'._-ilRmut-'H?lSﬂﬂa_N] INTO TRIAL", 15 nor_oniv wegeaL, wuen THE SIHTL’
9 .
PURSUANT Tg ?J’F’LSHN(; PARTICLLARS (A5 An e’xfiHr"LI?) CLAIMS A As PART OF ARREST

ThEN PINGIEES EVIDENCE H AND MARRIES To THE NEW EVIDZNCE E AND TN FACT RISPLACES

1 wars E} THEN N TRIAL mnmm? . WHIGT CLAIMING ¢ 10 ge SPEAKING
3}

f"fazu;f'énj . RSl llvnf;;n‘tur11 Awp CﬁEDJISfL!I"‘i,i CLAMS evilence C 15 THE TRUTH, WHICH,

By DEFAVLT DISPLACES evingnce 5 wirn the new evipence C ('Bfﬁ.ﬂus‘g THE TELLER OF
LJUS THE f‘&um WITNESS (N WiTNES Eux? CIVING T ;ﬂmfw? HAD FORGITTEN IS PREVIGYS
L-!L’r,/i.!é*z),} BT THEN? WHEN CHALLENCER AROUT EVIDENLE C_} COMPARED To 1S PRICR

w. Evingnce B wor ONLY poes ne CZUHUFY Version E_’ THERVE DISSILVING AND NULLIFYINE

"
7 |

version C, ger i se QUALIFYING Version B nas IN HATERIAL QUALIFICATION,
ADHITED UNDER OQTH ON BEHALF OF Tue State or Sovrn / USTRACIA, 1N THEIR
PROSECUTION OF ME, A CR.'M INALLY FALSE VERSION QF Clﬂmfp/f’b' PORTED
MATERIALLY MI TICULARISED SPECIFIC DETAILS (m 50 DOING., COMMITTING
Pér::wg*f)? wien A The CRown wirvgss HAp 1o pe was SPEAK THE H;?TEKL?L

g — P £
TRUT H,} AND REFER To THE EACTS OF THEIR ORIGINAL EVIDENCE 5 A5 EvIDENCE ]

C.Rle;{L MISREPRESENTATION OF KNawin Smrzl év:péw;‘é? To ILLEGALLY LAIN THE Bmuer’n’?
ol BEMALF 08 Souti Hysm audy Qwefzm-re:vfy or THE CONVICTIQON oF me For The

0. CRIME CHARGED ; OF ARSIM, Hns rue Srare 0 South ;"}usﬂt’éu/} FALLEN Tu SUCH
A DISCYSTING LY Lgw i”e’ﬂwf7 THAT THE TRIAL PROSECY TOR {w;-luﬂ T UNDERSTARD HAs
RFEN A P:?nzm a_,uum' ju'w FoR_f FEW NEARS uuw) ILLEGALL USEP MIS
COVIRNMENT PoalTION OF eMPLOMMENT (ﬂ!ém CLCA s, 7\5—") To SECURE THE EALSE EviDENCE
oF ANuTheR g overuMent emiioqee, Cousthbue Counce (msm CLLA 55 292 2‘1” Fiid
131, M0 233, 25¢, A@?) To ILEL ALY EXPLOUT MY CIRCUHSTINGE OF FEING c.H,mcw
WiTH ARSEN AN REMAVDED INTO CUST20 (rm_N CLCA 5. QZ\ THEREBY CONS&L\LUtN’ NG
AN ILLEGALLY OBTAINED TURY VERDICT ue Wm? Tre uswer 15 YES”,

Sucn a Fiza‘1UJ7b‘LEMﬂALLE€-_4L vsE OF GOVERNMENT EMPLONHENT WAS PONE on

W BEMALE OF THE Sf»‘um !:fu'-;.-rrz,qufm L;u«erlu’ﬁémf,} THZ 11T éHFw‘iE’K? AND THEIL CRIMES




il
W WERE NoT TUST ACAINST Mé, THEM WERE R4 DEFAILT ALSO ACAINST syc.'é‘r‘f,} m\ip? THEM
EFFECTED CRIMINAL MANIPULATION or Covir of Trse anp Processes oe
e szf oF T,zmr_? CRIMINILLY  MISLET TIUAL Tyr4 Anp TRIAL :Sw?éaé,’
Cocz R.v Drommanp (No.2) L2015 SASCFC 82 paracrard |4
s Peen. T
O course, THE PRESENT AWLILATION 15 1ADE PURSUANT 10 S. 35 3 A oF rie Aer awp
THE QUESTION 0F WHETHER THE EVIDENCE 1S FRESH REMAINS TO BE ANSWERED ,
Hawweﬁ.} THE AGOVE AVTHORITIES ARE RELEVANT TO THAT GQLUESTION 6::‘6;?[;"7‘61 wWHEN
ASSESSING WHETHER DEFENCE COUNSEL USED REASINABLE DJL:{-}L-'N&!’ ONE MUST THKe
10, INTO ACCIUNT THAT COUNSEL 15 ENTITLED To ASSUME THAT THE PROSE CUTION WILL

DISCLGSE To THE pEFENCE RELEVANT EVIDENCE AND H;’!TEKL’?L.) /’m.'p_} A FORTIORL,

TUAT Tie PROSECUTION WILL NoT LEAD FALSE OR MISLEADING EVIPENCE AS PART

OF TS CASE, F usmgﬂ; wﬁm MAKING AN ASSESSMENT OF TR W HeTHER THERE
- WAS REASONABLE D:u@gmw’? THE COURT Wilt EXTENP TO AN ACLUSED GREAT

o |
LJ%T'TUDE- e jt
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' 30 ¢ 7 ‘
[ v 1993 Agson TRIAL, PERTURY CQUNTS A4S PALSE  aND  MISLEADING  EvIDENCE BEING

RNCWINGLY USED BY TRIAL PRASECUTOR , THERER CONSTITUTING SUCH A a.ﬂuunﬁﬂmfﬁt” A

:':Rﬂm:;ﬂ!.ﬂ CIRCUMSTANCE AND SITUATIGN THAT ABSGLUTELN PESTRONED THE iNTEGRITY OF THE

w, TRIAL 1";‘{1:;{’6!11 H,\l.’,’? {THE FERTURY AND USE:,/EE:'U/}NC'-E ON A PRIOR CRIMINALLN FALSE AND
cummALLY PecefTive pouce Wirness Smrmeﬁuf’? ALso DRAWS iN ACTIoNS cowucrf/c;amfs/
A.zu_:::«;,c.j e'rc,} WHicH HAPPEN AS AN 1Lig@AL /MPROZeR  Action Y (Roww WITNE‘BS_(WH.J} As A
PuLice ur-pf;cm? 15 S0 INTERTWINZD [N THE ‘;rr?re'e- CRIME (NVESTIGATIQN gF THE MAMER CHARGED
AGAINST M, THAT, AL ‘oericiaL acrions 1 Consrague (:mnuf-e;?1 INCLUDING MAKING WIS
awiv PoLICE WITNESS STATEMEN rj Ms’b’7 For (efice Pvﬂf’a‘:‘év”} PERFORMED FoR AND oN
GeHALE 0F THe STate Gc;veérwr’uzw;’ 0F Soutu ﬂusmﬂuﬂ? WHO, 1S ALSO THE EMFPLOMER OF

. PRIGRTO TRIAL ALSQ, winen,

THEN NVITES y N PROOF BN ACTION AND CONSEGUENCE UF ACTION ('werae {f?::mm? = u,ur,-mm-e-ss)
Esee: Ry \z\/rummg L ’lOIL—;] S4s¢C (.;7? THEREIN AT PARALRAFH 93 ;
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L Te artLicant ezvies yron Dpco v Disreier Cover or NSW [!‘?‘5‘1) 168
CLR 13 as aurmoriTY por rHE PROPOSITION THAT THE RIGUT To A FMR TRIAL
EXTENDS TO Tite WROLE COURSE OF THE CRIMINAL Pﬁoczssj INCLUPIN G THE
PRELIMINARY PROCEEDINES. N THAT case, Mason CT STATED, AT p. 30:
|N ESSENCE rnmi THE Powel 70 PREVENT AN ABUSE OF PROCESS N THIS (oNTEXT (19
DERIVED FRoM THE PUBLIC INTEREST,  FIRST THAT TRIALS AND THE PROCESSES PRECEDING
THEM ARE CONDUCTEP FAIRLY GNP} SECONPLY, THAT, SO FAR AS ?dSﬁfBLE? PERSONS
CHARGED wWiTH CRIMINAL QFFENCES ARE BOTH TRIgp WL AND TRIED wWiTHOUT
UNREASONABLE DeLAN .
Deane I acsa stared, ar p. 31
Tuusj T CAN B SAID, AS A GeNERAL PROPOSITION, THAT DEFAVLT OR IHPROPRIETY ON
THE PART OF THE PROSECUTION iN PRETRIAL PROCEPUES CAN, DEPENDING ON THE
CIRCUMSTANCES, BE 50 PREJVRICIAL TO AN ACCUSEP THAT THE TRIAL ITSELF 1S

7
HMADE AN JNFI"“R ONE » j '

¢ - s ‘ - )
Tee ‘mareriaiey Favse Starewent (F!?JL;Q)] sy Consrane Caunce , DATED APPROX) =
,. 1 B
marery T-8- 1990, WASNT oNiY FALSE N RELATION 7O CERTAIN MATERIML PETAILS 1T WaS
N FACT A CRIMINALLY  FALSE Duwnenr, DUE TQ STATED PARTICULARS THEREIN, BEING

J
W, CRIMINALLY MISREFRESENTATIVE OF PRIOR IKNOWN FALTS  wHicH weré known 10 Cavnes

)
PL:-’ftsoMm.w) AND. SUCH CRIMINALLY FALSE DOCUMENT ALSO BECAME KNOWN TO THE Sour
Ausrravan Srare [nstrRyMENTALI T4 . The Departrant 0F fear Fugeic PRO:SE::;)T!:’)NS? wHo
TN as ParT of e Formar Comw,rral Hepring PROCESS? THEN SUBMITTED 5410
CAIMINALLY FALSE DOCUMENT ('ﬂs PART QF Srareg EVIDENCE BENG RELIED yPoN B tHe DFF;
To PROSECUTE ME ForR The Clivé OF ;.u‘-:sau),, ANp ATACHED siemelcANT  PRose cuTomidL
WEGHT o sAMi R CUAENT , EVEN THOLGH $410 PROSECUTORIAL WEIGHT 1o wlER) FALSELM
APUED (ﬂs THE POCLUMENT TO WHICHIT 15 AFFLIED 15 A CRIMINALLY FALSE l)u‘L‘L/’ME:\J'T).F

¢ ? oo V- ,
THERERY CREATING svcH A runpamentaL  PROSE CUTORIAL FRAUD wveon 4 1993

—

T Coutr, THAT 1T WAS MPO SSIBLE 10 EVER RECEIVE AN HONEST OR FAIR TRIAL
)

0. ACCIRTING To Lﬂw., AND  THAT eVEN (F Constabie L,./wmé? OR Hit5 SAI) CRIMINALLY
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Facse  Pouce Wirngss "Pmrgnmrj WERE NoT ALTUALLY PRESENTED W TRIAL PROVER

M oven vor QIRE, OR, Evipence w Cuigr (r-oﬂ THE CNW?J)J SAIZ FALSE WITNESS
sTaremens (of Caunce) was uNLAWFULLY vseD/ReLige U7 BY PP, TO EFFECT THE
COMMITTAL HEARING MAGISTRATES RULING IN FAVOUR OF THE STATE
GOVEJ?MMENT} BEING., CoMMITING ME TO STAND TRIAL Egr ARSON 4 THL’KEFGREj
sip Commmpe Herive Rudne WAS ACHIEVED ONLY "VIA ABUSE OF P!"IOCES'%
B Enf CR&WN} For FRAUDULENT MANIPULATION OF A CRIMINAL TURISDI CTION
JuniciaL PROCESS | aF sucu # kg, awp To suck 4 DEGREE, THAT No
"H I’RO\«'ISO’ COULD EVER BE ofEN 1O U%/m’umsmr*t 4 WE TO THE ILLECAL
PRESENTATION 0F A CRIMINALLY FALSY FPpule wiTNESS smremem’? W The Co:}'lf? N
REWALF oF Srare :";’309&5{3(.'”0!‘1) IRPESIECTIVE OF THE PROSECVTOR |<NowING OR NoT
KNOWING OF Tie FALSE phagricvehrs WITHIN SAID wITNESS sk QTH?’EM!?NT’ THE FACT
IN 15806 waS THE ComuraL o TQIQL.’,) AS A RULINe OF A COUQTJ W wiicH
wns cunpamen AL DereRuep ON THE FACE QF A CRIMINALLY FALSE
OFFICIAL POLICE WiTNESS STﬂTEHENT, THEREFORE’ UPON THE PRESENT
REVIEW GF events vHAT TRANSP|RED SEEA PETWEEN TIME OF ESSNNES  Aroon
(crime B-“H’E)} 10-1-H91 a0, 1ime oF Decvery o Jury Verpier (oﬁceuuﬁ?)

7
v Commmer Teid covcp wzier e NONEST or FAIR zrom my PERSPECTIVE, A5 A -

-

FUNDAMENTAL PRE - REQUISITE OF ANY  ( RiMINAL j'u.ewmcﬁou !mm.) 15 "n'mr ALL Ar_‘,ﬂi.?nfi}

CONDULT, DOLYMENTATION (KEL!L’V u;’cm)) AND PURPORTMENTS OF Stares Ewoe;ucé’ HUST

. . )
BE LAWFULL moouaep} GENERATED, CREATED AND RELIED uPﬂN, AND THAT ANY

INFRINGEMENT UPON SA1) FUNMMENTAL FRE-E &Uﬁle B4 ANY ﬂ;ﬂi’w‘%Eﬁ..f'.aemasau'-’ﬁrufz

0F 1 STate (povernvent oF Soyru /*"USr:Muf!, INCLUDING BY WAY oF PRESENT MENT OF
ANY FALSG DOCUMENTS AT ANY STAGE OF AND /oR, FoR ANY PURPOSE wiTHIN THE CRIMNAL
SURISDICTION 0F JupiCIAL Pﬁacgs;s:fé, MUST INVALIDATE ANN AND EVERY ASPECT
OF ANY TRIAL WHICH FOLLO\JUS] BecAVsE No FAIR oR vaLi or PROPER rripL cAw
EXIST 1P BORNE FRoM ERAvpULent EFFECT (Commmar ro TridL, oN BACK OF ILLgeAL ANg
FALSE WEIGHT, WHEN Caunces Wirngss Starement tewe Taswp A5 A VALID, TRUE A CCOUNT, AN
1CCURATE REPRESENTATION OF PRICR KNOWN _Q.—ﬁre's EUE!?ENCQ),}

i ~ - — .
E %Frwuﬂ1 - SEE W;ar5¢rw v Tne Srare oF dour f:i'vsrﬂﬁuﬂ 20107 SASCFC é“i? PARACRAPH é’iz
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“Dam; C3
In Hor Howomwes Pry Limrep v Crensy [ 20021 HCA 51; (2001) 210
CLR 438 (;wmaN} Gummow Anp Haswe TT wmare some oBservartions Aoyt
THE ROLE OF POLICN IN A DECISION wHeN THE DeCISION MAKER 15 4 M.‘NIS'TEF‘
They saw 41 ,,.¢
L5137
Tuis 15 wor 1o DENY | OF COURSE, THE IMPORTANCE OR m’:’ucarwﬂ OF THE WELL~

ESTAGLIGHER GROUND FOR THE GRANT GF CerTior ARl FOR fﬂf’?w (CM:L v,

Sovru AustrALIA (i‘?‘fb] 18% CLR 1635 ar 17'3‘176,) A GROYND IN
Wil N FRRUP 15 TO BE UNDERSTOQOD IN A BROAD S¢M5 AND A5 ENCOMPASSING
MATTERS SULH AS ACTING For AN IMPROPER PURPOSE , It 15 EVIPENT THAT
THERLE Wikl RE CACES (N wHICH HmrT RATHER  TUAN ) mnsﬂ i
APPREHENSION . OF Bms witL BE THE TR PETTER CHARACTERISATION oF WYY
CERTIORAR] wiry LIE . ? j

\N'fdiﬂt:‘ THERS 15 AN {'ncr1j ‘m;rwu : ‘evewr’j ‘H THINE (.‘P.mrzu MADE ‘-: oR E’\{Eﬂ, TH

(
RELIANCE UPON  5UCH PLT mnoN EVENT AND,«.m THING c;:mTEr./ﬂﬂDe 15 INANY MANNER R

FORM THE RESULT , CONSERUZNCE AND/OR EFFELT, OF IMPROPRIETY, fLLe’Mur‘;‘ AND /o

FALSIFICATION wa/un FALSE REPRESENTATION. AND/OR MiSREPRESENTATION THEN | rue EFFECT

BORNE FPUM IT IS OBTAINED (wuew A1 EFFEc,Tj IS TO THE BENZFIT OF THE Suu;H AvstrALan
Government Deparmment or/For_Fuguic Prosecurions, in its PRosecuTion of me For e 199
CIUME OF ARSON | WHICH WENT T0 TRIAL Mip t‘i% AND WHICH I WAS CoNVICTED OF Mip H‘B),
BY HEANS wHICH ARE conTRARY To  StArTuTE COMPLIANGE (w 1993 7He pevevant Srarures
WHICH WERE Bneﬁs;nea/ Vigearep 8y Tue Stare o Soutn ;‘?vemﬂuﬁ THROVEH CONPUCT GF
AND BY SPECIFIC Samn /’mn AL1AN C/UVLPNMBNI EMPLOYEES mcwpsp Summr’*f L)FFeNLE}

)

et Porice Procesures fer, Evisence /‘Lr) Cririnar Law (ou,uuoﬂnaw ﬂcr)

A
Deragrmenr or Pusuc Paoszcutions ﬁcr)’ ANP, THE SIENIFICANCE OF SUCH  NON - COMPLIANCE

- ” ¢
WITH RESPECTIVE STATUTES BY SALp SPECIFIC GJO'JEF!NHENT EPLF"LCQ"I"n’.-’ES»')1 15 THHT? THE THINE THAT

. W3 _poNE CONTRARY To Starurory MANDATE/| OBLIGATION, was THeREBY AND THEREFoRE Dane
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i wi i
o WITHOUT (FGAL AUTHORITY ,-WP/UR LEGAL lJURIb’(?ICT!ON AN.’,{A)E LEGAL CQHPETENC-F AN FOR

yy
THOSE REASONS waS, AT THE TInE/S wis PNz, UNLAWFULLY EFFECTED‘)? AND ﬁLSQ?

A 9
WHERE THUSE THINGS DONE UNLf‘iWFUi.L‘!", WERE THEN u’SED/REL.'ED UPON BY THOSE PERSONS

empLover ( Srare bovernment oF Souti Husmnug), TO CONTRIBUTE TO AND THEREBY FORM FPART

= 5 4 &9
oF THE StATE GOVERNMENTS PRUSECUTION EVIPENCE T (Demfzmemr OF Puauc PRQSECUT!ONS? ON

BENALE oF Tue Stare GoverNmMENT oF SouTH ﬂwmmm)j inrenpep o USE AGAINST ME s

16 76
RELIABLE L)TQTE)b f:'\waf.ﬂ\fc.:7

(PH?IELE 5rﬂf€'~.~ Ev-ucNCg LAWFYLLY i’RODU(EP/CRE/'}TBP S*ﬂ)’&

14
VIDENCE | LAWFULLY RELIED UPON Srarch EwPENC EXCEPT THHT NOT o.\m WAS SuCH

‘CLRIMEE/FU?‘FORTEP STATE?S» EwDENCE UNLAWFULLY CREATED N THE E1RST msmﬂcé? THEREB"{, AND
1. ‘*DB!T!UNQLL‘{} cGN'f-;E«GUENTMLL‘{, MAKING SUCLH EvIDENCE ‘FHLS{: Srates L' VIDENCE BY ITS VERY
E':(Hﬂ:’!\ia:"}j 2uT ﬂLSO"!TS EXISTENCE wAS THEN . BY WMPROPER HEANS (conwmﬂ) B8y Stare
GovernmanT éHPLO‘(t?fSL FRAUDUENTLY USER/RELIED uPoN BY Tue South Austravian
(—memewr, To THEN eeuzmre/mﬂra’ MORE OTATES EvIDENCE wHICH wWAS THEN ALSO
INTRINSICALLY c.oRRuFTEP/T.mNTED BY i1y USé/RELIENCE/REFEﬂENCE TO SAID  (NGTIAL
FaLse Srards Evipence s FuaTher 1o The CREATION OF THE (om.mm/mammz\; FALSE
Srares Ewoemcz: AND THE CONSEQUENTIAL CREATION OF THE “Seconitry eALse Stards
Evivence "'? was THE *TupiciAL use oF sa Favse Seareh EWDEMCQ’? BY THe Stare

" : " ¢
Governvent oF Soptn AustRALIA As weLL AS ONBEEE BEHALF OF SAME STATE (—Joveawew, 10 BUILD

A PROSECUTION FRAMEWORK AGAINST ME puanG Cauar Processgs ano Proceepings PRIOR To A
N 9 ¢
0. CaimmaL Tm.ﬂtj AND, To THEN MAKE USE OF SAIp PROSECUTION FRAMEWORK (f_!yg iF THE slfuﬂﬂow/

CIRCUMSTANCE ARISES PUAING Tm% T0_CONTINVE T0 BB BUILD FROM AND GENZRATE NEWLY
CREATED PROSECUTION ZVIDENCE, To MANIPULATIVELY USE/RELY UPON TO INCREASE AMOUNT
OF Pnat:,ecunosz LHLLEBED TRUE !:'VWENCE: FOA THE SOLE PURPOSE AND INTENTION QF HAVING ME
wNwLTcp JdF THE CRIME LliﬁRGcD)1 TO FRAUDULENTLY IMPOSE UPON MY TRML ju,?be AND Tﬁm.'..
Jury, 4 “FALSE o FAKE wererszuririn g AcCuRATE AND TRUE StATes RRosecuromial

Ewm.:ucs (Smffs Evipence whicn 1s CLAIMED/ PURPORTED BY Sour Austravian Povice AND/OR

Souti /Iusmﬁuam Stare Prosecurions Psrﬂgrnmr, 10 BE LAWFULLY CREATED; HONESTLY CREATED BY

RELEVANT AND RESPECTIVE Smwreij E’;UTj wHick 15 in FACT NOT AccyrATe As A RePResENTATION oF

Y. TRUTH, NOT LawruLy CREATED, NOT cReATED BY MEANS OR METHOD WHICH coMPly 1o Starute Mawaare

}
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. 9 ; , i
OR COMPLY wiTH SmwTE_ﬂﬂware/_ quennons) o The “enp conr’ of e Sourn Austrauian

Bo\fzmmemr? RELATING 10 THE CRIMINAL CHARGE AGAINST ME oF ‘ﬂﬂSONj? WAS TO ENSURE THAY T

WAS CONNICTED OF SAID CRINE , BY ANN MEANS TUEY FeLT THEY CouLD et AWAY WITH, INCLUDING

BY MEANS WHICH WERE UNLAWFUL/1LLEGAL » T srare tiis Pont as a known FACT, PROM AND
By Mz, acainsT Tre Siate oF South AustrAui anp Respective Srare Government empLoNEEs wio
WE[E ‘PJRECM INVOLVED N THE cREATION OF FALSE/ PAke STRTEE EVIPENCE".} CDIRECTL‘! INVOLVED
I THE USE OF SUCH FALse/Faxe Stares Evivence : ano, “piRECTLY INVOLVED 1N THE Pflofécﬂdm/
IMPROPER CONTINUITY OF SUCH FALSE/FAKe Srares vaenu,: AND, ‘mecr INVOLVENENT IN. THE cmmum,/
ILLEGAL USE OF ReSPECTIVE PERSONS State Govermment 0siTion oF empLowmenr TO ENABLE .

- - i &
/45%; EFFECT 1He wiecALLy ogramed Juay Neeper oF amrw" AND THE ;Lusemw

emmep_ TeiaL Jupc,z;s PERFECTED VERDICT (or anp FRort e TRiAL JURY), oF wn.r‘{

OF THE CRIME OF HRSJN AND) THEN THe ILLEGALLY SBFARFE OBTAINED S.:N TENCE T0 lucekceﬂﬂﬂuu,
1‘i
CUNSEQUENTIAL TO THE JLLEGALLY (OBTAINED TUAY VERDICT OF oun.'r\f

Uneise toe Oricinar Peririon of 2008, Tuis Perimion wiLe WIGHLIGHT Not SUsT THE MPROPER
AND/OR FRAUPULENT AND/OR ILLEGAL THING THAT WAS DONE AND/OR USED BY ThE Srare
Q-.wéﬂumém EHFLOYEE/SJ BuUT ﬂLSc?, HOW 1TS USE (mup I1TS VERY GK;STEM&E), NOT ONeY PENIED
ME A CFm:Z AND HONEST TRIAL ACCORDING TO L_raw" DENIED ME A Gmm AND HONEST OFPORTUN(TY

]

bl ¢
OF ACQNTTAL BY TRIAL VERDICT y puT m.so, CREATED A CIRCUMSTANCE THAT WAS BB 50 ILLEGALLY

DAMAGING AND PREIUPICIAL To THE TRIAL PROCESS AND TRIAL F’ROPER1 THAT THE 541D TRHL
caNNOT ITseLk stAnD as o PROPERLY (ONDUCTED TRIAL, As THE VERY FQUNPATION OF AN
TRIAL WAS SO INFECTED AND TAINTED BY IMPROFPRIETY (3‘[ %"HTE GJVERNHBN’ EP‘I}"LU‘!E&b)
it o Triae Veapier or “euinry’ coutp ever ge LAWFULLY OBTAINED, 50 MUCH 50, THAT
£ ACTUAL GUILTY VERDICT aﬁmauc;’; WAS PIRECTLY CONSEQUENTIAL To CRIMINAL ACTS
commiep 8y Triae Prosecuror anp Trian Prosecution wiTness wHo cave TESTIMONY,

) 9
PoLice orFicer Caunce,

[/
Iu THE AROvE CITATION FOR Ir»;e;:- (F’%E fl_ 1610)1 THE KEY P,er 15 MADE THAT  THE RIGHT
e 4 FAIR TRIAL EXTENDPS T0 THE wWHOLE COUASE OF THE CRIMINAL w;‘aoc‘ess? INCLUDING T HE

I
PRELIMINARY RROCEEDINGS y ANDAT 1S BY THAT STANDAR) THAT QUALIFIC ATION OF AND FoR MY
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COMPLAINT | THAT Y 1993 arson giaL was ot even A PROPER Tmm, NOR COULD IT BVER € A

PROPER 0R 55,4”: rfzmu_’}1 DUE TO ACTIONS OF STATE WHICH WERE lﬂf’ROpl?R/iLL&'G‘]L/FRH'UPULENT
AND/OR. UNLAWFULLY pecernv::’j? FUNDAMENTALLY EXITS, TO THE JupicIAL StaNpanD oF Aup
oy furporter Tria (wy 1993 anson Tri), nust v

FRAVDULENT IN TS CHARACTER AND FORM, CONSEQUENTIAL TO THE EXISTENCE AND USE OF TAINTED

I PROOF, }N THIS INSTANCE

; )
Srares Eu_raé,uc.e} BY TRIAL PROSECUTOR LeADING UP 10 TRIAL, AND, THEN USE OF TAINTED
2 1 . ) B
5?.4155 Ewogucé WITHIN TIZHL PRQCESS} THEREGY FEECECTING A SIGNIFICANT AND SUBSTANTIAL

BLEMISH IN THE CONDUCT OF THE TRIAL,

lnonicacey, THe Seurn Avsteavian GosrNMenT Nor oNiy PERMITIED SUCH FRAUDULENT AND
CRIMINAL ACTS TO BE COMMITIED ACAINST ME {'FIQOH THE DATE OF CR|ME (IO-!-J‘?‘H)} LEARING uP
12 1993 TR!AL) AND, THE 993 Tria ﬂLso?? AND, YEARS LATER FOLLOWING MY Originac
Peririon (2003)? rue 'L aw Oreicers OF THE CKOWN)’,J‘ as PaRT OF Amoriey- GenerALs
ﬂowce, ‘c'aNﬂNuE 10 IMPROFERLY PROTECT THE (RIMES OF STATE WiliCH WERE COMMITIED AGAINST
Hz ‘PRIOIZ 10 ARS2N Tﬁi.-‘il.} Aup THEN, RELIED UPoN WITHIN ARSON mmLﬂ. M“! ORHGJ'NAL
(2009]? Perition amp Re-suamssion. o (20!1)? SAME, WERE WRLTTEN 8Y ME, NOT A LAWYER,
anp Poinrs THereN wHICH T HigHLiGHTED ; INCLUDING ‘eanure 1 Cayrion Hg.,? aND,

: FERJUR" COMMITTED BY C.quu‘ceﬁ, WERE SUFFICIENTLY :Dwnmipj AND wHIo‘H?

IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER OR NOT ‘THEY WERE MENTIONED IN THE TRI.4L1) ARE SERIOVS ENOUGH
AS To AMACK THE VERY FOUNDATION OF THE -ﬁZIﬁIL If5ELI’7 THERERY CONSEQUENTING AN EFFECT
wiich grrectively STOLE eqon ue my Rigut 1o 4 (’Fmﬁ TRIAL ACCORDING 70 Lmv’, BuT,
wirkin Crown L Au Ofﬂﬁéﬂs? REPORTS 14 A'TTOQN&Y'QEN?RHL?CTHE‘T? ILLEGALLM PLACE Ufpn
ME oW, AN EXPECTATION OF BURDEN AND ONUS OF PRO()F? “THAT T was exPectep To
CLEARLY ARGUE IN TRIHL,J ano PROVE tue eeryury gy Cﬂu.u‘.:'e) ano PROVE rue
CRIMINAL DECEPTION BY CAUNCE, AND USE oF 1t BY 1RIAL prosecutor , aNp PROVE vue cowrents
oF THE SAPOL Fire Report wiich was PARticuLAgiser 8y Caunce | Then contRADICTED BY ( AUncE
- dis 1992 Witnss Starement | an then Botd were Acain Contrapicter 8Y (aunce w rie
1993 arson 7RIAL , PLUS, MALCIOUSLY/C RIINALLY. USED BY TRIAL pRosecuToR o | nere MUST

noT Be ANy BURDEN or Onus oF PROOF rracep uron Me pueie My 1993 spson TRIAL,

2. wuegeey [N ORDER TO SEE SAVE MYSELF FROM A CRIMINALLY FALSE CONWCT!ON)




18.

g o ‘ - ‘ "
T MUST FIRST DISPROVE THE Srarés pyrrorten Taue EVIDENCE B4 ﬂaunceﬂ, AND SHOW
CAUNCE FOR THE CRIMINAL DECEIVER HE WAS. Revercar or ‘owws ana BuRDEN of
f?xoo.c",, IS SUEFILIENT ;BN ITSELE, T0 QUALIEN THAT Mo sAw 1993 ARSoN TRIAL | MiscaRRED,

et c
as e Stare MUST uonestiy conmcr ITS  STATE OF AFFAIRS WHEN PROSECUTING ME DURING

Crimmae Triae PROLE:-?S? (REFEII 10 ABove ciTAToN For Drumrionn (No‘l) (Fﬁeé Il. 1319))’ \/ET7
FAILED ND NEGLECTED T0 50 82T ‘ywasrw?, OMD EVEN MURE MPORTANTLY, FAILED AND NEGLECTED To ACT
*»_.ﬂ.wFuL.Lf; THEREBY DiSSOLVING THE FUNDPAMENTAL PRE-REQUISITE UF A {LAWFU«.U CONDULTED
TP.'-'@L.]? pews AT ALL Crows WIRESSES | AND THE Teiar Prosecoron roo, MUST acr
LAWFULLY wiTHiN THE CRiMINAL TRIAL I?:’ELF’? A5 WELL AS ACTING LAWFULLY REGARDING
AESPECTIVE MATIERS LEADING UP To THE cRIMINAL TRIAL . Wiere TRIAL restitony By SATOL
enveovee (aunce . was A FABRICATION, A LIE, CRIMINALLY DECERTIVE AS A PURLORTED TR-TJTH7

B cven Thiovgis CAUNCE KNEW HIS TESTIMONY Was A LIE, AND noreso, WHEN CAUNCE
CWALIFIED KIS ANSWER  awp saip GuALiFien ANSWER THEN ZQUATES To PERTUR Y, WHICH 15
THEN ALSO KNOWN 83 TRiAL PROSECUTOR | EE THH\:,} PLEASE IDENTIFY BY [:XHLTL‘!
WHAT SECTION NUMBER OF WHAT STATUTE, T AM THEN LAWFULLY ONUSSED
AND BURDENED WITH OBLIGATION /EXPECTATION TO INFORM MY TRIAL
COURT [ m;) OF THE PERTURY Y CRUNCE, UR USE OF THAT PERTURY
BY THE CRIMINALLY CORRUPT TRIAL PRU&-L LUFGR This 15 4 vavio avesmion

oo ? Aanf
COMSIDERING 4T WAS TART OF THE meu-';‘u—ow 8y Amornzy - Generals ﬁov;ce N 2009

. (erer to Lemer mrom Govennor Rererence av agove 7Ase b. mm (Bid,, emer parep 26-5- 200‘?),1

IN PARTILULAR &
“ woo T REQUIRED THAT THEY CONSIDER EACH cOMPLAINT NOU HAVE MADE ACAINST THE EVIDENCE
AT YOUR mi_r-‘»IL, THE MANNER i WHICH THE TRIAL WAS CONDULTEP., AND THE veRDICT, TH'E
CONCLUSION WAS THAT YoUR COMPLAINTS DI NUT GIVE RISE To AN APPREMENSION THAT A
MI5 CARRIACE OF TUSTICE BAD GCCURRED, Esse:v TIALLY THE 15505 YO HAVE RAISED

WERE ¢ITHER BEFORE THE TURY OR WERE NOT SUCH AS COULD REASONABLY BE EXPECTED

?
TO0 AFFECT THE veRDICT ., 1:

¢ %
TH& 19 FURTHER A VALID GUESTION CONSIDERING IT WAS PART OF THE " BRUSH-OFF gY Qﬁoﬁwev-

) 5 o :
w. beverat's Arnce v 20U (rerer 1o Lemer rron GoveroR Rererence on 4sove rage b. o :
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I LETER PATED M"*'ZOI]),
N PARTICULAR &
i

b T i — S e .
o nngems cemer of |8 JanNuaRY 2011 SEEKING RELONSIDERATION OF Mis PETITION

POES NOT ADVANCE MATTERS ANN FURTHER AND iN PARTICUCAR  poes NoT B PROVIDE ANY

R
BASIS FOR CONCLUDING THAT A MIS CARRIAGE OF TUSTICE ﬂﬁ_s,occunrfep. N

I7 15 pervuexine. rHat Armorney- Ceverars A To GOUERNOR? sorh vemens (2009 avo 1011),
cam g CompLant 8y e o “feaury 8Y Caunce, AND, USE OF SAID ILLEGAL TESTIMONY
(Cwm,g FALSE AND CRIMINALLY pECEPTIVE mrmom) BY TRIAL r'r’on,lmm:;rr”1 WERE /GCFOM THE

0, TR , WHEN N FACT THE TRIAL SURY AND TRIAL Supee \WERE }\/[V}:’R TOLD uar Caunce
”(TU/‘]LL\ UFHCIQLL‘/? erovioep THREE DISTINCTLY DIFFERENT VERSIONS
JF PL’RP{)RTFD FHCT7 ren v 1R Caovce QUUALIFIED HIS VERSION OF TRUTH
10 HIS PDILL Dagunem uis Fovice Wirness g’ﬁfﬁMENf WHICH ITSELF WAS A CRIMINALLY
FALSE S’Arszwl w weiring. (Prosucer i 1992), BU' THE ACTUAL FBE TRUE
VERSION “gy CAUNCE , WHICH UE ORTAINZD FROM ME 0N DAY OF FIRE ;10-0-1981 axp
wiren Cponce 1060 onro tie Upsiciae SAPJL Fire Report DfJéUHéM’? ﬂND) NOTIFIED
Consragre Ko oF, wro ki vurw tHen oriFier C1B Derécrive Mopen or . ALL ON THE
DAY GF THE FIRE, 10-1-1991, AND, woc Moora THen pescriber av 4 Larer are
wirnin Morras onz pace P 16b Porice Wirness Smfemgu-fj THAT ORIGINAL

2, V-‘:*RGIONF CLEARLY PARTICULARISED IN OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT
DOCUMENTS] WAS NEVER TOLD TO THE TRIAL JURY BY raia PROSECUTOR.
Counce, Kito o Mooea, THEREBY EFFECTING STATE'S LIE BY OMISSION,
AND THE ONLY Person N THE enTiRe TRIAL wio 219 GAY rue ORIGINAL VERSION
WAS ME, Tue Stare. wave rria o, wirtin PREVIOUS Amorney- Genzrals
/qn)wr.e’ JLLE(QALL\ BUI‘\PENS Ht -T-HE [’)CCUﬁEp (oF THE CRIMF OF ;?r’sou).) WITH
PRLNINC i INNOCENT (]MPUSSIBLE WHEN CORRUPT TRIAL PROSECUTOR AND CORRUPT
POLICE OFFICER ACTIVELY CRIMINALLY DECEIVE MY TRIAL SURY AND TRIAL ‘50069), AND
PROVING THE CRIMINAL DECEPTION BY Caunce Anp TRIAL PROSECUTOR,

7

§
0. |r s not Been perpuNcrorY For MANY WE/%RS) SINCE THE ERA OF KANGARDQ couﬁrsj?




A0,

30,

20,

—_

; s (
To $AY IN AN /L!usmﬂuw CR:HJNHL JAISDICTION Coum OF Tmm., THAT THE ONU5S AN BURDEN OF

CROGF OF THE RESPECTIVE CRIMINAL CHﬂRQéj MusT ONCY LAY AT THE FEET OF TRiaL PROSECUTION AND

% 6 s 3 b i N ”
NEVER AT THE FEET OF THE ALCUSED g BUT THEN,} expect The Accvsep vo PROVE THEY ARE

- q T 5
INNOCENT AND PROVE TUAT THEY ARe ot guity « | HAT ERA uas GONE , ANZ, PART OF THE
¢ 9 6
FUNPAMENTAL PRE-REQUISITE 0F A " FAIR TRIAL ACcoRDING TO L aw 515 THHT,) THE BURDEL AND
ONUS OF FROOE HUST ONLN COME FROM PRESENTATION OF LAWFULLY ACRUIRED AND LAWEULLY

? - .9
MRESENTED Smres vaéuag AS PART oF ﬂmsewnom OF RESPELTIVE mm:mé,] OF Anp BN | g STME)

)
teo ) ?
AND THAT ANY REMAINING ~ StATés Evicence g WHICH 15 NOT HONESTLY AND LAWFULLY ACQUIRED,

AND HONESTLM AND LAWFULLY PRESENTED, aND/or pevicp uron By e STHTGJ MUST NOT EXIST oR

7 i ‘
BE INTRINSIC To THE BuiLDiN G AND/oR PRESENTATIoN of Srates EviDeNce wirin "My cRiMinaL
.
TRIAL ?Rc-cESS) AMD} MUST NOT EVER BE RELIED UFPON 70 CONSEGUENTIALLY RECEIVE A TRIHL

6 9
VERDLLT OF  GuiLTY

A feniry” Triaw vzrper nost s uishre, |, Tue State ws Presenien ana/or USED, AND
mhen revigd ueon FALSE TESTIMONY as pagr or “irs’ case (ar rmm.)) AND., No “proviso”
SHALL BE PERMITTED T0 SAVE SUCH A VERDICT (W!LPE v. Tne Quzen [19881 HCA ¢ (1998) 164
(LR 365),

L “ouus ano BURDEN,? see Rv. Cuares [2016] SADC 158 ;

{6
Hom‘- JUDGE Mc. ‘NT‘FRE

PARAGRAPH 3.
ceee L opo REMIND MMSELF OF THE FOLLOWING &

The PROSECUTION BEARS THE BURPEN OF PROVING A CHARGE BEYOND REASONABLE POUBT
AND THIS REQUIREMENT EXTENDS To PROOF BENOND REASONABLE POUBT OF EACH AND EVERY
ELEMENT OF THE OFFENCE, | HE ACCUSED DOES NOT CARRY ANY ONUS OF PROOF AND, T0
THE EXTENT THAT HE MIGHT PUT FORWARD A PEFENCE.} HE DOES NOT HAVE To FROVE IT.
B‘f WAY OF AHPLIF!CAT!ON] (T 16 NOT SUFFICIENT FOR THE PROSECUTION TO SHOW
SUSPICION OF EuILT OR EVEN To PEMONSTRATE THAT THE ACCUSED IS PROBABLY cuiTYs iy
PROCF BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT CAN GIVE RISE TO A CONVICTION, [T FOLLOWS THAT IF T AM

LEFT WITH A REASONABLE DOUST AS T ANY ELEMENT OF THE GFFEMCE) THEN I MUST GIVE THE
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ACCUSED THE BENEFIT OF DOUBRT AND FIND HIM NOT &UILTY,

PARACRALH 4,

I FURTHER NOTE THAT BY ENTEAING THE WITNESS BOX THE ACCUSED DOES NOT ASSUME ANY

ONUS OF PROOE, THE ONUS REMAINS WITH THE PROSECUTION,

pARAGRAPH 5.

I REMIND MYSELF THAT IT i§ NOT A GUESTION OF PREFERRING ONE VERSION oveR THE 0THER,

The s0e TASK BEFORE ME is To DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT THE PROSECUTION HAS PROVED

UNABLE

THE ELEMENTS OF THE CHARGES BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT, [F I AN B TO SAY WHERE

1)
THE TRUTH L1E¢ THEN NECESSARILY 1T MEAMS THAT THE PROSECUTION MAS FAILED, ]

- AND sur{uau: se€ Rv. Ricnaros (Na.2) [ 20167 SADC 1 ¢
HoN, d—'uer M!LL‘STEED

earacrArd 10,

lm‘ REACHING MM DECISIONS T KEPT IN MIND THE FOLLOWING FUNDPAMENTAL PRINCIPLES £

THE DEFENPANT 15 PRESUMED INNOCENT OF EACH OF THE CHARGED OFFENCES AND OF ZHE
UNCHARGED ACTS ALLEGED ACAINST HIM,

/ )
20, THE FROSECUTION BEARS THE ONUS OF PROVING BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT THE DEFENPANT §

EUILT IN RESPECT OF EACH OF THE CHARGED OFFENCES, Tms ONUVS OF PROOF ALSO APPLIES
T, 99
TO THE UNCHARGED ACTS. |HE DEFENDANT CARRIES o ONYS 4 j e
| 6 1 ¢ 9
T 15 JAPIRTANT FOR ME To DESCRIBE CERTAIN evsrurs) AS wELL /S THINE S Pcr\!:? 2y gmﬂ’:’
liww_.'zNHLNi OF ‘)uu‘“ﬂ 4&’;.'!\&!4 .ucH RSO TR Eer LOMSEGUL’NTIGLLY} HADE MY

1993 arson TRIAL ‘Fuw.ma;mwf FLﬂpr/gLsmsu.ﬂymufeo AND BEYON) ANY FORHM oF REMEDY

)
ANZ/OR BEPAIR ST, WRING THE Trzma ITSELF y D T0 THE NATURE AND CHARACTER OF ACTIONS

tuar s 1993 Triae Covrr (wmcu cLuses TRIAL IJ-"‘)‘)J HAD_NO KNOWLEDGE OF BECAUSE
CTHE Siate (r:zm:, PPGSECU‘OR) FALLED 10 wrogn my 1993 Taiae Copar aF AND
¢
%0, EVEN IF MY ARSON TRIAL 1A STILL Gong AUEAD, BuT WITH THE CLEAR STﬂTES PRGPER
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2%,

. 4 . 3 =
DISCLOSURES awo NOTIFICATIONS (w e Covar o TRiAL Jury anp Juovee, Theresy
P —_— ‘ -~
PRESENT ING THt TRUIH ABOUT THE THREE MATERIALLY DIFFERENT V::'RS!ON? OF (,Auwce?s ALLEGED
¢
FACTS  PERTAINING TO  wHAT I wAS Rsecwév 45 SAYING To Lavnce on AN oF F-'RE? [0-]~ J‘J‘H’ As THe

A ..} e
REASON FOR Me ATTENInG THe Tram Cqﬁﬂmbt)’ THEN , UNLIKE My oriGiNAL 1993 arson rriAL

6
wierew whe Triae Jupee (ovrme Toseds Summnie -Up 10 rue Jory, rrior 1o Jury

Deciseration 7or Vem)u(.r) TOLD THE JURY ruar Capce WAS A RELIABLE AND CREDIBLE
AND RELIEVEABLE WITNESS FpR THE nzasa:uﬂou AS Welt AS BEING A SIGNIFICANT CRow‘N’ WITNESS

FROM wHoM THE FURY B COULD TRUST TO PETEE\HJME rueir Veroict 5 A PROPERLY amp LAWFULLY

{
camoucrEP FRO.’rECUﬂON CHSE (wmc H INCLUPEP SUCH gfﬁres Proper Discrosvaes anp

9 sy
! Na}nmﬁﬂaws; ESPECIALLY Agovy STﬂrfs PUIRENCE INVOLV NG Cﬂuwce)’ WOULD NOJ LEAVE ANY TRIAL

evipence OFEN 10 _1hH¢ T”ML }up(_;el TO FPERMIT Cquwg T0 BE CHARACTERISEP BY TRIAL TUpge AS

Huwsr OR RELIABLE OR CREDIBLE OR BELIEVEABLE OR OF GOOD CHARACTER EITHER AS A POLICE UFFICER

or MR A5 A witnNgss FoR THE CRrowy y ADUTIONALLY, Caunce couip Be QuALIFIABLY

4 e
CHARALTERISED BY TRIAL TUDGE AS ;n<;:mmsgf1 ufuﬂfuﬂsu;’ ms-we«msw} EEEEEEEAEr

- ?
UMBL’.LJE\JZHEE.E} OF Bap CHARACTER BoTit AS A POLICE OFFICER ANG AS A wiTNEsSS FoR THe (CrowN o

[T was FUNDHMENTHL? PRIOR To START o He 1193 ARsow rriAL, FoR THE PROsECUTOR 1o PROOF
Caunce, so TAT PRIOR To THE vOIR nRe, THE Crown viovip 8€ Srarure ( Departrent of Fusuc
Prasecurions /?cr) £, 10;/),)? obicATED 1o ELECT anp ren MAINTAIN 2 swece \ersion
oF CHUNGEEB CLH!MS; AS T GNHM REASON (HCCIJRD.'NG ro PoLice Osricer C.QU.U(E) pip T
EIVE FOR ME GIINE TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE AT APPROX MATELY $ - ZOm ON (0]~ p“i‘?l‘ BEING, THE
MORNING OF THE FIRE 7. Ar rue POINT oF TURY seLécTion #or my 1992 agson TRIAL, THERE
ﬂu\cﬂlp‘( exister | WO very DIFFERENT VERSlONS FROM Caunce HIMSL'LF THE
origivae Vzrsion” was PARTICULARISED i e SHFOL Fire Reporr oF 10-1-199] (mu:o
out 81 Caunce anp sionep By Cavnce Too')} anp THe “secom Venson” was PARTICULARISED

- THE SAFOL Wirwzss Staremenr. PRICL o Caonce, mp. 1992 (wanren 31 Cavuce avg

SIGNEP BY CAUNCE rao) THE TWJ DISTINCTLY AND MATERIALLY DIFFERENT U'vﬂswm BOTH
BEING PRoDUCED By Caunce ALSO, MEANT THAT NOT JUST Caunce Hmsw 45 A wa.v

WuNusa BUT IN FACT THE STATE oe SOUTH AUSTRALI A, WHur-t Porice Orricer

30, L'au.wcu REFRESENTED iN THE sAIp TRIAL aw, AS A PURFORTED <L'7 WITNESS For tHE
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., 9 | 3
v Omare, iwowinety wenr o saip Crimmac Taine (acanst HE),, with Tve DELIBERATE

INTENTION oF mAriNG iT MPOSSIBLE FyR Mg 1o RECEIVE AGFHIR TRIAL AccorMmNG T0 Law’? wiTH
0PVIQUS QUALIFICATION OF THAT ﬂacumﬂaﬂ] EEH\F&,\? sain_ 1 WO very piFrerenT Vermous‘
(Fice Rerort s Cavnce Wirness S"mmnsur)? MUST EQUATE TO ar wzast ONE
Version seme A Ui'.:ﬁ A FALSE Uﬁﬂslam7 a FRAUDULENT VERSION; ang wiich Tre

"5mnr Qovéﬁw«émr HAD ALREADY 1LLECALLM USED AND ILLEGALLY RRELIED UPaN PRIOR 10 SAI

Cammac Tm;;u? ro 0BTAIN ILLECALLY CREATED senefit on BEHALF OF Stame
, /A 6 9
(g:.:-w'ﬂmmé.‘uf1 U.Uf/\;b THE TWO DistIbvCTlt Py FFERENT Véﬂ‘sm}u;}

Hearine - Fror wiich I was COMNITTED TO TRIAL,

DURING THE COHHITmL

Wirkout rue rrosezutor ELECTING wich of tHe tHen two DIFFERENT VERSIINS of
PURPORTHENT,  THE Crown INTENDED TO STPAND BEH!ND? weAnt THAT the TrinL Jury
avp Triar Jusee coven never LEGITIMATEL HAVE GPEN TO THEM ANY
LAWFULLY FUUND? oR LAWFULLY HELD TURJSFICT!GN} Frov wiich 1o DETERMINE ANY
VERDICT AT ALL, a5 the saip 1riac was PRE U’UDmLI? ILLEGALL, BY THE EntiRe
THAL Tmﬂwru oF CAunce [Forz THE (_MWM)? aNp By quL REFERY N&E 1o CAUNCE ANp ALl
starements Caunce mane anp Docupents Cavnce PRODUCED, AND NoT ONLY FOR BZING
CAUGHT QUT pirwe CAunces triac TESTIMONT, A5 AN ESTABLISHER L }HR }JOR
T")L SM/QTL’ NET TRIAL PRGSECUTOR AND TRIAL SUpe¢ CONTINVEP 170 TELL THE TRIAL
20. JURY  THAT (,zm“ £ WAS CREDIGLE, RELABLE  HGNEST AND TRU USTWORTHY , BUT ALSO FOR THE
Facr 1At Cagnce QU/JUF!LD HIS (‘cww \ersion” (rerer asove on pace 12, 1mi0),
A5 THE TF(;E VLRSION wilich 1tsece was A CRIMINALLY  FALSE VLRSION oF

‘. .4RT!C-UL,’!RC .

le tug Covrr oF Trinw 1s #resented witi a coenn MATERIAL LIE (84 Crown
WiTNESS  on BEMALF OF CRown ewzme—)] any such MATERIAL LIE 15 then ALSO usep

By TRIAL PROSECUTOR 10 M ACCUSE ME OF BEING [(ULTY oF Ar’sw I;ECAU Df:' THE

CORRL;H TRIAL PROSECUTOR ‘m_o THAT Cqum‘e; CLAIMS n@ow WHAT T ALLEGEDLY SAIT
1o CAUNLE on THE DAY 0OF FIRE _I"“I'H‘? IS SO DIFFERENT TO WHAT T SAY L
0. SAID TO CAUNCE ON A UF FIRE, 0 11991, THAY T THEREFORE MUST BE




4,
o AN ARSONIST TOO’ e TO? AS THE TRIAL PROSECUTGR CZL/H:"’!S7 CW.'H wWoyLp L
Lie ABOUT WHAT T coam x sAn 1o Caonce |[F T WAS NOT GUILTN OF ARSON AND
TRYING TO COVER-UP MY GUILT’,., THEN , SUCH A TRIAL HAS DEPARTED FROM THE

FUNDAMENTAL ELEMENTS OF A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING T L,a:w1 m«m.’ HAS DEPARTEP FROM THE

FunparenTAL €LeMenTs oF A [ROPERLN conpucten TrRIsL AN PROPERLY rresented TRiAL
(v Crown frosecuran), 1o tHE Exrent Thar [T CANNOT EXIST as A Lawruiis
CONPULTED TRIAL o ANDy ANY CUiLTY VerPicT Must ge UNSAFE as saip rriAL 1As

MIS=CARRIEP TO A F;ﬁitsej FRAVDULENT AND UNLAWFULLY OBTAINED GUILTN VERDICT,

w Due Weige Juscuins ue 1988 . PROVIDES suproRTING ARGUMENT IN FAVOUR GF MY CoMPLANT,
I

THAT M 14993 Apson TRIAL Mlgaﬁﬂmr;v’ PLus, THE GUILTY TURY verRDiCT WAS UNSAFE AND

THy TRIAL wWAS UNLAWFULLY TAINTER apg PRETUDICED, B By PROSECUTORIAL m.r?RoFRfEr‘!,

WHICH INCORPORATIES ALL THE IMPRUPER QCTIONS oF AND B‘!? ANP CN BEHALF OF, Tme ‘.;m;re gF
Sauth _.-’Jus'mﬁam? THose LeARING vP To saip 1193 crimnar TRIAL, 45 weLL 45 Those 1nPRopeR
ACTIONS WHICH HAPPENED wiTHIN saip (993 criminaL TRIAL PROCESS .

[see Wige v Tue Queen 19887 HCA 6') (P%S) 164 CLR 365

‘jGTHrS VERSION OF THE JUDEMENT 15 SGURCED FROM NETWGRKEJ}’ Knoweeper [aw KEP;?RTS? PREF2AED

PARAGRATH
gy Mores anp SHNGHH? BREREE NUMBERS NOT PROVIDED,

“B;’\ENNQNJ Dawson anp Toowey JJ

%0, dens 45 THE PROSETUTION CASE WAS 56 STRONG AND THE DEFENCE WAS SO Wafﬂ;‘i? THE
AUTHORITIES willCH ARE CUSTOMARILY CITEP WHEN (T 15 SQUEHT TO CHALLENGE THE APPLICATION
OF THE PROVISO WERE INSUFFICIENT To FOUND AN ATTACK UPON THE TUDGMENT OF THE
Coorr oF Crimnar Aereac.  Trose autHorimies esrasuisk THAT WHERE THERE HAS BeeN
A PEPARTURE FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF A PROPERLY CONDUCTED TRH?L, IT" CANNOT BE
SAID THAT THeRE HAS BEEN No SUBSTANTIAL MiSCARRIAGE OF TUSTICE 1F W Has
THEREBY LOST “ﬁ CHANCE WHICH WAS FAIRLY OPEN T0 HIM QF BEIN G ﬁcaum'p” T0
Use THE PHRASE OF FULLH&ER 3'. (N Mrznz v Tue Queen 1955 on “A REAL CHANCE
oF AcGUITAL" To use THe PHRASE oF Barwick CT w Ry Srorey 1978, Uniess
IT CAN BE SAIp r:mr, HAR THERE BEEN MO BLEMISH (N THE TRML:?WPRQPRMTEU;

30, INSTRUCTED :rufw1 ACTING REASONABLY ON THE EVIPENLE PROPERY BEFQRE THEM




2.0,

15,

AND APPLYINE THE CORRECT ONUS AND STANDARD OF F’ROOF, WoULD INEVITABLY HAvE
CONVICTED THE ACCUSED, THE CONVICTION MUST B¢ SET AsiE ! se Driscore v Tue

-

Queen 19774 Req v Storev, Gawacuer v Tie Queen 1986,  Uness tiar caw

AFFORD. HIM THE TRIAL TO WHICK HE WAS ENTITLED, THAT IS To SAY, A TRIAL IN WHICH THE
RELEVANT LAW wAS CORRECTLY EXPLAINED TO THE JURY AND THE RULES OF PROLEDURE AND
EVIPENCE WERE STRICTLY FOLLOWED: see Mraz v. Tue Queen ; AT P blt, Tue Loss
UF SUCH A CHANCE OF ACRUITIAL CANNOT BE ANYTHING BUT A SUBSTANTIAL M1$CARRIACE
OF TUSTICE, | HE QUESTION WHETHER THE TURY WOULP INEVITABLY HAVE CONVICTER
FALLS 10 BE DeTeRMingD BY THe CourT oF CrminaL Arrepi. It 1s A auestion wHick
rHE Courr oF CriminaL APPEAL HUST ANswER ACCORING T ITS ASSESSHENT OF THE FACTS
OF THE cASE,

o

HowsvER ... wHeTHER A ReasoNABLE TURY wouLD WEITABLY HAVE CONVICTED D025 MoT ARISE
WHERE THE ERROM (N THE CoNducT OF THETRIAL 1S FUNDAMENTAL, lN svclt A CAE.., T Dogs
NOT MATTER wiAT THE STRENGTH oF riHé PROSECUTION CASE 0R THE WEAKNZSS OF THE
vereNcE case wase  Reviance was fLcen uron wupT was saw v Quarregmanis .

Tue Queen I‘ISO: '“Onpm_qrz_mj WHEN THERE HAS BEEN & MISDIRECTION OF LAw , THE PROVISO
wiLL B nrpuléo IF THE CROWN £$TABLISHES THAT IF THERE HAD BEEN NO MiSDIRE CTION THE
SURY wouLp (OR MUST) HAVE COME 10 THE SAME CONCLUSION o However, e Couar of
ClenaLﬂr’PEﬁL cany RECOGNISED THAT EVEN IF THIS WERE ESTABLISHED  THERE MIGHT StiLL BE A
SUBSTANTIAL MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE IF THe TRIAL WAS SO IRREGULAR THAT No PROPER
TRIAL HAP TAKEN PLA(:::’7 IN THAT B THERE HAD Been A SERIQUS PEFPARTURE FROM THE
ESsenriAl REQUIREMENTS OF THE Lﬂwﬂ.}. THE Cour:r of Crimunar Arpear WAS RIGHT IN
TAKING THAT VIEW OF THE LAW ,.. “Tms VIEW 15 UNDOUBTABLY CORRECT’ FOR THE FPROVIGO T
WAS NOT INTENDED TO FPROVIDE, IN ZFFECT, 4 RETRIAL BeForé rHe Courr o CrimnA Arpzal
WHEN CHE PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE PRIMARY COURT HAVE SO FAR MISCARRIED A4S HARPLY

T0 B A TRIAL AT ALL 4 Ir 15 oNE THING T APPLY THE PROVISO To PREVENT THE

¥t

. “ 7
ADAINISTRATION OF THE ERIMINAL LAW FROM BEING  PLUNGED INTO OUTWORN r:;cm:murv’

(rmf Purase or Bapwick C.T, in Driscore v. The nggm) IT 15 ANOTHER TO UPHOLD




20.

Deanz D

16,

A CONVICTION AFTER A PROCEEDING WHICH 15 FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWEDP , MERELY BECAUSE
THE APPEAL COURT 15 OF THE QPINION THAT ON A PROPER TRIAL THE APPELLANT woLp
INEVITABLY HAVE BEEN CONVICTED, The PROVISO HAS NO APPLICATION wWHERE AN
IRREEULARITY HAS OCCURRED WHICH 1S SUCH A PePARTURE FROM THE (ESSENTIAL ReQUIREMENTS
OF THE LAW THAT IT @0ES To THE ROOT OF THE PROCEEPINGS, |F THAT MAS OCCURRED, THEN
iT CAN BE sﬁm? WITHOUT CONSIDERING THE EFFECT OF THE 1RREGULARITY UPON THE IJ'UR‘!%
vgﬂowr, THAT THE AcCUSED HAS NOT HAD A4 PROPER TRIAL AND THAT THERE HAS PEEN A
SUBSTAN TIAL MISCARRIAGE oF JUSTICE 4 Enﬂor{s of THAT KIND MAN BE SO RAPICAL

OR FUNDAMENTAL THAT BY THEIR VERY NATURE THEY EXcLUDE THE APPLICATION oF THE
Proviso ¢ see Ry Hicocpranor 1963 NSW 3 Rov. Henperson 1966 Vier

Rv. Courer 1485,

dacs

dima lr 15 THE SICNIFICANCE OF THE EVIPENCE WRONELY P.PMITTEP) IN THE CONTEXT OF
THE TRIAL ¢ WHICH MUST DETER MINE WHETHER THE ERROR WAS OF A FUNIAMENTAL KIND.
wére

vis WHERE THE ERROR 1S GNE OF THE WRONGFUL APMISSION OF EVIPENCE , , .

ONCE (T 15 PETERMINED THAT THE ERROR WAS NOT OF A FUNDAMENTAL KIND , THE QUESTION
MUST STILL BE ASKEP WHETHER A REASONABLE TURY wouip INEVITARLN HAVE CONVICTED

HAD THE ERROR NOT BEEN MADE,

—

dEEw
The PUNDAMENTAL PRESCRIPT OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN THIS COUNTRY
15 THAT NO PERSON SHOULD BE cONVICTEDR OF A SERIQUS (RIME EXCEPT BY THE NERADICT OF A

SURY AFTER A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING Yo LAW, 7}42 PROVISO .. DIES NOT NEGATE THAT

PRINCIPLE « Txfﬁ%nsw WHY THAT 15 50 1§ THAT Ir 15 R SiMPLM NoT OPEN TO A COURT

OF CRIMINAL APPEAL Tg DISHISS AN APPEAL, N RELIANCE oN SUCH A PROVISO o ON THE

A "
GROUND THAT THERE BHAS BeeN  No SUBSTANTIAL MISCARRIAGE OF TUSTICE IN A CASE

WHERE ERROR’ IMPROPRIETY JR UNFRIRNESS HAS PeRVADED AND AFFECTED THE TRIAL 10

AN _EXTENT WHERE THE OVERALL TRIAL CEASED 10 BE A FAIL TRIAL RCCORDING 10 LAW o




T4

' In suc A cAse, THE VERMCT OF GUILTY 15 INTRINSICALLY FLAWED AND i1 1S No PART OF THe

FUNCTION OF A COURT OF cRININAL APPEAL TO SAN THAT THE Accusep r‘S IN TS \HEW‘

30 OBVIOUSIM GUILTY THAT THE REQUIREMENT OF A rAIR TRIAL ACCORDING TO LAW CAN

3¢ DISPENSED WiTH, ’F IT WERE orHéKw.'Se‘.’ THE FUNDAMENTAL PReSCRIFT gfF THE

CRIMINAL LAW CoULP B¢ REPVCED TO A MOLKERY AND THE INTUSTICE OF A CoNvicTION

WITHOUT A RELEVANTLY FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING TO LAW COULD BE MADE TuE oce AgloN
FOR TRIAL B APPELLATE TUDGES wWHO HAD W SEEN NO W!TNGSSES,’ HERRD NO EVIPENCE
AND HAD NO PIRECT CONTACT wiTH THE HTH(JsPHERE} THE rémous? THE NUANCES OR THE

19 :I
REALITY oF THE ACTUAL TRIAL,

It was crincar cor rue Prosecurion case puame my 1993 apson TRIAL, THAT The TRiAL

Juay ‘reeand rouce oericer CapNce As AN HONEST, RELIABLE, LREDIBLE AND BELIEVEABLE
o E - 7 . :
witngss Fop THE (Rrown ,—As CAUNCES EVIDENCE AND TESTIMONY wAS mm ONE OF The

{ ;
CenTRAL PitLARS oF The CROwNS £vigenTIARY BUILDING BLOCKS

To PRESENT

7
COGENT SCENARIS WHEREBY T AM seen @Y the Trian Juey as a LIAR. ang

- = e = S
tnerergre. MUST BE 6UILTY OF ARSON ', h:, HOWGVER | OFPFICER

‘ - —
Caunce wAs ° RecARDED Anpfor consioeryp BY sain Trine Juay As PossiBLy

V4 9
VNAEZLIAGLE with s CLMMER ~ poug MENORY ; POSSIBLY UNCONVINLING wiTH HIS
9 [4
CLAIMED {'a,-..wu HMEHany 5 PossiBLY FHLSGANMUE'wer Hi$ B3R CLAIMED oo
1 — g -
menoﬁ‘i,-j NoT ONLY DOES THAT JuRY viewromt fl?erlsPéorlv-’ cAsT SIGNIFLLANT

DOUBT apamsr Crown Scenagios (auqms: ne) pur ar acso OPENS rue

g

FOSSIBILITY To THE TRIAL JURY g nmr, IF THE (.nowm IS PRESENTING ACCUSATION
EVIDENCE AGAINST ME IN A CRIMINAL TRIAL, AND SUCH EVIPENCE 15 RELIANT (PN
OURY ACCEPTING CAUNCE AS A TRUS TI:P /L)N&ST RELIABLE
\;\x'erL’:’SS? gsPEcIALLY pyé To Cavnce Bene 4 rc“uu: orFrc.eP AND T;znn
Jurd siouip tderefore PLACE ADDITIONAL INT L«’LR.'TY u-menf 10 Cauncés
evivence BECAUSE HE 1S A PoLice UI’FICLR BUI Caunce 1s v Facy
ciown ro PRESENT FALSE EVIDENCE i FRIAL, LN;’ In fm,-}:.7 DECEINE rhe
Covrt Jurge ANp Couvrt Jury in TRIAL, LIE aBovr m1s cLaiMep ﬂaaoao nemoaw7:~

W TRIAL, TAKE QATH vo e nongst AND FACTUALLY AcCURATE THEN AUALIEY A LIE
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28,

.

AS A MATERIAL FACT in rriAL ’, THEN ,  WHAT OTHER FALSE EVIDENCE BE PRESENTED
Ay THE CROWN IN ORDER TO SECURE A couwcrwu” AS wELL ﬂs‘j ‘lF crz\u“m); SCENARIY
FOR PROSECUTION CASE AGAINST ME_ 15 i Ling with Jirger Tesrimont evioence From
Caunce, wio s QUTED as a FﬂLSE/FR/‘IUPULENT CROWN WITNESS  rhen THeRE

EXISTS N TRIAL tHZ SITUATION QF REASONABLE PovaT AGAINST Crown

:c'eru.'-ma&ﬁ AND THE TURY MUST NOT CONVICT WHERE REASONARLE DOUBT $I1TS,

CCM':'L’-G.UENHHL 17 Qﬁumw’} AT THE POINT oF Jurd Secection For Mv 1993 arson TRIAL,

ALREADY pgesentive MULTIPLE PARTICULARISED VERSIONS on CRITICAL

R S _ ¢
. CROWNS _ENWENCE (perer agove on pace 22 ;180 " orieman Version” conELicrive

wiTh cszcow VfERSi_ON?)? BL;’LV—(—‘-’; IN RELATION ro? ‘w:mr REASON D10 I ALLEGEDLY (IVE
ro. OFFICER (AUNCE FoR ME ATeNpING YRAIN CARRIAGE AT APPROXIMATELY <+204M on
10-1-144I ,? THEN T MusT ALsc 82 TRUE THAT Caunce Hap ot geen PROOFED as a4 Crowy
Wirngss For ma $Aip TRIAL, THEKEFORE? wien the DPF ropwarper Formar Nomieization
TO MM REPRESENTING L./?W‘!éil’? STATING A CLAINED {DECLAJUTTIDN pATE ON wiic CAuNCE
WAS F’}?OL'?FL"JZ”p sucH A Docvment MUST ruererone ge a4 FALSE PECLARATION
3y rie DPY (Tuz S1ire C;oVEHMMéNT)? AS THE 0BTect oF PROOFING 15 To REMOVE
ANN CONFLICTING PARTICULARISATION BY THE SAHE PERSON) AND TO QUALIFY
AN AMBICUITIES INTO STREAMLINGD LINEARITY | THEREBY ESTABLISHING A <meer
CLEAR UNF OF WITNESS a:wDENC;; IN RELATION To me’ &wucé WILL gIveE Tyvrmou‘{
ﬂ[!uuf 2 ’T CANNOT [Le AN .Nrwwép 5H0w§r PROSECUTION AGAINST m,?? IF TRIAL
rrosecuron ceaves BOTH e omipimar Version' ano “cccons Vepsion? seine
UNQUALIFIED GOING INTo muu, ESPECIALLY CONSIDERING (auNcE Whs BEING PRESENTED

To THE TRIAL J'U;f‘r ANp Tm/ﬂ, TUp6E (S‘( §mrc ﬂaﬁcwmf? A5 A S’ﬂﬂ% \:\/;me'ss) As A

4
KEY wiTNESS WITH 4 wOD MEMORY , A5 WELL AS mee HONEST AND OF 600D

cuaracTeR,  Owz or The MATOR CLAIMS of e me‘zu] T0 CONTRIBUTE To 175
Pnasﬁcwwm OF ME FUR THE CHARGE OF ‘A:?SON)? 15 THHT) “on THe STHTL;S CLAIMED
l:ViDthE T AM Accusen =5 OF GIVING \/PR:OUS AND MULTIPLE REASONS,
TC PIFFLRLNT PEOPLE AND AT DIFFERENT TIMES, ‘ FOR vw WENT TO THE

TREIN CARRIAGE IN THE FIRST INS TANCE ON IO H‘H o lropicany THOUEH,,
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e WHEN I PRESENTED MMSELE TO TRML Covar Ana AT N THe Wirness Bax? OQFFERING MMSELF 10
BE QUESTIGNED B TRIAL PROSECUTOR. I RECALL rprosecutor “accusing we oF Teriing
PIFFERENT PEOPLE DIFFERENT REASONS FOR WHY L CLAIMED T. WAS GOING TO THE TRAIN c.nﬁmaw‘é:
even tHover PROSECUTOR was spving 11 as A STATEMENT OF ALLEGED FACT (whicu
15 (MOROFER IN T SELE AS 1T EQUATES To PROSECUTOR aLieeine FACTS NOT IN EWDENCE%
a2, PROSECUTOR making A staTemenr RATHER THAN ONLY ASKING wE A Quesiion),

T wHIEH T CHALLENGED wWITH MY 4N~;w-”,‘ STATING ALso A5 A MATERIAL F/ifT THAT THE
ROSECUTOR wAS WRONG , AND rar * T pa oy ever gz TWO DIST] U(T ANSWE \S
BL,}NQ T CQNT R&H?:WVLP WHICH T SAID 7o DeTecTiveg DRrown wHEN T was BEING

10. AUesTioNen AT Kemang Csmze? M I‘Hl? BUT THEN WHEN T DIP RECALL WHAT M4 REASON
WAS FOR GolE To THE TRAIN CARRIAGE , X TheN TOLD verecrive Brows ruar 1T WAS BECAUSE
UF THE LIGHT IN THE BACK CARRIAGE WHICH MADE ME SUSPICIOUS DUE TO AIR-
CONDITIONER UNITS BEING STOLEN A FEW WEEKS PJ?EOR1 mvo THAT THEY WERE THE 0N
TWO ANSWERS T HAD EVER TOLD HN\ ON&’/ r' CURIOUS POINT THOUGH
inar AT NO TIME WHILE T WAS IN TRIAL WITNESS BUX PID PROSLCUJUR
L\/EZ PRESENT 0 Me ANY. DOCUMENTS WHERERY T. ALLEGEDLY GIVE

PN D!H ERENT ‘REHSON OR NAMe AN PERSON WHoM T AM ALLEGED
TO HAVE ‘GIVEN A PHFEREN; reason’ TO .? PP{J&L«LU]’OF’ AcCusED HE, HADE
%.THe ACCUSATION 7o Tie TRIL CORT AND TRML SURT, BUT WITH NO INTENSIC OF
EVER PRESENTING ANN CLAIMED POCUMENT EVIDENCE TO BACK )F
HIS CRIMINALLY FALSE HC()US!‘?’!’IQN: WHICH IN FACT COULD NEVER RE LAWFULLY
sustAinzp Anywat, 4 rhere WAS NO SUCH EVIDENCE THAT EXISTED. I upve
no pous” THAT TRiAL PRosecutorR INTENDED vo LIE TO THE TURY anp miseerrésen:
KNowWN (;Tﬁrgfa E\n%-\l cm:’i BY CLAIMING SOMETHING 45 A MATERIAL Fﬁcr, EVEN THOUGH (;rj oy
Not dcruacey exist [ Ry, Deommono (No.2)[ 20157 SASCFC 81, ranncrary ”‘f.j’ v
B PRESENTING No SUCH PHYSICAL EVIDENCE TO THg COURT wHILE f?l“‘t CINING wiTNESS
BOX TestmoNY, PENYING THE TRIAL sUR. THE TRUTH 0 tHe £act tHAT Ny sycH
EVDENCE W’é? EQUATES TO FRAUD BY DECEPTION UPON THE JURY,

30 coMMITTED BY TRIAL PROSECUTOR, [r WAS A SIGNiFICANT BLEMISH wiTHiN ny 993




