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ARSON TRIAL . wWHICH SIENIFICANTLN DEPARTED FROM THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF A LAWFULLY

)
4

CONDULTED CRIMINAL TAIAL | ACCORDING T0 an7 WHEN TRIAL PROSECUTOR PRESENTED

NO PEYSICAL EVIDENCE to ME wHiLE & SITING IN THE WITNESS BOX, WHICH N

ANY WA SUGGESTED THAT I HAD actually eiven MULTIPLE REASONS For

% ' 9
ATTENDING THE TRAIN CARRIAGLE _ FoR ExﬂHPLC PRIOR sTATEMENTS FROH rw? 0R EVEN

]

SOME FORM OF VALID 5Tﬂrzr{e’NT? IN WRITING, T THEN SPI:L.'I'ICr%LL‘l PARTICULARISE
piFFERenT V& K%JUN«, AS ALREADY CH!H!:D 8Y TRIAL PRISECUTOR To EXIST, THEN
PRESPE PRESENT TO ME FGR IDENTIFICATION / CHALLENGE tPanrwéw, W HAT

TRIAL PROSE CUTGR AP DONE, wWAS TU CONTAMINATE M4 rRIAL TURN BB wiTH FALse

cvat asevr Yso caep EVIDENCE vuar  uap ACTUALLY GIVEN /PRESENTED

OFFICIALLY ro SOME ONE \/ET) NEVER PLACE rtHe AeeCep PHYSICAL DOCUMENTS
serore ne [FOR CCJW‘H:’MT"7 rie ReasoN For NOT prESenTING ANM PURPORTER
vocument evipence sew, THAT NONE EVER EXISTE) TO START
W”/H, A‘Slpz’ FRoH THE CRIMINALLY FALSE ACCUSATIONS FROM TRIAL
PRUSECUTOR | CLAIMING SUCH MATERIAL EVIDENCE DID Zf/X 57/ AGAINST
me, THE FACT IN FOINT (S THAT TRIAL PROSECUTOR PID NOT
EVER FRESENT ANN MATERIAL EVIDENCE | “REAINST ME’ . TO I
ANM PERMISSIRLE WAN SUPPORT OR NRLIPATE rtue rrosecvroit

, 1
ACCUSATION asour) ME GIVING DIFFERENT PARTICULARISED REASONS To PIFFERENT

- & - y ~ ~ ’
. PEOPLE AT DIFFERENT TIHES FOR WHN T CLAIM T WENT To THE TRAIN CARRIAGE .

Consipering 1Hbr pearure whs A MATOR PART o prosecution cLAtM AGAINST
Mg 1o sHow Mg a5 n LIAR anp THeEReFoRY AN arsonisT, v was [LLEGAL or
rhe PRosecutor 1O MAKE sucH Accvshiion Against ME, To THE TRIAL FURY
anz rritL Tuoes , AS IT WAS INTENDED TO CAUSE A FALSE RELIEF

UPON TRIAL COURT AND CAUSE ILLEGAL HARH TO MY RIGHT TQ
RECEIVE A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING To L AW,

[see Rv. B AM (Bovie) [ 20151 sascEc 174, PARAGRAPH 49 :

k-
SuLaN AND h:el( Jd

)
I MRW— ONE GRoUND OF APFEAL WAS THAT PROSECUTING COUNSEL'S ADDRESS HAD

BeeN (NAPPROFPRIATE IN THAT THE PROSECUTEOR HAD ASSERTEP THAT THE APPELLANT
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. AND KIS PAUGHTER , WHO GAVE EVIDENCE , HAD AGREED To PRESENT TOINT LIES IN
EVIDENCE, THE ALLEGATION WAS NEVER PUT To THe witNesses, Ow npeenc,
counsee For tHe CRrown 210 NOT SEEK To DEFEND THE PROS&'CUT{)K% APPRESS |

breg James 3'} with wior Beaziey TA ano Newman O AGREED, DesCRIBEP

THE ADORESS A NDEFeNsIBe .  He consipeRep THAT THE ApPRES WaAS S0 UNFAIR

THAT IT RESULTED N THE TRIAL BEING FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED, The CourT

PETERMINEP THAT A New TRIAL SHOULR NoT R ORPERED, ()m— James

ORSERVED THAT, PARTICULARLY DECAUSE tie _waww i-"RDSECUT’ORS CONPULT At

RIAL LAY AT WHE FOOT oF MR THE tHsSeARRAEE  niS CARRIAGE OF SUSTICE , HE

WAS OF THE VIEw THAT NO New TRIAL SHoULP 26 ORpeReED,

L (1999) 113 A Crin R 308, ”]

Hy v iw 1993 was 1rreversasly conramnarey 87 (rowN PROSECUTOR CLAmMING THAT T HAD
‘Ivmoe PRIGR 1NCoN5ISTENT smrsﬂfurs RELATING To MY REASON Fop ATENDING TRAIN c;&nﬁmégﬁ?
WHICH HE FURTHER CLAIMED wAS THEREFORE PROOE OF GUILT OF THE CHARGED ACT, TRmL
PROSEcUTor HAD Ng QUALIFIED POCUMENTATION TO LEGITIMATELY SUPPORT SULM ,qc;c:u;!mm) NET
CLAMED, BY MAKING SUCH HCCU.SHTION} THAT EVIDENCE EXISTED 10 sUPPPRT PROSECYTORS
CLAIM 4 S.‘M;LHR Te THE ABove ExrRacr FROM R vV E” ;?H7 FARAGRAFPH Liﬁi, WHEREIN
Crown PRo$ECUTOR MADE His ‘BCCUSH”ON) AGARINST THE ﬂccus&p) ALTHOUEH PURING

[44
1

j ]
PROSECUTING CaUNSELS APPRESS ) ‘uzr, PID NOT PRESENT ANM TANGIBLE EVIDENLE TO

SUPPORT SUCH SERIOUS AND SIGNIFICANT ACCUSATION OF ‘PECEFTIONﬁ (WHICH TUERERY
DENIED THAT DEFENDANT OF HIS FUNPAMENTAL RICHT 10 A rmn AL’ Accorpinie To Lew)
WHEREAS, IN MY 1993 anson rmfn, Crown PROSECUTOR D!D PUT THE ACCUSATION T0
ME IN CROSS= ZXAMINATION . THAT I HAD ACTUALLY PROVIDED MULTIPLE
MATERIALLY Fﬁmcummsen VERS:UNS CLAIMING AS THE REASON
FOR ME ATTENDING TRAIN CARRIAGE’ . BUI1 DD NOT PRESENT A SINGLE
DJCUHENT? OR SfATéHENT? oR REPORTj ETC. WHICK SHOWED ANY S{JLH PROOF OF
PROSECUTORS ACCUSATION AGAINST we, WHILE T SAT IN THE WITNESS Box
w. IN FULL VIEW OF THE TRIAL TUR\{ AND TRIED 10 DEFEND MMSZLF AGAINST
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. THE CRIMINALLY FALSE ACCUSATION FROM TRIAL PROéewwrl,) WHO WAS IN FACT
ILLEGALLY MISREPRESENTING “Known STATES EwaNcE,? as s OWN GOVERNMENT
WITNESS> POLICE QFFICER CHUN’CE,} WHO HAP ALREADY COMMITIED PERTURY IN
MY SAIP TRIAL, WAS THE ONLY PERSON wio whs PRESENTING AND PROVIPIN 6

‘n‘iULfIF’LE MATERIALLY PARTICULARISED NERSIONS OF WHAT (L AUNCE CLAIMS I SAIP 12

HiM on 10~1-1991 , WHEN HE ANp ity #iRST ARRINED AT THE RESTAU;‘EANTj AND
PRicR 70 THE Fire En‘?l{—}/‘ipé EVEN ARRIWN.{;? FOR Wi I WENT TO TRAIN CﬁRf(ta?GE,
(éee R v Drunronp (No 2)L 20157 SASCFC 82, parAGRAPH J'/ﬂf.). The raiac

PRose curor. pip NOT svccest ‘any srecipc PGRGON?) o, ‘on ANY PARTICULAR pate’
OP\? {Ar AN PARTICULAR rmfa? oﬁ,, ‘ﬂr ANY PARTICUL AR PLHGE’? WHERE PROSECUTOR
CLAIMG (puriNG €RoSS -ExAMINATION), T ALLEGEDLY PROVIDED * piFFERanT
PARTICULARISED chs':aNS OF REASON: FOR ATTENDING TRAIN cmsziee"7 Wi cH ALso
peniep me ANY OPPORTUNITY 1o DISPRONE presecuror: CRIMINALLY FALSE
ACCUSATION WHICH CLAIMED THAT £ HAP MADE SVCH STATEMENTS, Tue TRIAL
Pﬁa%curog’s CONDPULT IN THIS RESPEGT} WAS $Q UNFAIR AND F’REU’UD!CML, AND
CONSEQUENTIALLY SO CONTAMINATING OF MY TRIAL JURY, THAT MY TRIAL wAS
ss'-unpaugurmw meeP’, ON THIS MATTER momi? TO THE EFFECT THAT it WAS Ao
LONGER A PROPERLY OR LAWFULLM CONDUCTED ﬂrz.';flt.J _wa? i‘URTHEKHORé? T _TAINTED

THE JURY To THe EXTENT oF BEING pefacte ACCESS ORIES 1o The crivinaL

w. pecerTion OF Crow Fi’%&’wwﬁ? IF (f*l—%ff WITHoUT JURORS W ACTUALLY
KNOWIN(, THEN WERE BEING ILLEGALLY mANPuLATED BY LRown PROSECUTOR , DURING

Il
M saip 1993 Arson rrum.)? THE TURY DELIBERATED AND THEN RETURNED A  GuiLTY

bl .
VERPILT o r

/
L Yy
# 1

L\/AGN TRIAL PROSEcUTOR. rs CLAIMIN G 6PK](7.IZ INCONSISTENT smrgMe’NTsj ACAINST AN
ACCUSED : Tre accusep MUST rirst B¢ snownN THE Acigcep MATERIAL , FOR THEIR
COMMENT AND AN OPVQR TUNITY To ch.ﬂLLENeE? PROVE 10 Be EBEZ FHLSE’ OR TO
ACCEPT A3 nccusmc«'?. ﬂm FACT THAT NO SUCH POCUMENTATION (aF ALLEGED
"RIOR INCONSISTENT STziTéHENrS).’[ WAS EVER ACTVALLY PRESENTED To MF DURING

30. CROSS = EXAMINATION , POES NOT NEGATE THE OBLIEATION TO D& ‘50,
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ANP FHEREFORES THE HOTIVE oF Cpows PROSECUTER MUST Be QUESTIONED AS To WHAT PURPOSE
HE INTENDED TO AGH.'E\J:?? BY ACCUSING ME OF MAKING cs’-’ﬁwﬁ INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS ’,
WITH THE TRIAL TURY WATCHING AND LISTENING To SALIP 46::0547!0:\{, EVEN THoueH HIS
ACCUSATION CovLD NEVER BE SUPFORTED BY ANY TANGIBLE EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT, [+ 15
ALSO UNFORTUNATE FoR ME THAT MY TRIAL LAWYER wAS PROFESSIONALLY * LACKING
THAT POINT ALSO, SUCH s To cact chaLténge AGAINST rriac PROSECUTOR , i
Lecar fARGUMENT, AWAN FRoM TRIAL TURY, Anp ReQuest MISTRIAL as A consequence
OF Pnos;?::uwa?s TAINTING OF TRIAL TURY IN SUCH AN IMPROPER MANIUEI?’ EVEN
THOUGH THE LAw REQUIRED TRIAL PRuSecotor To NOT act so 1MPROPERLY N 1ue FirsT
wsmm:é.' N MATTER WiHa THE PROSECUToR WAS, ANp YET, THE PROSECUTOR ggcrr AwAay
wir it ON BEHALF OF THE STATE COVERNMENT?, How ‘ocky” £ am uar 4
TRIAL PROSECUTOR COMMLITS cRIMES AGAnsT Me, DURING rrinw rRoper, JUST SO
JURY wiLL CONVICT Mg 1!
[ *paion INCONS(STENT STATEMENTS - R v, Soma [ 2003] HCA 134 22 CLR 2‘3‘?
96 ALR 4205 77 ALTR 849 (13 Marcu 2003)
Parncaar 58. (wconsﬂ:Nr STATEMENTS AND THE SHaw PRINC]PLE)
ﬂe (/ounr of Arrear quasiep Tie CONVLCTIQN ON A PIFFERENT BASIS, lr uewp THAT THE
CASZ WAS ONE WHERE THE APMISSIBILITN OF THE EVIPENCE UNPER S, |18 “nnwmf‘s To
evipence w reeuma. | L45.1, Te Covar SAID, CORRECTLY, THAT 1T o
GENERAL AND FUNPAMENTAL PRINCIPLE GONERNING THE CONPUCT gF CRIMINAL TRIALS THAT
rite wwmmg FOR THE PROSECUTION MUST BE PRESENTEP BEFORE AN ACCUSEP 15 CALLED
UF’ON [%.]. In SUPPORT OF Tihis r’RcP{?SJTJON? rite Covrr gF Avvedl reiep
ON THE WELL=KNOWN STATEMENTS OF PRINCIPLE oF Tis Coyrr in Siaw V. THe
Queen L4711, Lawrence v. Tue Queen C49.0 ave R, Cun C49.7, In
an.flv;ncej Cuier Justice Cisas sap L 50. T thar 1He PRINCIPLE APPLIES “wue’me‘ﬁ
THE CROWN SEEIS 10 INTRODUCE EVIDENCE DURING THE COURSE OF THE CASE FOR THE
DEFENCE OR AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE CASE FOR THE PEFENCE ”, Ms Honour smpl51.7¢
“'Tne RULE fHAT THE PROSECUTION MAY NOT SPLIT If5 CASE, BUT MUST QOFFER ALL ITS

PROOFS BEFORE THE PRISONER 15 CALLED UPON FOR His DL’F&'NCE.) 15 NOT MERELY

’
TECHNICAL BUT 15 AN (MPORTANT RULE OF FAIRNESS. ,(fmmmsss Awep)
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0 PARAGRAPH 59,
Ta 0BTAIN LEHVE) THE PROSECUTION MUST POINT TO SOME EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCE

THAT JUSTIFIES iT BEING GIVEN LEAVE TO RE-OPEN TS CAsE,

pazacRard bb,
Tue wistoricaL sovrce oF 5. 18 15 Te Queent Cage [59.7 wuere Cuer Justice
Aot sain oF rie tenpor OF AN INCONSISTENT STATEMENT &
Tue LEGITIMATE OBIECT OF THE PROPOSEP. PROOF 1S To PI$CREDIT THE wiThZSS ¢ Now
THE UsuRL PRACTICE OF THE COURTS BELOW , AND A PR!’;CT#GE, TO WHICH WE ARE
10, NOT AWARE oF ANY ExCéF’ﬂdN} 15 ﬂm‘; I IT BE€ INTENTPED To BRING THE
CREDIT OF A WITNESS INTO QUESTION BY PROOF OF ANY THING THAT HE MAY HAvZ
SAIP QR 05(:1_.4&9;?) TOUCHING THE c:f?usz', THE WITNESS 15 FIRST ;’ISKEP_} UPON
CROSS = EXAMINA TION, WHETHER OR NO HE HAS SAID OR L’ECLA'REPj THAT WHICH 1S
INTENDED TO BE PROVED . |F THE WiTNESS APMITS THE WORDS OR DECLARATIONS
MPUTED TO UIM, THE PROOF ON THE OTHER S10E BECOMES u,wa;egaﬁﬁy, AND THE
WITNESS HAS AN OPPORTUNITY OF GIVING SUCH Rzﬂsa.\f) EXPLANATION 5 OR
EXCULPATION OF IS cawucr7 IF AN THERE MAY EE) AS THE PARTICULAR
CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE TRANSACTION MAY MAPPEN TO FURNISH ; AND THUS THE
WHOLE MATTER 15 BROVGHT BEFORE THE Coult AT oatce’, widlCH

10, 15 THE MOST CONVENIENT COyRSE,

IN OUR OPINION

) 7

CHuzF :rusﬂcé ABBo wenT on TO SAY THAT IF THE WITNESS DENIEP MAKING THE

1 3
STATE MENT PROOF IN CONTRARICTION wiLL BY RECEIVED AT THE PROPER SEASON a

L60,],

paRAcraft 69,
Sgcrwm 4, .wns RE-ENACTED ANP EXTENPED TO THE CRIMINAL TURISDICTION 37 S, L!L
0F l’Hé CRmmﬂL Procesure Acr 1865 (UK] L5 1 wuicn vecuaren ¢
L— 4 erN4SS UPON LROSs “EXAMINATION A3 To A FORMER STATEMENT MAPE BY

20, HIM RECATIVE TO The SUBIect MATTER oF THE INDICTHENT op PEmeese




2w,

10,

25,
PROCEEDING , AND INCONSISTENT WITH 1S PRESENT TESTIMONY, P0ES NOT DISTINCTLY
APHIT THAT HE HAS MADE SUCH smrgHENT, PROGF MAY BE GIVEN THAT He pip iN FACT
MAKE fr; BUT BEFORE SUCH PROOF CAN BE GIVEN THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE
W SUPPOsEPR 5TﬂT€HENT’ SUFFICIENT TO DesIGNATE THE PARTICULAR accﬂsu)N?
MUST BE MENTIONEZD TO THE WITNESS , AND HE MUST BE ASKEP WHETHER 0R NOT HE

7
HAS HADE SUCH STATEMENT,

pargerary 107,

»r

JHERE:‘ Hc PHEHSOM LTFIRGT SUMHARISED THE LAW IN augeNSLANP As 1T WAS REFORE

THe enncrment of The Acr.  He saw [ 103 ] :

“ﬁ WITNESS HAY BZ CROSS -E€XAMINGD ABOUT A FORMER STATEMENT MADE BY HIM
WHICH 1S INCONSISTENT WITH THe EVIPENCE HE GIVES AT THZ TRIAL, UwER

ss |7 anp 18 or mm e Fuivence fAcr 1977 - 1981, 7ROOF AT HE MAGE suck A
statement may ge given [ 10%. ],  Beroge proor oF ir may sz civen The
CIRCUHSTANCES OF MIS MAKING IT MUST BE 50 PESIBNATED TO THE WITNESS AS 0
IPENTLFY THE PARTICULAR QCCASION ON WHICH (T WAS MADE $0 AS T0 ENABLE MM
10 exPLAN 7 1E HE can [ 105, ],  Once tHe prioR STATEMENT 1S PROVED IN THIS
FASHION IT5 CONTENTS NECESSARILY BB FORM BB PART OF THE EVIDENCE AT THE
mmz,; BUT THEN ARE AVAILABLE ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCREPITING THE
WITNZSS DY PEHON STRATING THAT HE 1S NOT WoRTHY OF BELIEF . THE\( ARE
NOT AVAILABLE TO P’Row.:, AND THEY MAN NOT BE ReLIED UPaN As FHOWNG? THE
TRUTH OF FACTS I 15502, even i (45 s.18 RequiRes ThAT THEY Mus Be) TrE
CONTENTS OF THE [RIOR STATEMENT RELATE To FACTS N Issugs The SURY N A

CRIMINAL TRIAL MUST BE piReCTED Accorpiney L106. 1. It 15 THEREFORE

PLAINLY QUITE IMPROPER FOR COUNSEL 10 APPYCE EVIDENCE QF A PRIOR INCONSISTENT

STATENENT WiTH A view 70, OR IN THE HOPE 0F, INDUCING A TURY TO ACT oN

1HAT STATENENT AS CVIPENCE OF FACTS N ISSUE, Erjj}_ffcutﬂm.‘l 15 THAT 50

IN_CRIMINAL TRIALS, WHERE THE STATEMENT | IF ACTED UPON BY THE JURY FoR THE

ILLEGITIMATE PURPUSE OF ESTABLISHING THE FACTS N I95UE 4 1S _POTENTIALLY
29 ”]

PRETUDICIAL T THE ACCUSER, .. ..
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i | HE iSSUE T HIGHLIGHT WITH TRIAL PROSECUTOR CONCEALING rrom ny 1993 rriaL

Jupce anp rrIAL 3};37? rg FACT tuar Counce HAD wiep To THE TuRy Awp TUGE,
pasout wot oty THE TRUE VALUE o WEIGHT whicu ue piaces on His

L1
OWN MEMORY ( Q. WHAT 15 Y0UR MEMORY ABOUT YOUR CONVERSATION wiTH szp.crr?

A. Fairiy coop . 71? TRIAL PROSECUTOR ASKS G. Dip de $AY WAY He 1#Ap GoNE THE.“!&’?]
ﬂ To 0 cLEAN 1T, o y D{{’FEN?4NT?‘5 LawyerR Asics in X XN “ﬂ. Twe sane as it rs) THE
SEGUENLCE AND THE DETAIL wu HAVE RECORPEP N YOUR gmfwfw IT IS THE SAME AS
YOU HAVE TOLD THE SURY ABouT 7 S ACYES ) R Vow rocp TiE Tury rHAT MR JareeT
TOLD YOU THAT HE HAD CONE To THE CARRIAGE TO CLEAN -"'?.] ﬁ ‘@7 Q. T sueeesr
. TQ YOU NOU PUT IN YOUR STATEMENT THAT MR JARRETT HAD TOLp ~ou THAT THE
ASSAULT HAD TAKEN PLACE WHEN WE HAD CONE 10 INVESTIGATE THE EINE INSIDE THE RAILWAY
CARRIAGE, Do YOU AGREE THAT THAT 15 IN YOUR sr,arenc’ﬂf?’?? A, IT COULD B’E? Q.
APPRECIATE THERE 15 A DIFFERENCE DETWEEN WHAT NOU HAVE TOLP THE JuURY AND WHAT
You HAVE RECORPepR N % STATEMENT ABOUT THE CONL’?J‘\’SHTH)N? A \/ES

Q, DOES THAT REFRESH IN MOUR MEMORY WHAT HE SAID TO \/ua"

Ao YES, ITWOULD BE. "), aur mso, THE TRUE VALUE awo WEIGHT wiucy

/]

ANYONE ELSE SHOULD PLACE ON ANY OF THE CONTENTS OF IS OWN M.’:'MGR\/? ABOUT ANNYTHING

WHICH RELATES TO ME INn ANY wAY WHATSOEVER , AND ABOUT ANNTHING WHICH RELATES TO ANY
CONVERSATION /INTERACTION ALLEGED BY LAunce peTweeN mMe avp Cauvce o IG-I-H‘H? AN
20, ALUUT ANNTHING WHICH RELATES To HE (N RELATION TO ANY QL‘TIONS} .4c_fw:ru55j Tlidt,'&}.'ﬁfi,J
MEMORIES, BELIGRS EC. wHICH CAUNCE cLaiMs 70 HAVE kNoweep e ofF concernive HIS (WN
ALLEGED FIRST-HAND MEHGRJES) RELATING IN ANY WAY To EVENTS OF IG‘~I-H‘N? RELATING
Te THE Ruesmmﬂn.’ CRIME SCENE IN ANY wAY 1 RELATING 19 ANY CONVERSATION Caunce CLAIMS
1o nive upd wirh ANY person on [0-1-199] concERNiNG ME, THE RESTAURANT ATENIANCE
By Cm;m.a’} INCLUPING CI-IUNCE?S INTERACTIONS WITH ANY OTHER PROFESSIONAL PERSONS SUCH
A5 PoLICE OFFILERS | FIRE OFFILERS, ARSON INVESTIGATOR (64&1),’ DOCTORS | CRIME SCENE
Restavrant enpioyeess |t WAS NOT oNiY THAT Cavnce VIQLATED HIS OBLI6ATION
As A Fouice OFFICER} To NOT L/E ABOUT HIS ACTIoNS WHILST ATIENDING THE Resrﬁt)ﬂﬂﬂr oN
0-1-1942 1o NOT LIE agour mis venory eecanng 1o Evaits of IO—I-J‘M!I o NOT LIE

w8 w5 Fouce Wirnegss Sratement (oaren mi i‘i‘ﬂ)? ABovT ALLEGED eveNT$/ PARTICULARS oF
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1 HIs AcTions/ Acriities of 10-1-199] or MATIERS CONCERNING SAUE PATE , To NOT LIE

WHILST GIVING TESTIMONY DuriNg My 1993 criminAL TRIAL, ABOUT MATERIAL DETAILS

- 1 : a
LONCERNING (AUNCES CLAIMED INTERACTIONS wiTH ME ON iO'f‘l‘f‘fi_} IT 15 ALSO THE FACT

riar Caonce was [LLEGALLY ysep anp recigp ufon 8y TRIAL PROSECUTOR . WHo MIMSELF
SAT N rHe sAME covrTRoOM with my 1993 TRIAL JURY, HEARD (avnce DRAMATICALLY
CHANGE s16NIFICANT MATERIAL DETAILS RELATING To CQUNCES CLAIMED ¢oop MEHLK‘(
o, CAUNCES PARTICULARISED DETAILS ABOUT WHAT CAUNCE CLAIMED T SAID 10
C %NCC? BuT TRIAL PROSECUTOR, N BEHALE of State Government of SpuTh :%_»fRALm?
remangd SILENT asour s own knowtepee Tuar Cavnce LIEDiw (pown Evoence w
. &méF; Cavnce euprier LIED w XXN gy MY rriaL LAWAER WHEN CAUNCE QUALIFIED
HIS ANSWER | WHEN CHALLENGED ABGUT CAUNCES PRIOR INCONSISTENT
STATEMENT, SPECIFICALLY RELATING To \WHAT CAUNCE ALLEGED WAS WHAT
I HAD Sﬁll? 10 CAUNCE WAS MY REASON FOR ATTENDING TRAIN CQRRI%E
WHEREIN T WAS qSSQbiTEP CONSEQUENTIAL 10 CAUNCE PARTICULARISING IN TRIAL
TESTIMONY THAT whick wAs significanty ANp mareeiay  INCONSISTENT wirh Cauncée
own Pouice wirNess statenent, T0 WHICH CAUNCE THEN &U/’”. F’CV HIS
OWN EVIPENCE AND STIPULATED HIS OWN WITNESS STATEMENT
WAS THE CORRECT FARTICULARISATION OF WHAT CAUNCE ALLEcES AS
WHAT T SAID TO CAUNCE WAS MY REASON FOR ATTENDING TRAIN
w. CARRIAGE ON 10-1-199]. By remamme swens soriis ENTIRE TRIAL, THE TRIAL
PRosecuror whs criminiry MISREPRESENTING wnown Stares Evioence | incomme rhe
SAPOL Fire Rerorr por THe FIRE on 10 -] r‘?‘i11 AND, CIB Fource Derecrive K Mopra SAPOL
Wirness ‘_>:’M€Mém? WHEREIN , BOTH POCUMENTS CLEARLY PARTICULARISE THe Refson wiich 1
ACTUALLY STATED AN pgcmrcgrzw ro Caunceé , OV 10=1~194], FoR mEFEEREER MTENING TRAIN
CARRIAGE ON THAT SAME DATG | 4ND AL “:u BOTH such documents are ACTUAL
REPRESENTATIONS OF WHAT CAUNCE HIMSELF HAD DECLARENTO BE TRUE
AND ACCURATE ON THAT DAY OF 10-1- Iqql we 10, san Fieg Revorr
acTuaLy BEING FILLep-dur any SIGNED BY (/HU\JL/B HIMSELF (1heecrory

TS CONTENTS CAME DIRECTLY FROM WIS HAND AS WE TMPED 1T AND THEN $iGN&D lf):‘

2, _qmp_) SAID Nowm Wirngss SmﬂiME)U,-’? wiHérein [MoprA pecLaRep H¥ RECeINeD THE
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t« SPECIFIC PETAILS AROUT ME AND MY REASON FGR QUING 10 TRAIN CARRIAGE y FROM
Cﬁum.es ACCOMPANMING PATR L mﬂ(,gr‘c Consmréu; f;fo (Tueﬁefor*g Moorn GoT

IT FROM /\rw.; WHO GoT 17 PIRECTLY FROM (ﬂ-‘.UIULV] on 10-] 'f‘i‘ﬂ)e

Umﬁusu? No-ong FrRon THe DPP ever acruacy PROOFED Caunce prior 1o we 1493 AL,
i et Prooee 4 CROWN WITNESS wmust not 8¢ 4 PERFUNC ToRY event, lr uas A
SPECIFIC INVESTIGATORY PURPOSE wdlCH MUST ge satiseiep, ut was NOT LAWFJLLY
SATISFIED recaronve Caunce mo ms MULTIPLE V’5R5(0N5 OF ALLEGED

TALT H . reearome wiar Caguce ceams = smp 1o Hin,

Derecinie Mopra eave Crown TESTIMONY ( DPP evicence pugine PRosécunion (;49;.9}

avo e ONE  PAGE STATEMENT -"—"'-.'I-’""-—".-';é..-'-_- wierey Mopra rererences

- ¢
WHAT Kem SAID To Ho;?fz/a AND THE SPECIFIC PARTICULARS REQARPING  MAINTENANCE

1
TRAIN , FOR  saMiz RE,{];‘.QN} rrosecvtor CHOSE 1\40! TO QWESTION pgr{fcrwé ”091’39,},4@&&’;’

THAT VERY SPECIFIC MATERIAL PARTICULAR (e’é_ (WHM 00 Kiro savy 1o 1oV ABouT WHAT
Serget foup Kito anp /o Cau‘ij REGARDING UARRETS REASON FOR ATENPING THE
TRAAIN c.m?m/aeé) WHERE N dmznafﬂ’ THEN cLAiMe HE wds 457;?0;?’69??)? AND 1N S©
CHUCSING, EFFECTED "MISREPRESENTATION OF KnowM Smn% Ewpﬁucé TO THE TRIAL TURN
w vt covrr, anp DENYING THE JURY THE FHLT AT JBSUU FRL)H ANOTHER
Puuc:: OFFICER, WHO 15 NOT CAUNCE, BEING, “ON THe Py 04’ THE TRAIN FIRE,
11941, DURJN THE ONLY COMVLRSHTION POLH,E EVER HAD wITH J?%Rl?f_ﬂ’
ON THAT D/iTE WHAT SPECIFICALLNY  PARTICULARISED REASON DID JARRETT
SAY FOR HIM (‘TFENP No TRAIN C‘?R:Zfﬂ]b'” By wor TELLING 5 INFORMING,
NOTUEYING TRIAL TURL OF THAT SIGNIFICANT MATERIAL g‘ Evipence ESPPgVClgiéL‘j
CONSIDERING THAT T WAS PART OF STATEL ACCUSATION AGAINST ME, ACCUSING ME GF éﬁw
MULTIPLE VERSIONS OF L ONFLICTING EE mmfm AL Pﬂﬂﬂcummsﬂﬂom OF WHY T
CLAIM TO HAVE G6ONE TO TRAIN LHRRH% EVEN THOUGH TRIAL PROSECUTOR WAS IN

FACT oBuicate) To SHOW THE 3 UR\/) ViA Naorr:».’;: ONE PAGE STATEMENT IN QUESTION,

2 .
. AN INFORM THE TURM yiA Hoo.fzﬁs SPOKEN WORPS N TRIAL TE'}TIMON'\[? As PART oF TUHE
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30,

34,

PROSECUTIONS CASE, THAT wiicH CAUNCE rewnsep 10 Kito an lO'l"”ﬁi? WHo THEN
revaver 1o Moora  wHo THew peTAILED IN HIS ONE PAGE STATEMENT oF WHAT W (Moora), was
ToLp oN !O—I—H‘il) 45w resson ror arenpine mmm')7 EQUATED TO A LIE BY
OMISSION y FRon avp g1 prosecuron, AGAINST THE FOUNPATION PROCESS oe “ene i
Accorome 1o Law s THe PRosecuior LIEP TO THE TURN WHEN PERMITTING
CAUNCE (PKOEEN(#ON EIPENLE 1y ww)? 10 DECLARE CJ’m:mﬂTT%DCchE on fﬁ-!-i‘f‘?lj
1A Tnges T wewe 10 A Cagmipoe to L LEAN Jf,? and o0 not WARN CAUNCE
THAT THe SIPOL FIRE REPORT wiich Cavnce s;gué:chcu,z.aré ) IN FACT STATED ‘“Zarrerr saip

WENT TO TRMN T0 INVESTIGATE uoﬂ'f7,) NOR pip PROSECUTGR INFORM S{Rv o C«JUNCL? THAT

. Cavnce wap v ract promecep PRIOR INCONSISTENT DOCUMENTS (iﬂéscmmw WHAT

Chunce DecLAREs 45 ACCURATE As WHAT X AtLgeepi SAp 1o CAUNLE A MY REASON FoR ATTENDING

L

7 2 ?

TR AN ' Caonce staten N Fire Revort (1_'9 INVESTIGATE Lg@ﬁ:} conFLicTing with wiar Caunce
: § - ‘ b] =

STATEP N Cﬁw CEs U;wess StateMent 1o INVESTIGATE A Fuz!f, CONFLILTING wiTH wiAT Caunce

stargp N Caunces Prasécunion Testimons ‘E_c_uzm__gy?), NOR pID PROSECUTOR INFORM —SURY
or Cavce THar CAUNCES TRIAL TESTIMONY (ovaine XN), WAS PRAMATICALLY
INCONSISTENT WITH Cavsces Wirngss S‘mff.némfj WITH Chonces recorpng oF
PARTICULARS oN THE Fire Rerort witich Cavnce signep As accuraTe, WITH wyar Camice 1o
Kito on 10-1-1991 wio Ten zevavep 1o Mooga on 0-1-194L, NOR on prosecuron aremer
awiway ro RECTIFY roe CONFLICTING VERSIONS FROM CAUNCE PRIOR To
END OF XN ey PROSECUTOR , EFFECTING, CONSEGUENTIALLY, ENABLING (F
FALSE PROSECUTION EVIthNCL;j PROSECUTOR BEING AN INTRINSIC AN
JIGNIFICANT PLANER IN THE JLLEGAL PRESENTATION OF KNOWN FALSE
TEST!HGM‘Tj ILLEGAL MANPYLATION QF TRIAL SURY BY PRESeNTING
FALSE gﬂ?ﬂfé EVIDENCE (F’M%:.’:Ufoﬁ Do & NOTHING 1O REMEDM C.-?LFNCB{S
FALse '.1’2Suf’r.‘/a";-ru“t).1 ON BEEE BEHALF OF THe CROW:U, aAND BY THE TRiAL
PROSECUTOR NOT INFORMING TURN OF SULH PRIOR INCONSISTENT \J"azs‘rows gF gu;pgmce’j
FRCM C-J"‘TUL»E] CREATEDP SUCH A BLEMISH WITHIN THE CONPULT oF Thi 'rf?\IHL.j THAT B3y
ABSOLUTELL NO MANNZR , FORM A /or PROCESS | CounD M1 SAID [99% tRiaL Re
TUPICIALLY REGARDED AS A FAIR gR TUST TRIAL , ACLORDING To L.@w? NOR couLp

B ANY VERPILT OF GUILTN RBE LAWFULLY OBTAINZD FROM MY TRIAL TURM WHEN




10.

TAKING (NTO ACCOUNT How FLIPPANTLY DECEPTINE THE PROSECUTOR WAS TO NOT ONuv
PERMIT, BUT TO iNTRINSICALLY ASSIST WiTH PRESENTING FALSE StaTeS Evipence.
3.4s:c4u.~1? IT CAME DOWN 70 THE PROSECUTOR BeING PARTY TO CRIMINAL MISREPRESENTATION
oF Stared Ewpgww? To M TRIAL TURY BECHUSF:', THe SAPOL Fire Rerort Anp
Caunces Wirngss Srarement, anp Moorss Wirwzss Srarement were ALL KNOWN
1O eroSECUTCR AS AT ARST DN OF TRIAL, THERGFORE | HAS NG EXCUSE FoR ALLOWING
CAUNCE TG BE UNCHALLENGED ﬁ‘l :’f’OSLCUTu/Z PURING X/\.' WHEN
Cavce CLAIMED AS A TRUTH, THAT T SAID TO CAUNCE TH/%T i
WENT TC THE TRAIN ‘0 CLEHN 1% Fuen vupuss sises ouer B€ No
ONUS o% BURBEN ON ME . THE perenpanT ({-}T my 1995 agson Ter.a'L)? 10 PROVE ANY
ASPECT OF @ MY DEFENCE ACAINST THE ARSON CHHRGE? IT WAS FUNDAMENTALLY UNFAIR T
ME, THE peFendANT, Tuar MY LAWNER AT TRIAL WAS THE ONLY PERSON 7O
CHALLENGE CAUNCES FALSE TESTIMONY | speciFICALLY RELATING To Caunces

y JHCONEISTENT - r e
TESTIMONY DURING XN} seiNG HESRSEFEEREE W!TH Cavnces WITNESS

STHTE'ML!MT? wHEREIN  CAUNCE WAS ALLEGING AS 4 TRUTH, witaT CAUNCE CiiMs I SAm
To HiMoon 1011991 was MM REASON FOR ATENPING TRAIN cArRIAGE , It wasng’
JUST a case ofF Caunce MakiNg A MISTAKE pURING XN B84 PRoséwraP)
wieN Cavvce CLAIMED as TRUTH , THAT T HAD st on 10~1- l‘f‘il “TO CLEAN
!Tﬁ} RE ME GUING To TRAM cARamw as CAUNCES FALSE TEST HON‘{ S
COMPOUNDED gy Cavnce ALSO SJHHNG AS A TRUTH THAT C‘?UNCES
MEMORY ABOUT MIS ALLEGED CONVERSATION B wm HE, 15 “FAIRLY
coon’, o= To Quaney Caunce as a ‘MATERIAL LIAE A
‘CRIMINAL DECEIVER. A ‘DISHONEST POLICE OH’ICE"’ MY TRIAL
LAWMER DURIN G XX!U? FIRST AskeD asour CAUNCES CLHIMEP COOD MEMORA

oF Cavcet piscussion with Me on !0'1'1"7‘71? THEN conEiRMep wird Capnce
wiar Caunce wap stater To THE Surt when CAUNCE WAS ASKED B PROSECUTOR PURING
XN, THEN} sueeesTep To Caunce A VERN DIFFERENT \ERSION OF
MATERIAL PARTICULARISATION WAS DESCRIRED BY CAUNCE IN KIS OWN
POLICE WITNESS CJT/‘}TLHLMT AND_STRAIGHT AWAM , WITHOUTEIRST SEEING

%, Cavnces Wirness STATEMENT AS A conE LRIATION Qnu;v ce ALREADY




I

KNEW AND UNDERSTOOD THAT HIS OWN WITNESS Sﬂﬁ'TEHL’NT? MIGHT CONTAIN A
JENIFICANT HATERIALLY INCONSISTENT AND THEREFORE CONFLICTING
PESCRIPTION OF ALLEGED CONVERSHTFON BETWEEN CAUNCE AND ML’
so wHen Askep 8Y THE PEFENDAN T> L@W“Hf!? MY LAWMEK (Eé(,ﬁlb’sé ﬁlé
TRIAL PROSECUTOR WAS TOO CRIMINALLY (oRRUPT om BEMALF QF THE (.fww.u 10
HAVE ALREADM PoiNTer vt Tois SAME FACT AS A JIZ‘U;H AND WAS wh’P-!
FOR WimsELF | THE PROSECUTOR IN MY SAID TKML? To B€ AN ACTIVE AND INTRINSIC
PARTY To cRIMINAL MISREPRESENTATION oF IKNOWN AND RELEVANT 57’/)7"%
EVIDENCE | wirhiv s crimmac reae aoamsr ME, WiTH 14E PURPOSE MWD

intENTIgNn oF FORCING BB JUR‘( 10 VERDICT OF GUILTY Nor MATTER
e ————.

R ——

TRUTH OR LIE BE ww £ THe Gfriféj As LENE 1S THE SUXY pip NOT
[/ 7
BELIEVE Mf) Yo NOU AGREE THAT THAT IS IN YOUR ‘;-mrmm‘? . Launces

4

"
REPLY wAS ff COULR BE. ,

B‘-; C;aume ADMITIIN & HIS owN WITNDSS STATEMENT MIGHT CONTAIN SgMETHING VERY
PIFEERENT Tp widdl (Cauncé HAD aLiLEADy PESCRIBER 45 4 ﬂEU?'HJ AND AFTER sAMing

ALsg THAT te Hip A “FAH?.L‘:‘ GW.‘?” M(;Miﬂz\f OF L ConVERSATION BETWEEN HIM
AND M@ N D’_amumm H‘H} TNg ANp & FURTHER BB HALF YEARS EARLIER THAN TuAT

TRIAL (v M1D H‘H? ALSO JHEREFORE P MLHN LONSE&ULN*' /‘Lm

CTHAT KIS CLAIMED "’cua(? HéHt‘}J?“{ r"hr’m cood memort . 1S ALSO mLSL

ANy s Memors of e DAY IN O\L’/bré’ﬁj TWo ;MD A WLE
——= =

venes get, 0-1-1991, 1S NOT ACCURATE | NoT TRUZ
c“___—_'___'_""'-——-\_

—_—
i-‘:"_'_"_'_‘—'--___—_

= ]
AND NoT JusT A CASE OF NO-QNE SHQULD TRust [ auNCES TESTIMZNY
ABOWY ANMTHING T2 P& WITH [G’I'l‘?‘ﬂ7 svT 11#A7 Twe Cavnr aw Tue
Tury MUST NOT accérr or seigve ANY TESTIMONY from

C_.wmcg? 25 Caynce crpme SOMETHIN G #4S A 'rr«’;ursf1 BUT THEN gers

cAVCHT ouT oF CAON’&ES OWN LIES Using HIS owN WITVESS STATEMENT AND HIS

0, CLAIMS IN =B TESTIMONY Dyt 6 XN.
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12,

[new | 1F THERE was ant poust THAT even (avnce wap ACCEPT f7 puan e XXN,
THAT s Memory WAS NOT 600p AT ALL (rﬁezem INVOKING Rgﬂwmlsw
POULT ABOUT eVERY ASPECT ¢F Lﬂwuws .'e'srmomy' INCLUDIN ( W ETNESS STATEHENT
ﬂLiO,)? Caonce was Direcrey CHALLENGED on mis mMarérin INCONSISTENC IES,
“xxn Q, Yoo apereciare THERE IS A PIFFERENCE BETWEEN WHAT You HAvE
TOLD THE TURY ANP WHAT MoU HAVE RECORDEDP IN THE STATEMENT ABJUT
THE CONVERSATION ?”? ro wiich Cavvce answers “ YES. ",

CHUJ\JC-{Z RLEFLIES To FURTHER (HALLENEE QU ESTIONS AND ALSO QUALIFIES {15 owp
. - ‘c 5 . A, 1;'
wimsss Starenent (10 INVESTIGATE A FIRE ] AS THE ACCURATE Anp
OF
TRU¥E bémmm B PARTICULARS AgpuT SAID CONERSATION BETWEEN ( puNCE AND Mz gN

IO-;‘-/‘E‘H’ LEFORE T WhS TRANSFORTED To HOSPITAL BM AMBULANCE ,

By C -fwm,é L?LUHL FMING WIS WITNESS STATEMENT AS THe
TRUE l/dRS!GN MUST THERgFarE MeaN THAT Caonces \ersvom ppming
XN (“to coem i )J WAS A MATERNL UIE, aND, THE SAFOL Fire Rerort
SIGNED -9fF B CAvwce oy !e?'/’l‘i‘?i? WAS 4 EALSE Pouiceé REPIRT P4 6,15;,\;:57
g, Mopras gue mage wirness starement pescrams How Kio wpo

INFORMED HIM THAT (rm;mw@uce’ frZI7.9C‘L;./'{‘C.L€r?MI?K “nowse’p THAT Mg HAP Scer A LiguT
IN THE RAwLwAY mmz:.:?@c’”?) THAT IE&-'UHL’{’M’ MUST ASe (& A FALSE PELICE

(¢

STATEMENT THEN Tow |

My powt 15 1uat THe TURM were QuaLiFiags ToLp By Cwm:v? PURING XXN,

THAT o:wwuev \/zﬂsmu N IS wEREES WITNESS STATEMENT WAS THE TRU

&M ( O nvgsTiene A Pfﬂén)? WHICH, wWA> NEVER a TRVZ UERSI(/N ﬁru-m‘ﬁw’
BUT THE TURM WERE Torp gv Cavnce THAT )7 was T TALLY ‘TIZUE.’} AMP IN 5o
QUALIFYING s own FALSE STATEMENT #s 4 TRUE w,rnigss 7;;?'6:*10‘/?’
CORRUZIED ALL CROWN CASE AGAINST HE? LLEMISHED tHe Trisc Bﬂow

RECOCMTION AS # PROPERLY CLonpJeTED THIHL’-_QE EEN A LAWFVLLY  co N JurTED r;z;.‘ff_;

%, AP, epT THE FURY BELIEVING tar “on 10-1-1991, CauncE€ was Towp Ry HE,




g

43,

THAT T Augceary sA) To CAunCe THAT I WENT TO TRAIN CARRIAGE T0 “INVESTIGATE
arre”, For Cavnce ano ALL wis ESTIMONT | A4S A KEY CROWN WITNGSS, PLus
THE STATED ACTIoNS OF TRIAL PROSECHTOR., CREATED SUCH IRREGULARITIES
C-"«me PRESENTATION oF 6“’5 CASE AEAINST ué’} C;'Wu.e,u?_; Wirness  Testivones
e e FALSE WITNESS TESTIMGNT vmer Carht, tHar tHos: efFecTs cDiMaéP SAIP
TRIAL 1TS ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF TRUST ) Fﬂ_uzru'%s; H ONEST PREE PRESENTATION OF
KNOWN STATES Evigence ReLevANT TO THE cAse 4T EAR. . THAT a7 CANNOT gé saip
THAT SA) TRIAL SR )7 NOT msc‘ﬁfzm? NOR AN T BE $AIp Nauu'? THAT <410

TRIAL WAS FAIRLY CONDUCTED OR THAT TURM VERDICT WAS HonesTit AND FAIRM

« AND LAWELLY REACHED.

v rHIS CASE THE Ty VERDICT whS NOT PROPERLY rencriep anp musr -
THEREFUME BE INVAL) DATED (rzer—exéua: Rv. Sueeare [2009] G.CA ”07? At
PARAGRAPHS z”f3? LA 149, 150, 151 anp fS'Z,), witH THE 1993 rriAL verpicr op
{cuu,r‘: : B OF THE CHARLE OF J?RSON AT THE VERM LEAST | BEING s¢T %9:09} AND
tuen, IF rue State or Sovrd Husrrzm,m WANTS 70 TRY{ AN} PROSECUTE ME AGAIN,
IN A CRIMINAL TRI/»}L? FOR THE cHAR(CE oF ﬂﬂsau} __L IM\H(E THAT
CHHLLEN@E’ with o PROFEssionm Notice or Intention 1o SAPLL pwp

1z Duﬂimmm'f ot Luguic Pasnurmus THAT evéru [MPROPER Act Awp

. every FALSE G ouzrnmens Docurent ,fuup every EVIDENTIARY componcur

EXISTING PRIGR To M4 GRIGINAL ﬂzm [ t?‘i% Peus tue 1993 rrim
TRANS CRIPT (wnmh InCLUDES ‘vgm pIRE wug;zem TRIAL PROSECUTOR ADMITIED
“uat £ whs NEVER cavnionzy sq Desecrve Brown ,wip 1992 wugn
was aceepon N STATE CUSTG DY (uuazwwv rrm;’é:t)? I THE /meme‘
Remas FACILITY [ 5. 7?/.’ Summary Qrfences Aot j)
FORMALLY INTERRO QATED ME ., E‘vﬂu THOU GH HE HAD ffuiéﬁﬂ“f INTENDED T ARREST
., “1esmimont g CauNce

AND Bﬂ OWN

ME No MATTER wWiukr £ Dip o?:‘?- np nof 7»"{‘1 ,
WHEREIN (AUNCE ADMITIED We LIEP To TRIAL SURY AND QUALIFIED HIS oun
CRIMINALLY MISLEADING AND FALSE PoUl CEF Wi ThESC 97/}1@&%,), I WitL TAKE
FULL Ao PROPER ADVANTAGE of wiTHIN a4 JupiciAL gmumowgmf? wi THOUT Al<




1.

TRIAL TURY As ANM FURTHER TJ’&IﬂL/RE’TF’«IAL WiLL 3 pu ju%é ﬂLoué AND
EVERY ELEMENT OF STATE Gavéﬂ’ NMENT 1H£‘ﬁ9f’ﬁué1"{? SAPCL mmw;?réﬂ

PROSE CUTORIAL I1MPREPRIETY (wmw INCLUDES QuEsTioning Tug IHEN TRIAL

W rrosecvion, NOW A PETRICT CourT 3’(,%5 RECARPIN G

—
—

SPECIFIC AL TIgNS oF MHIS PRigr 10 MY 199% Arson fm/ic AND DURING
sAIp TRIAL mﬁ(/) THAT 15 EVIDENCED IN ANY VUCUMENT TUM’
AND THAT 1nceepes Tue Court T?/EN;:CRIF" (H': OFFICIAL DOCUMENT EVIPENLE OF
EXACTLY WHAT WAS SAID PURING volR DIRE AND TRIAL F‘&’PER) wliel FORM PART
10 Not oNct DEFEND MMSELF acast tiint

0. OF MM TRIAL EVIDEN ag?
PRUVE QUALIFIABLM THE CRIMES QF THE STATE

ARSN c'Hmz.asé BUT ALSo 14
WH I CH 7/"45" .~ TATE gF 57()97” /4[/‘:’”‘71‘?&)‘} RELIES on Te PRSECUTE HE , THe’

CRoOwWN 5’0“6\‘1’&’&9 LFFILE sHOULD ALREAPT REALSE THAT QI, WiLtL NEVER STof
COMPLAINING ABCYT THE STMEs CRIMINAL MANPULMIgN OF M4 1993 arson TRiAL
jUST SC THE TURY WouLp CoNviet mr”) BECAUE ALL THE TAN G BLE FPREQF
(w THe -Jumcuu ‘;ff?ma/iﬂl?) ALREAD 1 ex:s‘h ANP GOVERNMENT EMPLJ1EES

Plopucep 11 ALL, lHls gﬂf& WLl MAvE To KLl ME 1o SToP ME L:/MFL,«!MM@

OR) SIM?L"‘,) PReVipE /]N HONCST REFORT OF THE MPATERS comPLAINGD
oF 61 ME, RELATING To THE ILLEGALLY PROSECUTED rripe in 199%

0. WHEN I Wias TRIED AND LaNVICTED ©F ARSpN,

A

LT WAS ENTITLED To # FAIR AND HONESTLY RUA
K!./%L IN 1993 eor the cumee or treos. T NEVER ecermm
THAT um’ﬁ/‘lﬁf M4 wummz P.dwp Stwes FORBBED ME CFF To L AWYER
Micuree Barwent 5 JANS PRICR Ty ﬂ?/ﬂ;é? AND Lonrngts
INCOMPETENCE PURING TRIAL MEANT THAT MY TRIAL LAWYER W!/’?S }\f(/'r
T/U/'}L IZZ/’?P“[? AND THAT WAS CoMPoungED BY TRIAL Posec 7o R
COMMITIING SERIOUS CRIMINAL ALTS AGAINST HE auaing
THE TRIAL F’ff?or’e‘;?) WITH FiLse sTATES €y, Wwé? CLAIMG OF €vipENCE

W.WHICH ARE NEVER FRESENTED Bec AUSE THEY P!}?N.JL ;:’xm’j PRESENT IN




Le

20.

0.

3
OF CRIMINALLY mmu@pwu aNp MisRerREseN TATIVE ALLEGED ST, ?Te’S EUKPL’M(:/
wAs
WHEN &N PACT 17T M ALREADM KkKnowN To TRIAL PROSECOTOR THAT WHAT WAS
VRESENTED To TYRY WAS FALSE e’vrpfru£87 ALIE in MATERIAL FORM $O NS 7o

THE
CAVSE B TURT Te BELIEVE 11 WAS TRUE THOU EH,

An exaneLe oF such criminaL MANIPULATION oF 4 1993 agson TRIAL, BY
TRIAL F:\a-,zcurox? AGRINST sz B ILLEGAL USE OF HIS PosiTIoN oF EMPLOY MENT
As State Covernvent P}?OS‘E—CVTGKj inceyoes CRIMINAL PECEPTION g4
PELIRERATELY (JsiNé FALSE TESTIMGNT R4 (:.?Ufuc:i? TO LAUSE THE Titv 10
NOT BELIEVE ME as peFendINT, NO MATER WHAT I $AIp N TRIAL
TESTIMonY ) BUT INSTeAD ©NLT BeLigye PRosecvTor M ¢ Rowk Wi TNESSES
IRRESPLCTIVE ©F SUch CRWN WITKESSES EVIDENLE /STATEMENTS REIN ¢
MATERIALL FALSYE |

(”Xﬂ/"’/ééf Eom 1993 ’hrﬂL TRANSCRIFT 2

IHE POINT Eémcp SHOWN HERE (s er' (,che QUALIFIARLY ADMITTEP THAT WHAT HE TOLP TURY

WAS in s bT:?TZH?NT WAS mOT THAT WHAT Cawcs TOLD TURY ABOUT WHAT HE CLAMS T <D

9
10 L AUNCE , waS NOT HONESTLY OR RELINBM sraried 8y L AuNce anp THAT C,aume HAP Ligp 10

SUR ~; AND THAT (,"w.uce nar aonmmep 7o govive FAL SIFIED EVIDENCE 1w wis GWN

9 1
re»m«am%} AND mma r.ﬂrﬂi} TRIAL PROSECUTOR TRIED To ATACK Me B8 PURING M4

1esTiMonN, ane codimine Caonces ALREADY FALSE TESTIMONM was
1
ALTUALLM TRVE ,
Tue KEY MATERIAL POINT w EVIDENCE To PATE, ReMres To ‘wum CauNce cLams T

saw 7o CAunce oN MorRNiNG OF [O-1-199] as MY REASON FOR GOING 1O TRAIN cmzrzmss,.

CAUNCE BEING QUESTIONEPD purine TRIAL

7
FIRST oF ALL wHETHER “ou MADE NoTES OF THAT CONV?RGH(!ON?

Q
“ n
A Na I P noTt,
i - 77
Q. Vuﬁr 15 AOUR MEMORY ABouT MOVR CONVERSATION WITH JARRETT :
16 7
ﬂ, anL‘f ool
o VAL
Q. Do e sAY wiy e HAP cong THERE !
{6 . 19
. To CLEﬁN (T




30,

kTHE’N, WHEN I AM IN wWITNESS Box, XXN By PROSECUTOR ,

4¢.

WHEN 71D YOU MAKE A smnznm.’??

A £R 1 aFTeR. (18 mavrhs arrer pare o FIRE)

WHAT WAS YOUR MEMORY LiKe WHEN YOU MAPE ~QUR srf%’réﬂgnr??

FAIRLY eaao.?

THE SAME A5 IT IS, THE SEQUENCE AND THE DETAIL YOu HAVE RECORDED IN YOUR
STATEMENT, (T IS THE SAME AS YOU HAVE TOLD THE JURY Aﬁwr?ﬂ

Yes."

You toup Te TURY THAT MR Taarem -TOLD YOU THAT HE HAD GONE TO THE
CARRIAGE TO CLEAN 117"

Yes.”

L suceesr 10 ou vou Ut v Your staTement THAT MR Jacrer HAD TOLD YU
THAT THE ASSAULT HAD TAKEN PLACE WHEN HE HAD GONE TO INVESTIGATE
THE FIRE INSIDE THE RAILWAY CHRRIHGE, PO YOU AGREE THAT THAT IS
IN YOUR STATEMENT 7"

IT courp Ee,ﬂ

Do YOU AGREE YOU 7UT IT IN YOUR STATEMENT |

Yes.”

NOTHING ABOUT CLEANING A TRAIN 2’

NO. "

Tou arrreciare THERE (5 4 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WHAT MOU HAVE TOLD THE
JURY AND WHAT NOU HAVE RECORDED IN THE STATEMENT ABOUT THE
CONVeRSsATION | "

YES."

Dees ruar reFresH v your MgHoRy WHAT HE $AIp 10 YOouU? d

YES, T wWouLp BE,”

AFTER VIEWING HIS own STATEHENT THEN QUALIEYING sTATement as THE TRUZ

A

g ¢ , ’ - 1
VERSICN (REFE.Q ABOVE on PAEY 221 182, ORIGINAL Vegsion mo seconn Version _)a

Q. © STILL SUST YOUR VERSION WHY YOU TOLD HIM YOU WERE £OING

?
TO CLEAN IT ?..
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v ug Last é&uéirwmj LISTED &N PREVIOUS fdéé:l WAS FROM Pﬂosaﬁaﬁ, To né PURIN G
X>(m AND PROSECUTOR whS iMPROPERIM STILL accusine He OF ; NOT ONi1, PROVIDING
HeL 717 ang CONFLETING VERSIONS of iy 1 WENT T0 TRAIN R cm:mw 5 BUT,
PRosEcuTor_was STILL CLAIMING ONE OF THE ALLEGED VERSJQNS
GAVE TO CAUNCE ON i0-l M‘i PRIOR To Gowe To HosHTAL, ¢ Crne
ALLERED I;LfRs!éN wien Caonce u.ﬂme’p pwring XN (0? (,Af,wcs)} m&r i
TOLD CAUNCE MY REASON WAS TO CLEAN IT AT THE TIME oF TRINL
WHEN I WAS GWING MY eSOV THE SPECIFIC /%LLL’GL”P VERSIoN
(roceem ), WAS STILL A’VALID AND TRUE FACT WHICH

o. CAUNCE HAD ﬁLLEOLD ACAINST HE | even THOUGH , DURING XXN OF
CAUNCE Cavnce HIMsELF Qu4umca 115 OWN WITNESS STATEHENT AS THE ﬁLL{:oEP
TRUE VglkSﬂ«W OF WHAT CAUNCE RLLEGED ruatr T ship 1o in was my
REASGN FuR Cowe T2 'ﬁtr;fm, BENG “E;C)N'é T0 INVESTIEATE THE FIRE (v THe

7
4 ‘ f v
RAlLwdY cARRIA &E " THEN FPURT Her Q\)’I‘U FIEP wHen QH?LLEM[ED & }\IOTH \JC:

ALV CLERKING TRAIN ¢’ //)A '/Z F@M
CONCE HIMSELE W Ps "6 No.”

T HEREFORE, =

_‘_‘_‘___’______
B uE—

—— —

g
wHEN CAuncE sAp i XN rrAr He coamen £ 1oup M 1iar ¢ 1 war
o the 1A 10 CLEAN #T?, Crnce HAD LIED IN THﬁ/ A/LBW@ZE
HE LIED 10 THE PROSECUTOR, He Ligp 1z THE SURY, 4ND IT WAS ALSp THE
VERN FIRST TIME tiat ﬁt}vmé HAD £ver Dsaa&%«ﬂ/ﬁmcz:ﬁm SAID ALLELED
MATERIIL GVibenct Toge Caunce HAD NEVER BEEQRE Prwmﬂp/wwpet? THIT

0 ALLEGED ERSION srigr 10 WHEN T WAS SAID /N TRIAL THAT M“f AND S0,




‘fg’

. witen Cavnce SAID THOSE WORDS anp tHe court STENOGRAMERS TNPED CApnces
WORDS VERBATIM., WAS THE FIRST TIM¢ THAT ALLEGED VERSION sver exiscen

ov ANY POCUML’NT’ 50 THAT, #5 A MATERIAL FACT ALSO, THE TRANSCRIPT oF PROCEEDIN S

CE md sl 1993 arson rRilL was THe First gveR POCUMENTED RECORD o Caunces

. 4 : - .
CLAIN tuar £ Aweoent sAw 10 Caonee on 10-1- 991, AT T went To e RAIN 70 CLédns

—

aﬁx ved NOT IN Avt SAPpL Fire Refort (As THAT ALREND conTAINED wau;,y;;
‘OEiGII‘JﬂL VQ'RS!ON = LIEHT v TR ), NOT in ANY SAJ"Q;L \ﬂ/lfN.‘{% SWT?H#?N'.’ (4]
Counik (ns AT ARG conTanzy Ay Crr’; {'SEGOHP VERSION = 1@ anvestl 6TE A FJJQE?,)’
WHILH FURTHER BECAME A MATERIAL FACT T00, THAT an.ucejs ‘THIRP VERS‘ION 0F

10. ALLEGED CONVERSATION RETWEEN ME AND Cﬂym‘;éz RECARDING WHAT I ALLE GEPLY sMp
10 C.”-!DNCL’ [ (C!’.U-\lCL‘;S (THIRF VERS!ON = TO CLEAN Jri), AS MM REASON FOR
ATENDING TRAIN cm?mﬂsg? WERE EACH MATERIALLY INCONSISTENT WITH EacH (arHER

¢ 9 Pocunentep -
THﬁ ostcinat Version - vichr w TRAN , WAS FIRST [EEgmER IN [ouce Fire

Vegsion' o
Reporr on 10 < ~1941 anp SIGNED RY CHUNCE’} 6uT THis Version was |LLEGALLY
wever eresentep IN ANY FORM gy crown #ROSZuTOR 0 cRowN WITNZSS, PURIN G
Mt 1993 arson TRIL, AND YET, T was KNOWN MATERIAL EVIDENCE recevant 1o
THE CASE AT BAR, BémG MY H‘fS ARSON TRIAL | 1T WS ALSO CRITICAL

STATES f:\,:ma: AS TANGIRLE /mp Dacumem PROOF TO

N,PSC/’JEV IT VOLICE OFFICR
(/4 / &g) ANp To PROVE QuaviFiagLy, Trar Caunce WAS A

CRIMINALLY caRRuPT PoLICE CFFICER, WHG ALSO PROPUCED A
CRIMINALLY FALSE POLILE Wi TNe%S ermém WHG ALSQ
HAD NO CREDIBLE MEHORY OF ANY ALLEGED C(/ML’RSAT ION
BETWEEN CAUNCE ANp ME.WHG LIED To My TRIAL SURY
WITH DECEPTIVE AND mmmm INTENT [N OF DECEIN 6
MY TRIAL TURT AND ASSISTED IN THOSE CRIMINAL ACTS
PY TRIAL PROSECUTOR WHO ENABLE) CONDUITION OF

. CAUNCES TRIAL TESTIMONY. TO BE UNCHALLENGED BN Pl?osew@lt
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. THAT WAY THE JURY WOULDP RELIEVE TRIAL PROSECUTOR CONTINUED

TO ACCEPT HIS bwmw;s CAUNLE WAS HONEST AN? RECIARLE
AND A CREDIRLE w,mass

¢ - 9
Tue “secony Version - To_nvesnigare 4 FIRE", wAS FIRST pocumenten In Caunces own

Pouce Witness Statement | oared aPRoximare_Aveust 1992 (19 montis arrer rue
POLI(,L" Fire Izéﬂaﬂf ON IO'I“'I“MI)? AN SfGNED 61 CHUNCE AS 4 TRUE REcorp

OF EVUDENLCE OF THINGS THAT ACTUALLY HAPPgNngD m\w_} ALTHOWEH THiS Vgﬂﬂ onN

WAS rresenten puring M4 1997 arson TRdL, 1T wEE W’S NOT r1e VERSION

PRESENTED TO TURY BY CAUNCE pume CAUNCES XN TESTIMONY

WHILST ANSWERING PWCMURS KUEFTIENS (cﬂvwm ewpewfé IN éH!éF) IT WAS
ONLY PRESENTED To TRIAL TURM IN XXN OF Cavuce UNPLR CHALLENGE
OF PRIOR INCONSISTENT STAT IZHEN‘:’S £ CHUNC& AS A& BLUALIFI CATION
tuar CAUNCE MATERIALLY MISREPRESENTED KNOWN 6TﬁTE§ EVIDENCE DURIN G
XN (For THE PRosecuon), MATERIALLY MISREPRESENTED FACTS RNOWN TO CAUNCE
PERSONALLY | anp praoe Tt Cavice LIED TO THE TRIAL TURY ABOUT HIS
PURFORTED 600p MENIGRY OF THE MATERIAL FACTS AT ISSUE., Hareri ac
PARTICULARS IN THIS “second Version' (Cavwees Pouce Wirwess ST atenent), specificALL

W Retdvion 7o Caunces CLAIM, THEREIN, OF WHAT L AUEGEQPLY Shp To CAUKZE ON

AO=1-1991 45 MY ReAsoN For Gome Te TRAIN, WAS MATERIALLY INCONSISTENT

AND THEREFORE IN SIGNIFICANT CONFLICT WITH WHAT CAUNCE HAD
PREVIOUSLY ALLEGET IN HiS B/?!?L/c'/\ R’A’CO/?P OF PARTICULARS,
RELATING TC mg “same PAY 1M QUESTION (1991 “ar THE SAME L CATION ,

FOJD iszrﬂUf’riNT SAT THE SAME rXﬂ(,T ﬂMb’ APPROXIMATE S + 30 An )_)
‘e TWEE?N 1.&' EXACT SAME TWO fLOPLE ,vre Anp c,'%mcé?? AND THE
SAID Lmi‘uw RECgRP CF Pfffr.co.«.éf’g WAS IN FACT mé SAME SAFOL Fire Redort wiieu

CAUNCE AP FILLEP-In AND SIENED = GFF AS AN NCCURATE RECGRD OF EVENTS,

{

- ¥ : 7 7
T'ﬂ? SAID  S¢C YND U‘E”l?sh‘}(\l’ TO INVESTICATE A FIRE 9 W‘?';? PURIN G C"?UNCE-{b.

- - y
CHALLENEE n XXN BeING CAUNCES Pouce Wrngse S:f?rfnéﬁf} CauNces




50.
. CHOSEN VERSION of tue TRUE AND ACCURATE ‘version of wiy ¢ CLAIM T wWekT
70 TRAIN camz:.ﬁ?g,z: g, UPON 5410 CHALLENGZ DURIN & x;(N) wien ( AuNce was
FORMALLY Hﬁm:p witlcH “version was mue Cavnces winaL ceam v XN which
WAS “?’0 CLEAN 1’ (WHtCH WAS ACTyaLLY Cﬁf}lucks ‘leﬁP VdRSié’rJ To CLEAN n“j)
oR, Cionces Pouice Wirness Sratement WHICH w4> 10 wvesTioATE A Fire”
(mnui was acrvary Caonces “su szconp Vizrsion - o wyezstieire A FHZE,)? CAUNCE

QUALIFIED HIS TOLICE WITNESS STATEMENT AS THE TRUE VdRSION
MEANT

§
WHICH ALSO THEREBN AND QUALIFIARLM somﬂmr CHUNC#{% IMTIAL CLAIM D{)meé

37
XN OF wHAT C?ume CLAIMED T SAIP 10 Hm TO CLEAN iT 3 AcTiALL

W \F\/FR HPK\/ ME
WS NEVER 45/“?? S C/? //\
QS [\{/ fr/( ON CAl \(/[55 W iryess SM;,W

WHS NEVER on st Fike reroRr

WAS NEVER RECORDED ON HODREK 9%%{:’/\}’

“DECALEE 1T NEVER

HWFENZ/V AND CAUNCE ADHITED

10 THAT FH(/T \VHEN CAUNCE

(//’( LIFIED HIS FPl66 AL Wi Sarrens
/'}5 Hg TRL‘? LgKgON (wuv THOuéH THT Tog whs A FALSE

QUALIFICATION oF Awesep True RECORP OF EVENTS aF 1o l’f‘?‘?f), EUEN THoUGH
w. Cavnces Fire Report VERSION spur CONF LICTED witn Cavncel Pouice Wirness Srateenr VLRSI()N,
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{ ? .
o The satp THIRD \[ERSION — TO cLean T, WAS FIRST DOCUHENTEP IN MY saip 1993

ARSON TRIAL AS TRANSCRIPT 0F CAunceS TriAL TESTIMONY , BY COURT STENOGRAPHERS,

AlfRox1mATELY MID 1993 (rwo AND 4 PALF Years AFreR THe Pouce Fiee Revper
oN lO-f*J‘?‘H,) AND ONLY NINE MONTHS AFTER CauNces Vouce Wirnvess 67ﬂféﬂéﬂ/ﬁ)

2
AND QURING THE TRiaL PRocegdNGs oF Caunces testimont in XN 8y 1AL

rRosecvror,  Covrt tRaNscrier Bemnve an OFricia VER BAL STATEMENT
By CaUNuf IN régmww wiicd s then HARD COPY RE CORDEpP ON
/7}9/7[,/’? AS qu//\/t,é’g 0) FICIALLY RECORDED STATEMENT,  Tus
smp “tirp Version” WAS iniriacy Presentep 10 TRIAL TURY BY C%’NCB
DURING CAUNCES XN TESTIMONN whice answering PRosecuTors QUESTIons
(crowN evipence N .,mgr)? anp whs rreseniep BY CAUNCE as accuntre avp rroe
VERSION o wiat 1 Aukeeniy swp 1o Cavnee on 10-1-1991 As my redson zor
wom@ TG TRAIN CARRIAGE 5 THL,N PWRING XXN oF Caunce
“UNDER CH HALLENGE OF PR!uR wcuws:m STATEMENTS BY C%NC&”
Cauce FORMALLY QUALIFIED HIS OWN POLICE WITNESS sTAaTEMENT AS THE
TRUE AND ACCURATE VNersion 0F aLieoepy wiar T sup CAvnce on 10-]-194]

WAS THE REASON FOR ME EOING To THE TRAIN CARBAGE , \A/Ht?N Caumce Wh S
aunLiEYinG uis own Fovice Wirness Statement as rve TRUE AND ACCURATE ACCOUNT
OF WHAT CAUNCE CLAIMS T SAID 70 CﬁUfUC{f Caynce wAs aso APMITTING i+

~wiAT Caunce wap CLAINED 4s TRUE, DURING ms XN resriMONY WHEN de wAS REING

GUZSTIONED 51 FROSCCUTOR , BEING, THAT ‘mcaﬁpm@ 10 CAUNCE AND WIS CLAIMED Gogp
MEMORY OF eveNTs ON [0~] -i‘i‘?! CAUNCE ALLECED THAT I SAIP TO HIM THAT T

WENT 70 THE TRAIN TO CLE/JN IT WAS IN FACT A LIE, A FALSE CLAIM BY Crwncx

AEALSE ALLEQATION BY CAUNCE ABOUT WHAT Lﬂuucé CLAIMED T SAwp 1o it A _FALSE

starement on OATH as 4 crown WITNESS | AND THAT ALTHOUGH DURING XN Caunce

HAD MATERIALLY LIEP To THE COURT AND MN TRIAL JURN , ABOUT wHAT CAUNCE CLAIMS
I SAID T0 HM on JO-PH‘H, ke “ro crean n’,, THAT ONLY WHEN CHALLEN GED IN
XxN poes Cavnce wow cLmimt tie Court anp my rriac suay SHOULD ONLY NOW
BELIEVE AND ACCEPT AS TRUE AND ?LCLI??T& THE VERSM\, WHIC | L%mw

2. PARTICULARISES IN HIS POLICE WITNESS 570?&%)\;7’ 10 INVESTIGATE A Fme,
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v For me 1993 rria SURY To Accerr wiar Caunce starep puaine XXN TESTIMONY A4S THe
TRutH Anp The ACCURATE VERSI:’)’N} wien Caunce QuaniFiep ws own Pouice Wirngss
Sratement \lersion, “To INVESTIGATE A Ffﬁéﬂ) MEANS THHT e sory MUST
ALSO ACCEPT tuar Caunce wep pugime ws XM TESTIMOKY | AND 15
THEREFORE PISHONEST ABOUT '('wuﬂf CAUNCE cLmimg 1 $a1p o Hin HSUUT M REASON FOR
GOING To rrmm’? AND, THE JURY MUST ALSO ACCEPT tuar Caunce wiep wien
Caunce CLAIMED i mis XN TESTIMONY | AND IN IS XXN TESTIMONY , THAT AT
ANY TIME ‘L saip ANNTHING To Caunce on [G-1- 1991 ABOUT GoiNG o THE TRAIN
TO CLEAN (T AND wWAS THeN ﬁssauufﬁp? AFTER pgiNy TC THE TRAIN 10 CLEAN H’,

i0. (rnéﬂe’ wAs AN A:»%UJ} IN mmn& BUT ONM AFTER GoiNG TO INVESTIGATE A LIGHT I8

.. L 1 /
REAR CARRIAGE | s€€ Fire Rs;tn—;mr1 see Mooras Povice Wirness Srarerent).

For 1ue rriae svay T0 THEN NOT HOLD A ViEw OF  REASONABLE pousT”
ABOUT ANN TESTIMONY FROM CHUNCE ON ANY ASPECT resarpin o ME
Caume) ALLEQED MEMORT CREPIGILITY RéLz"}ﬂNe 1o 10-1- H‘i} OR EVEN THE

CLAIMED  ACCURACN /FACTUAL BASIS WITHIN ANM DOCUHENTATION AUTHORED AND/oR
SIGNED - OFF BY anw) [S VERY UML!KEL\’} IN THE NORMAL CIRCUMSTANCES
QF A FAIR ANP HONESTLM CONDUCTED [ RIAL, especiaws arTer CAonce
Himsee EFFECTIVELY DISQUALIFIED PURING HIS XXN TESTIMONY

2 KEY ANP SIENIFICANT ELEHENTS FROM HIS XN TESTIMON

(stu-i CAUNCE INITIALLY TRIED T0 CONTINVE fo PROTECT pURIN G Mis XKN

TES Twum*} UNTIL CONFRONTED wiTh Wis PoLice Wirngss Starément \/ﬁ'PSICJN)
HUWLUUI’\ My 1995 arson TRIAL WAS NOT AN donzstiy Prosecutep TRIAL, AND,
THEREFORE, MY $A TrIAL Fury DI NOT HOLD AN HONEST OR RELIABLE VIEW
ABOUT ALL THE KNOWN AND RELEVANT STATES EVIDENCE, WHICH DI
Ex1ST AND wAS REQUIRED 1o ¢ presanrer 12 Sur r‘b PART OF CROWNS
CASE (”fzoséwuum MUST MONZSTLM AND FAIRLM FPRESENT ITS CASE AT TRIAL, AND
(’RGSéjmf ALL TS PROOF‘S? BEFORE THE ACCUSER 15 CALLED uﬁom')) ANp éomnomm’
STHTES EVIDENCE PRESENTEP To THE TRIAL _Tu':t”{; THAT WHICH WAS PRESENTEP AND

0. THAT wihCH WAS ARGUED RY TRIAL F‘W&‘e‘cumx? A5 weLL AS CROwWN WITNESSES
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i)
y LIED ) MISREPRESENTED KNOWN STATES vae’mce’;

LIED ABOUT MATERUALS FACTS (10 Tie TURY), CONFLICTED (N THEIR TRiAL

WHO IN THEIR TRIAL TESTIMHONY

TESTIMoNA THAT WHICH WAS PARTICULARISER v THEIR ownN louce \N"lmzss
Sr,e'rrzneurs} SO TIHT THe rriae Tury WAS SU&STHNHW’L‘T/
MATERIALLY DLfc,LnldP &1 CROWN ?RoS¢CUTOR AND PRESeNTATION oF Stare
hiwwf;wj AND WAS TAINTED BY SULH PRoSECUTION FRAUD AS TO FLAw THE

CHARACTER OF SAIP TRIAL REMON? RECOGNITION AS A PROPERLY CONPUCTED TRAL,

Tue vermer REACHED Bv SAip TRIAL Surd., whS ONLM conseaventidL 1o Fhuse

CROWN TESTIMONY | 4wy, ease CROWN DOCUMENTS S (Cauncds Pource

Wirness S rarement v chPe'F)? ILLECAL ACCYSATIONS FRoM PROSECUIG R ABAINGT ME
BUT WiTH No VALID ppeuMeNnTs Teo st SUPFORT such Hcc;as.f?fmms? AND ONeCINé

PROSECUTORIAL FRAW To PROTECT THE FALSE TesTIMoN1 op (aunce,

WHEN PRose cutor ACCUSED BE gF QHEfUJqLL‘T SAMINE TC C’ib’fv'f/l? THAT T cLiimgy
N1 REASON FOR (CIN & TO TRMN WA> T0 CLEAN | f (Ker’R ABIVE AT Phge ’%
810, BOWaH OF i‘?ae) Tug PRosecuror was REINVIGORATING rue camwmw
eaLse accusarion (8y THE STATE GOVERNHENT f?ancwwm Verartuent w

ITS TRIAL PROSECUTION OF Hg)} ACAINST ME? OF ME ALLEGEPLY f’ﬁowpme

. DIFFERENT AND HMATERIALLY CONFUICTING REASONS FOR 8F Wiy I CLAIM I

WENT To TRAIN mmmu” AND IN THAT PARTICOLAR REMARK By rrosecutor
¢

To ME wHEN T WAS IN X’XN STiLL VST YOUR VERSION WHY YOU TOLD HiM

YOU WERE GoINe TU CU.IHN H’7 THE PROSECUTOR WAS COMMITTING

SIGNIFICANT IMPROPRIETES AGAINST Mé? IN VIOLATION OF THE ESSENTIRL ELEMENTS
OF A FAIRLY AND HONESTLY AND PROFERLY CONPUCTER TRIAL = oF SUCH UNFAIRNESS
ANP FRAUD UPON MM TRIAL :mm, BM THE Fﬂasecm.f&?'i RQHARK? I HIGHLIGHT THe
FOLLOWING THREE PRosecurion FRAUPS

FRAUD ﬂ, ‘ STILL TJUST YOUR VERSION , .,T

FRAUP B‘ ‘.,. WHY YoU T0LD HiH ,..

¢ : . ) 71
rravp C, var YOU WERE GOING TO CLEAN (T ¢
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i rrAaup A.

Ly

Pﬂasecu-rof( 15 CLAIMING THAT THE Veﬂslom FROM CAUN.:&' WHERE IN
CAvnce pecuhre? A A MATERIAL FAcT THAT 1 SALD ‘(ro CLEAN n—,,
15 STILL AN ACTIVE ELEMENT gF 9'-'?1‘?’5% EVIDENCE AGAINST Hy? AND
THAT IT 1S STILL PROUF AS EVIPENCE THAT I PROVIPED MULTIFLE REASONS
FOE EoN© TG TUhN CARRIAEE, AND ‘}ET? Caunce in XXN Apmirrep
THAT e MIsteP THE JurN when (Aunce sTATel in His XN

TEST!H()MF THAT I EVER ship ANATHING TO HIM ABOUT GoINe To
9

]

4 )
./‘]Np} BM UsiNg THE woRDS — JUST MOUR vazswu,)
- 7
STRON LY SUELESTS T¢ TR THIT (/F}UNCES EARLER LM (-‘NH'?

4

TRAIN 10 CLEAN T
( 9
XN TESTIMond CLAIMING I SAP  Tg CLEAN iT ).’, 15 STitL ACTIVE
? -~

AND VALID sTATES evipence to COMFPARE (7UST NouR VERSION
MPLIES A DIEFERENT VERSION T coMPARE T 70, FRoM Cavncet
XN Trzsrmam)? WHICH 15 A UE AS Cavnce ALRGAD STATED A4S
A GUALIFICATION v dis XXN s Mond (mnch MEANS T wWAS

PRosz CoTION CAse

SAID To THE TRIAL Coprt gy (CAUNCE AS PART of |
IN CHIEF PRESENTATION OF CROWN zwpe’mce')} % NOWHERE IN
CAUNLL.‘??S Fouce‘ \v"’arwe'is 9T.-if?m«'mf [5 T ANY SUBCESTION THAT L
EveR SAID ANYTHING To C‘WNLL’ AbouT Gowe 10 TRAIN 10 éc:aemd ;r.}.
T sap v my XN AND XX TESTIMAN, THAT I NEVER SMD ANYTHING

- . 6 _ 3
10 CaAynce or AN oNE ELSe , ABOUT 6oINE Ty CLEAN ifg -0“"9-;

1

CAUNCE EINALLY APHITED | IN HiS XXN TESTIHON | THAT Chunce
¢

1D NgT EviER HEAR ERgH .vfe? ANYTHING ABOUT GoiNg TC cugal

] é
(T, BUT_THE PROZCUTOR STILL CLAIMS T pip A 19 cLEAN n’z o

Cavnee, ON 10-1-1941, The rrinc uRy cannor 8¢ unnFrecren By
wearine ‘tiis. REMARK FRom PROSGCUTOR , PUEN THOUGH THERE (s No
wAY 10 steaificaet DETERHINE tue precise Mracr uron The TURY,
(715 THoUGH, A LOGICAL CGNCLUS)UN? THAT THE TRIAL TURY DI
stice petieve Cagnee As HoNEST ) RELIABE AND HAD A €00p HEM&R‘I’
NO HATER WHAT WGRDS HE SPENKS QR LIES HE APHITS TC)
wHicH @ AL50 MADE Even MORE CoNFusiNg To M1 1993 rriAL TURY,
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WHEN TRIAL PROSECUTOR CONTINUES TO [MPRESS UPON THE TURY THAT
4CHUNCE§ CLAIMN THAT I ALLEGEDPLY STATED THAT I HAD €ONEZ To
THE TRAN CARRIAGE “10 crean .rrm? WAS STILL AN ACTUAL
EVENT ON 10-1-199], Tue trine PROGECUTOR WAS NoT AcTing
WITH PROUSECUTORIAL FRUFK!ET‘f} WHEN Hr‘!MNEJ‘TH#f? SPECIFIC
REMHRK, AS iTS inTENTION was To ILLEGALLN cavse rie TRIAL
JURY To geuieve Tve DOCUMENT EVIDENCE FX!S'TED} As PROOF
THAT AT SOME STAGE PRIOR To TRiAL, T ALLeeepy sAp o Chvnce
THAT I WeNT 1O THE TRAIN “ro CLEAN ;‘r”? GNEN THOUEH N s cH
vocument evipence EVER EXISTED, The sury pereammes
VERDILT I 4N TURN -mrm? Se THe TURT 15 wHQ PRUSECE TIR WAS
ATEMPTING TO (AUSE THE FALSE RELIEF UFON) 50 MUCH

THE FRAUD BY CROWN PROSECUIGR., THAT NO HONEST VERDICT

OF UILTY COULD EVER (€ REACHED RN THAT TAINTED
JURY,
bt was a FALSE STATEMENT g4 crown Ldw orFiceRs anp ay

PREVIQUS /‘]TTOKNe‘{S LeNeram. oF Sau-m 40& TRALLA (MK ﬂrKuu:w‘u

AND MR Rﬂu goti Lagop Guu:mnfw MP% ] SEE ABONE AT PAg
(8 1812, U.UdTif f’POP‘[ Covernors Lemer 1o me parep 15~ 69—24/07
= oany [5-4- 2011, Lsm\: TIALLY THE ISSUES YOU HAVE RAISED WERE
EITHER BEFORE -rmf TURY OR WERE NOT SUCH AS CavLp REASONABLY
BE EXPECTED TO AFFECT THe VERDICT, . 10 CLAIM A TURY VERDICT
WOULP NOT RE AFFECTED |F THE CRIMINALLY
CORRUFT TRIAL PROSECUTOR HAD Wil POINTED
OUT TO THE TRIAL JURY THAT CAUNCE IN XN TESTIM=
UN‘/ FALSELY STATED A MATERIALLY SIGN!FJCHNT

(¢
FFI(_,T w i EN Cquwf,e CeaiMiEp THAT T SAID T8 CLEAN 1r ) EVEN

THE MATERIAL EACT on Fire Rerore “ro wugsricare 4 LIDH‘T
INCONSISTENT FPRIOR STATENENT gy Cavnee wirh uis own
XN TEbHHONY? or even Prgsecutor DISCLOSING ro sury e
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41 77
HATERIAL FAcT oN CAunces Wirngss Starement ' 1o vesTiGATE A EIRE ,

as INCONSISTENT PRIOR STATEMENT sy Chunce wirH His own
XN Tgsmwu\[? AN) NO (OQMPETENT TRIAL TURY coviD PISSIRLY
NOT DRAW REASONEBLE POUBT CONCLUSIONS ABOUT ANY
TRIAL EVIDENCE FRom C/‘]UNCB’ WRITEN ANp ORAL,  THe rein
Prosecuror. uap 4 STATUTORN OBLIGATION 1o iNForRT courT oF TRii
At wis \wirness wap MATERIALLY CHANGED Sraret Kwown anp
DOLUMENTED EVIDENCE Covnce v XN TESTIMONT, AN) To INFGRM
TRIAL Coupt FPRIGR To FINIGHING ><N TEZSTIMeNT FOR ThE c,:ww,u)
BUT OnLAWFULLY NegLe €TED 10 S¢ INFORA THE TRIAL camt:a’,
CAUSING SUCH AN IRRECULARITN IN THe TRIAL AS To VIOLATE AY
ESSENTIAL ELEMenT OF A PROPERLY CoNguLTED T!Zr.f?t? rs’ew&-?
HONEST REPRESENTATIgN AND PRESENTATION oF KNOWN AN)
HATERIALLY ReLeyANT smrgiz EVIPENCE Cm%&vé‘mrmw; MY
sa 1993 arsow 1RIAC WAS CONTAMUNATED BY MATERI AL FALSE
TESTIMSNY AND FRESENTATIGN 7O TURM OF MATERIALLT FALSE DTﬁfE;
oFFicihL pocoreNTsy A comperevt Tury MUST NOT CONVICT
WHERE/ WHEN  REDSpNABL poudT Exists Aoyt [ROSE C [T ION
EViPEN C(:/? SUCH AS THE TESTIMONA 0F /By Laonce o The
AULEGED ACCURACY oF PARTICULERS Forming Cauneds Wirnes,
Sm-wmem. \Jii‘*\ ouml’: PROSECVIOR PREsenT SHFUL Firg ﬁéf’cm

B (/fwmf.e? AN i—zmmwms THEREIN DESCRIBCD, To C:?umz
NITH JURM PRESENT , 5TATING LO(,C’TLP CLL/’WPR WHC
STATEP THAT HE OBSERVEP A LIGHT IN THE TRAIN AND
UPON INVESTIGATION WAS commowrev,“"’? RUkNG
XN Testimony of Cavnce ¢ Coun it se Tuar THE SURN WouLy
BE AFFEC nfp BY THE FROCF OF CAUNCES PURPGRTET
‘Goon Hewars' ! Caing o s citer THE J’UR\f WouLD €

AFFECTED BY THE PROOF OF CAUNCES ATTEMPTED
EVIDENTIARY DECEPTIONS AGAINST THE Ac,(;usu?, AND,




Do,

-

AEAINST THE TJURY TOO? L cuess 1 wi NEVER Kiow uow
nocr tue Tury WOULD HAVE REASONARLM BEEN EXPECTED
TO BE AFFECTED, BY CAUNCES AND THE TRIAL PROSECUTORS
MATERIAL EVIPENT :?}"‘f DECEFTIONS (as pescrigep a,r_agw)
BECAUSE THE TRIAL COURT WAS NEVER

T0LD OR SHOWN CONTENTS GF sp FIRE PEMKT
gt CAuNLE | DATeD 10*1'1‘1?1? OR . SAIp MODRAS S7 TATEMENT,
mrer Nvevsr 1992 ) DESCRIGNG How L Tow rouce on 10-1-1941
THAT £ wenT 1o TRAW T2 INVESTIGATE A LIGHT IN REAR Lémrfmw,
PLUS THE FACT THAT NC COTHER Repson
WAS EVER GIVEN TO ANYONE, BY ME, ABOUT Wi
T WENT 1o THE TK/J v CTHLR TiHaT TO INVESTIGATE
et ! ! OF coues ng TurRY wgre NeveR [NFORMED asouy
sued EX CUL PATORY (:VV!:NC? RECAUSE 1T D1p NoT HELP
THE PRGSECUTOR T GET ME wm’worw IF THE SURN WERE PRESENTED
wITH TRUE STHTES 6v.ﬂerwcz Reomwmu 6?-1‘[ ACTUAL CONVERSATION
wirth Caunce on (-~ (991’ ) NP, AROUT THE rxu.: AND FORENSICALLY
PROVEN srare oe fH‘h:CJL evipence THOTO CRAPHED ar awp in

4
THE BURNT TRAIN CARRIAGE , WHICH IS ALSp WHY SPECIFIC cuose-

YE_PHOTQS WERE NEVER THIKEN OF THE “DAMAGED wiNPow” ( From

INZIPE AND &’WSIP@’)? ‘LIGHT swnﬂ;nésq? ('cmwé; u&ﬁé-’;"? deMMENT
INSIDE ewt‘iﬁé? (ro PETERMING IF LIQHT WAS ON OR OFF WHEN LI6HT
WAS HEAT 9.4»43@5&‘)) CLOSE - UPS OF"wwDow FRHH;(W?!DE ANT
ourswe COLOUR PHOTC GRHPHS‘L “ common SWAB ox Tie
QUTSIDE PAINT RIGHT NZAR PAMAGED W:M?ﬁw”(ﬂi THAT WopLD ONLY
Prove NO SMOKE/GOOT EXITED smp winpow gecavse THAT
WINIOW WAS ONLN BREACHED AT ITS SEALANT &PGE%
AFTER FIRE BRIGADE HAD STOPPED SHMOKE /S00T

FROM EXITING CARRIAGE),
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Prosecuror 15 acrivery conrineine TO ACCUSE ME oF ‘sn‘nwe 70
Caunce, sonering wHicH Caunce HiMSELF, IN CAUNCES own
ADMITTED 9

resrmommwa_s NOT ACTUALLY SAID BY ME T¢ CAUNCE AT ANY TIME,
EVEN THOU GHl AT THE START, CAUNCE cLAMED N IS TRIAL TESTIMONY
THAT I SAIP “ro CLEAN T ”,4; THE REASON FOR ME GOING Te THE mf}m)
%rrne'm’ DURING XXN TESTIMONY OF C;w;uce'? UPON CHALLENGE OF

PRIOR INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS RY CAunce Cnuuce RCCEPTED THAT
HIS TESTIMONY DECEPTION HAD BoeN Founy -out, COMPARINE s XN

ZSTIMONY B CLA)M AGAINST ME IN IS V:RS:oN OF Mfzr:wmff’s

11
16 CLEAN IT 7, 1o s FPouce Wirness Staremens Version of

PARTICULARS, o INVESTIEATE A me”? 0 THEN, PURING THE

XX N Tegnnam ul= CRUJ\;C&":I iT WAS CUNFIRHED By C.wfu.'.(? HiHseLE

THAT widr Caunce ORIGINALLY Clatmep o His XN TESTINGNY,  rhe

. “ 79

Version 1o cLean i, mm whAs NOT ACCURATE AND 210 noT GET
. ! ‘ .

ship E‘J)QR HEARD - FWM?ML/' A ANY T!H€ AND Cavnce ALSO

QU@UFILD TWO SPECIFIC HATERIAL DET-?ILS TO THE TRIAL

Iw?‘/, with THe INTeNTIen oF Cavsing Jory 7o, E{,L;‘E\ft !-I!\Sz(,‘(

THAT THe \leﬁswm WHICH EXI1$TED IN (,QUNCES P aLlfy L/.mss;

Smn;m.e NT} 15 The mue/ncwmle Wzmo&«l (QF WHAT T CLAIMED A4S

9
MY REASEN FCR Cowte To TRAIN CARRIALE )?

-._.._-_.-—.... F e A P L T

’ 50 THAT WHATEVER VERQJON

OF PARTICULARS 15 WRITTEN/TYPED INTo SAID Fouc:-f WJrNE‘ss SrATEMENT

OF Cauw,e} IT 15 TRVE BECAUSe Caunce QUALIFIED same as tue troe
ZRSION , AND BELIEVE SECONPL‘!,} THAT THe 2rsion whick

CAUNCE PARTICULARISED N His own Foice \Wirness SmrEMENf? Y
INVESTIGATE A FIRE” 15 THE TRUE AND ACCURATE REFRESENTATION OF
wHAT L PURPORTEDLY A 1o Chaunce on [0-]=]199] agour m
REASON FOR GQING TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE, Forz Cf-che' TO NoT
oniy FALSELY CLAIM 1o mue rpiac TURN, THAT ‘I sam 1o Cauwce;
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4 1
wzine Cavnces XN TESTIMONY, THAT I WENT To TRAIN ' To CLEAN

9 _
AV rﬁm? ONLY MINUTES LATER, wiILE sTiLL unper OATH w rite

TRIAL WITNESS 50)( PURING C.HUNCE& XXN TESTFHON‘! Caunce ACAIN

ADMITTED HE 4D A 600.0 MEMORY oF CONVERSATIgN lHHT HAPPENED
serween Mg Anp Cavnce o 10-1-199" y AND THEN , CONFIRMED
uar He (anuz;’]} HAD HONEZSTLY TOLD THE COURT AND SURY
PURING WS XN TESTIMON, THAT oN I0- L1991, = saw 10 Caunce

6 1)
THAT I WENT TO TRAIN 'TO CLEAN iT ] AND THEN? ONLN MINUTES

L,ATER? WHILE STILL UNPER (jﬂT'H IN THE TRIAL WITNESS Gox; STILL

. 3 [4
puring Cavnces X XN TESTIMONY, TOLD THE COURT AND JURY THAT,

on 10- !-I‘H! L 5410 170 CAUNCE THAT I WenT 1o TRAIN

To mussrteﬂre A FIRE n? , S0 THHT’ goth \Jersions wuicH

Caunce starep As FAcTuaL Accounts, any wrich Cavnce ACCUSED
ME OF SNING TO HIM ON THE PATE CF FIRE WHICH wAS 10-!-!“)‘”}
AND WHILH BOTH CONFLICT w)TH peie £ACH OTHE!’Z? THERERY
PROVING THAT AT THE VERN LEAST (LOGIC/‘ILL‘I) ONE OF rrose rwo
Versions MUST RE AN ABSOLUTE avo quau pagw LIE rrom
Caunce (ngu THoueH T ctAi gori \grsions From Caynce ane Lies,
AND WERYE NEVER STATED B HE T0 ANNONE , AND BoTH of THOSE Two
Versions waich Caunce cLamen Are/were “gory TRVE" | AcTUALLY
conFLieT Hea{ wird Fire Reporr ersion anp Mopral Srarereny

(or Aveus l"{‘iZ)? Version , wilich ikonicAus, were NEVER srarep
70 MY CoURT 0F TRAL 9THER THAN BY ME, CURIOUSIN 7! )7 AND
wien Cavnce wimsere QUALIFIED wis own wiTNgss sTATgMENT
Virsion AS THE TRUE Véf(ﬂour THERERY GwNFrRHmG H1S OWN iNiTIAL
TESTIMoNY NgRsion A5 A NoN-EUEM, (ﬁl Llé’ A FABRICATION INTENDED
T0 MISPIRECT THE ATENTION OF THE TRIAL TURM FRom THE '(RUTHT ANT
THE ACTUAL TRUE AccounT , wiich CAynce HAD FORGOT(EN | S0 INSTEAD
0F SINPLL AND HONESTLY DECLARING THAT HE ‘couup NoT REMENRER
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