&0.

(wmcH PoEs NOT ASSIST THE CROWN TO CONVICT ME EITHER v iF HE c.qu"f
TO USED AS A CROWN LONNIT TO ACCURATELN REPRESENT PETAILS FROM

fo ERIME SCENE), CAUNCE PRAUPULENTIM AND ILLEGALLY 0DECLARED

THAT WIS MEMIRN WAS Gugd STILL . AND PROCEEDED TO PRESENT A

G = v 9
BeLIGVEALLE LIE y N THE WOPE THAT HE woueD wngt RE CAEHT OUT

ON HIS PDELIBERATZ AND CRIMINAL peceffION OF Thg TRIAL 'J'UK‘{),)
CAUNCE HAD ANCHORED 1S QUALIEICATION OF HIS POLICE WifNESS
STATEMENT (ds THE TRUE Usmsmm)’ ns an empianic Decuaranon

0 THE Tﬂ.im. Court anp TrisL j:‘..'ﬁ‘l y DF‘Tué TRUE ACCOUNT OF
Srates Evipence of petaiLs SPECIFICALLA PARTICULARISING A PURPORTED
convershnon Gerween me ap Caonceg on tHE pare of 10-(-1991 anp

wrNG waich Caonce pecured THAT I A0 0 HiM THAT T WénT Tz
,

.
TRAIN CARRIAGE To "INVESTIGATE A Ftﬁ?j y

appiTionar 1o FALSELY CLAIMING (nT ANM TINE , BUT MaRES2 DURING
MY OWN CRIMINAL TRIAL WHERE THERE 15 Starutornt OpuGATIoN 7ok THE
Srae To HONZSTLY PREseNT 175 KNOWN PROOF TO THE Covrt oF
TRIAL, BEFGRE ACCUSED CAN BE £ALLED T ANSWER THE cmhz@é{/e)? THAT
T EYER SAID To CAUNCE {ru cLentn n’z o {ro INVESTI GATE A HrzE77
Cavnce ase FALSELY CLAIMEN vo rhe rriac sury. TwAT “His
=L 3

Povice witnegss sTATEMENT DATED [WEvsT 1992, MUST € ACCETTED
BY M4 TRioL Tury Becavse Cavncy HAs A 6oop MEMIRY AND
r;?c;-wst?? 45 A Fouce QFFJCER? WE (s HONEZST j ReLiggLe AN?
CREDIBLE , AN? BECAUSE THERE 1S No GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTED
PROCF ruar exisrs or 15 wnowN 70 THE STATE (soveRNHENT WHICH
CoULD  CHALLENGE THE accyRAC oF MATERIAL DETAILS WHIcH
CAUNCE piscussep WITHIN IS PoLICE wiTNESS STATEMENT 5

AND

AS A CONSEQUENCE OF MY TRiAL Sury BeING Towp BY Capice . AN?

7
REING TOLD BN TRIAL PRosgcumﬂ,} THAT ‘r.'ié CRoWN PROSECUTORS
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30,

Ll
FVIDENCE AGAINST Mg INCLUDES PROOF THAT T SAID?
AT SOME POINT THAT ‘1 wenr @ iNesTIGATE 4 Firg' and
TUAT ‘I wenr 10 cueaw H"'T and THAT “ Caviicel pouice wirnes
starement Version “To INESTIGATC A FIRE N THE TRUE ACCOUNT OF
whAT 1 actuawy sin 1 Cance on 10-1-1991" anp THAT “ny
CLAIM TO TURM THAT T NZVER SAI) 10 CAUNCE oR ANYONZ FLse i
CLEAN iT1} o (ro INVESTICATE A r'nze,' 1$ A LIE AND THERGPORE FPRAOF
oF MM GuiLT oF HrtSoN?., any THAT ‘M CLAIM N MR MM OWN POUCE
WITNESs STATEMENT THAT I Toue (AUNCE ON DATG OF FIRE THAT I WENT
10 TRAN 70 INVESTIGATE A LiGHT, MUST B& A LIE BECAUSE IT DOgs Nt
MATCH WHAT (AUNCE cLaivs £ Ship To H-'H) NéITgR 6! 10 CLEAN
.'T’ OR ~(-ra INVESTIEATE A Flil@?? AND THEREFORE 1S TRgGF OF M1 GUILT
0F ARSON ‘JELHUSE (aoncg and 1Rl PRosccvior. TOLD THE JURN
THAT I DID NOT SAY TO CAUNCE ON 10-1-1991 THAT T
WENT 10 TRAN TO ‘INVESTIGATE A LIGHT’ | PLUS THE
FACT THAT THERE 1S NG CORROBORATING EVIDENCE T0
SUPPORT MY TESTIMONT ¢ ‘7o imwesngre 4 L:@Hf’,,}
THAT,
MY TRIAL TURM WAS ROMBARDED i ITH CRIMINALLY FALSE CLAIMS BN
Caunce (Agninst Mé)} o B PROSecuTIR (AeAaINST Mé)} IN SUCH
CONFLICT WITH KNOWN STATES DOCUMENTED PROOFS,
EXCEPT THAT SULH DoCuMeNTER PROOF? WERE NéveR TRESENTEDR TQ

TRIAL CoURT ot MY TRIAL .*mz‘t? THAT $AIp TURM WERE UNLAWFULLY
pENIED KnowlBlge oF TRUE STATE GOVERNHENT KNOWN EVIPENCE
WHICH ACTUALLM PfZOUéP? EVIDENTIALLY , SPECIFIC
CLAIMS RY ME} EVEN THoUeH PROSECUTOR CLAIMED zuf.;sucu PROCF
EXISTS NECAUSE T WAS CLAIMING FALSE r";?e?e?Fﬁ? ANP THAT EQUATED
70 HE AMEMFPTING To COUER-UV M1 crInG OF AR‘;:J;U",

A triaL SuRe $o DECEIVGD BN TRIL PRoSECUTGR , wWHa CONTINUED To

JF - e p e e | A
ALCUSE ME B smmecro 6AUN&E? rhar = DID TELL CAUNCE THAT




0.

6L,

T WENT TO TRAIN TO CLEAN 7" (suring my XXN resTMoNy),
pven B ArTeR. CAunce smrep THAT “THAT STECIFIC cLam gy CAUNCE 15
ACTUALLM NOT TRUE?,] 15 4 30RY wHo aze NO LONGER FIT or
COMPETENT T0 SiT AS A TRIAL JURY BECAUSE THEN WERE
CONTRMINATED., ILLEGALLY, BY HEARING FALSE TESTIMONY
FROM CAUNCE? FALSE DECLARATIONS FROM CHUMCE? AND
MALICICUS CONTINUING FALSE CLAIMS RN PROSECUTCR,
ESPELINLLY  EEHSFAL CONSIDERING ALSU, THAT NOT A SINGLE ALLEGED
PRIOR INCONSISTERT  STATEMENT DOCUMENT, PIECE
OF MARE PAPER, WA ever PLACED N FRONT OF M
EY PROSCUT GR JWAILE T WS IN WiTNESS BoX , ANSUEZRING
QUEsTIONS AS HI\H ALLEGED PROQF (HS PRGSLCU/(/IL
CLAIMED To HAVE— RECAUT NONE EVER
= ==

e )
fj )(f%({,/p j,, OF PN4 YTTEHENT EVER MM BY ME
!

————

WHEREIN T PVEL 2AID ANMTHING €VEN REMITELM SIMILAR Ty

{ 1 { )

70 CLEIN 1T, OR,T0 INGESTIGATE A FIRE Tue ereecr wpon
HEAR

THE TRIAL :wrz*f1 WHO CONTINUES TO Wi PROSECUTOR REPEATEDLY

Accuse me oF nakiNGg CON TRHD!CTORT/CONFUCTJNG cLAms,

¢ _ .
10 ?EaPte’; ARoyT wWHY T AN I weNT TO TRAN cﬂﬂmﬂb{;’?

CANNOT HAVE A NEUTRAL 8 INPACT vrow <yc JURY,

NO AN (MPACT WHICH 1S POSITIVE TOWARDS ME AS THE ,’iédUSéP)

ruélwﬂgﬂéj SUCH AN iMPrzt CAN oNeM BE UNFAIR 70 ME _[_Esvc:n

ACCUSATIONS AGMNST ME FROHM P;vSECb’To:Z,l ARE  NoT ﬂtu:‘:? 4
EXISTING

NoT :%f::.':wt,--m.i1 ARE NOT SUPPORTEP B1 AN ACTUAL PRMK

WRITEN /N PED Ddc.t;rlem?] SOMETHING TANGIBLE 10 sHow THE Court
OF rrlmL, AND M25T IMPoRTANTLY , 1o syoW THE TIUAL TURM AS
PROOF s T 15 AN ostcaTION ACAINST THE cRowN !?RG‘)L;CUT&K,} 1o
. 7Resens as A PROSECUTION. EXHIBT, PHYSICAL PROOF
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THAT CRUNCE UCD 10 JURM (i x@z MS

(3.
oF SUCH PRIOL tNCONSISTENT ~;mwr4€ruf‘>‘, wWHICH PROSECUTOR ACCUSES
e of MAKING ..., NOT HEARSAY #rom someone Gisi ) who
oy Aueess T SR ‘1o cuean ;-r’? C o INVEZSTIGHIE A FIRE‘?
BUT AN ACTUAL STATEMENT OF RECORD OF MM ACTUAL
WORDS EXCEPT THAT we sucn Récorm gxisT becavd L
NEVER CUCK HADE SUCH memmra/a,mm ONLY
CAUNCE Puzw LN MADZ THOSE Tw
VERSIONS OF PARTICULARISATIONS ( ceam i,
Cmve%(,ﬁre FH{E?).’ BECAUSé C/’WN‘:(% WHEM
Mk WS Foucg wirngss sTATemgur, WAS T00 LAZN 10
CHECK safoL FIRE ReroRT wm(,,H HE FILLED - IN,
AS CAUNCE FORGOT wmar we weose w Fizs Revarr (u@m’
w ran’), AND IN TRIAL, CAUNCE WAS JUST AN
ABSOLUTE LIAR WHe pip NoT @(/l/z h CIA?
AB0Ur BCTUAL TRUTH, ACTURL ACCyRACY,
RECAUSE HE 1S OBNQISLY 50 CRHINALLY
CORRUTT THAT HE ALSO CARED NOTHING FOR
HIS OATH TING, sthre oF Wis TRaL 1EmMaN1, &7C,
ILLEGALLY ASSISED Witk THE L SN TTUAL
PROSECATGR, D S0 MADE () HIS STOKY
ABOVT Mz ALLEgING THY T wenT 1 TIAIN 1o
cLehN 1, THEY FRVTUAUA, (N HIS XXN

{ESTIMONY, . LIED Mu\ WHZN %/%’f;w

IS GTHER INCONSISTANT VERSION ) 5o widsi—
GI1E A Fmé'? IV IS PZLNCE wWiTNESS gﬁarenév( Wﬁ>
AcTuRLY WHAT CAUNCE CLAIMS 1L smV
AND THE WHgLe TME N TRIAL, PROSECOTOL.
CONTINUER To ASSIST CAUNCES CRIMINALLY  FALSE
ASSEETIONS {1 CLEAN 7 Anp ('-m INVESTIEATE A Ffﬁé;



Y.
FVeN WHEN T WAS IN XXN msnmm rrum
PROSECUTER WAS STILL ACCUSING ME QF >,}}~um@ 10 amu .-1’,}
USING THE WORDS FOR THE severit mw or DECCIVING THE
TUR‘T ‘Wit You ToLp HiMs
Tr}y mm TuRM wiere nNgT INFORMEP oF THE (LL' OAL ORLIpHTION
UPoN THE PRoSECUOR ThAT THE PRosecutol 1s [FORCEP BY
MW,) 10 PRESENT To MC [N 'ﬂzu}l_? AND Tg PRESENT To THE
Fury For twar VIEW/Ne, ALL PROOFS oF ALéeep
PRIOR uu,umasw:u;/c,odrummw afﬁrﬁmmz}} wileM I wWAS
ACCUsED oF MAKING ')g 145 A CONSEBQUENCE OF ThE TRIAL
soey NOT BEING PROPERLM INFORMED OF SUCH
LEGAL GBLIGATIONS /RURDENS UFON CROWN. PROSECUTIR,
MM TRIAL TURN HAD No WAY OF KNOWING THAT THEY
WERE BEING (LLEGALLY MANIPULATED R4 TRIAL
PROSECUTOR,  How is tue 1Ri4y sury 10 J’:uam« M TRIAL

PROSECIN OR_WAS 1LLEQALLY CLAIMING TItiAT .‘ﬁ MADZ MULTIFLE

H\i(;ON:?{‘,%TENT/C(JNFLH:T:N{;r REASONS | 18 STATEMENT FaRH, Fo

~ /’ .
WHM T cLAlM I weNT 1o TRAIN LARRIAGE y WHEN IN r’r?.i;'TH,

z onwv evér PRovipel ONE geason For wit T wcm 1

TRAIN .cﬁml/t@é wa wﬁg ‘10 (WMVESTI GATE A uwa‘f Aaup
THAT L FIRST 'ﬂ'ﬁfgv ot on 10-1- (741, 12 cnwm? THEN
0 THE pocTeRS LATER THIT MGRNING., AND 10 Degecnive

Drown E1GHTERN MONTHS LATER, WHEN 3 WhS F1rst Orprciniey
QUESTINTD AS A SUSPELT 1h THe MATER, AND THEN 11 THE
1993 i of Th chtred, MY ONE AP ONUY REAS ON
WAS CONSISTENT BECAUE 1T WAS THE TRUT

AND ~{uTj 11¢ ONLY PLIﬂSJf\. wilg PROVIDED MULTIFLE AND

i consisTENT/conl Fuicie VERSIONS o tne atgeoen rehson oF

. i .
WHY X SAip I WENT 12 TRAIN CARRIAGL, wAS CAUNCGE HiMSELP ?

5
For THe caonn Lhw GFEICERS, 18 PROVIUS Feritioh awp resvg-



¢5.
RISSION OF FETH’!{.?M;, To cLhin %6'[/[113 MATTER OF ME
ONL“l STATING ONE REASON liu(,ﬂf) DUT CAUNCE
“rhe mﬂ 1S THe c,umu,ﬂm STATEHENT MPKER
mwa St = gu 1011090 eige - o Bugusr I‘Hl
AND CL&.AN - TRLAL l‘i‘{%ﬁ ’]/HBN ?E\,J ?T
RACK T0 irre’ oM cee of Caonces XXN ‘émeHj
1S EITHER. NoT >16NiP|C/Nt} ) @ NOT ENaUeh To HAVE
wrectar st ety ETC EL, Cyove HON CAN T
FER KNOW LECAUSE OUR GOVERNMEWK
LAWMEL PROSECUTOR. | CRIMINALLY corivTT
AGENT FQR THE STHTE GOVERSMENT WAQ NOW
GITS AS 4 TISTKICT covld IUD6E
ILLEGALLY DENIED THE TURY T i TRUTH

AoV .
—~ A(L L OF ChiN
3 X \[Zﬁglﬁ\{g’uem/ﬂz

AND INSTEAD COMMITED CRIMINAL PZCEPTION OF Mv TRIAL
Sury 8y Aso NOT ineorMing Sury vid Mipzas

XN TESTIMGNS OF THE CoNTENTS OF M apras statémunt oF
Aveist I‘H’)\j wiagrens Mopra STRATES AS A MATERIAL
FACT tuar Capnces co-constase ;N lé’-tft'?‘ﬂ) TOLP
Mipra wuAt GHe’)D BEEN TULD BY Crw,we?) wiicH whs ONLY
A REFERENCE TC e “inussTiohtiug 4 L1ehT ers. NO HENTION
oF ‘1o cuann ;fq? oxt':*ro INVESTIGATE A Pme?ﬁ ke cavse f’lmz,f’«s
STATE MENT (1*7‘?’2); a tHe SAPIL Fire Reront or 10-1-1991,
aND My owy staterens (no 1992). ARE THe anct TRUE
GOVERNMENT PLcUMENT REPRESENTATIONS o widf £ pi
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iN FRAUD Cl’

773

acTuand s 1 CAvnce on iG'f’H‘H} AS M1 IEASGN FORL GCIND

1o Tf&ﬂw) dTO INVESTI AT # LHE;H‘!’?.} AND NET, THE JURY WERE ONLY
ToLp Grm?f TRVTH, B4 Me /iuméT NoT B CAUNCE AND CERTHMNLY
NOT BN TRIAL PROSE CVTOR (.Gee ABOVE ON PAGE I'I'.p 1B, R v Prunmony
(No.2) L20157 SASCFC 32, paracrarn 174.),

lF rue triL PROSECVTOR PResents FALSE SIHTEG MATERIAL EVIDENCE
70 1Hg TRUIL TURY, AND LABELS save s TRUE STATES MATERIAL
EVIDENCE, tHen How & THE TURY POSSIBLY EVER eoiN€ TO KNOW

7 HE fﬁLbL EVIPENCE PRESENTED B THE CRoww {«'S‘;acﬂ)ﬂﬁL‘f
N o s BureeN |

FALSE pitdence ¢ Cant expect or | v TRIAL PAWYER wiTh
He LEsToNs gLt OF Showing THE Surd ALL THE COMPARATIVE
CONFLICTIN & STATEMENTS FROM PRoecyTION ‘wirsessep
\JUITN(:SSU‘;) gsPecthuet consiperin e Michaee B_n.muw’,) MY TRIAL
Lﬂw‘tgﬂ,j INL 9T Marfpu MU TRIAL THE weEk FPRIQR T TRIAL,
b1 Diue Siees.., oo mmm ror He THATMY TRIAL LAWMER WAS NoT
FULLY AwARE of e THE DPP DiscLosures whicH SToKES ALREADT

HaD v His opfice as MANEBE THen He i1 HAVE Kiows aspuT

THE Fiaw ngwnt’ cl?,\/khf'yﬂ, ST ‘;ﬂLL me’i OnE PACE
STATEMENT WAS NOT HQHLICHTEP Tu U 1 wiv

]

wiich |[INFORMS THE SURY g tHe reserence 1o CLigHt i
REAR CRARIAGE oF fmm?,? EVEN THOUeH THERE Musr
€ NO ONYS OR BURDEN PLACED ON THE Pccw’
OR TRIAL LAWTER REFREENTING M rC,) 70 HIGHLGHT
THE MATERIAL FALSE PeEsssreT STHT{M&M“&{

MATERIAL FALSE DOCUMENTS AND MAERIAL FALSE
/H,ovwﬂom WHICH (EOWN PRESENTS AS BE

smre’% f‘u*PBMz ROAINST ME,

Fﬂo:;e’cumn: 1S Q] ACTIvELY CONTINUING TO ACCUSE H(‘:’,) IN

FEERERATE=VEW  DELIBERATE VIEW OF TRIAL D’U’i“i,} WITH CLEAR




67,
iNTention of CAUSING JURY TO BELIEVE FALSE ST;QTE%
EVI DENEE,} WHILST T AM IN THE WITNESS ROX (xxN Téﬁﬂﬂ&r’\n‘!)’ OF
SAYING SOMETHING WH ICH CﬁUN'a',Ej ar AN EARLIER STAGE DURING
THE SAME TRIAL, ACCUSED ME OF SANING 1o CANCE | Togo  The
PROGLEM PEING mou‘en? 15 THAT I HAVE NEVEZR $PoKenN THE
ALLGCED WORDS 10 ANY PERSOM, EVER . AR f'HéRt?Fx)RE? ‘rm.:
WORDS AtLghed To HAWE BeeN SPPKEN B4 HE,? ACCGRPIN & T
C_ﬂuiuf;é'? e AlCorpinG Te TUAL PRoSE CU'TOR? HAVE ALwAN S FEEN
FLsaLt CLbimep,  BY Cnv:dce” AND, WHAT 1S EVEN MORE
PISTRESSING BY PRO;&CUWR’S REPEATED ACCUSATIONS  oF The
Awseer worns ( sporen By ME)? [S THIT , Cavnce HIMSELF,
WHEN 1T WAS HIS TURN To sIT IN THE WiTNESS BOx ANp ANSWET
QuESTIONS | QUALIFIED TO THE TURY riiar Caoncés comm
THAT ;? ACCGRPING To C'.»:u'mct-.’? Ggmv ¢ CAunce on
!O-I'l‘?‘il1 THAT T WENT To THE TRAIN LARRAGE 1o cLbhn ;f%
was NOT CORRECT wrien Cavnce véceizgp purine His oun
XXN festimony, anp THAT, ACTUALLY, ACCORDING To CﬁUNéé7
HE HIMSELE WAS DECLARING TUAT ‘wHM 1 ACTVALLY sAIp TO
Cavnee wAS THAT , ON IO'I*I‘HIJ 1 WENT To THE TRAIN
CARRIAGE 10 INVESTIOATE A Ffﬁéz wHicH CAUNCE onLY ALLIGNED

HIMSELF 10 AFTER BEING CHALLENGED pURINE HIS shMe XX N
TESTIMONY , FOR CONFLICTING AND INCONSISTENT
PRIOR STHTEHEMTS? Ay TG DIRECT REASON FOR ‘comie
wrrlf His PRIOR Véntswu of ‘10 INVESTI GAfE Fnte"7 whs THA

1T WAS BASICALLY THE O oTHER Uy’ﬂs‘wm suhcep v Frong

oF C:-'wus.e’} .fnwj BeChysE 1T WAS wRITEN INTO HIS QwiN

{
POLICE WiTNESS 5Tﬁfl?wél\rf’ SO HE PIpNT HAVE A CHolce ABovT
STINING WITH HIS XN TESTIMONY Nakson o, ' ro_cum
il?j 5#9%5 HAP Tv o WITH WHATEVER ME HAP wlimeN N

His owWN ZPouice WITRESS STATEMENT ,



3.
How iteresting rHe siruaTion wouce HAVE BEEN IE, PURING
Caunced XXN resimont | RATHER THAN MY TRIAL LAWYER
ONLY_PRESENT CAUNCE AND MY TRIAL TURY WITH JTUST
ONE OF CAUNCES PRIOR STATEMENTS, WHICH
SERE SERIQUSLY CONFLICTBP AND WAS INCONSISTENT
WiTH, CAUNCES PRESENT TRIAL TESTIMONY (rue
PRESENT TESTIMONT wWAS ‘TO CLEAN n‘, THEN CHALLENGED wITH

7
‘Ta INVESTILATE & rma” AS THE PRIGR INCONSISTENT STATEMENT g4

Cnu»w)? TRl tawyer PResentep BOTH PRIOR
CONFLICTING, AND INCONSISTENT, STATEMENTS
anp/or POCUMENTED REPRESE'NTHT}ONS? BN CAUNCE,

6 .
ﬂeuufg»? PoLlce FIRE REFORT Ua’ﬁgwm LOCATED CLEANER WHQ

STATED W oBSERVED A LICHT (N THE TRAIN CARRIACE AND UPON

9 g )

INGESTIGAT)oN wWaS CONFRONTED ] As weLL a4s Launies Peuce
[ ¢

WITNESS STATEMENT VERSIoN  THIS ASSAULT HAD TAKEN PLACE WHEN

JARRETT WAD GoNE To INVESTIGATE A FIRE INSIPE THE RAILWAY

c.aflﬁlﬁ&‘;€1 ggmgmdu Ta WHAT (/z}wvw ALREADPY Pt?cu' tREP 1M
¥ N TLgrlHam Dw HE Ay WH‘[ He WAD fpouné J’HLN 2 g Td Cr.emv
!Lﬂ? AnND XXN 7ESTIHMONT You 1oLl THE TURN THAT MR

JARRET roLp Nou THAT HE HAD Gong TO THE CARRIAGE TO CLEAN

ifZ \fﬁ_.-n l“, Whar WouLp MM TRIAL JyRv B HAVE

serermmnep SN ALL THAT TRUTHZ Né\;gﬂ KNow

BECKVSE CROWN TRSECUTOR IWLEGALLY keP T ALl THAT )ZEGU”EEP

DISCLOSURES ERCM THe TRIAL CCOURT s TRIAL

guRy !

£ .
BY M1 XX N TE?TIH;?N‘{j ( nunie TESTIMaNY HAD ALready

gSTABLsHED THAT T NeVeR MADE ANY REFERENLE T9 GoiNé Te

9
TREIN CARRIAGE TQ CLEAN iT ) 59 THAT WHEN F‘msecumr{

KEPT INSISTING 7HAT T HAD STATED {m CLEAN :1' THE
PROSECVIOR Was TONTINGING To FORCE CAUNCES FﬂLSE
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JPPORTUNITY 9

69,

VERBAL STATEMENT (wiicu Cavice eiRsT PRESENTED DUmING
ance? XN rz’sﬂﬂanH? PROSECUTION éwpe'rucé—m-cme’::? Cru
cLeAN ;r7) UPON MY UNSUSPECTING TRIAL JU:?‘[
AND MISLEADING SAID TURY ABQUT WHAT I Dip Ao TUALLM SAM 1o
C AunCE on 1'0~f-f%'f AND MISLEADING SHID TURY ABOUT THE
CRENEILTY AND welﬂf:u ™ AND HONESTY AND INTEGRITY ¢F
SIGNIFICANT PROSECUTION =555 WITNESS, rouice
y AND ABUSING THE TJURYS zmn;:: AN

PUBLIC TRUST IN THE CRown PROSECUTION OF Mb FOR CHARGE

oerrcer Cavnce

oF HR%M) BN PROSECUTOR CONTINVING 10 PRESENT FALSE
crown EVIDENCE as (¢ sved evivence vits CREMBLE,
RELARLE AND TRUE’,
A e TFURY EEER DcuiBerAninG over MATERIALLY FALSE
STHT&’% EVIDENCE WHICH 1S PRESENTED TCO THE JURT A4S
IF 1T WAS TRUE AND ACCUWJTE? CAN NEVER REACH A

¢ 7
FAIR QR HONEST OR UNTAINTED VERDILT OF  GUILTY ) AS THe
INTEGRITY AND CHARACIER AND Foynpifion oF ™M1 54D nzm?
HAS Been So (;omuméq/wmmnwnrép By FALSE srares
CVIDENCE, THAT THE CONSEQRUENTIAL |RREGULA F\JT\IK/
BLEMISH wirmn tHe conpies em oF i1 54p 1993 arson
i, TRANSLATES INTO A TRIAL WHICH CANNOT
STAND AS 4 Fmir tRIAC Accorome 10 Law  anp sucu veepics
of “cuirt’ must se voined as it was not LAWFULLY
CBTAINED .

L Fivg 1T INTEREFIING ALSO, THAT M1 TRIAL MWWK BARNE?T’i RIp Not TAKE THE
WITH crowN withNgss MopraA N XXM ’H:wm 1o PRAW OUT FOR
THE JURY TO | 4!./?!? rue sPeciric PARTICULARISATIGN acmnni@ o “ve

4

; . :
ATENPIN G TRAIN Sﬂﬁﬂi-’?&ié GEEI'NGJ aee HE ADVISER THAT 142 HAP SEEN 2 Llpi] IN

7

)? = e -
®, He Rilbutt CARRIAGE .~ MoprA STATENGNT pATgD 7-8-1992, THere wag ONUS
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any BURDEN OF PROOF on crown ALONE, To HGNZSTLY Pm%wf CROWN
EVIDENCE N PROSECUTION 0F ME AT TRURL, WHICH MANDATED HGPKﬁs KNOWLED 6
oF WHAT ‘T cLhings was M1 REASON FgR GEING Ty m’frw) As pescriBep onN

, TO BE PRESENTED TG THe TUK‘f FoR THE TURY
T0 THEN W"'GH = UJQ THE CREDIBILITY QF Cauwwé Mumf’w U;Ksu»s RE
ME LginG Ty B ﬂlf}w’ AL INST “um;}s SilpLE \ié:tsrém RE MU GuINb TO nz;}nu,

) )
. ‘(K i .) N\ ) ) _
ﬁbr‘lw'r"f IT@S SINELE VERSIoN &€ ME GOING 12 TRAIN (,q, Caonee 1oy ISirg 7hew

MoorAS STATEMENT

Kiro raw Mosrn tHEN Mopra pESCRIBED IN OWN ?euce WITNESS sﬂréw;uﬂ

ﬂ&ﬂflu?‘r} m SINGLE \/ FRSIoN RE W EoIN B TO r:zﬂrN M‘»{ TRALC L/am.,;\ W He

L omt HAD MY FILE Folt p Féw DAMS PRIR 1 T!ZIAL? WAS 0BVIQUSLY }U()T

PREPARED TO DRAW MODRAS STATEMENT pescuifion out Fgr The
J0ry 1o Hehl.,. THOOGH T AH C URIpUS /Jb 0 WHY T
\Wrs o sust ONLY rrige ingomfetence su Barwerr o Eirien WAk, TRy
were PECEIVED ABour WHAT ACCURATE STATE'S EVIDENLE
NerUALLY E)(J‘i‘i’LD? Bec st r«’ogecm;iz penicp He Tt HOMEST
REPRESEN TATION OF KNOWN ST/}TkS L\"rp(:f\:’ée WHICH ALSO
INCLUDES EXCULPATPRY STATES £ VDW/L’

a

| HE REQUREMENT OF A4 EAIR TRIAL ACCORDING To mwj IS NOT A PERFI/NC TORM VERSE FOR

w1 Fupce (Lee), anp crown PROSECUTOR _:zrcg)i oF M 1993 Arson TRIAL, 10

SIMPLY SPEW INTO TRANSCRIPT 0F #ROCEEPINGS wiITHIN 3$4(D ‘ﬂZf!?L) 17 1% A
MANPATORY PLATFORM FROM WHICH TME CRGWN AN) (TS AGENTS (r’ﬂ%ecu‘fvﬂ AND
PRos5¢cuTION w:rmésse";‘-)J MUST PRESENT THEIR PURFORTED mvfs? AND NoT ONLM
purrorren TRUTHS awp zuzporter PROOFS ... sur i Eact MUST Be
ACTUAL T/EUTHS AND ACTy AL FROOFS,) FROM WHIicH A FAHR TRIAL SHALL

CROW 4

Vorive me 1993 arsow TRIAL, M1 TRIAL COURT 4N TRIAL JURY WERE PRESENTED

. 217 (e
wiTH NoMERous OFPFECH LINES from crown P;?u%c‘uru{( S UME TIMES

3. PIRECTLY R4 FReSE CUTOR Hmvez,&’ AND SeMETIMEZES FROM THE MEUTH CF THE
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71,

- _— «PTO
PROSECUTION WITNZSS (_ow BEHALF OF PRase’cumR’s EVIDENCE FOR THE STATES

i B i N
CASE REANST ME), AND SoMeTiMes ALso CLuDiNG SThTes Documents seine

)
SHOWN T THE CouRT oF n‘lidc.} IN mecuu,-n?? CAUML.EES FoLuee wiTngss
Y P8 g
STATEMENT , WiTH INTENTION ¢F prosecUTOR Beinie 16 CRUSE MY TrAL SURY

TO BELIEVE THAT I HAD ACTUALLY DECLARE P SEVERAL
CONFLICTIN &/ INCONSISTENT RLASUNS’ BB “roc win T coam 1o
HIVE GoNé 1o TRAN CARRiIAGE gn 10-1- !‘f‘h’ IHe P Rose CuTo s wmévf To MY
'JUK%? CAME FRoM MIS own Mét;‘ﬁf] CLAIMING fuﬁo) THH NOT gNLY ﬂ;p 1 MAKE
INCONGISTENT STATEMENTS ABQUT HM REASON Fop AewnDiv & TN > BuT /M.ét?,
THAT ‘;-rH,é smﬂ,’% EVIDENCE PRQVE $SAlD ACCUS{?TI{JN,. TH? :713052(;;/?}?‘;22'
TO0LS QF VFC&“F’IV\J 4BovT THIS VERM SPECIFIL LSUT, INLLUPED THE
cfszaseczra;zs MEUTH WiHEN HE SFIRE THE ACCUSATIQNS pIRE LTLY AT ME Wil T
was GIving XXN 1es1iMgnt ‘Px OSECUTONS MouTH WHEN HE SPOKE 11F

]
ACCUSAIIONS PIRECTLY TU My TIUML CaylT anNp TRIAL TURY DURING ¢ irowN
96 - ;
APPRESS . PROSECUTION vusrru’gésza m?oﬂf) POu e QFFICER éﬂuﬁ&y} WHEN

)
- - e - - o T - ‘ . , ‘ 2 ,
Caonce srore THE WORDS FOR THE STATE 1o crean i mo 1o invéstigne Fife,
- 9 ¢ 7
ouring Lavwcds XN and XXN rgsmony ) PROSECUTION WITNESS'S POLICE WITNESS
STATEMENT (ns PROSECUTOR LEFT TRIAL JURN TQ BELIZVE (;ﬁu.vw?; PoLitE wWiTNE3S

STATEMENT WAS A MATERIALLM TRUE REFRESENTHTIUN OF PISCUSSION PARTICULARS BEIWZEN

ME A (f:‘ib‘mé InN !U‘I'I‘H[) OF PoLIC€ OFFICER C:nwf,z EVEN THoVvGH SHowN Tz
" s

TRIL TURY AND SPOKE ABOUT ML CONTENTS  DURING Cf-.'u.\'cefé X XN resm1Mony with

MY TRIAL LAwWVR TRIAL PRO%CUTOR ILLEALLY ENABLED 5410 POCUMENT TO REMAIN A

arﬁrss EVIDENCE TOOL OF DECEfTI mu F

Iv appition 1o tue prosecutors ACTINELY PRESENTED toovs of pecermion,

NS ABOVE wmdﬂ??y wHIClH WERE “ACTIVELY T PRESENTLM AND/UR ACTIVELN INPICATED

. y
PURING M4 SA19 1993 ARson TRIAL , TRIAL PROSECUTIR ALSO ENGAGED IN THE
peuigerare acr oF ACTIVE OHISSWN_, OF SPECIFIC STATES EVIDENCE KNOWA &8

0 cROWMN F"Ro%cv'fdﬁ% QFFFCE? 7RI0R T'(}) ;W; PURING MM SAIp 1995 arson ﬂztﬁtj

b ?
\__wéREB‘f) TRIAL PROSECUTOR KNOWINGLY KEPT FROM M1 TRIAL :)‘UR‘I? STATES EVIPENCE
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L WHICH TRIAL PROSECUTOR KNew gXISTED AND KNEW WoULP ALSOo CONFIRN 1o THE
:'wr%‘f? THAT THE STATE HAD BEESEE PHYSICAL DOCUMENT PROOF THAT oN DAY OF FIRE,
l0-1-1941, THE TRUE RERSON r rrovioed 1o Cavncé For w1 I ATENDE) wma
TRAIN {;ﬁRRNJGE"’ wAS ﬂm INVESTICATE A UEHT IN cnrzmee’, AND THE POCUMENT PROOF
wAS ITSELF WRITEN AND Si1ENED-OFF BY PoLice ofFFICER (Aun s;fsi F’LU}'?‘fHE TRANS FER
OF SUBTECT MiteriAL Evipence FroM Caonee to Kiro e T"]aoﬂ/i_, wilcH Mopra
THEN TEXTER (wuZaré)j INT Hamzn?:: POLICE WITNESS G'fﬁfénfﬂf,’ wAS ALSO KNowWN TO
TRIAL F’ﬁvsecuroﬂ? AS SAME SUBTECT MATERIAL ENIDENCE UAS FRogF OF ITS
QUALIFIABLE EXISTENLCE IN J%u(,z’ Fire I?c;’."mrfﬂ‘{ C.fiuucé)? ﬂ:uﬁu‘ V. ruzss

0. STATEMENT OF C.quw.:gz,, Pouce Wirngss stirement of Knra} Pouce Wirness
STATEMENT 0P Vlom/?? Wmcu? UPON LINEAR REVIEW OF ALL THEIR RESPE CTIVE
PARTICULARISED plsf;wwiae’sj EMPUATICALLY PRow? FROM THREEC DIFFERENT
Poice OFFILeRS, THE SINGLE geason £ Prowtir ro Cagnce , ow W—l/l‘iéﬂ? FoR
Mg ATEN IV ﬂz/_!m'j whs iro INWSTIGATE umﬂ” ’? PND THAT WAS ¢ LEARLY ISNowN
B clowN Piosecutins ofFice well BEfORE w1 M43 arson rrIAL gven R
STHRWD, AS 15 ALREADY MIGHLIGHTED IN M4 Omc—;mﬂu Psfn’wN or 2009 (:lepm 10
ABONE DESCRIFTION oN PAGE (a, :sw‘u).

7
IT 15 A CURIOSITY THAT, EVEN THOUGH A CROWNS SIGNIFICANT POINT IN 1$sU€E

5
0. WIHIN 1S PROSECUTION OF ME Foll THE CHARGE QF ARSON | PURING k1 1993
ARSON TRIAL , wis THE PRosecurors ACCUSATION (ano CLamM), THAT ‘1 Ao
provipgp MULTIPLE AND CONFLICTING RE/‘PSONQ,, For WHN T M CLAIM
19 HAVE GONE To THE TRAIN cﬂﬁmngé: mexest svgeesriveg AS A CROWN
EViDENCE J7R00Fj rhar *wi nouriLe Re;qsons"? ‘i coneLicTING AND
INCON3SIS TENT RE.»?soNs,.) “rrrRerore pene pmse REAsons & Nor CONSISTENT
W THEIR MATERIAL F’m?.ﬂc;u.‘,«}rmsdﬂoms,? ‘Dv‘e’ 10 ME NoOT ‘RéHEHEEEIN{;a?F’me.'OUS
LEASONS LlyeN RY Mé’} ‘:m MY ATTEMPT AT COVERING QP MY ACTUAL REASON FOR
GOING T( THE TRAIN ’7 wHICH ACCORPING To _CRoOWS W ACCUSATION
SLENARID WS To “SET THE CRIME SCENE BY PUSHING QUT A CARRIAGE
o WINDOW TO FAKE A BREAK-IN VIA WINDOW’., THEN ¢ SET FIRE




15,

. TO THE CHRRIHGE’? THAT WAY, ACCORDING To HE ccewmm. PILLARS oF THE
PROSECUTIONS CASE AGAINST Ht?’? “rhe MoLriPLe CONFLICTING REASONS
ALLEGEpPLY Piigvipep 134 MQ? To OTHER r’fnPL27 FOR ME ATENDING ﬂl/!m} WAS M4
ATTEMPT TO coveR-vP THE FAKE wiNdow BReAk-IN ° BY Méq? AND THE ARSIN
RN H(éq? BUT THAT My (F'I}Kf MULTIPLE anvp CONFLICTING REASONS
WERE FolLep B8 SMART FOLICE AND SHART TRIAL J’ROSECUTOR;
AND _THAT (PROSE(,UTOK?S PROQF IN e’\’rpeﬁw? OF MY MULTIPLE ANP CONFALI CTINE
ReasoNs FOR Ne ATENIING TRAIN CARRIACE, M [S5 ALSO INTRINSIC PROOF THAT
T WAS DELIBERATELY CONCEALING MY B TRUE REMSON FOR ATTENDING

. TRA{N7 AND THE S4ip éPEu&ere’w CONCEALED TRUE R%‘S&N” 1$ ALSQO INTRINSIC
PROOF THAT I WAS INVOLVED IN TAMPERIN & wiTH TRAN WINDOW AND SETING

. ) 4 9 ¢ ?
FIRE To TRAIN CARRIAGE s vz 10 tHe ciouw PRIGECUTORS CENTRAL PILLAR

WelLLHT (50 MUCLH GF THE TRIAL SCENARIG PRESENTEP BY PIROSECULTOR 1o THE

o { - 4 _ { 3
TR ()1 OoF FAKE WINPOW EREAK-IN . LINKING TO SEMING FIRE To TRHN CdRJZIﬂG&'T

; ( AND ; .. :
LINKING TO ~ALLEGED MULTIPLE S INCONSISTENT /CONFLICTING REASONS PROVIDED BY ME

, 9
FOR GuiNG To TRAIN CARRIAGE , BEING PREsented To ket 193 rRIAL JURY AS INFALLIBLE AND

WITHQUT FLAW _IN 1TS EVIpeNTIARM aux}uﬂcﬁﬂa%} iT 1S HIGHLY SUSPECT THAT An

HONEST anp FAIR ¢receNTATION 0F STATES PROSECUTION CASE AGAINST ME WHEREIN .
ALL ©17S” PROOFS MUST BE FAIRLY PRESENTED (ﬂccanpmé o L/‘?W)? REFORE
) DOES NOT

INCLUPE tHe PROSECUTOR PRESENTING To THE TURY THE HMATERIAL EVIDENCE FROM

w, I (s THE ACCUsEn), An CALLED LPON To ANSWeR THE CHARGE OF ARSON

; 7
Mopras Pouce witngss wmmm statement which ALS0 MARRIES 10 (AN 15 CONSISTENT WIfH),

THE MATERIAL EVIPENCE FRom THe SAPOL Fire Reporr oF !0-!%‘?‘?!1 WHICH BOTH ReFER
10 SPECIFIC PESCRIFTION wi.tHIN 24cH Pacwe'nff?

CLEANER STATIN G HE WeNT To TRHN CARRIAGY TO iNVESTIGATE A LIGHT IN TRAIN

¥
THAT CLEARLY SHOwW S THE

For g triae pRosecuror To NOT inForM mt TRIAL TURY oF THE CROWNS KNOWLEDGE

. : y
oF sAl) FIRE REPORT AND A0 MovRa State ment PESCRIPTIONS) re “LieHT N TRAN
(;mrev gy amuen), HEANS THE PRose coror  HAS EEER DECEIVED MN TRIAL

2, ZYUR‘_/7 N REAL TERMS, A LIE BY OHISSION) AND, A REFUSAL To PReSENT T
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. ALL THE CROWN PROSECUTORS FROOFS rmmLy g HONESTLY To THE TRIAL TURY,
so THAT THE TURY cAn THen PROPERLY ASSESS THE TRUE WEIGHT
CREPIBILITY anp INTEGRITN op ALL THE CIZOWN?S PROOFS? THERERY
making A FAIR avp NON-FPRETUPICIAL PETERMINATION agout ALL tHE

7
TRIAL PVIDENCE PUT TO mm? FROM BOTH PROSECUTORS EVIDENCE AND MY _EVIDENCE,

le MY [RIAL _TURM_ARE NoT ToLp AND SHOQWW (-VERML AND DQCUHEN r)? A Pnoseauwﬁ?a
gvieNCE v TRifL, TuAT Tie Crown HAS DOCUMENT PROQF, 1At on }04-!‘?9[1
cf pIp N FACT $AY To CAUNCE THAT T wenT ro TRAIN CARRIAGE Ty INVESTICATE A

10, LJ(}H%Z THEN IT CANNOT BE SAID vuar rHe sURY WERE FAIRLM OR HonesTiy

INEORMED RN TRIAL PROSECUTORS EVIDENLE PRESENTATION, OF CROWN'S KNOWN

PROOFS RELEVANT TO THE SPECIFIC 15SUE OF WHAT L SAID TO CAUNCE
ABOUT ME €OING TO TRAIN Cﬁﬁ)’«’l%éj AN,
‘:rum DO NOT HAVE ANY REASONABLE OFPORTUNITY TO EVER EELIEVE M(?,j

¢ .
WHEN I STATED PURING MM XN And XXN resrmom,) THAT ON PO*J*IW,’ I ToLp

UNPER SycH A CGN'I):TJ'()M.} SAIp

Caunce THAT L WENT TO TRAIN CARRIACE TO INVESTIGATE A LigHT ) CONSEGUENTIALLY
THEN, MY TRIAL TURY COULP NOT EvER RE (MPARTIAL TOWARDS ME wHEN THE TURY
ASSESS MM WORDS SPOKEN DURING MM XN AND XXN rz’srmoM‘h wacH? BY THE Koce

or Lmru1 MUST B2 OPEN TO ME DURING CRIMINAL TEIAL, THAT 15, "~ AS A RESULT 0F TU1

w0 BENG HANESTLY AnD FAIRLY iNFoRMzp of A Crowns PROOFS /mwm PROOFS
TESTIMONY 5
THE JOURY IMPARTIALLY ASSESS MY EEstemtt AcAINST ef=® (ROWN PRQSECUTORS 3

~ 14 ; n
PRESENTED FPROOFS (SUCH A4S WHEN L AUNLE DECLARES  TQ CLEAN T, TO INESTIGATE A FIE )..

Iz I Amn_ DewiEp FH“? SN HUNEST aPPORTUVITY To BE DELiewE P Bl ma TigaL D'u;zy?

FoR THE REASON DESCRIBED ABovE I‘FHJLURE 9F CrowN PROSECUTOR 1o iFoRM 3 URY
o (rouns Docunaws Pror, WHICH EXISTED FoR fHe FIRST TIME ON

0~1-1991 , shroL. FiRe: RePorT THAT . STATE EVIDENCE PROOF
EXISTS TO SUPPORT \&j‘/ STATEMENT (sire aio 1992) . MY TRIAL
TESTIMONY (mw !‘Wg)? THAT i oLt smp o Cammce on i0-1-1991 thar 1 wenr

., T4 TRAIN CARUAGE To INVESTIGATE A Lia;m"},, THEN L ANl DENIED A FUNPAMENTAL
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{ )
I, RIGHT GF MAVING AN MPARTIAL AN INTAINTED TuRd Assess MY TESTIMenNt AND

, ) ¢
VEUBERATE OVER THE  CHARGE AGAINST ME (mtsau)? PLUs, THE [IGHT 0F AL Crown
PROOFS rewevaht 10 the spgséct 55, PRE SENTED 3l1 THe CRONN [EEFORE

CLOSE QF FPROSECUTION CAse e-me’:dce‘ IN~ cmzr— .

Tnggg ISSUES OF CONTAMINATED TRIAL TJUEM (Hﬁvuu'&,- NOT geen TOLP [ rRAL

PROSECVIGR | WHE 1S 0BLIGATED JoiTH 100 % gurien ANp onus oF PR QOF o e
-y nd

L,HARUL1 L’L{/S PRECF OF ACTIONS, [ovents wiich PRosecutor RELIES ON  IN

P(Jor/sum/&fr OF THE CHARGE agmmsT me,

0. ONUS ex1STS VPON MM INCOMPETENT TRIAL LAwvugl 1o SHEGW THE L’fwl‘i ON

so THAT N¢ BYRDEN ©OR

l“fdpﬁﬂ?}‘ WiTNESS m‘rmmv’ Y ON SAPOL Eiie fzw’mzt WHE RE z;LéMZ WIRpS
DESCRIBE Lw,;%'r T SAID 1o CAINCE ON
l0-1-19491 AR ME /1\/\/{5/((/} ING  LIGHT |
TRAIN A& MY F{%);g\/ m GOl To TRAIN, /U{)/”Q
AJ;/ v CLERNING (T, NOTHING ABQwr IN INVEST 165 A I

.ﬂ F” ), ARE suFFrc,nz:u’ To PRovE THAT TURY wWAS PoisoNep &1 TRIM

3 7
PROSECVTONS USE OF CRIMINAUM FALSE STATES evipence, N ORDER 1o VENY wme 4

)
PR TRAL ACCIROING To Lhw, AND, (Y g to  PIRESENT cupence oF

saip FLRE perzirf % 0 1ie Jl/K"l ﬂm::v enpsie A 1o
» MATERIALLY M:SKEPMW WHART Cr“U/UoE HIMS::LF WROTE 1w st
aine ngrort, 5y HISDIRECTING il Tues ATLEuL1 00438 SHE
SAUALLFING CAU{ULJ,S WiTNESS %Afzmr A> THE TRy AL GéWVT DF
CONGRSATION BETWEGN ME AUD C,am,,g “T0 INESTIEHTE £ F}/«E”
how chb DPT A STATE OF CauTH AUSTALY
HONEST L1 DO CLAfe THIT SUcH ACTIONS ATRY
NQI/ ILLEML !’IZ/WPWHW M}’/&(/IE)Z AND S0
QRUPT IV THER wo:%‘(éﬂw THAT THe fmm, mc;ecw/ﬂ PAUL K
sHow HAW BLEN ARReSTEp A1) TAIED FOR CoNl .mw SUCH fq
CRIMINALY  FRAUDYLENS PReSECUTION OF ME 1n 1893 FOR  tre cipes
0. F NEGIN }r IS N2 WONZER SQW’H ﬁy::rrzm,m UAS oM INVED TC I1LireAu
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L PrRoTecT wt ILLECALLY OBTAINED 199% arsewn CONVILTION | s ng T2 PROTECT
/

THE CRIMINALLY CORRUCT PROSECUTOR WHO BECAME A PISTRICT COVRT :rvoée‘?,
Duzine e sa 199% 4rsow TRIAL, TURY WERE REQUIREP T¢ ASSESS “rue
EVIDENCED REASUNS FOR HMe ANTENDING THE TRAIN CARRIAEE ,.- Pﬁasec.vmz oLy
sury L PRrovipep MULTIPLE REASONS Fir ATEN?iiG TRAIN , MET D12 NOT
Present ANN DOCUMENT prooe of ANY coneuiciing starements FROM E Hé?
AND THE QNLM EVER STATement I i Mﬂi(é} M1P 1"‘11‘]2? WHEN FIRST TAXED
WITH THE ACCUSATION QF BEING 4 SUSPECT FEygR THE TRAIN FIRE OF Md*l'?@?r?
. THEREIN @R PROVIDED M4 REASON FOL GUING TE TRAIN wAS (.'wém EATE usu-ri,
No orver sthtement £xists Flom ME BECAUSE T wAS ONud SAPOL iwieryiewsn
oNZE D THAT fropucen M wip 1992 Poee stirement,  Jurd werd
SHOWN  M™ 91’,»1161»4:;’;«:1? A0 HeARD My XN ang XXN rE;rmam,} wHERE '/I
Remerdtep Mu ONLM reason gver PRoVIDED For GoIN G T@ TRAN wAS 7%

9
INVESTICATE A L] EHT,

Juzy were Presever wird Covnces HEARSAN evivence 1w Caviees XN
9
‘f&' CLEAN :‘f)

restimont, wien  CAunCE CLAIMED cupr £ swrp o ittm

YEr NOT A SINGLE POLICE POCUMEMT éxzsrep? VP T0 THAT VERYM PAY IV HY

w995 TRAL, TN AN WA ‘VﬁLIMTE" THAT HEARSAY EVIPENCE FR OM Cﬁwcé?
BZCAVSE oN THAT VERN DAY v M4 1993 arson trikL waS tHe FIRST TiMe CauN e
HAD ev&iM ShD 1a ANT1one £waﬁr CAUNLY CLAMEd T ALLEGEDLY SAID T Cﬁumce’j
e o0 coom n’”?, EXCEPT THOUG-H, My TRAL TURY HEARD 1f AND
rherecore THE TURN BELIEVED THAT Vigsion From Cﬁwcé’ BN THAT,

. Y
ACCORPIN & TO Cﬁvmcz,, {J: SAID To CLEAN 11’! As MY REASON FOt 67INE To TRAIN o

- 7 - . . ]
Tupy were tHen Presenre? Cavnces HEARSAN evipence v Caunces XXN

ﬁ’,

. ¢
’rzqrmom“f,' wiHEN L AUNCE CL/QWED THAT I $AIP 10 HIM TO INVESTIEATE A4 FIRE )

)
2, & TRE Arep AS Png/lNCONSfSTENT‘ STATEMENT / COHHéN'T'/ REMARK ETC, BY R

YET, IT_WAS STl NOT 4 pocument FRoM 02 BY mf? AP THEREFpRE, STILL CANNIT
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\ FROM ME A5 1T was ‘Alczcer 81 Ciunce’ ano 15 THerefore STILL HEARSAY ANp 15

NOT  DIRECT eviPeNCE IN PRooF oF TRUTH (ﬁs CLiMEp BY THE CROWN ANp 1TS PoLicE

OFFILER WITNL??S?- C&UN‘DG)? AND? even TioueH CAunces XXN TESTIMONY WHEN Cavnce

GUALIFIED KIS NEW ANp UPRATEP TRIAL TESTIMONN AGAINST 1‘1!?} THAT I NOW (W'HEN

CHALLENGED WITH EXISTENCE OF HIS POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT CL:‘NM? RE¢ MFE ALLEGEDLY

SANING THAT I WeNT To TiAn To ‘[W'H’ESTJMTE A .'-'q'r‘Z?”),1 ACTUALLY SmP7 ACCORPING 1o

CHUN‘&E? THAT L WONT T TRAIN To INVESTIGATIZ A FIRE , wiicH C aunce HAD PREVIODSLM

PARTICULARISED v HIS oWN POLICE WITNESS m%m{gw? PoES NOT ‘V,qumrﬁ” iHis UPPATED
Ay 1]
TESTIMONY (Cawww v XN restimony DECLARED “ro cuean 1" a5 FAcTUALLY rive,

J i 2 ’ 7
BUT THEN iV CAUNCES NEW AND UPDATED ALLEGCED mUrH,’ IN CAUNCES XX N rzﬁmom}

o oy WE 1 Qe e = S ke
DECLARED 1o invesTiGATE 4 FIRE  AS FACTUALLY ﬂzuf? AS THE REPLACEHENT OF

rie “10 coem " ercroa ﬂzurH), as TRUTH or EVENT o conversation setwezen
ME ane Caunce on .*‘O—f-r‘ﬁ“?!? T oNLY (vﬁupﬂraf?" THAT CdUNcE’S POLICE WITNIZSS
starevent  CONTAINS the particoiars e “ro wuesticie 4 r-uw’, WHICH AT THAT
POINT 1N (/HUN(}B’; XXN sz‘fmaw) ALLIGNS QN Cnu,ua;; NEW AND UPDATED
TRIAL TESTIMONY ACCUSATION AGAINST ME (mz “Ta wigsTIGATE Fme"), wiTH THE
CONTENTS OF (:xwwzf; FOLICE WiTNESS STHTEHMENT (Re" (}‘a INVESTIGATE A F:KE’).
Tue NEW PROBLEM ror we THoiGH, WHICH conninvgs To STEAL FROM HE MY
Starvrond ane Common Law Rienr ro 4 FAir anp donest TRIAL (;Nrmwsacmw

bl - g —
0. MANPATING FAIR AND HONEST PRESENTATION 0F STATZs Evipence to m1 Loyrr of hzmz,)?

15 _THA T)‘WHEN Cavnce QUALIFIED THE CONTENTS OF Cﬁufvcz‘s OWN POLICE WiTNESS
STATEMENT y 9P€C1F:CHLLYJ Cﬂumcé‘ REFERENCE TO “ro INVESTIGATE A FIRE ”? AS HIS
CLAIN on sertee of His enPLoter, The Crown, tiar smp Rererence o “ro
INVESTIGATE A FIRE ”7 WﬂS THE TRUL: AN ﬂCCURfQTg REFLECT:'(}M OF WHAT I
aecert salp 1o Cavce ov 10=1-199] as My ReASON FOR GOING To TRAWN mﬁmc;é?
Cavuce whs weenuy Quaurying ws Pouce wirness staremens, A MATERIAL LY
FALSE PECLARATION BY CAUNCE (e 1o ease vescripnon oF mareria pemis

OF CONVERSATION BETWEEN ME #AND CﬁUN’CE’ WITHIN WITNESS STATEMENT Y CJUNC{;’)? AS A

FACTUALLM. ACCURATE DOCUMENT 4ND A EACTUALLN ACCURATE DESCRIPTION er’ﬂm} OF

B. A CONVIRSATION BETweenN My Ane CAUNCE oN J(J-I-IW1 AND, MM TRIAL TURN HEARP
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THAT {WRE:%‘L &unuFrc‘ﬂﬂoN’ R C,wru{k H!stt,i-'.} fHkREFu!Zi 1T 1S REASONABLE TO
sAY o Reasousus expecy tiar AT_LEAST SOME CF MY TRIAL TURY
MEMBERS BELIEVED THAT Version erom ﬁ,qwcz? BEING TM?’} ACEORPING
0. Cavnce, ‘2 PAlp Tg INVES TIGATE A FIRE As 4 REASON [FOR GoInG To rmm",

; 6
ﬂ‘fﬁ"‘:” FACY THAT THERE EXISTED WITHIN  THE CONUCT OF MY Tfff_."?L? A REAL

SITUATION WHERE BY THE TIRIAL TURY WERE FORCED 70 MAKE 4 PECIS’JOIU?
ABOUT A SIGNIFICANT FEATURE or THE PROSECUTION cASej7 BEING MY
ALLEGED REASON FUR GoINg To TRAN CARRIAGE (»}9 CLAIMER To BE TRUE
ALCORDING Teo Cﬂwag AND THE’ Srire ofF Soutit fz’usﬂ?/;u.f?), VERSUS’

MY DIRECTLY STATED (r-utsr PERSON ev;aﬂvce’), AND OWN WORPING N TRIAL TESTIMON
(Ag A REITERATION OF M1 S$APOL WiTness 57!“’.’!’1‘4&?&’?’), DOES NOT MAKE THE
CIRCUMSTANCE QF SUCH JURN DECISION HIGHLY JRREGULAR,

Tue CIRCUMSTANCE s mape UNFAIRLY ano PRETUDICIALLY HZ‘REQULHR?

[ _
BY THE US€ AND INCLUSION OF CRIMINMLLY FALSE cROWN PROSECLUTION EVIpENLE BEING

PRESenTED 16 Mv SAIp 1993 Ason TRiAL :ru;?w? WHILH TRIAL FROSECUTOR EXPECTS THE

JURY YO V€ TO ‘mm THe DECISION agoyr WHOSE VEESJOJ\{/RE/?SOM THeY
BELIEVE ARQUT WHY T WENT 10 TR4N Cﬁflmﬁ‘eé',,.-, Tné JuURY wehé LEFT WITH
eirner MY _ANSWER ro “ruqr ;-;’euﬂo question’ = Licut ,-N rRAIN Q,
LﬁQf‘vCES TWQ TRIAL ANSWERS o ‘muar speciric avestion’ - (ro CLEAN 1T AND
“Ta INVESTIGATE A FIRE (saemﬂmurw r00, is THAT BoTH THISE ANSWERS PRESENTER
T0 JURY BY C,C}UN'CE? (N His XN AND XXN TRIAL TESTIMONY, WERE BOTH PECLARED
45 TRUE AP ACCURATE wihiLg unger Oamn)s  Opuiovsiy, the Tury DID NOT

BELIZVE MY R ANSWER EZCAUSE T WAS CONVICTEP OF ARSON (ﬁﬂ% IF SJURY HAP

)
pelievep MM ﬂN?Wd!Z RE {LIQHT N TRAIN ,? 1’HEN THAT WL)ULP SUeLEST THE 'J'UR‘i’S

DOUBT CHUN’CEJS 1F5] H"PUNI7 ze ‘10 u.EAN i anp “ro INVESTIGATE A FIRE

¢ ¢
AND. sUCH A REASONABLE pover’ asour CAUNCE, 15 CLAIMED CREPIBILITY 4AND

) - .
ACCURACY OF HEMORY . AND “CLAIMED TRUTH N WORDS , ,, BECAVSY CAUNCE DECLARED

i §
B0, SOMETHING UNDPER Uarn as A Fotl c¥ OFFICER y WOULD BE SUFFICIENT FOR JURN To FWD?
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- ¢
A tHey MUST wuere *ReAsoNABLE DOUBT i EwpéNT" THAT THE ACCUSED CANNOT BE FOUND

]
GUILTY IF A SIGNIFICANT Pouur [\ lssue WITHIN THE PROSECUTION CASE 1S FOUNPED ON

A REASCNABLE POURT AS TO 175 PURPORTED AccuﬁaC‘f)’ WHICH THEREFQIRE MEANS THAT

i - 6@ _ 7
THE JURY HMUST HAVE BELIEVED CRUN:'.-é AND ‘Hrs ALLEGATIONS OF 1O CLEAN iT 7muv,’

G« y 19 A " e B e ;
To INVESTIGATE A EIRE ', T SUCH A JUNLCTION OF THE Déuﬁ:@ OF THE

NIV PUAL MEMBERS OF THE SURY, SPECIFICALLY, 1O BELIFVE MY ANSWER on vor,
sirs A GU’ESTION} seNG, |F v \Veroicr ¢F Jurt 1S NoT UNANIMoUs LY

2

4 ) ) ¥ o ) : i . e E
EuiLTy | THEN . AT "THIS Ts’umﬂw, How MANY JURURS ACTUALLM RELIEVED MM

answer (“mugsnGae @ Licr”), ava ow many geuevep EITHER oe Capnces

. 5 o wne awses Pl o
o, TWO CRIMINALLY FALSE ANSWERS (‘ = e T oR “vesTIgaTe F;RE”)?
Tue BREAK-AWAY of TuRt, FRon gevievne MY ANSWER of “Lonr

99 A ~ i P 4 R :
TRAN y ueans THAT Uy MUST vucregpore uave gevigven CAunNces HMSNERj

BbT, WHICH OF CAUNCES TWO CONFLICTING ANSWERS DID EACH OF

£ o WinVa » - -y ¢ U ) .
TWELVE FT/RORS BL—LIW&? The IRREGULARITY WHICH L HIGHIGHT 1§ AT
THIS POINT VERY FROH!MNT} EOR THERE MUST ony exisT 1WO  VERSIONS

70 THE SIn(sLE auéa‘mvu) ONE UEHS-‘GM 15 MM TESTIMQNA — LIGHT 1IN TRAIN (WHJCH
IVRgrs Re ‘.')’J.ZGTE’ZP)} BUT THEN THAT Stouep ONLY LEAVE ONE \,‘rérxs‘!o‘u KGM;HNFNJZ)
WHICH 15 THE C:z_ow?s \Jféﬂs‘wm To THe 9AME SINGLE &t}e“iﬂ(}i\i1 AND S0 THE TURORS
Must Have cuosan Caonces ONE /%N:?WEIE? excePr Thar Cavnce DI NOT

0. PRovisE omr  (INE ANSWER , HE FRON\0ED Two Auswr«:ﬂs, PRoCLAIMING BoTH To PE
TRUE anp ACCURATE? Bt THEN 7RoOCLAIMED ONE OF THUSE TWO ANSWERS T0 B¢
GUALIE1 AL TRUB’? LEMVING TRE OTHPR ANSwER UIURTF'HNPEP’ WHICH TRIAL
Prosecuron THEREAFTER RE-ACTIVATED wHEN I wias v XXN TESTINONY,
so Caceds Twg Versians were snw FuLLy VIIBLE To THE JURY, fL_Hn‘_T]

9

WHE N J'r)lt‘t? PURIN  BELEERAT 1HEIR Ua’lwwf Dz’uﬂmr:m} Wil GHCY quwcés
9

7 P

answir” 1o MINE, Cavnces auswer_wag st TWO  DIFFERENT
- = % I
VERSIONS oF whar Caunce cobims 1 spip 12 in, EMleR “ 1o cuemn if

4 9 : :
¢R : INVESTIGATE A FIRE , E‘;EE ALL OF PAGE ‘3|} B0, RE Jury Seuming J

w, Tue IRREGULARITY o & WHICH TUROR BELIEVED WHICH ,%’s’\fu‘ér(/



30.
VERSION gy wace? 1S SUFFICIENT GROUNDS To WARRANT  GuiLT™ VERPLCT BENG
At Lefst SET HSIDE sy ﬁr?m Caui&f? A5 THE CIRCUMSTANCE OF “WHich TuroR
sevever ANN OTHER tuan oNeN ONE PossiBe /}Mswm/nvmsomj THEN
ESTAGLISHES AN _AVTOMATIC DPOVET ABJUT THE QTHER \emsion

Feom Spme  CrowN wt-wg-;gj Cxwfucfé,

Tue POINT OF IRRECULARITY WOULP SIMPLIFN TO THE
FolLowiNeg *

7y ;//.-f 1 { . L _ ! ‘;!:}
QUESTION = IF yueor |, pip wor sevewe nu ansieR of *vyonr w vmm

&
‘mem DD guror l EeLIEVE Ciwus A ANSWER CLém n’ ) IR

{
C,wm.és B, AsweER  INYESTIGATE FIRE? ; oR B

{ M
IE 3oror A, pio noT BELEVE MM ANSWER oF  LiGHT N TRAIN :

. 9 § 7
THfN DID :umaz ﬂéL“eUk Cavnees ﬂ 41 5WER chﬂm v : OR

CAUNL&? B‘ AGWER !NVE»HMTE’ Fiflf’? H.s of B e
£ 'r— JUROR 3 Nnp Nol ReELIEVE MY ANSWER OF auoiﬂ’ IN *Rr}lNﬂJ
THEN Y TURoR 3, Beueve L!}UNL'CIBH ANSWER cmm || , OR
Cw.\.fey B. asuer ‘wuestigare fie 1 A. oo B
- lF SUROR q'.. PIP NOT BELIZVE MY ANSWERL OF fLu:.,m’ i rpmmnj
THEN DID seror 4. seueve Caonces . answer “cuean .'r"? oR
Cqumes B. answer “wvestigare Fige ¢ A. ® B —

As & END OF THE same QuestiaN 70 €ACH of 2. Suwﬂs? HOW _MANN

SUPORS COULD /MIEHT HAVE cuosm Cruncés ansue A o
oW MANY TURORS COULDfSE

OR. MIGHT HAVE CHOSEN Ciuncés Answer B?

l. . A y ANSWER
No mamer HOW MANM FURIRS DIP CR DID NIT Béutfw ( AuncEs st

A “ oR, CAunces Answer B THe IRREGULARITY s w TWo Langs
AT SUCH LONP!TJOJ’U7 PG, Inngeumﬂm LnNsl THERE MusST ONLY

exist ONE PATH FoR vHE saMe TURY oF |2 TURGRS T0 MovE FORWAERD A%
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a JURY, ang THEREFORE, THERE MUST NOT exisT A ReALTY wueresy THE
JURY or !2 TJURORS, couLd SPLIT WITHIN IT5ELF ro FORM , €FFECTIVELY, TWO
DSTINCT GROUPS wWiThin THE TURY (OF :'2) WHEREEY , SOHE TURORS
BeLigve Caunced answer A, “ro cean i , AN? OTHER TURORS BELIEVE
Cavvces answer B, ©iwvestigare a m_m:’? as tuar Means THE JURY

CANNOT EXIST AS A TURY QF 12 ANM LONGER,

JuroRs  HusT M

ILLUSTRATION A.

JURY = 12 JURORS

V.

piclsu,m ABCUT A SIGNIFICANT PROSECUTMN ACCUSATIgQN AgAINST ME,

g/‘\g

sevigve M1 ANSWER OR seueve Cavneds AMMPA eeean art 9

5 9 -~ 7 1| G—
LiGr 1IN TRAN Becieve CAUNCES ANSWER B‘ INVESTIGATE FiRE

[f JURY 90 nor seugvz MY QNSWER, ruen JURY
was CEASED T EXIST AS Jury oF ZQ? AND HAVE
SPLIT Wit THE l',?,} INTO TWO EEEE DISTINGT AND

conFuctg PATHS | ove Farw 15 FoR TURORS WHO

- i 9
Betigve (AUNCES ANSwWER B‘ ‘mug;ng,nrg Fmé, ‘

THE orHER PATH 15 FOR TURORS Wiy BELIEVE

]
Cavnces answer A. JURORS . THEN PROGRESS TO VERD[(:?’, ’I_j
?
L |Counces amswer B, svrors, en
) . 7
PROGRESS To Vg.-tmf,r, jL—'Ri’?ﬂS.P ‘w Cehn T
VOTE
GUILMY 0F ARSoN
1] 9
Sumu.:s, INVESTIGATE A FIRE l
VOTE

. y ¢ y
Capnees avswer A, “ 1o coemn ir . 4

AN? ARE NO LONGER A& COMPETENT JURN,

JURY FOREPERSON THEN INFORMS

GUILTY oF ARSON

Covrr. Juay VERDICT = cuiery,




82,

Tue nsove pescrigen LIRCLUMSTANCE , OF The SPLITTING J’UR\/? 1% AN
[RREGULARITY WHICH 15 NOT PERMITED EEEmE® WITHIN THE PROPER CoNULT OF
A FAIR TRIAL (fltlcalll?iwb 7o Lmu). [z 15 IMPORTANT NOT To MISUNDERSTAND
WHAT i MEAN RM A SPUITTING Zl/um m,;m?? AS 1T CovL) RE MISINTERPRETED

A5 SOMETHING wilicH 4 NON=unANtImMovs gual ]S retestuse
PERMITTED To D0, [ My 199% 4rsgn TRIAL, IT WAS A signifcand
PILLAR o ProsecuTion sceNARw , FoR e surY TO BELIEVE CHUNCE,’
Rezirom 6 Cavnces ALEGED comversarion wiTh Mg oy 10~ 'l“]"ﬂ? ANg
CONGEQUENTULLY .y WhS TUsT S IMPORTANT FOR THE TURY To NOT BELIEVE
HE o na Version / Reason (Fon amenoe Ram chnringe)s  For he

7

JURM WH o F.?,;;NJT Eétle’@” H“IANSWER ﬁ ”UEHT N "mf?-:-'lgfj
qury MUST ThN  Beuieve CAUNCE aND ONE oF HIs TWo PURPORTED
TRUTHS' I7 15 lRRLbULHmTI N CONPUCT OF MY TRAIRL . BECAVSE,
The rRIAL PRISECUTOR FoR. The Cﬂaw.v A LEFT OFEN FoR THe :rwt‘rj
THE rquSL ﬁLUuﬂ THAT~ B’OTH CH(/NC(‘:S TWo - ﬂm W ERS
(“ro cLenn v w..- INVE STIGATE A FiRe ),j WERE VALID AND TRUE,

A simiear s*rb*ﬂf‘lon’} WAS HEARD onN AF’P::M N 200‘!,} wHERERY A
TRIAL TURY ‘wﬂs EXFPECTE) TO BELIEVE SOMETHIN G WHERE No QUALIFI CATIIN
EXISTED IN ‘nmr’ ClRowN S CENARID Ev;pgwce,j PLUS? The ADvMIMISTRATIVE
ereect or A SPLITING D”U;?‘i” WHICH COLLAPSES TH¥ FOUpATION

CHARACTER QF 4 FAIR TRIAL Aqcomié 1o L #w.

The case w svprort of mu Powr 1s R v, Frepericx [20047 spsc 104,
IN PARTICULAR (n\J CATC HWORDS “.)? WILDLY PIVER GENT VERSIONS (IVEN ;..
T WHETHER PROSECUTION REQURED TO ELECT AS TO VERSIGN ON wiHIcH cOunT

”
BASED . vs = wWHETHER TURY verpicr (on cOWNT B) wWhs UN CERTAIN,

lr 15 IMPORTANT TO REMEMEER ruatr Counte 1s STATING ConELCTING

Ug{z_gwmg oF A CONVERSATION RETWEEN mecg AND He’? WHICH ALLEGEDLY
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33.

HAPPENED AT TUE EXAct SAMY PLack . EXPLT SAME TIME oF pav? gxXnct

7
SAME PATE, THEREIN Zep PROOF OF Caowcg?; MATERIAL LIES For THE

) : :
BB (RONNS PROSECUTION AviDence pPon wHICH T was FRAUDULENTLY convicTen

of akson w1993,

R v Freperick L2oo4] SASC 4a4.
1
ragAcRaP 18,
']/HE FIRsT DIFFILULTY IN }"QRHCULQRISFI\JQ THE ACT IN THIS WwAY 16 THAT THE

EVIPENCE OF K AP J AS 1O THE CIRCUMSTANCES .., PIFFERS v IMPORTANT RESPECTS,

paracrard 24,

THe EVIDENLE OF O .., WAS INCONSISTENT WITH OTHER APPARENTLY REL ARLE

EVIPENCE,

paRAGRAPH 30,
v.. THE PARTICULARISATION 0F THEIR RESPECTIVE VERSIONS , .. ATRIgUTES A

COMMon ALITY  To THE TWe VERSIONS WHICH 15 NOT SUFPORTED 3Y THE EVIDENLE:

pagacrarn 91,

I tiis stare oF THE EVIPENCE AND IN LIGHT 6F THE DIRECTIONS 6IVEN !N TiHE
SUMMING ®=UP, 1T CANNOT B2 DETERMINZD BY WHAT FATH ThE TURY ReACHED
THEIR VERDICT ON cOUNT B, T ey CouLD HAve PROCEEDED ON THE BASIS
OF #t RECZNCILIATION oF THE VERSIONS of K awnp J i s0ME wAY.
AvrernanivaLy | rite veracr MIGHT HIVE Been BASED ON A ACCEFTANCE oF
K' evivence 1o As A FURTHER ALTERNATING | IT 15 POSSIELE THAT SOME
SURORS ACCEFTER THE GVIDENCE 0F K AS To THE ESSENTIAL FEATURES oF
HER VERSION AND RE JECTED THE @B EVIDENCE OF J AND THAT OTHERS
ACCEPTED THE eviDEncE oF J AND RE TECTED THE EVIDENCE OF K? THUS
LEADING To UNCERTAINTY AS To WHETHER THE VERDICT WAS UNANIMOUS am

IN THE ACZEPTANCE OF oNG VERSION OR ANGTHELR , (CF. Sv The au-ee’ru



19,

(1982) 168 CLR 266 ar 276),

PaRsGRAPH 31,

[v THE SOMEWAAT UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CASE IT IS MY VIEW THAT ThE
TRIAL TUPGE SHOULD Havé REQUIRED THE PRISECUTION To ELECT WHICH VERSION
OR INCIPENT THEY REUZD UPON TO SUPPORT # CONVICTION ON CounT D, f/HE
QUZSTION OF ELECTION WAS RAISeD BY THE PEFENCE ON TWg CCCASONS
DUAING THE TRIAL, THE shAmME RESULT Woulp HAVZ BEEN ACHIEVED BY

REQUIRING THE PROSECUTION TO FURTHER FPARTICULARISE COUNT 5,

PARAGRAPH 33,

Tee pIeFICULTIES In THE CASE Do NoT END THER¢, |n rie ABSENCE oF
ELECTION , 2. AND IN TUE LIGHT OF THE CONULT OF THE PROSECUTION CASE
AND THE SVDGES DIRECTIONS, T WAS LEFT ofen 70 THE TURY To ATTEMFT
RECONCILIATION OF THE TwWO VERSIONS AND ARRINE AT A FINING oF GUILT gy
WITHOUT MAKING A FINPING ON WHETHER ,,; TOOK PLACE IN THE
APPELLANTS ofFICE A Hopen Hice, w 1HE LovnGe Room OF THE House

At (;m.gs FLHINS OR AT Some OTHER PLACE.

7aRAGRAPH 33,

[N Tounson v. Mier (1937) 59 CLR 467 ar 489 Dixon J osservep ¢
(Forz A DEPENDANT IS ENTITLEP To B AFPRAISED NOT ONUY OF THE LEGAL
NATURE OF rHE QFFENCE WiTH WHICK ME 1S CHARGED BUT ALSD OF THE
PARTI CULAR Mr1 HATTER 0R THING ALLEGeD AS THE FOUNDATIGN oF THE
cHaR&e,?

[ B ]

SIMILAR 0BSERVATIONS WERE MADE By Gwesom CJ? WITH wWiHoH Hmda?t.é\f

IA ane Sruprerr J rereey, M N Ry VHFP (unae?aﬁ-rép) Courr oF

CriMiNAL ﬁ‘ﬁ’f’é.att.) NSW  Fucu Cwﬂfj No. 60733 o 1‘7%} 1 Jvey



20,

A,

¥

35.

H‘ﬁ)- cer Gregson CJ san (ar !5"16)1
Cﬁs A ceneRAL RULé, wHAT THE CRown NZEbs T0 ESTABLISH IN ORPER TO
OBTAIN A CONVICTION ARE THE ESSENTIAL FACTS ALLEGED IN THE iNP!L’TMENT’,
AND 1F THe CROWN FAILS To ESTABLISH AN iNESSENTIAL FACT, oR A
PARTICULAR WHICH MAS BEEN 7ROVIDED BEFORE THE rﬁiﬁt., OR WHicH
EMERGED FROM THE EVIDENCE FRoM LROWN WITNESSES, THAT 15 NoT

FATAL.  However, THAT GENERALISATION MAY, IN ANY GIVEN CASE

? 3
NZED TG BE QUALIFIZD. WO EXAMPLES OF POSSIBLE QUALIFICATIONS ARE
OF PRESENT RELEVANCE, FrRST,) IN SOME CIRCUMSTANCES THE REQUIREMENTS
OF PROCEPURAL OR SUBSTANTIVE FAIRNESS MAN RESTRICT THE CAPACITN OF
rie CRowN To PEPART FROM PARTICULARS. DECONPLY, THE EVIDENCE
IN A CASE MAN BE SUCH THAT 1T woyLD NOT BE OPEN Y0 A :ﬂ)m? ACTING

REASONABLY, To TRYAT ONE PART OF tif CrowN CASE AS RELIABLE,

?
b
ANP ANOTHER FPART AS UNRELIABLE,

paracrarH 39,

In A cAse sucH AS THE PRESENT WHERE THE PROSECUTION BASED ITS CASE
ON THE EVIDENCE OF W(TNESSES wWHo DESCRIBED TWQ SETS OF CIRCUMSTANCES
WHICH DIFFER IN VITAL faesrzcrsj INCLUPDING Pmcé, IT WAS NECESSARY
FOR THE TURY fo BE GIVEN A CLEAR INDICATION OF THE FACTUAL BAsIS WHICH
wouLp ReQUIRE PRODF BENOND REASONABLE DOVET BEFORE A VERPICT OF

GUILTYN COouLPl BE RETURNEDR.

oaracrAPH D1,
Duzing THEIR PELIBERATIONS THe TURY REQUESTED REDIRECTION ON T HE
15SUE OF cOMPLAINT. | HE TRIAL SUPGE THEN BAVE THE =o2==d
FOLLOWNG FI'RECTKJN:
“T ;
HAT CONVERSATION iS LED FOR A speciFic ReasoN, Once AGAIN, 1T oNu

APPLIES T CouNT ONES THAT IS THE INDECENT ASSRULT, It 15 & principLE
\




10,

10,

86 .

UF OUR LAW THAT THE ONLY BUIDENCE 0F THE EXISTENCE OF FACTS i§

EV.DENCE GIVEN IN THE WITNESS BUX On AEFIRMATION OR ON OATH AND

SUBTECT To CRYSS - EXAMINATION, W;mr A PeRsoN SANS OUTSIDE OF THE

COURT 15 NoT EVIDENCE oF WHAT QCCURREP,

Hoxdeuéﬂ ‘ THE EVIDENCE oF WHAT SHE SAID TO HER 15 BEFORE Ygu

BECAUSE IT 1S CONGIPERED THAT THE MAKING OF A4 FPROMPT CaMPLAINT —

STRALGHT AFTERWARDPS (OMPLAINING ABOUT THE FACT THAT Mg Kissep
HER — 1S RELEVANT WHEN Mgu ARF ASSEsSING THE TRUTH A3 Te

N ]
WHeTHER  THIS HAPPENED OR NOT, [ou 555,’ SUES ToLp HER Si5TER

WHAT UHAPPENED STRAICHTAWAN AFTER 1T MP?.?NJD,’ AnND THZ FPROSECUTION

Lep THAT BECAUSE 1T MIGHT INDICATE T Nou THERE 15 CONSSTENCY IN
2
HER. STORY [ TS WAPPENZD AND THEN SHE WAS TOLD SOMEBOON, THar

15 EVIDENCE @OING TOWARDS WHETHER SHE 1S TELLING THE TRUTH QR

999
NOT

I vue aBovz gerepences FRom THE FREdeRiC K JUQGHL{NT? T WAS A

4 .
MATTER OF CoNFLICTING CROWN EVIPENCE FROM TWS PIFFERUNT CROWN

?
WITNZSSEs, WHICH LEFT OPEN THE REALITN gF A ‘SFerMG SURN

(REFEK Te MM ILLOSTRATION on PAce 81 u;w)> THAT 1S NOT PERMITTED

IN A PROPERLM LONDULTED rfzf.qu,, AS DESCRIBEP IN THE ABOVE QuUoTE

FRoM PARAGRAPH | FIZEMNCK (rzwerz ABONZ oN PAce 33_j n;m),)
WHILH THEN LEFT THe Reaury om o INCONSISTENT VERDECT,

_—
i

ngmmg? UNLIKE v [REDERICKS rrm iy 1943 TRIAL, NOT TWQ

sur CONE CROWN WITNESS (Cﬁum’;&’)j RAYE CONFLICTING CRowN
EVIDENCE FROM MIMSELFE AS THE ONLY SoURCE GF SUCH CONFELILTING

VERSIONS oN RECGRD (GE!MEJ THE TRIAL TRANSCRIPT ITSéLP),J WiTH

ADDITIONAL ANT FTILL ILLELAL ASSISTANCE FROM TRIAL PRSECUTOR To

ILLE AL PRoTect C,’wmcé’sﬁ FALSE Srﬁm?s Ewpezmﬁé) WHICIH THEN

i



10,

30,

37,

1 9 .
LEFT OPEN THE REALITY OoF A SPLITTING JURY (REFER ALL OF PAGE ‘817 n;n:ii
9
)

WHICH THEN DIRELTLY TRANSLATES INTC 5:NL4)N§ISTENT VERPICTS of

pe Jory ‘Sr'urrm&)? THAT 15 NOT PERMITED IN A PROPERLY CoNPUCTED TRIAL

e JURY . awp_gerween Rrespeciive JURORS , WHEREBY, SOME TURORS

6 ' §
VOTED GUILTY @B ofF ARSON AFrer peueving Cauncds answeR A To coean

:r? (wHiCH MEANT THg TURORS DIM’.' gysT NOT geuigvg my Aswer {Lié}Hf in
mmm’s ot meant those Turors MUST NOT HAVE BELIEVED Cavnces
ANSWER B) roo (*ro wvestiee a mé’))” £ND, SoME TURGRS VOTED
CUILTY oF ARSON AFTER BELIEVING CﬂUN;e”i ANSWER E’ Lw INVESTIGATE A r-'aRé’
(wmcu MEANT THE SURORS DIONT T0sT NOT seLieve My ANsweR ‘LicHT
rﬁnw", i1 MEANT THose urors MUST NOT HAVE BELIEVED Cavwces
ANSWER /%? 100 (‘1o cLenn n”))’a

; )
An inconsistent veppict L e 7o Cavnces conFLCTING \Vzrsions oF an

ALLe en L'-r?N\iéil?ﬂTlﬂM; WHICH THE SURY were Presented with As TRUE
STATES EVIDENCE ACHINST ME, AND TURY PP NOT HAVE PROPERLY
EXPLhNED 7@ THEM , WHAT Tie Law zz@quizdp wWHEN mEmm THeRe EXISTEY
ALLEGEDP INCONSISTENT PRIOR STHTEMENTS, so tuen wow
WAS THE JTURY 10 KNOW WHAT FRAUDS THE CRawN PROSECUTICN eviDeN(E
was Actypacey INFLICTING UPON MY 1993 agson 7RIAL TURM ? 94:9 TURY
WERE PRESENTED WITH CRIMINALLY FALse Srares Evipence FROM CAUNCE
BUT BY CROWN PROSECUTOR ALSO ("ro CLEAN 41_’, i © To INESTI GATE
wree’), AND THE JURY WERE TOLD THAT “IT IS TRUE
/‘]ND F!qCTWL‘),} ﬁINP? SAME TURN WERE FRESENTED W ITH HongsT,

i
TRUE AND FACTUAL Anp Accyrare EVIDENCE FROM My ((1’0 INVESTLGATE

LIGHT (N TRAIN mRRlHGE?} sap v My XN anp XXN TESTIMONY | AND SAME AS
N MY Mip 1992 pPovice wiTnNEsS sramw Méfu'?’)? BUT THE‘:YUJ?\[
WERE REPEATEPLN TOLD BY PROSECUTOR RICE THAT
MY ANSWER 1S A UE’(W ANSWER REN 6 {Wu.&?;“rl_gqrg A Lf@ufj’
AND THAT CAUNCES TESTIMONY IS ALSO PRCOF OF MY LIE,




20,

30.

3.

How 15 A sury ro Possigit wnow WHAT VERQ{ON/REHSON} FroM

€1THeER Mg (ﬂs THE ﬂccu9é9> OR Cavwce avp_Prosecuror (ns THe

ACCUSORS IF MY TRIAL LAWMER Dw NOT SHOW TRIAL YURY WHAT wAS oN
)

Fom,é Ftrle Réf‘ﬂf’f parep 10-1- I‘Hl LOCﬁ‘réD CLEANZR WHo STATED THAT HE

1
O0BSERVED A LIGHT (N TRAIN CARRIALE ANP UPON INVESTIGATION wWAS commom’o,

6
o8B, CIB HopRAS Ppuice wirNgss sTafemens pArep T- 8 -1992 “THe Apvisgp

THAT HE HAD SEEN A LIGHT IN THE RAILWAY ‘CARRIAGE HNP H?lﬁL

PRO SECUTOR I I\JO'( 5va\L JURN THE §_{1\H, TEXT 2{)
SAME TWC GOVERNMENT PRODUCED P(/'cw/tfffbfs7
Which SA POLICE PRGDL,LQPJ TheN SA FOLIC

GrE To DP7 SH, Thenl DPP S szgggurgp i
MY (,QMH]TmL HWF«\J() DECCVJZU’“ (9972 Ly ANT hso
ISSUEY Cof gF FER DISCLOSURE. 1s ny4 sovictior Dﬁb'p
SOKE, YeT, NO ONE IN My 1993 TRIAL
S%E@Wep THE TURY !

P-ju? wac;és Wap NEVERL SHpwN Mz MANY oF THE pacyven
FItim MY /]ﬁs-}-‘m r”luz PRGEL 1¢ ﬂz”u, INCLURIN G Fn‘ﬁé Egﬁ?ﬁr’
WHICH £ oNuY Fouv) .,Ib"f nwu{ﬂr"?ﬁomwfew 20:/2 NITAVERS
Foung owf v’m [Z}O@ HQI”K/}F WHG HAp M4 FlLE 1N Mowvv’ AETER
Stores sow s PR, L oruen (R0 10 vz Stclas, i

S :q. Clvik (J-m‘.rt“r} FoR gmt’:e}& PROFUAIINAL MISE Nl AL

ME C;ﬁmﬁcﬂm FILE AnD uNRELME D lf’tl,é),

The ot sewe, i st FIGHTING 10 WCOUAR i
CORRUPY SATOL hW0 VPP Acrions THAT
CRIMINAL penizp me 4 FAIR TRIAL ﬁ@ﬁﬂp [Ny

To LAV,

S—me——
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24,
Ifi‘,i IK.‘)NIC.’ THAT WHEN PROSECUTORS IN & ¢ RIMINAL FRlﬂL.? TRY 10 iMPRegSs
UFoN A ES'UF’-Y? THE IMPORTANLE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF ‘fHB’ FIRST TIME A
COMPLAINANT MAKES Gﬂ COMPLAINT TO some&ow"” AND THEN ThE
“ CONSISTENCY OF COMPLAINENTS COMPLAINT AND PARTICULARS,
THAT LT 15 STRONG EVIDENCE oF TRUTH TOWARDPS CREPIBILITY JF THe
com&mwﬂwf’ (- ReFER To ABNE QUOTE ON Pages 85 anp ‘36? 1612,
FROM PARAGRAPH Y. Fl’iépéRlCK)? WHICH FOR ME 15 FIRST EVIDENLED
oN SAPOL Fire Repore o 10-1-1991 “Ligur v -r.'szu’? AND ‘/{:'Tj
e PRosecwior. STOLE MM 1993 surys Rienr vo KNOWLEDGE
AND SIGHT OF CONTENTS OF 541) FIR¢ REFORT Fm,u;j cle Hawm}s
Investication notes oe 10 ~1-199] re wusr Mopra Pur v Mppeas

. %
19492 ﬁfﬂ'fepléw'f; RG* (Libﬁf IN TRHN 4

On 1011991, ¢ was 4 COMPLAINANT 25 2 wicrin oF assAuet anp
Fron THIT PATe £ Hive CONSISTENTLY SAID ‘Ligur w rram’

AS PROVEN ON FIRE REPORT WHICH CAUNCE
HIMSELF SLENED AND FILLE D-IN, e

gLIQHf I :/Kf}”u?’ a5 PRoveN on CIK Moprab Oﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂION‘HL FILE wdlCH
COMMENCED ON 10-!-!‘?“1!, AND WAS THEN CARRIED - THROUGH 1o MoprAs

; )
POLICE WITNZSS STATEMENT OF MID 1‘142} RE ' LIGHT IN TRAIN ,

L uave GEEN CONSSTENT SINCE lJ-I-H‘h} A To MY REASON FOR GOIN i

e
0 TRAN, INVESTIGATY uwﬂ? ANP THE ONLM INCONSISTENT \/egsww‘;

or THE PARTICULARS apour iy EXACT SAME CONVERSATION
gzTweeN ME Avp CAUNCE o IO‘I’H‘H? ) C(—)UNCE,} AnD oL

Cauvnce,

Cﬁume WAy NOT THE ONLY CROWN WITNESS WHO GavE TRIAL TESTIMon™
WHICH SIGNIFICANTLN CONFLH_‘,TED? Wit WITH MATERIAL PARTILULARS,
PESCRIBEP ON THEIR RESTECTWNE PoLice wWITNESS S-mTEMéMT) Aui)/orz




