90.

HospirAL Menicac NOTES, WHICH T00, WERE NOT CORRECTE’D] CH;'%UEMIP’

E1C. BY TRIAL PROSECuTOR, |t wias THEREFORE CONSISTEN ) IMPROPER
CoNpuet BA TRIAL PRosecuTor,, THAT e oo NOT cumience wis crowy
WITNESSES, WM MADe STATEMENTS v 7Hz TRIAL wiTNESS BOX, wWiicH
were MATERIALLY  CONFLICTING/INCONSISTENT WITH THEIR
OWN rocice WiTNES mmmwﬁ/wf’mtﬁ) ECQUATING To INCNSISTENT

PRIOR STATZMENTS IFJ N PARTICULAR, SMD  TRIAL TESTIMONY (wmcu

]

whs gFFECTINEY FALSE CRIWN EVIDENLE mw) cReﬂm}’/RePRegcgmw AN

)
MPRessIoN of MY cHaracter THAT FITTED /ALLIGNED vo <he trnL
?
PROSECUTORS ACCUSHIONS AGAINST M-'Z? SUCH AS ‘m,u:uc DIFFERENT
9 {
THINGS T9 RIFFERENT Pegfle AT DIFFERENT TJH&?? RELATING TO THE TRAIN

v
FIRE IN PARTICULAR

Or e 1wo canes oe tRiaL |RREGULARITY (rerer cast paracrapu
oF PAGE ‘50 1B1p.) , AT SUCH CONQITION (see A oF pAce 31 e,
,NC(MF’CTENT jd[l‘t anp Facse Vsrw:cr) ,RREGULARLTY LHME 1
WHEREBY rHERE MusT ONLN B LAWFULLY CREATED STATE'S EWPENCL’:

FOR USE WITHIN A CRIMINAL TURISPICTION TRIAL (such 4s
WITNESS STATEMENTS MATERIALLN ACCURATE AND TRUE WITNEZSS
STATEMENTS WHICH ACCURATELY REFLECT PRIQR OBTAINED /wa DOCUMEN TE]
MATERIAL EVIDENCE FoR THe STATE QWERNHENT,} WITNESS STATEMENTS
OBTAINED PZR Du¢ PROCESS INCLUPING PREREGQUISITE C AUTIONING OF
PassiBLE SUéF’ECfG? WITNESS STRTEMEN TS OBTAINED V{)LUNT/]KIL."I,J BUT NoT
.'N\-'OLUN'THF‘-IL‘.‘/UN'DER DURESS OF PREE WiLl, PRIMARY / SOURCE POCUMENTS

7
AND THEIR 9r’éa‘;|Flo’ MATERVAL PARTICULARISATIONS wWHICH CARRM -

THROUVEH SUCH PARTICULARISATIONS INTO LATER DOCUMENTS %?
EXCEPT wHERE ‘IHEN?MENT‘; ARE CLEARWM 1DENTIFIED 45 Suaﬁ) AMD,
wieezgy ALL STATES EVIDENCE PRESENTED IN SUCH TF\IPL AND
RELIEP UPON IN SUCH TRIAL, 1S LAWFULLY CREATED AND LAWFULLY

PRESENTED AND LAWFULLY RELIED UPON IN SUCH TRIAL, soas 10
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30.

.

ensure The CONDUCT o sucu trif 15 Nor TAINTED /1MPAIRED /PRESUDICED
BY ANY KNOWN FHLSE/FRHUPULENVILLEGHLLY CREATED  pureortep
EVIDENCE oN BEHALF OF CRownN ?Rosewﬂorﬂs, WHICH wom.g? BY ITS UsE
AND RELIANCE WITHIN SULH mam.,} BY CRowN PRosecUToR As PART oF
STATES CASE AGANST Tile ACCUSED, CONSEQUENTIALLY, DENY THE
ACCUSEP THE PROTECTED RIGHT T0 A FAIR TRIAL ACCORPING TO
LAWj AS THE SAID TRIAL COULD NOT B¢ QupiciALLM BREm ACCEPTED AS A
PROPERLY CONPULTED TRML? ang, IF sucu A TRIAL pip HAPPEN ANp

4 7 ) )
CONVICTION WAS RECGRPED ALAINST THE ACCUSEP PERSCON (ﬁmwwm& UsE

OF MATERIALLY FALSE AND CHARACTERISTICALLY FRAUPULENT Srﬂfr;s
EV!?ENC:E WHICH WAS PRESENTED To THE TRIAL Cou.‘(ri gy TESTIMaNY

g AN Arren. Cou:"\’f; UPoN REVIEW Wl OF SUCH TRiAL
CIRCUMSTANCES AP PRESENTATION oF SrArds vasmcé)t.m‘eﬁ RECARDED AS

Anp/CR Vowﬂfmr)

?
IMPROPERLN PRESENTED AN) REUEP UPON 3Y CROWN PROSECUTOR ) Woued Nof

Have OPEN to sap A:?r’gm. Caum) ANN RIGHT 0F APFLICATION OF {‘/mg

9
PRaVISO Bécﬁusg, THE INTEGRITY OF SUCH A TRIAL WouLD HAVE SUFFERED

)
SUCH A FLAW AND BLEMISH IN ITS CHARACTER AND CUN{?UCT? THAT T g

¢ 7
LONGER EXISTEP A5 A PROPERLY ConNpUCTED TRIAL (sse REFERENCE To PROVISO

asove on rPaGe 20, 10, AnD Case Law Tusement Wiipe v Tre Quesn

[19581 HCA 6.))

UMLIKE CJM?EGBULM..!T\a' LME !’? WHEREBY IT CcouLp NgT BE SHOwWN
WiTH cffzmnvr‘f) BY WHAT Pm'H INDIVIDUAL TURORS REACHED THEIR
respzerive VOTE o ‘ot acanst ME, N MY 199% arsow TRIAL,
0 pescaIser A0 on PAGES B0 o 81 im0, “ lerecuL ATy

Lane 1’7 WAS MORE ABOUT MATERIALLY FALSE STATES Evipence WHicH

MISREPRESENTED KnowN AND MATERIALLY TRVE Siatds Ewwmce’? 50

THAT wien M1 1997 TRIAL Tupy WeRE ASSESSING MY resriMoNY

FOR CREDIBILITY AND HONESTY, CoMPARED To Sraret Evipencé Azour

PuiPorreptd $aMe e’u;fmf) THE TURY WERE PRESENTED wWITH KNQWN FALSE




20,

82,

Srares Evipence, Excepr THAT THE TURY HAD NO WAN OF KNoWING THAT
CROWN PROSECUTOR was IMPROPERLN ANp 1LLEGALLY PLACING FALSE
gTAT!Z{; EV!I?:‘.?NCE.] INTO tHe miNs of M1 1493 Triae IURY WITH THE
ILLEGAL INTENTION OF FORCING $AID TURY TO BELIEVE SULH Smr;S
Evioence was maremiatty TRUE am ﬁCCURﬂTE, WHEN ;. iN FACT
SUCH Srarés vaeﬂ-‘CE WAS QuALIFIABLM FALSE AND MISLEADING ,

‘ - L ”
{N PﬁRfICUL:"IR? THE ~ KNOWN FRLSE AND MISLEARING Smrs% (:WPGNC.E Ta

WHICH T REFER, MELATES 10 onNz OF rue KEY ISSUES oF crown

7
PROSECUTORS ACCUSATIONS AGAINST ME, BEING, THAT I (ﬁccorzom‘, To
TRIAL PROSECUTOR WHo STATED To The JURY, AS IF TO CLAIM ALSO, THAT
THe CAOWN HAD UNPENIABLE PROOF TO sv:?i?‘o.w7 SUSTAIN AND QUALIFN $UCH
ACCUSATION ABAINST aé)j ON IO'I’W"“?‘U)HHENCED PROVIPING CONFLICTING

REASONS FOR GOING TO TRAIN CHRRMGE‘)‘

Dorine vy 1993 arson tRiaL, PRosECUTOR REPEATEDLY ACCUSED ME 0F
‘Fr:owvme INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS RE WHN L SAID I wWZny To TlHE mnmjﬁ.
YET Ar no TiME Dip 7ROSecutor EVER propuce AN pocuMENT Bvipence
OF ALLEEE] PRIOR INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS ofF MINE o Howéd&'ﬂ, WHAT THE

PROSECUTOR PID D5, WAS To PRESENT crown wemm wiTngss Cﬁu.u‘cy? WHO

was THE Most cRIMNALLY FALSE wirness por THE cRrown (withiv My

smp rmm), T0 KNOWINGLY UE O MM TURM AN ILLEGALLY

misgerresent TRUE avg ACCURATE Stards Evipence ( (HAT WAS CREArED

ON !‘J-I-I‘J‘ﬂ)? WHICH WAS INTENPED TO (LLEGALLY {9;‘50{259;1’ MY EVIDENLE
ABOUT A TRMN CARRIALE CONVERSATION BETWEEN ME AND C;-w,u'ce'),
AND Cnumae HIMSELE COMMITTED SAID LH; WiTH WIS TRIAL TesTiMoN1
AND Witk PRESENTATIION JF C.fw,\:gé?‘; FoLICE WITNESS STATEMENT

(pareo mip 1992),

It 15 rue Statvrory osuication OF THE TRIAL FROSECUTCR ) In MY 1993
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30.

2
pYi

. ¢ 7 9 i
ARSON TF’\!AL? TO LAWFULLY PRESENT STATES EVIPENCE TO MY frzm_ Camfy

P .
AND WITHIN MY | RIAL (.dum’,} PLUS. TO ENSURE THAT ALL TRIAL TESTIMONY

? R 1
FROM CRoWNS TRIAL w;ﬂuésaw,} 16 MATERIALLN CONSISTENT wWiTid THE

9 9
RESFECIIVE CROWN WITWNESSES PRIOR WITNESS 9THTEMEN1>"7

ANY CROWN wITNESS GIVES TRIAL TESTIMONY THAT (5 MATERIALLM

__(i___U.Q) WHERE

INCONSISTENT WITH THEIR RESPECTIVE WITNESS smréﬂfw‘&’ CASE FILE NITES
ANo/oR Reforrs., OBLIGATION UPON CROWN FPROSECUTOR MANDATES
DIRECT AND QUALIFYING Quemons FRoM TRIAL ?Rasewwﬁj T0 ResFecTIvE
CROWN WirNess, TO OPENLY DETERMINE , FOR THE Junee VR,
verenpanT, aNp TRIAL INTEGRITY (fmir rriae accorpine o Law),
why Trere 15 INCONSISTENCM perween RESPEC Tz WITNESS' PRIOR

STATEMENTS/ REPOR TS? AND THeIR CyRRENT TESTIMONY, | NCONSISTE NLY

BeTween PRIGR POCUMENTS AND CROWM wiTNZSS! TRiAL re‘vfimm‘u'?

15 GenerR ML pue o TWO MAIN :?‘"'-4554\4:%? Bewe, Tfmrg LIE s
BEEN (AVGLHT cc-'r, OKJ THE TRIAL TESTIMGN (uf CONFLIET WiTH PRIOR
p(gc{,;vggm,',), s AN AMENDMENT ro 4 rrior POCUMENT | WHILH 15
THEN REGQARDED AS AN U7 DATED. vERSGION OF PREVIGyoL RECARD EV
GA LCURATE i?u(;t/z’lt{’f\fféj? AND NUT A5 A Lig BEIGR BEING CAUGHT =0T,

IT 19 ALS e IMPORTANT TO UNDERSTAND AND APPRECIATE mﬁr, AS P CLEARLY

]
HAPPen N ¢y 1993 Arson TRIAL ALSQ, AND THAT IS, €4 crown wiTngss
wHO PROVIDED VERY speciFic answers OF MATERIAL SIGNiFI EZHN'CE?
A5 WITNESS Box TESTIMONY, BUT WHICH WAS FALSE TPST|MONY
OUT}'E’@HT’? AS WELL n:;‘wme INCONSISTENT WITH PRIOR DOLUMENT
PARTICULARISATIGNS BN SAME F’EKS;?N,, AND BOTH THE WITNESS BoX
TESTIMONY AND THE TRIAL™ HICHLIGHTED INCONSISTENT PRIOR DOCUMENT (wmcu
WAS THE CROWN WITNESSS POLICE WITNESS 51’;"%TEH€N1’)1 WERE WILDLY
INCONSISTENT FROM EARLIER MATERIAL EVIDENCE FROM SAME
CROWN WITNESS, wiTh Not A MERE SUGEESTION OF FALSE MATZRIAL
EVIDENCE FROM SUCH “SIGNIFICANT CROWN W:TN%S,’,’ BUT ACTUAL PROQF
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94,
OF FALSE STATES EUIUENCE? WHEREB THE Omc,wm SPECIFIC _MATERIAL

EVIDENCE (FROM Cﬂuuce)? wAS NEVER PResentep 10 MM Ty Court BY Cavnee
Hms‘éu‘? OR POLILE DFFICER Kn'ra (wua FIRST ACQUIRED SVEH EvipencE FROM

Cavnce PIRECTLY , oN [0-1-199] AND THEN RELANED 1T To POLICE OFFICER

MOORH WiTHIN ‘iO MINUTES OF RECEIVING SAIP Ewne.\iw_au $AME pﬂrg),)

OoR BY Ham?r! (wem FIRST RLAURED SULCH Evioence Fron Kirro urﬂecrwj
on 10-1-1991, arrer Kito #ap Recewen san Evipenté HIMSELF FROM
Cawcej cmze.uz:z THY HORNING | oF 10-1'."‘]‘)!)7 or 8y Povice
DETF&?’W&M WHO WAS LEAD CEFILER FOR THE ARSON NESTICATION (g&_&
wio knew oF tie Fire Reforr particucars mirecrim unker 1o Caunces
ORIGINAL SPECIFIC MPATERIAL ’WENCE,

satn Fire Report oF 10-{-1%19 of Kirrds PPUGl witngss STATEMENT PARTICULARS

anp tiar CAUNCE SICNED -oFF oN

AND CHAIN OF PARTICOLARS THEREWN PESCRIBED  OF Mopras PD 1Ll wirwess
=l '} -
STATEMENT PARTICULARS ANP DIRELT LINK ToO Cavnces OriGinaL SPECIFIL

MATERZIAL euwéwé)? AN THE TRIAL PRQSECUTOR CERTAINLY NZVER (NFORME]D

My 1993 rriAL courr THAT Cﬂwu‘ce’? Kmo} Mopra anp Brown aie Hap
4 9 T
DIRELT AND FIRST- HAND KNowereppe of Caunces (ricinal speciFic

NATERIAL EWOENCE,] IN SUCH QUALIFIABLE f—dRH -rnm' |F SUCH Kmowwuee’

wap peen DISCLOSED To THE TJURN BY EVEN ONE OF THOSE
EOVERNMENT EMPLOVEES (Cnuw‘cej Kfrrc)_J Mamﬂ} Brown or TrRIAL
PKOSECUTO.‘Z)’ rngﬂl THE Ceuuﬁ VERWCT” ?RTHWHY PESCRIBER ANP
PicTuREp on PAGEs 80 Hmp“ﬂl agove  Lisn ]) COULD NOT HAVE
EVENTUHTEP? BECAUSE | UNLIKE MM ACTUAL 1943 _ARSON TRIAL WHERZIN

NONE OF THOSE FIVE GOVERNMENT EMPLONEES INTIMATED ANY HINT

WHATSOEVER , OF THEIR PDIRECT KNOWLEPLE OF THE MATERIAL EALT THAT

)

oN 10-1-1491 Pouce orricer Cavnce reLtvep 1o Kitg who ReL AveD
‘ -

10 Hapaaj riar  CAUNCE s4ip de was 1oL BY M@, THAT T HAD GONE To

,
TRAIN CARRIAGE To INVESTIGATE A L) GHT WHEREAS . HOWEVER

1 ? -9
WHEN MY TRIAL TURY were coMParine MY ANSWER (m{z.écrw FRoM MY

TESTIMoNY PLUS MM POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT DESCRIGING SAME MATERI AL
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0.

75.

{ 9 &
fARTICULARS RE ATeNDINE TRAIN TO INVESTIGATE A LIGHT )1 OF  LIGHT N

mmu, (qs PICTURED on PAGE 5." 1612, ‘THE TJURORS MUST MAKE A Deas:ou ABIYT
A sieniFlCANT PRosecution ACCUsATION AGAINST Me 7) To CHUNCES ANSWER A,
o CAUNCES ANSWER B, (prECTL‘f Fron Cavnees Testimony pous Cavnces
POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT DescmEtN@? Answer .4 To CLEAN ”_-;7 ANY
Answee B. G:wesnww A FIRE ’} AS CONFLICTING AND wiLtDLY PIVER GENT
PARTICULARISATIONS AS PURPORTED (RowN EVIDENLE mcrs)} TO MEASURE

Lﬂﬂ?lﬁ;ur\i AN?  CLAIMED HONESTY BY BoTH Caunce ANZ ME RC::{’&CT!U”LY

'F THE SPECIFIC DECISION OF THE 'JUR‘I ZITHER RELIEVE ™M1

ANSWER OR Beuizve CAunces ANSWERS WﬁS CHﬁRGED WITH
ADDITIONAL VALIDATION OF MY HNSWER o “uinir ‘."RHIN: WE T

(=

‘HCTNE' TRIAL EVIPENCE FRomM CﬂUNCE IF Cnvnci DISCLASED WHAT HE SIGNZD - OFF

l

FOR ON THE SAPOL Fige RePoRT. BEING PIRECT REFERENCE TO SLIGAT IN nzmn’,

]
THERERY PROVING THAT (AUNCE HAD CLAIMED THREE WILDPL CONFULICTING ALLE GED
REASONS wiICH CAUNCE DECLARED WERE TOLD To HIM BY MZ ON l(/"'!‘{"f‘“? BUT MoR¥
SIGMIFLCANTLY THoUGH, 1T wourd PRovipe VERIFICATION #rom crown wirness
Tfsmww/rm.qa. EVIPENCE, THAT ON [0-1-1991 THE pPovice recorrep viA
OFALIAL DOCUMENTS, THAT I A0 $A1D CLiGut in TRAN 45 MY Réason For

,
AMTENDING Tﬂﬂlf\t’ 3 uﬁ’\? VE 10

4
ACTIVE TRIAL EVIDENCE FRoM Km0, i Kitmo pisceosen THe acruaL

PARTICULARS WHICH HE PeRsonaLly RECenED FroM Caunce on 10'."!‘i"§l AN)
THEN RELANED TO Huw A RELATING To WHAT ‘3: HAp sAlD 10 L;?UNLE INGT LA LLY
WHEN PoLice (wam'w Anp Kn‘-'a)} ARRIVED iNsIDE RESTAURANT AND SPOKE
T0 ME AND T INFORME) wHd I WenT T TRAIN LARRIAGE AN) WHAT HAPPE NZD
To ME (NSIDE TRAIN m,r:rzmgg: BEING PIRECT REFERENLE TO (LIE;HT N rm;m“?
ThereRy fRovinG THAT Cavice 1HAD pirect wnowiepeg anp  VERIFICATION
IN $u:gl?f)l?.'r,’ sy way of Kifo piscrosing whar Caunce srated iz,
AS aUALIFYING PRoOF FRIM CROWN wITNESS TESTIMONY / TRiAL GUIPENCE,

THar onN  [C-1-199] tHe rouce RecorDEp vid OFFICIAL Pocunéufs? THAT L

1? ”

F
X
S

4
HAD $A)  L1eHT N TRAIN AS MM REASON FOR ATTENDING TRAIN
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6.
ACTIVE TRIAL EVIDENCE FAOM Mopﬁﬂ? \F Mamm PI15CLOSED THE ALTUAL
paRTICULARS wiich Monea personnLy Recawen From Kimo o [0-1- 1991,
sHoRTLY AFTeR [Kimo HAD DIRECTLM RECEIVZD SAME SPECIFIC MATERIAL
PARTICULARS FROM Cﬁurzcg,i RELATING T0 WHAT ‘I HAp SALD Tg C avnce
INITIALLY VPON POLICE ARRIVAL (cousmsws Cavace anp Kiro First
ARRIVE AT ELEM?) ANP I INFQRME)D Cﬂuu’cé WHY T WENT 7O TRAIN CARRIAGE

)
,
ANDp WHAT HAPPENED To ME INSIDE TRAIN CARRIAGE, BEING PIRECT REFERENCE

)
10 ‘ueuf IN mﬂm,} and thar CIE MaorA MAD ALSQ crFICIALLY ReECORDED
WITHIN MovRﬂ.‘S OWN POLICE IMNVESTIGATION FILES WHICH STARTED ON THAT
SAME DATE, lé‘-!-f‘Ml) REGARDING (wasr T sap 1o CAuNCE RE seEING

Ll T IN TRAIN CARRIAGE AND GoiNl TO CHECK wWHM THOSE LIEpHTS WERE ‘M?
AND THEN WHEN N TRAIN REING ASSAULTED FROM SoMEQNZ BEWINP ME
AND THEN WHEN REGAIN CONSCIOUSNESS S®EZROUNPED B1 SMOKE ANpD
GEMING BEARING TO THEN ExIT TRAIN ANP THEN GET INTo RESTAURANT
T ACCESS PHoNe To RINEG {000’ AND AT THAT TIME HEARING
SHAKING OF FRONT 0ggRS TO RESTAURANT AND SEEING POLICE
UNIFORMS AND FLASHING LICHTS, ETC,) AND THAT ALL THAT MATERIAL
EVIDENCE whAS 5A10 8Y me o Chunce  and LATER To AMgucance
OFFICERS WHE ALSO INNESTIGATED MM SKULL AND HEAD /JREH?{%NP LATER
ALso To MEDICAL sTheF AT HosPITAL AFTer Amsurance stape pirecten
SLAN - CHECK OF MM LUNGS RE INHALED SHoKE AND SIKULL AREA RE

SWELLING oN REAR SKUil REGION, AND QUITE SGNIFICANTLY ALSO (%

7
tHat v Mopras PP 1GL fouice wirNEss STATEMENT DATED 7-8-1942,

14
MoorA vescrIBED (N sap wiTNESS STATEMENT ' ME ADNISED THAT HE HAD

)
)

KNOWINGLS AND HONESTLM wRITE arTer Moppa VERIFIED orieiNAL

SZEN A LIGHT IN THE RAILWAY cmzmﬂ@z’ wWHICH ”opRA wAS ABLe T
INVESTIGATION FILES WHICH COMMENCED ON iO‘i'l‘i‘iI) AND vVHu.;H,)
even thoveH |8 MonTUS AFTER ARSoN pATE OF !0-!«19‘11) Mopras
OFFICIAL Poutce INVESTIGATION Recorps IDENTIFIED wuar [Kiro rowp

ﬂovmﬂ} agoytT witdt Cauvnce roup K:rw, ABOVT wHAT I Tolp Cﬁu.ucej
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ABOUT WHY L WENT T¢ THE RAlLwaN cARRIAGE ({BEGAUSE 110 Na\TtCED LIGHT
ON N REAR CARRIAGE wiicH T DID NOT THINK wAS ¢N wdEN T ARRIVEP AT
WCRIK A SHORT TIME eﬁﬁue’R?)F AND WHAT HAPFENED To ME IN THE TRAIN
CARRIA GE ({nssAUL‘rtffP?)? THEREBY PROVING THAT CﬂuNce’ HAP PIRECT
knowreree ane VERIFICATION 1w SUPPORT, BY WA S OF Moora
DIScLOSING wHAT [Kimo starep o HopeAt | agour wiar CAunce statep

To K:rrﬂ? A5 QUALIFYING PROOF FROM CROWN WITNZSS TE‘?ﬂMaN‘f/TR“?L
EVIDENCE, THAT on (0-1-1991 rue PoLicE RECORDED viA GEEEEE OFFICIAL
POLJ(ZE/@(;‘U’&RNH?N‘T DOCUMENTS THAT I HAD $AID ‘uﬁ;ﬂr (N TRAIN A5 MY

ReAsSoN FOR ATTENPING TRAIN ok  RUE TO

T ==Y

ACTIVE TRIAL GVIPENCE FROM Bﬁow’ e Brown pisclosep tTHe AcTuAL
PARTICUCARS WHICH HE COMPILED FROM OTHER FOLICE STAFF AND PorLice

UFFICER WITNESS STATEMENTS, RELATING BEl TO THE CRIME INVEZSTICAT QN

3
OF THE ARSON 2VENT IN WHICH T wAS LATER ﬂRﬂEGfED_J AND NOT ONLY FRON THE
POLILE EMPLONEES ALREADN AIGHLIGHTED (Cawuce’ AND #IS FLRE REFORT
parep (C-1-194] ze ‘ueur I T.'ZHFN,E?-EFEKENCB_} Kimo Awg 1415 ForwAZDING
aF {LIGHT N 'TIZHNT PARTILULARS TQ Hamzn, MaDM AND f'[ouxml‘ W TNESS
STATEMENT DESCRIPTION oF ‘LI&:HT N mﬂw, -?.EEFERENCE)j SuT ALSO
FROM {C!\‘ILIﬂN WITNESS STATEMENTS sull A5 THAT OF V.Avw SPr?Rr?-ow
(cesravrant store uama—en), AND dis wiTngss sTAtement parep A5-| 1941,
PreE 3. THEREIN WHERE OPARROW 15 DESCRIBING WHAT I 5AID 70 SPARRON
on IEO"I"H‘“, MORNIN (» OF THE ﬂné? AFTER POLICE HAD ARRIVED AND
SECURED THE FRoPéRf‘f? AND PRIOR Tg ANBULANLE ESCORTING ME Teo
HosPITAL, I FUonNGD SPARROW 10 iNFoRM HIM oF THE FIRE AND THE AssAuLT,
AnD, SPARROW STATED WHAT T HAD $SAip To SPARROW ABAVT ME GoiNé Te

§ 9
TRAIN CARRIAGE I SAW THE BACK LIGHT oFf THE TRAIN oN, ,ﬂ 3 rﬂégg.‘:{}ﬂé,

Haive
NoT oNwy Dip DRows SR DIRECT ACCESS TO PoLicé GFFICIAL POCUMENTS
PROVING THAT PULICE ANP AT LEAST QONE ClvlLIAN STATEMENT /H.L MADE

VERY SPECIFIC MATERIAL DPESCRIPTION REFERENLE To ME SAYING ‘_T,
¢ 9
WENT Te THE TRAIN BECAUVSE T WAS INVESTIGATING L)GHT on N REAR
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9
Lﬂﬂﬁiﬁbe) AND THAT T SHQTFP THAT SPECIFIC REASun oN 10 - I'H'ﬂ

Bur ALSO, THE FACT THAT Bﬂgu.\l ALSO HAD DIRECT KNOWLEDGE OF mé

j

CONFLICTING Ve-‘iéiams OF ALLEC¢D PISCUSSION s6Tween #€ And Cavace
9 ¢ -

o 1o-1-194L, SPEC!F[CALH, Cauncds Codm s Fiee Revorr s

& i . i - 2
LIHT IN TRAIN comPARED To  Caunces Ciiim i C%uuces wi THESS

)
STATZMENM DATE) ?'S‘l‘?‘?l ver Gfﬁcm\ij 2 Vereman Pﬁearw., 21D
NOTHING TO CHAL L"N(,L CAUNCE on conFucTing u»':.'{swhl; OF ALLE ¢
ZISCUSSION (50 whes B;ww PR orF THe corUetion To CONNICT ME oF mz;o;u)
oR wAS B.zawm d\fe’t:,ueém Anp |z omPeT Ent BN FAILING AliD REFUSING r.a
INVESTIGATE FALSE POLICE pocvMents PRoDUCED 1Y &wwe )
AND_ADDITIONALLY, SPECIFICALLY . ‘Cntmce% Camm in Cavneds povice

¢ ) ? ;
WITNESS STuTeEMENT RE INVESTIGCATE A FIRE CoMPARED TO ”am;!s cLAiiM

)
- Mopea's Peucd wiThNES §TATEMENT RE (qu«sﬂwré a- '!GHT'{}
ANy wigre NopraS stitement 15 paren T+ 8- 1992, AND IRON! C?LL‘I

SO 1S CAUNCES STATEMENT, piso antep T-3 -1 ?"?2,} 50 THEN How
UFFICULT 1S 1T FOR 4 Pafa:ztw ([‘R-&W’U)? To HAVE TWa STATEMENTS Fro
TwWo DIFFERENT POLILE OFFILERS (CWNLG Ang Haaﬂﬁ)) WHO BOTH DesSeRIRE
WHAT ‘I Aureceny saw o Caunce on 10-1-1941 as MM ReEAsaN Eor EOING, T

? () ( ¥ o
TRAIN CARRIAGE C avnce 5445 " Fire . Mopra SAYS LIGHT BUT BOTH

7
ARE DESCRIBING THE EXACT SAME ALLEGED CONVERSATION PETWEEN Me
AND CﬂUNUf’ AND BOTH POLICF DESCRIPTIONS ARE WILDLN DIVERGENT S0 MUcH
S0 THAT weﬂ A Pouca Capet woutd ASK How THe PARTICULARISED \/ms;om;

¢

CAN P0551B1M EXIST AS THE ALLECED SAME CONVERSATI PN ?? " $0_L
REPEAT, HOW CRIMINALLY CORRUPT IS Sovrd Austraua Fovice <o
PERMIT Eﬂaw:u) A PROFESSIoNALLY NebL)GENT AND fNCOMF"é'TéN';’) 01?]
CRIMINALLY. CORRUPT P2LILE DETECTIVE, To NOT LAWFULLY
INVESTIGATE WHY saw Versions conrcten so OB\HOU?H
a0 EVEN MORE SUSPICIoUS IS THRT CAUNCE
HIMSELF 1S THE SOURCE OF THE SPECIFIC JERILS
DESCRIBED ON MIANHRY MODRA’S smp Witess SGHENT




4.

y secavse,  Cavnce toro Kirfp on 10-1-1991, ruen G reurvep 1o
C1B Mopra ow I‘O-l*f‘i‘ﬂ) ruen Movra OFFICIALLY RECORDED
Mooras INVESTIQATION FILE onN IO*J‘H"}I} wiat Ko roup Huofzﬁi ABay]
wiar CAUNCE ToLp Kimmo, asout wiAT T tovo Camce as mq réason
FoR AMENDIN b TRAIN ;e (uwf IV RENR CARR-‘A@C/: 50. ... gL
Moora 15 maTERALLY PARTICULARISING tn Mopra's T-8 -1992 STATEMENT (‘uenr
w traid), wiar Cavnce FIRST seoacast. wiici wis 10 Koo on
[0-1-1941 (fnzu [Kimo RecANer 1o Mobr4 on sAn€ pite l&-!-l‘i‘%.‘)) BUT
Cavnee i wis 7-8-199% wirness stafement i MATERIALLY PARTICULARISING

0. A wicory CONFLICTING NERSION o Cauncés \Jersion 1o Kito o
10-1-1941, ANP ON TO7 OF Tl T’MT THE Amores - Cenanae KA
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THAT ofFEN CL"? AND MUST D¢ su BASED ONLM ON THE EVIDENCE

RETEVANCE ReLEVANT To THAT QFFENCE.

L2 Tue accuser v 7HIS chse GAVE EVIDENCE ON CATH, .., ly

ASSE SSINE HIS EVIDENCE AND THE WEIGHT TO BE GIVEN v ar? THE COURT
APPROACHES THE TASK IN EXACTLY THE SAME wAN A5 wiTH ANY OTHER wmléss,
ALWANS BEARING IN MIN) HOWEVER THAT THE ACLUSED BEARS NO ONYs TO
PROVE ANYTHING ANQ TUAT [T AT ALl TIMES REMAINS FOR THE PROSEZCUTION To
PROVE EACH AND EVERN ELEMENT 0F AN QFFENCE BEFORE ACCU5ED MM Rg

CONVILTED OF fUAT QFFEN(E,

LT v rms CASE, THE EVIDENCE 0F THE CoMPLAINANT AN rHE
ACCUSED ARE STARKLY 0PPOSER: 4. .. ‘f LS IMPORTANT To QBSERVE THAT IN
A CASE svcn AS THIS 1T 1S woT A MMIER OF DECIDING Wi To BeELIEVE OR
WIHCH OF THE TwWy VERSIONS OF AN 2veNT Tz Ac‘r:uﬂ-'*;’, OR WH®@ 15 MaRre
BELIEVABLE THAN TUHE crfpuf;?,j OR ANNTHING oF THAT NATUREZ, THL‘/
QUESTION 15 aLwANS WHETHER (HE PROSECUTION HAS PROVEN EVERY
ELEMENT OF A CHARGE BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT, THE AcCUSED BEARS MO
ONUS . AN UAS TO PRoVE NOTHING . Fun-rueﬂ.} EVEN 1F AN ACCUSED Gave
EVIRENLE AND WERE ENTIRELY D!ﬁ'l?ét,lé\!g{?} THAT Paés NaT PROVE ANMTHINE
ACAIN ST THE ACCUSED, iT WOULD STILL REMAIN, AND ALWAYS REMAINS, FOA THE
PROSECUTION To PROVE EACH SR ELEMENT 0f ANY GiVeN CUAR GE  BEYong

REASONABLE POUBT BASED ON THE EVIDENCE 1T CALLS AT TRIAL ,
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1O,

In THe context oF DIRECTING MIMSELF SPECIFICALLY AS TO A MOTINE WIHICH
THE COMPLAINANT MAR T LI, HE REMINDED WIMSCLF AGAIN THAT §

- 327 L !‘r 15 NOT FOR THe ACCUSED TO PROVIDE R SUG GEST A MOTIVE FOR
THE ComPLAINANT TO L1E, No ONUS AS To THIS O INPEED ANNTHING FLSE L) ES

ON THE DEFENCE 44, THE PROSECUTION MYST SATISFY _THE COURT BEYON]

RENSONARLE DOVBT THAT THE COMPLAINANT WAS TELLING THE TRUTH ,

*OTHEIE WURTHM AND RELEVANT QUOTES WITHIN HB’LI’b,j wWiieH APPEAR 10 Be
CH‘B’F)? InNCLUp ¥ (ﬁl.%_’i.'f\i? PARAGRAYH WNuHMBER 15 NOT SHOWN CN TEXT
source) &

“IN 2004 in Susgamaniam v. Tre Queen tie Higy Covpr starep:
C757]

L5471 Tuere 15 no povgr THAT THE PROSECUTION 15 wNJER A DUTY. 1o
PRESENT THE CAse FAIRIY AND compreréiM, [ 161 Long 4€C, IN R v,
Puppic L T7T  Cromeron T maoe 1He Fouowing 0BSERVATION OF
PROSECVTORS | “[ el ] ARZ 10 REGARD THEMSELVES A4S MINISTERS OF
:W:‘ﬂce’? AND NOT 10 STRU LGLE FOR A éowmﬂgﬂ.ﬁ IN R v. Lucas
L7873 Sairw ACT sap 1HIS oF A I’Rosécumﬁiﬁ PUTN 10 ACT FAIRLMY
For 1HE PURPOSE 0F ESTABLISHING SUCH AN ALLEGATION OF UNFAIRNEZSS 1T
19 NOT NEZCESSARY FoR THE APPLICANT TO REZ ABLE To PoiNte To THE
CONPUCT OF AN IDENTIEIED PERSON OR PERSONS CONCERNZD N THE
PROSECUTION AS HAVING BEGN BLAMEWURTHY , ’r 1$ SUFRICIENT FOR 1imM
10 SsHow THAT THE TOTALITY OF THE ACTS OF THOSE CONCERNZD ON BEMALE
of tHe Crown iN THE PREPARATION AND CoNDUCT OF THE PROSECUTION HdAS
UPERATED UNFAIRLY AEAINST MM,

svee THE PUTY oF A FPROSECVTOR 15 10 PROSECUTE AND NOT TO DEFENP,)
NEVERTHELESS 1T MAS LONG GEEN ESTABLISHER THAT A PROSECUTION MUST
BZ CoNRUCTED wWiTH FAIRNgS: ToWARDS THE ACCUSED AND WITH A

SINGLE VIEW To DETERMINING AND ESTABLISHING THE TRUTH,
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¢ 2012w Gn.mam v, The Queey (uu THE CONTEXT OF THE PROSECLT (Gni
cactine expert witngsses) tHe New Soumn Waces Cover o Crirana
Areenr starep ¢ [ 797
one LH0O4 ]
Lepa THE Crown FI‘(OSI}{;I}T{/IE’S OBLECATION i$ TG CALL ALL RELEVANT
EVIDENCE AT HIS R MER DISPOSAL . | HAT 0BLIEATION IS A CONTINGINE
UBLIGATION WHICH PERSISTS UNTIL THe (ROWN CASE 1S ¢LOSEDs | He
ArostiLings PRINCITLES ARE NOT THE RULES OF THE GAME, |HEN ARE RULES
DESIGNED A5 A PROTECTON ACAINST UNFAIRNZSS OR THE ABUSE oF
PROSE CUTORIAL PowWER (sge Ry, Gisson [ 20007 NSWECH 401 (Svery
J AT E""Jl.]) Woop CJ any Howie T acreenc ))? avoting Ranpat v,
The Gueen [ 20027 UiPC 193 L2002.7 1. WLR 2237 ar 2243, -

lN My J"M; ARSON TRML? THE FROSECUTION WAS MoRi CONZERNED AND
priven TowARDS GETIING MF COMU!CTED? RATHER THAN SE€EKING TRUTH
OF THER CHARGE AGAINST ME, To THE ExTent mm T e Cmmmﬁm?
seiN e THE CI?.CWN} AND WITNESSES FOR THE CRAIN, woued L€ 1o m
TRIAL COURT AND BREACU (TS 0BLI6ATION 70 € PRésent HongsT AND TRUE

. _ _ 1o 9
REPRESeNTATION OF ALL KNOWN ANT RELEVANT _Qr;i;’zs L’vu; ENCES @

lr snovip atso se aveReciingd THAT w ma (497 arson AL, (avnce wag
/

Fd
" . 9
MNoT TUST A CrowN WITM?%? He whs ALSo A ° coMPLAINANT N HIS ow

RUGHT, A4S HE MAPE [iRect Accusations acAmst me ruar weee FALSE

gur wHicH (Avnce CLHMED weRE ||k TRUI'.:? e ('70 CLEAN ;Tj? Hin'D?

-‘m INVESTI LATE A Fu?.é‘?,) AMZ N LIS RB’»‘F&'&T? ABOVE &UVTES? IN
PARTICULAR , PAGES 109 ana HO,}1 10, PISPLAUING FROM Heves
JUDGHENT PARACRAPHS L2013, [ 267, L317 anp L3271, BECAUSE,
Caunce wAS MAKING INCONSISTENT CLAIMG (Fme‘ :‘ee]’-’cRT-LIGHT, WiTNESS

STATEMENT = FlRE, XN TESTIMONY = CLEAN ﬂ/) XXN TESTIMONY = FIRE ﬂGﬁIN),
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2,
aeouT A SHORT CONVERSATION getween me ano Caunce oN
10-1-1941,s0s7 miNuTes ArTer ue anp Ko Arrivep ‘o SCENE, |7
was ONE CONVERSATION ze “Waar HfiPFéMED?’? WHICH T
HMSWER&?P, AND wWiTHIN SA1D ANSWER whAS uv QEASON 7O GOING Tz The
TRAN AS REFLECT(?D IN FIRE REFORT wiien Cavnce siongn on
10~ I'I‘HI 2z ‘ugnt o tan’. e 1 HAD ACTUALLY GIVEN ANA MORE
THAN ONE REASON 1o Cawbé? POR ME GuiNG T UE TRAIN. T
CANNOT BE SAID THAT T WouLp NOT MAVE Eee ARRE%P
ON THAT PATE, 10-1-1991,  How CURIOUS 1usr 1 am

¢
CHAPG:{D W ITH ﬁf}fl%_?p EASED on A CENTI'(RL PH.L/{R? OF TUE CROWN
chASE numun’ ME To w.”FﬂPT AN D Muo&w TUE unmc‘,g‘) imrdé
tar " £ aLeceply oA LONFLICTINQ/!NCONQISTENI RL’HSUN&

FOR WHM T weNT To Tue TRAIN LH!”R!HW wHICH FOLICE AND TRIAL

‘S

FROSr:c,uToﬁ (Tne’ Lgowu) CLAIM WAS A LIE WHICH WAS CAUGHT

(
B TugH , AND THAT * THe ‘ue WAS MY ATEMPT TO DISCUI4E M4

ACTUAL REASON For. ATENDING ‘{RAIN')? WHICH THE crOWN CLAIM
wAS T0 ‘SET FIRe To THE ﬂznma_] AND (UAT By THE Crpwng
SCENARIO presenter as prosecyf 10N case,
T oMM oALLeeen coneucding Rensone = LIES R ME.
ToMuoAweeep LIES = cRiMINAL DecePTion pF AcTudL REACOM.
T MM OALLEGED ACTUAL Rehson = SET FIRE TO TRAIN
T YHEREFORE , MY ALLEGED CONFUCTING REASONS EGUATES To

BEINE GUILTY OF ARSON,

PROBLEM 1S THOU@H? rue * conpLicTin REASONS were
NEVER PRESENTED BY ME T2 ﬂN\fQNE’,} THEYM WERE onlY EVER
ATTRIBUTABLE TO CAUNCE, anp rriac frosecvron. MISLED
THE TURN agour WHO ACTUALLY PRODUCED CONFLICTING

¢ L
REASUNS  AGoUT ME ATENDING TRAN LARRIAGE,




0.

113,
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¢ I5 THEREFOQRE IMPoSSIBLE TO SUSTAIN THE i1 \JéRDf(ZT'? Basel on
Prosecution SCENARIO rresentep 1o mv TriAL SURY, RE {w{ ALLEGED
LIES f(cowucﬂm@ ReASONS FOR ATENDIN ¢ T!Zﬂw) TO HIPE SETIN
FIRE To TRAIN msewj) IF THERE 1S crzemw RELIABLE
ANP TANCIRLE "MATERIAL PRQOF THAT THE Accupz’R
Pouce Qrercen Caunce, l“f‘leLF IS THE PERSON WHY H;’iPé

|sr. Person  FALSE STHTEMENTS re “coneucring Versions’ .

[T canvot se sAp THAT ‘r“l‘i 199% rria sves WOULD NOT HAVE
HAD A REASONARLE DOUET ABOUT THE TRUTHEULNESS OF
CAUNCE, HIS TRIAL TESTIHONA, OR, THE CLAIMED
LCU?:"%(){ OF CAUNCES JOL!(,B WITNLSS STATEMENT parep
7"3-1‘1‘11? I_E THE SAPOL FIRE REFORT OF IO'I-N‘N}
WHICH CAUNCE SI&)NED) PARTICULARLT , ITS REFERENLE
DESCRIPTIQN OF M1 REASON FOR GOING To TRAIN c,zimzmsz) RE

1 JEI.
‘1o INVESTIGATE A LIGHT iN ReAR CARRiAGe . HAD BEEN

PISCLOSED TO MY TRIAL "wz\ b, <ad

7
FACT gF THAT NON prLOSUKB T M4 TiZide TURM , NeT gn

VENIED ME A FAIR TUAL ACLZEDNG 1o LAWJ ad /i.LSa o: 7 RESENT
E\M.’W LeAVES No i Ricu1 OFPEN to IHL/ S'ME OR
Tue /lr’rm Cavit, 1o PERMIT ¢ arson ¢ onvietion rfmm
oN .‘f.écurzr?? AS THE CRIMNAL TR)AL WHICH RESULTED N S41p

1993 convicnion For ArSan., MISCARRIER 4s a resur or
PROSECUTORIAL Hl&C ONDUCT | PROSECUTORIAL
MISREP RESENTATION PROSECUTORIL FRAUP . anp Asuse

Ur Prosecoimin FJM.JZ,

|1 CANNOT BE INCONSEQUENTIAL To M THE coNpueT oF M1 ¢ap 1993
ARson TRIAL.,  THAT THE TRIAL TURY 1) NoT HAVE DISCLOSUAE oF

smp Fwez [epont parep m»;-m‘ﬂj OR CONTENTS WRITIEN fhere,
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4.

BECAUsE, AT THE VERY LEAST, THE EXCULPATORY WEIGHT o tue
DESCRIFTION THEREIN gF REFERENCE {gxT pe ‘u(;-m’ I TF—-‘??N: CREATES
A CREDIBLE BELIEF OF MY TESTIMON (XN o XXN), anp
MY FPouce wWITNESS 9'?!11’1,7”?1»‘{? WHEN T STATEDR THE SINGLE REAS ON
FOR MEZ ATCENDIN G TRAIN WAS (€ L1GUT IN “fm;m: AND. a1 Tie
ot I TRIAL 0 w4 TesTimont, meiny Crowns cAse i i
ALREAD CLOSED, S0 THAT THE JURN sdguip aLreapy i map
ship Fire Report piscroser 1w He it PLUS. Cavice Hap
ALREADY  GIVEN IS e Two TRIAL UERS:ONS (ﬂé TO LLEAN {rj? AN

( o c "
To INVESTIGATE A FIRE )1 50 THEN, sAto Fine Report ogscrlrron

B c/cves SIENIFICANT VALIDATION WEIGHT . o
EXCULPATORM. WEIGHT recArome “whar £ Actvaiiy 7419 @
Counce on 10-1-1494] f:s HY REASON FOR 6GING To TRAIN . RE
“LGHT I REAR wremﬁu: WHlCH THEN é/)VRJES
CREPIBLE AND RELIARLE ﬂﬂ'ﬁu\_ AGAINGT CRAWM  ScENARIJ AGAINST
He, e “ cow FULTING RétsSons F@ﬂ 6oL To FRAY :Mm } AL ‘w;,
B‘/ DESTROUNG CROWNS TRIAL SCENARID, s1mewy
g1 ENABLING 3 b’i?‘! 10 ReAd FIRE REFORT pesen rrion,
s ‘enr o MEANS THAT CAUNCES ACTUAL
TESTIMONY c/w.f\,c/f Be ACCEFTED B THE TURY
AS RELIATLE DR CREDI BLB’? AND, WHERE REASZNRSLE PousT
EXISTS ABOUT A SIGMACANT FEATURE OF CRoWAS TRIAL 64(55#?!2!(/?
UM MYST neT cevicT,
}T CANNOT Be AN ONUS I ByRpeh PN Méf'? at shp 19973 uzma
or now (2019), 1o MW 10 SHOW or FROVE WHET DAMAGE
WA> PoNg T¢ Mé gR M1 RIGH To A PAIR <R TRIAL, WHEN rne
CRous WERE 08U 6ATEY T PRESENT THEIR CASE HINESTLY AND
FAIRLM, AND CONTUANTLY WITH ALl 7ELEVANT STATUTES AND
Comw)u LAw giLl cations, AS THAT WoULP REVERSE g
ONUS / BURDEN of riraoe Om’o MZ  WHICH 1S FUNDAMENTALY 1N
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I VIOLATIoN OF A FAIR TRIAL AZLORMNG To L,m, ANT  NO "flloutso?suﬂw
be PERMITTED TO BE (PEN FOR APPLICATION 34 THY ApieaL Cover (sa as
To MUTE M4 ﬂFF’e‘.ﬁtL AcAIng: SAID ARSON concrIOM? AS THE TiRIAL
I 1995 SUFEERED (RREVERSEABLE ATTACK AGAINST TS FUNPATION,

THAT onN  ?Resent R.E‘-’IEN] ‘T U wWAS A FUNDAMENTALLM erroNzous

TFU”!L,} A5 MUCH AS 10 NpT EVEN & A cREDIBLE TRIAL AT ALl o

I mip Souy Iﬂ'i“il} L wAS ARIESTep Fon cmu:z:zm?] UNRELATED To [HE ARSGN MATIER,
B T AM STILL N CUSTODM (201'3) IN RELATION T2 MURDER Coanviel IgN (!ff%
i0. rfil_m,). Www.\s A FEW WECKS ¢F SAID M MURDER ARIZEST (Gée’ PacE é y 1BID,
REFER T0 L)iffufvﬂL f’zﬂﬂdN of 20 fezi 2005 AR A RAPH I\J‘Hﬁzﬁ Li? 5) '

A rhe TINE 0F 54D Mk Leonms o Boaill ke 5 et 4 SUSPECT eor rue ﬁRS(»N:
£ was i’ Sr AT Cuswm? i Avecaioe Remano Centre, o A Hyrper CHARGE,
WITH ACTING LAWNER wa Stokes (Faﬁ THE MUR(DER cHA%EE AND HAD ALREADY
een v Coypt AT LEAST once, So THeRE is NO HONEST EXCUSE For 11y Stare
(wrich v eLudes Fouice Anp erosecurors)  NOT KNOWING who mv Acring

LAWM ER W.ﬂi) UR EVEN THAT 1 wAS REPRESENTED For THE MURpEZR (:Hmcé‘e’),

' /
2. It s ALSg TRYE THAT AT THe rfmé/p_4rg I wAS FIRST TAXED As j) sUited fge For THE

- ) T _ NIV )
ARSON CIVIME (Am,, s ..yﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ#&] APPROXI 4 ATE  paTE

OF INTERRG G ATION M anu? ar Mocuane Reranp Cyw’m.s or 3-7 ‘fﬂ)j A3

Az 1 THL’ ‘W’Aﬁ, ver. (ovre TESTIVIONT oF DéTéCTIVE E;vwm} VOIR 1@ awp
TRUAL FRoPeR (nr(w,w “R'm 19 15) Hﬁuww KW THAT T whs Cm«ﬁzcwmp B4 4
LAWER ALECADN, f’j;l\if)’ riar Broww WES OBLIGATED 1O INFORM M7 LAWYER
THAN EBRowN WANTED 10 QUESTION ME asovr A mATier uniteid 1€ 1 witd u
WAS Aueepgq i STATE CUSTORY,  Brown avso apurren 1wt = wis 6owe
7 G;(ét’gm’ép? FUit ARSoN E Ne MATTER wHAT i TP ar 0P pef ?‘4*7 gt [ aown
(MPROTERLT grencheo nt Stirviors Rigur or gemve Cavrionco (5. 794

30. nmmw (JFFENLES ﬁcf 9@) T;‘ilﬁl« PROSELUTUR ALse Abml TTEp  puihne
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ey

JOIR pid FoR S 1993 angw WAL, on geHALF oF T e Sﬁﬂéj ruat ‘T HAp
NOT ReeN  CAUTIONED (ROPERLY . AT ALL g Brown, ou 31-7- 1992,
wieN  Rpwy i NTERQ € ATED m,’ LLLMU/"I 41 1he Apeviage [ K mamy Cm’ﬁf,
Bb'ﬂ.‘u s 1%4 C/?LIIONKD s # STHTUWK‘? GBL(CQ“(FHJ? ESVE CLALLY wHEN
THERE 15 AN (buUNENT siméﬁ} wiLH Bﬁam LRVZER (7 AN T€7‘ﬂr’{&h{,} THAT 17 BE
kererter wo mATER Wl wike,  Beane CAUTIONED py POLICE | A 4
SUSTECT, IS NeT A PERFUNCTORM EveENT EITHER , A5 QT 1S ;q‘ STRICTLY
structurep  STATUTORY ORUIGATION wiicH misr ge compiep with,

. Beowy VENIED HE STATVIORM KI6HT oe BEING £ AUTIONGD s

rierzeae EVERN WORD T SAlp To RowN WAS u\)\fuumli‘f
T v w Stae Costorn, avo AS B FKBON{/K)
MUST COHFH WH’H FRISN GUAEDS AND 70z,w wHicH
MEAUS  WHED | oWy AP Y INSWEK QUESTIONS. 1he vér
FACT THAT T pip Wt’uow 1 Wy ACHQ[(/C/ AS T WP[Q O/
Muv’iow A CCORp) w To SIATUORY ORLIGH ;)ON
MQNPATU M% BLT}E( rouce Aktemot MUST ré L:(au/ﬂw
Fov TIAL gv:wa? f’LUS Trers 15 NO pisceerion OVEN 1o tumL
Tun o To PeRMIT sA1p s !hwtém gF MWK 1§ BE éxwmn’(p INTQ CUID,UO{?
BC‘CAUSé T wAS & FUNQAMENTAL  STATuTE Cpueatiov 70!\} Z@LU}'«
1 HWI’ULL% Chvigy 1€ anp ASK ME |F T /}[EC[ TQ
VILUNTAT LY ANSWER KIS QL(%(Q}L, e 2 Au not 1oup
oF My [phT B f;.ww)J,J THL;N THE)ZE’ IS fU(] M"{ I LOVLY AW FiulH
Aol 1o mvswen Bt QESTIONS | ..

GSTH'TEMEMT‘; WHILH ARE NoT SHown 1o 8¢ VOLUNTARM are exciviep

FROM EVIDENCE  wWHATEVER THE Ré/%sgyru'? (7/”9 Queed v. Amarp Anp
Miesup L197107 | NSWLR 750 rer Warsn 3A ar p. 75 AND
Tre Quzen v. Gessing (1985) 3% SASR 220 per Kwe C T ¢
w.l?l),
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g Puaﬁuv@ THE A [99% agsen rm% iV VOIR QiE ro " EXCLUVIE ALL MY SAIP <TATEMENT

20,

3o,

pve 1o i1 rewe NOT LAWFPUL 1:1 ngmgp il Loveg i HH‘CU’}{H?P
Discrenon 1o FERMIT SUIF SThTEMENT OF Mm,( INTY TRIAL Jwvcmtc’, Howzwf”\’j
oy e Svpge was N ZRROR w uss seuier 1At Eﬁ; 4y suCh “nisceerion
OPEN <7 Hin eor s vse'y  [urwe swee Quesnow e oF Mé POR sucn
e, Jipee MADY reéFzraniy 1o ‘e BEING ARRESTED TWo WEEKS THOR
0 Brows avestioviie e on 517 -|‘m",) D TheReFoRE NO U MUST
HAVE KNOQWN NOUR RIGHTS wiew Brown stoxé 1 You TM

une swee [MPROFERLM RURDeNED Mg WITH Mg BEIN

EXTECTED Tp KNOW MY CAUTION ?UTE. /W

KNOW O 10 INVOKE THEM, Suck 4 “wamsonpe
MY 2xPesThiion B4 TuAL <k Per lg ruwwm/w wzmms WHICH
& WHY CARCUMCTAMES O MANTATY I b HWIOU (I WAS (N :‘u?fdl?“f ‘L HAD A
LAWMER , THERE whS 1MINIMT ARRES RE CHARGE, T WAS THE suerw’) SVCH A
WANT 3 whg (N, HANPATED  Cavriow fc)MFufiuw WiTH ‘7:&1’1/74: (7&{@4"!‘/» @
BY CoMRAGD wiTH MD ENFORCED, WHICH LSO MUTEC THE T UD6ES
VISCRETIGN wy 1a1s stTUATION fiLSo, THEREFORE, T 1AD Ny
Disciénion OPEN eor vsée  Hu 794 Cavrion wa NU L AW FUiL
APMINISTERE) AN) THERGPURE M StaTement WS M»T VOLUMTAR

HUST B EXCLUPED Fuom TrifL puipehcés Juwees APHISS OV %Yi‘[

¢ ) s _
FTATEMENT NG rRIAL EVIENCE,  FUNDAMEVTALLY  PRETVDILED W1 Ribic 10 A
(

FRIR TRIAL AcLomPIN b 1o LAw AN mbcﬂ*ﬁwu IMPAeTED M“1 Mw{ 1o 4

Fhre TRIAL, ﬂdtf TuDLE?B Cm%ﬁé -‘f.?N IS SiMiLdR 1o & ROV ‘50 EFFE t‘/’f
37 e ('F’J?m’f%? 15 oPEN To fﬁuﬁeﬁ’g’% v 1 CDlS(";?_s.—fTIs?}.J ¢ LET MY
Vo LLCE  GTRTEMEMT IMNT O TRIAL {UEPENLLé?] AND ZTS (INCLYSION (a Mu TRAL
Ahs  (REATED FUM) AN ENTAL BLE‘HISHL& N THE B0AAT TRIAL PRICE TS wHicH
ERODED INEZ OF THE FUNPAMENTIL ORLIGATIONS UPON f/HE CROLUM? 45 A
PREREQUISITE To M1 sAp 1997 arsom TR, THAT Canv Pouice witnge
TATEMET opTAINGD From mé MUST gz LaWFULLY osTHINGD AT THE TIMFE IT 8

9 5 ¢ )
BEINE OE'f/%fu-éD? PLUS,} iF A Law (gfﬁfwé ﬂwi/ﬁﬂ meu)) IS VIOLATEDR IN




14
(. THE OLm:m NG gF /tiw SUCH Pouce STATEMENT Flom Hé AND THAT WHicH
15 /WhS ﬂoLMw IN ANA WA I?.efLﬂT!ZS/wamNQ 10 4 I’RbiLCTION rROM
BEING TAKEN ADVANTAGE OF BY P&ucw/r*e C@Wm , THEN , UPON
PEFENDINTS (m) CHALLENGE 1o 1 THE OBTAINING OF (f_x:mzwce’ 0»’)j 5A1p
POLILE >:1}Tkr4w/’ NO COURT} :rVMN.?) ere. SHALL HAVE ANY Discrerion
OPEN 12 tiar usg/ﬂp’?r.lcz?'rtun}} T0 PERMIT SUCH POLICE SriTeManT OF MING
To B¢ PERMITIED INTo TRIAL GVIDENCE Flom TRIAL PROSECUTION, NS 1f cAnnaf
8¢ h LAWFULL OBThNED WiTNES STATEMEM Fow Hg S0 fH/?r Ne Lﬁ!&K
DECIS QN/ RULING SHALL se permimen 1o Wwfzmw Csucﬁ POUGE
0. STATE MM W/)fs KUDK LATERFYLLA PERMITED T EXIST (‘BVZH . WuAT
MU TRAC Sl Dip v voln pud) . |7 ship  touce ‘?rﬂ‘rwém’ WAS
NOT LAW Ft/z,w OBTHINED OV T M/ DATE OF (T
CFC /l(/}v l)u grHen woapg an o -'I‘?“JQ pé/fz?f’w&’
Brown ILLEGALLM Quugstionen /mp hvrmmwn aNd Hmm;’,\ép W My
INTo THE MAKING oF Shp (2ule sThiTENENT v /}Dumw Kéum (,em’rcé) AN7
SUCH LWLE GALITY WAS $T/4TL/T(2 V[;F’“Uég A (NQ LAWFJLLM MMJ
o@'l’ﬁwép? AT THE wiry Lz’mr? sd THAT N‘z Laten Kr/up@ ef MM TR4L SUpes
coven E:Vﬂf}z sel ASWE THE Sfrhvf.zm Vuzt,ﬁmw 24 @rwu A THE VéRry
SECTIONS OF SThTITE THAT &wwu ON BEHALF QF 7/}1, ‘77/?16/(#6 me)
0. VIOLATED AGAINST ME 14 gprain Ship L,f/’mfmém INCLUDES Seefione
CREATED [ PRRLI AMEVT 10 PRoTeer SUSPECTS eré ME FROM BEING TA ke
YVAVAGE oF BY AN (Ll baU ALTING  FaLItZ EVPLOEE,

Fuges ting susPe LT (ggémmw; b or c,wmee’)? 15 BEWC FORMAL QUgSTIONED, THEY
MUST e rormanyq Cavitaney FIRST ,  INCLUDING SPECIFIL CRITERA so s
10 SATISFY A (/wrwu AN ONZ OF THE oSt [MPORTAM PARTS OF 7

c, 794 Cavigy wchNb Da M2V wwcr&?mw Yoyt M@m7 \155 oR /UU ?‘)
Pa Vau wWISH T2 }UU(/KB AN o F yoviL R:wfs 1[7’5 012 /Uéjzj.e TH({/\ Gl@l
NgT PERFUNCTORY QUESTION E1THER ! &mmw WE PR CE Ty

30, MVST B¢ LAWFU LM ﬁﬂﬂsﬁre’.'?? 1T I WhS GIwl Ng SUzH RULHTS B ijw;,
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L THERGPURE, SMID oLy STTGMENy B4 Me WAS NEVER LAWFYLLY
OLTAINED 10 START WTH mo = svrrerep NENIAL of sven Coarnon
Geure BN creanne g sfﬁm:um,; AV DT BEIVE TENERED (Mo TRIAL
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