122,

o )
. Kigurs vpon areest

194 (1) Susseer 10 s wenoN, WHERZ A Peson 1s TR
APPREMENQED B A HgMeR OF THE P2LICE FIRCEL {'wz-;gr:fef'& wiTh ol wiTHa VT
i wm::&nm) - =
(g) Wige 1ue reRson is aprreHenden oN SUSZICIoN oF HAVI LG
oMM ED AN @ FFENCE =~
(i) Tne verson 1s entingn o Hw 4 Souciton | RELATIVE on
FRIEND - (JN'.’HE CASe OF W /y WEOER MINoORR THE
OEENE /LATIVE o FREND L HUST BE AR AWLT)
10, PRIESENT pUliNG ANY mré."il’(ofi‘i""ﬂow O JVESTIGATIGN 1o
WHILH THE Pérsor 15 SR S8 TECied wWHILE
CUsToDe §

(it THE pERN 1S, WIHILE iN CUSTOP1, ENTITLED TO FRAIN

?
CioM ANSWERING ANT KUESTIONS , w .

‘Hﬂ (3) ﬂ MEMBER gfF THE POU LY FORCE HUs-r? AS SooM AS 18
GENERNEE CASONABULT PRACTUCARIL AFTER THE
APIRE HENGLON OF A PERSaVG
(&) Ineorn ruHar persoN o M5 or HER K16 HT> IR vNpeR
2. svisecnoy (:); AN
(5) Wans cng B PERSoN THAT ANUTHING THAT HE OR SHE MAY
S0y MAN g TAKEN DowN MWD V0 N Evipewcd ™,
paragrapd 183,
Section 1A nust be reAp IN CoN SUNCTION WiTH THE PROVSIONS oF sections 15 ang
1% OF THE 3STATUTE, TH? Farméf!j INTER m,m} CONFERS EXPRESS POWER To PerAIN
PERSONS WHERE POLICE HAVE REASONABLE CAUSE TO SUSPECT THEM OF HAVING coMHITIEp AN

OFFENCE Howwzrz THAT PowgRr 14 T SURSECT To VvERY IMPORTANT SAFECUARDS

;
WHICH ARe ERECTED BorH BY Section 18 AND, A5 ALREADY GHERGES, SECTION 79 a,

paracrarH |3k,
30, As Kine C3J srressep w Tue Quaen v. Convey (1982) 30 SASR 226 ar 239




123.
I (ﬂLf’:ElT iN RELATION To THE CORRESPONDING EXPRESSION EMPLONER IN THE FORMER Porice
Orrences Rer) THe WoRD APPREMENDED 15 WiDER N iT5 CONNOTATION THAN A SITUATION of
FORMAL ARREST = “ﬁ PERSON 15 APPREHENDED ,,. WHEN HE 15 PDEPRINED OF WIs LIBERTY
BY A POLICE OFFICER IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER FORMAL wWORRS OF ARREST 420 useu‘n

raracRarH 137,
m 64 4 ? 4
He tien sap & Tie pwioie uNE BeTwezen Belng APPREMENDED AND TAKEN  InNTO
wsrapw’ AND {rwr BEINE ﬁf’?ﬁrsﬁfwév‘ AND {Nof iN cusfou‘f? 15 weLL Rér:oé.mszp} EVEN
THOUEH THE FACTUAL SITUATIONS N PARTICULAR CASES MAY CALL FOR (£LOS5E EXAMINATION
AND AT TIMES CAUSE PIFFICULTY, "
0. paracrAPH 139,
T suouip eHpHAsise THAT Wiire 3 b not S0 Rucg,  WHAT He 010 o oN 7o
COHMENT waAs THAT “FF THe mmwum’s FREEPOM 1O LEAVE OR 10 ALT A5 HE WISHES 15
INTERFERED WITH IN ANY RELEVANT WAY, HE 15 IN D€ PACTO CU3TORY OF THE PoLice AND
THE 5. 194 RIGHTS AprLy : (enans:s ,wm:)‘ Wiinr s ESSENTIALLY IN 155()E
16 A QUEsSTIUN OF DEGREE AND FACT WHICH MUST BE VIEWED N THE CONTEXT 0F THE
SPECIFIC LASE o
rarpcrard 190,
TH_HT view wAS FLAINDY  ACCEPTED BY Cox J N dis UMRePORTED Ruuﬂ@ RATED q
Novemper 1987 v e case o Tre Queen v. Tutwzr anp Wicnians,  Howevee,
20, WHAT WAS THERE UNDER CONSIPERATION WAS A PLAIN SITUATION OF DEFACTO ARREST,
‘rﬁe PoLice oFFlCer HAR Putie i HAND ON THE ACCUS w’s SHOULIER AND INFTRYCTED
HIM 10 STAY WHERE HE wWiAs AND NOT TO MOVE,
PARAGRAPH 213,
Nop was rHere ANy BReAcH of THe Juoces Roces, Tue ricer @8 TWo 0F THOSE
RULES ARE COUCHED IN THESE TERMS 4
I, Wuen A Pouice ofFICER 1§ eNDEAVOURING TO DiScoveR THE AUTHOR OF A CRIME
THERE 15 NO 0BTECTIoN 7O MIS PUTTING QUESTIONS IN RESPECT THERGOF 19 ANY
PErsaN OR PéRsuns WHETHER  susPecTED 0R Nof? FROM \i HoM HE THINKS
THAT USEPUL INFORAMATION CAN BE OBTAINED,

%, 2, \Wienavee A POuCe DFFICGR HAS MADE LP HIS MIND To cHARGE A PERsoN




10.

20.

L4,

WITH A CRIME, He SHoULP FIRST CAUTION SULH PERSON BEFORE ASKING ANY
QuesTions OR ANY FURTHER G.vfsT!ONS? AS THE cAsZ MAN BE,
PALACRAPHS 'll“'[,’ 110} 241,
T FULL TEXT 0F THE THREE PARAGRAPHS ]
PakacRAPH 142,
Ly TH1% meegrzp) SHE prew ATENTION T& A SERIES oF PROPOSITIONS ENUNCIATED EY 3:;;40!’
DCT v Tue Queen v. Pacaveios ano Ors, (1984) 151 LS TS,
113, THose wriCH ARE PARTICULARIN PERTINZNT TO THE ASPZCT Now UNDER CONSIDERATION
ARE EXPRESSED A5 FOLLOWS &
. ? WHERE THE FoLicé HAVE INFORMATION ON WHicH THEY ARE SUSTIFIED IN
ARRESTING A PARSON. WHD 15 UNDER SUSPICLON . AND HAVZ 0EC 106D 10 ARRE ST MIM

J)

IT 15 KMOST um:}PEra? WITHOUT A CAUTIoN, To PUT QUESTIONS TO THAT PepspN AND

1
THEN GINE HIS ANSWEZRS (N EVIDENCE AGAINST HIM AT s TRIAL, WHGN THE
INVESTIGATION HAS PROCEEDED TO THE POINT WHERE THE POUCE OFFIiceR 1HAS
peClog TO ARREST OR LAY A CHARGG , WE SHOULD BY A WARNING , PUT TiE
PERSON BEING QUEZSTIONED ypon HIS GUARD AS TO THE IMPORTANCE OF WHAT
He 15 BEING ASKED AND 115 PossiBLE BEARING UPoN SOME CHARGE wWHicH MAY BE LAID
(CULLEN C3 e Ry, Corpie ([‘ll'ﬁ) 29 WN (NSW) '101'; Ry. Veorsin
(415) 1. KB 531 4r 5381 awo Hopson Tv Wese v, Can (195)
VR 41 ar 95).

10. A vouce afPIcer maY g cross -EXAMINED I oRDER To QEHONSTIRATE
THAT (e susPicioN THAT He ENTERTAINED, At The PARTICULAR TIME,, WAS 50
STRONG ANP WELL = FOUNPED 7THAT IT WAS WHOLLY UNREASONABLE NoT To HAVZ
DECIpED UPON AN ARREZST AND rHAr,} rHéfzﬁFaﬂé$ HIS CLAIM NoT 1o WAVEZ SO Pecipen
OUEHT TO BZ DISBELIEVED, | F THE CouRT 15 PERSUANER THAT, i ALt THE
cIKCUM‘}‘MNCéi? THE PouIce OFFICER HMUST HAVE DeciPEl) To ARREST THE ACCUsED
BuUT DIp NOT, AT THE TIME WHEN HE SO0 PECIDED . ADMINISTER A CAUTION . THE COURT

7 ! 7
WiLL PROBABLM EXCWDPE THE CONVERSATION THAT FOLLOWS (WELLS J' iN R v,

Wicians (1476) 14 SASR 1, a eace 5).




125,
3 . In dererminG 1= rHeRe 14AS Been ANY UNFAIRNESS, WHETHER INTENTIONAL
oR ummremoﬂm—? EXercisep IN EXTRACTING UNEVARDED ANSWZRS FROM AN
Accusep PersoN y CONSWERATIONS WHICH MAY BE RELEVANT INCLUDE 2
( i) WHETHER TUE POLICE INVESTIGATIONS HAVE REACHED THE POINT WHERE
TUE ESSENTIAL STRULTURE oF THE ACTs AND EVENTS LEADING R1RECTLY
TO THE COMMISSION OF THE ALLEGED OFFENCE UNDER CONSIDERATION
HAS BeeN 5-.er‘|’;
(ii) WHETHER TH PERSON BZING INTERVIEWED WAS A POSITIVE SUsPECT . IN
THE Sense THAT SUSTICioN wAS FOCUSSED oM HIM oR HER (As
i0, CcoNTRASTEZD B WITH THE SORT OF SUs7ICION THAT Rests oN A
PERSOoN OF WHOM T CANNOT PosiTIVELY Be AFFIRMED THAT UE QR
SHE 15 NOT mf’ucmw) ;
(][f) WHETHER THE PoLILE OFFICER CoNRUCTING THE INTERVIEWS S$TOOD
IN & POSITIoN THAT WAS CENTRAL 70 THE prUésrfe;Ame; AND
(lv) WHETHER THAT POLICE OFFICER MyST HUMVE REALISEP THAT AN ARREST ON
SOME ALLEGED OFFENCE CONNZCTED wiTH THE INVESTIEATIGN WAS,
Son THE maps?.
IN '5140[7\‘(,? DiD THE INTERVIEW TAKE PLACE WHEN] TO THE INVESTLGATURS, THE
PATTERN OF RELEVANT EVENTS WAS TOLERARLY cu:’ﬂﬂ, AND AN ARRE 5T OF THE siUsPect
10. UPon ONE OF A LIMITED NUMBER OF POsS16LE OFFENCE‘B? ARISING FROM THE

7
WAS MORE OR LESS (MMINENT (Wéu-i J v Szacus case
)

INVESTIEATION

] ]

AT Papi 5‘1“1‘).
Paracrarn 243,
In esegm‘ctf) SHE CONTENDER ﬂ{ﬁf? oN AN wew? THE SITUATION. FELL FAIRLY AND SBUAREL
within pRorosirion 0. asove or THAT | ALTERNATIVELY, THE 51aTe OF MIND AND
KNOWLEDGE OF THE POLICE OFFICERS WAS SUCH THAT 1T WAS TOLERABLY CEEAR TUHAT
AN ARREST F LAwFory WAS Morg or wgss (MINENT .

PARAGRAPH 16O,

Tuw‘ BRINGES ME TO THE EVENTS OF THE FOLLOW|NE Dﬁ‘f, PARTICULARLY THOSE LEADINE UP

30, TO AND RELATER TO THE THIRDP RECOAD OF INTERVIEW IN WHICH L-’IWFORD 15 SAID TO HAVE




13,

30,

126,

(DENTIFIEP A CLOTH WITH WHICH SHE STRANELEP SERgERT,

PARAGRAPH b2,

THe PLAIN FACT 15 me’? PER 'NCURMH? jam:ms OVERLOOKED CAUTIONING L awrarp
WHO WAS THEN IN CUSTODY CHARGED wiTH Sergerts MURDER.

pARAGRAPH b3,

WriLe I AM SURE THAT THERE wAS NOTHING DELIRERATE QR SINISTER IN THE OMISSION,
T MUST BE BORNZ IN iND SR THAT THe Junces’ Ruies ARe QUiTe unzQuivocAL o
THE POINT 4 THé‘f STIPULATE THAT - PERSuNS IN CUSTODY SHOULP NoT 3¢ QUEsTIoNED
WITHOUT THE USVAL CAUTION BEING FIRST APMUNISTERED ﬂs Tm; HAS ALWAYS BEEN
HELD 70 fE A RULE OF FUNDAMENTAL ANP CRITICAL MPORTANCE,

paracrard 264,

T“E BUIDENCE IN RUZSTION WENT DIRECT TO THE BUWLT 0OF L;‘m’FOKP AND ., IF ﬂDMlﬂ'éD?

1
WoULD BE HIEULY PAHAGING TO HER CASEe Com‘usrémw WITH THE WELL SETTLED
aprroac of e Courrs ro sucn 5ITUﬁTION91 PISCRETION HMUST BE EXERCISED
ANERSELY 10 THe (ROWN THIS ReCorD OF INTERNIEW Wikl BE EXCLUPED:
PARAGRAPH 67T,

Wiicsr 1715 cLear tHar Lawrors was APPRISED OF HER RIGHTS AND FREELY CONSENTEP
THIS OCCURRED AT A TIME AT WHicH

TO WHAT wAS ASkep OF Her NOT ONLM WAS SHE

1
REFRESENTED BY A SOLICITOR , BUT ALSO WHEN IT MUST HAVE BZEN 0BVIOUS To Leién

]

THAT THIS WAS (ROBABLY TUZ SiTUATION. HE TooK No STEPS T ASCERTAIN WHETHER
THAT WAS THE CASE, NOR TO ADVISE THE SOLICITOR OF HIS INTENTION , He
UNILATERALLY  SOVEHT HER 0UT FOR FURTHER INTERVIEW WITHOUT EVEN CONSIDERING
CLEARINE THAT PROCESS WITH HER SOLICITOR »

parncrAPH 2068,

HR*& SHAW QUITE REASONARLY DIRECTED LRITICISA AT THIS ECNPUCT AND POINTED QUT
THAT IT HAD A STRoNG AND HosST UNPESIRABLE TENDENCY TO CIRLUMVENT THE FROCESS
or LAwrorp ReECENINE PROPER LEGAL ADVICEs T WAS, SHE 541p, AN ATII TUDE WHICH
OUGHT To Bz CONDEMNEDP IN NJ UNCERTAIN MANNER , /rur HY o;—’w;on THIS TIPE oF

CONPULT 15 QUITE UNACCEPTABLE ANP HAs A CLEAR TENDENCY TO UNFAIRNEZSS , Tng

AVERAGE INTERVIEWEE IN CUSTODY 1S AT A PISTINCT PisANANTAGE ANP wWiLL OFTEN




20.

0.

[171.

NOT BE CAPABLE OF FORMING A BALANCED JUPEMENT AS 7O WHETHER WHAT 15 PROPOSER
SHOULP GR SHOULD NOT BE AGREED Tp iN ABSENCE OF LEGAL ADVICE. HE OR SHE 15

VUL NERABLE TO THE IHPORTUNITIES OF THOSE MINPED TO BE UNSCRUPULOUS AND THE (eourT
OUGHT NOT 7O COUNTENANCE SUCH A POSSIBILITY . To APOPT ANM CTHER ATTYPE WOULD RE T¢
SET 4 VERY DANEGEROUS PRECEDENT .

Kine (T exPRESSLY perrecATen THIS TYFE 0F Activiry v e Qlueen . Santos And
Carrion £19877 HCA 555 (1487) 45 SASR 556, ar 561,

panacRAPH 269,

I- HAVE NO HESITATION iN EXCLUING THIS RECCRD OF INTERVIEW AND ANY EVIDENCE
GLEANED IN PURSUANCE OF IT,

raracrAPH 2770,

TH;_:;EE IS oNE FINAL ASFECT To wHICH OBTECTION WAS TAKEN BY P‘-]Kg'., SHAW 2 THff
ReLATEP TO PHOTOERAPHS OF LAWFORP?S BODY YAKEN N THE COURSE OF THE COMPULSORY
MERICAL ExAMINATION OF HHZ? FOLLOWING HER ARREST » Tx—lm EXAHINATION WAS
CONPUCTED FURSVANT To THE AUTHORITY oF SectTioN B of e Summary Ofren ces
Acr,

pPARAGRAPH LT].

The evipence 15 RELATIVELY SILENT ON THE POINT , BUT T ASSUME THAT THE

PHOTO CRAPHS wiRe TAKEN (N EXERCISE OF PURPORTED RIGHT TO PO $0. THe’
EVIJENCE CURRENTLN BEFORE Mé PoEs NOT INPICATE THAT Lﬂwmw CONSENTEP To THE
TAKING OF THEM 4 THL: 1650E AROSE LATE IN THE VIR PIRE ENGVIRY,

paracrar 172,

As was rowrer our gy Barwick CJ v Tue Queen v. |recany L1970 HCA 21;
(1971 —1) 126 CLR 32| ar 333~ 339’) THE STATUTE poes NgT AUTHORISE COMPULSORY
PUOTOCRAFHY OTHFR THAN FOR BoRigsesr PURPOSES OF IDENTIEICATION .

In ABSENCE OF EVIPENCE CF CONSENT . THE ACTION OF THE PoLicé wWAS UNLAWEUL . ﬂfe

j
vearnep  CHIEE DusTice corMenTeD THAT, WHILST THAT SITUATION DOES NOT REGUIRE

AUTOMATIC EXCLUSION OF THE PyipenNCE | THAT wWill OFTEN ¢ THE END RESULT.,

y
e -
lie Cover ouen NOT To COUNTENANCE OR ENCOURAGE PLAINLY UNLAWFUL CONQUCT
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1. WAt APDEARS To BE PLAINLY CLEAR AND OBVIOUS FROM THE ABOVE TEXT, FROM THE
Laweore mo Van De Wiee Tuscment oe 1941 (reFer ABove on paces 120 To
127, INCLUSIVE, mr})7 15 THAT THe ACT OF BEING CAUTIONZD Y POLICE WHO INTEND
T¢ GUESTION INTERVIEWEZE w%Pf{,T"’} 1S A FUNPAMENTAL QBLIEATION UPON THE Stare A
TS INVESTIEATIVE AGENTS (POLICE), ESTECIALLY IF THE PERSCN WHOM POLICE WiSH T

‘aesTion’ 15 ALReay N *tite costory oF Tue Stare (wHéTHéR SITTING iN A POLICE
VEHICLE AFTER BEING HPF:ZEH?N?&D] OR IN A CUSTORY CELL AT A FOLIC¥ sfﬁﬂom) OR IN
A JAIL gr- GTHER FEACILITY FOR HOLPING FR\SONéﬂS’j AS ALL THO% SAID PLACES ARE
PLACES DESIENATED FOR USE BY AGENTS/EMPLONEES OF THE STt (poverNMENT FOR

10, MATTERS RELATING 70 HCJLDINC,/DETHINENG A PeRSon LJ?WFU;.L“{),', |T 5 m,soj AN
OBLIGATION UPON r"OLtCE? To NOT\FY  cAwYER oF" ‘THE lNCﬁﬁCEiTﬁfI?P/:rPW PERSaN
(N POUCE CUSTON, 1S INTEnpED To B¢ PORMALLT QUesTIBNED B1 r’o:,:aé’j AND  THE
FURITUSE JFSULN ‘Mormcm’rmz,? 15 60 THE REPRESENTING SOUCITOR AN ARRANEE To
BE PRESENT pupING PENDING ,Nfl.?ﬂviéww OR 70 HAVE ANOTHER LAWYER {:F.‘LL
N FoR THEH?? THEREBY ENSURINE THEIR CLIeNT HAS THe Cf’r?,m ECTioN OF LEGAL ADVICE
PURIN G AN SUCH PENDIN ;.\JTE‘RMQ’&\I?,

As ay 31-7-1942, 1ue Fouowing EFFECTS wege w zxistence FOR ME *
“ 1 was remavaen o Srare Custond For cHARGE OF MURDER (see asove aumes?ﬁmw
122, 100, ‘PRaGRAPH 184" pace 113 10, ‘paracrard !‘31’? PanacraH 184",

20, ‘raracRAPH HO’, Paces 1154, mw?cfemerzm 21?»*’1 pace (24, e, ‘taracrary
242", pace 125 1w, ‘7aracraru 2‘#2’, ‘taracgarH 243", pace 126, 1610,
aracearn 267" ‘enracrapn 1637 ‘eacacearn 261" pages 1261 iwip, *panacrar
X3, pace 12T, sy, ‘raracrary 1f’»~1‘"1 “ragacrarn 271').

: T uap tuererore geen ‘ﬁFP{ZEHEWEP? BEEN ﬂﬂﬁéif&’o? REMANDED TG STate L ustond
8y o Cuarrer IJT.. (Comlﬂéﬂm)} Hﬁ@is‘mmé? CRIMINAL TURISPICTION MATTER,

* I uAp BeEN Activect REPRESENTED BY A LAWAER FOR THoSE TWO WEEKS.

- THE CROWN. wion SafL act ou eemac or 100, ALREADY. Kiew The
NAME AND LONTACT DETALS OF MM ACTING LAWYER,

* T was AT ALL TIMES unoer rrotection oF ° Supses’ va’sﬂ? SEE ABoVE Af

( ¢
30, races il?"f, 1810, PARAGRAPH 1I317 PAGE IIL? 1610, ‘r’aﬂamm '163’? PARACRAFH




%o,

55, 9
1@711 wiicH were DENIED ro me #M DeTECTIVE Bﬂ;w? QUESTIONING ME WHILE T
WAS INCARCERATED AT Apevhwe Remany Cenid,
Saw nerview 3y Brown  was artee SAIUL (rer known Decision oF oerecrive
B[lowan? TO (HARGE ME FiR em‘smii SEE QUALIFICATION TESTIHMONY BY BR&WN} IN TRANSCRIPT
pror My 1993 apson TRIAL, AND vOIR umzr;)1 REGARDED ME AS SUSPECT AND ALREADY
wrender 7o CHARGE ME wiril 1He OFFENCE, AND W THAT (T WAS INCONSEQUENTIAL
7o “THE DECISION TO CHARGE ME WirH ﬂran"T WHICH HAD ALREAD™ BEEN DECIDEP

BY Sovrtu Hua'ﬂuhm Pouce, wHETHER T wWAS PVeR QUETTIONED AT AL o 3!‘7-!'1‘1’1}

j
. . 3
0R AN LATER DATE EUTHER 5 THEREFORE, THE ENTIRE ACTIONS BY THE CROWN'S

REFRE%NTHTWE} PoLICE GFFILER Er&awi WERE Déur}éﬂﬁféi IMPROPER _ | LLE GAL

}
pPesSIENED 1o DENY ME OF PROPER LEGAL MPR@{::&N‘MWN) DESLENEZD AND INTENPED T4 ?
EVGKE ' EVIQENCE OF ANY wind N A MAnNgr THAT WAS NOT QUALIFIABLY
\OLUNTARY,

On 3177199 A eovernment Prison officer SOUGHT wme out on senaLe oF
Brown, PLACED we wi an irerview room avp DIRECTED ne ro zemamn N
THAT ROOM wmiL PoLice wAD FINISHED WiTH My AND T was (OLLECTED @M
A CORRECTIgNAL OFFICER To B¢ RETURNED 1o THE AcloMMopifion aréd, 1 WAS
AT NO TIME ‘eree 1o Lé&lfé‘? ‘e 1o 8¢ GILEH'T)) ‘eace 1o p0 ANMTHING  OTHER

tian EXACTI WHAT T WAS TOLD TO PO @Y Tugse GoveRNMENT EMPLONES. THe

7
CORRECIINAL OFFILERS AN POLICE .

At no nme was 1 NOT IN FORMAL CUSTOPY on 31-7-1992,

1 was NEVER a oiscremion ownen/wen a4 THE CROWN o 31-T7-1992, or 1
FacT AT ANY TIME AFTER 15 -7-1992, AT THE HOMENT WHEN POLICe
*ARRESTED ME’ ror 1He cuarce of MURDLR , To NOT FORHALLY ‘CAUTION’
ME [MHEPIATELT PRIOR TO ANM. LATER /FURTHER /APDITIONAL INTERVIEW
MN;:/:)R INTERRQ GATION OF M€,  Tue Cﬂowﬂ) WHETHER VIA 1TS Povicé
OFFILERS . of BVEN GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES ACTING AT THE WNSTIGATION oF PoLicg
OFFicers, wAs AT AL Timgs Arfgr 16-T-1992 ( wueN T WAS ABSoLUTEL wiTHIN
PoLlcé CUSTODT) LEGALLY oiIGATED To PEREORM ZTATUTORY  CavrioN vroN

Mg PRIGR 70 ENCAGING ANY FOoRMAL QUesloNiNg OF H.'?,} ESPECIALLY 5o




20.

0,

[

130,

Fi 1

i
BECAUSE T WAS ALREADY  APFREHENDED ’ ALREADN CHHIEQ’E’]?{./Hﬂﬂ{;‘;TED’,) ALREADM
i 9 i 6
IN CUSTODY (sw asove avotes, pace (X3 g “earncrard 189 "raracrard

1907, paces 1234, e, ‘ paracapn M3 pace 106, iz, “Pardcrard 262"

7
‘paracaAry 1&3",} paces 126=1 g, ‘paracrAPH 1@‘311 pace 127, 1819,
‘oacaerarn 164"),

Ar no Time 0w Pouce officers ASK FOR MM PERMISSION 1, wrerview wé
on "31*7-1‘?‘11,’ vetr Brown Q]NTEQRQGHTEP ME f']N"i‘u\aﬁ‘\?, Tue Powt of
a PROPER C,.f’?(/'.i'lc}f\l7 wien  PROPERLM CCNDUCTED) 16 ‘1o INFORM mME OF
mu | nteaview Protecnion Rl&HT&’,, TO THEN “prorerey ask me 1 =
UNMPERSTAND MM RIGHTS AS THeN WeEre PROPgrLl 2 XPLAINED TO HE?Z
TO THEN ‘proseri wair For My ANSNéR/r&EPL‘I?,} Ano 1F L answzr N THE
AFFIRMATIVE (1MAT £ Do UNDGRSTAND MM RIGHTS AS THEM WeRE PROPERLY
EXPLAINED 10 ru.?),, TO THEN ze 6f’[z;:n’;éru,‘i AND OFFICIALLY ASKED IF T wisH
10 EXERCISE/ INVOKE ANY 0F M1 5A10 RGHTS WIHICH WERE PROTERLY

REVEALED AND EXPLAINEZD Tp Mé?1,’ AND IF M ﬂNg\nf?f?/ﬁEPL‘f ro sAID
SPECLFLL auZsTion 1S TO THE ﬂFFHEH.fmlff(ﬁEﬁmruG rudr £ DO wish 1o
exeR C1SE/INVOKE SFECIFICALLt ExPLAINGD Churion RiguTs), THEN?

‘t wmuer e PROPERLY ASKED WHAT RIGHT/S DO I INTEND TO
INN’01<E/EX£!?CISE?7.} AND THEN,} ‘1AM requiren 1o WENTIFY S Cif
RIGHTS AS T FREZIM Caosé o At mo iME 15 Tue PROPERLN CONPUCTED
s. 794 Caviion Proces a “pereun c1or e’uzm’) AS IT i$ A STRICTLY
oBserveR AND APPLIED PRoCess WHICH MUST BE FOLLOWED accoroni 1o
W FUNCTION AND PURPOGE 4 wiiCH “rue Cavrion” was pesiongD For By Paruiament,
Mo MATTZR WHAT MM ANSWEAL werl Tz BﬂowN DURINE $AID iNT'FijZUIGW’ NOR MM

ANSWERS 7o THE TRIAL SUPGK IN i“f‘ﬂ) VOIR DIRE T EXCLUDE ZNTIRG

{ 7 i e -
iNTERV EW N THEZE WA kOr an OFEN DISCRETION oWNER Rv SAIp JUDGE .
!

{ 1 ¥ ;
Y. Ruké ARMISSIBILITY OF M4 SAID STATEMEM wiTh Browy 'ﬂs‘fr Wh s qu ALL
TIMES Ay e AL ostamer pocvHens wried THE CROWN HAD NO
LECAL RICHT 1o osTAIS W THE WAY THEM 9191 NOR HAVE CUSTOP1 OF

G 9
1’1-t.ezrumm?ﬂ1 A 115 EXISTENCE WAS HMALICIoUSM MOTIVATEY AND ERAUIVLENTLY




20,

50,

131,

OBTAINED (m PECEPTIVE MEANS THROULH DELIBERATE ABUSIVE HC‘HOI\LS1 AGAINST
STANDARD GUIDEZLINES AND RULES FOR HONEST CoNpulT BY LEGITIMATE POLICE
mcmwc;f)1 AND ILLEGALLY FRoCURED FOR ANy o BEHALF oF THE CROWN sy
CrowN EMPLOYEY DETECAIVE >Row:\i FLUS THERE COULD NEVER RZ ANY
‘FREE CHOICE OF MINE TO ;Przéfirﬁfz i<Now INVOKE JEXERCISE ANY SULH
‘Cavrion RigHrs’ wiich were OBLIGHTEP ro 3¢ PRESENTED 1o me v n
non-PERFUNCToRY ANKER . 45 NO “Cavrion” rrocedune was gver
PERFORMED UPON ME BY ANY i"c?r_lf;tﬁﬁ AT ANY TIME AFTER T WAS RECAIVED 1NTO
rig Apevane Touicé Station on APPROXIMATELY IG/i(,, ¥ il . i OB 'rrn?m?FoﬂQ,)
rueee poes nof exist any VOLUNTARN DECISION oy Me 1o answer ANy foLice
INTERROGATION GQUESTIONS T0 DETELTIVE Brzawwﬁ OR ANY OTHER !"OLIC57 onN OR
ABOUT %1-74%11 WHICH IN ANY WAY PERTAIN 70 TUHE S41D ARSON CRIME OF
FO-!—I‘M!1 AND AS QUALLFICATION OF SUCH FACT, 1T 15 MATERIALLY PROVEN BY
THE TRIAL PROSE CUTOR , IN TRANSCRIPTS OF PROCEEPINGS For M4 (993 Arson triAL
ANp ypIR DIRE TUHEREIN cfo EXCLUDE MY POLliCe ‘;mffm:’nlf?) THAT, THE PRo5Z CUTQR
APMITIED AND ACCEFTED | IN Di5CUSSION W) TH Ty Caﬂﬂﬂ THAT £ WAS NOT
CAUTIONED rrion 1o séine  INTERROGATED BY K:‘&‘awr\i, AFTER WUICH, Brown
DI INFORM ME ruar £ whs gemi "-:Eés’c>r~'frcft?”f FOR TUE ARSON crcmé WHICH, 1N
,ﬁ,ws wWAs Ao A LIg, BECAUSE, BROWN HAD ALREAPY DECIDED ‘ PRIOR 10
S}E'»H(lmu 10 ME IN f’zr%M ON 31-7- H‘i?. THAT ¢ INTENDED TO CHAR&L/’ Mg
iw1TH .-4&54%1] 45 whS ALSZ APMITTED w‘ mﬁmscmrf 8] ﬁf’uw? WHICH MEANT U]
M4 (ARIZ%‘J’/CHM’GII\:& WAS IMJWNT WHICH ALGNE , e To THAT ‘inTENTIoN
By Po:.:crz MANDATED Smwzom OEﬁeRvﬁMw AND COMPLIANCE WiTH
FERFOEHING A PROPER CAU"!ON VPON My, PRIOR 7O AN{ INTENDED
POLICE INTERVIEW (N{} MATTER widAT THE wan’gcf MATTERL OF SUCH :Naéﬁww),
T was NOT ASKED g4 Brown, on 31-7-1992, “F T Consentép 10 Be
INTURVIEWED BY PouCE oN THAT Mﬂéi NOR & r cvz VOLUNTAR CONGEM
fo‘ﬁgﬁéé 10 B¢ wﬂZR'JiéW?ﬁy R Taaf;w'? ANSW RS 1 BRWNS QUE?T'?NF»,’ AN?,
AS A ‘Pﬂo:’z’n CAUTION WAS NoT Féﬁ?armﬂ?q THEN, {m.:. answers waicd Brown

OBTAINED FRoM ME CANNOT EVER Bé F'ROPL/.‘EL‘( UOLUNTHR‘[ AND MUST
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132,
THEREFORE B¢ EXCLUPED FROM TRIAL §WO€NC§? ﬂi? AT THg VERM Lé/‘l)“f’ sip
Povice starement 1S OBTAINED UNLAWFULLY BY THE CROWN anp The
Crown MUST rHergFore e pyméo ITs YSE wiTHiv My sap 1993 fm/k

witHout excertion, M answegs WERE, FUMAMPNTALLY, NOT VL)LUN“’H Ry,

As At 1ue pare oF CommmaL HeariNG 7or salp Arson cnfnznsaé7 APPROXIMATELY

Decemsen l‘HlT THE FowLowing EFFECTS were N existence acaingT ME

THE Pouice WITNESS 9mﬁfr4€~ff/{-’ouc£ INTERViEW wHICH peTecTive Browy
OBTAINED FROM MZ, APPROXIMATELY 3!-7-!‘?“12 seine Al [MPROPERLY awp
UNLAWFULLY. osraiven pocument ey THE CROWN) FORMED PART OF THE
CROWNS DOCUMENT EVIDENCE ovrine saiw Conmimac wame} AND wWAS
rherecore  PART OF THE CROWNS EVIDENCE ACKNOWLEDGED AND CONSIDERED
B BY THe H%ISTIEF?TE} FOR THE PUR PO OF CAUSING THE MACISTRATE
10 RULe 1N FAVQUR QF THe CROWN . ANP. SUCH RULING WouLD BE To
COMMIT ME TO TRIAL UN THE CHARCE OF ARSOM,

Twe RULING ({ Somicia ermmwrlau)} ro * Commir me 10 TRIAL on THE CUAREE
07 m?«;m: was an UNLAWFULLY 0BTAINED IEUL]NE)? AND WAS MADE <o Y
THE IMPROPER AND UNLAWFUL ACTIONS OF DETECTIVZ Baows, conszquentioL rp
THE MANNER Anp MEANS Y wiith Brown JNTWUWWEP/!N:’!{'ERQQMEU MZ
wiwst £ owas [N CUSTOPY ge rue Statg, af tue Aoasios Reran
Cenred . M’ﬁ’oxlrt’%réf,w 217~ }‘1‘11 fn\.pz Brown UNLAWFULLY
EXTRACTEZD ‘answers’ ¢ oM me [N Wﬂ" OF IMPROPEL pND UNFAIR
FOLICY CoNpUCT, aNo w50 poe NIGLATED PROPER. PROCEDYRE,
Tue TAINTED. RULING <o * Commie Mz 12 1AL oN ARSGN uMqu

1S BORNE FROM u«wn HISCCNDL(/T WHILH ACHIEVED 1TS INTEN DER
RESULT, uemé RULHW N FAVOUIL oF Tw Crows To conmd ME To {RlA
ON ARSeN C MRM ONLYL BN UNLAWEULLY. QUESTIONIN G ME AND
ORTAINING Gmwgrs FROM HE, WHICH THE LAW PEFINED AS
INVOLUNTARILM. Glugn @ ME, Tererore, WITHOUT LAWFUL
CONSENT,

A o
Une of tHe maIv Accushiions of Caoiw achNst ug a1 1993 AL, BT
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ALso pURiNG (oMM HEK!KU\E(’;? was THAT The Crown ('nccu;w ME OF
biving INCONSISTENT REASONS 4s o wH% L WeNT TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE o
JO-I'I“{'?I? AN THAT THEREFORE MEANT THAT MM Accused INCONSISTENT
REASONS were PROOF TOWARDS GOILT (F HRSUN”F Accorping 1o CRown
Prosecvror . Wirkiw cmm’j LINE oF ACCUSATIONS AGAINST ME.} (e owy
Prose cutar 18 Conmitiar Hearing,  Revien on PoLice wiThESs sTATEMENT
By Cﬂum;é? pATeD ,é;:;a&‘ wierein  Cavnce PURPORTED as a
MATERIAL FACT “this asshuLt HAD TAxen PLACE WHEN JARRETT HAD Goné 1o
) COMPARED T()) THE
Answers wiicH Brown UNLAWFULLY QRTAINED raem me on 3!*7«!‘%‘327 N

FORMAL 'm“re‘:ame/;wTERMMTWU} MM PESCRIBED REASON FOR €QING Te

7
INVESTICATIE A FIRE (NSIRE THE RAILWAY CARUIAGE

TRAIN CARRIAGE WAS ¢ 10 INESTIGATE LGt ON v zear C/e‘iii'.ﬁtf%ét’;?. \/«/Hem
e MacisTrATE WAy THAT PRESENtATION/ ARGUMENT B4 aND FRor ThE
Crewn PRC‘;‘ZCUTUI"’LT o7 HusT Have APPEARED  SUSTAINARLE coim g
Tue Calawiv} any  COMMITIAL TO TRIAL RULING FULLZQLUW? ANZ SA1D
Ruune py Hagistrate wes miererope RADICALLY AND  FUNDAMENTALLY
TAINTEDR AND BLEMISHED (SEE ABovz QUoTes eagd [ v, Wiians

.jb'aérlgbf} PAGES 1l anp ll? 1810, AND, RE. ‘mmcm/ﬁwmnmme_’ ATTACK UPoN

}
THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING TC Lﬂw} SEE jwemervr aF
Wioe v. Tue Queen [ 19837 HCA 62 (14988) 164 CLR 365 wiTH some
HIGHLIGHTS FRoM Wipe ®, ABOVE ON Paces 1M 1o 1T, :sw)? NOT ONLY B THE
Crown's usg OF THE UNLAWFULLY gl UBTAINED INTERViEW ammzs’(wmcn Brown

UNLAWEULLY gBTAINED FROM ME ON 3#*7-1‘1‘11) guT AL‘}::J} CRowNs UsZ oF Tue

)
CRIMINALLY FALSE AND MISLEADING foLice wiTngss smipment o CAuncE
wHICKH wAS parep APPRoxiMATELY 7-8-1992.  Even THovew MY DISCLOSED
REASON FOR EoiNG 1@ THE TRAW on [O-(-199) (Sée’ SAFOL Fire Rerort pATED
lﬂﬂfiﬂf?i) “TO INVZSTICATE LiGMT 1 mmu]} W) 1o Cavnce @1 ME on JJ-I'H‘N?
wiier Caunce 1Hen wiote “ro tie Fire Revont PC}’L’UMENT’)? WAS THE
TRUTH waev 1 shw v 1o Cavnce o 011831, AND STILL THe TRUTH
when £ REFERTED 1T 10 BROWN ON ?7\'7'|Wflj WHICH [$ ALSY
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134,
NOLINE B wiTh wWHAT Maora 9vokE ABoyT N Haoﬂ.ﬁ-‘; Poii LE WiTNZS
siATeMenty PATED 7 ~$-199 (Mapm SraTEMaNT | ME NDVISED THT HE HAD
SEEN A LIGHT IN THE RAILWAY C-:‘iRRlﬁﬁén)j THE CRrowy eresentey Comces
WITNESS STRTENENT RE ’MUE%[GM? {9( HKE/ aC A TIE wwmm’,
THERZZ Y CUhiing MY ANSWER T CRiMINALL
CORRYTT GOWRNMENT STRTE INSTRUMENTALITY
THE SOuT b ASTRALAY TOLCE Acine oN BHILF
OF AHE STATE GUVERVMENT _ A HE COWN  was wor
] LT
CONFSTONT wiTH WHAT (Auncy PURPIRTED i IS POLIEE wWiTNESS
ssimamant af 7-3-1992, THEREBY ALSY CRIMINALLY
ARUSING GOVERNMAMT POSTIGN AS CRoWN PReSECYTOR
URING ARSON CoMMITTAL MEAiNG A PRESEUTING
6 LA FAISE foucs WITNEss SATEHE OF
't ~ i iR -
chict, s CONRNMENTS PRogr
AGAINGT ME FOIRR OINING INCONSISTENY
LehsonNs FOR 60ING 10 TRAIN CARRIA6E,
o THEREFORES
* wrHIN 24 HIZQQN COHH!‘IT/'\L Hgﬁp“\fﬁ:] AS CKOM\;’ EWP[?MCé
ereseney 31 CROWN PROSECUTOR . WITH The INTENTION OF
FORCING/ CAUSING  Mncisteate 1o Ruig 1w envout oe Trg
Crown, any COMHIT ME T TRIAL FOR NZ%’M,} e Capwn
UNLAWFULLY AND ILLEGALLY CORRUPTED thy rormar Consineeat ign
oF Ship Mm:;usm-fej ¢ nakiG wigehe MATERIAL USE of my
UNLAW FULLA OBTAINGD iNTERREANGY NTERVIEY DY Bawp (v'mw' T WA
o cucﬁom’? m)D} (mggﬂp.i REPRESENTED B4 A mwérﬂ)’ paten 3 -7 -
1392, ,QND} g1 MAKIN @7 1LL€eAL MATERIAL 1SE or Caunced
PoLice WiTNESS STATEMENT DATED 7""3"!'%2? as 6:-r7uéﬁﬁm
covinep MATERALLY  FALSE DESLRIFTIONS WHICH WwéRE
UNLAWFULLY USBTO CAlE ME HARM AND DENM ME A FAIR
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CERININAL TRIAL Far THE CHAREE oF msz ANY
PUE O THE inFRo7ER ) LgeiL, FAsE N ClCaHT wic The Macismapre
UNr’meML't PLACED ufgn THE Cﬂlumrt STATY Hew\"p [F’-iF’“}'lé’b RE @
ﬁb THE ALLEGED REASHN Cﬁumc u,(mwf? T sAD W ﬁnwcz’ QN U 1 ﬁ‘ﬂ
FOL ME EoNG To TR Cﬁrmﬁé!:,) THE HAGISTLATE tuererone
HADE AN ILLEGALLY OBTAINED RULING WHICH \LeGALLA
BENCFTIED. THE CROWN, BECAUSE SAID Kuuwe wes 1
COMMIT ME 7o TRIAL FOR ARSON 5 ano,
THE INTERROGATION INTERVIEW DATED 3!—7-1‘?‘12? WHICH peTéeTIVe
BrowN UNCAWFULLY OBTAINZD FRpM ME WHILE L WL WAS FORMALLY HELD N
Stare Custopt, on ReHAND FOR THE CRIMINAL CHARGE OF MURDEZR , Wik
THE ONLY NTERRQ GATION INTERVIZW CONQULAED AGANST ME B4 PoLlCE
For. The CHARGE OF ARsoN, AN, WAS THE ONL1 POLICG INTERVIEW
STATEMENT £ evér maps 1z P'ﬂuc.? IN RELATION Tz {HE CHARGE OF
mtsm? fmp,’ AT TME ShME uusmwé) whs THE SAME INTERUIEW GYENT
WHEREIN PoLICE TaLD ME (HAT T wWAS 4 SUSPECT FOR SA1p ARSON puent
or 10-1-1991 AND SO IF £ nap NOT ANSWERED ANY QUESTIONS
84 foLice (Fﬂm ?;lel?)? wWITHIN 5Aip INTERRQGATION (NTERIEW QF
L= =199, qHen THERE Wwould NOT EXIST ANY fOLIcE
?ﬁrzmm N {ERVIZW ANSWERS Fﬂom ME, “cor THE CROWN 10 use
AGAINGT ME WY WAM {uf CRoWN DIV vwlu\i@ satp ARszn ComimfAL

Heanme, AND  Triae Vow Dire (fa Mcww SAID INTZRVIEW A Hﬂﬁvg-'ts)
AND Tria PROPER,, WHICH WH97 €10 accisc me oF provIPING
INCONSISTENT REASONS ror we areypine fRan cARRIAGE o

5 1 iia o
10-1-1941, serween WHAT = ceamer v my fouice inTeruigw oF

7

31-7-1491 (re ‘uicur mm’): Aup., “WHAT Caunce coamer = sap
Cavnce as pzscrisgy w CAuNCES Pouce wiTNESs sTATeMent of 7-8-1492
(re “wvesnigare a Fi;’i{??_)”j EECHUSE? S MM INTERVIEW STATEMZIA
oF 31-T-1992 15 pirget FRom me (nof earsay). ir 15 ewen FIRST
PERSON EVIDENCE strus, THEREFORE IF my smp inréRviIEW




10,

30.

156.

Answers (FRom s INTervier Document oF 3{-7-!%9\)7 DID NOT EXIST
1o it witd, THEN  fve crowd couwo Not use such pocumeny
WITHIN  THE Arson  CommiTrac meue ﬂ anp THE MasisTrAre covep
NOT THEN MAKE AN USE gF $SAID wcmmr un’HER 'Q 'fHﬁ]

THE (RowN PBRQS!EV wHTH THEIR CRUMINALLM FHL% ALCU%H&U
ARAINST ME ., THAT T Gﬁtheépm GAY CONFLIC'TWE REASONS AS 7o w1

]
L WENT 10 TRAIN € ARRIAGE ON JO'I-I’HI ’ -mém7 THE CROWN
WOULD HAVE TO FIND DOCUMENTS / STATEMENTS FROM ‘0T HER
PLOPL(, OTHER T HAN CWNC& T0 THEN COMPARE THE Caﬂmz

-} ¢
P‘wof’we STATEMENT azscruPrfam 10 THE StATE MENT DESCRIPTIONS

OF Cmmcé SO AS T SoMEUCW SUSTAIN (,;wn.u.v’s ACCUSATION ACAINST
ME OF ALLEGED ConALicTING RmSON&. (FrzaM Mé) FOIR WHY L CAip
T WENT To THE TRAIN CARRALE oN (O-1-1991 . TWO SIGNFICANT
1Ssvgs ARISE w s sucn # ciscumstace (i rrerg 15 NO
INTERVIEW ANSWERS a—ROM/G~J ME DIRGETLY , SUCH AS 5A1D DOCUNENT OF
21-*?-1%1) FIRSTLM, “1 neuer Provinid |aANY_orHzr reason) FOR
GOING T0 TRAIN ﬂrmc T0 RNONE, OTHER THAW THE
TRUTH WHICH WAS 1, 1NUUST1@I‘(T6 LIGUT I REAR CARRIAGE ( As
GQLUALIFIED T FIRE RBFJW o119 Movid statempns
0F 131112 5Tpré Miina Gers STATEHEM] DA7ED W’étm': AFTER

1o~ H‘i‘?l), N, .5':60NDL‘17 AN OTHER _FPERSON wWoilp BE
SUDICIALLM REEARDED A4S Hmres;m,’ WHICH 15 NOT ApMISY BLE AGAINGT ME

IN THIS caacuﬂsmuw,. ﬁLsc?,, IT Woup CAVE MORE AWENTION To g
PLicep ovto Cauncd entemant oF 7'8-)‘?‘?2? avp“is coﬁréﬁf‘%:
IE THE CROWN WIZRE UNABLE To DelelTIVALM MANMPULATE THE MAGistrate
waine e Cormimar Hespme (na e Crowd pip ACTUALLY Iz wITH
THEIR MALICIOUS USE oF H1 SAID \NTERVIEW STATEMEN] OF 3f'7-!‘1‘i?~)?
ND, THE AmiTtoNAL Amrention  [TIEHT THEN PRAW LIGHT UPON
CAUNCES CRIMINALLY FALSE pouce witNegss STATEMENT oF
2-$-1992 . e 1o ( mmm)? “0 wigsTicare A F}Rk’ﬂ? COHFARED 10,
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5536
CAUNCES TRUE awp ACCURATE “vescervnon’ on THE SAPOL Freg REES
oF IO-!*I?‘“,} We 19 (IHERQIM)} “c.u;ANGR wWio STATED THAT HE
OBSERVED A LIgHT IN THE TRAIN CARRAGE AND LTON INVESTICATION was
c,ouFrzaN'rv:p”. SU(,H [MCQNQIS'T{;NCIEC wITHIN CﬁUNCE?S 9 WN

ﬂmwm;’m DQS‘CRH'HONS’,} STRONG LM SUPPORTS (wHeN THERE 15 A

PIRecT COMPARING oF ‘CIWNC.E’év MATERIAL RESCRIPTION N sAPOL FiRe REFORT
(PURPOJ\T!NG sa1p ‘LIGHT I TRAIN (ARRIAGE FOR WHY L WENT To TRAIN

CARRAIAGE ) 1 CﬂUMC&b MATERIAL PESCRIPTION N LﬂUNCEb POLICE WITNIESS

1
STATEMENT DATED T-8-1992 (?ug?omms I saip ‘coe 1o WNESTIGATE A FIRE FOR

WHY T WaNT 10 TRAIN c,qﬂﬂmec ) )1 THE FACT IN TRUTH AND
H(.CUR;‘}C‘{? THAT ‘o4 Caunces OwN HaNp AND OWN MovTH (o wrire
AND 7O sr’e;an),, CAUNCE HAD ALREADY PRODUCED AND THEREAFTER PRESENTED
TWOQ PISTINCT ANP COMPLETELN DIFFERENT VERSIONS OF ALLEGED
CONPULT WHICH CAUNCE CLAIMED I SAID T0 Wit ON
(0-1-1941, AS CAUNCES POLICE EVIPENCE AGRINST HE (neese

ABOVE on PAEE 100? 810 wHoLg PAGE, IN PARTICULAR THE HENTIONS OF

4 » i@© 7
Version A.” ano “Virsion B.") . as_ar tHe eirst paze oF sap Arson

CommirraL Hesmve Hearing in the  MagisTrRATES Covrr, anp 50, ( aunce

was thererore areary A CORRUPTED AND TRINTER SIGNIFICANT
CROWN WITNESS. & ny s in1eRROGATION /INTERVIEW OF J-1-1487,

WITH DETECTIVE BRawN? WAS NOT part ce Stares Evioence a3 AT DATE oF THe

ARSON coMMITAL HEARING, THEN (T IS POSSIBLE THAT CHU.\JCB’ MAY  HAvE Been

!
CHALLENGED , IN TEFTIMONY, PURING COMMITTAL HEARING. FZR PROPUCING FALSE

PoLiee wiTNESs STATEHENT (F 7-8-:‘?‘?2 és-Fguf}L:w IS0, uecm/%

Mapras any Caoncés statements o 7- ‘3’ I‘i‘ifl BOTH PROVIDING Mﬁwm
PESCRIPTIGNS OF WHAT I AiLwéepLv SAlp 19 CWHC&' ON L0 -1-1991 a5 m1
REASON. FO GoINe f0 TWe T’:Zﬂud Btﬁ EOTH gmfemma) HUPM‘? Anp
Cavnces SIEN| FICANTLY CONI’UCT ov THNT SfeCIFd mEBEs DETAIL o
Mopeas pescaienion v Maras siaremewt DOES MARRY T saror ey refprt

of 10-1 -I‘f‘il, WHICH /’MSO) s SOURLEP FRoM Cavnce 10 Ko 10 &
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NODRA on 10-1-141,, BUT? Caunces pescaipnon in Cavnces staremet
(onveo 7-8-1442), DOES NOT MARRY TO ANY OTHER PRIOR POLICE
RECOHRD B4 ‘if/%UI\J'CJZj B KITTO) (& HOWH? Tucrest sTaNpING 45

ke
_QUALIFIED PROOF THAT CAUNCES pouce wiwess ssaremgnt oF 7-8-194% was

NO PRIOR DOcuMeENT EVIDENCE [34 sp,m, THAT IT WhS EUER
A TRUE OR ACCURATE PCCOUNT OF RESCRIPTION OF CONNERSETION
BETWEEN ME AND CAUNCE ON l(?“l'l"l‘?lj ZECARDIN & cWHﬂT REASIN

1 saw 1o Cavnce oN 10-1-1941 Fon me arevdNe eaw conpidce’.

BECAUSE, CAUNCE LIED IN HIS SAp ST ATena
OF 7~%-1942, AND THE CROWN PRESEMED CAUN o
SThTeMeNT AS A ThE Ap ACCrbre Doc UMET, WHICH
IS A PRSECUION LIE INTENDED To DECéNe THE
MAGISILATES COURT FUR THE SAp CommrThL Hedte.
Ap, WS STILL A PRISCONON LIE INEVD T
Jecelw MM PENDING CRIMING TRAL tgr /%JZ@-M;
AFTER STHTE ILLEGALLY PRESEMER CAUNCES STATE Mol
or 7-9- 1992 IS A TR AW A RAre 1 Ccopr OF
KNOWN STATES FuipENKE,

THe EXISTENCE OF SAID INTERROLATION INTERVIEW STATZMENT oF 3!*7-!‘?‘12?

‘wacmm A) FUNDAMENTALLY CHANGED THE ciARACTER oF thHe (ROWNS pecsenten

; 9

AreumeNT ANp FRESCNTED CHSE, AGAINST HE | AS 1T wAS THEREAFER NQ

T — ‘ 9

LONGER TUST evibeNcy FRoM pATE OF CRiME
] - 1% I o T i P i

paren 71-% *I‘E‘YQ? wilcH rormed The BACKBONE (i !HPI<0YE@,/;—!?L5f:

PN

STATES EVIDENCE (wH:C-H? WHEN 7ROPERLY REGARDED AND TREATZD AS WHAT

[ ACTOAL 1§ ( BY THE Jvmcmﬂ%)} BEING, Tf‘%INTBQ/ﬁLEHISHEQ/ UNEAWE (L

REATE] ¢ L . ) - |

CREATER STffﬂ;’b EVJDEMLB)) THE UNLAWFULLY CREATED AND UNL AWFULLY

¢ )
AND C AVNLES STATEMENT

USED A STATEMENT, WAS GIVEN (51 THE CR&WN)? CREAT PROSECUTORIAL
werenr B WHICH THE CROWN HISPIRECTED ATENTION AVAY

FROM. CAUNCES san materiuia pduse sratement (vareo 7-%'1‘141), np
MIS-STATED THE VALUE OF M INTERRQCATION STATEMENT parer
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. H-1-942, WHEREB‘G THE CROWN CLAIMED THAT uv answer i MV

SAID STATEMENT OF %7-!%21 e Gowe 1o THE TrAIN DUE TO ‘wvgstipating

A LIGHT 1N RéR f.‘m‘efw1czaa’-"1 was SO DIFFERENT FROM WHAT
CAUNCE CLAIMED +uar t ALLeseniy emr;; Accorone 1o CAunNce

. i =
CAUNCES POLICE WiINESS STATEMENT pATED 7-8*#‘1‘127 WHICH, ACCORDING

10 C,—wmce} RE GwiNg 1o THe (kv DUE TQ ‘{mvégfléﬂ‘ré A _FIRE 8508 THE
Rmcwan canriace  AND SAID DIFFERENCE WAS CROWNS SIGNIFICANT
PROCF TOWARDS GUILT OF ARSON (rHe CHARGE AGAINST He) SO THE
FAGISTRATES RULING TO COMMIT ME 1O TRIAL (Comammn

0. HEARING w Masistrates C:?URS oemvz')} WAS }'UUDHH!:MJALL"{
CORRUPTED AND CON*HHIN:‘!TL?D AND TAIMwP BY CROWNS
ASSERTION THAT “w saw answer z€ “vigur v 1rAw Lﬁleitﬁéé;? wAS
UNSUPPORTED B4 (ROWN DOCUMENTATION OF 10-1-199] , twar
v A StTatEnent oF H-T-1992 WAS AN [MPORTANT tocumens
For THe crowd 1o PRove L AM A L/ﬁf AS T Wﬁb Pt
WoRPING  Flom [ he, SAWU@ Ll(,HT v, 'f’K/HM

M\J - \/L =

rrrm——— ]

e

The ﬂ?um 1» cwwm LIED To THe
WHMIT\’ALHEAEMC MAG(S IZ/W BechUsSE
My ANSWER. IN M1 SEMaM p%p )7 9@27 I

THE ST HRUER T- M
(/AU CEOKJ 01194 le(/H
chiNee W Wior N e

) il

30,
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RePorr— /L6 W N-—TAN
—_— = —

LIS — CAuiie mp IO W0

»ﬁ

T HEN 10LD HOpEA QN 10-1-1991 v “uewr w
AN

SO IN FACT MY STHIEZHAS ANCUIER N 1Y
ILLEGALLY OF TPHN{V (e covermat enpoizs = HLICE),
INTERROGATION  INTERVIEW STATEHENT (F 3(-7-1992
WAS MY CONSIS TZ{IU” ANSWER ON 31-7-1992., WITH Fi
ANSWER ON 10-1-199] AND SO MY SM’ STATEMEMT OF
21-7-1992 15 NOT, ANp WAS NEWER A BENEAT T
ot CROWN EVIPENCE A6R N HE He AS T CLEARLY
SUPL bﬁ’& CONSISTENCM FKQIW WHlLH ALSO MEANS THAT
‘wam PRosecfor  |LLEGALLM rmc:cp A FASE BT
PROSECUTORIAL WEIGHT UFON M1 A1 STATEHEMT oF $1-7-1992, By

y 7
CLAIMING m1 NTERROEATION ‘ ANSWER ((ueur N TRAIN caRmﬂee"‘)

1
was NOT ONLY “evipence oF PRior wconsis Tent .r%Nswél'(S/ﬂéﬁir)Nf; From

ME Re WHY L SAY wWAS THe PURPOSE FoR ME ATENDIN b TRAIN cmzmﬁﬁg’, BuT
msn:)I écrowns OVIDENCE OF A MATERIAL LIE FIOM ME DIRGCTLY (canmr&&’v 7
Cavnces Varsion e ‘mm«;ﬂem A Fme’)”. MT ANSWER gf 3171992
o CORRUPT PETECTIVE BROWN, WAS IN FACT A TRUE A7
ACCURATE Re%semrﬁﬂoN OF WHAT T SAIP 10 CAUNCE ON
10-(-19491 re “Libur v TRAN (gé Bk SAPHL Fife REPORT oF
10-(-(199] //a:éé Moprd voLice stirevan gF 1-% 19‘?2) 50, (,LC/};ZL‘{?
IT COULD NEVER HAVE BEEN rroce of a Lie Fmvt ME, A Crown

f
cehmmey o 1g 86 At ComnAL Hepune (mz A TRIAL b f‘!‘i%
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PARTICULARLY A5 THE [ Rowys FOUNPATION Haﬂzfum kv;vemcz’ 1o WHICH

e (ROWN COMPARED MY ANSWoR 1n MM INTERVEW STATEMENT OF
571940 (“mieur worin’), WAS. Cavnees pouce witness
sTATEMENT OF T1-8-1992 ( EIRE 1N ﬂlmm) WHICH ITSELF WAS
QUALIFIED DOCUMENT PROOF tuar (;aufw«.e WAS ALREADY PRODUCING
sieh FICANTLY ConFLcTing MATERIAL PESCRIPTIONS of 4 coniers =
ATION BETWEEN ME aND Cdunce ov 10+~ 41, WHICH ALSO MEANS
THE CROWN'S rounparion Hareame I:wl?w&é (Cauncds rouce
WITNZSS STATEMENT DATEY 1-%- 1‘1‘32)7 IS A FUNDAMENTALLY FALSE
POLICE WITNESS STHTEHQMT} FUNDAMENTALLY FALSE POLICE INVZSTIGATION
POCUMENT, FUNPAMENTALLY IR FALGE Crown Evipence Documens,
Tue CROVIN STOLE THE TRUE EVIDENTIARY WEIGHT OF MY
ANSWERS v M4 INTERRG 64TIOY STATZMENT OF 3!--74‘1‘?2} CLAIMING
i as EVIDENCE To SUFURT CROMN CLAIM oF 6“\:.40“5-1%@’#1’
ANSWELS Figu Ftkﬁrié ‘5&')%’ To {Hé ﬂzmu’]
buT [N TRITH
1T whs f:bf[?EMcg T0 CONSSTENTLY ST OKT AN SUSHAIN WHT L
sap 1o Caovce on 10-1-1491 g © eome To TRAIN .

THE EVi0ENTIARY Watbnt i oF m answets oN . 31T ~1992 sipre mend,
WAS ILLEGALLY INVERTED BY THe CQOWJU B YHERERT STEMUNG
THe TRUE GYIGMIARM wEiG Ul ﬁ\sﬂ(/ﬁ'(ﬂ? WJTH M1 A el 1 Brow
v $U-T-192, waew Daowe ILLEGAUA INTERROGATED ME WHILE T
WAS A PROTECTEE PREQONER I PROTECIVE LUSTODY UF
THe S‘mi/é, oN REMAND FOR MURDER CHARCE, WITH A REPRESENTING
LAWMER,

e Ruune of e Hﬁé«l&'maw? ro  ComMit ME To TRIAL For ;fhzsauj?

COULD NZVER HAVE HAPPENZD IN THE MANNZR IT DID, IF MY SAID SI-T-1942
INTERROGATION iNTERVIEW wiy iR DD NOT !:X)ST oR, WAS RULED
10 8¢ EXPUNGED FROM CROWA EVIDENCE N ALL Kc%crs (i
WAS UNLAWPULLY OBTAINAD AND MY RESPONCES/ANSWERS THEREIN, WERE
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IWLEGALLY AND UNLAWFULLY EXTRAcTED From ME &Y Crown Enprovee
PoLice DETECTIVE B[zéw.u) WHo WAS UNLAWAULLY GIVEN ACCESS T¢ ME BY
GOVERNMENT PRISON STAFP wieo WERE HoLpinG M¢ v THEIR CUSTODY oN
BEHALF OF STATEZ GOVZRNMENT, AND ALTHOUGH ;‘?peuhoe' Kemang Centre
STAFF HAD NO KNOW.EDGE THAr péTvciive Brown ILLEGALLM MD
UNLAWFULLM ENTERED sp10 PACILITY To UNLAWZULY AND |LLEEALLM
INTERROGATE ME FUK ARSON CHARGY  1ue ¢act 15 twir Brown
LLEGAUA VSE WIS 5Op PosLTION, h Fc’/LICLf or FICEE o GAIN ZINTI
THeN AN 2cces (1 ne% 10 ILLEQJLLVI DECEIE HL? BN NoT
wrorrkine mg or MY ABSOLUTE KIGHTS  re caytion Re LAWER,
RE Fraepv e B(ZWW QILCIVT wn’h THE DELIBER ATE w.’zw{w
oF wfﬁNL /’JI\JUI RELEIANT INI'ORH%TOM FIOH ME HE CQM
WITHOUT CoMPLL WiTH HIS STATVIORY AN TUDEES
RULES CBLIGHION 1o CAMpN ME, 10 PUT ME ON
GUARD AS A SUSPECT ear rrS oM, I/HE’N AFTER SThTYTE
COMPLIANCE CAYTION KLénts,

M %é 1F jf /E/UD 7/

w mm m Bm
WD Sier EW NED T Me
AND INFORMED ME omwm

Brown NVER PLID ANY (F Th”; BECAUSE HIS uwz;wmu; WerE
PURELY ILLEGAL 1N THEIR PASSACE 1o DESIRER am’wm, 1€, CGNU:'::‘I'!(/M):
* T 15 worRTH NOTING THar Frown pecLarep (n TESTIMONY, (N

1993 Arson TrIAL (wm pmg/rmm. PROPER),) ruar Brown was
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COING TO HAVE ME CHARGED WITH ARSON ‘NO MATTER WHAT T ANSWERED

To PeTecTivE BRows DURING His INTERROBATION oF MG M §l'7’l‘l’1’)\’?
riererore THAT WOULD SUGGEST EXISTENCE OF ALL RELEVANT
!:VIP&NLB FOR Tie ST%TE Prgr 10 9am on [ #lar e H?'z T,
OTHER woRDS , 1P T SUs m@HLIQH rite CROUNS /-?(,CUMT!UN
AGAINST HE oF lMLﬁNSff'TENf REASONS cLAIMED To HAVE BEEN SAID B3
ML?? AS 1o WHAT PURPOSE T GAVE FOR M¢ 6oING To THE TRAIN
CARRIAGE (ree (LHEHI’ IN ﬂzﬁm’ ON FIRE REPORT oF Ja-:'l‘i‘?l): THERE
MUST HAVE EXISTED 6oveRNUENT DOCUMENT EVIDENLE TO_SUPPORT AND
VALIDATE SUCH ACCUSATION RGAILST HE , AS 1T WAS ALSO £ SIENIFICANT
FEATURE or tue Crowns cpm v Commirac Heamua? AND EVEN
HORE SO DURING. TRIAL w 1993,

" s ar Gam on 31-T-1992. arowr i Time witicd, Brown cuaims ne

ALREADN INTENIED 10 CHARGE ME Wit ARSON ( Rwr 1o 31-T-1992), awp
wHICH ALSp meaNs e Brown HAD wor yer ogmamge PERMISSION grom
His Tolice 1196> rp LfMKéé//’R!ZEE: Hé BVEN THOUGH Brown sA1E 1
fEs{MON{ - WhAZ @JING 1O BE CHARGED WiTH ARSgN
arzacgrzc:ﬂw oF witt 1 sa00 10 Bawy on ?1'7-“172’?

4
THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS (f’our;é), EXISTEP wWHICH DeSCRIBE WHAT L

ALLEGEDLM. SAID 1o wnéouz, wWAS M4 PUKP&Sé/fZéASQM For_ ATIENDING TRAIN
?

carnee on e 10-1~1941 ¢

= AL Fire REFORT, pArgd 1011911, signzp off By C.ﬁUMOé_} WO WiofE

{

) LOCATED (CLEANER WHO STATER THUAT HE OBSERNED A LIGHT IN THE TRAIN

CARRIAGE AND UPON. INVESTIGATION WAS CONFRONTED -

vetecrive Moora crime wuzsneanon wotes. wriren on i0-1-1941
INDICATING CoNsTRBLE Kyrmo INFORMED Hopea, on 10-1-1941, ruar ‘rue
cLeaner ( TARRET) SAID e WEN( Y0 TRAIN 10 NZSTIGATE L IQHT oM

WAS ASSAULTED WiSipe TRAIN CﬂRRI-‘}GE’ ﬁUHICH WAS Larer REFLECTED

w HMeoras STATEHENT, DATED T -55--I‘1‘il1 HE ADVISED THAT HE UAD

n kK
SEEN A LIEUT IN THE RAILWAY CARRIAGE
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ot Moseras Recors, Rova dveutoe Hoseirar, oaren 10-1-1991, wraren
wores THeraw 84 Do Aucen op Pr &?HRENS,] ‘{wuew HE CAME To FEUNY
20s CARRIAGE -5 SET ON FIRE ... AND ... FULL OF SMOIKE .ﬂ? APEREX) A —
el Phce G oF Hesnirac Fu,g; IN SECTign PESCRIBING wWHAT I
ACTUALLY SAID 1o HospitAL STAPF, WHICH ALSC INCLUDED THE
PURFSE FOR ME GUING Ta THE TRAIN CARRIAGE, Re C\wugsngare a
LLGHT om’?.

POLICE wITNESS STATEMENT 8Y J). gmm\i) parep 23 -1-1941, ease 3.

7N

THEREIN s He san, “T saw rue sack LioHr 0F THE TRAIN ON ...
[T 1S HIGHLY SUSPECT vhar tue KEN DOCUMENT vsen ana reviep
vPoN BY Ti¢ me} w CommntaL He;mw&i WITHIN MY 11 cevar
APPEARANCE For ason CHARGE (arPreximAters Seprempen I’?‘ﬂ), ANg
VERY MUCH $& wWiTHIN TRIAL ITSELF i e C nusvw% PoLICE WiTNESS
STATEMENT DATED 7f8~‘l-‘i‘129 STILL PID NOT BVEN EXIST
UNTIL ONe WEEK AFTER MY 31-T-1992 wrerroéation
INTERVIEW WAS CREATED., wmcu ALSo HEANS> TIHT THE i<ev
reAruee w Cancés ?’ﬂfeﬂéw’ ﬂ 15 ASSAULT H!W TAKEN PLACE
WHEN JARRETT HAD 6ONE T INVESTIGATE A FIRE wwsie Tue
RAILWAY cmm_aef.ﬂ, ALSO DID NOT EXIST UNTIL ONE WEEK
AFTER 31-7-1992,

* WHERE THL/lb WAS THE ‘SHOKING BUN EVIDENCE 1o

surPort Buaunt amm N ’E'ﬂmm\t‘l? Rgmzpm H(/,USQV MAKING
INCONSISTENT/ CONFUCTING rasons I ALEEEIA SMD 1o
PEOPLE FOR ME GoINe To TRAIN Lfimﬁéf:? (Pmor: To 31-74‘?‘[1)
WHAT 1T ACTUALLY LOOKS LIKE, 1S A LOAD OF CRAP WAS
[LLEGALLY CKLHTEP AFTER Bfiow ILLEGALLY EXTRACIED
ANSWER S Frow M PUfEINu 5ROWH> ILLEGAL INTERRQEATIGN OF ME o
A-T7-1992. AND 1RRESPECTIVE CF WHETHER THEH CoNSTIRGD, Ok T5]
H{‘}Pk 5HIT f/f THE CONSERUENTAL EFFECT wWAS THE '7AH€ 3
FALSE STATEHENTS (Ppucu WITNESS $TATEMENT b/ﬂ‘ttm TESTIMIN Y)




20,

30.

145,

weRe CREATED AN THEN ACTED vPoN 54 CROWN emeLovess,
CREATED AND THEN ILLEGALLM [UNLAWFULLY USEZD AND RELIED UPON
WITHIN CRIMINAL TURISPICTION LOURT PRoceEMm? wHicH T
CLARIFY AS M1 FIRST COURT APPEARANCE Forl ARSEON CHARGE
(MacisTrares Covﬂf)? Commrae Heaeiie For Arson cuarce
(Hnwmma Loumr)1 avo TRIAL FoR ARSON CHARGE (P;srmcr Courzr)
AND, A SIMILAR FACT FEATURE INTRINSIC TO SUCH
FﬁLsé stATemenTs ( puysicaL Pacvrf.-?ms TRIAL ﬂfs{mom)
_1THL F’URF’ORTHBMT THAT “£ saip 12 Caww? AND

THAT L sap o ﬂu.en (SDTH CONVERSATIONS ALLEGED To HAvE

HAPPEZNED ON Io-l'lﬂ‘H, BUT SUCH PURPORTMENTS DID NOT EVEN EXIST
FRom Cavwce anp Dr Auen UntiL AT LEAST ONE WEEK AFTER
31-7-1992, iRonicALLY, THE pATE EROWN iLiLeeALLY ANp
UNLAWFULLY INTERROGATED ME wiiLe £ wAS IN CUSTODY ar rie
Roeraioe Remanp Cém-mf)j THAT ‘L FIRST NOTICED FIR%/QHGK??
vsioE THE RAILway cArriAge AND THEN ran o Tue tAIN AND
THEN enterep The tRaw WHICH WAS ALREADY UN FIRE
AND BELLOWING ACRIP BLACK GMOKE? AND THEN AFTER
ENTERING FIRE =SMOKE TRAIN T WENT TO ThE
MIDDLE DOOR INSIDE TRAIN (1012 merres), OPENED
DOOE? NOTICED PERSON INSIDE BACK HALF OF
FIRE - SHMOKE T!?/HN:, THEN I TURNED TD TRY TC
GO BACK THE WA I ENTERED TRAIN, BUT WAS
STRUCK ON MM HEAD FROM EBEWINP ML" BY A
PERSON WHO MUST HAVE ENTEREPD THE EURN#N& SMOKEY
TRAIN BEWIND ME, THEN, AFTER I REGAINED
CONSClousNESs, T NOTICEP TRAIN STILL ON FIRE ANy
ACRIP SHOKE‘/ I EXITED TRAIN THEN WENT TO PHONE
‘D00’ Tm; starements Fron Caunce cuuoep CAunces
wiTNgZSs StAtemens pAtgp T-8-1992 anp CAunces TRIAL TESTIMONY,
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6 ?
WHEREIN CHUHCQ MAKES FIRE IN TRAIN REFERENCE (REFER ALSYO TO

¢ 9 .
ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS RE FIRe N TRAIN . OGN PAGES 30, 8!,} IUOT mD).

'
THE STATEMENT FROM D ALLSN? WHEREIN ALleN mAkes Ciain RE ct’IRE
IN TRAIN RQFEKENCEZ As NN REASON FOR GoiNG TO THE nmm} WAS NoT
witHIN Hospirae Rewms? WAS NOT wiTHIN ALLEN?S porice witness
stargment 0atep 6-8~1992, ir w ract was enTiong® For The
FIRST TIM¥ [HS a lst Tine P:scwéuw/cf.nml WITHIN THE f‘i‘ig
TRIAL TESTIMONY OF DR /JLLL’N.} wHEN ff;e.e,e’ra STARTED MAKING HIS FALSE
CLAIM ABOUT ME ALLEGEPLM SAMING TO Him oM 10-1'1‘3"{!? THAT 41’. SAID
ABOVT {{%ewe PMOKE o ;0 CHECIKK CLOCIK ,.c WENT TO SHMOKE ,.. THEN
ASSAULTED ... THEN REGAIN CONSCIOUSNESS .29 SEEING CLOCK AND RINGING

000™ . 15 CONVENIENT srar Ao ause saus s resmiman

THAT HE €Pll? NoT “R&:on THIS comueﬂsﬂ‘l’loum,’ HOWEVER T 1S IN
FACT IMPOSSIBLE To “RECORD A CONVERSATION (As ALLE@ep 8 Auien
His TRIAL TESTINONY), THAT NEVER ACTUALLY HAPPENED y BUT, THERE
IS eviveNce oF widdT I ship 1o Hoseitac Pawoﬁ:s,wwﬂm THE
Hos{’mu. FILEiﬁPI’ROXIHAféL‘l PAGE é of HostitAL Fiig. Tmf ONLY
rererence 1o “Fire” or smoxe” or even Tie 0RDER oF events,
wirtd saw Hoseira FILg | INCLUDES “ waeN He cAme To FouND...

1

CARRIABE ,., $ET ON FIRE ;.. AMD ..: FULL OF SMOKKE . , CUR!OUSL‘T?

ALS0, THERE 1S NO MENTION iN Aiens starenent oe 6-3-1992 e
ANY ‘c,r.atr(1? C',Hom", oRr (sz’? AND S0 ALL&?NE Cohim N TRIAL
TESTIMONY @ ‘-cwcx] FIRG, SHOKE . BZING ALL SEEN BY ME
BEFORE 1 s co 10 toan carringe’ 15 unsorrorTe BY AN+ RIOR
MEDICAL FILE NOTES oR wVEN [lLLENS owN POLICE STATEMENTS :

AND $0. IT IS INPROPER [UR Tue Crown 10 BRING NEW  HIGHLY
INFL!’MQTOR*} UN5UE§THNT!&TB’P HLLEGHTIONL}/PURFURTHL’MTS' TO
e 1993 rria agast ME IMPROPERLY. MANIPULATE AN DECE Ve
MY TRIAL TURL, BY PRESENTING A LIE as 16 1r wire acruais

Tile 1RuH (1 ﬁum})) CONTEMPTUQUSLY USE ﬁLLEN?S
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POSiT!ON A5 A GOVERNMENT HOSPITAL DOLTOR, T0 LIE To MY
0bR7’ wHI(,H 1s ExACTL WHAT Awen oip 17@ WHEN HE
cutmen 1N TRAL TESTIMONY, AND WITH NO PRIOR
WARNING To MM NEGLIGENT TRIAL L AWMER,
ﬂA]Z[UBﬂ’ HAT Auen was Asour 1o LIE 10 mu wurt. oN
BZUALF QF ﬂ’“{ CI?@WN WHEN QLLLN G/HRTCP
PREACHING THE %@Mg |l THAT CAUNGE

FIRST STARTED CLAIMING I CAUNCER

?(?L ¥ STATBVL/M MTUJ) 7Z- [9(729 Swmcg THAT T
neeeon sim 4r NOTICE]D FIRE am/mz SMOKE N
TREIN AND THEN WeNT 1o The TRAIN wH LCH
WAS THEREFORE ALREADY ON ;«lﬁe/sm KINE

arter 31-T7-1992 nveRroeATION iNTERVIEW OF m g4 _DeTECTIVE

Brown, wiire 1 was IN Povice Custont (cuaroe oF mugner as
oF IG'T-H‘W,).} IN Srares Custopq (Renaneeo into costan- B1
Magisreares Cavar | on muroer cuaree), IN Srate (oregcnian
Seruices Custopt (Aoecape Revawy Conrre) IN Pouice
QOericer @RONN]H DIRECT 6uswv1 DURING \NTERRZEATION
IMTFARPAL INTERVIEW oN THIS 4TE (.\w CAU)’I.?N' K:enﬁ éwé;\i)
No Cavrion Rigits |Nuat<l?v/:,=xgazm;ep as NO KNOWLEDGE e
we WARNING RIGHTS WERE EVZR PRESENTED T ME THAT
DAY, suerérore e, Browns CRIMINAL DISREGARD FOR WIS
OWN STATUTORY OBLIGATION 7O COMPLY WITH CAUTIONING
HQ’ TREATING SUCH :)/Uc?bé’é KULf‘? ANp < 79, ‘iammm
()f;:w:,e» Act OBLIGMION A5 PEREUNCIORY, AND, erm,wzm
CHANGING BROWNS mmwmﬂ? sTATUS FROM “a pouce
OFFILER ﬂorm(o LﬁWFULL“L WHILUH UE WAS 0BLIGATED T COMPIM
wmt 'NTO THAT OF A CliLIAN (LLEGALLY INTERROGATIN &
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A .
ug 18 e Aoemoe Kemane Centre wuie £ wias in Srare
%
Custopt ),

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS (FeLICE), wERE NEWLY CREATED

7
¢
wWHICH PESCRIBE WHAT T ALLEGEDLY SAID TO 'SGMEONE’ wAas MY

PURPOSE/ REASON FOR ATTENDING THE TRAW CARRIAGE ON 10-1-1991" ¢
POLICE WITNESS STATEHENT By Pouice ofricer R, Caunce,
DATED ‘!"B'*H‘q’»l.j THEREIN STATED “rms ASSAULT HAD TAKEN
pLace wuen Jagrerr HAD 6ONE TO INVESTIGATE A FIRE
INSIDE THE RAILWAN CARRIAGE " (wmcn CONFLICTS wWITH
Moora sTATEMENT 0 sAme pATE, 7-8-1992, AND 5APOL FIRE

REPORT oF 10-1-1991).

POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT BY PoLICE OFFILER K Mmprm1
pATER [~ 3-!@‘311 FUEREIN STATED ° ME ADVISED THAT HE 1AD
SEEN A LIBHT IN THE RAILWAY CARRMQE"} AND THAT Gwﬂs
ASSAULTEP AFTER BOING INTY TRAIN 70 INVESTIGATE THE
cieut v rear carciree’ (WHICH 1S CONSISTENT WITH

SAPOL FIRE REPpRT OF !0*!-!‘?‘?!’ anp perective Mooras

CRIME INVESTIGATION NOTES 0F [0-1-194] | THereFore, Mopras
statément 1-8-1992 rererence 10 CLGHT on TIZA.'N?_}
15 A recrection of MATERIAL DETAILS PRESENTED TO
MODRA ON 16-1-1941), BUT, CURIOUSLY, rue Mones
reeerence on T-8-1992 . of ‘cieansr invesTicaT NG
vgur e rrdn SIGNIFICANTLY CONFLICTS with He
ChAunce RreFerente on 7'3*19‘1‘2) OF “ cLEANZR INVESTIBATING
ELRE IN TRAIN o

IT WOULD APPEAR THAT MY FIRST COURT APPEARANCE FOR THIS

saie ARSON CHARGE, WAS ON (OR SHORTL PRIOR fa)j

18 Serremger §ill -“?“l?,’ ruererore e MATERIALLY FALSE

CROWN ACCUSATION agpinst M, OF g GIVING CONFLICTING

) 3
REASONS FOR GaINE To TRAIN CARRIAGE on 10 -1-1991 y WAS e
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arzAny CRIMINALLY DECEIVING tHe criMINAL SURISDICTION
Courrs, wirh tHe USE OF Caunces Pouce witNess stAmEMend
parep T-8-1997 anp (15 THEREN F’URF’OF‘-THQNT? 1'14}11’61: ALLEGEDLY
A 1o (AUNCE oN 0-1-199L, THAT = wAS ASSAULTER N THE TRAIN
WHEN T “wa boNg TO INVESTIGATE A FIRE INSIDE THE RAILWAY
carriAGe | THEREFORE T 15 ALSo A MATERIAL FACT
THAT THE FIRST HPGISTRATES RULING 1o _accerr THE
CROWNS CHARGING OF ME with rug CHARGE gF ARSGN., whs
FUNDAMENTALLY CORRUPTER/'TAINTED/ BLEMISHED, s A pirecT

CONSEGUENCE OF THe CRrowN’s PRESENTMENT of Cavnces 7-%-1992

POLICE SATEMENT CLam, RE “INVESTIGATE A IR AND (ZCAUSE
of e Crowns sienteicint PROSE CUTION WEIGUT wricd 1ueu
ATTACHER TO C»’wncu? rouce starenent ALLEGATION , e

“To invesTicare 4 Fing’ y teant tuar tHe Magistrards Covrr mape

S__ML_M% (rasmﬂu'a; To THE ARSON CHARQEJ, TQ THE RenZFIT
ge THE CROWN | paser oN Stares Pocuments Evipence (in

PARTICULAR (AUNCES POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT W DATED
7"@'"?‘?2) wiict ARe FALSE DOCUMENTS =w14|¢'u e Crow
ATTACHES KKeY PROSECUTION \uc,’:&HT To, S0 THAT, \F, AT SAID
rirst Magistrates ﬂm’emzm.cg “The FALSE A'M? PECEFTIVE
EVIDENCE WITHIN CAUNCES sap statement marw 1-6-1992,
HAD BEEN HIGHLIGHTED TO THe HHGIGTRATé THe Cf-’,ow(\h

PROSECUTIO N w,«:@m’ AND (/ROWNS CENTRAL I’JLLAR 4ccus/mor4

ACAINST ME Re 5mu® TO TRAIN To INVESTIGATE A F:m ; Aua.}

rl“lté ALLEGEDPLM PROVIPING CONFLICTING REASONS EOR ME GQOING TO

THe TR AN ;,’;mrmq:;tzﬂ,, COULDP NOT HAVE BEEN ACCEPTE]
BY SAIp MAGISTRATE (45 ey WERE , IN H‘l’l’? as 7He Covrs
wouid HAVE Rzen REQUiRED 1o AULE on rhe ACCURACY e
CLAIM WITHIN Cmmcg,s SALD 51/%1’314%17 CoMPARING cmwésﬂ@m’é
A Fmeaj To,‘:NUESt’IQ/{ﬂ:’ A LtGHT’) AS LAUNCE STATED (N THE
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safoL Fire KEFC)M oF fO-!'H‘iI). '1’ WAS UE'-’EL'? 8y avy Ruwe

or Law, a surren uPoN e (rHe ACLUSED, OR M| REPRESENTING an-xérz),
10 PROVE AT ANY TIME (FROH MOMENT T WAS FIRST TAXED wiTH TUE
CRowNS ACCUSATION OF GUILT TOWARDS SAID ARSON CHARGE | WHICH WS
3]-7-!‘1‘111 when Brows [LLEGALLY EXTRACTED answers eroM
ME DURING BRowNs 1LLEGAL FORMAL INTERROGATION 0F ME AT Apetaine
Remanp C‘,;ﬂi'mé)1 rhar ANY Srares Evivence Documents wuic
wzee DISCLOSED 7o me (ns THE DEFENDANT OF THE CHARGE, PURSUANT To
Ruces or Disceosure), were “favse pocuments’ am/or “FaLse
RepresentAnions or actuar TRUE EVIDENCE (:s;fféc:qrnﬂwl1 OFFICIAL
MISREPRESENTATIONS of ActuAr Mareria FAcrs), BECAUSE,, T HAS
ALWAYS BEEN THE LEGAL OBLIGATION UPON TiHE Crzowm, 10 HONESTLY
PRESENT AND REPRESENT ACCURATE AND TRUE CROWN EVIDENCE
AGAINST NE, URING. EVERY JupiciAL Pnocess) & rron Foucé
Firsr INTERNAL REGUEST 1o Re?em/ﬂm;ﬁf/ Cuaree me wiTH ‘{"/azsoul’;
al6HT U7 7o THE 1993 criminAL TRIAL EBGR SAlp CHARGE , AMD THE TRIAL
ALSO (Réfé{l R.v. Drummona (No,,l) L2015] SASCEC 82, THeeew nf
PARAGRAPH H‘f) as QuoTen Agove on pace I nm)j 5o THHT‘NO AcT,
ACTION Ok CREATION BY 51141'?7 FOUNDED UPON ERAUD . ERROR OR
IMPROPRIETY, COULD EVER VIOLATE (JMD/OR ENCROACH UPON MY
LEGAL RigHT (ABSGLUTE IN COMPLIANCE AND DBSERVANCE OF SUCH

FunpaMentaL Lesar Risurs 1o0), To A FAIR TRIAL ACCORPING To

)
LHW.(REFER Jnco v. Districr Court ar NSW (1489) 168 CLR 13,
see Agove Rererence From R v, Wiwians L2016 SASC 67,

THeREm AT PARAGRAPH 93, Guaten asove on Paces |l awo 2, rs;o).

B"i THE Ctzo}_m VIING RELMINE UPoM (wm—un JUDICIAL PRESENTATION

{ ) 4= - ? 7
£ *Crown’s Evipence / Crown's Presecurion Case’ agamst r«.«’) THe

)
. }
MATERIALLY FALSE PURPORTMENTS witHin (AUNCES PoiicE STATEMENT

PATED 7'8-19‘?2) DURING COURT PROCEEDINGS LEADING (P
TO sap 1992 ARSON TRIAL (esr.gcmtw e Magistrarss Covat
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Commitrar Hearing whgreiv THe Crown iLLeBALLY RecEwsD A
— - - ‘
Supiciac Ruune BENEFIT ( TO COMMIT ME TO TRIAL FOR ARS&M)),., puz
i .18 - - 7
To THe [agistrares ILLEGALLY MANIPULATED BELIEF w 1ue Crown’
CLAIMED "Acrunuﬁ/nzurﬂ WITH ﬁAuMCé's SAID STATEMENT PATED

7-&%“?‘12),P rie Crown UNLAWFULLY DESTROMEDP THE FUNDAMENTAL

CHARACTGRISTIC . AND ESSENTIAL ELEMENT /REQUIREMENT OF_MY_ARSON

TR, BEFORE my 1993 Arson triAL even STARTEY BEIMB, 2 “Fair

TRIAL ACCORDING To Lmu’, AND, AN CUONEST PRESENTATION of Srards

,
PROSECUTION CASE AGAINST ME ', aND BY SUCH ACTIONS | HY_$A1D 1993

arson TRIAL couir NEVER BE JUDICIALLY REGARDED AS 4
TRIAL ACLORDING T Lﬁwj LET ALONE A FAIR TRML’,}__i_N_D,'QM

PRECENT REVIEW AND CONSIDERATIONS OF M4 1993 ARSUN TRIAL) OF ITS

MANNZR ANp 175 FORM; 0F CROWNS eNIDEWCE PRESENTED i SAID TRIAL
(mcivowe vorr pire), anp o Crowns evience NOT rresenten in
sp. TRIAL (IWELUDING VIR PIRE), AN) OF MATIERS WIGHLIGHTED 5y e
wirhn THis Perion anp i1 erior WRITIEN COMPLAINTS 1o
Covernot (s’mce Origivar Perition patep 20 Apen 200‘3)?

IT CANNOT BE HONESTLY SALD Now, THAT THERE 1S NO
EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT MY COMFLHIMT THHT m 1993 ArsoN TRIAL
MISCARRIED BECAUSE IT WAS NOT H FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING
TO LHW’ AND_THAT, ‘ir APPEARS THAT sAip 19493 Arson TRIAL
ILLEGQLL‘f/Jwacum RESULTED IN A GUILY VERDICT AND A

‘CONVICTlON RECORDED rog THE CHARGE OF AR%;’N FoLLOWING THE

CrowNs PRESENTATION ANP B RELIANCE uroN PROSECUTION
EVIDENCE THAT WS MATERIALLY FALSE) AND PRESENTATION OF
CASE FOR THE CROWN /CASE FOR THE PROSECUTION THAT
CANNOT BE SUPFORTED BB OR SUSTAINED WITHOUT THE
TRIAL USE AND BB TURYS CONSIDERATION AND ILLEGAL BELIEF
IN SUCH msa STATES EVIDENCE , ILLEGAUY OBTANED STATES
EVipence (ﬂLFzR Wicoe v. The QUKEN [ 198387 HCA é




