152,

L (1988) 164 CLR 3b5, as auoted Apove on paces 20 ang U, e, anr,
AS REFERENCEP AND AS QUOTED ABOVE ON PAGES 2‘f, 25,26 anp 27,
oi0), o, MISREPRESENTED STATES EVIDENCE (wumesy rne
Crown Evivence rresentep 1o recater Covnt [roceeomes,
INcLUDING FIRST CoURT APPEARANCE For ARSON CHARGE  CommiTAL
Hearivne anp CouRT of Tmm,,’ INCLUDED DOCUHENT EVIPENCE DF THE
CrowN WHICH MATERIALLY MISREPRESENTED ALREADY EXISTING
Hargriae Evicence oF Tue CrRowN 1N THEIR PROSECUTION A GAINST
HE FOR SAID ARSON CHHRGE) ,a

10, A I‘crzmuvm. TURISDICTION TRIHL"? SULH AS MM 94;:?(1"!‘13 ARSOM mlm.’1 CAN OMLM RE

i ‘F’ROPER mqu jiE gﬂn:’ EVENT Jrseur—’ (THé‘;ﬂZ!ﬂL‘)),’ rncwpes‘mrrlmsac HAPPENW;%:

THAT WITHOUT SULH ‘HHPPEMW«;»", THE EVENT ITSELF cannor gveP pe jUDl‘(,I"‘

ALLY RECOGNISEDR (LéffHéR AT THE TIME 0F OP\? AT A LATER TIME SUCH AS BY AN

]
Aepear Caunr),} as A PROPER TRIAL,  Sone oF sucu easict wenfimasLe

“amﬁ%mslc HAFF‘ENIN@S') INCLUDE (Hnw% A TRIAL PRG‘&QCUTCJR?? ‘quvwg A TRIAL
Mﬂﬁf;-rrmrf/:fu;@fq,' ‘Hﬂvme A PERSON RECORPING THE SPELIFIC WORDS 5POKEN
{_SréNDG[EHF’HER),l Soms OTHER ‘mmmsm Hﬂf’r"ému@;? wilcH ARE nof So EASILY
DENTIFIED BUT ARE STILL ABSOLUTE AND ESSENTIAL BLEMENTS/COMPONENTS OF A PROPER
TRIHL, INCLUPE ‘uie misciosure oF SrAre‘s/Caowu’s EVIDENCE (rzemrgp rcynsf.smmr
20, ro), PRIOR To THe Tmm.", (mez OPPORTUNITY af’e;N/mmmr%Lé TO PEFENDANT 1O PRECARE ﬁ:l_g_
PRESENT THEIR DEFENCE 10 THE CHUARGE AGAINST TH?H: ‘HGNEST Presentarion oF Crown
EVIPENLE DURING ALL COURT PROCEEDINGS AGAINGT RESPECTINE DEF&NMNT’GN OTHER worws,’
NO MISREPRESENTATIONS OF KNOWN STATES EVipgNCe (PR:HE Exﬁnﬂe? 15, RE MY ARSON CHARGE,
THe $APOL FIRE REFORT SieNgd oFF AND patgo g1 Caunce on IO-I-H‘H? WHEREIN 54[D
recorr stieuiAtéd At I top SArOL L Caunce Hmseu?j, ON tO*l-HQI) THAT I WeNT
“fo TRAIN CARRIAGE To NVESTIGATE A Lignt oN v REAR cARRiAGE AND AFER ENTERING
TRAIN T wWAS AGSAULTED FROM REHIND Hé’,] BUT? AT A LATER Mﬂ?7 Cavnce wAs
PURPORTING To PESCRIBE, IN CAUNCES PoLice wiTNES STATEMENT pA1ED 1-8-1942
wHAT T AteeGepry sAID 70 CAUNCE on ;0-1-!‘?‘1!} AS MM REASON FOR GLING o THE

i 9 - i
0. TRAIN, BEIN & 10 INGSTIGATE A Firé } IH?REFQF\’E,, CAUNCES ship STATEMENT




L

23,

parep T-8-1992, DID NOT REPRESENT KNOWN STATES EVIDENCE FROM 10-I-149)
FIRE REF’ORT) WS SPECIFICALLYL KNown 81 Caunce of 10-1-1991 as Cavncg ¢ tHe
person WHC SPECIFICALLY BB SUPPLIED THE MATERIAL DETAILS THAT WERE
ENTERED ONTO sap FIRE REPORT,.,. i« FACT, CAunces sTatement ITSELF,
MISREFRESENTED KNOWN STATES EVIDENCE , anp, wHeN THe Crown presenten
saie (AUNCES starement To covrt Pmawzpwes ANp THEN RELIED yPoN SAID

C avnces STATEMENT, CLMMING SAID STATEMENT To BE FACTUALLY Accurare, THE
CROWN WAS MISREPRESENTING KNOWN STATES MATERIAL EVIDENCE FROM The
TIME Aup {’Lﬁ(,g OF SAp FIRE ON (0 - I’f‘?‘?.‘)), AN, ‘fF A Ccmmqa rmm,’_)

5 .
SUCH AS MY .'9% ARSON TRIAL | DOES NOT MEET PReizmu:s;rE crireria [JP 1O

THE CLOSING POINT QF éweuw" PHASE AND summary PUASE  OF gmo(mm:.")
E-ASICHLH, IT 16 THE sf’kcn'u. POINT AT wWHICH Tue Juzy ARe EEREETEr? DIRECTED
ro ‘eo o Deuﬁéﬂﬂrlow THEN “a rurrorrep prOPER CRIMNAL TRIAL, CANNOT
BE ACCEPTED OR rzewemseo a5 A FPOF&K TRIAL, uNLess THe ESSenT 1*’1‘1_
ELEMENTS OF A PROPER TRIAL ACCORDING TO LHW HAVE ExI1STED AND BEEN
ULy HFPLICABLI:’ AND H.’-lw REEN FULLY OBSERVED AT ALL ﬂME> DURIN G sucCH

PURFORTER ﬂsz HND rmuw CoMPLANCE WirH sucH strict FORM anp
MANNZR cmum EOR ,q “ PrOPER TI’IAL” THEN, rnz PURPORTED TRIAL CANNA
B A fRAL AT ALL, 1T 15 A F;‘HaCt? BECHUSE n PROPER CRIMINAL
SURISPICTION B mmr. CAN ONLY BE, IF7 THE FORM, MANNZA AND CHARACTER OF IT
HAS COMPLIANTLY opservep ALL CONDITIONS ruar must gxist v A PROPER
TRIAL ACCORDING TO LAW AND, IF SULH MANPATORY OBSERVANEE DOES NoT
exist puRING ResPecTve ‘Tria ven, {a PKOPEK e’ Has NOT BEEN
CONDUCTED ,. T;eaze IS NO ‘uzﬂspm.e Mehsure o Tite EX(STENCE OF A
FROPER TRML 50 ﬂmr ‘ﬂ rRmL 15 esTHER A PROFER ﬂEML OR IT 15 NOT,
AND., IF A TRIAL 15 A PP()PL-K mmL THEN IT 15 A LAWFULLM CONPUCTER
TRIAL (w TS Fam) MANNZR AND uHAM.«..T.'?R) BUT, IF ReSPECTIVE TRIAL 15
NOT a  rropee nsz tHen it CANNOT [RE A LH\wULL‘f CONDULTED TRIAL,

¢ ? "
AND IN THE CASE OF MY an ARSON T[ZI.&L,’ ‘l‘l', WAS NoT A PROPER TRIAL BECAUSE

. THE TORICIAL PROCESS OF A CRIMINAL TURISDICTIoN TRAL . WAS UNLAWFULLY

1




154,

6f M ¢ 7 4
1. BLEMISHED . FUNPAMENTALLY TAINTEPR y AND THERE HAP [eEM A seRioys PECARTUAE

3
FROH THE FSSENTIAL et REBLUIREMENTS OF THE u'.a‘(‘"\f)”lIj ﬁl\w,’ CON?E&U?NT!FLL‘{’ ThE
‘rﬁlﬁl.? MISCARRIED TO SUCH AN EXTENT AND PUE To THE (I‘RRE@ULﬂﬂ!ng;: THAT UPON
PRESENT REVIEW OF THE 5AID ‘1993 anson f:’él_/it.: “NO PROPER TRIAL HAD TAKEN
pLace” (see Wiee v. Tue Queen [ 19887 HCA b, REFER M50 10 ABavE BUOTING
Frou Wipe | on PAces 14 15 26, 27, IKII?)? FOR REASONS DESCRIBED B4 ME IN

Tuis Peririon (Ioacuneu.’)? anp te Oriewae Perimion (D;Ue‘p 20 Aerir 2:;?(,»’3).

- < 4 . ] b
Furrhegr ro tue 1$suE oF misrePREsenTED States Evipence . puriNg THE SUDICIAL

)
7 '
0. PROCESSES OF THE Crzow.vs* PROSECUTION QF ME, FOR SAID ARSON (,H:‘ll?.éfs’l FROM MM FIRST

‘ 9 ¥l
COURT APPEARANCE v? To ANp inCouaine THe 1993 “1riAL ; FROM WHICH I WAS cauwcnfv?

. } ’
1S THE Czowms USE (w:rmm COURT Pnaceémﬂe‘;)? RELIANCE (JPON (wlﬂ-mu COURT

PRou-zépmes;)? AND BENEFIT FROM (wrrrhw COURT PRUCEEDINGS | MOST SIGNIFILANTLY BEINL
{ 9 4 9 <.
THE CCoHMMITTAL HEARING AND THE TRIAL ¢F TUE ¢ HARGE ), THE  FORMAL

. 0 . P , " 4 .
\NTERROGATION /INTERViEW  Darep 31-T-1990  wiic netecrive Brown cowpuereg

ARAINST MIZ WHILE IN cosTopd OF THE §mr2’ " THe SAID  INTERVIEW STATEMENT R4

ME, WAS NEVER A LAWFULLY LONPUCTE) PROCESS B4 E.Zaw? ON BEHALF ¢F
THE CROWN (wio Brown was RePREsenTiNG wHEN Brown 1L zGALLY AND
UNLAWFULLY INTERLD ATER ME ON 3"7'1%2)? AND‘ NOT oMLY wAE SAID PROCESS
20. UNLAW FULLY cawucrfo} BUT Ar.sa,’ THE ACTUAL WORDED STATEMEMNT FROM ME wAS
UNLAWFULLY CREATED BY THe cONDU/CT AND ACTIONS ofF PBrown, ¢ Broww @as HAD
Fogwep CORRECT PROCEPURE , THeN , PRIOR TO \NTERRUGATING/ INTERVIEWING
ME AS A SUSPECT FOR THE CRIME OF ARSON (ou 3!-7‘-1‘1‘12j wHILE T WAS ALrEApY
i ausrom)? rhen, T WOULD HAVE ALREADY BEEN FORMALLY CAUTIONED
BY BKOWN] rer Summary Oreences Aer s 194 “Rictrs uon arresc” (I WAS REMANDED
INTO cusTopY  APPROXIMATELY [6=T~- l‘f‘i'l? UNRELATED HATTER | ON CHARGE OF MURIER 50 THAT

¢ ) ( ?
I WAS ALREADY AN ARRESTED PERSON N CUsSTENT ) AND PER Tupees RUé,ES OBLICATION

- 7
¢ 9
UPON Bﬁow:« AS I WAS IN CUSToDY AND ALL INTERIEWS OF ME MUST aNid LAWFULLY Be AFTER

I an Provee chorionep AND INFORMED OF MY R1GHTS (reraning 1o Bewe :mfeme’w;?v)?
.?

- : 4 7
2. AND ALSO TO PRorercy ASK me 17 T wisit To execise ANY oF wi “iurervicw RIGHTS &




(55.

v Twe PROCESS encacen 1 Brows (o seice of Tue Sure bovernuent, wHom He

g

ACTED oN BEHMALF ""F); WAS H-LEGAL? IN THE MANNER OF BRaWN INTERIGGATING ME on
31-7-1942., HMI?1 Tue PRODUCT CREATED s+ Broww (rtHe wrerview statenent
FROM NE &GN 31-7-1‘?‘?2)) wWAS UNLAWFULLY C.RE/%TEP, AHD, ILLEGAUM CREATED &Y

Brown (For THE Bengfit of s empiomir The State Government oF SoutH
Husmﬁm)? FOR REASONS I HAVE DESCRIGED AND ExPLANED AgevE (18i0), WHICH,
FunpamMenTALLY _DEFINED ap CHARACTERISER mv sa1p * PoLice INTERVIEW sTaTEMENT
oF 3l -”?*l‘i‘??j? AS AN_UNLAWFULLY AND ILLEGALLY UNDERTAKEN PROCESS BY Prown on
3-7-1992 (I was i custony’ anp mrRorerey penieo 1T HE PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS

oe A PROFER CAUTION | pRior 1o BétG FORMALLY Questiouzn/INTERROGATED Y Poice,

Anovt A crive wiick POLICE RechRper me A5 A susPecT FOR, AND N EACT THE PRIME
SUSPELT FOR, AND (Accormne 1o Brown w iis 1943 recrmom)} FOR WHICH POLICE
HAD ALREADY MADE THE DECISION TO ‘zerorr’ ME FOR PRIOR TO Brown EVEN
ATENDING MY LOCATION ON 31'7-13‘12)1 WHICH UNLAWFULLY AND ILLELALLY

CENERATED AN OFFICIAL DOCUMENT (rw INTERVIEW STATEMENT DATED 3!-7-1‘?‘?1)1 wuicu THE
CROWN iweeaty anp unidwruily Presentep o CHAPTER T Cairinae Cgmrg (RS PART

9
oF Tee Crowns PrRosecution oF He),' WNDER FALSE CLAIM 0F BEING Cproreriy” crearer

k]
RECORD ¢F (INTERVIEW OF ME, THERERY ANCHORING (FHKE LEGITIMACY To 5AiD @cgnéui’,

faom wiicH Tue Croww MPROPERLY/FRAVDULENTLY. RECEIVED PROSECUTORIAL RENEFIT

By wAY of Commmar Hearing Ruiive (Commir 1o rug), THeN  wituin Disrricr Cavrr

TRIAL PROCESS (vum DIRE TO EXLLUDE ‘RECORD OF mreawewi)? CRGNN IMPROPERLY  AND

- L4 [4
MALICtousty  ARGUED ro pProtecr saip "FAKE LEGITIMACY AND SAID FRAUDULENTLY

L ( -
DBTAINED PROSECUTORIAL BENEELT' so A To 'FRAusuLentey /imPRoPerLy Recewve VOIR DIRE

i . 4 i 2 9
RULING oe ‘admissiziiry starvs’ of saip ‘recorp oF INTERVIEW DATED 5!"?4%2,

- - ¢
wiick Tue Crown pip recee rRon TriaL Juace (in voir bIRe), AND THEREEY ConPoUNTED
THE ILLEGALITY ENvELOPING THe [ROCESS of the Stare ORTAINING AND THE THEN

I:'RODU'(ZTIQN}/ CREATION of saip ‘recor o mfénwgwn(wmm e Crown

PROSECUTOR THEN UNLAWFULLY/ MALIZIOUSLY/ FRAVDULENTLY USED AND RELIED UPON N

TRIAL 10 ILLEGALLY MANIPULATE TRIAL TURY TOWARDS FURM VERDICT OF GU!LT’#). Ar

9
0, NO TIME wWAS MM AP ‘ﬁeco;ap OF INTERVIEW, PATE 3-7-1992 : EVER A FROI’ERL‘{




15¢.
! PﬂSPUCEP/CREHTED DOCUMENT? anp YET Tue (rown FoueHT To (P{zaTECT THEIR

.
USE OF THE IMPROPERLY fonAwFury crearep  DOCUMENT 5 WHICH HAD NOTHING To

¢ -
DO WiTH  TuE Crown wWANTING TO USE IN rmm? 4 Pucwem-f WHICH THE (CROwn

’
PLACED LEGITIMATE PROSECUTORIAL WEILHT TO , AT _IN FACT BeCAME (m SAID VOIR

DIRE HEARING ABOUT SAID {’RGCaﬂD 0€ mffe:z:wgw")7 ‘“THE CROWN UNLAWFULLY
ARCUING TO PROTECT THE ILLEGITIMACY WHICH ENVELOPED EVERY ASPECT
OF saip Recore O fru?'érlm'éw‘; ‘TU PROTECT ALL POINTS QF ILLEGALITY
ASSCCIATED WITH THE CREATION AMD EXISTENCE OF san Reconp UF lmfegwgw:
éTO MALICIQUSLY VIOLATE MM RIEHT 10 A LAWFULLY CONDUCTED TRIAL RY

0. USING sap Recorp Ue /ufemw?w) 70 tHEN . IN TRIAL EVIDENCE ANp TESTIMONY,
COMPARE M1 Recorn of inrervicw ANsWER RE “LiGHT 1n *.'Rmr?’
CRIMINALLY FALSE PECLARATION N CAUNCES POLICE STATEMENT (parep 7'8%‘??2)7

70, CAunces

re ‘Fire w rRAN aﬁrzzzm;g’? ns hwecepy CONFLICTING nredsons BY me 4 1z
wHY I WENT T2 TRAIN CARRIAGE ,? WH!CH, MO EEHEE. LONGER MARRIES 1o THe
PURPUSE OF A CRIMINAL PROSECUTION FUNCTIONING T0 SEEK HONESTLY OBTAINED
Ry VERDICT (FOLLOWNG HONESTL AND LAWFULLY PRESENTED CASE For THE
CIECWN')I IT ACTOALLY ALLIGNS TO ‘o@rmm% A CONVICTION REAINST ME NO
Mmréa:'ﬂﬂm or MetHoD AR vse) (LAWFUL coMducT ANp ReL1€d u7oN
EVIPENCE ) R '-Fr NEéFu’D) -ﬂdémP UNLAWFUL coNRUcT AND FALSE STATe:

. L’woemw)’. Tue Crown MISREFRESENTED rue actvar “cvaracter
OF SAI) RECORD OF INTERVIEW OF Mg, DATED ?!-7-1‘1‘?1", YET, Twe TriAL
Suoee , v vorr owe, EVEN AFTER Crown trosecuron ADMITED tiar £
was not CAvTiongg 89 &weu} PeR PROFER Trocepyrf, sAD T upit GAVE
e Crewn ERRONEQUS CONSENT TO CoNTINWE AREGUING 1o
PROVECT CROWNS crettion aN) on-GoING UsE oF sp Keeory ¢ Interusu
OF M , I sTATe e ;J,;‘P@é W/)(Q /‘]CT/NG UHTHOLT f’{ZcFéIZ
JURSPICTION (verra vires), wren Jopee Acier A5 IF He HeLo
TURISPLL Tlo NAL msc;zeww] 1o *PERMIT m4 SAID Récary of INTERVIEW 2 F 51-7-199
TC € PRESEMED (v TRIAL AS CRrowa ::vu?e'mf’. ﬁe CrowN surFerep officiAL

3. CHALLEN bE (ﬂv ME, RE. VOIR DIRE To EXCLUPE $Aip ‘Recorp of erRWEw’)? To THE




0.

30,

151,

{ ) . .
EXISTENCE OF SAID ' RECORD oF INTERVIEW (as AN mmzarerzw/umuwfum CREATED

3 3
ﬂ?acungur% BUT m,saj N VoIR PiRE CHALLENGE WAS ALso To sToP THE Crowns

{ " il 7
INTENDED USE GF $AID “RECORD OF INTERVIEW A5 CRrowns EViDENCE (N TRIAC, AS TS

VSE OF B THe CRoWN  DURING rRIAL EV1pENLE PRESENTATION WAS inrriNsicALLY
ASSOCIATED WITH CRIMINAL MISREPRESENTATION (m CrowN PROSECUTOR AND, B4
ResreeTIVE Crown wiTNESs rgsrrmom), aF S‘Meb Ew{?.eﬂw ANP CONSEQUEN —
riaeey wvores CHARACTERISATION or “rue 1vee of rrie when puo ACTUALLY
TAKE PLACE , A5, NOT A PROFER TRIAL ACCORDING TC LHW? BUT WHICH
sTILL RECORDED A CoNVICTION AGAINST M, PUE 10, THE MHPEF’?‘EI%’N"
TATION (m The C{&aa)n\f) OF THE ALTUAL EVIDENTIARN WEIBHT L AwFULLY AND
LEGITIMATELY PERMITTED T0 Be ATACHED To SAD (;‘Zér‘.ﬁﬂp uF uurgrzwéw) PATED
31 -7-1‘?‘?1?? WHICH, DUE To The CrOWNS 1MPROPRIETY INTRINSIC T THE CREATION |
EXi15TENCE  AND THEN (RowNS TRIAL Use oF sAiw ‘RECORD of inTERVIEW . ACTWJLL‘I
MARRIES HN EVIDENTIARY WEICHT OF ZERQ (Momuuaﬂ TO rue sap
Recorg o Inremuigw, BUT WHICH THE CROWN HAD ERRONEQUSLY
LONVERTED DURING sap voir mize Hears NE, TO AN ILLEGALLM AND
MPROPELLY ograings 100 / CROWN zvileNce wr:!mﬁ(uu OTMER wmpv THE SAIp
Récakn oF wterview, wiick, #1 RULY OF LAW | sduueo wor Have EXI5TED | WhS
THEN FRAVDULENTLT CIVEN f:’w’le ery VAL&‘e By # MM TRIAL -\UD{,w’ AL Mm’
ERRGNEQUSLY (.'J"upw HAD ho LEGITIMATE TUr$DICTION TO ‘M’F’H AN PISCRETION
70 THEN RUW AprusSiBLT STATVS 1O SAID RECORD OF INtERviEw DATED
"51*7'-1*?‘%'?\")); The TRIAL MISCARRIED BECAvse CRowN FRAUPILENTLY
RELIED VPN (uv ﬂz:m)] M1 RECoRD or:um;p.u';yw) WHICH ﬁf'f‘? IMPROPERLY  AND
cRIoNgoUsly was permimed 1o APMIT (INTo TRIAL EVIDENCE w4 rua
JVDee (_’Ifi’f VoIR PIRE [‘fw;,w@),

ln& ZAID Khlm‘@ ‘Y TRIAL J’v’%b PURING VQIR PIRE Heﬁﬁwé juvée’ SALR 1o
ME ]7HE£ZGTL”’7 THAT i & HUSF HAVE KINOWN MY HC-HTS widen
BROWN (NTERVIEWED Me’ BECAUSE TWD WEEKS EARLIER T
WAS ARRESTED FUR SOHETHING ELSE AN T RIGHTS WERE




20,

15%.
STATED 10 ME THEN (ruo weeks earued), SO T MUST HAE KNOWN
WHAT MM RIGHTS WeRe', TUPéE Lre ACTEY 1LieéhuM
BN TELLING ME THAT ‘1 musT HAVE kNown wHAT M4 Rigurs

were,mn KULING AFTEE THIT, TO  ILLEGALLY TERMIT
THE WLEGALY CTERTED Telomr 0F IWiadlAl) INTD
CIOUN EVIDAVCE. )

WHAT € THe TOINT QF |3 W% e pricose

- CUSTypq BEIN § QWWVEP) IF AL Tpper LEE

| Dk %7 SHIVS S ['{J@' )/ZUL&")

Sty oBListriol < 79

Ap bl Low TRULINGS 1o excine sun
Starenens / Kecorw. or vigrview Z
TR ReA ING /}NT) thL‘ﬁN'éﬂ (meH SHOULD HAVE ALREADY BEEN DONE
gy Jurge Lee | puriNG sa1p voir pike v 1993 ‘1o extcLupe recory of mre;zwew’?
BUT CBViOYSLY wa;u’r ] AS 1T APPEARS THAT dupée L g€ whAs TRYING 10 FIND EXCUsEs
ForR Hin 1o THew Kuce To PERMIT Crows 7o use ‘M ILLEGALLY QRTAINE[) RECORD
oF inverview  4s A FEATURE o7 the Crows Case Apamst He, RATHER THAT
Jviee Lee aprit Ruie of Law avo EXELUDE san statement PATED
3!-7-1‘1‘?2)? R R v Laweero ave Vaw pe Wiew (T)"uoensm CITED ABOVE ON
mee“! 20, lmp) , THEREIN

parAcraPH 167,

s3e IT WAS CONTENPEPR TUAT THE STATEMENTS ; O0R soME OF I'HL’H? WERE Nm’7 IN THE
RELEVANT LEGAL SENGE | VOLUNTARY . cvcv 1T WAS SUBMITTED THAT ... THE
STATEMENTS ouewfj iN ANY we’Nrj To BEE EXCLUDER GN‘THé @ROVND THAT i
woueld) R UNFAIR ;00 AND CONTRARY 1o PUBLIC POLICN TO ADMIT THEM, CENJ’ML
10 .. ARGUMENTS WAS THE ASSERTION THAT THE CoNPuLT OF THE POLICE OFFICERS

CONCERNED WAS TAINTED WIiTH (LLEGALITY .




0,

159,
ParAcRAPH 169.
Tue CLASSIC STATEMENT oF THE LAW RELATED TO NoN VOLUNTARN STATEMENTS i<
uar of Dixon I v MeDeruorr v. Tue [Kine [19487 HCA 2, (1943)
16 CLR 501 ar 511, 4s nore recentiy referrep To v Coerany v. Tue Queen
[ 19827 HCA 67 (1982) 151 CLR L.
pParaGrAPH |70,
[N THE FoRMER case, Dixon 3 saip :-
“Be commen LAW . A ... STATEMENT MADE OUT OF COURT BY AN ACCUSED PERSON
MAY NOT RF APMITTED (N EVIRENCE AGARINST WM UPON HIS TRIAL FOR THE CRIME
TO WHICH 1T RELATES UNGESS IT 1S SHOWN TO HAVE BEEN VOLUNTARILY MADE,
Tuis MEANS SUBSTANTIALLY THAT IT HAS BEEN MADE IN THE EXERLISE gF HIS
FREE CHoicE, |7 de sPeAks pecAuse ne is OVERBORNE , HIS ..« STATEHENT
CANNOT BE RECENER IN EVIDENCE AND IT PUES NOT MATIER BY WHAT MEANS HE
HAS BerN OVERBORNE,
lF Mis sTATEMENT 1S THE RESULT OF DURESS, INTIMIPATION . PERSISTENT

7 b
IMPORTUNITY , OR SUSTAINER OR UNDPUE INSISTENCE OR FﬁESSURg} IT CANNOT Be
i
VOLUNTARY o
ParpasraPH 171,
A; wAs POINTED UT IN THE ToiNT TUDGMENT iN THE HlfoH CourT N |HE K;N@

v. Lee anp Ors. [1950] L5 (I‘?BO} 8 CLR 133 ar H‘?} THE WoRD
[voLuNTmﬁY, POES NOT MEAN ‘vOLuNTEeRL’:P)c Ir MEANS fnﬂw IN THE
EXZRCISE 0F A FREE CHOICE TO SPEAK QR BE S:LENT’,

rarncrAPH |72,

[N rlis REEARD 1T StiouLp BE EMPHASI5ED THAT, a5 was saw gy Kuwe CT w Tue

7
Oluzew v. Hawam ave Karcer (1985) 42 SASR 126 ar (39, consipgrATION
MUST RANGE SQMEWHAT BEYOND PIRECT VIOLENCE, THREATS OR INDUCEMENTS. |7
i5 FOssIBLE To ENVISAGE CASES IN WHICH REMOVAL OF A FREE CHoICE Hﬂ‘f, IN A
PRACTICAL sews‘é} CLEARLY PERIVE FROM THE vERY PRESSURES STEMMING FROM
THE SITUATION IN WHMICH A PERSON MAY HAVE BEeN PLACED BN ACTIONS OF

THE POLICE .




0.

30.

| 6O.

paracraPH (73,

covs SUPPORT FROM ... THe Courr of Apear i Tue Quezen v. Hunsow (1‘150)
T2 CrAreR 163 i wiick i1 was PoNTED 0uT THAT THE Wiire PaeR conaine
AND COMMENTING ON THE Jupces’ Ruies exPressiy REcoGNISED THAT conpuct
AMOUNTING 10 0PPRESSION (coUPLeD wiTH AND AT LEAST PARTLY ARISING FROH,,
UNLAWFUL PoLice coupucr) couLP GIVE RISE T0 A SITUATION IN Wirich THE (ouaT
WQULD RETECT A STATEMENT MADE (INTER ALIA) As NOT BEING SHOWN BY THE CRowa
TO HAve B BEeN VOLUNTARY.

ParAcRaPH T4,

v snoure se saw Tuar, v Hupsons Case, rue Covar of Arvear (wrer Au14)
Re-AFFIRMED 175 PReviovs picTum IN e Queen v, HoveHton anp Franciosy
(1979) €8 CaleeR 197 ar 206 ro vHe eerecr ruar cupence WOULD, 1N A
EVENT,  OPERATE UNFRIRLY ACAINST AN ACCUSED (F 1T HAD B¢eN OBTAINZD 1N AN
0PPRESSIVE MANNER BY FORCE OR AGAINST THE WISHES OF AN ACCWSEDP PERSON
OR BY A TRICK OR, GENERALLY BY CONDUCT OF wiilCH THe CrowN OUGHT NOT To
TAKE APVANTAGE, |1 wenr on 70 MAKE THE POINT fh{ir? WHEN CONSIPERING
WHETHER To eXERCISE A DISCRETION TO D1SALOW [ STATEMENTS ... ON THE
GROUND OF UNFAIRNESS THE TUDEE MUST POSE THE QUESTION

“WHAT LED THE ACCUSED TO SAY WHAT WAS IN FACT SAID 27

PARACRAPH  260.

Tiis BRINGS ME TO EVENTS OF THE FOLLOWING J}A‘f? PARTICULARLY THOSE LEARING UFP TO
AND RELATEDP T9 THE ... RECORD gF INTERVIEW ..

ParAcRAPH 2672,

THe PLaN gacr is THAT, PeR INCURIAH, JenkiNS OVERLOOKED CAUTIONING Lvaozv) WHO
WAS THEN IN CUSTODY CHARGED WITH... MURDER,

PARAGRAPH b3,

WdiLsT 1 AM SURE THAT THERE WAS NOTHING DELIBERATE OR SINISTER IN THE aHISSION.,
IT MUST BE BORNE IN MINP THAT THE J’U%ES.’ RULES ARE QUITE UNEQUIVOCAL
ON THE POINT, THEY STIPULATE THAT ﬁPER‘iUNS W custopy SHOULD NOT BE
RUESTIONER WITHOUT THE USUAL CAUTION BEING FIRST ADMINISTERED




L&,
I, THIS HAS ALwAYS BEEN MELD TO BE A RULE OF FUNPAMENTAL AND CRITICAL
IMPORTANCE ,
PARAGRAPH 26%,

sids Corv%;ﬁTENTL‘f WITH THE WeLL SETILED APPROACH oF THe Caw:*r;i T SiCH

SITUATIONS ,  DISCRETION MUST BE EXERCISED ApVERSELy To The Crown. T HIS RECORD
0F WEERVIEN will g¢ excLupep, V!

It THe Jupees’ Ruues} ALONE, WERE SUFFICIENT TO EXCLUDE MY SAID STATEMENT/RECORD oF
¢ Y ¢ "

INTERVIEW DATED 31*7‘-1‘7‘(2_ AS T WAS ALRZADY IN CUSTOPL, T WAS REMANDED INTO cU’TaD'!,)
T CHARGED WITH MURDER AND HAD ALReA peen IN CUSTOD FOR ALMOST TWO wms

BROW‘N wWoylD HAVE HAD 10 /}Sl/ D C 5 WHHT CORRCCHONAL H)Clt

T WAS REING HELD IN [TV THEM? ;90 HOW THEN DOFC Districr Covrt

TJoncé Lee wave any piscretion OPEN TO HH’I N 5A1D voIR DIRE, To THEN

— 7
RyLe 10 DENY ME THe PROTECTION OF $Ap UJPEH::' Rubw, AND. DENN HE THE

rrotecrion OF  Summary Orrences ﬁvr] RIGHTS UFON ARREST INCORPORATING Rigiitrs

o INTERNIEWED
WHILE IN COSTODY OF 1ué TATE, WHEN BEING FURTHER /LATR rReceRwmsse AND/OR

INTERROCATED RN muce’) {aecm“Dme RBEINE C% LONED (’vr CN CUARD AND PROPERLY

weorer or MY RIGHTS.,.,. /—PLL QF THEHN ASSOC| AT(;}?
WITH DEING QUETIONZD BY TOLICE)) T
20,

T sonr secieve Tmee Loe up PISCRETJO)\,’ 0PEN 10 WM To PERMIT 1M

12 Ruie 10 permir Crown 7o Apmir m ship 51-7-1992 CRIMINA LLY
PRODUCED DOCUMENT ~— recors oe mrcaviw —  vurs TRIAL £VIDENCE

FOR Ty Cr«:num7 vor 1e ADHERING TO TUDEGES’ RULES ; WHICH, 89 SUCH

f}u rfrara!f‘{} MANPATE ExcCilSion ofF sAip TO0CUVMENT RECORD or th’EIZUIQW ANQ

B MANPATE, MUST THEREFORE | MUALJWT&’ ALL I?IQCRL’?’IOJ\} HELY

:wpz;e LE, FOI«C}N(S JUer Lee 1, ﬂummmcmw EXCLUDE

fD IZGLG?.'ZD oF Jm’é:zwéw ON TWO ‘cunphventic  powrs QFLAW BEING,

Pom-r OME 410 RECCRD OF INTERVIEW wWAS NoT A VOLUNmR‘t S'nmmr FROM ME AND Musf

e BE AUTOMATICALLY EXCLUDED ON THIS GizOUN ALONE (w;r:f;wr PROPER CAUTION , THEREZ 15
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nva rornaL ANSWER 1o pocice orFicer tiar © DO o= DO NOT rreecy DECIDE T
answer InTerro GATION Questions Fipr Paucg)” FO{NTTWO,} ‘1 WAS IN CUSTODY
areapy ., rueresy INVOKING MANDATORY COMPLIANCE WITH TUDGES’ RULES
10 PROPERLY CAUTION ME PRIOR TO ANY INTERVIEW B POLICE
(wmcH FOLICE INTEND TO wpmmm?) AM) WAICH MAY NEVER WAE TAKenN TLACE A7 ALL
IF I WhS PROPERLY CAUTIONZD AND THEN iNVOKED ‘m@ﬂf 0 M4 LAWIER [E INg
PRESENT ’), AND, CONSEQUENTIAL To ‘Non=corpLANCE wirh Tupees’ Rues e MANDATORY
CAUTIONING OF HE AS T WAS ALREADY 1N CUSTODY ON 31'7-1‘?‘?‘21} NUST aesvir in
Jupee Lee FOLLOWING THE SAME PATH DESCRIGED IN (EGIZAE,R/&F‘H 264 o Lawrorp
anp Van pe Wiew Jupement of l‘?‘?lﬁ, WHICH I5, “To EXCLUDE MY $AID RECORD oF
INTERVIEW DA4red Sl T-1992 (see ABOVE QUOTED TeXT Fror Lawrgrp anp Van pe
Wiee, Paees 160 awp |(a]? 181D, “haracrarus 262,265 264 PﬁRT-‘CU{AR))?

Junce bfe’; IN SAID VOIR DIRE RUL:NEJ ERRONEQUSLY raiep to act (ra EXCLUDE THE

RECORD OF INTERVIEW), Afgpmwe (N ACCORDPANCE wWiTH MANDATES IMPOSED UPON HIM . RY
] )

ABOVE REFERENCES FROM ?U%E'S) Ru;,és AND LawFoRD Anp \Jan pe Wiee RULH‘U@’ AND
Witeiams AND TURNEK RLMJUG? RELATING To ‘WHHT FOINT ORBLIGATES POLICE TO
Cavrion ME . WHAT POINT OBLIGATES POUCE T0 Ask me DIRECTWY i £ wisy 1o
INVOKE/EXERC1SE ANT OF MY Cavrion I?fGHrs_] AMJ}‘7 WHAT FOINT OBLIGATES POLICE
re STOP any INTENDED INTERVIEW/INTERROGATION oF v |F orner SPECIFIC
CAUTION  Proceoure hs not ver sgen. PROPERLY PERFORMED ano PROPERLY
COHPLETL’/P,] INSTEAD., 6‘:&*065 Lée Acrep wirdout coMPETENT QurispictionA
Aurrorirt wien we Ruien v zavour of rie Crown avp Permiep SAIp RECORp OF
INTERVIEW [NTD 6mawm‘ bvipencé For MY SALR ﬂZiAL,j WHILH THEN MApPE Ilpée-’
Le¢ A ‘wuwu.uwce ACCESSORY 10 tue crimes oF Tie gmfe) Vil TRIAL
PROSECUTOR , POULE OFFICET C;wzuc:é? IN THEIR CRIMINAL MISUSE OF SAID
Reconr or hvmzwgw} NS REPRESENTATION or Stares Evipesce &1 use oF sAw
RECORD F WIERVIEW, MISREPRESENTATION or FACTUALLY ACCURATE St
E\:‘iE’ENC‘{E ( C AUNCE STATEMENT COHIPARED To MM RECIRD OF wrmv;e'w)j 42 (MQHT IV
mﬂuu) @ ‘Fufe‘ IN mfw) ’: T;; SUGREST THAT Crww'mis Ve oF M9 s4i1p RECORD
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L. OF INTERVIEW OF 31*7'19‘?23 DID NOT GIVE CROWN ILLEGAL APVANTAGE AND
ILLEGAL BENEFIT, AND, DID NoT ENABLE CROWN TO ILLE GALLY EFFECT A
JURYS DECISION o con VT ME OF ARSON IN sai 29931 IS A FALSE
S'UGGESTIOU) NET PREVIQUS /4110}?#}?'4—'6&';1/312/&. /49v:cé TZ 617\«'&7;?»'.7& (ﬂﬁgmfu.
Peririgh or 2008 anp, pescrisen wiTHIN GovaRNORS LEMER TO ME phtep |54 *’Jmt)?
CLAIMED THHT? IN .;:FPHCT) NOTHINE DONE Ry ﬂié%dﬁ?/rf{é CRaqu EITHER PRIOR
To TRIAL OR DURING rrc'rm, WAS IMPROPER QR EveN JENIEP ME A FAIR TRIAL . \A/hm’
THEN 1S THE PURFPOSE OF HAVING SAIp U'U:?G:ES? RUL?&' AND gTﬂTUﬂ"—' OBLI@{‘I‘I’!&?NS (UPC’N
2ovice)  ane Case Law Ruangs (Laweoro ano Viay oe Wiee, Wiuians awo TUI?NZQR)’

0. TO REINFORCE THE RIGHTS OF THE CUSYeCT (w:ww ARPRENENDED,
WHEN IN C-USTOD‘!)? WHEN A TUDCE DECIDES To PQU“I Mg
THE APPLICATION OF CAID W6HTS AN THEN TERMIT
WAN ILLEGALLY PRopice]) ReCORD OF INTERV 1EW/

Se—

01 ApHimep o TAAL EVPAE For ThE
Cloyl\) WHO THEN CRIMINALLM ARUSE THE TrAL
PROCESS AP ILLE6ALLY HANPUATE TRAL SURY NG
FALSE [ELIEF ALQS CROWNS EupENid So The
SURM THINK CRAUN Bls NOT BULLSHITIING T0
w THeW A3 *PROSECUTORS AND Cofs DoNT LiE’
(Yerh Tuenr L1, AFTER WHICH. SUBY DETERMIVE
T AM 6uivte §f OF ArSon .1 =
WAKE (7 10 THe GTAZ -
CORRUFTION THAT crowk HAS
PRoTecTey For Horé Twht
16 NEAKS. ...

A CRIMINALLA FALSE [RoSECUicn OF ME Fap ARSW, 1) 1993,

30.
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-

Lo L HAVE NOT ONLY BATILED THE IMPROPER ACTIONS OF (HoVZRNMENT EMPLONEES THAT WERE
PoNé PRIOR To 1993 apson rmmJ PLUS 1MPROPER ACTIONS oF (boverNMENT
EMPLOVEEs THAT WERE poNg DURING t1 saip (anp Witww), 1993 arsow TRIAL, PLUS

IMPROPER ACTIONS oF éauéRNMENf EMPLOYEFS THAT WERE DoNé AFTER SALD {"‘H?

( 2
ARSoN TRIAL (cm TWO PoINTS, BEINe, " FINDING MPROPER eXCusts To nor PROPERLY
wvestieAte anp. PROPERLY rerort ngour Government (Crown) Actions of

IMPROFPRIET™  PRIOR 1o AND DURING sAip 1993 ARCON HZML FINI?1 ACTING CoMPLILITLY

IN THE ON-GOING PROTECTION OF THE [MPROPER ACTIONS OF GO\-’E?NI’[ENT EMPLONEES

wHICH HAPPENED PRIOR To AND DURING SAI1D TIZI.QL WHICH ‘uwcaﬁusep THE

0. GUILTY VERDICT 0F THE JURY 0 t4 SAD 1993 ARSON TRIAL, DIRECTLY consEQUENTIAL
70 smp GoveRM MENT EHPLINEE IMPROPRIENES ) BUT HLSO BATLEY BB THE
INCONPETENCE OF M1 SoUCITOR Vﬂwp 3101«:(5 WHo HAD AMPLE vaffr«ég PRESENTED To
HIM UNDER £D|S(.Lusuﬂl? LN (..;prN 5 T Juniciry Amack  Crown ACCUSATIONS
PROFEKH FrRom THE ConmimAL Hearn g ITSELF, BUT Neguectep To oo %} HNP
BATTLED THE INCOMPETENCE oF MY TRIAL LAWMER HILMEL Bmwreﬁ WHO HAP AMPLE
MATERIAL EVIDENCE puvs TRIAL TESHP"&NV 10 PROFVERLY HTT/‘LCK CrowN evipence
fl ARTICULARLY THAT oF Eww Caunce anp h\o&hufoﬂ) BUT NEGLECTED D) Vo
50 (I EUNT CARE THAT Efmmm BB WAS HANPED THE TRIAL &Y gmr(@ LeSs THAN
SEVEN PAYS PRIOR T2 TRIAL sfﬂﬁf).

4.
1 as wever BEEN MM QBLIGATION 7o FROW: THE CORRVFTION E\/ 97’/&”1/
wrrinsic 1o Crown Evipence (?uﬂf’omo AS SUCH BY Orwu) USED IN TRIAL T2
CFFECT Sypy VERPICT OF GyiLTd oF Hﬂ‘;ﬂl\l Apainer Mé VET 1 /’)H FORCLD
To IN ORPER To MAKE PELIC THL’ CK'Més OF STATE Wil H
ILLEGALLM. RESULTED IN SAIp ARSON CONVICTION AGAINST ME,

[# A FUHP&HENTF}L AND cmﬂcm. (we ABoY on 7A6eS |00 ane IC,I B0, SN FROM
Lawrorp ane Vaw pe Wla THERZIN PARAGRAPHS 262 M? 264 ) (,P TEPIQ Fon
p “recorp oF inteRviEW (or me, pAfep 3l-7- 1‘3‘11) a5 ‘sneutarer gy Tre Jupcss’

‘ .
% Rw_es INCLUDES THAT A PERSON il CUSTONY 15 REQUIRED To e ‘rroreriy (autionen’
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5.

[65.

PRIOR TG ANY FOLICE INTERVIEW (mw THAT INCLUPES ALL FURTHER/ ADDiTIONAL INTERV|EEWS
m(:j IRRESPELCTIVE gF THE SUB JECT CRIHE/CHHRGE WHICH POLICE INTEND TO QUESTION
AND/OR INTERVIEW THE PRISONER msaur)j THEN, 1T 15 8 SucH STIPULATION tHar A
‘FUNMHFNTHL BREACH oF pue PRocEss / Frocepure HAS BEEN EFFECTED IF THE
PERSON IN CUSTOPRY 1S NOT SO CAUTIONEP PRIOR TO FORMAL FOL!CE
&Uf:SrfONHh@/!NTEM’rEW/NGJ OF RESPECTIVE PERSON IN CUSJOPY7 AND,
WHICH MUST THEN ALSO EQUATE Ta ANY ‘staTement /answers /epiies’ san
PERSON PROVIPES PURING SUCH avysuomuu&a/mrazwewwg AS BEING
“INVOLUNTARILY GIVEN BY SAIp PERSON (N cus:om IRRESPECTIVE QF

. WHETHER QR NOT THE PERSON iN CUSTODY GrPEARS 70 BE FREELY

el

S;-’Eﬁkm@, BECAUSE, 5 1S [MPOSSIBLE FOR POLice To HONESTLN ASSESS rue
STATE OF MIND OF RESPECTIVE PERSOIN IN cUsTonY wio 15 sewe INTERROGATED
BN SAME POLICE WHO HAD ALREADY \VNOLATED BOTH Tupees Ruies anp
Sumuary Oreences Acr STRICT 0BLIGATIONS UPON POUICE TO PROPERLY
CAUTION ‘wg” PRIOR TO QUESTIONING/ INTERVIEWING / INTERROGATING “ne’ "
wiicH 15 THE PURPOSE A FUNCTION oF A PROPER CAUTION (ar 4 srecipic pont,
SEN e, PRIOR 0 avesnioning FoLice),

I - -~ . ‘ , ‘
It 15 thererore INTRINSIC to A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING TO LAw, THAT, WHERE ANY

ciow i g
STATEMENT/ RECORD OF INTERVIEW 15 ‘osTAINED FROM THE ACCU2Ep PERSON . SUCH

NFORMATION (FORMING THE $Al STATEMENT/ RECORD OF wrervew) , MUST  BE

CENZRATEP ACCOROING TV Aw, IN ACLCORDANC ¢ ver STRICT r’;wcb«puzu S0 AS To

Prorery cHarAcTerISE Sai (.»mrww,/f\gcaﬂp OF INTERVIEW | 45 A LHW!-ULL‘!
OBTAINED? anp ‘L AWFULLY Cﬁ‘?L’ﬁ‘TE:?"1 OFFELLIAL POCUMENT . WHICH HAY THEN ALSC
pe cawrvily USED gy Tue Crown AS PART oF FPovice VESTICATIONS AND
AND, AS peranzeR BY $Aw  Juaees’ Rw.es, WHICH CLEARY

7 7
{ 2]
CHARACTERISE  [RocEDURAL COMPLIANCE AS '(FUNMNéNT-”-LL‘I AND CRITICALLM IMPORTANT

TUNCIAL PRICEEDING S

(::;z:e asove oN Paces 160 awp 16] , 1810, rrom Lawroro aup \[aw pe Whe L, THEREIN

PARA CRAPHS &QZ l&? 2(,‘*) 1o ﬁ PROPER TRIAL ane A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING
9

70 Lﬂw - lF’ THE REQUISITE ml!c.?’ FROCEDYRE CoMPLIANCE 16 NOT SATISFIED
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. IN_ THE OBTHJNME-/CREHTWG / UsING (5‘1 Tue CKOWN)? OF ANY SUCH

(4

STATEHENT /RECORD OF INTERVIEW OBTAINED FROM AN ACCUSED PERSON WO 15/ whs N
?

vsToDY Ar THe PARTICULAR TIME OF RESPECTIVE >mwrrem/rz.°:wrw OF INTERVIEW

SUCH AS wHeN BmowN IMPROPERLY INTERROGATED ME ov 51-T-1992 and crearen 2
POLICE RECORD OF INTERVIEW EOCUMENT‘j? ‘ESE’ECIALL‘I’ CONSIDERING A VOIR DIRE
CHALLENGE TO eXCLUpE ‘emrumf POLICE RECORD OF INTERVIEW DOC u.v:.r,m,’ WAS
UMPERTAKEN? TO HIGHLIGHT IMPROPRIETN USep (N OBTAINING AND (REATING SAID DoCyHENT
AND THE CONSERUENTIAL MISCARRIAGE AND UNFAIRNESS T0 ME y JUNICIAL PROCEEPINGS
WHEREIN SAID PUCUMENT 1S ALSO [/Serf’ ﬂN&VOR RELIED LPON 24 T-He CroWN (ﬁ) PART OF

0. STATES PRosecyTION CAse ACAINST m) THERE 1§ ONE OUTCOME MHNDHTED _g,_,
mere MUST gz o oTHER PeRMISSIBLE ACTION OPEN 70 ' THE TRIAL TuuaL

(sucH As PURINEG sy VOIR ke Hr?;-mnué 10 ¢XCLWPE SAID FOLICE RECoRD CF
wre:zv;e’w} f‘f‘?')'] PART OF M1 ARSON ﬂam? WHICH MY TRIAL Tupeaf FAILED TQ

PROPERLY RULE IN ACCORPANCE wW(TH J'N‘STEﬁD’ rRIAC JUDGE ERRONEQUSLY  APPLIER

 Juveet cLamer miscrefion to fN\N;LIE?é Juaees’ Ryies I")/’“W/‘”’El AND OTHeR
nssaciatéy Case Law Ruunes wHich Pertam vo PRISONZR 1 CUSTORY BEWG
QUEsSTIgNED By PoLice with NO CF?UHOM BEIN G ﬂPMINlSTE!ZED’), AND_oN APPEdL
ruee MUST se wo othen peRMISSIBLE Action ofen o ° APPEAL COURT
(mmr Aso MEANS TAAT NI F‘ROV;SG’ CAN R APPLIED BY THE /QP?EAL Cu’m’d? fp

¢
1. |$Mf$5 THIS APPE&L ACAINTT sAlp ARSON cawlcﬂm AS THE ac-na»l AND CoNaucf

AND PROWGT’ ACQUIRED (anep oF inTeRugw CourtiTAc Hmfimc Ruung (1o triaL), voie pire

Rucine (m APHIT SAID RECORD QF INTERVIEW oF S -T-1992 [ INTO PROSECUTION EWWN(‘E)7 AN

FURY VERDILT UF euiLTY oF ARSON, A TRIC Tuaees Perrecrin Verpiet oF cuty or

ARSON 1%3) WAS DIRECTLY nawLuargp/Luwwo WITH THE CONTENTS (an 21AL

!?Jn‘u.s% OF sAlp 31-T-1992 poLicé Rrecorp oF w;c;sz,wi 50 MUCH $0 THAT SPECIFIC

Tmcm:. Rut.m 65 COULD NO LONGER EXIST WITHOUT THEIR HMARRIAGE TO SUCH

SPECIFIC MATERIAL PETAILS wiTHIV YAIp PoLiCE Reécorp OF wréﬁwew) IN OTHER WJIZDS,)

b one is NO WAY o wioiscain Coniisi, Hearwe Rocwg (ro reia, vair pine
Rucine vo apmif recomn or INTERViEW  AND THE TRIAL J0ry VERDICT oF CUILTY . AND

30, THE TRIAL juﬂ’é;é?s JupeHENT oF ity oF .z;asau? IF PoLICE RECORD QF INTERVIEW
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o g 9
L owas NOT EXISTING (m THE FIAST INSTANCE, FoR EXAHPLE, 1F I WAD BzEN [Roperwy

Cavrionen ar tve Proper time anp w e Proper HAnNER &Y Browd, o 3!*74‘?‘12

WHEN I WAS ALREADY IN CUSTOPY., 4!01? oF My Fropery INFORMED R[(;HT,S k wrmrf?
MY REPRESENTING LAWYER ngp ROPERLY NOTIFIED ABOYT B.\LMN:, INTENTION To INTERVIEW
ME, I DOUBT SAIP INTERVIEW WOULD YAVE COKTINUED UNTIL MY LAWMER wAS
PRESENT IN TUHE ROOH WiTH ME, ﬂmp) IT IS ‘r/hs‘o MOST LIKELY rusr Lawver
WOULD HAVE STRONGLM SUGLESTED THAT I NOT ABREE TO [ :MWZWL/WCD 7 ANSWER
B.\dwd:. QUESTIONS ) ,oR,‘n- SAIP RECORD oF INTERVIEW WAS EX (LUDED rRuM TRIAL
EVIDENCE BY SAID VOIR DIRE Heﬁmu(ﬂmu Jupses Ru:.me)? THERE WOULD BE NO
LEQITIMATE FORM OF TRIAL CONPUCT/TRIAL PROCESS THAT COULP PERMIT TUE TRIAL JURY
VERMLT oF Gu’m’*f) OR TRIAL ju;?éé% Juoement oF buiry oR Aﬂsw} 17, 979:\10,),
EXCEPT FOR ‘rue FULL EXCLUSION OF SAID POLICE RECORD _OF wfézwew wWiTH Hé_i

! 9
PATER JULY H‘?l FROM PROSECUTION EVIDENCE AT TJZ-'AL AND _ON AFPE&H

‘f e ACQ UrTFHL oF sAw 1993 conviction For ARSON . By THE Areenr C;_r'f

(DU 10 THe T1PE oF INELUENCE $AID RECORD OF INTERVIEW MOST LIKELY HAD UPON My
1993 rria SURY, RE ARSON TRIAL, AS CLAIMED BY ME, AN éiMFROPB’IZ ; FRAVULENT,
i’QOSELUTDRu"}LLT MISREPRESENTATIVE AND HISLEADING , B AND, ILLEGALLY DECEFTINE
INFLUENCE | PLUS ove vo e MANNER awp CHHRG(,TER of Crown Prosecuron’s

ACTIONS N INTRODUCING SALD RECORD OF INTERVIEW INTO TRIAL Ev'IDZML'-E) AND THEN

1
. RELYINE oN SAME TO MISPIRECT TRIAL TURYS Bz LIEFS (UMLHWFULL‘J)? ARQUT THE TRyé

EVIDEN TIARY VAWE OF MATERIAL DESCRIPTIONS WITHIN SAID RECORD OF INTERVIEW,
wWHIZH T HAVE CLAIMEP Hergin AS ‘cramwm_w HHN.‘PUL(?TNE? CRIMINALLY Decg?ﬂwj
ILLEGAL AND umc.ﬂwFUL,’j WHICH NOT oNLY TAINTED sAlp 1993 TriAL TURY, BUT ALSO
TAINTED THE FURYS VERDICT OF eu.r.ﬁ wH:c-t-l THEN CARRIED THROVEH To A TAINTE]
TRIAL 3096!:5 TUPEMENT or “cunry’ , AND_ CONSEQUENTIALLY BECAME AN
UNLAWFULLY PERFECTED Vzract avd Juocment of Tue Covrr of !H;;:, WHEREIN
T WAS CoNVICTED OF ARSZN IN 1?93)

T 1
lie sap ‘Recorv o irerview | prep 3l 11192 conpueren gy Brown witie £ wag

& ) E
W 2OLICE CUSTODY | PLUS IN Srares CUSTORY, PLUS PER Macistrares Covar
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. Uroer 1 was Juaiciaey Oroeren INTO CUSTODY ( ‘remanpen INTO cusrop'v’) AN

0.

30.

]
- - A f
THEREFORE UNDER SURISPICTION oF (oRRECTIonAL Seryices f{cT( An Aer 10 PROVIDE FoR

THE ESTABLISHMENT AND MANAGEMENT OF PRISUNS AND OTMER CORRECTIONAL IMGTITUT!O}JS; 10
REGU_ATZ THE MANNER IN WHICH PERSONS IN CORRECTIONAL \WSTITUTIONS ARE 10 B
TREATER BY THOSE RESPONSIBLE FOR TWEIR DETENTION AND MRE; AND FOR ANY OTHERR
PUR?UQES’),} Stare Govzrnuent Depanquent ror CogpectionaL Sepvices anp
M:N;s‘f&ﬂ. FOR 5aﬁrzn:ﬂaﬂm Services ’1 S0 THERE 15 ARBSOLUTE UNDPERSTANDING THAT
I WAS IN CcusTon WHEN PoLICE OFFICéR/DzTE’oTN.r Brown “uncawruiey
STARTED INTERROEATING Mé

IS A FALSELN CHHRHGT&?RISED OFFLCIAL (QUERNMENT DBCUMENT, WHICH CLOUDS

THE TRUE NATURE AND EXISTENCE pF ‘THE WORDS CONTAINED ON SUCH pOCUMENT .
ﬁ ‘ﬂL‘CG@P oF PulLice IU-'E’KW?W’ SIGNIFIES A DUE PROCESS COMPLIANCE ASSACIATED
N THE CREATING OF SUCH pocuvent W ceupine, PROPER Cauriomne or e A
NON - PERFUNCTORY. EXTRACTION OF ANSWERS/INFORMATION FROM. ME,
WHERERY ¥ AM FREgL u«!ooswca To ANSWER POLICE QUESTIONS, AFTER ¢ npve
geen FULLY INFORMED oe M ‘cavrion Rigurs' An THEN AGREE T) ANSWER
SUCH P LIcE QUESTIONS (wmcu MEANS T HAVE /NSO ALREADT ReenN ASKkep @M
f‘%gaw‘u H: T WISH To !NUOKEA?XERCJG'Q ANM. QF MM INTERVIEW RIGHTS WHIEM ”UST
MAVE BeEN gxTLAINED To ME Ar TUAT TME?)

No Cavtion’ gusy 1o vz g B:Zawu} myst ten INVALIDATE tue enrige
DOCUMENT WHICH WAS feen LABELLep 45 A recorp or INTERVIE ", BecAUSE, 1iHe
ROCESS WAS UNLAWFULLY ok PULTED RN &ww,u'} ,4!V§W§I3?%NF0I2HHTWN widle
[rowN eXTRACTER FROM ME WERE UNLAWFULLY ostAwep ANy WERE NOT
VOLUNTARILT GIVEN B ME (1 whs nor wrorMep oF AN orfion 7o pe
sient oR T8 HAVe mv cAwver presens | THE RIGHTS GIVEN WHEN
PROPERLY CAUTIONED ]) THEREFORE . A MORE ACCYRATE AND APPROPRIATE

WOULD 1 (
PESCRIPTION OF THE SALD POCUMENT | Wil ALLICN T A

ILLEEGALIN anp UNLAW FULLY askep QUESTIONS . BY POLICE DETECTIVE B:’wwu} WHO
roox |LLEGAL anp UNLAWFUL APVANTREE (oN ReHALE OF Tre StAte Government
0F Suu H Aupmﬂwﬂ OF ME wWHILE T WAS REMHHDL?P INTO CUSTODM ON A CHARGE OF

POCUMENT RECORDINE
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Hufwer{? AND ILLEGALLY anp UNLAWFULLY EXTRACTED My VERBAL ANSWERS AND

verBAL Resronses 1o Browss IMPROPER INTERROGATION OF ME, wiicu Brown
REFRESENTED ON PAPER AS TEXT 7, NP /’WWT!QN!?LL\_'} ALL SAID VERBAL ANSWERS
WHICH T ReVEALED To Bmow«:? whicH ARE NOT STATUTE REQUIRE RBY ME (SUCH
AS MANAME | 452, E;’r:),} WERE INVOLUNTARILLY GIVEN BY ME TQ BROWN . yniner

FEAR OF ‘wHﬂr MIGHT HAPPEN 70 ME IF I DI NOT Do WilAT T WAS INSTRUZTED T Do

BY THE PRISON OFFICERS WHO PLACED ME FEEEE INTp THE INTERVIEW I’\’OOH?
ESPECIALLY caNSIPERING onut | Y2 weeks eArRLIER THAN 31*7-!‘%‘?2) MY NOSE

WAS BREW- BROKEN DURING A SNEAK-ASSAULT AGAINST ME (Pouce' WERE C,ALLED;

; |
. REPORT WS Fuep  SAPIL mb DLS BuT 01wt Go ANY FuRTHER fHAN THAT)Y

{ 9 i 7
My saip 1993 arson TriAL was BLEMISHED BEYOND REFAIR | BN THE (Rowns UsZ oF saw
31-7-1992 recorp oF wrervipw (sr.—fe’ ABOVE M PAGE ‘BJ 1B1p, AND ABOVE AT PAGE IOO
B0 DESCRIBING SoME OF THE IMPROPEIR USE’) BY CRGWN ?ROSECUTOR? OF SAIP ReECORD oF

)
INTERVIEW POCUMENT AND (TS c.'oN‘ran’S) CONSEQUENTING NO MEANS BN WHICH T coulp

]
6 9 9
EVER RECENE A FAIR T'RIHL_’ ar w.ﬂl] AN HONESTLY PROSECUTEP TRIAL 4 -ﬁfé oUTCoME
OF SAp TRIAL (cowwnow FOR HRS&H)) WAS THEREFORE AC HIEVED BY PROSCCUTOEIAL
- ~ 7
__MISLHRKM@:,} wHeRery my ‘rrovects’ 1okt 10 4 Fiir TRIAL_WAS TRAMPLED RY

- ) [ 7
LRowWNS Use o UNLAWFYLLY ofTAINED  RECORD OF mn«'ﬂu;gw? FRAVPULENTLM ysep

{ 4
» RECURD OF INTERVI Ew WITH THE INTENTION OF Fzzowcvréﬂ UN'L/JWFULL‘-’I

'ORCIMmemau AGAINST HE RATHER THAN "FI?OPER INVESTIGAT 1oN OF
KNOWN  MATERIAL Fﬁrcﬂ;, WHicH THH\! wouyLp NOT HAVE LEFT QPeN Fo THE TRIAL
TURY To REEARD CﬁUNOL«S VERRAL mfmm or. WRITTEN povice stamemen
As  Hunest ar [ZELM}?LE” AND THEREFORE [: NVELOPING tve vriaL v A

sHlecp ACAINST anv use oF $AlD RECORD of INTERVIZW (sq BKOW‘N DATED

3]-7- I%IL) ANp ACAINST anv use oF saw (Aunces Pouice wirngss STATEMENT

(oaren 7-8- I‘?‘fl), AS EXPLAINED AND DESCRIBED &Y me wiTHIN [His [eTirion,

\elixnt THE Accumunaiin PLUS ¢ auBaullbule Errect oF (Rowns USE AND ABUSE OF THE

¢ b
. SAID  RECORD OF meP-UJEw) CONDULTED BN POLICE DETECTIVE anwp) AGAINST ME)
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woparep 31- 771992, AN JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS whicu resuerer w v 1993
TRIAL QUTCOME OF ‘GUiLT‘l or AR‘SON} (:su:-ﬁ uemacr)? AND ASSOCIATED {J'uoé;z’é‘- Perrezeren
Verpier anp Recorped convicrion for arson’, 1T CANNOT BE SAID At ny
Maeistrares Cover Commimac Hearing Ruiine (Commiming me 1o tRiAL i Tie

Desmtcr COUr?.f FOR CHARGE OF mz_sm) TRML C—UURT Ua:n D;Ré {ra EXCLUPE WHELE

7
RECIRD OF mréﬂ.wew)? Tr’ému Coum’ Vétach AND —Su.?thENT (oF ‘@L—'ILT\I oF HRSGM")T
WERE UNAFFECTED BY “mmof’éﬂ} ILLb’QﬁL? um;ﬂwFUL? AND uNFmR1 AND
PISHONEST conaveT/AcTions poNe By CROWN REPRESENTATIVES’ (wma.s‘f
ALTIONING STATES PROSECUTION OF ME FOR SAID CHARGE OF ARSoNY, AND |T ALSO

0. CANNOT BE SAID THAT Mv SAIp 1993 tr1AL wAS A FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING TO L/iw)
AND IT ALSO CANNOT Re sAlp THAT My sAD 1993 arson convicrion was Deuverep
UFON ME FOLLOWING FAIR TRIAL ACCORDING TQ Lﬂw’} AND THEREFORE, iT 15
oNwYy BY serigys MISCARRIAGE OF TUSTICE that saw 1993 Azson convicrion
WAS pELNERC’D ulon ME (REHSO!U§ DESCRIEED 13N Mg FORMING ™M Fu’ﬂﬂaN AchINST
saip 1993 Arson cowvienon (Rem agove Guote Fron R v Drymmonn (No, l) [20151
SASCEC 82 At Paracraed 114 on eiGe || 1610, AND, Ry Wieuams [20167 SASC
!27? THEREIN AT PARAGRAPH ‘33? on. Paces Il ano 12, 810, aND, \Warson v Tue Srare
oF SEEEE SouT ﬂusrmm} THEREIN AT PARAGRAPH bt on AGes |13 anp 14 e,
ane, Wioz v Tue Queen [19837 HCA b, on races 2t 1o 27 1510, AND,

20. R v Soma L2003 HCA 13, on 7aces 33 1o 35, 1B1D, AND, R v Freperick
L20047 SASC 40%. on pAGes 83 10 86, 1o

anp, R Heres [20167 SASCFC 154,
v Paces 108 7o Il g \).

1 7

!
[T SHoup noT Be Foreomen eHeR, THAT s *REcorp oF wterview’ (pareo

%i"(-lq‘??)) $pows wor Exist LAWEULY | consequenTiALy we To FAILURE. sy
pouce 1o PROPERLY Cavrion ne prior 1o Formac QUESTIONING /INTERROEATING
ME ABOUT ARSON EVENT or BB f.O*I*I‘i‘fI?_) AND, HPPITIOMALle7 rue
HANNER IN WHicH CROWN PROSECUTOR MISREPRESENTED THE EVIDENTIARY CHARACTER

OF SAID RECORDP OF INTERVIEW MATERIAL PﬂRﬂGULﬂRS? WAS FRAUDULENT AND

30, tMPROPER AND CRIMINALLY Di:’r:t?r/‘l'hf.'f7 CONSEQUENTIALLY DENYING HME ANN
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L. CHANCE OF A FAIR TK!HL} fIND} PDENYING ME FAIR OFPORTUNITY TO RE ACOUVITED
OF SAID ARSON CHARGE ,. Boru POtNTS_) As STATED , MIGHLGHT THE DECREE oF
UNFAIRNESS AND MISCARRIAGE EFFECTED ABGAINST ME BY CR@WN PROSECUTION HCTJONS_}
wHICH Szrioysly BE POISONED AND TAINTED Y sAip 1993 arson TRIAL YO THe
exrent tuar NO FPROPER TRIAL WAS EVER POSSIBLE, AND NET THE
Crown PrRosecuTor was so CUNNING v ws |MPROPER HCTIONS
(/H DESCRIBED @Y ME WITHIN M4 A Penfion AGAINST My 1993 arson
conviction), DURING 149% ARSON TRIAL, THAT MY 1993 TRIAL TURM
HAD AO !PE/% THAT THeN WERE REING LJ”MWHLL‘{ MAN! P(,LHTE: [3Y
0. TRIAL PROSECUTOR | SO AS 70 REACH FﬁLC}E PETERMINATION (v rie
CJ'UJW)) OF “euiity OF vie cHARCE AGAINST My (oF mzs@u)e

One OTHER MATTER CENTRAL To THe (CRows’s ARREST AND LATER TRIAL PROSE CUTION OF
Hi:"? FoR S CHARCE oF HKSONi wﬂ:‘»} WHAT THE CROWN CLAIMED WAS Cﬁ STAGED
LRIME swue’?? SFECIFICHLL"‘{) IN RELATION T¢ !a SINGLE TRAIN CARRIAGE WINDOW
WHICH BY. VISUAL EVIDENCE ALONE , WAS IN A STATE OF !RREGULHRIT‘“ SUBLESTIVE

UF ThE BOTToM PORTION OF sAI) WINROW REINE DRAWN OUTWARDPS (/‘}Wﬁ‘i' FROH
THE woop WINPOW FRAME THE PLASTIC WINDOW WAS MOUNTED m) y WHILE The

2. TOP FPORTION QF SAID WINPOW WAS STILL CONNECTED TO iTS GENERAL TPOSITION

WATHIN. WOOD WiNDOW FRAME (sru,l. BoNpED TO WOODP WITH ADHESIVE
sa:'m,ﬂNT). Tmm PROSECUTOR AND POLICY FIRE INVESTIGATOR Faumzo? BOTH
sueGesTING THAT Sap BREACHED WINDOW was ¢ pusuep Ob'fwﬂf‘\?';j? IMPLYING
THAT £ PERSON, WHO WAS INSIDE TRAIN cﬂm?.m@e’? DELIRERATELY ‘PUSHEP THE

SAID PLASTIC WINDOW ()UT\«/HRDSI THERERY BREAKING THE ADHESIVE BONDING
BETWEEN SAID PLASTIC WINDOW f—’/%rdgt, AND THE WOA4D WINDOW FRAME SAID
PLASTIC WINDOW PANEL WAS MOUNTED (N AND ADHESINELM RONDED T USING
WATER RETARPING ADHESINE SEALANT ’, Poucé AND  TRIAL FPROSECUTUR
CLAIMED THAT ‘I PUSHED sa Breachep \nflupow ourWﬁR%? THEN LT TUE FIRE

W0, INSIDE TRAIN CAIERI_AE’/E? WITH THE INTENTION OF MAKING SAIP gﬁéﬁ&ﬂéo \\/awow
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T
. APPEAR AS jF n’ WAS USEDP AS AN JLLE(—.:AL ENTRY FPOINT INTO THE TRAIN CRRRM@E?

HENCE f STAGED WINDOW ngﬁ?K-lN ; FOLLAR% TRIAL TESTIMONY AND FIRE
INVEZSTIEATION REPL?IZ_T HIGULIGHTED THAT ('No PERSON CoULD HAVE CLIMBED - IN
THROVEA . OR CLIMBED OUT = THROUGH $AID BReACHED Winoow, withgur
COMPLETELY PISLOPGING ENTIRE FPIECE OF FLASTIC WINDOW PANEL FROM 17§
PHNSICAL BONRING TO THE WodD WiNpPOW FMHE, THEREDY CAUSING PLASTIC W(INDOW
PANEL To FALL HWH‘!’} /iw) A5 T0P EDGE OF saip [BreacHep Winpow ?PLASTIC PaneL
WAS STILL HELD IN FLACE BY ITS WINDOW SEALANT ADHESIVE EOND7 (T WAS CLEAR

EVIDENCE THAT No FPERSON WENT THROVGH SAID WINDOW FRAME OPENING ,

EM PRIQE TO m!’nnﬁﬁsgfcnﬁg@mo WITH m:scm; IR _EVEN AT ANM POINT PURING
40 1193 arson rria, was ANY OTHER REASON./ POSSIBILITY. For_sau
Baedcuer Winpow LV!:R NVEST!GHTE!?} OTHER THAN 1T semnG PART oF A
STAGED CRIME SCENZ OF WiNDowW. ZREAK-IN o Tere is NO E VIDENCE 10 svesesr

FIRE INvesTIGATEOR PGLLARD ; ORJ POLICE INVESTIGATING THE SAIp TRAIN Ffﬁ&"_) EVER
TREATED , REGARDED OR GVEN CONSIDERED THAT SALp Bzeacue;; Winpow — was
NOT associaTED wiTH THE PERSON WHO COMMITIED ARSON , AND, AT ALL
TIMES, ACCORDING T0 POLICE ACCUSATION AGAINST Me (31-7*!%2) Crown
ACCUSING ME OF BREAKING WINDOW $EAL TO STAGE Wil)ow tZRCf/?K'!N)’ HNI?,

20, ACCORDING To 1993 TRIAL PIZOSECUTOJZ?S ACCUSATION ABAINST ME (:?;:ag@cunam
SCENARIO ar mfﬂaj ACCUSING BB ME OF BREAKING WINDOW SEAL TQ SET UP A
fﬁL‘Se ERINE SCENE OF WINDOW BREAK=IN PRIOR To L1GHING FIRE IN TRAIN),

TfE WINDOW BREACH WAS THE RESULT OF DEURERATE PUSHING -0UT
OF PLASTIC WINDOW PANEL, PRIOR TO FIRE IN TRAIN, AND THEREFORE

COULP ONLY HAVE BEEN DON& PRIOR TO WHeN co~smmg> Kimo Anp
5

CauNce ARRIVED ON SCENE , widlcH Whs AT S ‘20 am

- 6
lis specipic Pcwr? ruat Porice o NOT wvesTIGATE ANY OTHER FOSSIBILITY TO EXPLAN

WHY caw Breacusn Winoow was even v i1e STATE of IRREQULHRJT‘I?? MEANT
3. THAT POLICE ‘wouw onLy ever LOOK AT? AND REGARD AS RELEVANT,
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? o
I WINDOW = BREAK "IN _RELATED DETAILS AND SCENARIOS', 1RRESPECTIVE OF WHEN sap

WINDOW WAS IN FACT BREHCHED} ano, 1rresPective oF BY WHOH san winoow was
w Act BREACHED. anp, ierestective or BY WHAT (ana/or g1 wiat means), s
winDow whs in FAcT BREACHED awp  1reespecrwe or FOR WHAT PURPOSE
anp/or FUNCTION was saip winpow w #acr BREACHED,  Aue tuose
c&uesm)wﬁ? (WHEN) 8 w{wm) B WHAT, FOR WHAT PURP&SE/FUNC-TIGN?)? SHOULD
HAVE BEEN ‘opeNiy !MVESTEGHTEP) BY POLICE INVESTIGATING THE * FIRE EUL’NT?,’ WTHOUT
PRESUAICE seAsT ANY PARTICULAR REASORI, OR; BIAS TOWARDS ANY PARTICULAR
REASON | ssour “wiy saw Brencren Winoow was Actuary w its stare oe

?
0. IRREGULARITY ? Iy was Been ong ofF MY ComPLAINTS AGAINST My 1993 ARsoN

CONVILTION  THAT  SAWD BreacHep Wmocw? ENTIFIED BY FIRE INVESTIGATUR

i«
PaLARp N His Ormm Stare HENT DATED IO-H-H‘H? voa 1T WAS PISCOVERED THAT ON
THE SOUTHERN $IPE THE FOURTH wmaow FROM THE WESTERN END THAT THE PERSPEX

) 7
WINDOW  HAD BeCOME LOOSENEPR ON THE ROITOM EDGE, (J’Héf{}fiﬂﬁﬂ‘f ‘f REFL?F’G) .

WAS NOT DISLODGED or LOOSENEP PRIOR TO FIRE BEING STARTED IN TRHN
AND THAT, sAi Breacden Winoow COULD ONLY MAVE BEEN DISLODGED anp
DISPLACED FROM 115 CORRECT POSITION (FULL‘J BONDED AND ADHESIVELY
SEALED AGAINST ITS RECEPTIVE WOO) WINDOW FRAME), AFTER ‘Acrip prack smoxe
AND snoxe pARTic s HAD STOPPED BELLOWING (c_.Le ﬁLbOJ 1993 tRIAC TESTIMONY
20, GF Cﬁuucé “ THICK snmﬂ:”1 ‘ SMOKE AT WEST END AS wuu, ) l.‘fc'p ANR INTENSE
HEAT )j FROM THE TRAIN CARRIAGE .  THere are pHysicaL POINTS oF PROOF

TO SUPPORT MM coHPLme) THAT $A1D BREHCH W:Nww covLD NOT HAVE BEEN ‘LaOSEN?D

4ND D15L0DGED TO 1T ‘RESTING fosrioN (THE VISUAL APPEARANCE OF PLASTIC Wiioow
WHEN PUOTOERAPHED [Y Fbww sce Pote. 9 #rom Pm.uqkys TRIAL EXHIBIT
FHJTO&EHPH)) PRIOR TO FIRE IN "Rﬁrw CARRIAGE  ND, IF, Shid Brencuen meow \WAS
ACTUALLY Loosenzp AND pisuopeep DURING THE PERIOD AFTER FIRE bt Bvr
PRIOR To THE SHoKE/soor Being COMPLETELY STOPPED AND UNDER Com~oL
1ARESPECTIVE oF \\/xw eRr ;‘}uw SAID WINDOW WAS Loa;euer/ssc_wwp? SAID
Breacrer Wivoow MUST HAVE seen Baeacier wiThin MINUTES OF spip smoKe

s0. ANy soor COMPLETELY STOPPING erom exeressine OUT OF ream cARRIAGE ".
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[ e POLICE INVESTIGATION OF THE TRAW CARRIAGE Firé on [0~1-199| (wmcu I wAS
TRIAL= CONVICTED OF |IN t‘?%)? HAD OBLIGATIONS IMPOSED VPON THEM T0 ‘wmmw;
WHAT DAMAGE WAS DONE TG THE $AID TRAIN CARRIAGE , POSSIBLE REASONS winy
RESPZLTIVE DAMAGE WAS DONE, LIKELY REASONS wuy Rreseective pampge was
poNg , WHo coud HAVZ cAusep ResPecTIVE DAMACE , AND, ALSO SIGNIFICANTLY,

\z\/Hb COULP NOT HAVE CAUSED RESPECTIVE MHHGE TiL POLICE FAILED To
PROPERLY ASSESS i puysicAL wem DAMAGE THAT ‘was DONE 10 A Breacis
\l\/rNPOW.I f-wp TS SURRQUNDING WINPOW FRAME AND WINDOW FRAME Sum’ﬂpégo
PLus , FAILED TO PROPERLY ASSESS g PHYSICAL pAMAGE THAT ‘wAs NOT DONE
10 mw BreAcHen Winpow | AND, TS SURROUNDING wINDOW FRAME AND wiNDOW
FRAME SU:‘EFHCES’ (Fon. EXAHPLE,, IF PoLIcE HAD ACTUALLY DEfEP-M.INL‘D} FOREMS!CHLL‘I}

¢
d0wW MUCH PHYSICAL FORCE woUL) BE RE&VJRED)' BY A PERSON} Y0 EFFECT LOOSENIMG

AND DISPLACING PERSPEX WINDOW, UNDAMAGED , SUCH AS BY THE HEAT OF THE F:Ré??

IN OTHER woRDS THE STATE OF ANY OF THE TRAIMN CARRIAGE PERSPEX WINPOWS PRIOR
1o The FIRE evenr, THEN  once tue reauizep FORCE wnpp meen PETERMINE] THEN
Ta PETERMINE IF 1T WAS FPOSSIRLE THAT SUCH Fo.itc,e COULD EVEN [F &xe;zﬂﬂ)
BY ANYONE WHQ WAS AT TH¢ scfmé} SUCH AS Mg (&MFLG%EE PURING ME

SHIFT HOURS, TUEREFORE I MAD L€GITIMATE REASON TO BZ ON m’e), THENj
F T WAS ACTUALLY POSSIBLE FOR SAID WINDOWS To B€ ‘LJOSIZN&D AND piSPLACED
(ro the Ancre suown i Fowagss PHoto 1), B4 4 PersON suck as e,
WITH FORCE EXERTION THAT T MIGHT 62 AGLE T0 ACHIEE, THEN To
peterMing. WHAT CHARACTERISTIC DAMAGE WOULD ALSO EXBT TO THe

Bze,qma Winpow JF IT WAS DISPLACED PRIOR 10 FIRE BY ONE MALE,
APPROXIMATELY 15 ."(3 500" WH@HT APPROXIMATELY '78([—1 THLL ;’QQJED

Mmmmﬁww 20 vEeArRs (r.ouu) PERSPEX WINPCW BE BLUNT -FORCE BREACHED BY SPCH

quLB? AND IF 52 CoULD IT BE PONE IN SINGLE FORCE CONTACT OR WOULD IT REQUIRE

AT LEAST SEVERAL FORCE - CONTACTS IN ORPER Tp Blzfﬂf_,” THE ADHESINE SEALANT
WHICH BONDED THE FERSPEX WiNDOW TO IT5 WOOD FMME), ANV? IF THE FLEXION
OF SUCH PERSPEX WIPJDOWSJ TOEETHER WITH THE ADHESIVE BONPING STRENGTH OF
THE WINDOW SEHLANT’} TOGETHER WITH THE (MOU&?HﬁfLIT“/FLIfXﬁﬁlLIT“[/STI?‘ETCHAGILITY
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AND TENSMN‘HE‘EOREIN&Z? BONDIN G, EFFECTIVENEZSS OF THE WINDOW SEALANT (DI?EIGNEP
TO ABSORD VIRRATION IN WINDOW i’-’?NEL‘;'] VIBRATIONS FROM SOUMND w,qv’ésip pvegrLe
LEANING UP AGAIN ST WilN DOW F’/imet,e:? PeoPLE KNJC.K-‘NG/THF’PWG ON_ WINDOW
F'A,uéi.s} YET STILL MAINTAIN BONDING STRENGTH AND EFFECTIVENESS OF CSEI‘JLE'D

widows'), were of such Prorecrive strenert THAT NO LOOSENING (R
DISPLACING OF Brencuen Winoow WOULD HAVE BEEN POSSIBLE TO

ACHLW RBY SM N ONE MALE , WITHOUT THE USE OF ITEM
10 F’R‘l LOObL WINDOW FROM iTS ADHESIVE BONPING (wmcu THEN

WOULD (CONSERUVENT WINDOW FRAME GoVGING MARKS IN THE woop Fﬁﬁug, EXCEPT

L THAT No PHUTO ERAPH EVIDENCE FROH Fb:.m;zo SHOWS ANY  FPRY -RAR COUGINE N

winoow Frame) . AND THE FACT THAT NO WINPOW ERAME G6OUGING EXISTED
IS_PROOF OF DAMAGE THAT WAS NOT DONE TO THe Breact Winoow AT

ANY LIME . BY WHOMEVER DID Beeack /woosen ano piseiace The BreAcuen

:Wlwcw,, THEREFORE, BY ALSO PROPERLY ASSESSING THE STATE OF ExXISTENLE OF
WINPOW FRAME AND WINDOW PANEL (PHRTS UNDAMAGED ANDp PARTS _Qﬁﬂﬁﬁ&ﬂ),
ENABLES HMORE PRECISE INDICATION OF WHEN wingow scAL wAs Eresser—m

V)
PBREACHED (N RELATION To ‘meR ro} DURING OR AFTER THE FIRE EVENT ).

]
Fs A coNseQUENCE OF PoLice NoT EVEN ADEGUATELY Assessine saw Beeacuep

.\ﬂ/lNDé‘ ’ FoR PAMAGE DONE TO IT‘ HND PAMAGE NOT DONE TO IT.; I WAS PENIED

A ‘eae’ OPPORTUNITY DURING 541D 19‘73 ARSON TRIAL, T0 SHOW THE TRIAL SURY,
rMT '617 WAS NOT F’e)ssmaé" FOR SAIP WINDOW TO BE gfzmcnep AND DISLODEED TO ITS
Pesﬂué Pua:rnou (ns SEEN (N PaLLHPFS PHOTOGRAPH cf PROSECUTION TRIAL E}(HIBIT
P 3. “) PRICR To FIRE IN TRANN CARRIAGE BZING Lt ) BECHUSE‘ FIRSTLY, f’HERé
was nowuere nvear PROPER ASSESSMENT Forensicaiy pereormen/instionren
AZAINST THE SAID %ﬁé.-%ﬂ@ \n/uvpow?? 50 _THAT FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS ABOUT
1u¢_beeacuer Winpow anp irs Winpow Frame WERE NOT ANSWERED +ur oy 61
POLICE FORENSIC Perérzmwwms.'L-, viA D:scwswzef OBLIGATION JPON 7!/45

Cﬂuwwj RESPECTIVE ForEnsIe Reporfs WOULD HAVE REEN PRESENTED To HE/ MY

0. LAWNER , WHILH WOULD HAVE MADE CrowNs triAL scenARio oF ‘e REACHING
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. W;Nou\u AND FORCING BOTTOM EDG¥ OF WINDOW BARERE PANEL APPROXIMATELY S or

b INCHES AWAY FROM  WiNJow FRAME ::v.zﬁm;g,, FUNDAMENTALLY UN5U$TAIMH6LE) due
TO SULH FORENSIL PL—'ﬂ:’m%wﬁﬂaNs THAT wWayed 6 MORE EXLULPATORM IN THEIR
Fuww(w? As PROPER INVESTIGATION oF sat> Breacier Winoow region, inrerion
AND E){TEE!OR? WOULR BE SUFFICIENT TQ PROVE THAT THe EXTERIOR SURFEACES OF THE
reseective Breacuep WJN?OW.J DID NOT incurR ANY ADHESION FROM smaxe’/
5007 PARTICULATES | IN SIMFLE TERHS, THERE WAS NO SHOKE EXITING
TRAIN FROM ruar sPzcific winpow REGIGM, BECAUSE,, THE WINDOW SEAL WAS
NOT BREACHED For tHe FULL TIME PERIGD THAT SHMOIKE Ex1TED TRAIN (SucH AS

LT DR VIN EASTERN AND WESTERN  DOORS FOP FULL TERM OF SHUkE RUSHING 00T

9F THE TRAIN. CARRIAGE), AND THEREFORE ™ ‘Winpow
BReACHED PRIOR TO CARRIAGE FIRE MUST FAIL? AND, ¢ THE POLICE FORENSIL
pssessnent THeReRy Derermmer ruar ®san Breacuen \«/euﬂuw WAS ONUY BREACHED
AFTER EXPELLING SHOKE PARTICULATES (erom tHe TRAN cARRIAG e’\ HAD
DEEN SUBDUED AND NO LONGER ABLE T0 ADHERE m SUCH xb’f«f’ﬁc%
THAT INCLUPED EXTERIOR WINDOW FRAME SURFACES’ o THEN, ir vust sz

A SIGNIFICANT MATERIAL FACT THAT HT NO TiME CCuLp I fﬁ\/L POSIBLY
PEEN rie person wiig P!-qﬂﬁéflsp/glafiﬂ(; HED smp Breacuer \n/uu'&.'w,(WfTHiM

TWO MINUTES OF POLICE ARRWVING INS5IDE THE rZe’L:-'rm-'MNT} AT LEAST ONE OFFILER
WAS FULLY = OPENING AT LEAST ONE 0F THE rRAw’s TWO EXTERIOR W‘msa

EASTERN ZND OR WESTERN ij AND NOTICING “m,m SHOKE "? “smcx snamén? {!;Nrgusg
HEAT “? AN, ar 5:28au MFS ArRED on scgu; AND IN TRIAL TESTIMONY DESCRIBED WHAT

) " o b ”
THEY SAW EXPRESSING FRoM TRAIN vPoN HFS apeival o tO-I*!‘f‘H) FAIR AMOUNT OF SMUKE .
bl

7
THERéFOREj ACCORDING To Cwuce, E Kn-m AND I"TFS,) ‘THERE WA s’Hic:K1 BLACK

o (74
Aavp MFS actiongp THE YRAIN EiRe gvent T‘*-O-, PUT QUT vou WITHIN , .. SECONDS

SMOKE wITH INTENSE HEAT THAT WAS PRESSURE EXPELLING FROM TRAIN CARRIAGE
CPENED DOQRS AND ANN CTHER OPENINGS ; EROM AT LelST S 20 am,

WHEN Cﬂuuce anp Kimro WERE WOEETED DRAWN TO THe RESTAURZANT 7‘ WHILE

PRIVING iN THEIR FPoLILe FQﬂH{/L cﬂﬁ BY THE FRess:.fﬂe EXPELLIN G THICK SHMOKE

FROM THE TRAIM c/ﬁﬁﬂ%é7 WHICH ALSEO INLLUPED ;NTLN% HEAT FRGM INSIDE THE
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1. Uu’%f:mwj wH|CH Lauwe AND K;T"rd EXPERIEN(£P PERSONAUN WHEN THEY SToop AT
THE WESTERN AND FASTERN POORS OF THE c_rmmﬁee? AND, AT ‘:'2‘3;4:1) wHeN MFS
mzmuép_) FIERCE SHUOKFE EXPRESIION FlRoM CARRIAGE vyAS STILL HM’F’ENJMG? THEREBY

ESTABUSHING 4 Minimum of 3 . MINUTES o ¢ HEAT-AFFECTED SHMOIE PARTICULATES
RELEASING FRON TRAIN LARRIAGE THROVGH ALL S POSSIBLE [’)PENINé}S’,),
AS T WAS N CONSTANT SIGHT OF YHE PoLIce Frovt S« 2(),4.»1? UNTIL AMBVLANCE STAFE
DEPARTER SCeNE wiTH ME AT S+ 58 AM o (O-[-1991, weick veans ruar, ror ar
east 8§ minutes tve EXTERIOR SURFACES O." sAw BreAchep Wwww MUsT
uavz peen AFFECTED sy ‘Hor sMoke PARTICULATES? exPelling FROM $AD

0. Bredgnep Winoow w av OUT AND UPWARD DIRECTION 700, WHILH, AS A

nust uave RESULTED IN easiy séen ®soor streakine

) VERT
TIEAL
FROM THE RUTTOM - HOI‘&IZQM‘&’}L, Aw} LEFT AND RICHT - EERENERE OFPEN AREAS OF

CONSEQUENLE

WM D Ow eueés,’ u’xrgrluﬂ.u.w:, AT LEAST WITHIN INCHES OF THE memﬁ?s
SEAL/INT RRehstes BFeﬁCHE>‘7 ESPECIALLM CONSIPERING THE EXTERIGR PAINTED
SURFACE arounp sAp Bredchep L\/INPQW) IS BRIGHT YELLOW v coLovr (see
locearos protocrard 9, tride pegsecynon Exipit P 3. FOR TRUZ VISUAL
APPEARANCE oF EXTerlor suREAce COLOUR oF sap Breacuep Winp e W,
jROMl&ﬂLL‘I, (T 15 STILL SoLip YELLGW WITH NQ Soor- STREHKNQ? WHICH
THEREFORE SUGLESTS SMOKE PARTICULATES DID NOT EXIT S41p [riAchen Winpow

w. AT AN TIME BETWEEN 5-20am aup 5°28 nm)_)_ WHICH HEANT THAT, T
WAS CONVICTED I Iq‘B) ACCORDING To CRown PROSECUTORE IRJHL SCLNﬂRO -

ARSON | BECAUSE $rhe rriaL wozy seviever THe Crowns STRICT ACCUSATION. THAT
T LT THE TRAN cARRiage Fire AFTER T B.'?E/-JCHED, LOOSENED anp THEN
PISPLACED TuEe saw Breacren Wiuvomf) TO STAGE A WINDOW BRéﬂK'lN,) AND T WAS
THereFore A CENTRAL=PILLAR FEATURE or‘tuar’ (rows scensrio ar TRIAL,
THAT $1p Breacuep Winpow MUST HAVE BEEN DISPLACED BY ME PRIOR
1% c.ﬂﬁfzm‘bb FIRE anp pRIOR 10 5:20Am WHEN 70LIcE ARRED ON 5CENE AND,

7
PRIR 1o MFS aRRIVING AT S - 29 am ; AN, WHICH ALSp MEANS ACCORDING T SAID

STRICT Crowns ACCUS @Tu’ul\l THAT THE EXTEZRIGN Swzf/%oub AROUND SA1D
10, Breacuen WHUD;)WP MUST HAVE HL‘_)C) INCURRED AT LEAST 5°:20am vo




La

30,

173.

5-:28am oF Tmcm BLACK  INTENSE near SOOT*STRI:/%KJNQ, EXCEFF THE TRIAL
Exmsir P 3 ’Hﬂuu»d!”Hq V!'SUHLL“! CONFLICTS W!TH Crown L-éNﬂ'U‘]L"‘
PILLAR ACCUSATION AGAINST MZ THAT *winpow Seacs were RREACHED AND SAID
WINDOW WAS DISFLACED To 17S Rresting position PRIOR 1O FIRE IN MIZRJ%E’,
WHICH , THEREFURE * INVITES SERIOUS Jupiciae Questions aeaNsT ma s 1993 arsow

y
CONVICTION

’ BECAUSE’ IT WoULD SEEM THAT THE ONLY ACCURATE AND RBELIEVEARLE

POL{CG IMV‘EST!&HT!JN EU?BENELE RELATING 7O THE EXTERIOR WINDOW SURFACES AROUND

|
REsperTive [reAciep \avmpow, ARE THE CRIME SCENE PHOTO6RAPHSE ) AND. A5 _HAS

§
REEN DESCRIRED _-arsowz, {CROWN PROSECUTORS CENTRAL~PILLAR STRICT HCCUfiMfON, OF?

. wivoow MUST Have peen Bredcher Ava DISPLACED PRIOR 10 FIRE GEmG LiT IN TRAIN

armzmeg? VISUALLY  DIS=PROVEN BY saw 1993 arson rRiaL Exuimir P3
PHOTOGRAPH q (fueué 15 NO VISUAL EVIPENCLE T SUSTAIN CROWN SCENARIZ OF
WINDOW. BREACH PRIZR TO TRAN LARRVIGE FIRE, BUT, VISUAL EVIDENLE DOES
VISUALLM PROVE ruar NO SOOT = STREAKING pefosiTs exisT ON exTerioR
PAINT sURFACES oF $A1p Breacuen W!NPOW')G SECONPLj? "wumour APEQUATE
FORENSIL ASSESSMENTS oF sap Dreacn Winoow DAMAGE, SUCH AS A ‘articie
ADHESION PAD REING DARBED ON EXTERIOR SURFACE OF SAID RREACHED WINDOW,
o went1IPY |F ANY spot/smoKE PARTICLES €X1TED THROUECH MiD BREACHED

) 5 T .
WINDOW OPENIN & !_!F NONZ PRESENT N THE ADHESION ;?Ap? THEN N¢ SMOIKE

- EXITED window , EQUATES To WINDOW WAS NOT BREACHED/ DISPLACED

UNTIL AFTER 528 am o !O'I’H'ﬂ) wiicn was wien MFS aerwvgp 1,
EXTINGUISH THE FIRE, EQUATES [o NO STACEDP WINDOW RREAK -IN (as saw
3:_-m,nep Winpow 210 NoT HAve 175 :;e.fiLﬁNT sé/it.'i’ BROKEN UNTIL AETER

5:2% am wiicH 15 wien MFS arpwvep ow SCENE, THEREFORE, COULh NoT
POSSIBLM Be PART OF ANN ‘eaky winpow BreAk -m’? AS CLAIMED BY

sa1p 1993 raAL Pa’éosecua‘oﬁ), EQUATES 1o sao Baeacten Winpow AcTuALLY
uaving NO PART TO PLAY IN “ARSON(STS M!SDIRELT/L//\: SCENARIC zn?.mf
PROSECUTOR CLAIMER THAT THE ARSONIST EMPLONED A W:de BREAK - IN Lr’re:c,f
To MISRIRECT POLICE AITENTION AWAY FROM AN ‘wvrve JOF ARSON (,RIML' 7

wHICH MeANT THAT smip Breacu Winoow HAD TO BE DISPLACED PRIOR TO FH?E)
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AND 1N THAT cmc.ummwu—'? sap greAcH winpow WOULD recene tHe FULL

FPERIOD OF TIME QF ‘(rchct? I3Lr’ir:!11 INTENSE-HEAT AFFECTED snom.—:/%oa:’
BEING EXPELLED FROM TRAIN CARRIAGE, AND, DEPOSITING TELL-TALE SIENS oF
HEAT - AFFECTED SMOKE PARTICULATES EXPRESSING EROM ALL AVAILABLE AND
PossIBLE or’gwwés’, SOOT = STREAKING BeinG HORE EVIDENT wHERE
ESCAPING HEAT=AFFECTED SMoKE/SoT PARTICULATES ARE CONSTRAINED/

4 {L‘S(,GF’E

RESTRICTED TG SMALLER [ESCAPE H&LES THERERY LIMITINE THE
SURFACES SO THAT AN SMore/ 50T 174Rm£/¢.41’e'5 WAOULP CONDENSE THE|R
$00T ~STREAKING BEFECT AnNe RE mMore \!SUALLY OBVIOUS o
IRENTIFICATION OF SAlR EFFEC?',.; EXCEFT mer? N ORPER FoR sAn [SreacH
Winsow 1o e QLUALIFIABLN  PROVEN to ge BROKEN / DISPLACED PRICR T¢
TRAIN CARRIAGE FIRE REING Lir 8, sAn Breacr Winoow MUST HAVE
MATERIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT SQUT-STREAKING THROUGH SAID
DISPLACED WINDOW'’S Rl:’?TRIéTIW/CUNSTR{ INED ESCAPE HOLe’s
BUT sAID  BREACHED WiNdpw VISUALLY CONELICTS wiTH u&;wms CLAIM mw'f
‘wren ;ﬁw BREACH wWiNpow wAS ACTUALLY DISPLACED, AS THERE IS NO ViSuAL
SIEN/ EVIDENCE oF seaT -STREAKING AROUND exrg,cumz SUR FACES OF sAip
eréhc winoow (see P.5. prors erApi ‘U, 50 THEN “shio vinoow conp NOT
umve seen DISPLACED unric AFTER canp SCCT-EXFPRESSION erom
TRAIN CHRRMe}E’ﬁe | EScAPe Of’émN&;s} HAP CEASED’ ) EQUATES TO A CREDIRLE AND
LOGICAL CONCLUSION THAT SAID BREACHED wiNpow waAs ONLY DISPLACED BY
SOMEONE WHO AITENDED THE RURNING TR,%!M CARRIAGE ( Anp THEREFORE , COULD
NEVER HAVE REEN {LOOSEMdD AND DlSPLHL—bD B*r ME., THE ﬁucUs::D COULD NEVER
HAVE DBeeN PART OF ANY mﬂw JoB ARSON Cr’%!mf CQULD NEVER H;Wg BEEN PART OF
ANN ‘FHKL’ WINDPIW BREHI(ﬁM” WHILH THEN DRAWS SERIJUS (AJESTIONS ACAINST MY
saip 1993 arson f:;muwcnaw, mcwpme} ‘IF CRoWNS TRIAL SCENARIO oF FAKE
WiNPOW BREAK <IN, MUST INTRINSICATE RESPECTIVE WINDOW BEING
DISPLACED TO H’S RESTING POSITION PRIOR TO FIRE BEING _LIT LlT THERERN
ENABLING !'ULL*TERH EXPELLING OF rmc;c BLACK , HEAT- HFFéc,fz’P SMOKE

so.Paericuares, QUT THROUEH DISPLACED - WINPOW ~ FRAHE-G.&PS7 EFFECTING
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1 8.
EXTERICR SURFACES IMMEDIATELY SURROUNPING DISPLACED WINPOW PANEL
BEING 100%  SUSCEPTIBLE TO CSOOT“STREHKW@: WHICH WOULD BE MORE
OBVIOUS ON SURFACES EXTERIOR T0 SMALLER/CONFINZD OPENINGS AND GAPS

(;uw AS SAID BREACH WINDOW , CoMPARED TO MUCH Lﬂﬂékﬂ OPENING AND cpm%
LiKe A DOSRWAY | AS DPOORWAY wouLp NoT comsﬂ‘(n‘m ESCAPING SMoke As
ﬂuaH? Su THMAT EVEN THOyueH =XTeRIoR DooR Erame sureaces WOULD
SHUW s1bns OF ‘Scor* STREAK!N@‘? THE EFFECT AROUND WINIOW FRAME
EXTERIWOR SURFACES witL Be More PRONOUNCED anp OBVIOUS VISUALLY | THAN
THE EFFECT ARQUND DOOR FRAME EXTERIOR suamc%), BuT,

(Pawm CENTRAL=PILLAR To SALD TRIAL SCENARLO , w:waw MSPLALED PRIOR
o FIRE . 1S ACTUALLY NOT FPossiBLe QM:-ED ON VISUAL PROGF OF EEXTERIGR
WINPOW FRAME SURFACES SURRQUNDING SAID DISPLACED WFNDLW SEEN N TRH}L
Exitigir P, 5 2 PHOTOGRAPH ‘?2 BECAUSE THERE IS5 NO SOOT'STFEHK.'N(:
EFFELT vmm.f ON CROWNS OWN PHoTO, 9 Lf\fﬂPE!\JCl:j NOR ANY

OTHER VISUAL EVIDENCE 1PENTIFIABLE WITHIN SAID PUGTC. ﬁw TO SUCLEST

POSSIBILITY 0F AN SMoKKE /SugT EXPRESSING FROM BB TRAIN CARRIACE
winNpow witch S DISPLACED ar rie rime sap PhotocRAPH 9 was

9 4
TAkEN SO THEN saip Crowns r;sz SCENARIO 0F DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL

PRICR 10 ;-u-.c N AR RI%E BEINE L[T , COLLHPbES WHEN PROPER ASSESSMENT 1S
MADE ¢F CROWN EVIDENCE PRESENTED 1N ’lzmt WHICH 16 NOT TAINTED
BY LIES QR FALSITIES lw OTHER WORDS, LET THE CRIME SCENZ PMwé:MPHS)

rriac Exmigit F.?, BE_THE MATERIAL EVIDENCE RELIED UPIN, NOW, FOR CURRENTLY

Revigwen HATERIALS @r TRIAL IN HQ?)? RATHER TIRAN ANM TRIAL TESTIMONN BY

CIROWN mrwess‘es? witicH  MAM NOT ACCURATELM REPRE SENT WHAT 15
FUNPAMENTALLY EVIDENT wiTHIN $SAD Exumir F.3  PHoToeRAPHS

WHICH MEANS fum*‘smv 1993 arson convicrion  CANNOT EVER BE SUPPORTED
BY CROWNS sap rie SCENARID OF ‘rsr’on;ru WINDOW SEALS AND DISPLACED WilDOW
PANEL PRIGR TU CARRIAGE FIRE REING Lt‘l’ AND1 THE SﬁIDGCROWNE TRIAL
scenArlo s wor ony A FALSE- LROWN SCEMﬁRw MISREPRESENTED CRIME

%0, rsc&Na) AS BnEﬁclié? W!NDOW WAS PRESENTED [BY Crown PROSECUTLOR. AS INTRINSIC
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FEATURE TO THE ARSON CHARGE BECAUSE (:r PROVED ATTEMPT RN ARSONIST 10
CREATE MISDIRECTION EFFECT YO POLicé INVESTIGATION THAT WOULD qu:/w,,
Howevea, CRIME SCENE PHoTO, 1 oF Brenchep Wwww’s‘ EXTERIOR SURRQUNPIN &
suzeices PROVED rtuar NO VISUAL EVIDENCE EX1$TS TO SUPPORT rue
‘wmagw PLACEMENT WwAS ANYTHING OTHER THAN SE(CURELY QGALEV) AND  SAID
WINDOW PANEL WAS STiLL FULL BONDED DURING AT LEAST S 20 AM AND
S+ 28 M (nws of 8 mnures From whew Kimo anp Caunce ARRIVED QN
SCENE, AT % ‘20 T2 WHEN MFS artvep on SCENE, AT S 28 am__puling
wHILH THE swr—sn EAKING guvrt(,r RAD TO BE I‘ULL\I emcfaumc THRAGH
RESPECTIVE BREACHED WINDOW | BUT NG SOOT=STREAKING EFFECT ACTUALM
Ex15TEp, AT ALL) 50 sAp sreacHEp winpow must NOT wave secen piseeacen
PRIOR T2 520 AH wnfce) RESPECTIVE BREALHED WINDow couL) NOT HAVE
BEEN DiSPLACED BH N mva RL«&»PCCTWE RREACHED wwoqw COULD NoT MAVE
BEEN ﬂ»ocmre;:/umcép T0 HN‘I rAKé WiNpOW - BREAK =N ),5

IT ALSO FALsetd AND UNFAMZLT‘

BURDENS MY RIGHT TO A FAIR o7 orTYM T
TO B TRiAL= ‘.Yu%ev BY THE :WRY ON HENEST AND ALCURATE PRESE NTATION
oF  Stares Ewpeucg WHICH MUS: THEN EXCLUVE saw sredcwep
wWINIOW FROM BEING ,/JLLfGED (E‘f Pcuce.-"' TRIAL P(aﬁse&uwr{ T¢ BEN 6
RISPLACED 3N {?’He Duwupm: OF SAID ARSeN CHHR&C') iNS‘l’éHP ONLT

BeiNG  DeScRIBED AS ;q WINDOW PANEL WHILK WAS SOMEMGW 7157 LA u:n AFTER
Pocice awp MFS ariGED ON sce'NE: AND MUST NOT BZ RECARDED AS eVIPENCE
10 SUGGES (M rridt IURY o7 C town ?Jao%c[,-rma) A FALSE - WANDOW -
EREAK =IN SCENARIG. 02) ANM CTHER CIRCUMSTANCE WHERERY <41p

WINDOW WAS )/K[{CIL"I DAMAGED AD DISTLACED PRJOR 10 | /2&)

WHICH  FUNDAMENTALLY CONFLICTS wiTh C,‘I-‘QWN r"'n(JSe{_bTwZ) TRIAL PRESENTATION

"o THE SURY, THAT, ‘ww Brencuenr Winpow was PUSHED GUTWARDS &y

/ THERE
PERSON wWHo whS NLREAPT INSIpE TRAIN C.f?iEfZ!ﬂ;i}t’:'j _z-’»}n/p? THH';’? A5 TR W AS
NG putsicdr pamace o carpines e Daors . THE Persen wily PUS HED
RESPECTIE wINIQW QUTWARRS MUST HAVE HAD ACCESS 10 Tle g;‘(E‘f T

- 3 (' ol - -1 ,,
UNCOCR  CARRAGE  DPOGRS | HENCE. INSIDE TerR ) 50 NOW, IN LIGHT
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I oF How THe C(rown PKOH?CUTOK?S TRIAL SCENARIO 0OF ‘wwpo‘w RISPLACED [PRIOR
To CARRIAGE FIRE BEING uf’, CANNOT STAND UFP TO PVEN RBASi t;-cm,:nm'\{, ﬂND,
CONSEQUENTIALLY ,  COGENTLY VALIDATES MM CoMPLAINT THAT $SAID BREACH wikdow WAS
NOT DAMAGED B ANMONE ONTIL AFTER MIPS ARRWED on SCENE AT S 2% am oN
10-1-1991, | CANNOT BE SAIp THAT Y s 1995 ARSON CONVICTION WAS
NOT FOLLOWING SERIOLS MISINTERPRETATION OF MATERIAL CRiME
SCENE FPRuTy ERATH EUrpmw (:m:uare SURFALES s RROYNDING PAMAGED
WAN IO MMEL am, rsuzeﬁmw wmww NO aﬂw«’z/sam’ PARTICULATES DELDSIT @;
O 5001 - fmum:acuw), NOR SAID runr‘m 1493 /JFSuN COMICTION WAS Nof

o. FOLLOWING SERIOUS MISREPRESENTATION OF MATERIAL CRIME SCENE
PHOTOGRAFIH EVIDENCE (ExHum P.3 shoreerarn ‘f, SHOWIN £ EXTER 4R

CAINTED SURFACES ARzUND wsF’L.-’wéf?-w-zuww} COGENTLM QUALIFYING THE
EXCULPATORN EVIDENCE NALUE wirin VisuaL CLARITY, THAT NO SHOKE OR
500T DPAMAGE OR DEPOSITS ARE VISIELE ON EXTERIQR SURFACES AROUND SAIp
WINDOW FRAME, THERERY CAUSING SALD Exrsr .5 puorger Ak 7, Io Bg
SIGNIFICANTLY. MORE 1MPORTANT To Jerenoants INNO CENCE HR@UHEM?
QUALILFIABLY DtSPUTlN_@-_{;Raw'H% TRIAL SCENARIY Of'cwm?aw BEING DISPLACED

2N Afzq-uwsrv,’ P"U’;i ‘mwow‘ BEING DISPLACED PRIQR 10 PoL) g ARRIVING ON
SLENE AT 5'20%’, Pws,} ‘wri\fpuw WAS ONLY DAMAGLD BELASE 1T WAS PART
0. OF THE m"c;ur\ha;r"; PLAN TO LREATE A FAKE WINDOW BREAK - I\ SO 1T wAs
onwt pisPihcen BECAUSE THE ARSOMIST DISPLACED Al Brepcu
Win2ow )L, THE ONLY REMAINNG MAfEKlHL/PHYG!CAL EVIDENCE TO DeTERMINE
iF THe NS PROSECUTORE SAID TRIAL SCENARIO COULD HAVE BEEN POSSIBLY
PROVEN QR DISPROVEN ?cr’aw&' WoULD MAVE TRIED To cudid THAT “even 1
ForReNSIc ADHES ION PADS., OR TAPE- “LIFTS, HAD BZEN APPLIED TO OUTER SURFACE
OF BREACHED WINDOW, OR, OUTER SURFACE IMMEQIATELY SURRQUNPING BREACHED
winpow FRAME, AND, saw rAPz-LieTs wap NOT perectep ans 5MOKE [$00T
PARTICULATES on saw EXTERIOR sueraces, DOES NOT PROVE WINDOW WAS
NOT DISPLACED TO ITS RESTING FOS.'T!ON BY THE HPGOMGT PRIOR TO POLICE
30, HRRMU@’? BUT,) L PURFORT THAT ‘{F COMPETENT AND PROFER FORENSIC




