213,

NMOUNGER CHILPREN WHO MIGHT ALSO RBE STANDING ON _CHAIRS QR TABLES

POSITIONER AGAINST SiDE WALLS (uwm WzNDGWS)y CIVING CMILDREN EASIER

’

ABILITY. _To  MAIkE PHYSICAL CONTACT WITH 412 wWINPOW FPANELS "¢ I WAS THE

‘ 5
MAINTENANCE CLEANZR OF THE Rﬁqﬁumvf?wmcn MEANT THAT 1T WAS ALSO MM

RESPONSIBILITY To REPHR CERTHN THINGS UN THE PROPERTN, Nong or tue

( , A o
CARRIAGE WINDOWS HAD ANY ;j-éALIN£7 BONPING FAULTS WHILE T WORKeD AT

rHir KesTaurAnT | BECAUSE OF THEIR SEALING AND BONPING STRENCTH, wHICH

15 wWHAT THed were Desiene? 1o ABSORD WITHOUT PAMAGE TQ

WINDOW PANELS Of THE ADHESIVE SEALANT.  For crown freSecutor 1o

MAKE A BI6 ‘CENTRAL"PILL/}R, C)TATI?MFN‘T7 ro mv sap 1993 rriac SURY,

THAT ‘t PUSHED-OUT A winpow r’%ﬂfmrwwmwaaa_m&az OF
THe cARRMﬁP) WHICH T HAP ACCESS YO BECAUSE I HAD A KeY Tg THE

cmzmzag,;,? C/'}N,T BE AN HONEST STATEHMENT QF MATERIAL F,Q(‘T,

BECAUSE) THE SAlp FERSPEX WINDOW PANELS CANNOT SIMPLY RE

"SI 9 { g _ ) ,
PUSHED -0U7 02 EVEN KICKED =QUT ", vo. THEY ARE PERSTEX PANELS
¢

WITH SILICONE =STNLE ADHESIVE smumr? SO TOELTHER ARe A VIGRATION —
ABSORBING, STRONG BUT FLEXIBLE WINDPOW. PANEL FASTENED T0 A

P 7
WINDOW FRAME', | i1 whS RELATWEN EASH To °PUSH-guT SUCH wWiNDaw

PANELS  THEN, (T WQULD MAKE THE WINDOW U’NQ‘AFE] WHICH WoyuLp CAUSE

. ; . - _7
R(zwAuR,Am"f HﬂNA(aEHPNT) pue To INsurANCE Lmsnurufs? T (rl()';é—{)FI-f THE

" (
TRAIN CARRIAGE FROM Us& B CUSTOMERS o \WirHour “THE ABILITY To PUSH-OUT

[HE PISPLACED winNpOW PANEL’,’ THe  BI& CENTRAL-PILLAR STATEMENT oe

CRQWN m?osem/mﬂ,, CANNOT HAVE THE EFFECT upon v saip 1993 rriac

TURY, WHICH, AT THAT ﬂME’ LT DID ULTIMATELY z,¢AVV7 BEING., THAT TU¢

(

PUSHED —QUT WINDOW SCENARIQ WAS THE QONLN EXPLANATION OF sug;mm;}

AND SO T MUST THEREFQRE BE TRUE (Acr@ﬂmmg 19 TURY PERc@”ﬂaN)?,

1 /e
I WOULD SUGEEST THAT /}N\J poLICcE QFFICER _0R _FIRE QFFICER (\J"H’ﬂ

]

WHO AITENDED THE SCENE 0N THAT p/mf7 JO'J'NMI? NO MATTER HOW

. STRONG THEY WERE , wourD NOT kAW BeeN ABLE T0 “push v’




. AN _OF THE SAID FERSPEX WINPOW FPANELS QF THE TRAIN Lflﬁ/u/)r;g

o NET THE TRIAL PROSECUTOR aclus M@LMMMMMLS_&UMQMDZQ R
NO TECHNICAL EVIDENLE to penney Minimun E Force required’ re

cavse COMPARARLE RREACH IN AN QTHER WINDOW OF THE
 CHRRAGE winpow Paners, Even |F sime orficerS TRIED To

I/IKK -0UT owe gF THE CARRINGE WlNDuWS) ﬁ THINIC THAT 124, wouLy

NOT Have peen SUFFIEIENT FORCE TG (‘mgu i SALD WINDOW meelg
%&LMIMMWM#@M&LM%&&_V
OF THE FONPING SEALANT , WOULP CAUSL/ B S CUND, ‘4 Low-TonE
0. THUPPING NOISE (QUI’FICIL/I\/'( TO WAKE N’BMHZUUZ& WHQO LWVED WITHIN o
40 M. 0F TM:m [,mzrtml,ﬂ mw) BY FPHYSICAL E /‘Ff:(:T7 64 SHU PDERING

2
WHICH WouULpD IZL’T(/K\) s/w:/ ru/mumf THE ANKLE AND IKNEE TOINTS ANP

CAYSE COMPRESSION FAIN OF THE SHD TQINTS /HN‘I SPORTS = |NTYRY o

PHYSIo - TUHERARIST Covip eXfLAIN THE 1MFE QF FAIN WHICH WOULD ACCOMPANN

THE ACTION QJF A‘m K WiTH FQRCE, WHICH CONTACTS A VIBRAT 10N - RETURNING
MM@M%M&@MM@EM
VIBRATLON msfun EMENT OF SAME # SURFACE )9 le e Amm, (/mz/
ang GOVERNOT mwf BELIEVE WHAT Tt’l STATING /)(S ﬁ M/%T}/Kl AL
FAC 1, TUEN T WG g Aok Thg Crown 1o ATEN) THE Shlp
J.;%M%ﬁﬁww,ﬁiaﬂﬂmgwmw%—_
THE CARRIAGE | TAKE THY WHOLE WINDOW iwto A Loyr 1, BRACE
THE  WiNDY W HUQM( (As (P WiNPOW FRAME WAS MQUNTED (N & CARRIAGE w/’auﬁ
THEN HAVE STIZON@ PEQPLE TRY AND IKICK-QUT THE Winpo uZ .
?ﬁML AND SEE MW SHORT OF TIME@ T TAKES FuR TUAR KN#S 1o
SUFFER_COMPRESSION. TAN,  This i BASIC EVpENCE
WHICH STATE QO RNMENT ViAS QBLIGATED 10 PROVIDE
ANP PROPucE  PRIQR T TI7/1‘L E_M b1 1T Even rossiBug
_&M_L@MMV_QQLG_‘MMMM%_WM
QPEN W«GH A_PERSPEX WMM ‘EﬂE_ﬁMSNEKJQ_NQ M‘)ﬁ‘—

30, | MLMLMKMMM@M%@@Q&@&
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6

e "
VI TS Pm_lcf/lforzm\lsm LNVESTIGATORS | NEVER INVESTIGATED SULH A "&uésndz\i?

.
NOR_ANM OTHER ' FIRCE TESTING To ESTARLILSH WHAT MINIMUM FORCE wAS

REAUIE T PIsPLACE A window pANEL 4 INCHES AWAM FROM WINJOW

F IE/%ML/ AND | QBVIOUSLY THEN. THERE wAS /\//) orerciaL Leport s1ariv g
¢
SUCH mmmm REWELM I'mzrp PLUG_’ “V(A TS CROWN

Vl’(ns«:u,uafc NEVER P roduce) /‘)N\/ T4PE OF rzsrme I7€>ULT"7’ To THE SAID

. 199% rmac IYU:Q\‘I_’ NoR EVEN HINTER To THE TRIAL 3uRy ANN VALUE oe FO)ZC(,

REGWIRED TO CAUSE DISPLACEMENT OF THE wiNDOW PANEL (Puwme? KJQJS.LALLﬁFLC;’;_ S
FAILED TO PROPERLY ESTABLISH HOW STRONG THE ADHESIVE BONP
o WAS BETWEEN PERSPEX WINPOW PANEL AND ITS WINDOW ERAME, Tuen,

IMPROPERLY._ToQIK ADVANTAEE OF SUCH LACK QF (szr/i TESTING OF WINPOW

)
SEALANT STRENGTH . WHICW MEANT THAT e TRIAL TURM weRE NOT

INFORMED B _TRIAL p;w%c‘bmr(? oF 1THE TRUE CHARACTERISTICS QOF T

WINPOW PANE] {‘rq RONDING STRENGTH OR 1TS ABILTY TC ABSORB

(
ForcCe JMF’ACTS). Ir WAS A LéNTK/?L"F’ILL/%K OF PRQSECUTION SCENARIG

7

¢
THAT I wWAS ABLE TQ PUSH-OUT A WINDpOW W)N’Ef’,) WHMICH THE TRIAL
prosecuror. NEVER ACTUALLY ESTABLISHED, |t was wever prorer

- - V. -
FOR Mg T¢ HAVE To PRO\/&/ (rHAr CLAM B TRIAL PROSECUTOR. _wAS IN FACT

A FA SE CLAIMY (m\lué ang Buzpen oF Proge MUST ONLY pe upon tHE

20 ﬁ:’\ocgcurmw" NEVER _UPON DéFlZMMJ\M)i BUT THE FACT IN ISSUE (5 STILL L[VE,

WHICH 15, ‘rw cAlp WiNDOW PANZL wHicH WAS pis »?u%am) COULP NOT
MAVE REEN DISPLACED RN H?,’ QR _EVEN_DISPLACED PRIQR TO MFS

ARRIVING ON SCENE AT 528 zm’ (mz SUBSTANTIVE EV(DENCE AS P;wop)
G

is Exuipir F@ £ HUTO GRAPH ‘ﬂ , fMEREFORéy THE fﬁl\)TKﬁL‘F’lLLﬁR, OF

? 4 ‘ i 0
TRIAL PROSECUTORS LALLM {srATn\m THAT T DISPLACED WINDow PANEL )_’

MUST Be A FALSE (/L_,é‘//M7 B fROSECUTOR, T4 THE TVRL, AND,
My sy surt was  PRESENTED WITH SERIQUSLY MIS LEAPING

PURPORTER _FALTS (mzour THE DISPLACED wWikpOW 17/)1%1,)7 B4 TRIAL r”;:osgcun?&'

WHICH DO NOT SURVINZ PRESENT REVIEW Eruuau,#uuaw_ﬁmuﬂmﬁ,_“

30, &)mmgm'ﬁ;) MYST CAUSE THE ,/')WL/’AL (‘gum’ TO FORMALLY [NTERVENZ IN
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. o Mvosap 1993 Arson CONVICTLON, AND ENTER A PROFER ACRUITTAL ¢F sAp

ARSON._CHARGE ,
L see R v Sraprore [20097 Q.CA ‘1077 rARAGRALH 130 ¢

«
OF PARTICULAR IMPORTANCE HERE (S THE POWNT THAT A4 RECONSIDERATION ON A

peEerence unDer S bTL A o tHe Crinminae Copé 0F A CIRCUMSTANTIAL

case PRESeNTED BY THe (RowWN AT TRIAL MAY BE NECESSITATED BY NEW

EVIDENCE WHICH TENDS TO UNRAVEL IMPORTANT STRANDS OF THE (ASE PRESENTED

8Y THE CR()WN7 AND ON WHICH THE SURY CONVIcTED o | N THIS REGARD, N

Maccare v. Tie Quzen | THER Honours sAp e 24

14 ~ .
0 7 was NoT For THE Courr oF CRiMinNAL AF’F’F’/’A! TO SECK QUT P(')S'SIBJLITHZS’,__

OBVIQUS GR m'HﬂZw:s‘f? TO EXPLAIN AWAY TROVBLESOME INCONSISTENCIES

WHICH AN ACCUSED HAS BEEN PENIEDR AN QPPORTUNITN TQ EXPLORE AND

EXPLOIT FORENSICALL . | He BORN 0F UNPRESENTED EViDENLE SO FaR

MENTIONED WAS POTENTIALLY. HIGHLY SIGNIEICANT IN TWO RESPECTSs  THE

FIRST LAM IN IS CAPACITY TO REFUTE A CENTRAL-PLANK _OF THE

PROSECUTION CASE s ey T/H:: SECOND_WAS 175 CAPACITY TO 01§/'IZ!;VIT7

PERUAFS EXPLOSNELY S0, THE CREVBILITY OF THE PROSECUTION cm;p?

FOR THE STRENGTH OF THAT CASE wAS 4EAVILN. DEPZNRENT ON B THE

RELIABILITY OF THE CINFESHQNAL EVIDB’NC2’7 SOME _QF WIHICH WAS

20, INE X Pl ABLY NOT KécmZVe’D) ALTHOG I 1T SHOUWP HAVE BEEN

"9
RECQIDED ]

(CENTIHL PLAMK: A FOUNDATION From wiicd 1o guiey  OTHER SPECIEIC ARGUHENTS

)
EOR _THE PROSECUTION (ASE 4 F RocgﬁlﬂﬂN"_QLﬂldLM&REP_ﬂM_inﬂgﬁc_iﬂ_.,MawL,_____

X 9 {
: DR FORME Y cperr : . - B
PANEZL WAS PERFGR uz_,n;m JARRET ") INCLUDE |~ wiNgow PANEL SENEER WS
PUSHED -0UT B Ifamen'? WINDOW PANEL WAS PUSHER -0UT BY JARRETL WHO WAS o

ALREADY INSIPE C/-\IZILI/HSE,)

‘ - )
WINDOW PISPLACEMENT WAS AN INS(DE-TOB BY ‘szre.tfn’7

‘Morwe’ FOR TARRETT 10 PUSH-OUT wiNDOW PANEL AND LIGHT FIRE WAS EMPLOMER NOT

j "« ,
30, HAFPY wiTH TARRETF'S WOl PERFORMANCY . WINDOW PANEL WAS PUSHER-QUT 1BY
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1
1. DARRET A5 PaRT 0F A FAKE WINPOW- ﬂeﬁmu; wWINDOW PANZL WAS PUSHED -gUT By JARRET

. PRIoR ro_rumemmo_uLLM&Maé_ CWiNDOW PANEL WAS PUSHEp-0UT 64 TARRETT

PRICAR TO xl&&@fl‘[_tuﬁﬂ,;wmmEz,,flgﬁ_m,ﬁﬂﬂﬁjﬁfyj;?_w} NQOW. _PANEL WAS PUSHED ~OUT BY

_ JarRETT _PRI0R To JARRET] SETING FIRE TO TRALN CARRIAGE wHICH JARRETT LiT Because

- - 1
. JARRETT WANTEP REVZNGE AGAINST MHIS EMPLONER RECAUSE Tia/z,zms EMPLOYER wWAsS NOT

_ uAPPY wiTH TARREMS woRK pEREORMANCE amum toLp TARRETT oF THEIR

UNH AP Wazs_ﬁﬁtu‘ja:memm%duumMu—b _HAD BeeN PUSHED-

 our PRIOR TO Pouct mEmms ARRIVING oN SCENE A S A0 4 AND JARRET wAS THE

. 9
mﬂiw&_wﬂ&lbftﬁdéLﬂjE_mP_.W.LMMW_FAA‘LEL*,T_-MQMJ?MWﬁ s

— & it l ad 7, v
- 0. PUSHED - OuT BY BB ) ARRETT PRIOR Yo MFS ARRIVING oN sceNE AT 5: LB AN o

- ¢ ’ ¢ )
_ EACH 0F THOSE INDIVIDUAL PROSECUTION CLAIMS MADE AGAINST ME.

,F,_Qu,&il\u; M
77_Am__1ﬁi§_ﬁms_em,jnm_) 'WITH TROWN PROSECUTOR InTENTLoNALLY LINKING

ALL sycH  presecUTION AccusaTioNS To the ONE SINGLE ANCHORING
POINT(THE DISPLACED WINDPOW mNEL)’_} SR AR BT L

FOR_THE FPRESECUTION /'Agg?_(:'fwuu_é THE TRIAL _JURN _BeELIEuES THATL THE

 smp pispLacep winpew Pance WAS pispiaced PRIOR To POLicg ARUIVIN G

- ) .
B A__,7_,.,,HQ.L\I_EL(?_MZ_MQZQ@L’L,J@,MMMMESMMKLZVS,}LLV-_*ii, .

¢ "
o _MLQS@CMUQM_CLMS_TRQ&_E,\AEMT_S’“,_Qui]ﬂllﬁ,ﬁioi&;uﬂﬁﬂ_&ﬂjk;liA__,,A, o

20, CONTINUING To PLACE RELIANCE (JPON KQJE_LJ_LVLVCQL(AM?,

5 _AS eyiPeNle oF

¢
o L&&L&L@mlﬁwﬂ&i?_@_mﬁb&iuz MJLAﬁi_OB‘ml N
SCONARLD suPPoRT EROM A “Sinere Ancuoring Pont’' THERESY e
 cpeATING sucH A VALID anp peLievasce STORN Fom THe TR

iALJuR\tT THAT THE
JURY WOULD ‘ACCEPT o Hose mosecurmN coams MUST se reve BECAUSE

THERE IS No OTHER EXPLANATION E0R “Tue D/&Pan:L’ 2D WINPOW M S

_Q_R_,’ FOR SALD _PISPLACED WINDOW PANEL TO e DHPL/(/L/U TO_irs RESTING.

, 9
positioN PRIQR TO 5-2(/,%1 (wH1CH 15 wideN PoLiCE ARRIED ON gagme);

,FRosgcuT ok

purinG sAwp 1993 ARSON TRIAL, MAINTAINED THEIR USE

ﬂJ_Ji_{ﬂiL&SﬂﬁQZLMMQW. PANEL MUST HAVE B&QN,,QQEL&QMLLIE&KEj: _ANp
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. THEREEORE  MUST HAVE BLEN DISPLACED BY JARRET FPRIQR TQ POLLCE ARRIVING
N , . ' Eiie o= e
oN sceng AT 204m , As THE SINGLE ANCHORING POH\M? [HE CENTRAL

)
PILLAR AND, ACCORDING To ‘eAsg Fon THE PROSECUTION | THE ONE BIT 0F
¢ 0

v

¢
CRITILCAL EVIDENCE THOSE cum{s GROW ):rzam?ﬂ ESTABLISH —GUILT BENOND

Y 6
REASONABLE DQUBT FUNI)AHENTALL‘[ THOUGH7 IF THE 50-CALLEP CENTRAL

PILLAR OF PRQOF, (mmpaw PANGL WUST MAVE BEEN 1S7LACCP PRIOR TO 5»‘20@1\47

) -
ANL’7 WINDPOW PANEL WAS “r”usuév -OUT, RY JARKGTr\ 21D NOT _EXIST AS

TRIAL €iDEnce W FOR THE PROSECUTION, THEN, ALL THOSE “proseccurion

CLAIMS CouLy NOT 1’)(49T1 a5 tHew ALL Rely INTRINSICALLL oN TUE TWO ESSENTIAL R

¢
0. ECEMENTS OF SALD CENTRAL mu,fm7 BE!MQ7 ES;EN'TML. ELement ONE WiNpow —

)
PANEL DISPLACED PRIGER T FPolCe ARRIVING QN SCENe AT 5'20Am EESEM‘HAL

¢
ELEHEMT’ Two,, WINDOW PANCL WAS DEEEREEE ApLE TO BE PUSHED - QUT By Jnngn’ P o

S v pages ALl anp 21T aggdz | £ KIGKUIGHTED A NUMEER OF SPECIFIC
1 ; , 2
PROSECUTION CLAMS (sf' ENARLY AR&SV‘M ENTS), WHICH ALL EXIST FROM THE

CCENTRAL PILLAR AS THEIR Fouumnm) AM97 WHICH ALSO MEANS B £ACH

& (NDIVIDUAL sPeciFie PRosgcunioN cedi CANNQOT EXIST WITHOUT ITS -

FOUNPATION (THE CRITILAL FEATURE OF EACH SAID SPECIFLC PROSECYTION (.LAIM,)

‘ U _ !
:s’ THE Ce’_ALZf\AL_ELLLﬁ,@_T THE [KeY FART OF €ACH ‘s«,e:\mmo 412&30}11:}«7’ wHicH

10, THE SCENARIQ ITSELF MUST INCLUDE IN w8 1TSS FARTICULARLSA rmN’7 QTliEEWiSE»

rHe pesrecTive  scenArlg Areument UNRAVELS AS i1 wovrp noT HAVE ITS

scenario Fauwarm’)7 whicH,, as was PRESENTED py saip 1913 rriay
PRoSE LUTOR 1S ALSO rue 6SINGL(? ANCHORING FPOINT wHICH TRIAL
rroseceror. REPORTED 1o tue rmac syry As THE LINK IN THE
PROSECUTION CHAIN WHICH PROVES ‘my sur BEMON) Bstspmies
REASONARLE P[’JUS’.

T c 2 e _ CONTINUALLY
_Mﬁzgg THE ClrowN fRoSeCUTOR WAS ARLE T EFmerts]

]
;smm& WINZOW A5 Ewc DISPLACED PRior 1w S 204 5 A0AK WHEN oLICE ARRINGD

so DN SCENE - EVEN THOUéH ‘ PoN PRESENT eVi€w of 1RAL Exulplr F>

REFER Tg THE SAID
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i. PHOTOGRAPH | (A;‘ HATERIAL ZVIDENCE , CREATED BY PoLite criHME SCENE

| lmvésrmm’oﬁ)7 VISUAL GUALIFICATION sepPorrs “ruere 1S NO EVIDENCE oF

’
SMoIkE /5007 PARTICULATES EXITING CARRIAGE VIA THE DISPLACED WINDOW, AT MY Tirg,

ANp THeREFORE PISPROVES Faucé/ PROSECUTOR _CLAIMS _GF WINDOW PANSL BEINE

: N 7 ~ N e i / s oo 5
DISPLACED PRIGR 10 S0 aM (wmw CONSIDERED IN LN TUNCTION WiTH MY

Peririon(s)

PoINTS QF ARGUMEN f) AS PARTILYLAR 156D wiTHIN MM

AcansT saw 1993 Arson w:ww,fum)v

15 _BECAUSE oF THe FALSE AND MISLEAPING presentation of “PRosecuTioN

) % )
CLAIMS (sceumuo ARGUHENTS WHICH, FIRST, PROSECUTUR PRESENTED RESPECTIvE

10, CLAIM AS AN ACCUSATION AGAINST mz7 ANP THEN xzcaun, WY T WAS IN WITNESS

Y P o p
BOX_ GIVING (E;TIHON“I7 PROSECUTOR wWoULP iCHﬁLLENE)(: MY AMWU&? HéNLB,, AN

ArGuMenT = WHICH THEN EBUVATES To ‘mwseauw ATTENUFTING To MiSLEAD TRIAL TURY

ABQUT THE ACCURACY AND HONESTY OF FORENSIC evipence Rerorten (/4@07)7
; F~3,7 AND’ ‘mossmmn

COMBATINELN CLAJMING SPECIFIC EVENTS AS FACTUALLY ACCURHTE’TAS WELL AS VOCALISING -

FROM THe W CRIME ;cé/v':z) SUCH AS EleBrr

¢ 9
_ SUCH PURPORTED FALTUALLY ACCURATE BVENTS So tHE TRIAL TURM wellp ALSo Beveve

THE CLAIMS BY TRIAL FROSE CUTOR \NERE HATERIALLY ?RO\‘ABLE7 ‘!EI,_ZJ}Q&E(ZJ)_‘Z@Q_HAD_‘¥,____

NO INTENTIONS 0F ACTUALLY PROVIDING i/i[g}l? MATERIAL EVIDENCE TO ‘support’ suck
PURPORTED SPECLIFIC EVENTS  AS THERE N FACT WAS NO MATERIAL EVIDENCE
. M#MﬁﬂMME@IMﬁLLﬁMWFMZ—_ﬁ
CoverNHMENT CriMe |nyesTIGATORS (mé h;uce’)? FAILED AND NEGLECTED 10
coMPeTenty lnvesTi6are rue YRA czaazizma}e" Fuzz:EML,_RMETAMmauALL‘!)
THE MATERIAL vipence wHich DID EXIST, [S EXCULPATORY in i1S FacTuAL

SIGNIEICANCE 50 THAT, |F rue Porice Forensic investicaror HAD perFormMep thE
i o ?
Mwmgm_uﬂmwwum%ﬁw&mm & poNg,

o
ritg_oretcin Reporrs oF suck Forensic Tgsmua) woyer FunpamentaLry PROVE

severAl KEY MATTERS _ wHiCH THEN, (RowN PROSECUTOR COULD NEVER
7 et ———————
‘occertiveny masifycate wro PROSECUTION LIES Anp SUBSTANIINELY FALSE

4

9 ; . .
cLams, ﬁ~p7 QF SALD seyeRAL [KEY M/%T)’ERS7 ruere ARE | WO wWHICH UNRAVEL

-

w. PRosecuTlon FALSE CLAIMS 1o sucu an extent tuir e ENTIRE CASE
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. FOR THE T’RO&ELU ION _CQULDP NO LONGER CONT!NU::’ AND (Tuev’/-za57

Facr One mz DISPLACED  winpow PANEL COULD NOT HAVE BEeEN DRISPLACER PRIOR TO

POLICE ARRIVING oN SCENE AT 920 am (THE PARTICULAR FORENSIC TESTING To PRONE

¢ _ Y
THiS FUNPAMEN TAL Fﬁa’) WOULD FE A5 SIMPLE AS "ADHESINE TAPE-LIFT . o ‘npuesive

9
W |pPE y OVER SURFACE PAINT IMMEDIATELY SURROUNDING EXTERIQR WINDOW FRAME oF

. : : -
THE DISPLACED WINDOW, AS THE TESTING OF SAID SURFACE WOULD PROVE THAT NO SHOKE

OR SQOT PARTICULATES HAD DEPOSITED ON SALD S(/RFACE7 WHICH STANDS AS PROOF

THAT NO FPARTICULATES EXITED CARRIALE VIA THAT SPECIFIC WINPOW or

. o 9
WINDOW FRAHE, WMJMAM@@T OF FACT LE,
AND _ONCY /F, THE DISPLACED wWiNpOW WAS NOT DISPLACED UNTIL AFTFR wom: sgpoT

/11\/17 ﬁo;/uéﬁrén AR WAS NQ LONGER EXPRESSING FROM TUE LARRMDE\ AND

FACT !gg_ fHe’ PISPLACED WINDOW PANEL DIp NOT SIMPLY FALL QUT QF 1TSS WNDOW

IT MUST BE TRUEZ THAT A DEGREE QF PHNSICAL FORCE WAS APPLIE]D To

FRAME THEREFPRE,
SALD  WINDOW PHN?L, SUFEICIENT TO CAUSE THE WINPUW PANEL To BE IN TS RESTING

F’O‘iITION) A5 seen ON TRIAL L:xmgn’ P 37 YHOTO GRAPH 77 THE ‘msnacéo WINDOW

9 _
PANEL L AND, 45 Scen I FROM INS1pZ TRAN CARRIAGE Exmipir P,37 PUOTOGRAPH 107

4

DISPLACED wWiNpow F'AWL WITH A TWO=TOP Fixep TABLE |MMED{ATELY UNDER THE

’
SPECIELC W (NPOW ’HNEL" HOWEVER EVEN THOUGH CROWN PROSECUTOR PECLARED T

wy 19935 rRiac TURY, mAf :Yamzén' PUSHED -0UT THE ship wiNpow PANEL FROM INSIDE

20. THE cmlzméé rridL PRosecuror PRESENTED NQ SCIENTLFIC EVIPENCE 1o suow

¢ i . pepd
IF v was even possige 10 BE MERELY. PUSHED QUT WARDS (esreciay
CONSIPERING THERE WAS A TABLE iN THE WAY SO ANY PERSON WHO EVEN TRIED TO APPLY

PUISLCAL FORCE TO sAtb winpow PANEL woulp FIND IT VERY AWKWARD 70 02 %,

wiicH THen INVITES rtde avestion ,oF, CWHY ruen wouep 4 Person NOT szep

A oa 3 peer gasT DIRECTION, TO _The NEXT WINPOW ?ﬁg’VELT THEN HAVE

g ) ¢ 7 e
THe ApPep  APVANTAGE OF BETTER FooTING S0 AS o GENERATE Mokg PHYSICAL FdRcw

?
A&HMMLMWMMAMMMM*; B

PANEL BEING MERELY “mua&w&&&rﬂmu%, CARRIAGE WINPOW PANELS WERE

SEAL ANT = BONDED TO WINDOW FEAMES wiTH A BE BONDING FPROPUCT wHICH MAINTAINEP

4 .
30,15 BONDING STRENGTH, EVEN WHEN NATURAL AND EXPECTED THYSICAL FORCES ' SUCH AS
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. PEQPLE LEANING TAPPING AND KNQQ!SING ON WINPOW FANELS  WAS 1d,ﬂEf’EJsu&65 o
ABOUT SAID wWINDOW FANEL BEING P’UzHéD QUTWARDS 5u-r7 (T 5TILL poes NOT sATisey
a_eunpamentar QUESTION or $FRON WHERE pip ]:H FORCE ORIGINATE 10 cAuse sap

WINDOW PANEL TO BE PDISPLACED .77 was THE PERyON STANDING lNStDE OR QUTSIDE (QF

~ - 1
CARRIACE wHeN cAusING SAD WINDOW TO BREAK (TS SEALANT—ADHESION-BOND ANp BE 0uT OF

y7
ITS_NORMAL POSITION ) IF THE person was cuTsie OF CARRIAGE THEN CLOSE INSPECTION
_ \WITH PHOTOGRAPH PROCF oF foint WHERE A ‘PRY -oBTecT WAS Use) so AS Te

PRA=0UT WINDOW PANEL , 1F NO pry-HMARKS ey ipenT INSIDE OR OUT 0F CARRIAGE o
wiNzow THEN cLose nspecTion WITH PHOTOCRAPH PROQF o eramg 10 SHOW we

el HARIS _oF SPECIFIC PHOTOGRAPHED
" v . »z- - i1 -~ 3 Z o ; - é . i
——FEATURGS OF CARRIAGE, AND, SUCH LACK OF SCIENTIFIC TESTING FORCES JURY T¢
MAKE GUESSES AND ASSUHPTIONS AssociATen wirh AccUsatigns 24 TRIAL
e pPaneL ‘ ' P P
PROSECUTGR | SUCH 45 ASSUNE zupr winpow gisae COULD BE “pusuen”

/‘IND,, BY FAILING TO EVEN TRY TO INVESTICATE ITHE PHHSICAL FORCE REQU(RED TO LAUSE

BREAK N SEALANT RIND BeTWeeN WINDOW FANEL AN WL'MDQ‘J\/_B;!}ML’ Q\LAL@QMEBMEN r
3
FORENSIC INVESTIGATION 5€ ﬂ!llQES)‘, WAS AN {UNFAIR ACTION BN THE ST/H’B’ QO\IEKNMQNT

WHO WERE PROSECUTING HME FOR SAR /msaN) AS IT WAS INTENDPED BN CROWN

PROSECUTORS TO LAY ACCUSATION UPON ™ME€ THAT ‘I HAD FUSHEP wWINPOW PANEL oﬁlwamzs;,_,
¢ . 7 )
50, AT _WAS A RELEVANT (R . Daunronp (Nu 2 [1015]1 SASCFC 82, F@MGRMH

2, !71\ ELEMENT OF FORENSIC INVESTIGATION To KNOW SCLENTIFICALLY TESTER ‘corce

9
Re(x(}lREMENJ O _CAUSE SAIp WINPOW PANELS TO BREAK rueir_sepuant Bong PLUS

BY FORENSICALLM TESTING FORCE REQUILEMENT So AS To RISPLACE SUCH A WINJOW

PANEL, ALSO Woulp HAVE ngven-re’o CROWN PROSECUTOR £RoM *SUGGESTING 4
]
BACKUE SCENARIO sum AS, “IMRRETT CANT PROVE THAT HE i NOT DISPLACE

¢
THE WINDOW PANEL ( rL)R EXAMPLE , IF SAID WIN)OW PANEL WAD ALREADY BEEN LN (TS

DISPLACED FOSITION A mm PRIQR TO IO -[- t‘{‘Jl v courp NOT ge mm/a_m”m zy

j’hmaulon THAT Cfmmef PUSHEP wINPOW PANEL OUJ THEN Li r — FIRE IN
1"/4RR£A(3€ HoweveR . rroseCUToR WOULD stk peclARE THAT IS?m;KEﬂ UT THE
2 7 7
—jMCMMJMﬂMMA@m_ﬂWELMMMTEyI rHere
Jo. WQULD BE NO REFEREN(CE m_‘Iﬁa&ﬂ[ PAMACING WINDOW PéM’ELy QR’ O ARRET
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. CREATING A FAKE - WINPOW sﬂa’m-m7 OR ) .MEM@/_IL&ME[; CARRIAGCE o

 DOOR TO THEN STAND INSIDE CARRIAGE To THEN FUSKH WINPOW PANEL QUT TO THEN LIgulT

FIRE JN CARR)IA 65?77 SO EFFEC rzvzu) EVEN IF 1T WAS KNOWN THAT wWinpow PANEL WAS R

,,ALBEAJZLQ:}‘_&A&EMLH-AS,ﬂié,pﬂi@@&,ﬂoWN' PROSECUTORS WOYLD STILL ACCUSE
ME QF SETTING THE FIRE,)7 EXCEPT THI?T7 NOT ONLY ¢AN I FoReNsicALY PROVE

( ¢
rHAT T Dip NOT DISPLACE sAp wWINDPOW pnNéL’7 I CAN _ALSQ PROVE THAT _SAID WINJOW

pANEL  COULD NOT HAVE ReeN mzexwm:o//mm/;cgp untie_some timg AFTER 5:28 am
i

o wWHICH WAS THE TiMe MFS ARRIVED ON s5CENE AND NOTED ¢ FALR _AMOUNT OF SMOKE
o (J:M:[LMLFJ;QLJif&,mf’_i.améwagﬁ@m WHAT MFS sAwW sfewine
o ?
0. FRoM _CARRIAGE As MFS ARRIVED AT S <29 AM) 3 AND_7_:I'J1£R€FDRE7 I CAN PROVE THAT

o _‘samzam«: ELSE pispiacep toe saip WINDOW PANEL , |RRESPECTIVE OF THEIR REASON

FOR _POING saj DELIBERATE oR ACCIDEMTAL) AND) THAT, NOT_ONLY WAS SAIP WINDOW .

PANEL PISPLACEDP AFTER S +2% AM on 10-!-1‘?‘?17 AND BYSOMEGNE tétse’7 BUT THAT spip
DISPLACED winpow EER PANeL ALso HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH any  FAKE
. WINDOW  BREAK-IN zwm THOUGH TRIAL PRasecuror. Pricen MA TOR ELEMENT

OF CROWN lz”!l?lf’l\;('l,/’7 V20N TRIAL FRESECUTORS AccusATions AGAINST HE, BEING
ar Soiseiacen winpow PaNgl \WAS INFALUIBLE EVIDENCE OF MM GUILT OF
ARSON RECAUSE FANEL WAS DISPLACER BM Mg PRIOR TO FIRE REING LIT AND
THEREFCRE M,UST_M\L&&E&&JMSF: ACER PRIOR TO_5:20 Am “’5 ,7

Y AND_) QUALIFIABLY , THe FORENSIC EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT DF MY STATEMENTS 15, THE

 SPAME ENIDENCE TODAY AS T EXISTER AT TRIAL (N I‘i%_’ Wi (H 197 (THP CRIME
7
. SCENZ PHOTOERA "kL’_Lﬁ&LﬁP__LN_.ﬂZL/iLJLE&}iL&LI_E#S_LLT_SﬂQQwAbE ACCEPTER 1B3Y o

e CourTS THAT PHOTOGRAPHS OF AR LRIME SCEN? | ARE ., FORENSIC Evipence in

THEIR OWN_RIGHT, AS THE saw_puotos Provipe Pouce Invgsriganon Evipence o
WHAT SOMETHING LOCKEP LIKE WHEN (T WAS PHOTOCRAPHED oN o oeThe
FIRE -1 —1‘1‘117 AND A5 T HAuZ Aﬂuvff,tMMAZZQrMEKﬁt"JijJS*EXCLifﬁmELL,,, B

VA__._..JMMAML}YMJMME THE TRIAL PROSECVTORS. TRIAL CONDUCT OF s
¢
seriovsty. MISREPRESENTATINE

_ CROWN gvIipeNCEg PREsenTED TO TRIAL :rum’ nm,
9
. PROSECVTION ‘pﬁumlwﬂsﬂaﬁﬁlzémL_,emmc;e_a&u.c: 10 BE GUALIFIABLY ESTABLISHED

9 .
30. THROVER VISUAL ASSESSMENT OF CRIME SCENE PHOTOQERAPHS ) L, WITH REFERENLE TO
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— e — S L =

I SPECIFIC POINTS ON CERTAIN ExHiT F.'S PHOT OJLLﬂu%ﬁmu _ONLY DESCRIBE THE .
TRUE AND ACCURATE mMATeRIAL Evidence VISUALLY CAPTURED wituin RESPECTIVE
PHOTOGRAPHS ( WHICH WiILL THENn enABre THE JUDEES OF THE FULL COURT OF

SOUTH ;?USTRHLI_/QJ To COMPARE WHAT I DESCRIBZ AS THE ACCURATE REFLELTION

OF MATERIAL CRIME SCENE EVIPENCE VISUALLY ASSESSARLE ON ﬁm_ﬁaafabgﬁﬂbﬂ.rﬁﬂ, I

. COMPAREP TO CROWN FROSECUTION PURFORTED FﬁCTs“)\) EVEN TO THE EXTENT THAT —

e _crown 7RosecuTion VISUALLY CAPTURED criMg Sceng MATERIAL EVIPENCE

S
Exugir g_ﬁ PHOTOGRAPHS . mwav ISUALLY DISPRONED vue crown

¢ 6 y
VRUSELUAOR ONEZ SINCLE ANCHORING POINT 7_F1JK&)RTJ?L’ AS THE CENTRAL PILLAR UF

¢
10. PROSECUTION PROCE AGAINST HE, Tue Disrracer Winoow PANEL WAS DISPLACED PRIOR

- TO EIRE BEING LIT AND THEREEQORE PRIOR TO POLICE ARRINING ON SCENE AT 5'20m4’7

BT, THE 1RUTH_OF THE MATER wAS NOT N TRIAL Fﬂose&umﬂsrscmr as HEonew

wm\:ren ME CONVICTED OF THE ﬂmﬂ\LLHMQﬁ_,__ WHICH 1S WHY TRIAL PROSECUTOR

PR&SCNrLD FALSE EVIPENCE FOR rmz CROWN | MISREPRESENTED CRIME SCENE

PHOTO BRAFPH EVIPENLE (Exma;r 4 >) IF)IN‘EI? TRIAL TURMN WITH FALSE ANP S

¢/

’
 FmisiFlep Srares Evipence jND_rﬂJLAWD/J.J.L sTEERED M4 sAlp 993 TrRiAL TURY o

 Nto EEE=EmE NCCEPTING FROéIfCU/()RS ACCUSATION ((THHT JARRET LIT THE

- 3
. CARRIAGE FIRE /’? FTER pisPLACING CARRIAGE wWINDOW PANEL ,,,)T,KMQ WING FULL WELL THAT

THERE WAS NoT 60ING TO EVER Bg ANM  PRMSICAL L_xjwauz,&, OR_SCIENTIFIL jﬁjJNf}? FOR

% e Bt T r
2. PROSECUTION UsE 10 _surporRT such SPECIFIC PROSECUTION ACCUSATION .,

‘r WAS FUNDAMENTALLY  UNFAIR 1O ME <DEF€NMNT IN A CRIMINAL TRML)T FOR TRIAL

( )]
 PROSECUTOR To PURPORT "AN eEVENT AND COMDITIONS (imm_mmw wAS THE

1
EVENT ; DISPLACED WINPOW PANEL PRIOR TO FIRE BEING LIT "WAS THE CONQITION PRIOR

9 < 3
TO THe EVENT >? IN SUCH A WAY To THE TRIAL TUR4Y . T0 __r_umﬁu,cﬁouuz_cgmhm

CASE ARQUND SALD SPECIFIL ‘B coNPITION IN ORPER To CEMENT FPROSECUTORS o
o 5
PositioN As  UNDENIABLE /—)ND,J:LQQQR&)LL,,)/E[T,Am___m/’emg 10 sUBMIT

ANY SEmEREEEEEEESSE  SCIENTIFICALLY. QUALIFIABLE  FORENSIC EXAMINATIONS To

¢ )
THE TRIAL C)’i!{-"l" IN SOPPORT OF SAly SPECIFIC CONPITION (éFFEcnvPLv MAKIN G

¢ ) 9 i , o
ACCUSATION THAT I CoMMITTED ARSON : BUT CROWN PReSeNTED NO MATERIAL

- i | B ]
30. EVIDENCE 1o eveN VALIDATE SALD WINPOW paneL peing “pispracep PRIOR TO
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1

THLF_LRE_E_\[EAU:Y_AJ’_&LEEOM THE FACT THAT NO sycH evivence COULP Acruauy

st as PHotoerar 9. erom Exwisir F.Z stanvs as VISUAL PROOF ruar wo

‘;Moa(é//%’nm’ ExITER  RESPECTIVE DISPLACED WINDOW PRIOR To 5-20 fm7 WHICH S

WHEN FOLICE ARRIVED ON SCENE, NOR PRIOR To h2¢ A, WHICH 15 witen MFS

ARRIVED ON §LEN127 WHICH CAN ONLM Be TRPE ”; THE RESFPECTNE DISPLACED WINDOW

WAS NOT UNSEALEP/NOT DISPLACED ynriv some Time AFTER 5*28;»1)7

THERERN MAKING iT IMPRSSIBLE FOR $410 TRIAL JURM TO KNOW THE TRIAL

PROSE CUTOR WAS MISLEADING {HE Jum7 witH Crowns FALSE CLAIM

P (,/'»,'. - Ty 2 ~ 7 / » ) (7/2/) 7
ABOUT “RESPEZ CTIVE WINDOW FANGL [EIN & l/NSéf)béD, 21SPLACER  PRIOR To AL /-m’

Csee R v Drommony (Ne2) L2015 T sascec 82, PARA GRAPH H‘f} A5 QUOTER ABOVE

¢ 9 —
oN PAGE Il _eip ] T0 cLAlM  CENERAL PiLLAR AS {wu\wow PANEL WAS UNSEHLEP
) 2 oy —emRee—

Y
PRIOR 10 FIRE EVENT  KNOWING NO EVIDENLE COULD EwEmst eVER EXIST To sU7fo RT

SUCH PRGSE CUTION Cuﬂt’l? AND EXFPECTING TRIAL JUR 10 ACCePT FPROSECYTIQN

CLAIM AS MATERIALLY A CCURATE EVEN WITHOUT SEEEEE ANN PROOF To SUPPORT sycH

‘ONE SINGLE ANCHORING VO!N‘?/‘) oF THe [RIAL PROSECUTOR,

Csee R 57 AM (Baue) L2015 1 SASCEL l7‘f7 PARAGRAPH ‘f"L? 45 QUOTED

- AA 74
arove on PAces 30 ang 71) 1210 :l7 TO MSREFRESENT CROWN PROSECUTION EVIDENLE

T TRIAL SURY , BN TRIAL PROSECUTOR AND CROWN wirNESS (evnmmce OF WITNESS

INCLUPES VERBAL AS WeLl AS ANN POCUMENT CREATED RY THEM wulcl 1S RELEVANT TQ

20.

THE ARSON TRIAL 1n ANM Wﬂ%)) 0B BY TRIAL PROSECUTOR (T!Jéﬂé‘él_ft)? AND 5A1D

MISREFRESENTATION QOF CROWN ZVIDENLE 1S EALSELY WELCHTED S0 AS TO ZENeFL] THE

. o S
PROSE CUTION [_/%%THND A T URMS GUILTY VERPICT AQHINST Mu’? WAS THE TRIA

0urcome7 THE TRIAL MAS MISCARIER AND THE CROWN PROSECUTION (ASE PLACED

pefore M1 sdip 194% reiAL TURY. . WAS Tmmeo//mmuﬁrzp AND CREATEp SUcH

AN Eprect o IRRECUUARITY N THE coNpULT OF SALp 1[2//‘)L7 THE CONSEQUENCE

BEING AN (MPROFER _TRIAL AND 1MPROFER vy’ﬂmcr’ AN _UNLAW FULLY PROSECUTER

TRAL AND A FRAUDPULENTLY ORTAINEZD GUILYY \/;IKPICT/_’

[oee Ry Daumonn (No2) B SASCFC 82 raracrArd 368

30.

«“
Bve J.
100

In VA\[IEs“ AND (C()U\I v THL’ &WZ!ZN_, IN THE CONTEXT OF f FIRST AFFEAL IN
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WHICH THE ULTIMATE CRITERION WAS A MIs CARRIACE OF :ﬂ/sﬂﬁz7 Larram C '57 RICH,

D.on_) szm’ ang NTiganan J J 341D <

From 1He BECINNING. [ rue Eneusn Covrr or Arreac] uas Acten ufon No

NARROW VIEW UF T}

WHEN IT THINKS THAT QN ANM GROUND THeRe wAS A MISCARRIALE OF D’U‘)‘Tmé?

A DUTY ALSO IMPOSER uPan tHE Sufreme Court of Nicroria, T uas

CONSISTENTLY REGCARIEP THE PUTY _AS COovERING NoT ONLY (Ases wHeRE

THEREZ 19 AFFIRMATIVE REASON 70 SUPPOsSE THAT THE APFELLANT 15 mwcemr7 BUT

ALSO CASES OF QUITE ANOTHER Dgs'cmf’no&L_Fo_g_uJ’ WiLL SET _ASIPE A

10 QUASH A LONVILTLON

CONVICTION WHENEVER 1T APFPEARS UNTUST OR UN2AFE TO ALLOW THZ VERDICT

10 _STAND RECAUSE SOME FAILURE HAS QCCURRER IN OBSERVING THE CONPITIONS

y
meH) IN THE COURT % wgw) ARF ESSENTIAL 1O A SATISFACTORY rmm,7 OR

BECAUSE TIHERE 15 SOME FEATURE OF THE CASE RAISING A SUBSTANTIAL

PUsSsIpiLIry v'HAr? EiTHER N THE CON CLUSION :r-a‘e:,p? Q2 IN The MANNER IN

WHICH 1T HAS BZEN ZEaES Ré/%r:Hé[)) THE TURY _MAN HAVE BeeN MisTAEN oR

101
HisLe D

100 ,
(1937) 57 CLR 110

20,

101 ”n
Ar 180, (Legisiarive rererence omiTTeD)

Paracaare 370.

; 5 05 - —
In ’>mm) MRenc C:\’7 HA‘INév Crennan, Kicrer anp Bae T3 saips

No sincLe UNIVERSALLY APPLICABLE PEsCRIPTION CAN BE GIVEN FoR WHAT 15 A

“%

)
SUBSTANTIAL MISCARRIAGE OF TUSTICE | FoR THE Pualoses of s 276 (1)(8)

AND (c), THE POSSIBLE IKINDS QF MiSCARRIACE OF JUSTICE WiTH wiicH

5 176 (1) peALs ARG TOO NUMEROUS AND TOO DIFFERENT To PERMIT

PRESCRIPTION. OF A SINGULAR TESTa T HE KINDS OF Mi$ CARRIAGE INCLUDE,

BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO | THREE KINDS OF CASE, Fuzsf7 THERE 15 2 THE

case 1o wiic 5 276 (1) (A) 15 oirécTep ¢ WHERE THE TURY HAVE

ARRI\VED AT A RESULT THAT CANNOT B¢ SUPPORTED. SECONPL\I,} THERE 15
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1 THE CASE WHERE THERE HAS BeeN AN ERROR OR AN 1RREGULARITY iN7 o’ N

SATISFIED  THAT THE ERROR R IRREGULARITM DID NOT MAKEA DIFFERENCE TO THE

oUTCOME OF THE TRIAL,  TUIRDLY | THURE 1S THE CASE WHERE Trgps B2 AS

BEEN A SERI\OUS PEFPARTURE FROM THE PRESLRIBED PROCESSES FoR TRIAL o

L «
qu 15 NoT AN EX MAUSTINE LIST,  WHETHER THERE HAS BEEN A SUBSTANTIAL

i3
MISCARRIAGE oF TUSTIcg  ULTIMATELM REAURES A TURGMENT T0 BE MADE.

w G d

—&-
LA A

10, THan\l_’ THE INQUIAY To R€ MADE 15 WHUTHER A E0ILTSL VERRICT wAS

.Nt\uﬁlﬁu-z? NoT WHETHER A GUILTN VYERDICT WAS OPEN, (\A/Hererz THE

VERDICT WAS OPEN 16 THE QUESTION PRESeNTep BY $ 2T (l)(/ﬂ, .) lr— iT

i9 SAID THAT A GUILTY VERRICT WAS imm@mus_m_aﬁj_ﬂgmgma____

0F ACGUITTAL WAS NOT OP€N>, rue Covnt 0F ApPeAL nusT pecipe THAT

i 1
QUESTION ON THE WRITTEN ReECORD OF THE TRIAL WITH THE  NATURAL

7
LIMITATIONS THAT EXiST IN THE CASE OF ANY APPELLATE COUAT PROCEEDINE

i)
WHOLLY Q0R SUBSTANTIALLY oN THE RECORD & THAT THE TJUurY

RETUANED A GUILTY VERDICT MA‘I’ IN APPROPRIATE an9257 BEAR _UPON _THE

QUESTION Bur7 AT LEAST IN _CASES L IKE THE PRESENT WHERE THE
20, EVIDENCE HAS WRONELY BEeN ADMIITED AT TRIAL AN]D CASES WHERE

EVIDENCE HAS WRONELY BEEN EXCLURED., THE Couvar or Avvear _covrp  nNoT

OF TJVUSTICE UNLESS T DETERMINES THAT 1T WAS NoT OFEN TO THE TUBY TO

ENTERTAIN A DOVBT AS 170 €UILT 2 Oeraw;cy? THEREZ HAS BEEN_ A

HAVE BEeN DIFFERENT (,ﬁpmusﬁ THE STATE OF THE EVIPENCE BEFORE THE

JURY wWOUL) HAVE RgenN plFFéfZ_EMT) HAD THE ERROR NOT BEEN _MADE .

105 -
— Bam v Tue GQueen (2012) 24( CLR 464
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| Tms UNDERSTANDING OF S IYJQ_&MAM,QMIELEUMEMAL_LEMELLQ&{HE—

CRIMINAL TU5TICE SYSTEM N AUSTRALIA. |7 RECoeNISES THAT THE PRESCRISED

MODE OF TRIAL WAS TRIAL 8Y JUARY, Ir poes 50 BY z—:p/_(;om’ﬂss‘wco,) WITHIN THE

s W
EXPRESSION SUBSTANTIAL MISCARRIACE QF JUSTICE N NOT ONLY AN ERRCR WHICH

POSSIBLY. AFFECTED THE RESULT OF THE TRIAL BUT ALSQ $OME DECARTURES FROM

TRIAL PROCESSES ( SUFFICIGNTLY DESLRIBED FEREEE FOR PRESENT PURPOSES AS

¢
{9mu£MAmyﬁag7mmummﬂuﬂMuﬂlM&ﬂmzLW4 =

) >
CAN B¢ DETERMINED It aLso RecoeNisEs THAT AN ACCUSERS GUILT MUST RE

ESTABLISHED BN THE PROSECUTION AT TRIAL BENOND REASONABLE DOy2Te 118

10 NOT To BE ESTABLISHED BY SPECULATION ABQUT wWHAT A TU:Z\/_' THIS FURY., OR A

1
REASONABLE TURY MIGHT MEEEE HAVE PONE But FOR THE ERROR, Noruing

SHaMMMJ.wqw.MWMM&LWmML—*

CAN _ONLY Pe S/-)TIL‘,FHZD7 ON THE RECORP OF THE TRIAL 3 THAT AN ERRQR _OF THE

‘ e
KinD WHICH OCCURREP (N THIS CASZ DR NOT AMQUNT 10 A SUBSTANTIAL

MISCARRIAGE OF :n/f;ncﬁ” |F THE APPELLATE COURT CONCLUPES FROM irs

REVIEW OF THE RECORD THAT CONVICTION WAS INEVITABLE»  IT is rHE

INEVITABILITY QF CONVICTION WHICH WILL SOMETIMES WAARANT THE CONCLVSION

TUAT THERE HAS NOT BEEN A SUBSTANTIAL HMISCARRIACE OF JUSTICE wiTiH THE

. CONSEQUENTIAL OBLIGATION BE To ALLOW THE APPEAL AND EITHER QRPER A
106 "M
20, NEw TRIAL QR ENTER A VERPILT OF ACQUITTAL,

Paracears 371,

(4 107
In Ry Keoet (Nu 2), A CASE IN WHICH IT WAS CONTENDED THAT EVIDENCE

GIVEN AT TRIAL BY EXPZRT WITNESSES CALLED 8Y THE PROSECUTION WAS MISLEARING

tHis CovRr concLuped b

[n sunMﬂRv) iT 15 NOT PUSSIBLE TO SUCCINCTYLY PEFINE A SUBSTANTIAL

HISCARRIAGE QF JUSTICE, Howevea7 BEFORE A COURT WiLL CONCLUDE THAT A

SUBSTANTIAL HMISCARRIAGE OF TUSTICE HAS occuRRED7 IT WiLl CON3IPER

\{\H-llf‘l'HEK7 PESFPITE THE IKREGULARITY7 BE_IT PROCERPURAL OR SUESTHA{TI\IE, THE

30. CONVICTION WAS INEVITABLEs  |E A CONVICTION 15 2= INEVITABLE , THEN 1T
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1S LIKELN THAT A SUBSTANTIAL MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE HAS NOT BeEeN

ESTABLISHED, | UE CATEGORIES OF WHEN AND HOW A MISCARRIAGE oF JUSTICE

CAN QCCUR ARE TOO NUMEROUS TO ATEMPT TO REFINE, Howm’m) THEY

INCLURE WRONGFUL ADMISSION OF wmmvw) EVIDENCE WHICH 15 FLAWED

IN 50ME RESPECT  COMMENTS BY COUNSEL OR THE TUDGE WHICH ARE
PREIUDICIAL,} AND STATEMENTS MARE WHICH CANNOT Be sUPPORTER BY THE
10g *
EVIPEN(E .

12
LL (20m) 121 sasr 301,
0% ¥

o = Ar[g1 1,

THIS PEnrmN INCLUPES A coPy (con_ou;z mamcaf"t)? OF_TRIAL gXHgKIf P “37 PHOTOCRAPH

REEERENCE BRROWS ON S0 AS T, _SPECIPIC FEATURES | ON RESPECTIVE
— vdcroerards (rThe Oriowa Puoto Boox issuep ver [iscrosuze Usueanions veoi
DPP. PRIOR To TRIAL IS iN THE CUSTODY OF MY LAWHER R PEQKOTD’-)7 AND s
WMEEM@W&WMEM
LocATe rie ORIGINAL CRIME SCiENE PHOTOS)7 AS FOLLOWS &
PHoro, 9.

20. @ RISPLACED vvuwww7 EXTERNAL VIEW OF WINDOW FRAME PAINT IMMERIATELY

6 ¢ 9
SURARCUNPING DISPLACED PANELS WESTERN EDGE ¢

@ DIsPLACED ww‘Duw‘) EXTERNAL ViEW OF WINPOW FRAME PAINT IMHMEDIATELY

SURROUNDING DISPLACED PANELS ‘EASTERN £DGeE .

® DISPLACED W’l&DOW‘j} EXTERNAL VIEW OF WINDOW FRAME PAINT

¢ )
SURRQUNDING DISPLACED PANEL'S ' ToP EDCE .

IMHERIATELY

FuLLY
@ NON=BREACHED AND STILL el INTACT WINDQW PANEL_’ EXTERNAL ViEW OF

WINDOW FRAME PRINT, WESTERN S(DE OF DISPLACED wINDIOW PANEL,

W'XMMW‘EBM1ML7MWMLSMMOW PANZL s

30.
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20,

234,

PHOT O, 10,

®

TADLE TP, WESTERN 5IPE OF CARRIAGE, ‘HEﬁr—AFFEcrév SMOKE/ $00T
PARTICULATES ADHESmN, TC TABLE TOF SURF/)CE7 VISUAL EVIDENCE EFFECT
SHOWING How “IWTENSE HeaT  AND SHOKE /5007 PARTICULATES CAUSES /ENABLES
“HeAT - BONDING OF PARTICULATES TO sunmces’, AND, EASILY SEEN/CONTRASTED
EVEN /&@Au\f’sr‘REvv TABLE ToP SURFACE. MFter rire-nose SPRANINE

CHAIR wooD SEHT, WESTERN SIDE OF CARRIAEGE ) {HEﬂT—AFFECTéD WKE/ 500T
PARTICULATES ADHES:ON’TO woop CHAIR SURFACE (woop SEAT 1S COATED (N
HARD - WEARING  CLEAR wWoop {\/ARNJS’H) com’we), VISUAL EVIDENCE EFFELT
sHowiNe How “INTENSE HEAT” AND SMOKE/500T PARTICULATES CAUSES/ENABLES
6Hem- BONDING OF PARTICULATES To SURF/?CES?,’ AND, EASILY seew/conr\{}srép
EVEN ACAINST CL!GHT CARAHEL cowu‘ﬁr7 OF woop SEAT ., AFTER FIRE - HOSE
SPRAYING.

WOOD PANEL, WESTERN. $iDE OF cﬁRRméz’7 LiINEAR FROM ‘BLUE SIGN? (wmcH i5
PARTIALLY COVERED BY YELLOW STICKER “10”), TOWARPS 11 ~TPOINT 0F
CARRIAGE , MRECTLY ABOVE WINDOW FRAMES LOCATED BETWZEN THE PisfLALED
WINDGW PANZL AND M10-POINT 0F CARRIAGE ( Wo0D. PANEL. I COATED IN_HARD=
WEARING. CLEAR Woop ‘v/mmsnv wfarWél),) VISUAL EVIDENCE EFFECT SHOWING
How “INTense HEAT ' AND SHOKE/s00T PARTICULATES CAUSES/ eNABLE S

4 )
HEAT = BONPING OF PARTICULATES TO SURFACES .’WP7 EASILY 9€€N/CONTRHSTED

1
¢ 9
EVEN AGAINST LIEHT CARAHEL COLOUR OF WOOp PANEL 4 AFTER FIRE-HOsE

SPTRAYINE,

EDEE OF WoOp PANEL, WESTERN Si)E OF cnRRme;é, EASTERN END OF(P,/—)NEL
INPLCATED AS ¢ ’ '(WOOD F’ANEL),o

UNSEALED/DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL | WESTERN $1DE OF CARRIAGE | INTERIOR FACING

¢

SURFACE OF WINDOW PANEL iS BLANKETED BY "HEAT -BONDED SMOkeg/500T

q
PARTICULATES RESULTINEG FROM FIRE E\/?N'i’ EASILY DISTINEGUISHABLE GAP

BETWEEN DISPLACED wWINDOW PANEL AND (TS WINDOW FRAME,



230.

PHOTO. 11,

@ Woop PANEL., EASTERN 510€ OF CARRIAGE, DIRECTLY ABOVE WINDOW FRAMES
(wuoo PANEL i$5 COATED IN HARD —WEARINE CLEAR wW(oP Gvnkmsn’éoﬂm\ié),
VISUAL EVIDENCE EFFECT SHOWING HOW. ‘INTENSE HEAT  AND_ SHOKE /sooT
PARTICULATES cﬂuses/zuﬁmés LHE:QT"B’ONPINQ OF PARTICULATES TO suﬂFAce‘S‘;
ANDy EASILY SEEN BLANKETING OF ‘orEVISH coLour $MoKE/ 50T
PARTIC ULﬁTES, OVER woop PANEL ‘Exf’()SED %’URFﬁCe’)a AFrER FIRE - HOSE
SPRANING

PERSPEX WINDOW Z"ﬂNEL‘iNNEK suﬂmaev? EASTERN $519¢ OF CHRNHGE7 WINJOW
PANEL 5 CLEAR PERSPEX, VISUAL EVIJENCE EFFECT SHOWINE HOW “mrewaé
HEAT AN SMOKE/500T PARTICULATES CAUSES/ENABLES wenT - gonain 6_or
PARTICULATES To suRFﬁcES?,, AND,’ EASILY. SEEN BLANKETING OF ‘e:ze*{isn
COLOVA SHOKE/500T PARTICULATES' OVER wiNDOW. PANEL ‘exf’oseo
SuRFﬁcaf’ (s’:éNzF'cANTL‘i 0B SCURED VIEW THROUEGH CLEAR PERSIEX
WINPOW mua’ DUE To PARTICULATES BONDEP 7O WiNDOW PNEL PURINE
FiRe gVeNT), AFTer FIRZ-HOSE SPRAYING .

@ INTACT WINDOW FRAME AND WINDOW PANEL, EASTERN 5108 OF CARRIAGE, THE
woop siL (HORIZONTAL Wo0D SHELF AT BASE OF ‘wiNDow. PANEL FRAME),
AND PERFPENDICULARTANGLED BASE SECMENT achmDow PANEL FRHHE’(WOOD
SiLL AND  WOOD SEGMENTS 0F ‘WiNPOW. PANEL FRAME  ARE ALL COATED IN

¢ ) P
HARD - WEARINE CLEAR wWoop  VARNISH caarwe), VISUAL EVIPENCE EFFECT

SHOWING How_ " INTENSE HEAT  AND SMOKE/S00T PARTICULATES

CAUSés/ENMLES {HEHT-BUNWNG OF PARTICULATES 10 EXPAISED SUF{F/!CES'}?
AND, EASILY SEeN PLANKETING OF,{GREYJSH COLOUR snoKE/soaT
MRTu‘;uLMES’ BB OVER VARNISHED woop (Exif’as’é’l? suam&es"; Aerer
FIRE - HoSE SPRAYING .

@ WOOD SEGMENT DIRECTLY UNDER SlL_L) PERPENDILULAR-ANGLED AGAINST

UNDER 5iDE QF SiLlL (waov SEGHMENT 1S COATED IN_HARD-WEARING CLEAR

4 )
Weaop  VARNISH  COATIN G), AND LANINATE SHEET OF 51DE_WALL OF CARRIAGE



23,

L WHICH 15 DIRECTLY UNDER FRAME ( LAMINATE SHEET 1S HARD-WEARING AND
DESICNED To BE EASILM WASHARLE AND STAIN JZ/%V;":’/MH’)7 VISUAL ENIDENCE
EFFECT SHOWING HOW “mreus& HEATﬂ AND srloxe/saar PARTICULATES
C.f-luses/éu/am,es gmeﬁrv BONDING OF FARTICULATES TO EXFOSED swzmces’7
AND, EASILY. SEEN BLANKETING OF ‘Gﬁewm COLOVR SMUKe/saoT PARTICULATES
OVER RED COLOUR OF LAMINATE SHEET ‘exPosed swzmc«ee"o Aerer Fipe -
HOSE SPRAVINE.

@ INTACT WINDOW méHE ANP WiNDPOW VGNEL, EASTERN 510€ OF CHRP\\H@E)

THE W00D UPRIGHT (vzﬁncm_) SEGMENT OF ‘wiNpow FR!}HE.' M THE

0. PERPENDICULS 4;’ ANGLED »eor‘lewr oF ‘w:Nde PANEL rRHME (WOOD
SEGMENTS OF wmrJow FFZ!ME AND waNDOw PANEL rRﬂMt: ARE ALL COATED _IN
HARD - WEARING CLEAR wWoop ‘vagnisy’ COAT!N6)7 THE VERTICAL HEICHT OF
ARROW - HEAD ABOVE SitL 15 REPRESENTATINE VERTICAL KEIGHT OF SIMILAR
ARROW - HEAD ON ATTACHED FPHOTOGCRAPH ”iO” PISPLACED WINDOW (@))
VISUAL EVIDENCE EFFECT SHOWING How “INTENSE HEAT  ANe SMOKE/s00T
PARTICULATES CAUSES EN/%ELES,CHEHT‘BON?ING OF PARTICULATES TO EXPOSED
Sv‘;’(F/iCES7, AN‘D7 EASILY SEEN BLANKETING OF CGRE‘{ISH cotopR ,sno:w’/saar
PARTI oua.Arﬁ’ OVER _VARN(SHEP wooD (EXFU%P SURFAL&’S,; COHPA,RE ALSO
THe Cwmre COLOUR _WINPOW PANEL SEALANT WHICH THE ARROW ~HEAP

20. PARTIALLY usswr’es (seﬁuwr COLOUR NISUALLY APPEARS Y0 Be PALE -WHITE
ERENISH AND Duu,)) To (PHOTOGRAPH qu Wﬁcww WINDOW.  FRAMES
® AND O WHITE COLOUR wWinpow PANEL SEALANT ( SEALANT  COLOUR
VISUALLY AFPPEARS TO B VIBRANT AND CRISY WHITE As THe EXTBR}OR SEALANT
HAS NOT BEEN Aer:z.rED/cumA TED BY serg/:»uaT FﬂFrlcuaﬂnﬁ) Aeren

FIRE=HOSE SPRAYING «

Ir 15 APPROPRIATE T2 BRIEFLY z;xf'c.mw/ PESCRIBE THE RELEVANCE OF THE

(

SPECIFIC FEATURES oF ResPectve Exmgif [.3 PHOTOCRAPHS S0 THE CouRT HAS
A MORE HOA)E§T,) AND CERTAINLY. MoRrE ACCURATE nme;cmrzo/\I ) OF THE TRVE WEIGHT

30,
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or VISUAL EVIDENCE of saip PHOTOERAPHS  AND HOW EASILY tre raiA
mosecuraﬁ’s (cENrRﬁL- PILLAR QF PROSECUTION rrooE. FALLS AWAY AND U/\//?/%VELS7
THEREFROM LEAVING onLy. THE VISUALLY QUALIFIABLE EVIDPENCE 1o coeeNry

{ v (T
SUPPORT _AND SUSTAIN MN /}RGUHENT,’ THAT7 THE  DISPLACED WINPOW @7@.)

@,, @7 COULD NOT wave geen piSPLACED PRIOR To. D :28an on (0-1-199)

(6’-2‘5 am 15 mporrant N The EVENT TIME-LINE gecavse MFS agriver on
SCENE AT THAT TzME7 AND SAW “Fﬂul AHOUNT OF SM()KE” 6USHING FROM TRAIN
C.QRQI!%6€7 ASSISTED WITH “!N.’ENS(Z nfm” FROM _INSIDE CARRIAGE ALSO CAVSING
‘/mr\’ IN_CARRIAGE 10 ‘éXVl&‘N{) IN VOLUME A5 T He’,%fé)?ﬁ,) THERERY ADPPING
MOVE PUSHING FORCE' BEHIND. THE SMOKEY -AIR TRYING TO RAPIDLY ESCAPE THE
CARRIACE CONFINGS)s

Ir s iMPORTANT TO ALSC REMEMBER ;;g CAunce AND !ﬂro? N THEiR 1993 rriAc
TESTIMONY, HENTIONED HOwW (TmaK THE SMOKE v\}/%ﬁ:’?> ‘INTIZNSE THE HEAT vv:%j1

)/
¢ g ,
AS THEY _oPENER THE CARRIAGE DoORS AT EASTERN END (DJOR sgeN IN_ PHoto. Al oF

ExHigir F,3)7 AND. WESTERN EN’D’ (vmnesmrwe OF WHETHER EACH DOOR WAS. MERELY. .
‘Pusuep OPEN’OR AT LEAST ONE WAS 6470012 HANDLE TURNED,THéN PUsHED 0PEN>. THE
FACT OF “0PENING’ SAID DOORS 15 SIGNIFICANT IN RELATION 10 *THE pisPLACED
thDdW',7 eLus ‘FiRe euent causine near anp raripLl EXPANDING AR vo;.une”
PLus ‘5!6N:!=ICAMT RESTRICTION TO NOLUME OF HEATED ALR IN CARRIAGCE WIHICH 1S
TRYING TO ESCAPE RAPID inCREASE To AIR FRES‘SURE7 HEATED AIR INCREASES .
MMEMT"«’ VACINITY AIR PRESSURE BECAUSE //ur’ \J‘()u/Mé7 EXPANDS AS 1T 13 {4£A'f2;7,7
HEATED AIR ESCAFPINE. POOR OPENING BUT ween (png 15 ALMOST CLoSED
msmou’, A SICNIFICANT REPUCTION TO QPEN SPACE QF DUOR FRAME WHICH WOULD
THeN SLOW POWN PASIACE OF ESCAPING AIR EXCEPT THAT CARRIAGE AR WAS
STILL EXPANDING wiTH THE “reNse Hear wiich THen INCREASE THE
PRESSURE OF SHOKEY AIR IMMEPIATE TO THE RESTRICTED FLOW FPUINT
AND CREATES DISTINCTIVE SHOKE/SQOT HEAT-BONDING EFFECT ( rHe

¢ 9
PARTICULAR EEFECT L HAVE DESCRIBED ABOVE WITH REFERENCE.TO - ILUARATION P. .
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on_Phce 112 1sw, AN paces 119, 70 204, s, pescriging . CHYSICAL CONTACT
' 9

FARTICULATE ADHESION AND éHEﬁT BONDING OF PARTICULATES MORESO ACROSS THE

EXPOSED. EDGES OF WINPOW PANELS AND EXPOSED ERGES OF POORS PUg TO RESIRICTION

9 ¢
POINTS QOF ﬁuz—-Fwwﬁ 3 PLUS IFsan DISPLACED wiNDow PANEL WAS IN (TS POSITION

¢ ] - ‘ oy ¢ _
of ‘mispiacerent (ns seew i Exuipir P.3 rhotoeark 1)), PRIOR 10 THE EiRE

EVENT AND THEREFORE PRIOR.TO 520 AM WHICH 15 THE TiMz PoLiCE ARRIVED ON_SCENE

£
'rHEN’ CONSEQUENTIAL TO SAID DPOORS BEING cw%p OR /%mwr u_c)sev UNTIL DLice

oericers. Caunce ANp. Kimo PUSHER DOORS FULLY OPEN, 1T WoULD MEAN THAT SAID
“DispLAcED. wiNDow PANEL woulp Have PROVIDED an ESCAPE HOLE (Oseé PHoTO,
Cl? ATTACHED CoPY OF1 AT ARROW =HEAD FPOSITIONS GF@ AND @7 sge ALSO

¢ 9 -
wwwstearion C, on pace 192? 1812, AND. PACES 193 10 !‘?‘?7 rm‘)j FOR_THE

RAPIDLY. EXPANDING AR 8B IN5SIDE THE CARRIAGE wHICH ALSO CONTAINED HEAVY

CONTAMINATION OF sﬁOKg/ 500T PﬂRTiﬁUé-ﬁTES? 90 THEN., 1T WOULD BE REASONAELE TO

o ‘£ o )
EXPECT ruNsicAL EVIDENCE OF HEAT-BONPING OF SMOKE/S00T PARTICULATES TC

BE THE £XPOSED EDGES OF SAp DISPLACED winpow pANEL AND PART oF B

EXTERIOR SURFACE OF THE BRIGHT —MELLOW COLOUVA PAINT OF EXTERIOR WINDPOW

Frave ! (Tiar ts IF THg wiNDoW PANEL WAS DISPLACED PRICR TO 5:20 an,
WHICH HAS Been oNg oF MY CoMPLAINTS AGAINST TRIAL PR owwwrzs SERIOUS
MISREPRESENTATION OF CRIME SCENE EVIDENCE . BEING THAT 5 vz%m; PROOE _QF
MATERIAL FACT THAT NO SMOKE/Spet PARTICULATES ARE IN AN WAY. VISIBLE
ON__ 7HOTO CRAPH 9 OF $alw Exuigr r. 3:’ OF PISPLACED WINDOW MN&‘),
AN EXAMPLE or ‘“uear- sonpine oF SHOKE/500T PATICULATES CAN BE
seeN_oN. L. 3~ PHOTO GRAPH 23‘ ATIACHED. COPY OF, CIRCLEPD aroywp
A PORTION OF THE EDEGE AND !/{’FER EXTERIOR S€GHENT OF EASTERN
CARRIAGE POOR, ARROW FROM @”. Tue CIRCLED rorrion
OF DOOR, EVEN ON THE PHOTOCOPY PRINT EROM J”wruﬁucA’
PrEsenTs cLear an pisTinerive  DIFFERENCE o YELLOW
_FAINT wHICH HAS é%EAT*@de(R PARTICULATES oF smam:/suu

V%SIBLE COMPARSD T0 eXTERIOR eLLow. FPAINT AROUND. DISPLACED
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7 ) { e

WINDOW PANEL As seen on [, 3. PHOTOERAPH ‘l., wHicH Has. NO
. S sy — — i’
VISIBLE EVIPENCE oF APHESION OF SMOKE/500T PARTICULATES «
The OriciNAL PHOTO GRAPHS CAN ALSO BE SCANNED TO DIGITAL FORMAT,

THEN ENLARGCEP FOR EASIER GUWALIFICATION OF VISUAL "COMPARISON ¢

I HAVE ALSQ HENTIONED AN {EVL«’NT TIME-LINE recarping HNORNING OF

10-1=1941, sPECIFIC. PUNTS N TIME ANP_SPECIFIC EVENTS ANCHORED TQ suuf
POINTS IN TIME , 5 THet ALSo P&;)\Vwe EVIQENCE TO SUPPORT ANP SUSTAIN MY
VEFENDED  POSITION THAT ‘I Vt(; NOT DISPLALE THE DISPLACED wWiNDOW PANZL

) 7 9 ¢
seen N TRiAc Exigir P.3 prOTo 6rapH ‘f., THE DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL

’ ¢
WAS_ NOT DISPLACED PRIOR TO 5-253/4.“,) BY. ANYONE OR ANNTHING.,  THE DISPLACED

WINDOW. PANEL WAS DISPLACED AFTER J; WAS ALREADY IN FULL~VIEW OF THE
ATTENPIN & PERSONS , WITH THE FIRST BELNG POLICE ARNING AT 50 AM, AND

THEREFORE COULD NOT HAVE BEEN DISPLALED BY ME) ang., méﬂe’@m&’? MusT
|

_HAVE BEEN DISTLACE) B SomeoNe £1SE (wHo 15 NOT Me), AN AL :

v

Fvent Time - Line or 10=1-1941.

‘;'/1'1 AN 7
§ :20am APPROX. JARRAT PioNg (.0 .C-

520 am SAPOL  Caynceé Anp. [Si1To_ARRINE ON SCENE,

S-28am  MFS  ariive on ?C@Nz..,(‘wméﬂéﬂf oF Hmru,),,,,

S <3%an St Tom Ampyrance areve on scene (re Hosmimaw Recores)

S %%am aerrox.. I, Searrow ARRIVE o 5ceNE ((sTATEMENT OF SPARRoW).
5 <33 an St Toun Anguiance TRANsFER JareeT Te Hosnra,

b 10 au D910 (S/af'm.7 HaprA) ARRNE ON SCENE.

b -30mm  Hrsen Investicaronr (%f’m._7 focLorp) ARRIVE an sCENE.
7:0Sam Caviice ANy [GTo pERART SLENG.

On F;’ﬁ) PHOTO- (i? ATTACHED Ca:?."(’ FRON _WINpOW FRAME. .®m. _WESTERN
PIRECTION, THERE 15 A FAINT SHADOW CAUSED B LARGE TREE. Exreriorn

WINPOW. SEALANT OF WINDOW @,’ 15 A ,CLEHN,) CRISP WHITE COLOUR _AND
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_ ?
_THERE 15 NO (GREY!SH COLOUVRING OVER SALP INTALT WINDOW $EAL.4/\/T,) NOR

ANY (eﬁe\usﬂ OR_BLACKISH C()LOL’K!N@) OVER EXTERIOR NELLOW. PAINT WITHIN
INCHES OF SAID WHITE SEALANT , THEREFORE, IINTACT WINDOW @ SHOWS
No VISUAL EVIPENCE oF snom;/soo'r PARTICULATES. APHESION. , IN ANY
exTerior Manver.  INTACT winpow © SIMILARLY sHowS Nao VISUAL
ENIDENCE oF sMOK'e/swr PARTICULATES ADHE$10N7 IN_ANY EXTERIOR

MANNER . DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL oF winpow @,, EXCEPT FOR THE

_TREE SHADOW ALREAPY HMENTIONED, ANDP ESPECIALLY. LOOKING AT THE AREAS

Y

INDICATED BY ARROW=HEAD @ AND _ARROWAHEAD @ CONSIDERING. THEY ARE

Y
¢ 9
THE WIREST CAPS OF DISPLACED WINDPOW PANEL FROM WINPOW 1‘/2141"167

BUT THEY T0O SHOW NO NISUAL EVIDENCE oF sMoke/soor PARTICULATES

. ADHE’itON,) ON_EXTERIOR NELLoW PAINT SURFACES IMMERNATELY. SURROUNDING

WINPOW F,ANEL7 JUST LIKE WITH WlNDOW @AND WINDOW @. Tms s

. J _ ¢
, HIGHL"l SIENIFICANT AS TRIAL PRos‘e'wroiz RECLARED AS A FPROSE cUTION

a—m,r THAT, wwoow paner. WAS DISVL/}CCD PRIOR TO FIRE BEING
LIT, BUT (E ‘THAT was TRUE , THEN , THE “HEAT - BONDING EFEECT OF
>HOK€/$00T PARTICULATE HVHEWN,?EEN i PHo10, |0 ar Powr @
Point. O Point @7 anp FroM PHoTo. Al ar Por O AND FROM

__PHOTO. 1'7 AT 701:\11’. Point . Ponr © ‘ Poinr @ Vamr@

MUST ALSO BE EASILT _DISTINEUISHABLE 0N THE ‘/éLLow PAINT suKF/icgv AROUN]

EXTERIOR _OF WINDPOW. @,(?How ‘f?_.,)’ ESPECIALLY _NEAR _POSITIONS @ AND @
EXCEPT THHT,’ THE _NELLOW. PAINT_AROUND D15PLACED. WINPOW @ nas_NO
NHTHN67 SHADING, STREAKING . grc. oF ANY KIND ASSOCIATED wWITH

PARTICULATES OF smoxe/soor DEPOSITING ON.THOSE EXTERIOR SUREACES

)

)
WHICH MUST _MEAN_ tuAT _SALD. WINDOW PANEL coULp NOT HAVE BEeN

DISPLACED PRIOR To 513 am . AND, THAT, THE SEALANT OF 5410 WiNDOW

l

@ WINDOW PANEL, MUST HAvE STiLL geeN UNBROKEN as Ar $+:28 an (wH\cM
. _ «
ACCORDING 1o MFS 15 wiHEN MFS_ARRNED AND SAW. A FAIR AMOUNT OF sno%é” STILL

EXITING TRAIN cmzmee), THe TRUE AND VISUALLY _ACCURATE ASSESSMENT OF
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5419 PHOTO.. ‘?7 \ELLOW. PAINT AREA_IMMERIATELY SURROUNDING WINDOW PANEL
of_winpow (§) (mmcuc«p cOPN._OF PHOTO. ‘7)? 15 _THAL, “THE VISUAL EvipeNCE
OF NELLOW 17/‘?!!\177 WHICH HAS NO APPEARANCE OF S(JOTWG)7 DOES NOT
AND_CANNOT SUPPORT TRIAL FROSECUTORS CLAIM OF WINDOW. PANEL
msnﬁcmewr PR!OR 10 _FIRE BEING LIT AND THEREFORE PRIQR TO
b 104 “15_INCONSISTENT WITH PROSECUTION CENTRALPiLLAR CLAIM
THAT \NINDOW P/’NEL WAS__DISPLACED PRIOR TO FIRE STARTING (%E ABOVE QUATE
eron R v Drummony (No L) SASCEC 82 paracrary 368, AT paces 224 anp 225,
1610)1,) AND, CONSEQUENTIALLY., ‘_1_5_ SIGNIFLCANTLY UNSUPPORTIVE OF PROSECUTORS
CLAIM OF JARREIL _PUSHING = OUT WINDOW P./weu’, AND, THEREFORE ‘ MUST EQuUATE
TQ_MATERIAL (wisuac) EVIDENCE WHICH 1S COMPLETELY MISREPRESENTED
BY TRIAL PROSECUTOR (ro trife Covrr ane rriac Juzy), AS IT IS MORE

CO@ENTL‘lj CREPIBLY AND RELIABLNY  WEIGHTED AS EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE,
,
BUT CERTAINLY NOT AS INCUPATORN AND BLAMEWORTHY

|7 HAS NEVER BEEN LAWFULLY. BURDENED UPON Mg T HAVE To. PRONE MyseLF As

¢ j 't 3
"NOT_PUSHING OUT SALD WINPOW F/’m‘éu7 AS. NOT SETTING FIRE To CARRIAGE ., AND el

7 7 bl
CONSEQUENT 1O THE ACTIONS 0F STATE GouénZMHéNf,) I BB HAVE BEEN LLLEGALLY.-
FORCED By THE STATE OF Soutd AustraiA (wiHo HAS \LLEGALLY PROTECTED THE
1LLeeaLe, osTANED 1993 TRIAL VERRICT 0F GUILTY OF /msm\s)7 To. FIOHT rue
stare_Goveknment For an. HONEST LOOK AT ALL E\//DENCE) ACTIOM%
CONDUCT OF ST/ITE) ETC, ASSOLIATED WITH SALD ARSON. PROSECUTION AGAINST
ME WHICH RESULTED IN TRIAL NERPICT OF @UILTY . PKo%cuTwN IS MEANT To BE
ABIYT _SEEKING ﬂzufH’. NOT,,covzmwe-uF.,corsz'ﬂON. , \:\/H‘I HAS IT BEEN S@
\MPORTANT For. SAPOL anp THe State GovernMENT To HLDE THE ACTIONS oF [AUL
Rice FoR WHAT Hg ILLEGALLY AND UNLAWFULLY DIp ON BEHALF OF Tie STATE

éomzmm—w) A5 THE TRIAL PROSECUTOR_OF MY SAIp 1193 ArsaN TRIAL . AN T

L7
SHOULD NOT MATTER THAT HE 15 A PistricT éoum’,&weé ALL THESE MEARS LATER

1 wasnY oniu favl Rice wHo Acten u,\/mwwui/uzeﬁm DURIN.G_MY. SAID
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W% ARSON. TRIAL.(O.N BEHALF OF _CROWN x?‘fios:zcu.raoNS)v EUT’ Rnce WAS THE TRIAL

Pﬂ()s‘écvw/z? WHO ALONE STEERED. PROSECUTION AGAINST ME _AND MANIPULATED THE

TRIAL _TURY_UNLAWEULLY 50 AS TO GAIN TURY VERPICT OF @UILTY (vmwfe’m‘ i

DESCRIBED BY. ME u,émzuv).

L AM WELL AWARE 0F HEEE HOW FAR THIS STATE WILL ACT IMPROPERLM. SUST TO
wipe INFORMATION 1T DOES NOT WANT REVEALED 1O A PETITIONER
(R v Keoen (No 3) L2047 SASCEC 151, PARACRAPH Lf)) AND._EVEN.MORESQ,
DOES NOT WANT REVEALED TO OR CONsIDERED BY A competent (Court of ArpeAr
(R v Keoed (Na 3) L2047 SAscEC 137, paragrards 1S anp 1‘1)‘,

(0
_On .F.‘_&, PHOTO . YT, ATTACHED COPY, THE ARROW-HEAD OF © JWHICH SLIGHTLY

20,

~30.

0BSCURES THE VERTICAL LINE OF WHITE = COLOUREDP wWINPOW PANEL. s;eﬁuqrvr,) JOWN

FROM $ALD ARROW = HEAD TO THE BOTTOM OF $AIR VERTICAL SEALANT ,LIN‘Z?,WiTH

THE ADRLTION CAMERA - [FLASH FOR ER,:@HTENIN@EFFECT,] PROVIPES goop

¢
_VISUAL _COMPARISON OF $ALp. FPORTION OF INTERIOR SGALANT WHICH 1S DULLISH

1
AND _GRENISH IN APPEARANCE DUE TO IT_BEZING. AFFECTED B HEAT-BonpiNG.

9
ON smw/;wr PARTICULATES To THE EXFPOSED SUAFACE OF SAID SEALANT 5

__AGAINST THE VERTLCAL LINE OF EXTERIOA WINDOW PANEL SEALANT OF THE .

_DISPLACED WINPOW PANIEL (‘WQSTEKN EXTERLOR EDG»(Z),; _SHOWN _ON._PHOTY. {fj

Il
ATACHED Lo 3'7"1.); THE aRiKow- HBAD OF @ A5 NEXT TO SAI0 VERTICAL SEALANT Li!\/i:’?

¢ ’
AND $AID SEALANT VERTICAL LINE 15 BRIGUT AND CRISP WHITE cowuz&,ésj SAME AS

1 9
__WINDpOW @ WESTERN EQGE VERTICAL EXTERIOR SEALANT LINE. AND B ALSO SAHE

Y

¢ Y
_AS WINDOW @ WESTERN. EDeF NERTICAL EXTERIOR SEALANT LINE 4 va‘w,nwaw
¢ ] )
} @ _WESTERN EDGE NERTICAL EXTERIQR SEALANT LINE (waw' ON ATTACHER col™_0F .

PHoTO. ‘1,)7 IS REMARKABLY CRISP_ N ITS. SOLIINESS OF COLQUK,(W’HII?)’ cuen

WITH ONLY NATURAL SUNLIGHT , AN, THPRE 15 NO visyaL evivency gy wAN OF
£ ]
*VISUAL APPEARANCE ;- THAT SALD VERTICAL SEALANT LINE HAS ANY {mecumree:

3 .
BE ADHESION AS SEEN oN ATACHED PHoTO. AT - INTERIOR NERTICAL SEALANT LINE.
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OF _THE WINDOW PANEL CLOSEST TO LEFT $10€ OF PHOTOGRAPH (VLRT\CHL SEALANT
LINE PARTIALLY 0BSCURED BN ARROW-HEAD QF (0) THE MATERIAL EVIPENTIARY
FACT ABOUT _SALD. WINPOW. O: WINDPOW ‘Ov_ﬁND WINDOW 4@ ) WESTERAN E)6E
VERTICAL EXTERIQR SEALANT UNGS7 15 THAT, NOT ONLY 00 AtL THREE SEALANT
unes LOOK a_ REMARKABLY SIMILAR CRISP AND VIBRANT SOLID WHITE
COLOUR) THEY ALso sHow. NO VISUAL APPEARANCE QF (GRE‘HSH/BLACK&‘)H
SNOKE/SOOT PARTICULATES HEAT-BONDING 1o THEIR EXPOSED suraF/JCz’SO.’
So THAT, 1T CAN BE CRe0iBLY sTATED THAT, F sap THREe winpow PANEL
EXTERIOR WESTERN_EDGE SEALANT LINES WERE PLACED SIDE BN $10€ (INCHES
ARt ) THERE woutp e NO DIFFERENCE IN THEIR WHITENESS THEIR
BRIGHTNESS AND VIBRANCE OF COLOUR, OR THEIR CRISPNESS OF it
COLOUR) OR THEIR SOLIDNESS OF COLQUR (wmw CAN_ONLY 3¢ TIRUE JF
ALL THREE WINDOW. PANELS WERE FULLY AND _COMPLETELY $EHLB’I7)ﬁNV THEIR
RESPECTINE ‘EALANT BONDINGS Rmmwv FULLY INTACT puRriNG THE ACTIVE

)
FIRE EVENT IN THE cA@r&nﬁec7 AND Rmmwp FULLY INTACT puriNg THE ACTINE

! 9

snaxé/socr EXPRESSION FROM CARRIAGE EVENT ) . BA%P ON_THE QBVIOUS NISUAL
APPEARANCE OF ,Srwﬂé/s,aor HEAT- BONDED PARTICULATE PEPOSITING (MHES:UN) ) TQ ALL
THE EXP0SED SURFACES INSDE TRAIN CARRIAGE, AS EXAMFPLEP AT $AIp

@7 507 (.
ATTACHEDP CoPY oF PHOTO, 10 ;- AND_ATIACHED CoPY 0F PHaTO.

( ? i<

27,0 ‘® ‘O RO O “T 15 THEREFORE IMPOSSIBLE FOR NO.
V:SUAL APPEHRANC&:/EVWENCU OF SUCH. SMOKE/SOOT HEAT - BONDING

OF PARTICULATES (o smmm stiore/soot PARTICULATEs), TO THE EXTERIOR

NELLOW- PAINTED SURFACES SURROUNPING PISPLACED WINPOW fﬁNeL,),

ESPECIALLY. NEAR arRow=HEAp Locarions o ‘@ avp ‘@) (r—no:«
aracieo phota. 9. ),7 So THEM THE ONLY _LOGICAL AND CREDIBLE
REASON_FOR NO VISUAL u/oe/vce/ﬂpmwce OF SOOTING ON THE -
PISPLACED WINDPOW PANEL EXTERIOR CARRIAGE SUI\F./}CL’,,)

IMMERIATELN SURRQUNRING DISPLACED WINPOW ,PAN!?L,) 19,' ﬂMT,,

THE WINPOW PANEL CoULP NOT HAVE EEER BEEN DISPLACED OR
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e 9
_BOTH_VERTICAL EDGES OF sAeQ,MNéL),’ ALONG. BASE._OF DISPLACE]D. PANEL

PAINTED SUR F/‘PLES OF CAPS DESCRIRED (see amackey cory of PHoTo. 9

23#:
BREHHLD EITHER PRIOR TO QR EVEN DURING. THE CARRIAGE FIRE L avgNT,,
WHEN Snu<L/>JaT PARTICULATES WERE PBREACHING THE CONFINEMENT

QF THE TRAIN CARRIAGE , The TRIAL _PROSECUTOR STATED AS A SIGNIFICANT

P/W‘:‘ECUHONGFACT’,) THAT SALD. WINPOW PANEL (Arxaugp coPy or pPHoro. 10
(O ATTACHED CoPY oF PHoto. T mm AT winpow O AND EE KEY
AREAS Aﬁouw WINDOW PANEL INCLUDING @) Anp ‘O SEE Also
avamﬁﬂoM C, ON__PAGE 192) 161177 AND DESCRIPTION r\E 6m.uﬁfi/mo;\l C.? AT
paces 193 1o 199, usw)) £ \WAS_PUSHED=OUT BEFORE FIRE WAS uT,, THERERY
CREATING THE SIGNIFICANT GAPS BETWEEN WINPOW PANEL ANP ITS

WINDOW PMM& WHICH MUST HAVE BEEN AN ‘e/mw REACHED EXIT SPALCE

FOR THe SHot HR AND_SHOKE/S00T PARTICULATES eUsHING. QUT OF Ay

9
HOLES/©APS AVAILABLE N CARRIAGE,

DIMENSIONS OF s GAPS (coNSé&UEN TIAL _TO THE ANGLE OF DISPLACEMENT OF SAID

SEEEESEEHE AN, ALSO, "DUE TO THE

WINDOW. PANEL . ¢LEARLY.  DISTINGUISHABLE IN Exmsfr P, '3;} PHOTO. ‘i)? THE

)
COMBINEP SPACE O0F THE f\/fﬁ,ff,CAL GAP (/%LON@ BoTTOM. _CORNER OF
WESTERN EREE OF WINDOW. PANEL AND UPWARDS FROM THAT PaeNT 10 WHERE
waaw EANEL —HEETS. WINDOY. FRAME_AND. THE ' GAP was) ON_WESTERN
uU@ts 9 ?LV) _THE QTHER V‘,RT!L;“IL AP (ALQNU BOTTOM _CORNER QOF EASTERN
EDGE OF WINPOW. PANEL AND. UPWARDS FROM. THAT FUENT’ TO. WHERE WINDOW. PANEL

) 4 9 . i /?
MEETS wINDOW. FRAME AND THE GAP ans)? ON_EASTERN _ED.GE

PLUS , THE
{

b
mzoNTAL GAP (LaLoNe pomom epee ar winpaw PANEL . BETWEEN

. ) B , 7
MUST. HAVE ENABLE) QUITE A SIGNIFICANT VOLUME OF “HOT AIR
CONTAINING THICK AND. DARK =COLOURED SMOKE/S00T PARTICULATES”,
TO _ESCAPE THE CARRIAGE 97 AND, ALSO, ‘vug ro_tHe size oF saw. GAPS

!
ARQUND. SAID EER THREE EXPOSEDR EPEGES OF THE PISPLACED WINPOW PANEL

Vi
MUST HAVE LEFT_EASILY DISTINGUISHABLE DEPQOSITS OF HEAT-BONPED

SMOKE/ 00T PARTICULATES ARQUND IMMEDIATE PROXIMIT Jy ON_EXTERIOR

)
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X 7= ¢
ARROW~HEAD PROXIMITY. For (B anp ‘B’ anp EXTERIOR PAINTED. AREA

DIRECTLY BELOW BOTIOM EPLE OF DISPLACER PANEL WHICH WOULD EXPECTERLY
INCLURE AT LEAST THREC TO FOUR INCHES LEARIN @ DPOWNWARDS FROM THE
6AP _QF BOTTOH EPp€ OF SALR WINDOW a?AN:éL,, WHEREEY sUCH HEAVY
ACCUMULATION QF HEAT-BONDER pEPOSITING. OF $SHOKE/500T PARTICULATES SHOULD

RE€ CLEARLY/EASILY Segen ., AT LEAST AS EASILY SEEN AS THE HEAT= BONDED

y ,
§r) 7 (e
SMOKE/500T DEPOSLTS AT ARFUW Heap Locations oF @ ang ‘@

_ATTACHEDP. cOfY OF PHOTO . ,0() asese

Exceer THAT, A5 EXTENSIVELY DESCRIBED BY He ALREADY (ﬂmouemuw THIS
QOCUMEN», WiTH SUPPORTING vISUAL EVIDENCE ALSO PROVIPED BY TRIAL Lxunﬁn’

_ )
P.37 ?Ham,@mf’tﬁ), THE S0~ CALLED (FUSHED'-Z)UT WINPOW PANEL CcoULD NOT

HAVE BEEN DISPLACED PRIOR To. S *284m (séC/}Uﬁé AT THALAIHE MFS woticen

11 9
SMOKE  FAIR AMQUNT. . STILL BUSHING FROM cﬁRRlﬁbE As NFS mzmv p_ON
;(:éN»)? W‘TH PROBABLY. THE MOST etLNtrt(,Am’ PROO N IN_QUALIFICATION

oF sucH A LOLD STATEMENT B HE, 15 i:xmrstr PS),.P}H)T{?GIZ,@?H

‘79’) PRIMARILY BECAUSE AT THE TIME m;om WAS TAKEN , THERE WAS
STILL NO SNOKE/QOOT PARTICULATES APHESION TO THE EXTERIOR
EXPOSED. SURFACES |MMEPIATELY SURRQUNDING DISPLACED
_WINPOW PANEL ) WHICH STANDS AS PROOF THAT BETWEEN S+ Q04am AND

5"18/”1( WHILE INTUNSE HEAT AND mmvz/ém PARTICULATES. GusHED QuUT.

OF _CARR ﬁGL) NQ SALD _HOT—AIR QR §t’10rt:/;00! F/tKTCULATo’s EXITED
CARRIAGE VIA SALD WINDOW ERAME, AND rum COUP\/T BECAYSE

THE winpow PANELS OF CARRIAGE ( HE FIVE WINDOW. PANELS OF WESTERN

CARRIAGE , SEEN_IN Exigir P, 3? PHOTE.6RAPH 7.)7 WERE ALL STILL
FULLY INTACT Cas rroven gy e Eacr tHar NO _EVIDENCE was ever
EXisTep.,
EXTERIOR Y ELLOW =TPAINTED SURFACES IMMEDIATELY SURRQUNPING DISPLACEY
wingow eaner  AND IF THE EVIDENCE SHOW@ NO “BReYISH-

BuAcKiSH PARTICULATES. OF SMOKe/Spor ", THEN IT MUST BE

WHICH IN ANY WA SHoWEp =B 9HOKE%/§U&T‘{ PEPQSITS ON




20.

30.

A4

AN ESTABLISHED F/'I(LT7 ON_PRESENT REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT oF o

Exmpir P.3, PHOTOGRAPHS, THAT SAIP WINPOW PANEL MUST HAVE

WHICH THEREFORE

BEEN &Re/auép/o sﬂwuzv WELL AFTER S~ 1€AM ;

MAKES SALD PRO&ECUHON CENTRAL= PILLAR _SCENARIQ. ( WINDOW. PANEL WAS

PUSHED =OUT (Y JARRET ' BEFORE JARREI LIT FIRE IN c&Rm%e‘? AND THEN
§ Vi 9 - .
NG (00 Fire Gm(z/we;).’ IMPOSSIBLE ro in ANY WAY 2¢ TRUZ

6
AND.] AS SAD WINDOW FPANEL WAS STILL FULLY INTACT ANp SEALEpR AT

)

511<g/m? AND_ ST TJouN AHBULANCE ARRIVED ON SCENE AT 9* 32 AM 1o

o (
ATTEND. To_ JARRETT (wao @ HAD Recovep G OCCIPUT INTURY,  ACM

)

ﬁ ——
wWiDE AND lem rams«zp) aNp. Gt Toun PAHeULANCE LEFT THE SCENE WITH

)
Saeper ar_ 9:38an , THEN, BETWEEN. S 20 am (wew POLICE ARRNED

)
ON_5CENE AND HAD VIEW OF JARRETT FROM THAT TIME ONWARDS  UNTIL
JARRET WAS ATENTED B ST Joun. AmplLANce §TAFF)) g S39am
(w,qu JarRem was TAKeN 10 Hosri?aL gy Amsuu’h\icé)’ THERE WAS NO.
PeRiop oF rme THAT_J ARRETT_COULP Possu;m HAVE BEEN OUT OF SLGHT OF
e’\iaﬁ%aud AND_THEN RUSHED - 0FF 1O “PusH- OPEN _THE WINDOW
PaNEL? s SOTHAT, WHEN THE MATERIAL FACTS ARG ACCURATELY STATEY,
SUCH _AS CWiNPuW PANEL Wﬁs STILL FULLY INTACT UNTIL GOME TIME

/
AFTER G+ A8 AM AND S0 coulp NOT HANE BEEN DISPLACED BBY. ANY PERSON

y (
PRIOR T0. G <28 an §— WINDOW PANEL WAS DiSPLACED BY SOMEONE AFTER

5198 am BUT JARRET HAD BeeN IN FuLl VIEW FRot. S 20Am uNTIL

538 AM wWHEN TAKEN. TO Hes:?crm.,) SO_IT WAS NEVER EVEN POSSIBLE.

EOR O ARRET To HAVE BEZEN. THE PERSON WHO ACTUALLY. DISPLACED SALD

VI 4
WINDPOW. PANZL WINDOW. PANEL WAS PISPLACED BY. SOMEONE AFTER

5
5: 28 am_AND THAT 1S 3. MINUTES AFTER POLICE ARRINER ON SCENE. SO

4
THAT AT LeAsT 8. MINUTES oF FIRE EVENT_AND SHOKE EVENT HAD BEEN

IN ZFFECT As AT 5:18an (}Pauce sAID Tiey BB SAW SMOKE. QUSHING

FROM_CARRIAGE AS THEY DROVE THEIR. PATRZL CAR NeAR THE. Restaurant,

7
{
MEANS THE EMINATING SMOIKE 1S WHAT DREW POLICE

WHICH B
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Y
!'\TTENTS_ONC) SO THEN AT WAS NEVER EVEN POSSIBLE FOR SALD DISPLACED

)
WINPOW PANEL To Have Been pisriaced PRIOR ro FiRe peie LAT, AND

iT WAS NEVER EVEN. POSSIBLE FOR_SAIP _RISPLACED WINPOW FPANEL TO HAVE
EVER REEN PART OF ANY w0 FAKE WINDOW BREAK '!N?ANV T
WAS _ NEVER EVEN PQSSIBLE FOR SAID _DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL TO N ANY

WAY_BE ASSOCIATED/LINKED To JARRET BEING ON $I1TE PRIOR To 520 an

i (/as JARRET WAS LeGITIMATELY oN SITE FOR WIS SHIFT WORK),) To THE

FiRe BEING LLT (/b sALD _WINDOW PANEL WAS STILL rULu INTACT mjp
SEALED. A3 AT S :284n wHEN MFS ARRIVED ON scémé) ) TBECOMES
UNDENIABLE ruar musaw 1993 ArsonN TRIAL TURY WERE PRESENTED
WITH ‘PROSECUTiON REPRESENTATIONS OF CROWN EVIDENCE (meH
INCLUDES  PROSECUTION 9cesmmos>7 WHICH IN NO WAY HCCUR,HTEL\J‘
PESCRIBED THE TRUE STATE OF SUCH MATERIAL EVIDENCE,

!NCLUDiNg}i? WHERE TRIAL PROSE CUTOR FRESENTED. DISPLACED WINDPOW PANEL

(,saeumifcf)ﬂ A3 INCULPATORY. WELGHTEP CRIME SCENE EVW?ME, WHEN 1N
FACT._SAID DISPLACED WINDOW. PANEL (As DESCRIEED/REVEALED BY. ME
WATHIN THIS PéﬂﬂON) SINCE FIRST Lopgep 1N 2008) , 15 MORE
ACCURATELY REGARVED AS EXCULPATORY WEIGHTED CRIME SCENE EVIDENCE,

, f-\ TRIAL PROSECUTION SCENARIO PRESENTED To MM 3Ap- 199% ARSON TRIAL

SURY., WHICH 15 PRESENTED To THE JURY N SUCH A WAY BY TRIAL

PROSECUTGR., THAT EFFECTIVELT, THE CASE FQOR THE PROSECUTION

_GETS BUILT ARQUND A S'Nétt AND Sl(;NiFICHNT FOCUS. PUIN
BY_TRIAL m’wmu,orz LIKE A “CENTRAL - PlLLﬁR OF UNDENI GBLE

F.ACT A ¢ Fouw/muw OF iNFHLL!B!L}T‘I WHICH IN MY sa1p 1993

TRML THE PROSECUTOR. SUCCESSFULLY %COVIPLI&H!:L? USING THE Dls:i_%e?

 WINDOW W)N.:L (1 SAY. SUCCESSFULLY BECAUSE TURN NERDICT WAS cmm:)?

DECLARING “WiNDOW PANEL WAS. Puswv QU BY_TJARRET " PRIOR

TO_JARRETL_LIEHTING FIRE IN CARRIACE " (see avoue on vace 216
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1810, PARAGRAPH AT BoTroM OF PAGE, AND 7AGE LT, 18w, Re  prosecuTion cLam
Faungen on “nisrLaced WINPOW F’./WEL‘»)7 BUT.) WHICH, WHEN. PROPERLY
INVESTICATER FROM AN _INDEPENDANT AND _ACCURATE PE’KSF’ECT!\IE) suCH AS
WHAT 15 REVEALED WITHIN THIS PeTiTIoN As THe TRUE STATE OF Evipence
COLLECTED FROM CRIME %éNE(PHOTOQRﬁPHS) WHLCH BecaMe ExHigir PJ),

UPON _PRESENT _RENIEW OF SUCH M/arrefzs7 AT THE VERN LB’A‘,-T.' APVEARS THAT

(4
vPonN_TRUE

¢
SAID. CENTRAL=PILLAR OF UNPENIABLE F/%C‘r?( FOR THE Pf'«?%curwN) ) a2

PRESENTATION _ ‘
A_FALSE AND HISLEADING BRESER=STE OF CROWN PROSECUTION CASE (AGAINST

- ME), WS A MISREPRESCNTATION OF THe TRUE STATE OF KNOWN CRIME

CENE AND CRIME SCENE EVIDENCE , WAS A SERIOUS AND SIGNIFICANT

INFRACTION VPON _THE FUNDAMENTAL OBLIGATION OF CROWN PROSECUTION

To_Present (ase For rHe ROSECUTION FAIRLY AND _HONESTLY , AND FAILED

T0 COMPLM WITH THE REQUISITE CONDITIONS AND ELEMENTS OF’H PROPERLY
CONDUCTED TRIAL , ACCORDING To L AW Tre rriac_prosecurion’ “centrac
AR 15 i FACT A FALSE DECLARATION <0F {PURPORTED CRowN

wiicH DISINTEGRATES so much of THe Prosecution Cﬁ‘;67
BN /\CKNOWLEDGEMENT OF THE ACTUAL PHNSICAL
STATE OF SAID “pispLacep vslmlDo\lv")7 ar 528 am QN’]O'{ - 1990 wien
MFS ARRIVED ON ScgNE To EXTINGUISH THE CARRIAGE FIRE, SALD WINDOW

PANEL WAS STILL FULLY NTH(,T AND St/)l,éu AS WERE ALL CARRIAcE

ezvmzw‘c:z’),

Winpow S AT 528, SWHICH 13 ONE OF THE REASONS WA
THERE IS NO _HEAT-BINDED 5M0K5/>00T PARTICULATE APHESION

_IMHEDIATELY SURROQUNPING EXTERIGR SURFACES.OF THE DISPLACEY

WINDPOW. PANEL , BEING | THAT, SAID FNEL WAS DiSPLACED AFTER
S428 pm, BY SOMEONE WHO COULD NOT POSSIBLY_HAVE BEEN JARRETT

ETHE 1993 arson_TRIAL TURY To BE ToLD BY TRIAL PROSECY TOR, THAT THE

( "
CARRIAGE FIRZ WAS LIT AFTER THE WINPOW PANEL WAS R15PLACED y EVEN

THOUGH CARRIAGE FIRE WAS ACTIVE PRIOR To S :20aM (wmzN PoLICE

ARRINED ON sEE= scem;),) AND WINJOW PANEL WAS STILL EULLY INTACT AND



