10,
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i grs. NORMAL _POSITION (FLUSH AGAINST THE WINDOW ERAME TO WHICH SAID

WINDOW PANEL WAS SECURELM _BONDEP WITH ADHESIVE WINDOW s‘e’ﬁLﬁNf),

ar 5"20/m7 AND ALD. WINDOW PANEL WAS STILL IN iT5 pesienaTep NORMAL
POSITION ar 5:28an (wnfm MFS_ARRIVED oN SCENZ AND NOTED “FaiR AMoUuAT

) )
OF SMOKE | PER_TRIAL TESTIMONY 0F M Hnm«u,? STILL GUSHING FROM THE

6
CARIZIM}E)7 A POINT OF SIGNIFICANCE WHICH 1S ALSO QUALIFIABLY SUPPORTEP
By tie VISUAL PROOF on triaL Exwigir F.3. erotoerar ‘7, SHOWING THE

DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL AND ALSO SHOWS ABSOLUTELY NO VISUAL EVIDENCE

OF ANY_GREYISH/BLACKISH COLOVRED SHMOKE/500T PARTICULATES STUCK To

THE MELLOW PAINT EXTERIOR SURFACES IMMEDIATELY SURROUNDING THE

BREACHED/ DISPLACED. WINPOW PANEL . WHICH MUST STAND AS UNDENIABLE
7

7
VISUAL PROQF tHaT THE ONLY. REASON (Loetcmw)? wiy NO momﬂ/

5007 PARTICULATES wehé ABLe To. HEAT-BOND o salp Yercow PANT
EXTERIOR $22% SURFACES IMMEPIATELY. SURROUNDING. SALD 5949&#}&@
wivpow panze’ 1S BECAUSE SAID WINDOW PANEL WAS STILL FULLY
SEALED UNTIL AFTER 5‘1%/%1 WHICH ALSO MEANS THAT FIRE

WAS LIT IN CARRIAGE WELL BEFYRE “fwv‘ww PANEL WAS Pl;PL/%LéD/F’USH:zD-
our. AND WHICH Aso MeANs Thir WINDOW _PANEL WAS NOT
PISPLACED/ PUSHED = OUT UNTIL ABE AFTER MFS HAD ARRIVED ON
sceng”,

0] mfflf7 LN EFFECT, LT _WAS A SERIOYS ANP. IMPROFPERLY _CREATED

A [} )
[RREGULARITY 1o THE CHARACTER ANP_coNpulr oF M SAp 1993 Arson

TRIAL7 WHICH CROWN  PROSECUTION RELIED UVAON TO MISLEAD MM SAID TRIAL

URY, misRePReseNt THe TRUE srare of prosecution VALLD AND

ACCURATE CRIME SCENE EVIRENCE QK.RGSFECTNG.OF DOING S0 BY

PELIBERATE _CRIMINAL FROSECUTORIAL ACTION ) OR_FROSECUTORIAL NEGLIGENCE, R
)

PROSE CUTORIAL INCOMPETENCE 4450 T DONT CARE WHAT THE CROWN.

)”RO%CVTOK)S EXLCUSE OrR _REASONS waZEj Or ARET THE FACT IN ISSUZ 15

, 4 b
THAT sA1p_ 1993 ARSON TRIAL " PROSECUTION. OF Me WAS. CONDUCTED
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‘M?RUPLRL‘!
IMPROPERLY. AND UNLAW!’ULL‘Q) SEE  01SON AND CORRUPT THE

,
FUNDAMENTAL_AND ESSeNTIAL ecements OF sap 992 arson TRIAL 1o THE

EXTENT THAT 1T wAs. FUNDAMENTALLY IMPOSSIBLE FOR ME TO BE ABLE

TO DEFEND MMSELF AGAINST THE TRIAL PROSECUTION FPRESENTATION

_OF L/MPOSS‘I@LE CROWN SCENARIQS' (ec *winpow pispiacer perons

FIRE WAS uf ?fmarae’rr PUSHeD fom/ DISPLACED THE WINDOW P/?NEL‘),) ‘Jmamr
PUSHED =0UT WINDAW P/sz AND_THEN LIT CARZIAGE FIRE )7 “FALSE
PROSECUTION EWDL/I\:(,!Z AND. EFFECTIVELY STOLE THE CREDIBILITY OF
THE TURM AND. TJURM VERDPICT ¥ CONSEQUENTIAL TO THE IMFPROFER

PROSECUTORIAL CONDYCT. WHICH FRAUPULENTLM. FPREVENTED M9 SAID /(MS

arson. TRIAL. DURN. Erom LAWFULLY PeRFORMING THER TASK 45 4 Cfu,zj,
LEAVING INSTEAD, AN IRREGULARLY COA:DUCTEP TR /iL an CUNLAWFULLY

. OET/HMD mv VERDICT OF “GUI LT‘/ AND AN UNLAWFULL‘} PERFECTED
VERDICT \I\/HERB AN LAREGULARITY. HAS OCCURRED WHICH (5 SUCH A DEPARTURE
_FROM THE ESSENTIAL REGUIREMENTS OF THE LAW THAT IT ¢0ES TO THE RooT OF THE
f’RowemN@s) NO 5?ROV!S‘0? CAN _BE APPLIED TO MM ;&W /)PFucAﬂoN BY

_THE Courr oF HFF@/%L7 IN AN ATTERVPT TO DiSHISS M4 APFE/‘}L AGAINST CoNVICTION.

¢
| A IRREGULARITL HAS QCLURRED, THEN T CAN BE SAI, WATHOUT

)
_CONSIDERING THE EFFECT 0F THE IRREGULARITN _UPON THE TUANS vzz;’\wm’,’

THAT THE ACCUSer HAS NOT HAD A PROFER TRIAL AND THAT THery BB HAS
0’

(.
BeeN A SUBSTANTIAL MISCARRIAGE oF TUSTICE o ERRORS OF THAT KIND

MAY e 50 RADICAL OR FUNV.-MENTAL THAT B‘/ THELR VERM NATURE THEN
EXCLUDE. THE AFPLICATION. oF THE tﬂowsa (C,ée ABOVE QUOTED TeEXT
From. Jusement Wioe v The Queen [1988] HCA 67 ar_PAces 24 to

| . ,17,,' :GH?).

_ FOR THE _TRIAL _PROSECUTION. OF Mé,fmv 1942 For 1Hé CUARGE OF ARSON., . TO

b
BE CONPUCTER IN SUCH A WAY THAT I WAS IMPZROPERLY AND YNFAIRLYL DENIED

A_FAIR AND HONZST CHANCE T BE ACQUITED. (B TURY V’éRD:‘CT},} OF SALp
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ARSON CH/%RGET_CANNOT BE WITHOUT MERIT WHEN AN APF’LICANT SUCH _AS

M., REQUESTS JupiciAL Action 1o Acar_saw-199% Arson COMVICTION.,

esPeciauy upon. Jopiciar. Consiperation of ALL mATERS HIGHLIGHTED.

BN ME CONCERNED WITH T He Stare oF Sourd Austrauia ane irs.
PROSECUTION. OF ME For SALD CHARGE . FRoM The DATE F 10-1-1M] wien
povice , MES Avp AMBULANCE STAFE FLRST ATENTEP THE ADPRESS OF THE
CRIME SCENE y 12 THET] RIAL AND vERPICT o0 Numerous. FormaL
CoMPLANTS _ABQUT conpycT GF STATE WHICH. ResycTer N sAip 1992 rriac
VERDLCT F GUILTY  To. it UpiiAu sugrimep. Feriniod Acawst
convicTion (parep 1008)7 RIGHT 0P 1o THis RESUBMISSION oe PenitioN
AGAINST salD_ 1993 Arson convicTign.

¢ 9
Weere triaL PrRosecutoR  ALLEGED. FACTS WiicH were NOT N, GUIDENCE THe

£
_TRIAL PROSECUTOR WAS EFFECTIALMA . GIVING  EVIDENCE (IMPROFERLY. To M1

% S
ruar et , T s mrrop Fon trial Prosecvror TO CREATE

_FPROseCUTION EV!DENCL/,/,) HERELT BY CaLAIH7 VERBALLY, THAT o
_SOMETHING IS TRUE 77 ver No FACTUALLY ACCURATE BASIS EXISTED.

10 SUPPURT_SW.H A CLAIK (mm’w) CRUL_PROSELUTOR SAID. THE.

o4 ! 7, {r5 - . ~ 7 o] ~ o { p ’
DUSPLACER WINPOW TANGL WAS RISPLACEDR PRIOR TO. CARRIAGE FIE _[eiNg LIT ),

. fﬂ@g@cwm CREAING ;F’HL% PROSECUTION. EVIDENG; THEN DECLARING 10 TRIAL

¢ 9
_DURM._THAT SALD. ZVIPENCE. LS. TRUE AND RCCYRATC 15 AT THE WRM L,C/A?f’

T
N ( b
VrosecuvorIAL \MPROPRIETS —AND SUFEILIENT _GROUARS To. _ACRINT. M1

sAp 1997 prsen conviction,
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L QUESTIONS TO REFER TO THE COQURT

]N CONSIDERATION OF THJS PEﬂnoN7 I REQUEST THE FORMﬁL &UEST!ON‘} (BELO\N)

?
ro. BE PROPERLY REFERRED To |He Fuil Coum7 PURSUANT TO WHAT. L_NOW

‘ 3
uNpERSTAND 10 3¢ 5. |13 (1)(8) Rererences gy Arorney- Cenegrav -OF THE

Crivnar Proceoure Aer S A, 192 (Tms 15 INFORMATION PROVIDED. TO ME , 5O, IF
C 4 9
L HAVE NOT ACCURATELY STATED THE CORRECT >ecrw~/§mruré7 T REQuUEsT THAT Nof

CAVSE A DETRIMENT T M1 PETIT[ON As A WHOLE),

_ { .
1 uave NOTED DISTINCT DIFFERENCES IN THE WORDING QF — REFERENCE TEXT RELATING
i0.

, N ¢
g 10 Fe’erNS TO Q’d\/éﬂNOK ) WHICH APPEARS TO GcivE LESS 'Jc'/mcmt, WEIGHT To  QUesTIoNS

__erereey 1o THE Forl Couet’y Tapaq ( Per 5 1T3), THAN T PREVIOUS TEXT IN
CLCA s 369 (wwéﬂé,) 5 369 ()(), MORESE WhS 10 A3515T IN { tHe DeTERMINATION OF
THE .FéTIﬂJN’»)? AS_FoLLowS *
Sverene Court Cammar ovea Ruces (@ Burerworrts)
PAGE 20)073 service 33
[ 16,1001 Referances on rerimions For MERCH
19.0)..,
(l) Where tHe Amorney - GeNerAL ReFers A POINT To THE JUpGES 0F
the Suzreme Court unper secrion 369 (s) of he Acr, suca
20, . REFERENCE SHALL BE PEALT WITH IN SUCH MANNER A5 MAY BE
pirecTep 8y THe CuieF Justice,
() Intue exercise o s roweRs pursuANT To.susrULE (), Tie Cuier
 JUSTICE AN DIRECT THAT THE POLNT BE CONSIDERED BY A _FuLL
CourT ANDIN sUCH oTHER HANNER A5 THe CHigr TE Justice MAY
. Dm(;af.’

’

AND

‘ ,

Criwar Law Consoripation Aer, 9/ 1939

Secrion. 54

30,
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L. ) (ﬂ)
() iF He DESIRES THE ASSISTANCE OF THE SUp6ES oF THe Surreme Court
ON_ANM_POINT _ARISING IN THE CASE WITH A VIEW To PETERMINATION
OF THE Fenm;m7 REFER THAT POINT TO THOSE JUDEES FOR THEIR
OFINION AND THOSC TUDGES, OR ANY THREE OF THEH, SHALL
CONSIDER_THE PoINT S0 REFERRED AND FURNISH THE ArorNey -

GeNgrAL WITH THEIR QPINION ACCORDINGLY o

7
HND’
¢ CRIM!NHL Law. Procenure Am’) 9,4‘ 1921
10, Secrion 173

(1)-0e
(8)...

(B) REFER ANY POINT ARISING IN.THE CASE TO THOSE SUDGES. FOR THEIR
OPINION AND THOSE '50176957 OR_ANY 3 OoF 'I'HEH7 MUST CONSIDER
THE POINT S0 REFERRED AND FURNISH THE ATToRNEY ~ GENERAL

9
WITH THEIR OPINION _ACCORRINGLN .

Fr-(or\ THE _POSITION OF THE A]TORNE‘I-GENERHL,) THERE HMAY. BE NO CHANEE To THE WEIGHT

cwen Y THE Amorney- GengrAL, To 1HE Ureicir OPinion o THe Jupges oF THe

w, Fuie_Court ) CONCERNING ‘F’OINTS/(&UEiﬂaNS’ REFERREDP To THEM BN THE ﬂﬂoRNE -
GeneraL (CLP/@7 s 173.(1) (5))7 wHeRegy , IF, i THe ship Upwion oF TiHose
Jupe%? THERE IS _SAID TO ME ‘MERH") IN THE PéﬂnoN,S STATEP 199ué/conFLﬁiN1’,
THAT | ACCORDINGLY | THE Arornzy - Gengrar wiee _accept sip OPinion AND E1THER.

)
‘ | )
aereR My mamer 1o THe Fuie Courr per CLPA, s IT3()(4), oR

[

- BY._SOHE_OTHER
Fnocwurce, INITIATE SUCH ACTION REQUIRED TO HAVE MM SAw. 1993 ArsoN CONVICTION
OVER'TURNEU) ANP THE OFF!CIAL R?C()RP§ OF THE COUI?f CHANGED TO E/QC&UITTAL’ OF

9
SALD ARSON _CHARGE (EFFB’CTNéL‘I To QUASH SALD ARSON GOMVJCTWN)a .

§ V)
FORM!NQ PART QF THIS 17(:’T1f:0r\1.7 THe  QuesTions. wHICH FOLL&V\/,7 ARE _STRUCTUREP

30,
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244
¢ ?
IN SUCH A WAY THAT THEY MAY BE DIRECTLY _REFERRED <W0‘RWN® UNCHHN@ED).) TO THE

Juoees of tHe Fuie Court Y THe [imorney - Generar (CLPA, s LT3 ()(8)) »

Due 10 THe NATURE OF SoMg OF THe CoMPLAINTS /ACCUSATIONS MADE B ME,
e , . Y ¢ ' o —
10 ‘MATERs LeAPING To 1993 ARSON TRIAL", " MATIERS DURING 1993 arsoN TRIAL .

anp émamers AFTER ConvicTion of Arson w1993 (anp GoverRNMENT PeERSONS ANp

RELATING

9
Aecencizs I HAVE HAp DEALINGS WITH RELATING 10 5A1p |99% ARSON CONVICTION),
e AmoRnzt-CenerAL MAY WiSH Td DIRECTLY REFER MY WHOLE CASE To THE
Fuce Courr (CLPA7 5 !73(:)(’/&))7 so At T HE COURT avong mAkes AL The

¢
.Decmows CONCERNING MERIT OF THIS Péﬂ TLON (RHTHEIZ AR THAN _INITIAL OPthON

) ¢ . 5
rer_CLPA 5[733)(5), raen 7o Amornet-(eneriL FOR CONSIPERATION OF Peririon )a

4 7 ‘
AWIT[ONHL 10 _T1HE Qm;sﬂom‘% WHICH FOLLOW .(oFORmNG PART OF THIS FETITI.ON,) THE

Artoruey ~ CeneraL MAY wish to ADD Hore QuesTioNs, A5 PART OF CLPA 5 IT3.()(8),
HOWEVER | UNLIKE THE CASE OF Ry Braw [ 19997 945C 598, Stare _Reforts
[(1999) 74 5AsR 921 ar pase 92 “In ADIITION., THE APPELLANT PRESENTED A
PeriTion To tHe Governor onN 1 Fegruary 1999 scerine THE £XERCISE OF THe
PREROGATIVE OF MERCY IN RESPECT OF THE REMITAL OF THE BALANCE OF HiS SENTENCE

7ﬁ§ﬂ

RESULT QF WHICH THe AITORNF‘{*Q?N«ZR,/)L RESERVEP CERTAIN QUESTIONS FOR THE

; : , "
. Covrr _pursuany 105 369 oF rue Cammir Law _Consouiparion Acr 1935 (SA). :

THEN AT PAGE 787 oF rarAgrAPH 40 /s ERAMED, THE FIRST GUESTION PUT 6Y THe Arorney -

(CeNERAL DIRECTS AFEE ATTENTION. ONLY._TO. THE REASON FOR THE FAILURE TO ATTEND.. T poes
NOT. PERMIT CONSIDERATION OF THE BROADER QUESTION OF WHETHER IT 1S IN_THE INTERESTS OF
JUSTICE THAT MR Branb APPEAL SHOULP. BE DECIDED. ON (TS MERITS

i« ’
Hae tre queston. peen WHETHER IN

DESPITE HIS FAILYRE

i
10 AMEND. . THEN AT PACE ‘HT oF PARAGRAPH 43

)
LIGHT OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES IN ,1‘1‘?0,, (T WAS IN THE INTERESTS OF TUSTICE THAT THE

APPZAL. _NowW € HEARD AND DECIPED ON TS MEIQIT,S,) I WOULp HAVE ANSWERED IN THE

AFEIRMATINE THAT QUESTION 15 A _SIGNIFICANTLY  RIFFERENT. &UESTIONi AND _PERMITS. THE

#

()]
CONSIERATLON OF A WIDER RANGE OF FACTORSs . WHEREIN THE frrorney- GenerAL's

)
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rererReD Question was ReGARPED BY The CouRT AS NOT BROAD ENOUGH T0 PERMIT
MORE/OTHER RELEVANT FACTORS, IN THE INTERESTS OF SUSTICE ., T ASKC THAT THE
Amrorng = CenerAL FORMULATE ANp SERSSFRRE STRUCTURE ANY ApniTloNAL QUEsTioNs N
SUCH A WAY, THAT INCORPORATES, REGARD 1o “rue INTERESTS OF PUBLIC PERCEPTION
CONCERNING THE STATES PROSECUTION QF ME FOR SAID ARSON CHARGE AND THE
ACTIONS OF STAT¢ LeApine 1o SAn 19935 ARsON CONVICTION ’)7 ANP (THE INTERESTS

)
9 ~ .
OF T USTICE OVERALL THE A]TORNZ‘{ - GéMERﬁc MAY wisH 70 CoMMISSION A Reeort

CONcéKN/NG/REL/}T/N(a 77'0 (THF PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CRIME SCENE
TRAIN CARRIAGE \WINPOW )W‘?NELS"? THEIR ‘wwpow SEALANT _RBONDING sTRENGTH?,) THE
(GFFEaT OF HEAT=BONPING OF SMOKE/500T PARTICULATES TO PAINTED AND TO WOOp =
VARNISHEDP SURFHCES?7 Bur, T ReGUEST THAT ANY such Commssiongp Rerort wourp
nor Exceep 30 PAYS IN_ITS TERM OF CREATION (wmcm ADDS ADDITIQNAL TIME 1O
THE /QﬂORNevvéemzszJs CON3IDERATION. OF THIS Vermau), Uncike v e Keoen
9|rUAnoN’ WHEREBY //Hé Aﬂo:?NEY—GZNéJEAL Anp I/He S_m«fg 0F SouTH ﬂuswzmm

514107 THe FINDINGS OF A ComMMISsIONED RéPOI?T,’ From Perimioner f<éoe}H) FOR
MANY YEARS (see R v Keoen (No3) 20147 9ASCFC 137, paracrarks t 5.6,
T o 8), © ResPeCTFULLY Asic THAT T € PRoviveD with A FULL COPY oF 4n
Reporr witich 15 Commissionegr. B THe /?zm;zwyvéezvazm/ Crown Souicimor i

RELATION 1O THIS Fermon, AND, A FULL COPY. or ant_Oreiciae Orinion oF THE

. Jubees (FER CLPA 5 |73 (:)(5))7 IN_RELATION TO THIS PETITION

4 7
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONG ARE _EQUVALLY._DIRECTER TO THE t)/UDéu’i LOF _THE FU:.L.

Covrr (per CLPR, 5 1T3()(®))., anp The Arornet-Cenerac., HOWEVER , IF

¢, 9 .
ANy ~QuesTions. ARE s0 REFERRED TO THE JVDGEs OF THE FuiL Lour&r,) AND, 1N

e Oeficiar Jpivion oF THose Jupees (?é@ CLPAT s 1713 (l)(B))) \T_15_STATED,

» ( 3
SUGLESTED, IMPLIED AND/OR JupiCiALLY Dzrerzmwzv) THAT ~MERIT _ EXISTS IN MY

. ¢ ,
CompLant acAinsT sAaw 199% arson CONVICTION . ON_"ANY. GROUNDS THAT N

THE INTERESTS OF TJUSTICE AND FAIRNESS TO ME, THE PET!TIGNE(?-.’ THE

)
AWORN‘EY'GEMéRﬁL WiLlL THEN REFER-ON THIS MATTER TO THE Fuu, Court
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L <?ER CLPA, 5 177)(1)@))) tueresy ensuring Thar THe (i, JIL Competent

20,

30,

Covrr 1s 1He _FINAL DECISION. MAKER _ CONCERNING MM /’)F’PE/‘)L ACAINST SALD

)

1993 AR$ON._CoNVICTION

’N FORMING Oewnign RS TO ‘FrzrmoN Memrﬁ7 I REQUEST THE .Arraﬁwév—ézwézzﬂu

{ ?
Consiper THE PuLL cONTENTS 0F "THis Document’ (A5 WRITTEN), As weLl As AL

4 p
OTHER ‘ SUBMISSIoNG BY. ME sinNce ORIGINAL Penﬂgm‘) parep 20 Arrin 200‘57 uP 1O

THIS Vocuném’ _F’ROPER7 RELATING T MM COMPLAINTS AGAINST sAp 1943 ARSON

7 g
CONVICTION (SOHE OF THOSE OTHER DOCUMENTS AREY IDENTLEIED ON PAGE é7 mv)

!

AN_ADMITION To ANY OTHER DOCUMENTATION THE AUDRNE‘P QQNZKRL MIGHT REGARD AS

RELEVANT o

FORMAL GUESTIONS

¢
Peririongr _suBMITS THAT THE - POLICE RECORD OF INTERVIEW. DATED APPROXIMATELY

, B )
3|-7*l‘1‘427 WAS_UNLAWFULLY. CONDUCTED BY. POLICE ,
Quuesnion. |. Dees tHe Covrt Ackeé & Mes oz No.

In_conNstpgriNg THIS POINT. T _PRAW ATTENTION. TO TRIAL PROSECUTOR WHO

)
ARMITTED T0 Te Jupee (T THiNK it wAS The Hearneg To Exciude Récorp

A
OF INTERVIEW FROM rmﬁ:.,«;vmm«:e), THAT JARRETF WAS NoT _CAUTIONED
1
PRIOR TO INTERVIEW. o

¢
 Petitionegr suBMITS THAT THE  PHNSLCAL DOCUMENT OF POLICE RECORD QOF

INTERVIEW DATED APPROXIMATELY 3!'7-1‘1“311 WAS AN _UNLAWFULLY. _QBIAINED

9
DOCUMENT RELORD «

Question 2. Does tue Court asree L Yes or No.

[N _CONSIDERING. THIS POINT. L DRAW ATTENTION TO THEN EXISTING SUPCES

,
RuLES conCERNING Poucemteﬂwws/?méfz:w@/mana OF PERSONS IN

_CUSTOPY. AND THE ABSQUTE QBUIGATION 70 PROPERW CAUTION _SuckH A

)
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30.
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PERSON PRIOR To FORMAL QUESTIONIN .

PErITIONGR SUBMITS THAT THE © POLLCE ReCORD OF INTERNIEW DATER

APPROXIMATELY 3&—7-1‘3917 was_(MPROPERLY /UNLAWFULLY. RELIED UPON BY

y
CROWN PROSECUTION DURING M AGISTRATES Commrrm,Hemzw@) TO ASSIST AND

BENEFIT THE STATE IN THEIR PROSECUTION UF ME FOR THE CHARGE OF ARSON’ AS

SAID DOCUMENT WAS NOT A LAWFULLY OBTAINED DOCUMENT RECORD _AND/OR
SAID. POLICE INTERVIEW OF 31-7-199A wAS NOT A LAWFULLY CONDUCTED PoLice
IN rer&wew/mucg IN'TéKﬂOGAT'@N'?o

Question 3 Does the Covar asree ! Yes or No,

‘ .
PeTITIONER SUBMITS THAT THE ° STATEMENT/ANSWERS PROVIDED BY_J ARAZTT DURING THE

FORMAL POLICE INTERVIEW ON APPROXIMATELY 31=T-1992 wHiLsT JARRETT WAS

WAS IN FACT A

ALREADY. REMANPED INTO CUSTOL"(7 ON_AN_UNRELATED H/‘)Tﬂ?Rj

NON-VOLUNTARY STATEMENT CONTAINING NON-VOLUNTARY ANSWERS FROM JARRETT

As JARRETT WAS NOT PROPERLY. CAUTIONED BY POLICE PRIOR TO BEING

FORMALLY lNTC/’RVIEW?D/INT&'QROGHT?J BY POLICE AND THEREFORE , CONSEQUENTIAL

)
- 9
TO_NOT_BEING PROPERLY INFORMED OF JARRETTS Recmrs., NOR PROVIDED ANY FORMAL

9
ANSWERS To POLICE FOLLOWIN.G NOTIFICATIGNS OF JARRETS INTERVIEW /2:@,:4757

WHEREBY. Potice MUST ask 1F JARREIT WiSHER TO INVOKE/EXERCISE ANY OF
Jarrer's INteeview Rigurs, €TC, 50 THAT WITH THE PROPER UNDERSTANDING.OF
[nrerview Rigurs qu iNForMED pecision coulp THEN B MADE By JARRET,
ESPECIALLYL CONSIDERIN G JARRET WAS ALREARY REPRESENTED BY A LAWNER FOR
AN UNRELATED M.’?TFER? BUT7 DUE TO POLICE FAILING TO COMPLY. WI(TH THEIR _
Srarurory ANy Jusees Rules oBLIGATIONS REGARDING CAUTIONING JARRETT
PRiOR To. FORMAL QuesTioning oF JARRe N CANNOT 82 sap. TuAr JARRET
NOLUNTARILY  ANSWERED POLICE DETELTIVE EROWN’% QUESTIONS PURING 2A1D
POLLCE INTERVIEW. , AND, iT CANNOT Bg sAlp THAT JARRET NOLUNTARILY
PROVLDED INFORMATION 10 POLICE PETECTNE PROWN iN REPLY To BF'\O:\‘VN?S,
FORMAL GetistrodilE QUESTIONING /Nrenrw@mw of JarRReTT o 51-1 f_i"lﬂl’o

Question 4. Does rue Covar acree { Ves or No,
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¢
szrmomen SUBMITS THAT THE —POLICE RECORD OF INTERVIEW DATED APPROXIMATELY

31=7-1992, wAs WRONGLY/ERRONEQUSLY ADPMUTED INTQ TRIAL EVIDENCE FoR

THE PROSECUTION, FOLLOWING PRELIMINARNY INQUIRY INTO THE ADHISSIBILITY

)
QF 3A1D POLICE RECORD OF wm:’v:e'vv’) BY Juoge LEE,) TRIAL fupée OF MY 54D
1993 Arson ’RIAL) WHERgBY  Jupee Lee was reavired to Ruce on

OB TECTIONS TAKEN (FROH Tfmr’érr) TO THE ADMISSLIBILITY OF SAID POLICE
RECORD OF INTERVIEW . AND

) y Yy )
nscretion. 1o Ruie IN_FAVOUR OF THE PROSECUTION , WHICH WAS AFTER

ACCORPING. TO_ IUDGE Lee, ue Cusep His

Junce Léé7 WHEN QUESTIONING I ARRETT DIRELTLY , FRE MADE AN
UNOFFICIAL VERBAL PECLARATION To JARRET THAT JARRET “MusT HAVE
KNOWN WHAT His Rients were Becavse SaRRem wAs CaurioNep Two
WEEKS PRIOR To THE DATE OF INTERVIEW BY DETECTIVE EROWN7 BY
OTHER POLICE AROUT AN UNRELATED. Hﬁn’ER’ (méReB‘v TREATIN G Fz)ucfys
StarutorY AnNp Jupees Ruces ()FLI(a/}TION 70 CAUTION PIZOPe}ZL% A5

__PERFUNCTORN AND iNCGNSGGWENTML>

Question D. Does e Covar AGR&E? Yes or No.

14
PET!ﬂGNEF\ SUBMITS THAT THE PURPORTED FORMAL POLICE INTERVIEW OF THRRETT,

By POLICE DeTecTIVE DRowN . oN APPROXIMATELY 3!',7#‘1"?27 WHILST _JARRETT

)
WAS ALREADY. N CusToRY, wAs NOT a PRoPERLY conpucTEp /L AWEULLY

CONDUCTED _INTERVIEW /INTERROGATION OF Cf/uszrr,7 AND EEEEEEGRE, N PART
r d

DUE TO FAILURE BY_POLCE T0 PRoPERLY. (L AUTION TARRET, $0 THEN,

]

-~ CONSEQUENTIALLY ,SALD FORMAL POLICE INTERVIEW. 0F 31 -T7-199) sHouLp

NOT BE REGARPED OR TREATED AS ANY KIND OR TNPE OF LAWFULLY

rERFEREE PERFORMED /%CT!L‘)N/F’RQCESS,);/')NP POLICE AND CROWN PROSECUTION

_SHOULD NOT _HAVE BEEN._CRANTED USE OF SAID POLICE RECORD QF INTERNLEW. BY

mmu,'&%z’ LEE. AS 5AID. DOCUMENT RECORD QOF Pouilg INTERVIEW WAS NOT

_A _LAWFULLY. CREATED vacumgmf,) NOR WERE (TS CONTENTS LAWFULLY

)
QBTAINED OR LAWFULLY RECORDED.

G\ueSTION, b. DOE) THE (,ouﬂr ALREK . /é> OR No.
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, L DRAW ATTENTION T0 THE Junees Ruws7 WHICH

ARE UNERAUIVOCAL ON THIS ISSVE, STIPULATING THAT PERSON5 IN cUsUPY musT

IN CONSIDERING THIS POINT

(4 Y e
NOT B¥ &uésﬂamgo/mrenweww BY POLICE WITHOUT FIRST BEING PROPERLY
CauTioneD AND PROPERLN INFORMED oF THetr [IGHTS puring ANY SUCH TouicE

INTERVIEW ¢

6

PeritiongrR suBmits THAT THE ®PURFPORTED FORMAL POLICE INTERVIEW OF

JARRET, BY POLICE DETECTIVE BROWN | ON APPROXIMATELY 31-7-1992, 15

)
MISLEADINGLY AND MISREPRESENTATIVELY CLASSIFIED BY Pouce’) CROWN

PROSECUTION AND Jupee Lee (mm Junee oF M1 sam 1943 Arson fm,m.), A

a_‘poLice Recorp oF iNTERVIEW] (AND OTHER SIMILAR reﬂmwawm)) A5 _IT

IMPLIES LEGITIMACY (N THE EXISTENCE OF SAID DOCUMENY Récaﬁv,) EVEN

R 0é L
THOUGH THE SAip ¢ NTERVIEW oF ’51*7'1'4‘?27 wAS AN um.rawfuz,m/
IMPROPERLY _CONJycTED ({’Ve?N‘T7 AND THE spip POCUMENT RECORP OF INTERVIEW
15 AN UNLAWFULLY/IMPROPERLY. CREATED DOCUHENT,’ WHICH THE JURY OF MY

sap 1943 Arson TIZIHL.’ LIkEY AFFORP ‘UNF/-)IR AND SIENiFICANTLY
PREIJUDICIAL WEIEGHT ra, TO THE IMPROFERLM OBTHNED BENEFIT OF CILOWN
PROSECUTION , FOLLOWING USE OF A1) DOCUMENT RECORY ﬁ OF INTERVIEW BY
MM TRIAL Pﬂo%curoﬂq.

Question 1. Does e Courr acree ¢ Yes or No.
Penno:uer{ SUBMITS THAT ‘wme THg $AID PoLIcE RECORDP OF INTERVIEW OF

ON APPROXIMATELY 3l-7- l‘%‘il,

’

jﬂRRETF, BY POLICE DetecTive Brown
JARRETT HAS ANSWERED AND THEREIN DESCRIBED WHAT JARRET €LAIMS WAS HIS

( ) ‘ 9
REASON FOR ENTERING THE TRAIN CARRIAGE ON 10-14—14‘217 AND JARRETTS SAID

ANSWER WAS THAT jﬁRREﬂ' WENT INTQ CARRIAGE TO INVESTIGATE A LIGHT iN THE

- ¢ Yy
REAR C."-‘lRRIH(:?E7 AND ALSO7 JARRETT CLAIMS THAT HE PROVIPED THE SAME RE/‘)SON)

To_Fouice consTARe CAUNCE on 10-1-199], AND ALSO, JARRET CLAIMS THAT HE

HAS ONLY PRONIDED THE SINGLE DESCRIPTIVG REASON FOR ATENDING THE sA1D

¢ ) ( - 5
cHRch;é, THAT REASON  BEING  TO INVESTIGATE LIGHT IN REAR cﬁﬂméé, TO

PERSONS (qw/w AND NON'CIV(U/’IN).’ WHO HAVE ASKED JARRET WHY HE WENT
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¢ )
iNTO THE cARmA@é’ AND, THAT SAIB REASON S CONSISTENT WITH POLICE FHZE

£
Reporr naten 10-1-199] | WHEREIN 1T STATES "LOCATED CLEANER WHO STATED THAT HE
47
OBSERVED A LIGHT (N THE TRAIN CARRIAGE ANp UPON INVESTIGATION WAS CONFRONTED.,

: -
AND7 THAT SAD “REASON] 1S ALSO CONSISTENT wiTH Pouice WiTNgss STATEMENT OF

{
Pouce petective K Moora pATED 7'8‘1‘1‘?27 WHEREIN T STATES HE ANISED THAT

HE HAD SEEN A LIGHT IN THE RAILWAY crmnmeg’, /']NV7 THm'7 THEF\EFORE_' BeTweeN

pocuments CreATep FrRom 10-1-1991 vp ro [=%-1992 1T _APPEARS CONSISTENTLY

AT saip “Reason’ Has peeN REPRODUCED so as To sHow CONTINUITY IN THE |

4 LY 9
CLAIMED REASON’ FROM JARRET o

Question 8, Does e Covrr aeree 7 Yes on No,

4 ? ¢ ]
FETITIONER SUBMITS THAT = JARRETTS cLAIMED REASON FOR ENTERING THE TRAIN

‘ , ¢ 9
CARRIAGE ON 10vl't‘i‘%l7 BEING TO INVESTIGATE LIEHT IN REAR CARRIAGE , WAS

CONSISTENTLY PESCR&BE(MPHRTICULARISED WITHIN 5AID Poice Fire Reporr patep

lO—l-H‘H) 5AD POLICE RECORD OF INTERVIEW BETWEED POLICE PETECTIVE DRowN AND

JARRET DATED APPROXIMATELY 3!-7—1‘?927 sAID PoLice WiTNgss STATEMENT oF

poLice peTective K Mopra DATED 7‘5‘!‘1‘113 anp 1993 1riAL TESTIMONY FROM

Jareem wirnin Jareems 1993 arson oL,

Question 9. Does e Court Acree © Yesor No,

Peritiongr suBMITS THAT ‘wm) pouice Fire Regort paten 10-1-199] , WHICH FORMS
PART OF OFFICIAL PoLICE rzeconos/oawnewrs//fu.es RELATING To FIRE EVENT ON

IO'l—t‘MI, TO WHICH QARRETT WAS cu/irzggp/ze?dﬂrgu FOR THE CRiME OF ARSON,

APPEARS TO (NCLUDE THE SIGNATURE OF POLICE CONSTABLE LﬁUNce, BELOW A

¢ 7
SECTION OF SAID POCUMENT WHEREIN RELEVANT DETAILS HAVE BeeN OESLRNS(?D,)

«
INCLUDING  LOCATED CLEANER WHO STATED THAT HE OBSERVED A LIGHT IN THE TRAIN

b))
CARRIAGE AND UPON INVESTIGATION WAS CONFRONTE[D y AND 15 THEREFORE MATERIAL

EVIDENCE WHICH SUGGE 5TS/iMPLIES THAT Porice ofFiceR _CAUNCE wAS IN_FACT

DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN PROVIFING THE 9AID ‘RELEV/‘WT DIETHILS'?,’ wWHICH ARE

50 PESCRIBED ABONE THE POSITION oN 5410 DOCUMENT WHE RE CAUNCE HAD

0 e e an. N R ) o
51eNep HIs SICNATURE, A D,, THAT SAID  RELEVANT PETAILS 5 IN PARTICULAR
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§ 7 ?
THE DESCRIPTION OF THE CLEANERS REASON FOR GOING TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE 3

{ o A AR (
WHICH WAS DPUZ TO OBSERVING A LICHT IN THE TRAIN C/-)RRM@E,., ARE CONSISTENT

- i % 7
WITH JARRETS REASON wHICH OARRETT STATED DURING SAID POLiCE RECORD OF

INTERVIEW PATED 31—7—6%‘1‘27 AND ALSO CONSISTENT WITH JARRETTS ‘REASON'

—— — i - )
WHICH JARRET STATED DUAING JARAETS 1993 ArSoN TRIAL TESTIMONY , AN?.)

IS THEREFORE SIeNIFICANT THAT CAUNCE DIRECTLY KNEW OF SAID SPECIFIC

¢ ]
RELEVANT DeTAILS conTAined N sAIp Fire KerorT patep IO'M‘%‘%I) AS T

- ( 9
STRONGLM SUGELESTS ALSO THAT CAUNCE WAS IN FACT THE SOQURCE OF saId

SPECIFIC ‘neuzwwr DETMLQ;) CONTAINED IN SAD Frre ReporT patep 1071 - t%k’
X ‘ 9
ANV,.) 5 THEREFORE QUALIFIABLY TRUE/ACCURATE THAT SAID SPECIFIC ~ REASON
¢
WHICH 1§ DESCRIBED ON FORMAL PoLICE Forn (Foucé Fire RePcﬂT)7 OF Que To

L)
ORSERVING A LIGHT IN TRAIN CARRI\ACE y 15 ACTVALLY THE FIRST OFFICIAL

REPRESENTATION BY PoLiCé OFFICER C.quzvce7 oF whAT Jarrer Toup CAvNce on

) .
10-1-199] waS TARRETT S ReASON FOR GOING TO THg TRAIN CARRIAGE (m—

gosserszc-, LIGHT IN CARRIAGE AND THEN GOING TO INVESTICATE LiGHT WHICH wWAS
€ BEAY)
ON IN THE REAR CARRIAGE ) ¢

Question 10, Does e Courr ncree ¢ Yes or No.

Peririongr susmits THat S sam rouice Firg ReforT parep lO'I’i‘H’ WAS NgT

: ?
PRoviDER To M1 sap 1993 Arson TRIAL TurY AS PART OF THE PROSECUTIONS cAse,

{ )
AND, rtHar saw Pouce Fire ReroRT ~RELEVANT veraics (ﬁs ABONE DESCRIRED

- 6 A
withiv Formar Question No, ° 10 Mﬁﬂéﬁm’n), WERE THEREFORE NOT KNOWN

By My san 1993 arson TRiAL TURY AS CACTUALLY EXISTING WITHIN OFFICIAL

1
POLICE RECORDS AS FROM THEZ DAY OF THE FIRE (IO—H‘M#) 7j\_le, THAT $AID

¢ b, ; . ¥
Pouicé [ire RePOoRT "RELEVANT DETAILS WERE DIRECTLY KNOWN BY PoLicg OFFICER

Chunce AS FROM THE DAY oF THE FIRE (lO'l’I”)"Il),' IN_PARTICULAR THE DESCRIPTION

9 3
OF THE &=a=s CLEANERS REASON FOR GO!NG TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE ) ANJ,’ THAT,
{ ]

CONSIPERING THE'CLeHNER’& REASON FOR GOING T0 THE TRAIN CARRIACE ( As

)

PARTICULARISED WITHIN SAID iRewwm;’ vémn.;‘" wiTHIN 5a10 Pouice Fipe Re?ar&r),

CouLD ONLY HAVE BeeN souncep BY CAUNCE FROM JARRETT . s Fine ReforT

)
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nusT exisT 4s The oy ORICINAL Povice recorps wieren Caunce
MATERIALLY PARTICULARISES WHAT JARRETT ACTVALLY $alp To CAUNCE ON
0-1-1991, AgouT JARRETS REASON FOR GOING To THE TRAN CARRIAGE, AND
THOSE SPECIFIC DETAILS WERE ACTIVELY RECORDED IN 5A1D Firg RePort oN THE
sAme 0aTE A5 THe CARRIAGE FiRe (10-1-19%1), The saMe Dare CAunce
RECEWED sAI0 SPECIFIC DETAILS FROM JARRETT DIRECTLY (l()*l—l‘i‘ﬂ)) AND THE
SAME DATE WHICR SAID Pouice Fire RePORT whs SiGngp AN patep BY Cavice
HIMSELF (I(J-i-l‘%‘“)?a

Question N, Does e Covar acree | es or No.

¢ N
Tue Perimioner susmirs THAT - sap Povice Fire Rerorr paten 10-1-1941,

ccmmws) WITHIN A SECTION OF SAID) DOCUMENT DIRECTLY ABOVE THE SIGNATURE

N ¢ ‘ 4
OF POLICE OFFICER Lm,wce1 RELEVANT PETAILS IN RELATION TO THE FIRE EVENT

4 3
WHICH j//')IZRETT WAS CONVILTEP OI‘-"'7 AND OF SAID RELEVANT DETAILS THERE (S

A PARTICULARISED PESCRIPTION OF MATERIAL DETAILS WHICH IMPLY THEY

WERE A DIRECT REPRESENTATION QF WHAT OJARRET (‘mg cLeangr’) uas

SAIP TO0 POLICE INCLURING U'ﬁrzrza’ﬂ)s REASON FOR COING TO THE TRAIN

{

L « ;

Cm’\ﬁl/’\(')k) SPeciFIcALLY — LOCATED CLEANER WHO STATEP THAT HE OBSERVED A
39

LIGHT IN THE TRAIN CARRIAGE AND UPON INVESTILATION WAS CONFRONTED ) AND

THAT WITHIN SAp PoLice Fire Rerort Trere 15 ONLY ONE PARTICULARISED

DESCRIPTION OF MATERIAL DETAILS WHICH IN ANY WAY DEscrIBe wWHAT OARRETT

SALD ABOUT HIS BEEE REASUN FOR LOING TO THE TRAIN € ARRIAGE (5@%7 10

2
“INVESTIGATE A LIGHT IN THE REAR TRAIN CARRIAGE ),) AND, oF A one

PARTICULARISED oescmmom7 THere 15 NQ sucoesnon N ANY FORM wHICH

INDICATES JARRET AS PROVIDING ANM oTHER REASON FOR GUINE TO THE TRAIN

CARRIAGE OTHER THAN TO INVESTIGATE A LiGIHT IN REAR Cﬁﬁm%«?) ./wv7 TO

‘ ?
EXPAND THIS r“amir7 THERE 15 NQ mwcﬁnonv/ PRESENTATION Y / FrROM
. VT
JARRET (wmm\i ANY WoRmIN & OF THE SpIp FIRE Rngm'),7 rowsRps MULTIPLE
4

9 ¢ _
REASONS For coing To TRAIN CARRIAGE ., TOWARDS _GOING To CLEAN IT AND WAS
A ¢
THEN CONFRONTED AND ﬁSSAULrEV’? TOWARDS GOING TO INVESTIGATE A _FIRE
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AND WAS THEN CONFRONTED AND J%SS:’%ULTEDV.

Question 12, Does rie Couvrr Aeree T “les or No.
Peritioner susrirs THAT bon iO-f-i‘i‘il,) THE DATE OF THE FIRE EVeNT, POLICE
oFFLCER (AUNCE ARRIVED ON SCENZ AT APPROXIMATELY "5"20,1“17 AT
APPROXMATELY S * 28 AM  AMBULANCE STAFF DEPART WITH OARRET (ro THE
HosPiTAL), THERFFORE THE ONLY TIME PERiop FOR (AUNCE TO HAVE DiRe CT
CONVERSATION WITH J ARRET AT THE SCENE WhAS FRoM S A0am 1o S’n%w‘i

Question 13, Dogs e Courr Acree ¢ Yes or No

PeritioNgrR SUBHITS THAT 4Paucé perecrive K Mopra PRODUCEp PoLICE

Wirngss Srarement DaTED APPROXIMATELY 7 -3~149%, Anp THEREN

¢ A 3
AATERIALLY PARTICULARISED WHAT Hoora HAp BeeN " INFORMED OF' AS Jﬁﬂﬂéﬂ?

¢ i g i
“’REASON" FOR GOING TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE (‘ HE ADVISED THAT He HAD SEEN A

3
LIGHT IN THE RAILWAY CARRIAGE 1), WHICH 1S CONSISTENT WiTH THE

— 7 £ 9
MATERIALLY PARTICULARISED DESCRIPTION OF JARRETTS ‘ReAsoN’ THAT 16

I
CONTAINEP WITHIN S41p Police Fire Ré?&f&r( CLEANER WHO STATEDP THAT HE
AN
OBSERVED A LIGHT IN The TRAIN CARRIAGE ) v
Question 14 Does Tue Covrr Agree ? Yes or No.

4 . /
PET&T\ONER SUBMITS THAT ~ FPoLice oFFICER C'HUNCE PRODUCER POLICE \NH'N"%

STATEMENT DATED APPROXIMATELY 7'8-t‘1927 AND THEREIN MATERIALLY

PARTICULARISED WHRT C/%U’Nﬁe‘ PURPORTS T0 BE AN ACCURATE REPRESENTATION

OF WHAT JARRET Auecep sEEEE saip To Cauvce on 10-1-199] as

6 , (s
:YARREW;” REASON FOR GOING To THE TRAIN CARRIAGE ( ‘Tm‘s ASSAULT HAD

TAKEN PLACE WHEN JARRETT HAD GONE TO INVESTIEATE A FIRE INSIDE THE
”? 3 ; ; | N B .
AAILWAY CARRIAGE ),, WHICH 15 NOT CONSISTENT WITH rue
) 2 ¢ 9
MATERIALLY PARTICULARISED DESCRIPTION OF JARRETS REASON THAT IS

EONTAINED WITHIN SAID PoLice Fire Repo Rr( CLEANER WHo STATED THAT

HE 0BSerRVgP A LIGHT IN THE TRAIN CARRIAGE ) AND WHICH 15 NOT
CONS|STENT TH tug saip materiaLLy PART! (,U,_"IRIS(;D DESCRIPTION

CONTAINED wiTHIN THE SAIp POLICE WiTNESS STATEMENT OF POoLICE DErECTINE
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, ¢ y
K MoprA DpATED APPROXIMateLY 7-8-1992 , 0F JARRETT'S REASON FOR GOING TO

)

THe TRAIN CARRIAGE ( “le novissD THAT HE HAD SEEN A LIGHT IN THE RAILWAY
91

cARRIAGE ) o

Quesrion 15,  Does The Covar asree 1 Tes or No,
(4

PeritionNzR SUBMITS THAT ~sAp Poice WiTness OTATEMENT BY POLICE OFFICER Caunce

DATED APPROXIMATELY 7-8"}‘?‘!‘2, IS A FALSE POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT PRODUCED BY

POLICE OFFILER Cmn\'lce7 ANp/OR, 15 A FALSE POLICE RECORD PRODUCED BY POLICE

OFFICER CAUNCE, AND/OR, |3 NoT A LAWFULLY PREPARED POLICE WITNESY STATEHENT

7
PUE TO PYRPORTED FACTS THEREIN PARTICULARISED WHICH ARE FUNPAMENTALLY AND

MATERIALLY FALSE IN THEIR DETAILS ( N _PARTICULAR C AUNCES PURPORTED

REPRESENTATION oF wiAT CAUNCE cLAIMS wAs sAD To CAUNCE BY JARRET ON

‘ 6 4 . Y

10-1- 1‘1917 AS  JARRETT 5 REASON FOR ©OING TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE | SPECIFICALLY
. £4 P

pescribep BY CAUNCE A5~ THIS ASSAULT HAD TAKEN PLACE WHEN OARRETT HAD GONg

)
1O INVESTIGATE A FIRE INSIDE THE RALWAY CARRIAGE ) ;
Question 16, Does THe Courr acree ¢ Yes or No,

4 ‘
Peritioner suenits THAT “saip Poice Wirness Srarement BY POLICE OFFICER

Caunce varep APPROXIMATELY T-8- 1990, wWAS IMPROPERLY AN)/OR HALICIOUSLY

ANp /0R, ERAUDULENTLY AND/OR UNLAWEULLY Reviep UPON BY Tue CRrowN

Prosecurion puaine Covrr Froceepines Leapine vp To M4 saln- 1993 arson

TRIAL, AND, ALSO, DURING MY salp 1993 arson TRIAL AS WELL IN ORDER TO,

AND WITH THE INTENTION OF,’ CAINING A BENEFIT FOR AND ON BEWHALF OF THE
- B ) AND THAT
Cpown Frosecyrions For THe Stare ofF SoutH ﬂusmﬁuﬁ,’ “) ON

PRESENT Review OF MATERS RELATING To sAID Pouice Wirness Starement

3 7
By (AUNCE, [T CANNOT BE 5AID THAT THE Perinioners sygmission AGAINST

sAll) Pouce WH’NESS Srﬂ'nmwf By CHUNCQ/,' Dogs NOT Hive Hég__':r 73

Question 1T, Does rie Courr acree? Yes or No,

( :
PmﬂONER SUBMITS THAT  sAID POLICE Wirngss GTATEMENT BE BY POLICE OFFICER

CAuNCE DATED APPROXIMATELY 7ag-’|‘%‘11, WAS Usep AND RELIED VPON BY

Crown Faoséwﬂdrds? WITHIN CRIMINAL COURT PROCEEDINGS , 757
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NCLupING Mt s 1997 arson TRIAL, IN A MANNER WHICH UNLAWEULLY
‘MmisrePresentep e | RUE STATE QF PROSECUT|ION EV#DENCF’, AND
UNLAWFULLY {HlngF’llESéN‘v’ffD e TRUE WEIGHT OF PROSECUT 1ON
EVI;ZENCE”N AND UNLAWFULLY “Misigp My smp 1993 ARsoN TriAL TuRY

ABOUT THE = TRUE STATE oF MATERIAL EBF EVIDENCE FOR THE PRYOSECUTION

(o AT THE VERY LEAST WAS USED AND RELIEP UPON BY TRIAL PROSECUTOR  WiTH
THE INTENTION OF CAUSING H% $Aip TRIAL TURY o BELIEVE FALSE STATES
Evioence) .

Question 18, Does the Covar acree 7 Mes or No.

4 o :
0. 19, Peririoner suBniTs THAT Csaip Porice WirNgss STATEMENT BY POLICE OFFI CER

CAUNCE DATED APPROXIMATELY ’7~8-'|f1°i'17 CONTAINS MATERIALLY

PARTICULARISED DETAILS y AS PURPORTED REPRESENTATION OF PREVIQUSLY

KNOWN (m Cavnce Fmswmw/pmécm)7 AND PREVIOUSLY RECORDED
(m WRITTEN DOCUMENT 1=0m1)7 MATERIAL DeTAILS (sﬂec:ﬂcmw IN

( Y% nwaco ¢ o
RELATION To “JARREM'S REASON FOR GOING T THE TRAIN CARRIAGE' ),

BUT wWHICH AcTuALLY steniEicantty CONFLICTS WITH spip PRevigusiy

KNOWN AND PREVIOUSLY RECGRVED WRITTEN MATERIAL PeTAILS . S© THAT A

7
SIDE - BY-SIDE-COMPARISON oF SALD TWO Dacumwrs, THE SAID Pouce

Fire Report parep lO-H%!) A@Am«;;’,) sA Pouice Wirness Grarement

20. By CAunce pATED 7"8-—)%2,} EFFECTINELY STANDS AS GUALIFICATION THAT
Cavnce PrODUCED/ PRONIDED (/19 AT ‘5"5‘!‘1‘11)) TWO INCONSISTENT
MATERIALLY PART iCULARlS’ED‘DESCR!FTlONﬁbWHI(,H CROWN. PROSECUTION
CLAIM ARE ACCURATE REPRESENTATIONS OF CWHAT JARRET SAIp AS HIS

{ | ’,
’RE/\;@N) FOR GOING TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE
Question 19, Does rve Couvrt agree | Tes or No.

v v , )
20, PeririongR suemirs mﬂr‘wlrmn Jagrers 1947 arson TRIAL, POLICE GFFICER

CAUNCE STATED DURING HIS TRIAL resrmow\i, AS A PURPORTED REFRESENTATION
OF PREVIOUS LY KNOWN (rw Caunce Perasom'mvl/m&cn‘l)? AND PREVIQUSLY
RECORDED (m WRITTEN DOCUMENT FORH).’ MATERIAL DETAILS (sreaﬂcmw

30.
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IN RELATION TO WHAT C/‘\UNCE CLAIMS T0 BE DETAILS WHICH C/WN(;E RECEIWVED FROM

‘ L ¢ j
JARRETT DIRECTLY, /IND IN PERSON , OF TARRET S REASON FOR GOING TO THE TRAIN

9 ¢ ' 3 ~
CARRIAGE ), WRING XN vesTinony By (Aunce (O/wo THEREFORE AS PART OF THE

/ [
CROWN PRosecutioN case  IN CH!EF,’ EVIDENCE IN-CHIEFC), THAT, ~ JARRET HAp

saip 70 Caunce on 10-1-1991 THAT JARRET WENT T0 THE TRAIN CARRIAGE To

& " [ T —
4uexw 't AND WAS ASSAULTED AFTER ENTERIN ¢ CARRIAGE ) I:XCI:FI,’

THERE is NO PRIOR POCUMENTATION B"l/FROH CAUNCE WHICH IN ANY WAY

— " ’ 7
INPLIES /PURRORTS JARRET'S ‘ReASON For Gowe To TRAN CARIAGE

AS

" e
( w——

HAVING ANMTHING T0 0 WITH  JARRET CLZANING THE 39% TRAIN Cﬂﬂflim;e"’?

AND THEREFORE . NOT ONL‘[ is CHUNu€> CL")IM (Dﬂu szraérrs ReHsON FoRk

@cnw 19 TRAIN C/”ZRI/:\(QBJ.' ABOUT Tﬁamms FURPORTW Réﬂsou NOT a

L)
‘RePrLe’Sém’Auam oF BB| PREVIGUSLY m PETAILS (AS THE ONLY ﬁ PRIOR
KnowN ALLEGED REASONS OF ZYA'RREIT7 ACCORPINE TO CHUNCE,) ARE,
FH’\STL‘L? AS STATED IN THE SAID PQuce Firg Rerort parep ((-1-1941 “ CLEANER

P
WHO STATED THAT HE OBSERVED A LIGHT AND SéCONPL“{.) AS S‘TﬁTEP IN THE SAIp

poLice WirNgss Sratement BY C/wmc?z paren T-$-1992 “1wis assavir wap
TAKEN PLACE WHEN JARRET HAD GONE TO INVESTIGATE A FIRE INSIDE THE
RAILWAN CARRIRGE ”)7 SAL)  EVIDENCE ~IN- CHIEF CLAIM BN Caunce (;ze
“to ceean "), 1S ACTUALLY  INCONSISTENT WITH PRIOR /

PRENIOUS CLAIMS By CAuNce as o wiAT CAUNCE cLAMS To HAVE CeeN

ToLd By JARRET on [0-(- (94 , ADDITIONALLY , DUE 70 THE ALREADY
DOCUMENTED CLAIMS BY/FROM (//wNw perraming 10 CAUNCES CLAIM oF
WHAT JARRET ALLEeapLt SAW To LAuNf;é, ir APPgars THAT ( AUNCES ship
EVIPENLE ~IN - CHIEF CLAIM AGAINST jARRe’Tf? 15 1N FAcT THE THIR)
VERSION oF ALLZGED MATERIALLY PARTICULARISED DETAILS BEE PURFORTED

By Cavnce €ANV- FunpameNTALLY, At THREE NERSIONS 51 Cavace
ARE ONLY IN RELATION TG A SINGLE Ct)NVER‘;‘HﬂON BETWEEN O ARRETT AND
CAUNCE oN lO—!-H‘H? WITHIN AN I%ﬂmuﬂ? WINDOW. ZETWEEN 9° 20 aum
AND 5»38/“4,' wEEEREE JUAING WHICH THE ORIGINAL \/e’lZS:ON7 AS DESCRIBED
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WITHIN saip foLice Fire Reﬁonr7 ‘ ogserveD A LIéHT’v) Is THE ONU TRUE
\/ertson OF SAID MATERIALLY PARTICVLARISED vémus? WHICH ALSO MEANS
THAT CAUNCE FUNDAMENTALLY CHANGED [KEN PBA DETAILS BETWZEN ALL
THREE SALD \/z,zszc-:\;&,' IRRESPE CTING OF Wu‘l,' 1’HEK€FOK¢?7 Cavnce
CANNOT HAVE CREDIBILIN OR RELIABILITY IN HIS CROWN EV\WNCZ) As
Caonces sap THREE VERSIONG st MUST STAND AS GUALIFICATION THAT
CAUNCE Has SIGNIFIC/—\NTL‘I) SERIOUSLY anp UNLAWFULLY MISREPRESENTED
Statgs TRUE EVIDENCE ( PERTAINING To wHAT CAUNCE CLAIMS TO HAVE BeeN Toup
By Jarrem on 1011991 as JARRET'S REASON FOR ATENDING TRAIN m:zmﬂee),
FRAUDELENTLY TAILORED HIS PROSECUTION WEIGHTED ENIDENCE y WRITTEN AND v‘z;r&(;/»n,,
TO EEEEEE " CREATE A PERCEPTION OF HIS PROSECUTION ENIENCE, WHICH, AT ITS

PRESENTATION 15 CRIMINALLY MANIPULATIVE | CRIMINALLY DECEPTIVZ AND TAINTED

)

TO ILLEGALLT ASSIST CROWN PROSECUTION IN THE ‘51»415?5 PROSECUTION OF ME FOR
~ 4 4 VI

SAID ARSON CHARGE ) f’z,us7 Cavvees spp XN TESTIMONY  PURPORTING

4 7
ODARRET HeE SAID THAT ‘:Y/W.RETI' 5 REASON FOR OINE TO TRAIN CARRIAGE WAS
9

o “cugan i , AND WAS ASSAULTED APTER ENTERING Cﬁﬂlzm(f}t”? IN FACT EQUATES
70 NEW FPROSECUTION EVIDENCE wHicH HAD NENER PREVIOUSLY BEEN
ALLEGED/STATED IN ANY PROSECUTION/CﬂOWN/POUCE/C!V)LMN
DOCUMENTS tHar TARRET HAD RECEWED FROM CROWN PROSECUTION
PURSUANT TO ‘RULES JF DISCL&SUKE: AND APPEARS CAUNCE oNLY PECLARED
SALD. MATERVAL DES CRIPTION “w CLEAN ;rﬂ (coNFuane WITH CAUN&E%
Version in (//%UNCé‘)S sap Pouice Wirness Srarement “To INVESTIGATE A F)RE”?
AS WELL As ALSO CoNFLICTING wiTH CAUNCES Versioh wiTHIN saip Pouce Fire
Report " opservep 4 uem"’)7 FOR THE VERY FIRST TIME, IN CAUNCES
PoLice Et’lPLO\IMENT7 ActuALLY puriNg Cavnces saip XN TE%T(HON\I’¢
Question 20, Does He Covar ncree © Tes or No,
Peritionsr susmirs THAT GAT THe POINT 0F CL05¢ 0F THe CASE FOR THE CROWN

PROSECUTION ,  weretst WITHIN SAID 1993 arson TRIAL, 1T 1S A TUDICIALLY

QUALIFIABLE FACT THAT Pouice ofFicgr Caunce, getwzen 10-1-1991 (oare oF
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FIRE EVE!\)T\)a’ AND THe Date OF sAIp (LOSE 0F CASE FOR THE CROWN

PROSECUTION, HAD prooucen/ crearen/ rresentep THREE Ormcie VER§10N87

MATERIALLY PARTICULARISING IN SPECIFLC DETHIL7 wHar CAUNCE cLAIMS To @

an ACCURATE REPRESENTATION oF wHAT JARRem AlieGepty sAp 10 (avnce
on 10-1-1991 as Tarrems REASON FOR GOING TO THe TRAIN CARRIAGE, AND THAT

EACH OF SAID THREE OFFICIAL VERSIONS (S SIGNIFICANTLY CONFLICTING wmt) AND
THEREFORE ALSO SIGNIFICANTLY INCONSISTENT wrrH7 EACH OTHER RESFECTIVE
OFFICIAL VERSION, AN) THEREFORE, THE SPECIFIC KeY DeTaILS COULD NOT

MARRY INTO EACH (OT H€/27 AND, wmmuww? DUE TO THE EXISTENLE OF

CroNce AND HIS VERBAL AND/OR WRITEN EVIDENCE ASSOCIATED wiTH CROWN

PROSECUTION OF ME, INCLUDING 541> 1993 ARsON TRIAL, 1T CANNOT B2 SAp THAT
Joerems sap 1993 ARsON TRIAL WAS A FAIR TRIAL ACCORPING TO Law, v cannoT
Be SAID THAT THE TRIAL Evipence FROM Caunce (incuunes TESTIMONY FROM
Caunce 04:2L:m17 AS WELL AS PROSECUTION PRESENTATION OF TRIAL EVIPEN (¥
associatep wird CAUNCES SAID POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT PATED 7*3"‘1‘1‘12);

WAS INCONSEQUENTIAL TO THE PRESENTATION OF CASE FOR THE PROSECUTION wWiTHIN
Jnrretr’s saw 1993 Arson TRIAL, T CANNQT BE SAID THAT THE TRIAL EVIDENCE FROM
CAuNCE WAS INCONSEQUENTIAL TO THE VERDICT OF GUILTY BY THE TRIAL TURY ,.,

Guestion 2. Does rue Covar Acree 7 Yes or No.

Peritioner SUBMITS THAT ‘CONSG&UENHAL T0 THE PRODUCT!&N/CR(:’AHON/

PRESENTATION , BY AND/OR FROM C/-IUNC67 oF satp_THREE Conruicring Anp

7
THererore Inconsistent Orriciar Versigns oF HATERIAL PARTICULARISATION | THE

FIRST Version is containep wirkin stp Forice Fire Repprr parep 10-1~199|
<“CLEANER WHO STATED THAT HE 0BERSEP A LIGHT IN THE TRAIN c,qrzrzmge”’ AS
JARRETT'S REASON FOR COING TO THE TRAIN cm;mee)j SECOND Version 15
CONTAINGD WITHIN Salp Porice Wirness Starement ey Caunce paren 7-8-19972
(“when Tanrar uAD GoNe To mivEsERmE INVESTIGATE A FiRe ”, 45 JARRETS
REASON FOR GOING To THe TRAIN cmm%é)) THIRD VestN i5 CONTAINED

o 7 \
WITHIN TRANSCRIFT 0F PROCEEDINGS OF JARRETS $Ap 1992 ArsoN TRIAL puRING
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13,

264,

) 14 91
C!‘\UNCBS TRIAL TESTIMONY ( TO CLEAN (T

e JARRETTS REASON FOR GOING TO THE
TRAIN cnrzmnee), [T CANNOT BE SAID tHAT JARRET WAS LAWFULLY PROSECUTED
8y Crown Prosecution LEApING OP TO START pATE ofF s 1993 arson RiAL, [T
CANNOT BE SAID riar JARRET was LAWFULLY PROsecuTED DY Crown FRosecuTION
pURING sap 1993 Arson TRIAL, [T CANNOT BE SAID THAT M4 saw (9975 Arson
TRIAL DID NOT INCUR AMp/oﬂ SUFFER A 4{75?4!27’0,25 FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF A
PROPERLY CONDUCTED /'/sz.’? IT CANNOT BE SAID THAT THE JURY VERDIT OF
GUILTY WAS LAWFULLY ReAcHeR/ Derernined By MY sAp 1993 Arson TRIAL
JURY (Nor DUE TO DELIBERATE ACTION BY TURYOR TUROR, BUT DUE INSTEAD, TO
THE ACTIONS BY TRIAL PROSECUTOR mvp/cm CROWN PROSECUTION EVIDENCE PRESENTED
TO SAD TRIAL TURY WHICH WERE NOT FPROPERLY/LAWFULLY PRESENTED AS PART OF
CAsE Fom/}:’x/mel\scé For CRrown 17Ro%<:oru7~) ')a

Queston. 2. Does the Courr acree ¢ Tes or N,

= )
PenrwNee SUBMITS THAT ‘DURINe TRIAL TESTIMONY OF (,/-)UNCE) WITHIN jﬁRRéWS

smp 1993 arson TRIAL Caunce PURPORTED | THAT, "CAUNCE HAD A GOOD

MEMORY OF CONVERSATION BerwErE BETWEEN CAUNCE AND OPARRETT THAT WAS SAL

o ( 5
TO HAVE OCCURRED ON IO~I~1‘1‘H7 withiN XN restimoNY or Cavyce (As A
. 4 1
PROSECUT lON w;rrvéss% AFTER  CAUNCE WAS FIRST  SWORN (N/JFFIRHE’D FOR

THE evideNCE/TEsTIMONY THAT CAUNCE WAS ARBOUT To GIvE THEN, Caunce

?
) -
ANSWERED FPROSECUTORS QUESTION oF HIM (ercH PERTAINED TO wHAT LAunNce

7
WAS ALLEBED TO HAVE Been TOLD BY JARRET AS JARRETS REASON FOR

GOING To THE TRAIN LAKKIAGE),) WITH MATERIAL PARTICULARISATION OF

/

4 n ‘ :
TO CLEAN iT ) T’HEN) WITHIN

1 A . '
“XXN restiMony oF LA(/Ncé7 Caunce viriact QUALIFIED ws PrRiMARY

. ,,
XN answer (of “ro coean rie m/nm’)

‘ )
JTArReTs ALLEEED ‘ReAson AS BEING

, BUT THEN, UPON_FORMAL
cHAwenge oF INCONSISTENT PRIOR STHTEM(?NT/EWDENLQ? Caunce
SUBMITTED TO HIS Vepsion of MATERIAL PARTICULARISATION CONTAINED

wirhIN CAUNCES s Pouce WiTngss Statement pATED 7-8-«!‘%‘%‘27 THERERY
QUALIFYING HMSeLE s AN ESTABLISHED LMK) a CRIMINAL UECEIVER,)
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265,
an UNRELIABLE AND DISHONEST CROWN WiTNESS? AND. A POLILE OFFICER

WHO BY HIS OowN ACTIONS HAD COMMITED PERTURY WITHIN HIS SAlp TRIAL

9
TESTIMONY »

Questien 23, Does e Covar He}ﬁe’é? Tes or No,

THAT ¢
Peririoner susMiTs nusmemmmss  SIGNIFICANT ELEMENTS | AND, SIENIFICANT ‘PORTIONS

AND, SIENIFICANT FEATURES OF THE CROWN PROSECUTION OF ME EFOR SAID CHARGE OF

ARSON . NOT ONLY PRIOR TO TRIAL (Pouce ACTIONS AGAINST Iﬁmm’7 A5 WELL AS
Juniciar Proceepines acaivsT JARRET | WITHIN Macistratre Court JURISDICTION
anp Districr Count a’umsmcr:aw), BUT ALSO DURING sap 1993 ArsoN TRIAL, ARE

FUNPAMENTALLY ATTRIBUTABLE To Pocice orFicer Cavnce . INCLUDING .

7
s /
DOCUMENTS B’?/FROM CAUNCE WHICH CONTAIN CRIMINALLY ?;@Lgé/ms-é,e’ﬁmo

ALLEGEZD FACTS, AND TRIAL TESTIMINY BY CAUNCE WHICH |6 CRIMINALLY
;:msg/msu.s/ww@ IN RELATION TO KEN MATERIAL F*f%:zrzcuu%ib%f?maﬁé,) AND
KeN PART OF PROSGCUTION CAGE (ﬁ CCUSING J/afmm OF PROVIPING
CONFLICTING /INCONSISTENT REASONS FoR JARRET GOWE TO TRAIN
CARRIAGE ) “BUT IN FACT 1T was Cavveds FALSE 65 TIHONY /DOCUMENT AND NoT
JArRET ALLEGEDLY PROVIDING ﬂwcoM%“;‘rem ﬁéﬁxw‘sj,‘ _SO_IMI,

BUT FOR THE FACT OF C{%UNCE?S INVOLVEMENT AND INFLUENLCES PERTAINING TO THe

POLICE INVESTIGATION OF THE SALD FIRE gVent oF 10-1-199] y AND) THE CROWN

PROSECUTION OF JARRETT PURING CRIMINAL TR&/«!L,’ THE crowN PRISECUTION

ACCUSATION AGAINST JARRETT OF ALLEGEDLY PROVIDING INCONSISTENT REASONS

FOR GoING To THe TRAIN CArRIAGE COULD NOT EX|ST (As IT FUNDAMENTALLY

RELIED UPON THE FALSE POLICE wWiTNESS STATEMENT BY (AUNCE DATED
7’3“1"77“117 AS WELL AS THE FALSE TRIAL TESTIMONY @Y Cﬁu,vaé% THE crown

¢ U - {
PROSECUTION SCENARIO AGAINST JARREIT ~WHICH WAS STATED TO THE TRIAL

TURY WHEREIN TRIAL PROSECUTOR DECLARED THAY JARREITS INCONSISTENT

REASONS FOR GoING TO THE TRAIN CARRIAGE WERE A DIRECT SIGN OF JARRETL'S

7 2 o
CUILT 0F THE CHARGE oF Arson COULD NOT EXIST ( AS 1T FUNPAMENTALLY

RELIED UPON THE FALSE POLICE WITNESS sTATemeNT &Y (Caunce patep
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26,
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7'3“-{9"1'1? AS WELL AS THE FALSE TRIAL TeSTIMONY BY C/WN’{;(?')) AND SO7

1 , ,
T cannot BE sap AT CAUNCES INvoLVEMENT wiTHIN JaRRETS sa 1943

ARSON mu’—n,,) AS A PROSECUTION WH’N‘éQS? WAS INCONSEGUENTIAL TO THE

: )
IURYS CONSIDERATION OF PROSECHYTION EVIDENCE OR THE ARRIVED AT VERDICT

4 9
OF THE TURY , OF beuiLTy o

Question 24, Does THe Courr AGREE | Yes or No.

‘ ;
Perimioner svzmirs THar Cwithin JarReTS s 199% arson TRIAL, THE TRIAL
prOsecuTor  DID NOT COMPLY with s. 104 oF Derartvent For B Pusiic

Vao%wﬂaws /—)er CON%&UWT:{%LL\(? SAID ARSON TRIAL WAS NOT A LAWFULLY

l
CONDUCTED TRIAL AND ITS RESPECTINE TURN VERDICT OF eUitT wAS NOT LAWFULLY
OBTAINED 7»

Quastion 25, Does e Courr A6REE 7 Yesor No.
Peritionzr sugmits THAT épuaing Tarperrs saw 1997 arson TRIAL, PROFESSIONAL
PROSE CUTION WITNESSES, IN THEIR RESPECTIVE TRIAL TESTIMONY, MISLED e TriaL
TURY ABOUT SFPECIFIC ENENTS HAPFENING AT SPECIFIC TIMES , TO THE EXTENT THAT
THe TurY were MISINFORMED asour MATERIAL EVIDENCE WHICH PeriTioNer
suewests “tHen REQUIRED tRIAL TURY To MAKE ASSUMPTIONS FOR WHICH THERE
WAS No VALID EVIDENCE, YeT S ASSUMPTIONS WERE ASSOLIATER WITH
SIGNIFICANT TIHES INTRINSIC TO 6PECIFIC évzms’,? AND7 sAl)  MISREFRESENTED
TIMES FUNDAMENTALLY EQUATED TO RESPECTINE CROWN WITNZSS PRESENTING
CONFLILTING/ INCONSISTENT VERS|ONS OF ‘Faucz INVESTIGATION :’412(:012&7';7 (wmé OF
WHICH WERE INCONSISTENT WiTH THEIR OwN PRIOR RECORPS COMPARED TO THEIR QWN
TRIAL TIZSTIMON"‘[? OTHERS WERE INCONSISTENT WIiTH PRIOR RECORDS OF OTHgR
PROFESsIONAL wmw%e’s% ANP,) SAID MISREPRESENTED TIMES ALSO EQUATED TO
CERTAIN SAID PROSECUTION WiTNgS5es PReEsenTING NEW PROSECUTION
EVIDENCE withIN tHEIA TRIAL TE5TiMONY wHicH uap NOT PReviousLy geen
DiscLosen BY CROWN PROSECUTION (‘kwﬁ Rues oF V:scz.asuﬁe), )‘WD7 IT WAS
UNFAIR To JARRET' S RIGHT To A FAIR TRIAL, FOR THE TURY T0 B¢ 50

MISINFORMED BY FROSECUTION PROFESSIONAL WITNESSES ABOUT RELEVANT TIMES



267,
. AT WHICH SPECIFIC ENENTS HAPFENED ’a
Qustion 26, Does the Courr Acree T Yes or No,
IN consioErING THIS POINT, I DRAW ATENTION T0. SUPGHENT Rv Freperick
C20047 SASC 104, PARACRAPHS 3!7 3").} 38 Ao 3‘?7 CONCERNING INCONSISTENT
PROSECUTION EVIDENCE AND, IMPROPER EXPECTATION UFON TRIAL TURY TO ATTEMPT TO
RECONCILE CONFLICTING VERSIONS OF PROSECUTION EVIDENCE,
In consiperiNg THIS POINT, L DRAW ATTENTION T0 THe FOLLOWING EVIDENCE
201 60007 PHONE FROM JANRET To REFORT FIRE (555 pace 1 NFrpaviT From Pouice
retectve Brows, oared 2”8*!‘1‘127“%}% 2").
0, 520 aM foLiCe ARRINE AT FRONT DwR,) ON GCENE’ Cavnce ane [Kiro (séé CAUNCE%
POLICE WITNESS STATEMENT, PATED 7-8~1‘?‘il7 see Kimos pouice witngss
STATEMENT | pATED 7*8"!‘1‘?1)
528 am HFS agrive on scené (see Hannid's pouice wirngss STATGMENT , DATED
2-8-1992 ).
5:32amn Amsucance STAFF ARRIVE 0N scene (see HosritAL Fie parep 10-1- 1941, pace §
RE AMBULANCE STAFF RECORDS),
6°10 am Derecrive K MopraA ARRIVED ON sceNE (seg Cauncet sTATEMENT PATED
7-8-1991, paGe X LasT PARAGRAPH, s£€ [Siros sraTement 0ATeD
1-% -l"’l"ll1 PAcE 1 ee PARACRAPH  SEE Meora% rocice wirngss
10. STATEMENT | DATED 1-8=]9491,
6+304m Arson InvesTicaror PoLLARD ARRIVED ON SceNe (see Kimos starement parep
7"5'!‘7‘%27 PAGE 1 LAsT PARAGRAPH, Se€ CAuNcEs staTemsnT DATED
7'8-4‘1‘127 PAGE 1 Lpst PARACRAPH . se¢ Cring Scene Report By Rawarzp,,
varen 10-11-19492), |
POLLHRD,? IN STATEMENT DATED IO—IH*’HZ) PAGe 2 LAST PARAGRAPH “b‘l()m«” 19
DECLARED A5 ARRIVING ON 5CENE, 20 MINUTE rine error, See atso
THE TRIAL TESTIMONY OF PoLLarp AND HIS PURPORTED ARRIVAL TIME,
Hopma7 IN STATEMENT DATER 7-5’%‘1‘?27 “5.15 am.., An'eww”, h5 NINUTE rime
eRROR ., See ALso THE TRIAL TsTIMONY OF MoprA , PURPORTING FIRE wAS

50.



0.

21,

268,
(¢ PR -
RePorTED AT 130 am x 50 HINUTE rime ERROR , PURPORTING Mapra
ARRIVAL ON SCENZ AT Y. 15 am 777 53 MINUTE t1ime error.
'T MAN APPEAR THAT NoT MUCH IS TO BE= [E MAPe OF THZ SICNLFICANT ngME if:?ﬁof@"'
PEREEE (0ENTIFIZD ABOVE, FRONM SALP CROWN WITNESSES Howwgﬁ:’ THE POINT
o¢ prosecurion PROOFING rtHeir wWiTNgSSEs 1S TO 1ENTIFY £ NconstsTENCIES
wiTHIN Crown "F’ROVUS?D E\/apgwcé 1 TO EITHER Dg(;tﬁﬂé,(,qé :&)7 OR? 10 PRODUCE
UPDATED wWITNESS STATEMENTS W TH ANY ALTERATIONS FROM PRIOR S’T;%Tét%éf\i?’%
NP THEN TO 27%1,05:, THe NEW nForRMATION <FRQM RESPECTINE CROWN
\A/m\/:fss)7 ro THe ‘accusen’ (?m Discrosvre D&Ll(;/aﬁoi\is). Frosecurion
EVIDENCE AT TRIAL, 15 REGUIRED TO REPRCSEN( WHAT (5 PREVIOUSLY DISCLOSED,
Pﬁ\fmwmmm? PESCRIBED, 50 THAT M,/ NEW ALLEGED FACTS are crearep
ﬂzmz,? B PROSECUTION WITNESSES, WHICH CONTRADICT exisTinG CROWN
PROSECUTION DOCUHENTEP EV| [)eNc,C, PARTICULARLY FROM THE SAME WITNESS S
PRIOR STATEMENTS & [ 1$ ALSO THE OBLIGATION OF TRIAL PROSECUTOR TO
PrROPERLY (NFORM THE TRiAL CourRT, wHeN A PROSECUTION WITNESS PRESENTS
c:ONFucriNQ/wcaNfsfsn}Nr r@ermoN*/éwver) SO THAT THe I/rém Covrt
ane Trise JURN aAre Prorerty INFORMED of such MATERAL CHANGES TO
PREVIOUSLM RECORDED. GVIDENCE FROM RESPECTIVE FROSECUTION WiTNESS o
Peririoner sugmirs THAT ‘ON iO'l»i‘i‘N JARRETT WAS TAKEN BY AMBULANCE,
FROM THE SCENE AT G*3%am (see Hmmrm. FILE FROM AMBULANCE ST ﬂFF) TO THE
Hoer'mu7 ARRWING AT S Wmn anp “rime seen BY HOSAITAL STAFF is
RECORVED AS g‘g’;ﬁm( HoseitaL Fu,e\ THAT Pz Beunens EXAMINED

e 3]
VARRET AND IDENTIFIED  SMALL B LUMP ON OCCIPUT 2cpm wiD€. lcM RAISED

)
(see PROOF or wam vexr in Hosmirar piie), Thar Dr Beurens Lateo oescruse
N Porice Wirness STATEMENT pated L0-8-1992, Page 2 oF “Jarperrs
Eeuﬁvmuﬁ DURINE EXAMINATION INDICATED TO ME THAT HE WAS ACITATED AND
voser.” : BUT THEN y IN TRIAL TESTIMONY. B DR PeHRENS DECLARED “He was
RQMA@KAELV CALM AND <;éu=~ﬁ?assgsgép7 AND pmm’r SEEM AT ALL AGITATED OR

CONCERNED, WHICH cauated To NEW evipeNce FroM Beﬁgéw’s) AN
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164.

INCONSISTENT AND SIENIFICANTLY CONFLICTING PRIOR CLAIM RY BEHREMG,) AND
WHICH I ARGUZ i TRIAL TEsTIMONY BY Beurens wricH 15 1MPROPERLY
ALTERED FROM PREVIOUS STATEMENT, S0 AS TO UNLAWFULLY ASSIST CROWN
PROSECUTION TO UNLAWFULLY OBTAIN TRIAL VERPICT OF GUILTY ( FORGCET THAT
Berrens was A POCTOR, AND LOOK AT THE SIGNIFICANT CHANGE PURFORTED To
REPRESENT TJARRETS PSYCHaLOGICAL STATE IN HOSPTAL on l&'l-l‘i‘?l),) ANDy 1T
cAN NEver Be PROVEN WHY Benrens aRAMATICALLY ALTERER HIS . PROSECU 110N
WITNESS evwzmcév l?'U‘l‘7 THE MATERIAL FACT IS THAT HE DH?}. WITH PROOF
EXISTING IN TRANSCRIPT OF EREEEE PROCEENNGS OF JARRETS saip 1993 Arson
TRAL AND7 on 10-1-1941 AFrer swiFr chance oF Dr Be’HRENs') THE NEXT

Doctor overseeiNg JARRET wAs Dk Avwen WHO, IN WIS PO CE Wirngss

SrateMenT OF Dr Aeen, oatep é-g'l‘i‘??\: pecearep AS A Hosritar Recorp
PURPORTED FACT, THAT «AN EXAMINATION .. FOUND NO INTURIES ... THERE WAS
NO SiEN OF LB CAL TRAUMA " ) W_H_g__ﬁ,’ MATERIAULY MISREPRESENTS THE
AMBULANCE STAFF RECoRDS coNTAINED WITHIN sA1p Hospiriu Fn,é7 AND
MATERIALLY MISREPRESENTS WHAT WAS ALRGADN QUALIFIABLY ESTABLISHED RY
Dz Benrens wirHin sap Hospirac Fu.e’, THERERY PROVIDING StENIFICANT
MATERIAL PARTICULARISATION CONFLICTING EVIDENCES,‘ BETWEEN THE SAIp
HospitAL RECORDPS AND POUCE wiTNESS STATEMENTS mw/wz TRIAL TESTIMONA
PLUS ) i tve sap pouice witngss staterent 8y D Auen | pareo
f=§- I‘iﬂ? THERE AFPEARS 1O RE Ng MENTION OF ANY ‘cwa{’? 0R
ANYTHING 70 o with ‘SHoke  oR ‘Fmg’? HOWEVER | N TRIAL T€sTIMONY
8y P ALLIZN) Acen CREATES BRAND NEW EVIDENCE WHICH 1S THEN
PECLARED AS FACT By Auwz\/ y TO THe EFFECT THAT Ve Auen cupims 1o
HAVE Goo) MEMQRY OF A CoNVeRSATIS WITH Tareerl ABOUT JArreT
“ SEEING SMOKE .., CHECK (LOCK.,. WENT TO SMOKE.., THEN
ASSAULTED .., THEN REGAIN CONSCIUSNESS ... SEEING CLOCK AND
RINGINE 000 ﬂ,) AND wiel i Auen 15 ASkep 1F He Recompen spip
ALLEgED COoNVERSATION ANH.WHEK(?,) Dr AueN srarep [{I PIDN’T RECORP
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- ¢
_ SEEE JARRETT WAS GIVING HIS TESTIMONY , TRIAL PROSECUTOR. IN XXN oF

 CARRBGE AFTER DARRET SAW SHOKE | €TC
__I\T_APPEARS THAT SOME PROFESSIONAL. PROSECUTION WITNESSES HAVE .

_CEASES TO BEA. PROPERLN_CONDUCTED TRIAL ACCorpING T2 L aw "o

EVIPENCE=IN=CHIEF | THEN

e —— . T— 270,
THIS CONVEKSATION,’”’ ,'Wmc.\-\’ 15 IRONICALLN CONVENLENT THAT THERE

15 NO._PRIOR RECORY_OF A PURPORIC) comeEfstr CONNETSAT l,ON',) E4PECIALLY

CONSIDERAMN. G SAI_ALLEGED. CONNERSATION APPEARS T HAVE
) , )
CMUARLTIES. Wi A SIMILAR CLAIM B CAUNCE IN CAUNCES

_Pouice WITNESS STATEMENT DATED T-$9-94972, CLAIMED THEREIN BY
CﬁUMCE THAT . CjAlRéTr SALD 1e WeNT 10 rrtﬁi\\s CARMAGE T0
mvgsnmm f m,zé EXCEPL thar spn cLhm b4 Cauice whs.

__CRIMINALWM FALse AS 1S THIS SALp- CLAIH B4 /‘)u,efv AbouT FEEETe

JARET ALLEGCENLN smwa @ Pr Auin ﬂMT‘HE RAN _INTQ EfEpE

eic, e1cy 50 THAT,

) )

bl ‘
CREATED FALSE ‘EVineNCE FOR USE RN LRONN PROSECUTION . AS ABOVE
HJ@Hu@nTéP7ﬁNl?7 THe RESULT HAS EFFECTIELY cAVseD My sap 1993

_ARSON TRIAL. T2 MISCARRY._AS A DIRECT S CONSEQUENCE OF FALSE

AS ¢

_ PROSECUTION ENIDENCE WHICH 15 IMPROPERLY. PURPORTED EE VRO%::UHQN
,,_,FACTS,’.,M‘I,SREFRG%NTW TRIAL EVIDENCE. FRoM PRGSECUTION WITNESSES THAT
= NEW CROWN _EVIDENCE. . (WHtcH SLENIFLLANTLM CONPL)LCTS WITH
__ PRIOR EVIDENCE.FRGM PKOwCUTlON RECORDS),  CREATIN.CFUNDAMEN TAL
IRRECULARITIES iN_ JARRETTS saip 1993 ARson TRIAL WHICH BLeMISH
_THE_CHARACTER QF sAlp 1993 1AL To THE exTent THAT SALD TRIAL

9

Question. 2T Dows g Courr acreed Veseor No,

: 4
Psnrmnaﬂs.uamrstr ‘DURING, JARRET S saw 1943 /ﬂo.sor\,iﬂ’llm,7 WHILE

5
‘ SAKQET(,T IMPROPERL ATTEMPTED TO REINVIGORATE A CRIMINALLY. _FALSE CLAIM

' %
wiich CAUNCE HAD ALLEGED AS FACTUALLY ACCURATE pURING (AUNCES TRIAL

¢
__TESTIMONY... (wmﬂw{, DURING XN reSTlmN"l’..As. PART OF PROSECUTION.

, INITIALLY DURING. EXXN_restimony”, UNTIL Cauce

 WAS CHALLENGED WiTH PRIOR INCONSISTENT STﬁTéMEN'ﬁ) ToWHICH CauNce



0. MR

,,Uﬁﬁlzéﬂ’,’ TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 7,.X)( N resTiMoNy

9.

30,

270,

RESPONDED. BY QUALIEYING CAUNCES POLICE WITNESS GTATEMENT CLAIMED

: P
CONVERSATION VgRSION_AS THE TRUE ﬂcc&vm,) THERERY _PRONING Caunces

g o ¢ .
_OWN _TESTIMONY DURING )(N’7 WAS CRIMINALLY ivﬁx,sé’,,r%é Caunce

cLameD. JARRET SAID WENT T0 TRAIN CARRIAGE o crean it )7 AND.,..
THAT, ALTHOVCH Caunce wap ALREADY TESTIFIED vo The eFFecT THAT
Cﬁvwcé’s, INITIAL TESTIMONY RE {IYARRQTM SAID “ro, CLEAN arﬂ AS REASON _FOR
GOING TO TRAIN CARRIAGE 77 was A LIE whicr CAunce HAD ATTEMPTED To

y ILLEGH’LL‘(, iIT WAS VIA C/auwc%

FORMAL GUALIFICATION TOWARDS A DIFFERENT CLAMED CONVERSATION

SEED _INTO THE MIND OF THE TURORS

\/ens[owv, wHiCH DisQuALIFEn. CAUNCES INITIAL TesSTIMNY CLAIMED

Varsion (“ro coaan i) | AS GUER_BEING ﬁccumré/rfzuey AND NET,
TRiAL PROsecuTor FRAUDULENTLY rrier to ACCUSE ,IARRE‘H’TN'OT

4
ONLY. _OF ACTUALLY SANING SUCH VERSION 0F WHY SARRET ACTUALLY WENT

1 —
1O TRAIN z:AtZ.RmGé,),BUr,ALSO,’ THAT é,JﬁRREﬂ' WAS ATTEMPTING TO LIE _TO THE.
CTRIAL TURY. BY. CLAIMING THAT JARRETT _NEVER SAID TO ANNONE THAT HE

WENT _TO THE CARRIAGE TO CLEAN IT_AND THEN wAS ASSAUTED IN THE TRAIN

,cmz,{ci/%faé-’,? M_S_O,) \T_APPEARS TRIAL PROSECYTOR was MALICIOUSLY

PROSECUTING Tanger, v appiTion 1o |MPROPERLY. BADGERING Therer
Question 28, Does tue Courr acree 1 Yes or No.

[N cONSIDERING THIS POINT,, ATENTION 15 DRAWN _TO TRIAL TESTIMONY._BY

{
N L STILL FUST YOUR

CVERSION WHY YOU TOLD. HIN - NOU WERE _COING TO CLEAN 17”7..

¢

Peritiongr susrirs THAT Courine ORRRET s sain 1993 arson TRIAL ,-THE TRIAL

PROSECUTOR ALLEGED. A.EHCTS? rHAr were NOT i gVIDENCE ) PARTICULARLL IN

¢ 9
_RELATION. TO A RISPLACED WINDOW PANEL ON SQUTHERN 510€ OF TRAIN CARRIAGE , AN

9

‘ -
__ALLEGED STAGED CRIME SCENE OF WINPOW BKE{’]I(‘.fN7,_ G,BELNG ABLE 1O PUSH-QUT WINDOW.

?

R " ¢
_PANEL _  WHO WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR DISPLACING THE WINPOW .}?HNEL.,).. WHEN _THE

)
9 ( 9
WINDOW PANEL WAS msmcwﬁ WHY THE WINDOW PANEL WAS. ,VlﬁE’Lﬁcw,’ (HQW., THE

8 ( ?
_ WINpOW. PANEL WAS PISPLACED | TRAIN CARRIAGE CRIME SCENE EVIDENCE BND.),rHe o




30,

2TA,

¢ ) B
TRIAL PROSECUTOR ALLEBGED FACTS WHICH CONFLICTED WITH CRIME SCENE EV/D&’NCE)

BY MISREPRESENTING THE TRUE STATE OF SPECIFIC CRIME SCENE EVIDENCE PLUS,' THe

TRIAL PROSECUTOR RELIED UPON SiGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF TREX INADEQVATE FORENSIC

TESTING ASSOCIATED WITH THE DISPLACEP WINPOW PANEL AND SURFACES

IMMEDIATELY SURROUNPING INTERIQR AND EXTERIOR AREAS OF SAME waa, AND,

PUE 1O SUCH LACK OF FORENSIC re'srwé}? THERE WAS NO EVIDEN (B PRESENTER
FROM ‘pROSIZCU x’foNl’1 TO THe TRIAL TURY, To ESTABLISH THE REQUIRED
PHNSICAL Forzw/PHveocm PRESSURE NEEDED TO CAUSE .ANY OF WINDOW PANELS
TO BREAK THEIR APHESIG BOND TO WINPOW Fﬂﬁmé’ 50 THAT’ 1T WAS NOT
LEGITIMATELM GOPEN’ TO THE FROSECUTION TO CLALM AS ‘AN ESTARLISHED FA::T’
THAT THE DISPLACED WINDOW PANEL WAS {CPUSHED our” (ﬁs IF To B¢ PUSHED ouT
B HANP)7 M, PUE To SUCH LACIKK oF FORENSIC T(?éTll\}Cv7 THERE WAS NO
EVIDENCE PRESENTE] FROM ‘FROSE(;UTION"? TO THE TRIAL U’Uﬂ\(,, TO ESTABLISH IF

THERE WAS ANY snoxe/soor PARTICULATE ADHESION TO THE EXTERIOR SURFACE OF THe

WINDOW FRAME AREZA OR EVEN 5AID DISPLACED WINJOW PANEL ITSELF, WHICH wouLD BE

)
EXPECTED 10 Bp PRESENT \F WINDOW PANEL WAS DRISPLACED FOR THE pURATION OF
SALD FIRE pVENT \ 5Q THAT, 3 (T WAS NOT LEGITIMATELY £0PEN7,1’0 THE PROSECUTION
7O CLAIM AS énN ESTABLISHED FACT, THAT 510 DISPLACED WINPOW PANEL WAS
'/VISVLACEV/DWLOPGEV PRIOR TO FIRe BeING Ll'l/7, M,) DUE TO SUCH LACK OF
FORENSIL TESTING, THERE WAS NO (uz@mmmz? PROSECUTION EVIPENCE, OR EVEN
“rrug’ PROSECUTION GyieNce , PRESENTED FROM "PROSECUTION | To THE TRIAL
:Sur’b{,) TO QUALIFIABLY PRESENT THE EVIDENTIARY WEIGHT OF SAIp DPISPLACED
WINPOW PANEL AND ITS WINPOW FRAME EXTERNAL SURFACES (IMW?DMTL/’L‘I
SURROUNDING SAID DISPLACED. WINpOW PfWEL)) AS PURPORTED. BY TRIAL
PROSECUTOR (gno ‘REPoRTED TO TRIAL COURT THAT THE DISPLACER WINDOW PANEL
wAs errecrivert INCULPATORY EVIDENCE | AS PROOF OF GUILT OF ARSON, DUE
T0 The MATERIAL FACT THAT NQ FERSOUN COULD HAVE GONE THROUGH WINDIW
FRAMEZ OPENING WITHOUT WINDOW PANEL SEALANT BEINE COMPLETELY

PETACHED/ BROKEN , $0 THEREFORE THE DISPLACED wWINDOW PANEL WAS A



20.

%0,

273,

FAKE WINDOW BREAK-IN iN AN ATTEMPT TO NISLEAD Pot.zcé) AND THEREZFORE

THEREY DID g)ﬂg’:’ WITHIN

3
PROOF OF GUILT AGAINST Tarrew l)’ EVEN THOUGH’

CRIME SCENE PHOTO @RRFHS? QWALIFIABLY. RELIABLE CRIME SCENE

MATERIAL EVIDENCE, WHICH, LE HONESTLY REPORTED Tp SAlR TRIAL coum")

STANDS A5 ENIDENTIARY WEiGugr PROOF, o aAn EXCULPATORY narveg,

IN ITS  VISUAL REPRESENTATION OF THE TRUZ STATE OF SPECIFIC CRIME SCENE

EvipENCE . as To ipentiry Thar NO SMOKE/500T PARTICULATE APPEAR TO 8€

)
PRESENT ANYWHERE IMMEDIATELY SURROUNDING EXTERNAL SURFACES AROUND SAID
pisraceo wingow ey’ (Rerer Triac Exmair P.3, rorocrarn 1), PLus,
‘NOT GNCY DoES @B SAID PHOTOGRAPH 1, PROVIDE VISUAL PROOF THAT NO
SOOTING APPEARS AT ALL, ON IMMEDIATE EXTERNAL SURFACES SURROUNDING

THE DisPLACED WINDOW PAWL 1T ALSO PROVIDES VISUAL PROOF OF THE

)
A CTUAL EZEE COLOURS OF SAID EXTERNAL WINDOW SURFACES, INCLUDING THE
{cms? WHrwﬁaF WINDOW PANEL $eALANr ESPECIALLY ON WESTERN gXTERNAL
VERTICAL ¥D6E OF DISPLACELY P.Ardet,7 AND THE £CL€/3N '\{eu,ow’of SURR QUNDING
EXTERNAL WINDOW FRAME (EVEI\} WITH THE TREE SHADOW EFFECT FROM
RigHT snf?e)’ ‘rl-\eR!zFoRe7 IT WAS NOT LEGITIMATELY OPEN TO THE
PROSECUTION TO CLAIM AS “AN ESTABLISHED FACT' THAT SAID PISPLACED wiINpOW
PANEL WAS DISLODGED/DISPLACED AS PART oF ANY KKIND OF ATIEMPT To €T UP/To
AND, UPon PRESENT

) )
REVIEW oF THE TRUE STATE OF CRIME SCENE ENIDENCE ASSOCILATER WITH SAID

CREATE | A FALSE CRIME SCENE (A FAKE WINPOW I}Ré{iK'm‘)

PiSPLACED WINDOW PANEL , 1T QUALIFIABLY APPEARS THAT SAIP WINDOW PANEL
WAS NOT DISPLACED UNTIL SOME TIME AFTER MFS ARRIVED ON SCENE, WHICH
ALSO HMEANS .JHRRGTF COULp NOT HAVE PISPLACED SAID wiNDOW F’/’iNéLv AND
ALSO MEANS THAT THERE wWAS NOT ANY TNFPE QF FALSE wWiNpow BRQAK—:N
(OWH\CH 1S SIENIFICANT TOWARDS UNRAVELLING CROWN SCENARIOQ WHICH
TRIAL PRQSECUTOR PURPORTED AGAINST szram’) EXPLOSIVE LY 7007 WHEN
GUALIFIABLE CRIME SCENE EVIDENCE STANDS AS PROOF THAT SAIP WINDOW
PANEL WAS ONLY {DtSLD%éV/DSPLACED7/‘“77'?]7 PoLICE | AMBULANCE STARE
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AND MFS cRew MAD ALREADY ARRIVED ON SCENE, AND, QUITE LIKELY DONE AFTER
$e38AM WHICH MEANS JARRETT WASNT EVEN ON THE PREMISES WHEN SAID WINDOW
PANEL wWhS msnnaev% %o

Question 29, Does tue Court aeree 7 Yes or No.
Peririongr supnirs THAT ®Tager DIp NOT RECEIVE A FAIRLY PROSECUTED

1993 Arson TRIAL OR, AN HONESTLY PROSECUTED 1993 arson TRIAL, OR, A

9
PROPERLY conpucrep 1993 arsoN TR»AL; accorone o Law .
Question 30.  Does tHe Courr acree 7 Ves or No,
PeririoneR suBmiTS THAT 6su:=r=:c15N'r EROUNDS AND/OR EVIDENCE EXISTS TO
LEGITIMATELY ACAUIT JARRETT oF saip 1993 Arson convieTioN P
Question 31, Does tre CourT Acree 7 Yes or No,
Pererioner SUBHITS THAT {SUFFWEN‘T Re’nsan‘ABLé Dover EXI1$TS ABOUT THE
ALLEGED GUILT OF JARRETT TowARrps THE 10-1-199] Fire ez’\/émj AND THEREFORE
T CANNOT B€ 0PeN To Tue Cou:zr’ 70 PERMIT JARRETS 1993 ARSON cONviCTION
10 Remain wiThin Qreiciac Covrt Recors . AND 50, 1T 15 THE RESPONSIBILITY
oF THE CourT To iNTERFERE wiTh sAip 1993 ARsoN CONVICTION , AND, I 50
ACTING., OVERTUAN JARRETS A1 ARSON CONWCTIOM’.
Question 32, Does the Courr acree ¢ Yes or No.
Peririoner susmirs thar ¢ Tagrerr’s 1993 aRsoN CONVICTION 15 UNFAIRLY
AND UNREASONABLY CONSERUENTIAL TO THE TOTALITY OF THE ACTS OF THOSE
CONCERNED ON BEHALE OF THE Crzoww) IN THE PREPARATION AND CONDULT OF THE
PROSECUTION WHICH EFFECTIVELY OPERATED UNFAIRLY /B IMPROPERLY AGAINST
Jnrrer ',
Question 33, Does rie Covar peree 7 Yes or No.

PeriTiongr sugmits THAT ¢

sMp FOLICE RECORD OF INTERVIGW OF SARRET,
DATED 31-7-1‘1‘117 SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN ADMITIED INTO TRIAL EVIDENCE, RS T
EFFECTIVELT ENABLED CROWN PROSECUTOR TO USE€ AND RELY UN UNLAWFULLY
OBTAINED {széwcé/mmﬂnﬁnor\il’) PURING TRIAL PRESENTATION OF CASE FOR

. 9
THE PROSECUTION o
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¥ Question 34, Does tie Court acree | Yes or No,

In Dererminine ‘mmzms “answers’ o the apove Formal Questions. Tue Court
MAN. peer SAIp QuesTioNs 10 B8 COMPOUND = QUESTIONS S0 THAT A SINGLE @5 OR

NO ANSWER 1§ NOT Accur(nrév IN WHICH Cﬁsé, IT WOULD BE APPROPRIATE TO

= DivIDE ResrecTvE QuesTions ACCORDING LY, SO THAT EACH $AID ForHAL
QuesTion HAS A COMPLETE CRNswéK‘) ANCHORED TO 1T

10,

T caceriy awar Novr repy o riis Pemimion AL VouR EARLIEST CONVENIENCE

0, Davy P T arrerr A2 -1-2019

PS: APMTIONAL DOCUMENTS ATTACHER

%,



