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Police Jail House informers 5 September 2017

The New Zealand police had a problem with trying to match the Thomas rifle to the murder
bullets recovered from Jeanette & Harvey Crewe.

When Dr Nelson test fired the Thomas rifle in 1970 and compared the bullets with the
Crewe bullets he wrote in his notebook. No Match Seen.

The New Zealand Police and ESR have fired at least 20 bullets from the Thomas rifle and
compared them with the Crewe bullets. No match Has Ever Been Found.

On 22/10/1970 Detective Inspector Hutton and Detective Sergeant Johnston fired the
Thomas rifle at the Crewe house and pianted the shell case Exhibit 350 in the garden to be
found by the New Zealand Police on 27/10/1970.

The bullets recovered from the Crewe’s, was old ammunition and the leads contained a
number 8 in the base.

This ammunition is now known as category 3 ammunition.

All of Arthur Thomas’s ammunition is now known as category 4 ammunition and didn’t
contain the Number 8 leads.

This being the case the New Zealand Police planted the wrong category shell case in the
Crewe house garden.

When this huge problems became apparent to the New Zealand Police they turned to
schooling up Jailhouse Police informants.

One informant Perkovich states.

Arthur shot a cow before the murders and ejected the shell case from his rifle at the Crewe
house before committing the murder.

False
Arthur shot the cow after the murders; also the shell case would still be a category 4 as this
is all he had in his current use supplies.

Perkovich
Arthur got the old ammunition from a shed on a farm he and Vivien were working on. He
used the old ammunition on the Crewe’s and other ammunition on the cow (page 1542).

The old ammunition he buried in a swamp below his cowshed.

This evidence could have only come from the New Zealand Police.



Judge Taylor tried to stop Robert Fisher counsel for the New Zealand Police from
questioning Perkovich as he felt it was inhumane. He is ill mentally (page 1536).

Judge Taylor to Mr Fisher 1 do not see why you are cross-examining a man who is obviously
insane, but it is your affair (page 1543).

The New Zealand Police have gone to great lengths over the years sending in high ranking
Police officers O’Donavan Wilkinson and Baker etc to interview Perkovich so they weren’t
going to stop now.

New evidence was produced at Arthur’s 2™ trial in 1973 that the axle Exhibit 293 was taken
off the Thomas farm in 1965 to the other side of Pukekawa.

To this day the New Zealand Police have never bothered to investigate this new evidence
which leads back to Mickey Eyre, who has a rifle that could not be excluded from firing the
bullets that kiiled the Crewe’s.

The axle found under Harvey Crewe’s body was never on the Thomas family trailer.

On 15" October 1970 at 10:45am the axle and the two matching stub axles were with
Detective Johnston and Rasmussen.

Later this day 15" October 1970 at 2:00pm Johnston goes to the Thomas farm, Arthur and
Johnston have a cursory search of the farm dump.

Arthur goes to milk his cows and Johnston plants both stub axles Exhibits 330 and 331 in
Arthurs farm dump.

These three exhibits were matched up by Detective Johnston and Rod Rasmussen on the
15" October 1970.

These stub axles were not found by Detective Johnston and Detective Parks on Arthurs farm
dump until the 20/10/1970.

No trailer parts were ever found by the New Zealand Police on the Thomas farm which
related to the work Rasmussen did on it in 1965.

To counter this, the New Zealand Police got Perkovich to state, Arthur prepared the axle and
spring and tubes, car tubes and wire before the murders (page 1543).

The New Zealand Police wanted it to look as though Arthur used all the trailer parts in the
Crewe murder.

This evidence proves what extreme measures the New Zealand Police will go to in order to
make an innocent man look guilty of murder.

Justice is hard to come by in New Zealand.
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20 June 20118

JOHNSON JOB SHEET RE 22 OCTORER 1970

@w@gmwg@mamﬁnmummchuummw
m@mamwmmammmWQkaﬁnmhmﬁsmam
1870 Crewe homicides [subsequently published as Al The Commissionsr's Men].

Wir Williams was previously inown e me, having served es legal counsel to Arthur Thomas
8t the second refarmal to the Court of Appeal (1974-75) and at the Thomas Royal
Commission in 1880. He willingly grantad an Interview and some of his sistements were

During this interview, | produced a copy of a job sheet signed by the Iste Deteciive Lan
Johnston in which that former Police officer recorded & viskt to the home of Lan Demler (the
father of Jeanetts Crewe, who along with her husband was murdersd ai Pukskawe on the
@vening of 17 June 1870).

The Johnston job sheet relstes o & visit to Demier at 3pm on Tuesday, 22 Osicher 1576, as
he Crews homicides inveatigation was nearing a conclusion. it puts boih Deleciive Johnseton
and the officer In charge of the Crews inquiry, Detectiive Inspector Bruce Hutton In the
Pukekawa dietrict on that date. For the record the entrancs to the Crewe farm is about 800
meires south of the Demier properiy.

The job sheat referrad o in this statement was reieasad to ms by New Zasland Pelics

national headquarters pursuant to a request under the Official information Act. Prior to ite
raceipt, | had not seen this decument nor had | any inowledge of iis axdstence, despiie
researched and written-about these unsolved murders for 34 years as at the time of

having
my intenview with Mr Willlams.

The relevancs of this job sheet le that, in my bellef, It puts a dats 6 2 series of elgnificant
avents in the history of the Crewe homicides inguiry, namely:-

) The hearing of rifle shots coming from the Crewe house after the end ef
Septambsr 1870 by local farmers Owen and Juile Priest

B  Thesighting by the Priests of two men at the rear of the Crewe house, ons of
them atanding by the back porech of thst dwelling

L A short time after on that same afternoon - put at between 2pm and 2.30pm by
) the Prisats in evidence to the 1880 Thomas Royal Commission - a discussion
between that local couple and the two detectives involved, Messrs Hulion and

Johnston, on the roadside just nerth of the Crews farm [between the Crewe farm
and the adloining Demler farmj.
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! ean now confirm that upon showing this job sheet to kr Williams, that eminant lawyer
WMMWMM&MM@@,M@WNWMW

Ngwmmmmmmmmmmamﬂmemm
M:Hm.mmmmnmmmuﬁmcmm hed vehamently denied
aﬁminmmammmuummummmm.
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@@wﬁﬁﬁwt@mmmmmmmwm@e@M%WﬂMhm
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Mr Wiliams confirmed that the Thomas Roys! Commission in $980 had ordered the supply
of all documents held by the New Zealand Police relating to the Crewe homicides 8o that &
mm.mmmmammmmmmuwmu
now known, from admissions by the Polics themsaives that the Crews homicldes file
éxiended to some 50,000 pages).

Mir Williame was adamant thet the Johnston job sheet representsd a signiiicent decumiant in
ferma of the outcome of the Crews homicidee inquiry and that he, his feliow counesl fihe iae
i<avin Ryan] nor the Royal Commissioners themssives baen provided with this In 1080, the

fikely autcome would have been as follows:-

iy The Johnston job sheet would have been admiiied as 2 formal exhibit by counsel
for the Thomas Royal Commiesion. [t wae notj.

i fir Hutton would have bsen questioned exisnsively on the conianis by the
) ecunsal for the Royal Commission, the Royal Commissioners thameeives and by
himeelf as counsel for Mr Thomas

The Royal Commiseion would have undoubtedly used o contents of the job
g sheet to make a formal finding that the cartridge case was piantsd in the Crews
garden by the two detaciives it found had committed that criminal act on Tuesday

22 Ocober 1870 [batween 2pm and 2.30pm on that daie].

ir Willlams adviead me thet this was probebly the most significant docurnent he had seen in
&mmmmmdnmmwm“nmmﬂu&mm
Johnston together at Pulekawa, in the immediate vicinity of the Crews propenty, within the
specific timeframe identified by the Prieets ae hearing the rifle shots, sesing two men at the
ecane of the murders and discusaing the rifle shat with the two detectives a very shorl tme
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delivered on 8 July 1880, that the cariridge cass from the Thomes .22 riile wes net
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Wiillsme and his beilefs in relation to the Johnsion job sheet about the vislk % the Demier
fanm en 22 QOctober 1970,
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Thomas Commission Report

249. On 19 or 20 September 1970, Mr Shirtclific contacted the Police to
advise that an axle of the type found on the body had heen mounted in his
moter car, which was no longer in his possession, and also on the ivailer
which he had sold. It was established by 4.00 p.m. on 20 September, that
the car, which had been abandoned at Tuakau, still had its azle intact. Mr
Shiricliffe was initially unable to assist the Police as to what had happened
to the trailer. He was, however, a little later able to locate a photograph of
his own car and trailer which he made available to the Folice and which
was published in The New Zealand Herald on 10 Getober 1970,

250. On 13 October, Mr Shirtcliffe’s stepdaugbier, Miss Cowley,
f ?honed the Police to say that her father’s trailer had eventually been
sold to a Mr Thomas Senior, now known to be Mr A, G. Thomas, and
that she had seen it often on his property when geing to school in the
school bus. By 13 October, theregre, Mr Shirtcliffe’s trailer had been
traced back to the Thomas family. Detective Johnston saw Mr A, A.
Thomas on his farm on 13 October 1970. Mr Johnston’s job sheet reveals
that Mr Thomas pointed out the dump on the farm to him on that date.

251. Mr Rasmussen had firet been seen by the Police on 4 October, and
the jeb sheet completed by Detective johnston in relation to that interview
at a later stage, namely 23 October 1970, is significant. ¥t reads:

“The axle was shown to Rasmussen who was unable to recall the axle
itseli—he said that the method of cutting on one end of this axle was
similar to the way he used to remove the stub axles from the axle itself.”

252. On 14 October 1970, Detective Johnston and Detective Sergeant
Parkes travelled to Matakana to see Mr A. G. Thomas, who mentioned
the repairs done by Mr Rasmussen, and gave the Folice access to his
financial records. Detective Johnston ed through the records and
uplifted 2 number of documents. It is most unfortunate that Police
practice was not to give a receipt, so that there could be no argument
about what was and was not taken. As the matter siands, the only record
of what was taken is Detective Johnsicn’s job sheet.

253. On 15 October at 10.45 a.m., Mir Rasmussen was again seen by
the Police. He said that he remembered 2 Mr Thomas; the job shest
completed on 23 October in relation to this interview states that his
memory was thai the parts discarded from the trailer had been returned to
Mr A. G. Thomas. At 2.00 p.m., Detective Johnston saw Mr A. A.
Thomas who, according to the job sheet, tock him dowsn o the dump
‘Where a cursory search was made without trace of the wanted trailer or
parts thereof. )

254. It is therefore apparent that by 15 October, on their own records,
the Police knew:

(a) That Mr Rasmussen said that parts had been returned to the

Thomas farm. i
(b) That there was a dump on that farm where old motor vehicle parts
were to be found. X

255. The next visit to the Thomas farm was made by Detective
Johnston and Detactive Parkes on 20 October 1970, Detective Parkes said
that he had cazlier been instructed to pick up the Thomas rifle, 2nd that
he understood Detective Johnston was concerned to pick up wire samples.

258. Inspector Parkes gave evidence that they collected their wire
samples and that Detective johnston then borrowed 2 spade and began
foraging around on the tip. He said that, of three tips on the farm,
Detective Johnston was concerned to search only one. After only a few
minutes, to use Inspector Parkes’ words, ‘Detective Johnston located two
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264. Both the scientists, Mr Todd for the Crown and Mr Devereaux for
the Defence, are experienced scientists. They emgioyed different methods
of scientific analysis of the wire to establish, in the case of Mr Devereaux
that the wires on the bodies could not be said to come from the Thomas
farm, and in the case of Mr Todd, that they might be similar to wire from
the Thomas farm, but not similar to wire from any of the other nine farms.

265. Our conclusions are:

(a) Samples of wire were collecied from only nine farms in the area.
Such a limited sample cannot be said to be helpful in
establishing anything. Even if wire from the bodies were to be
accepted by us as similar to wire samples from the Thomas farm,
who is to say whether or not there are other farms in the vicinity
with wire of similar characteristics?

{b) In the face of conflicting expert evidence and opinion as to which
method is best suited to this examination and whether or not the
differences in the measurements are significant, we consider that
it is not possible fairly to adopt one view or the other.

(c) In any case it is not possible to draw any inference which would
connect Mr Thomas with the wire on the bodies. There is no
evidence putting the wire in his hands.

266. That the subject is a matter of some difficulty will be seen by the
ultimate expression by Mr Todd that in comparing wire from the bodies
with samples from the Thomas farm, he could not say the wires differed,
but nor could he say they were the same. On that note we leave the wire.

(v) Additional Material put before the Commission by the Police

267. The Police made available to the Commission briefs of evidence
for two separate categories of witnesses who had not previously given
evidence. In both cases, the evidence was designed to associate Mr
Thomas with the murders. It was put forward as establishing that, if it
were accepted that he had committed the murders, then it was surely
likely that he had dropped exhibit 350 at the same time.

268. No doubt because of what emerged as the dubious nature of the
evidence, and of these persons giving it, the Police were reluctant to put
forward the witnesses as witnesses they were asking to be called; they
preferred to suggest that, having seen that the briefs disclosed relevant
evidence, we should no doubt wish to hear it. That suggestion we regard
as mere playing with words. There is no doubt but that these witnesses
were put forward to us by the Police.

269. We heard both categories of witnesses in private, because it
seemed to us that the evidence was on the face of it highly improbable,
and unfair to Mr Thomas unless the credibility of the witnesses was first
established. Mr Thomas, having now been pardoned after 9 years in jail,
was entitled to have such evidence heard by us initially in private so that
we could decide whether it should be made public. Having heard the
evidence, we have no hesitation in deciding that it not be made public. We
recommend that the evidence and exhibits received by us in private be
kept confidential by the Government.

270. The first category of witnesses related to an alleged confession
made by Mr Thomas to a fellow prison inmate in 1978. Mr Thomas was
alleged to have coniessed to the crimes in great detail. The confession was
supported by a number of maps of the Pukekawa area, the Crewe house,
and the Thomas house, whic§ were in Mr Thomas’s handwriting.
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271. The inmate concerned had a criminal record which included a
large number of convictions for offences involving fraud. He is clearly
what may be called a ‘confidence trickster’. Furthermore, he was in 2
mental institution from 1969 to 1974. He gave evidence before us for a
substantial period. The nature of his evidence and his manner of giving it
compelied aisbelicf. A peychiatrist who had treated him during the time
he was in the institution, and who heard his evidence before us, then gave
evidence. He said that the man represented ‘a classical case of grandiose
parancid schizophrenia’ and that Iﬁe was ‘chronically psychotic’. He said
‘I would net put credence on anything (he) said with any emotional or
important connotation. If he said it was 12.30, I might believe him, but for
an inside knowledge of trials of this importance, I weuld not put any
credence on it at all without an awful lot of corroboration.’

272. In May 1980 he was examined by another consuitant psychiatrist
who then reported of him:

“His manner throughout suggested he believed what he was saying
and that he was suffering from paranoid schizophrenia and delusions of
grandeur and intrigue ... .”

273. In the light of the doctors’ evidence, we directed counsel assisting
us not to lead any further evidence from the witness. We indicated to
counsel for the Police that, in our view, the evidence clearly established
the man’s unreliability, that he was mentally ill, and to continue his
examination was inhuman. We invited counsel to seek instructions that he
not ask the witness any questions. We adjourned for this purpose. Counsel
for the Police informed us that he was unable to obtain those instructions.
He continued his examination.

274. Counsel for the Police put a number of matters forward as
corroborating the man’s evidence. We propose to deal specifically only
with two, namely the plans to which we gave reierred and the evidence of
a supporting witness. We think it sufficient in relation to the other matters
raised as constituting corroboration to comment that there was nothing in
the alleged confession which could not have been invented by a person
with aceess to Mr Thomas and to the various bocks, including The ABC of
Injustice by Dr Sprott and Mr Bocth and Thal by Ambush by Mr Booth,
which had by 1978 been written on the matter. The inmate concerned was
of course in prison with Mr Thomas. Mr Thomas would have had both
books, and it is clear that he was at all times willing to discuss his case
with anyone who was interested.

275. We tum now to the plan. It is truly remarkable that, if Mr
Thomas confessed in such detail, no incriminating remark appears on the
plen. They have the appeerance of plans drawn by a man anxious to
explain the circumstances in which he came to be convicted. They do not
corroboraie the notion that he confessed to the crimes and that he was
therefore rightly convicted.

276. The supporting witness was unwilling to testify before us because
he feared reprisals in the prison, should it become known that the had
given evidence. Such reprisals could take the form of physical violence to
the extent that his life could be in danger. We were not prepared to force
the man to give evidence in these circumstances. We did, hewever, accept
in evidence all of the statemnents which he has made to the Police. We have
aisc obtained from the Justice Department his personal prison file.

277. This second inmate was prep;ged some years ago to break the law
for the purposes of personal gain. He is as a consequence serving an
excepﬁogally long sentence. His prison file reveals him as shrewd,
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cunning, devious and manipulative, and a man who would go to
considerable lengths to shorten his sentence. He made efforts to use the
Commission’s influence to have him transferred to one of the minimum
security prison farms.

278. In addition, evidence we received established that he has been a
police informer on other matters.

279. This second inmate would have had every reason to lie in support
of the first. He must have hoped, realistically or not, that the Police would
use their influence to shorten his sentence or improve conditions for him.
The only possible disadvantage which his story could bring him would be
a prosecution for perjury. It may be that he refused to give evidence before
us because he feared just such a prosecution.

280. We are satisfied that the ‘prison confessions’ never took place, and
that the evidence of the two prisoners was a tissue of lies. It causes us
grave concern that very senior Police officers were so obviously ready to
place credence on such unreliable, self-interested, and, in the case of the
first inmate, deluded evidence. It was but another instance of the Police
being unwilling to accept the pardon.

281. The second category oi evidence revolved around one witness.
This man still lives in the South Auckland area and has a young family.
We therefore, do not propose to report on his evidence in terms which
could lead to his identification.

282. The substance of his evidence was that at 7 a.m. on the morning of
18 June 1970 (the morning after the murders, if the Crown case be
accepted) he was driving past the Crewe farm. In a lay-by 2 short distance
past their gate he saw, so he said, Mr Thomas’s car and trailer. The trailer
had in it two covered bundles.

283. This witness first came forward to the Police with this evidence
only in 1980, after Mr Thomas had been pardoned and released from
prison. He had, however, given a statement to the Police nearly 10 years
earlier, on 24 June 1970. He had, curiously enough, omitted to mention
this incident in that statement.

284. Documentary evidence which was produced to us revealed that
the man could not have been in the vicinity of the Crewe farm until @ a.m.
on the morning of 18 June 1970. There is evidence which convinces us that
Mr Thomas could not have been there at that time. Furthermore, his
evidence revealed envy of Mr Thomas for the attention which his case has
received from the news media and for the compensation which public
opinion suggests that he will receive from the Government following our
report. All of these factors, taken with the demeanour of the man as he
gave evidence, lead us unhesitatingly to reject this man’s evidence as a
complete fabrication.

285. The evidence of the last witness to whom we have referred was the
subject of a front page article in a newspaper called Sunday News on
28 September 1980, after our public hearings had concluded. That action
was quite improper. The publication of the material, which is shown by
the cross-examination recorded in the transcript to be wholly unreliable,
seems to us to have been an act of calculated and callous cynicism on the
part of the newspaper.

286. Our conclusion is that none of the additional evidence we have
considered in paragraphs 267 to 285 supports the proposition that Mr
Thomas may have been on the Crewe property on 17 June 1970 to deposit
exhibit 350 there. There is in our view no evidence which suggests that
Mr A. A. Thomas was on the Crewe property on 17 June 1970. There is
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thus no evidence that he deposited exhibit 350 there, other than the mere
fact that exhibit 350, bearing the firing pin mark of his rifle, was found in
the garden on 27 Gctober 1970. We now propose to examine the searches
which the Police carried out of ithat garden prior to October, and the
degree of corrosion of exhibit 350 when it was found, in an effort to
establish how and when it came into the garden.

8. The Searches

287. The Police team were confronted on 22 June 1970 by a
bloodstained house, and no sign of the occupanis, Mr and Mrs Crewe. Mr
Hutton was in his evidence disposed to argue that he treated the matter
only as a ‘possible homicide’ until Dr F. J. Cairas, the pathologist
consulted by the Police, confirmed that material found by the Police on
the arm of the large armchair in the lounge and forwarded to him on
2 July 1970 was brain tissue, and that Harvey Crewe, with whose blood
the armchair was stained, was accordingly almost certainly dead.

288. The evidence makes it apparent, however, that all concerned in
the investigation suspected from the start that at least one, probably two
murders, had occurred. We are satisfied that the matter was from the
beginning treated with the thorough attention which the New Zealand
Police apply to homicide investigations. We do not consider that
Dr Cairns’ finding that Harvey Crewe was in all probability dead caused
the Police to alter in any way the approach they had taken to the matter
from the beginning.

289. It was obviously necessary that the house and enclosure within the
fence be searched with particular thoroughness for any item of evidence
which could provide a clue as to what had occurred. Mr Hutton entrusted
this task to the officer in charge of the scene, Detective Sergeant Jefferies,
under whose direction it was carried out over the ensuing days. The Police
file makes it clear that Mr Jefferies carried out his task with meticulous
care. By way of example, he prepared an inveniory of the property found
in the house and car which ran to 51 pages.

290. Detective Parkes, Deteciive Constable Higgins, and Constable
Meurant were assigned by Mr Jefferies to search the area bounded by the
fence arcund the Crewe house, which we have called the enclosure. There
was a considerable amount of evidence concerning the instructions which
they received. Mr Hution stated that the search was for a blunt
instrument, or some large instrument such as a knife, tomahawk,
hammer, piece of wood or cther similar instrument, since the consensus of
opinion, including that of Dr F. J. Cairns and Dr D. F. Nelson of the
DSIR, at that stage was that the great amount of blood present indicated
that a blunt instrument had been used. We accept that a blunt instrument
was regarded as the most likely possibility at that stage. We reject,
however, the proposition that the Police were searching solely or
predominantly for a blunt instrument for the following reasons:

(a) Even Mr Hutton was careful to mention that he included in his
instructions for the interior search a careful examination for
bullet holes, especially in the walls of the lounge, which indicates
an awareness on his part of alternative possibilities. That is no
more than one would expect.

(b) All officers concerned in the search, including Mr Jefferies,
emphasise that it was a search for anything which might
constitute evidence, not merely a search for tomahawks and the
like.
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OF  OTHER:  THAT  WE  SHIL  ACCEFT  HIM OF HAVING CAPACITY TO GIVE




Fedal, 3500

THAT Lo WL ARE TG WETGEHT W
.. e 1. O MOTe WILL A
TIMCTION, THERE 15 FTOIN WELGHTNG
CHON WHD HaS WOT YET BEEN DECTDED TO O BE

IV 1 T e
BV OU SRl THE
DERYETY  OF &
WE SO FT.

M FTSHER — WE ey HaAVE  MI1SEURDERSTD THE  FOSITION. IT  Was 10
DECTIOE  WHETHER  THLS  WaS THE CREDIT OF & WITNESS, WHETHER HE I8
BELITEVEARLEy OR GIVES EVIID., CAPARLE OF CREDEMCEy ITS REALLY  LEG
AT ONLY H&aLFE THE EVID.e O THAT TOFIC.

CLoIT IS A MIXTURE OF EVIDENCE.

ik FISHER -~ Mt IHFHHH1 TF O CONFINING XT PURELY TDO & MED. QUEST,
Ok MEDTCAL O Yy FIND ANYTHING ITNDEF.  T0O SUFFOET THE STHTS
TH&T THITS MIINIMM TS Mak TG .

CLOHE MYIGHT BE Car.  OF INVENMTING THINGS WHICH CaN BE FROVED  RY
OTHER  EVIIN, IOTHIME THE EBEST  THING T WOND RULE DN anNy OF THESE
MATTERS N s T UMTIL THE EVID. I8 CONCLUDEDe YOU CaM X
Gy OF T H MaTTE

MEOMILLTAMS ~ 1 WLD LIKE I7T CLEARLY
HIS BEHEST THAT THE EVID. 18
ODUTCHy T WANT THAT WRITTEN INTO
' B INITIALLY  TNDICA.
Dy T OUNDERETAND THERE H&S
rmwn THROUGH HR CREW, THERE
WHICH HAS LED TO THIS E
: TWE HAVE MO DIE nCUME
WITH RESFECT THAT MR FISHER HAKE A B QUG ¢
AUKNOWLEDGING DN REHALF OF THE FOL DEFT. THAT THIS EVIDENCE 15
BEING CALLED 4% & DIRECT RESULT OF THE POLICE DEFARTHENT

BY MR FISHER, IT I8 &T
: THAT  OF Mk

i WE HAVE  HaD

DED MOT WANT THIS
NGE OF  FOLICY .

ENGE OF POLICY

BEING CALLEDN, K
=

E:I'IIL,”

lLWIh
fE L
]] -

MRF 16
RECOE

R - THE MAETTER HAS ﬁLHEﬁﬁY CANVSSED,  AND o T8 ON
e IN O THE TRSNCRIFP OF THE (O3 SESSTONy WITH THAT @SITDE
MY UNDERSTMGy THAT THE COM. ]TbLLF WIGHES  TO  EMO. INTI

e TRUTH OF THE WHOLE OF THE TERMS OF REF.  AND ON ALL TEH OTHER
AGFECTE,

CLOINITIALLY THE EVID.  THIS MaAN CLD GIVE TO USy WAS FORWARIED TO.
UsE UNDER  COVER  OF A LETTER WRITTEN BY COUNSEL FOR THE FOLICE
DEFT.  May I HAVE THAT LETTER.

MR CREW ~ YES SIR.

C1 THIS I8 & LETITER FROM YOU DATED 4 JUNE.



Fralall 1l

fl FLSHER ~ THAT TH CORECT . O THAT BE Reld THE HaTkiciol s ann I
DONT  KNOW TF W) Fele dc FORMaL MEETING ABOUT Ty WE Tab kD
AROUT ITy aMb OUR DECISLON Wab THAT WE WOULDNT DO ANYITHING  aiour
Ty  WE  WLD MOT  CaAlL EVID. THAT  SITUATION Wa%S ALTERED BY A
SUBSEDUENT LETTERy WRITTEMN BY YOL OR ME HENREY .. RO STR.,

GC2OTHERE WAS A SECOND LETTER. IT FOLLOWED THE DISCUSSLIONG .

il FISHER -~ THE FIRST THING T HAVE GOT TO CLARTFY THE FIRSYT TIME.
RULTE  CLEARLY  THE CORMISSTON LFOLWOES NOT THINK TT NED) :
TOOENQ.  INTO THIS EVID.  AND T8 GLAD THAT S & MATTER OF R

C1OWE DR NOT THIMK IT NEC.  &T THE TIME WE RECEIVED THIS LETTER
AN THE ENCLOSURES .

Mb DREW ~ I MY SUR. THE COM.
EH. INTD AaNY EVID. THAT WD ¥ HEL! 30 GOT THNTD THE
GO WHERE T7T MWab FOoon 29 00T, THE POSITION a8 § UNDERSTSND 1T
I5  THAT THE  FLICE  THROWGH #MR FISHER: AND THATS THE LETTER yOU
HAaVD TR FRONT OF YO ORDE DOTHE  MaT, FOR  COURL A88T THE
COMMMYISETON, THERE WERE DOCUMENTS INCLUD.  WITH THE mMaTERIAL THAT
INDYCATED THaT IT Was THE VIEW OF THE FOL. OR LEAST  CERT .
FOLOFF.  THAT THE MATERIAL WaE NOT CREDIBLE.  aFTER FERUS THE
MaT. AND CarRYYLG OUT FURTHER TMVESTIG X 3 GST THE
COMMISSTON ITNDICATED WE Sald NO RE '

LT IT O RELEVANT T

CLOYES I THINK THAT IS5 RIGHT.

G2 THEN MR HENRY AFFLIED TO H&AWE .. FR OCREW - JUST TO CONTINUE LT
OM:MY  RECOLLECTION I5 TH&T M HENRY INID. AT THE L N

THE FOL WISHED THE EVID. T0 BE Call Bl IT WaAS . FOR THAT R
COM, AGREETL THAT THE EVIDENCE, SHLD BE HEARDT TOUAY.

C1LODIDNT MROHENEY WRITE A LETTER BEFORE THE CLOSEDR HEARING,

H

MR CREW- YES THAT LETTER WLD BE WITH MR KEYTE AT THE HIGH 7.

L2 THERE IS5 & SUR. ARD O LETTER  FROM MR FISHER: RELATING  TD
MATERIAL  AND CAME AFTER THE CLUOSE HEARING IN WHIGCH MR HENRY MalF
THE aFFLICATIONy TO HEAR WHAT WE &RE HERE TO HEAR TODAY.

MR FISHER - T ACCEFT.  THAT.

C1 AS THIS Hag RBEEN SAID THE MATERIAL  WAS  SCONST. EY U8  AND



LOUNSEL.

CalLED A
IT CallED: nHu IoBELTEVEy BUT Dind
THAT THEY WANTED THAT TO RE DONE .

Uiy THAT ME WL ROT CALL 1T, THAT ST,
OF THE FRIVATE SLTTIMGN, TH&ET 1THE )L

MR FIGHER - 1 ACCERT THATs I DOMT HAVE THE LETTER.

MR WILLYARS - WITH RESPECT WE HAVE HAD CERTAIN  HITORY OF
NICETIES, AN 1 RESFECT  THaAT MR FISHER  STaATE  CaTE. T
UNAMBTGUOUSLY THAT THE FOL ARE CAUSING THIS EVIDI.  TO BE CollLEl.

D1 THAT 1S & MATTER FOR MR FLSHER

M FISHER — T DONT SE
Hab alDDED ON O THE MATTER

ANY  REASTH TO A00 TO WHAST MY SHNE COUNSEL

1 THAT T8 THE WAY IT STAHNDSy S0 FAR 48 THE COMM. STaNDSy IT IS
CLEARLY STaATED BY MR CREW.

LA WLD 1T BE HELFFUL IF adyY LETTER EXISTSy BEFOUNDe AND TENDFERED
T Us HERE .

Mi CREW - T WIL ENDEAVOUR, THAT 1E aAMOMGSET THE MaTERDAL MPE KEYTE
HaE TakKEN TO THE HIGH COURT.

MROWILLIAMS ~ 1 WaMT Ml FISHER T0 RETRACT THAT STHMT HE MalE .

CLOMWE HAVE CAUSED THE WITNESS TO BE BRREOUGHT HERFe THAT  Has BEFEM
't PERSUANCE  OF  THE  FOL.  &T THE CLOSED MHIUARING. THAT 1% THE
FaoT.

MR WILLIAMS — 1 LKDE T0O GET THINGS A% CLEARLY AS OME CAN GET,

CL T UNDERSTAND AS A RESULT OF THE REQUEST OF MR HENRY &7 CLOSED
HEARTMGy T LEAVE THE LETTER OUT OF XY -FOR THE TIME REING,

MR CREW- AT aN E4aRLIER STAGE, MR FISHER aND MR HENRY  INDIC
THAT  THEY  WISHED TO MAKE SURM.  THAT THIS Hlnthh SHE. NOT
FLACE IN CAMERG&,  YOU MayY RECALL THAT THOSE SURMI] CONEZ BE FADE
AT THE  COMMENCEMENT  OF  THE  INCaMBERA HEARING I WaNT MR
FISHER TO MAKE THOSE SUBMISSIONS, AMD THAT HE I3 HAFFY TD  HAVE
THIS HEARING FROCEED IN CAMERA,




Pl 1ELAR

MR OFYISHER ~ 1 DONT WISH TO Mabk ANY SUEMLSS [TONS,y

MR CREW- IN THE 4 PTS MY L.FRIEND FPUT TO THE  COMMN. (21RO M o S 1=
THE QUEST.  OF ONE EXTRA WITHESS: NAMEILY THSP GEaMESy WHD IT I5
NOT MY INTENTION TO Call. NOW.  IT MaY BE WISE FOR O MR FLSHER TO
GIVE THE OTHER TWD PTS,

pike FISHER - THE STH IS THE  UNFUEI
REGARDING AN INCIDENT AT SCHOOL K
THE EVID. THaT HE Was IN THE SaAME

YEHED  STMT  BY MR THOMAS
GARDTNG THE DEMLER GIRLy AMD
Hoas JEANETTE CREWE .

C1 HE WAL HEVER IN THE SAME CLASS KM A% J.CREW. YOU  #MEAN .

DEMLER .

MR OFISHER - CORRECT, THE 2 WITHMESSE! I THAT  REGARD  ARE Mi
FaRKER,  WHD  WaAS AN ACDUATHTAND Froooml THOMAS TH THE FURERKAWA
DISTRICT &R A MR WODDy A HEADMASTER OF THE PURERALS SCHOOL .

C1OTHIS I8 EVID. YyOU WaNMT TO Call IM CORROBORATION IN SUPFORT OF
EVIDENCE, YOU 8AY MR FPERRKOVICH WILL GIVE .

Pike FLISHER - YES SIR.  THE &TH AND FINAL FT WaS  EVIDENDE OF THE
INTERESTS  OF MR THOMAS IN MAGLC AND PSYCHIC FOWER.  THAT WLI BE
SJUBT A MaTTER OF XM OF MR HODESOH WHOTS ALREADY BETMG CALLED,
UNDERSTAND YT,

MRk CREW - WORDER IF I CAN TAKE THOSE & PTS OME BY ONE.  THE FIRST
FY 18 MR WaREHAMy HE 1% REING CalLED.  THE 2MD PT RELATES TO THE
He WRITING, MY UNDERSTAMDING HA&S BEEN THAT  THERE IS5 MO QUES
THAT  THE. ®alPS  FOR WHAT  THEY  aARE  WORTH  arE TN MR THUOMA
HANDWRITING, IF THAT I8 NOT 50, I AGREE MRk WEST TO BE CALLEDy  rlk
WILLTAMS Ay HELF ON THAT FT.

-
o)

Ml WILLIAMS - WE HAaVE MADE THOSE SuBRM. IN WRITING.

Filk CREW - S0 FAR A% 3 I8 CaLLEDy MR ODONOVAN WIL RBE  CALLED. MY
ONLY  SUBMISSION  ON THAT WLD BE THAT MY UNDERSTANDING I8 THaAT IT
IS ACCERPTED BY MY L.FRIENDE MESSRE WILLTAMS aND RYaNy MR THOMAS
WLLD  HAVE SFOREN T0O MR FPERKOVICH. MR THOMAS WD HAVE KROWN AROUT
THE SWaMF BY THE COWSHEDN, NO.4y I HAVENT HAD & FREVIOUS REQUESS
TD  Calld.  INSP. GATHMESy ON THE SUITAEILITY OF THE TE THE COMM.
HAS IN MY SUBM.  HaD aN aMPLE DFFP.e TO INSPECT THIS AREA: TN THE
VIEW YOU TK AT  THE VERY REG. OF THE HEARING. BECAUSE RIVERS
FLOW TO THE SEa IT SEEMS TO FOLLOW AS NIGHT FOLLOWS TUaY  HADY  THE
BODIES BEEN PUT IN AT THE PT INDICATED ON THE MaFSy THEY CLD HAVE
GOT TO THE aREA WHERE THEY WERE LaATER FI. A% TO  THE FACT  THAT




Frisil 114

TOOTHE RIVER FROM THAT GLMERSL AREAy T WL NOT
AT THAT 5 TN pLsEPUTE.

1 YoUu MEAN ACCESS FROM THE CREWES HOUSE.

NO STER SIMPLY Aaf 1 UNDERSTAND THE PFOTNT YOU CLD GET BODIES  TMTD
THE RIVER FROM THAT GENERAL ARER.

Ci T UNDERSTOON AT SOME TS YOU Card GET BODIES INTO A RIVERs JUST
TNES THEM,

i CREW - INCLUDING THAT aREds YES.

Cl THE aREA ON THE Mal THAT Was FUT INe I DORT  SEE WHY  WE SLD
HAVE  SOME mMORE EVID.  ARBOUT THAT, UNLESS Z0OME P&aRT. PLACE I35 70
BE IWDICATED. T CERT., CANT SEE WHAT THAT WLD HAVE  7T0 D0 WITH
THE HEARTMG HERE.

PR FISHER -~ THERE IS A X 0N THE MaAFP TN GQUESTION.

MEECREW - THAT I8 FT 4,  IF 1T 1S ACCERTED BY EVERYOME
BODLES  CLD HAVE BEEN FUT IN THE RIVER AT THE FOLNT THATS
WITH A ¥ ON THE MaF Gy THAT  WILL  BE  FRODUCED  TH DUE  COURSE .
PERHE THAT T&  GUFF.  THaT 1§ all THAT MR FISHER WaNTS INGF
GATNES TO S6Y.

ME FISHER - AND BE CONSTSTENT WITH THE CURRENTS
THAT THE RODIES CLD EE WHERE THEY WERE FOUMD.

OF  THE  RIVERS

MR WILLTANMS ~ JUST EXACTLY WHERE THE CURRENT WLD TaAkE A BODY, IT
WLD BE & MOST IMUOLVED STUDY.,

Mk FISHER - 1 THOUGHT YyOou HAD ALREADY DECIDED THESE  THINGG  WERE
FELEVANT NOW.

il CREW - THE NEXT ATTERy THE UNFUE,  STMT RBY MR THOMASy  IMYDL.
AN TMCIDENT AT SCHOOL  WITH  MISS  DEMLERy WITH S5 WODDy AN
FaRKER., MR WOOD- IS THE H.MASTER OF THE FURERA&AWA STHODL .  HE Says
THEY  WERE AT SCHODL TOGETHER.  THAT I8 & MaTTER A% 1T UNDERSTAMND
Wads PUT IN EVID. AT THE TRIALSy AND WLD BE aACCFTED AT aNY EVENT,

C1l THE SAME SCHOOL NOT THE SAME CLASS.  THEY NEVER  WERE  IN  THE
SaME  CLASS,  0OR FERHAFS A SCHODL WHERE 3 0OR 4 CLASSES IN THE ONE
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SITUATIONy THE  OTHER  WIT. I
HiMe RELATING TO THIS IMCLDENT &T
5 WHESS  THE alLEGEL

Ml CREW ~ UNDERSTAND THAT

FaREER:s  WE  HAVE A BRIEE FEL
SCHOOL » MR FARKER  WaS  NOT AT THE
INCIDENT TR FPLACE. HE  Ha&s WHaT O THE BRIEF SOME

RECOLLECTION OF MR THOMAS TELLING HIM Ve AROLT  SUCH HN
INCIDENT  SOME YEARSy  AND TH MY  SURM, THAET  Th o NOT DIRECT
EVIDENCE » ANI THE COMM.  WLID NOT WANT TO HEAR IT.

Ml FISHER - T &M UNCLEAR TF WE ARE aRGUING THE MERITTS OF THIL AT
THE MUNLNI.

1 THERE I%5 6 FaRT. FPORTION TN THE STHT 1IN WHICH HE SAYS  THOMAS
TOLD  HIM  OF A INCITOERT WITH A GIRL AT SUROGLy YOU WaNT TO D&l
FUIDENCE TO SHOW THE FACTS OF TH&T»» THaT L7 DID REASLLY HAFFEN.

MR FISHER — BASLIS THAT MR THOMASy HAS &GN IMaAGE THAT IT DID OCCUR.

Gl EXITHER HE SAID 1T ODCURED OR HE NEVER SAID ANYTHIMNG AROUT  IT.
T DONT THIMNK T WLD HE&R T7T. :

MR FISHER —~ WHETHER 1T O (i NOTy 15 WHY WE WAMNT MR FARKER.
IF MR THOMAS  SATD S0ME WG TO Mk PaRKER: AND MR THDRMAS Salh
SOMETHING TO rR F ROVICH YO MIGHT IHIHI THAET THE  STMYE 70 mk
yTITVE THERE TRELTHOOD THAT THE SakE S5THT

FARKER ARE COREGEL 5
CLID LATER HAVE BEEN MADE TO0 MR FPERKOVICHs TH&T I8 THE POINT.

K,

Pk WILLIAMS - I OBJ.  FROM A POINT  OF  LAWy  THAT  CANT  aAMT  TO
CORROBORATION. CORRD . A8 T UNDERSTAND TS EVID.  COMES FROM AN
THDEFENT SOURGCE s WHICH CORNFMSy THAT & FERSON  COMMITTED & tafbv.
TCRIME,  MOME OF THESE MaATTERES, aARE CaPaRlLE OF BEING CORROBEORATIVE
aF THAT.

[y
.t

Gl OWE ME&R THE EBEVIDENCE, WHAT HE  HaS  TO Sa4Ys A% THE  MaTTERS
‘IAND” I KLY NOT HAVE  THOUGHT Mk PARKERS  EVIDENCE WLD E

MR CREW - THAT LEH“I ME IN & SITUATION T DO NOT PROFOSE TO CaLly
FPARKERy WOODRS OR bﬁJNPqu THOSE BEING & WITNESSES HE HAD INDYICATED
HE WANTS TO RE CALLED.

01 I GIVE MR FISHER LEAVE T0O RENEW HIS AFFLICATON.
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PR CREW Calls M FaNTHAOH (SWORN)

GaRY LESLIE FANTHOMy OF WELLINGTONy JUSTICE DEFARTMENT EMPLOYEL.

MRCOCREW DO YO PROD ALL FILES HELD RBY THE JUSTICE  DEPT  RELATTHG
TO WK THOMAS 10 MR JOHN WERSTERy FORMERLY KNOWN &% TUAN FEREOVITDH
ANDE T BRIAN COLEMSD WAREHAM . oo THE FLLES Al TN THE BOX ok
ARE FaTRLY EXTENSIVE .,

THE WITNESE 18 PROD THOSE UNDER SURPFOENA S0 THAT THE DEFT CanN  RE
FROTECTED AGATNST AMY COMPLATINTS WHICH MAY BE MADE .

Cld  THE WIT CaN BE ASKED IF HE  PFROD THE  DOCUMENTS  UNDER  THE
SURFDENA .

MRCUWELLIaME:  WE UsSUaLLY DO XT LIRKE THAT.

MR GREWD T DONT WANT THE WIT TO D0 ANYTHING E THAEN THAT, MR
THOMAS S FILE  WHICH RELATES  PURELY  TO THE COMPENSATION QUEST
SHOULIY BE FADE AVATLARLE T0 MESSRS WILLIAMS AND  KYANs  AND  THAT
THE  OTHER 2 FILES FOR FPERRKOVICH AND WaREHAM BE MalE avallabRLE T0
MR WILLTAMSy MR RYAM ANl C L FOR THE FOL ON THETR UMDERTAKING
THAT NOME OF THE ITNFORMATION QONTAINED IN THE FILES SHOULD GO aMy
FURTHER ~ THEY ARE SENSLITIVE FILES,

MROWILLYAMS: LT I8 NEC FOR US TO DISCUSE MATTERS WITH MR THOMAS.

ClLe  YOU MEAN NOT OMLY THE CONSULTATION FILE.

MROWILLTAMED  THERE MaY RE MATTVERS THERE WE  MAY  HAVE  TD  TaAKE
THSTRUCTING ON.

CLe THE QORDER T MaADE DRIGINALLY PROVIDED FOR THAT.  HE I8 NOT TO
BE  GIVEN THE FILESy THE INFORMATEON ON  THE FILES IF IT I8
RELEVANT T0 HIM ANk I8 NEEDED FOR O INSTRUCTIONS.




MROCREW?  CaLl kD

JOHN WERSTER (SUORNY FORMERLY ITVAN FERKOVICHs INMATE OF M7 EDEN
FRISON,

Cld YOU CHANGED YOUR NAME BY UEED FPOLL. ... YES.

PR CREWS  YOU &RE MOT A NZER BY BIRTH. ..  NO,

YOU WERE RORN TN YUGDSLAVIA T THINK. e oo VES

WHEN +os 21 JaN 1930,

I oHaVE A CORY OF YOUR CRIMINAL REC SHEET WHICH  SHOWS  YOU  WERE
EORN ON 21 DEC 1930 - THAT WO BE WRONG, ree THAT IS A MISTARE.

IoaLso HAVE HERE A STMT WHICH IS SIGNED BY  YOUy  WHICH YO HAaD
BETTER CHECKy I8 THAT YOUR SLGNATURE (FROID . .. YES,

YO WO AGREE WITH MEs THE 2ND LINE OF THAT  STMT  SAYS  YOU  WERE
BORM ON 21 FEB 1930, ves YESy THAT I8 WHAT IT HAYS,

MY UMDERSTANDING WHICH I8 CONFIRMED BY MESSRS WILLIAMS  AND  [RYAN
IS WHEN ¥ aSKED THE QUEST TNITIALLY HE SATD JaNy ~ WHAT DaTE 18

RIGIT . ees DL 30,

Gre YOU SWUORE & MOMENT AGO IT WAS JanNUaRY. ... ND FEBRUARY .
DTONT YOU SaY A MOMENT AGD 21.1 .30, eee LoMEAN THE 2MIN,

DONT YOU KNOW WHEN YOU WERE RBRORN. ... 21 FEBR 1930, It I8 ON
ALl MY DOCUNMENTS,

MRODREWS  WHEN DID YOU COME TO NZ. eos ON 18 HARCH 1963,

WHY DID YOU COME TO NZe. oo  ACCIDENTALLY EMIGRATED Y0 NZ a8 A
FOLITICAL REFUGEE ,
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WHAT T8 THE NOTEEK IN FRONT OF YOU. ve e A FEW OMOTES T HAVE .

THESE ARE NOTES YOU HAVE MADE RECENTLY .« FROM RECOLLECTION.

WD LIKE YOU TO GIVE ME THE NOTESy BEC T WANT YOU T0  GIVE  THE
EVIT FRrROM  WHAT  YOU  REMEMEER.  WHY DO YOU SaY YOU H&ld 70 LEAVE
YUGD.  vew T WAS TNV IN FOLITICAL ACTIVITY IN THE COUNTRY s WHICH
IS WHY I Habh TO LEAVE MY COUNTRY.

CaN YOU GIVE Us SOME TDEA OF THE SORT OF FOLITICAL ACTIVITY  YOu
ARE  TALKING  aAROUT, e e YEG I WAG  INV TN AN UNDERGROLIND
MOVEMENT y AN ORGANISATION OFFOSED TO  THE  GOVERNMEMTy  TO RREING
ARDUT THE DOWNFSLL OF  THE YUGD GOVT.

ARE YO SaYING YOU WERE FALRLY HEAYILY INV POLITICALLY . tes  YES

ANY FOLTT TRVQLVEMENT TN YOUR FaMILY. .. YES.

TELL WS akiuy THAT. e LOWONT GIVE AN ANSWER aBROUT FamMliLIES. I
AaM BORRYy L oaM NOT FREFARED TO DISCUSS THAT .,

CLi WHY ARENT YOU. ..  THAT T8 MY  PRIVATE  MATTER. I DEnNT
COME HERE  TO  TESTIFY  AROUT MY  CASBEy  BUT ARBOUT aRTHUR ALLAM
THOMAS .

MROCREWS  HAVE YOU SINCE  YOU  CAME  T0  NZ  RKEFT  YOUR  FPERSONAL
AFFATRS TO YOURSELF . s e WEITH MY OWN FEOFLE.

YOU WINT  HaVE  COMMUNICATED  WITH  ANYOME IN  THE  GOVT  OrRIN
AUTHORITY  aAROUT  YOUR FAaMILY HISTORY IN YUGO. ee e L TRIED ONCE
TO WRITE LETTERSy WHEN I Was IN FAREMOREMO.

oWl LIKE YOU TO TELL THE COM WHAT YOU Say THE FOSITION OF  YOUR
FAMILY IN YUGD Was. eo D DONT UNDERSTAND THE REASON FOR THIS.
IoaM NOT PREP&ARED TO GIVE THIS EVII,

HAS YOUR FaMILY NaME ALWAYS BEEN FERKOVICH. .. NOD IT Has NOT.
WHAT OTHER NAME HAVE YOU HaD. .. OBRONOVICH.

HAVE YOU EVER WRITTEN TO ANYEOOY THAT YOUR GREAT GRANDFATHER WAS
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KING OF & FPLACE KNOWN &5 BLUE HARAVATTH. .. THATS RIGHT,

[ LTS REGHT YOU WROTE 1Ty OF IT I8 RIGHT HE Was  KING, -
MY GROGRANDFATHER WAS KINGs THAT IS5 WHY 1 WROTE 17T,

TFHE WaAS THE KING YOU WD HAVE BEEN THE FRINCE . eer NI T CANT
5A4Y . YUGDSLAVIA Was ALl ONE NATION ORIGINALLY: BUT Was SPLIT UpP
BY OUR ENEMIES AND WE HAVE UNIFIED DURSELVES U aGaln NOW.

MECREWD  ARE YOU SAYING YOUR GROGRANDFATHER Was & KIMG. oo MY
GR GRANDFATHERy HE WAS ASSASSINATED,

Cle  WHD WaAS 1T, e MY FATHER’S GRANUFaTHER,

MR CREWD  YOUR GREAT UNCLE W&S ALSD & KING. e e ITOIS WNOT MY GR
GRANDFATHER HE T8 A GRAND UNCLE., HE WAS A SERBEy NOT CROATO SERE.

YOU S&Y KING ALEXANDER Was YOUR GREAT UNCLE. T

WHAT HAFFFEND TO HIM. ver HE W&HES ASSASSINATED.

WHEN «os 1902 03,

Wash YOUR GRANDFATHER ARODUND AT THAT TINME. cee HE ESCHPED,

TO WHERE . see TO HUNGARYy FART OF THE FROVINCE OF DALMACTA.

WHO WaS IN CHARGE OF DALMATIA AT THAT TIME. ves  AUSTRIA,

Do yYour GRANTIF&THEFR HAVE SUMETH L MNG T 0 WITH THE
AUSTRIA-HUNGARTAN FEOPLE . oo YESy THERE WAS AN ARKRANGEMENT FOR
A RE-UNIFICATION FOR THE FUTURE O&lL MY PEORLE .

WHO ARE THEY .. THE CROATS,

DI THEY LK UPON YOUR GRANDFATHER A8 REING  THEIR  LEADER, THE
CROATIAN FEOFLE. +.+ YES,

WERE THERE SOME OTHER FEOFLE AROUND WITH SOME OBJECTIN G TO  THIS.
DID THE SERRS MAVE SOME OBRJ TO THAT. vee YES,
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THE NaMb OF THE MaN WAS KaRAGEORGIVICH. R

DIn HE aRRANGE FOR SOMETHING TO HaPFEN TO R
OF  YOUR
FRINCE FE

CGE PLANS

FaRDlEE 2
TRATION

AMIFATHER . ve e THAT WOS SRRANGED AN &
DIMAND AN HES WIFE IN SaRAJEVO,

YOU WD AGREE THAT IS WHAT STARTED OFF THE FIRST  WORLD  Wak, e
THAT IS INDIRECTLY .

WO YOU AGREE REALLY THE FaMILY THAT you  COME  FROM  ARE  FRETTY
UMFORTUNATE IN THAT THEY JUST AROUT MaN&AGED TO SET OFF THE 18T W.
Wak. oo NOT REALLY THE Farlly. BUT THE  FaMllLy  yOu Say  you
CamE  FROM WAS PART OF THE EVENTS WHICH LED TO THE 187 WORLD Wk,
ves  THAT IS TRUE.

Cid  Ti0 yOu CLalM T BE OF ROYAL BLOOD., <., T CANT DENY THAT .

ME CREWS  CaN WE MOVE T0O YOUR FERIOD IM NZ.  YOU  H&AVE GOV INTO
TROUEBLE WITH THE FOLICE ON DCCASTONS HAVENT YOU ., see YES,

ChOWE TALK FIRST AROUT THE MaATTER  FOR  WHICH  YOU  WERE  PUT  IN
FRISON  FalRLY  RECENTLY  IN CHRISTOHURCH. DO YOLD REMEMBER THAT
THE EARLY FART OF THIS YEAR. ves  YES,

THE FIRST DHaRGE T HAVE IN FRONT OF ME Savs you  GOT & VAUSHALL
Cak  FROM MECCA MOTORS CHREISTCHURCH RY GIVING THEM & LUD CHEGUE
nrn You oo TH&T.

ARE YOU GUILTY OF THAT OFFENCE, DO YOU CONCEDE YOU SHD HaVE RBEEN
LOCKED UF FOR O THAT« oo N T &M NOT GUILTY.,

YU ARE INMNOCENT OF THAT. cee LT WA NOT CENTENTINAL .,
BUT YOU WERE FND GUILTY BY THE COURT IN CHRISTOHURCH. oo YES,

THE NEXT ONE RELATES TO GETVTING AIRLINE TICKETS T0 THE ValuUe  OF
$72  FROM ALR NZ BY USING & FALSE CHEQUE - IT IS A FALSE PRETENCGE
CHARGE

Gy WHSE CHEQUE WAS IT «ove MR HoWe  FPERSOTEN,

00 vou CONCEDE YOU ARE GUILTY OF THAT. o« L DIDNT GIVE AN ANSW
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TO THAT BEC OF & CONFIDENTIAL MATTER RETWEEN SME adD THE FOL T Was
COLLABORATING WITH THEM ON OTHER MaTTERS .

Ciy  DID YOU SIGN THE CHEQUE WITH THE  NarE  OF  Hold. FERSOTEMN
oo NO T DINNT.

ANYONE ELSE CHARGED WITH THIS.

MROCREWD  JUST TD MAKE 1T QUITE CLEARy CAN WE COME TD THE CHARGE
INV G THE CLARENDON HOTEL . THE SAME SORT OF CHARGE WAaSNT 17, ‘e
YES,

DY YOuU MAKE THE BKING AT THE CLARENDON MOTEL .  +4. YES.

/

IO YOU USE THE NaAME JOHN SCHREODER, ¢ YES.

WHY DI YO USE THAT MakE. see FROM  THaAT  GROUF  WHERE 1 WAS
ASSOCTATING AT TH&T MOMENT,

WIr YOU aGREE YOU STAYED THERE FROM 19 - 24 DECEMBER, «.¢  YES.

Wit YOU AGREE YOU RaN U oA BLLL OF OVER $1000 TN THAT  TIME. PR
THaTS RIGHT,

DID YOU ON 24 DEC GIVE THE MANAGER & CHEQUE SITGNED BY MR FERSTEN
FOR $400

DI YOU KNOW THERE WAS NO MONEY IN THE  ADCOUNT . £ e I Doy
KNOW .

WERE YOU ACRUITTED WHEN YOU PLEADED NOT GUILTY TO  THAT CHARGE .,
see NOOT WaS NOT ACRUITTED.

Gy DD HE FLEAT NOT GUILTY.
Fik CREWD  YES.

Cid DD HE GIVE EVIND. ver  NOy BEC THE FEOPLE DEALING  WITH ME
ARE ALL DRUGS PEOFLE, )
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MR CREW:  WHY  DID THAT  STOP  YOU  GIVING VTN .4 I bas

ACCTOENTALLY ARRESTED RY THE FRAUD SQUAD BEFORE LHE TIME .

Ci1y o DO YOU MEAN THE DEAL HADNT GOME THRU, se s MO THEY  HaVE
NEVER ARRIVED BEC WE NEVER CORPLETED THE DE&sL BEDS I WaS ARRESTED.

MR CREWE  aRE YOU SAYING YOU HAVE RBEEN TMFORTING DRUGS  THNTO  NZ.
see NOy T WA ACTING AS AN INFORMER.

Ciy YOU WERE WORKING FOR THE FOL aND THEY FUT YO IN GaA0L. sae
THEY DIDNT KNOW.  THE OTHER BRANCH DU NOT KNOW AROUT ME.

YOU WERE WORKING FOR ORNE BRAOWSCH OF THE FOL FORCE . THE DRUG PEQPLE
ANDD THE FRAUD PEOPLE CAME ALONG. ee s YES,

M CREWS  YOU MUST HaVE PEEN PRETTY URSET BY THIS. WHO IS5  YOUR
CONTACT  IN  THE  PFOLe T MAN WHOD KNOWS YOU aRE WORKING WITH THE
FOLe e 1 NEVER DISCUSSED IT BEFORE AND GAVE HIE NAaME.

) SAYING YOU aRrE aN INFORMER FOR THE PFOLON FEOFLE S N
g i

{
SIS TRESS ARG YOL DONT WanT TO GIVE THEIR NaMEs.

M CREWS  YOU TELL US THE NaME OF THE FOLTCEMAN WHO  CaM CONFITRM
WHAT YOU aRE SayInG IS5 TRUE. e L WD MHAVE TO SEE HIM FIRSET.

Cis HE WaNTS TO SEE & PaRT FOLTCEMSN MROFISHER, CAN YOU MaKE THE
ARRANGEMENTS «

FiR FISHERS T REL T CI.

MORNING TEA ADJOURNMENT, 11, 15A4M,

HEARING RESUMES AT 11 .554M

MROWEBSTER STOOD DOWN: AND OTHER WITNESSES CalLETD.
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MRCREW CAlLE MROOHORBEON . CSORN Y

MY FULL NAME TG JOHN HOBSOMy ANIDE ot PRESENT THE SUPERTNTENDENT OF
THE AUCKLAND PRISON AT FPAREMOREMO.,

DO YOU HAVE THE NOTERODK WITH YOU ON WHICH  YOU  ENTERED  UaRIOUS
DETATLSy  RELATING  T0O  YOUR  DEALTMGS WITH MR FERKOVICH, « .1 HAVE

SIK.

I THINK THAT IN EARLY 1978 MR FERKOVICH WAS  IN  YOUR  BFRISON, .
FERRKOVICH WAS RECETVED AT AK FRISON ON 28 JaN 1977,

CAN YOU TELL U8 WHY HE WAS FUT THTO YOUR PRISON RATHER THAN
INTHE  WGETN  AREA. + . HE Was TRANSFERRED TOMAXLTHUM SECURLTY
RECOLLECTION BECAUSE HE HAD MADE THREATS AGATNST HIS WIFE THAT
Was  CONTEMFLATING  ESCAFE  FROM  WGETH PR NAMID THE AUTHORITT
WERE CONCERNED AT WGTN PRISON AROUT HIS MENTAL STATE.

o
]

I THINK YOU IN FADT HAVE A FSYCHIATRIST PART TIME OM THE STaFF OF
YOUR  FPRISON... YES  THaT 18 CORRECTy DR F.Cy  WHITTIMNGTON
FORENSIC PSYCHIATRIST. -

HE WAS AT YOUR FRISON T THINK UNTIL 21 HMakCH  1978.., HE  WaS
TRANSFERRED TO MT EXEN FRISON ON 21 MaROH 1978, 7

SHORTLY BEFORE THAT DID HE COME T0O SEE YOU aND INOICATE  THAT  HE
WISHED  T0 SFEAK  TO THE FOLICE ABOUT THE MATTER... YES THAT I8
CORRECT ON 27 JaN. 1978 HE Hall AN INTERVIEW WITH ME  ANE  ASKED
THAT  HE  BE  ALLOWED TO SFEAK  TO A SNR RANKING FRISON OFF,
REGARDIING A.A,  THOMAS AND THE CREWE MURDERS .,

DL HE  GIVE  YOU  ANY  IMDICATION OF  THE SUBSTANCE OF THE
INFORMATION HE  WISH TO GIVE THE FOLICE. ... THE ONLY INFORMATION
HE GAVE ME WAS AN INODICATION THAT THOMAS HAL MADE  SOME  SORT  OF
ADMISSTON OF GUILY TO HiM. ]

DI YOU THEN TELEFHONE DET. CHIEF INSF., GENTRY WHO I8 KNOWN TO
YOU.+ o  THAT I8 CORRECT.

DID YOU INDICATE TO HIM THAT FERKOVICH HAD MARE THE REQUESTy THAT
A FPOLTCE OFF. VISIT HIM AT THE FRISON.. THAT I8 CORRECT.

I THINK THAT MR SCOTT VISITED HIM IN  YOUR PFRISON ON 9 FER,
1978.., THAT IS CORRECT.
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DI0 YOU KNOW WHAT TOOR PLACE DURING THAT CONVERSATION...  NO O NONE
WHATSDEVERy  NOR - WAS 1T MADE AWARE OF THE NATURE OF THE STHMT THAT
FERKOVICH MALIE TO THE FOLICE.

WAS THAT THE ONLY VISIT WHICH MR FERKOVICH RECEIVED  FROM  THE
FOLICE CONCERNING THIS MATTER REFORE HE LEFT YOUR FRISON... THa4T
IS CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWELDIGE,

L0 YOU KNOW WHETHER HE HAD ANY OTHER VISITS FROM OTHER FOL.  OFFy
WHILE HE WASIN  YOUR FRIGON.. YES  SHORTLY AFTER FERKOVICH”S
ARRIVAL AT Ak PRISON: 1T REQUESTED THE FPSYCHTIATRIST DR WHITTINGTON
T BEE FERRKOVICH, HE W& SOMETHING OF AN EGNIMA GO0 FAR A8 WE THE
ADMINISTRATION WERE (U e WE O DTRONT aPPEAR TO HMAaKE MUGH
HEANWAY WITH Yir, HE CLAIMED T0 RBE OF ROYAL BLODD HE CLATIMED T0
HAVE MILLIONS IN A SWIES BANKs THAT HE W&S REING HOUNDEDD  RBY  THE
SCRET  QERVICE  OF YUGOHSLAVIAy THAT HIS LIFE WAS IN DANGER. A5 A
RESULT OF THIS DR WHITTINGTON aND MYSELF RECRUITED THE ASSISTANCE
OF  ONE HETE  FRANROVICHy  WHO I8 A PRACTISING  BARRISTER TN
ALCKLAND .

I TAKE 1T HE VISITED FERKOVICH...YES

WHAT T WaNT TO GET CLEAR MR PERKOVICH HAS GIVEN EVIDENCE TO  THIS
COMMISSION  THAT HE’S A4 FOLICE INFORMERy CAN YOU TELL US WHETHER
HE. HAL AaNY OTHER VISITS FROM THE POLICEy aPART FROM THE ONE OF MR
SCOOT  YOU  HAVE MENTIONED.. ¥ RECALL THAT FERKOVICH WAS VISITED
AT DONE TIMEy BY @& DET, SGT. FROM THE CRIM. INVEST. BRANCHy OR
CRIM. INTELLIGENCE, L AM  SORRY: I THINK IT WAS A DET. SGT.
MACELHINNEY. 50 FAR AS 1 Was auaRE THE PURFOSE OF THE  INTERVIEW
WAS REGARDING CRATIAN ACTIVIES,

MO OTHER VISLTE 80 FaR AS YOU alarE BY THE FOLTCE. . NO.

MR FISHER,

WHILE MR THOMAS WAS IN YOUR CUSTODY TO  YOUR  KNOWLEDRGE DID HE
WRITE T0 LOS  ANGELES  FOR SOME MATERIAL FROM THE FSYCHIC FOWER
LABORATUORY s+« 1T REMEMEBER AN QCCASTON WHEN ¥ THINK ONE  OF  THE
DIVISIONAL  OFFICERS: FLACED A LETTER 0ON MY DESK  WHICH WAS
ADDRESSED  T0 - SOME  SUCH  ORGANISATION  IN  AMERICAy  REQUESTING
IMFORMATION AROUT THE MYSTERIES OF FYRAMID. THERE Was A COVERING
LETTER FROM THOMAS WHICH  BRIEFLY SAID THAT HE HAD BEEN WRONGFULLY
CONVICTED OF MURDERS, THAT HE WAS SERVING A SENTENCE OF LIFE
ITMPRISONMENT  AND REQUSTED T KNOW WHETHER THIS FaRT .
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ORGANTEATION  CLD RBE OF  a&SSISTANCE  TO  HIM. . THE LETTER Wah
FORWARDED BY NORMAL FOST. T HAD NO REASONTYU SUPFPRESS THE LETTER,

oDro MR THOMAS WHILE IN YOUR CUSTODY HAVE SUCH & PSYCHIC  PYRAMID
IN HIS CELL. .. I THINK AT OME TIME HE HAD & SMALL CARDEIARD
FYREAMII.

MR WILL T AMS

IT WLD BE TRUE WLD IT NOT a7 THE TIME SEVERAL  FRISONERS  WERE
INTERESTEDRD IN  THIS PYRAMID THEORY IF I #MaY FUT IT THAT WAYy ARD
WERE EXFERIMENTING WITH PYRAMID SHAFES.. THaOT IS8 CORRECT. aT
THE  FRESENT TIME THERE I$ AN INMATE IN PAREMOREMO BY THE NaME OF
FETER MILES FOX» AND T HAVE RKNOW FOX SINCE 1945 AND AR FAR A% 1
CaN REM.  FOX Has - HAD & CARDROARD PYRaAMID IN HIS CELL. HE PLACES
UNDIER THE PYRAMID HIS ReZOR BLADE, AND HE WANTS TO  RELILE THAT
THAT 15 THE SaME RaZ0R BLADE UNDER THE PYR&SMIDy SINCE 1L96% THAT
T8 THE MYSTERY S0 Fak a% FOX I8 CONCERNED.

FROCREW CALLS DR CLOUSTON. CAFFTRMEDD

MY FULL Netk I8 DaIl THOMAS CLOUSTONy 1 RESIDE AT WELLINGTON.

YOUR QUALTFICATIONG ARE & tMea.  FROM CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY.,YES

FROM THE UNIV. OF NZ & B.A.y BMD AND Be  SURBERY .« YES.
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I THINK  YOU PRACTISED  FOR  SOME 20 YRS IN  THE FIELD  OF
FEYCHIATRY « 4 o YES

THAT WAS UNTIL 1974y 1S THaAT CORREQT ... YES

SINCE  THEN HAVE  YOU BEEN A&  CONSULTANT T THE ACCTIENT
COMPENSATION COMMISSTON, oo o YES,

I 1970 YOU WERE T THINK AT  THE FORIRUA  MENTAL  HOSFITAL  IM
WELLINGTOM. . JYES .

DO YOU REMEMEBER MR PERKOVICH,  NOW  KNMOWN 485 MR WERSTER  RBEING
AROMITTED AT THAT TIME .. . YES 1 D0,

FERHARFSG 1 CLD GIVE  YOU  THE  FILE FROM FORIRU&S  HOSF, o MR
FERKOVICHy T THINK YOU aRE FAMILIAR WITH THAT FILE. .. YES I AM.

DRy YODUVE Halt & LK a7 THE FILE LAST NIGHT. .. YES.
YOUVE HEARD MR FPERROVICH GIVE SOME EVID,  THIS MORNING...YES,

YOU WERE OF COURSE &850CTATED WITH HIM FOR SOME 4 YRS WHILE HE
WAS TN PORIRUG HOSPFTTAL. »  YES THAT I8 TRUE.

GIVE YOU DFINION OF HIS MEXTAL STATE. ..o  HE CAME  UNMDER  REMANDy
aNDe T EXaAMINED HIM AND D) NGED HIF &% A& PARANDID SCHIZOPHRENTA
HE Was DELUDED TN A GRANDIOSE WAYy HE W& aURALLY HALLUCINATED,

WHAT DOES THAT MEAN: ANYTHING T0 RO WEITH  HEARING VOICES...YES.
IN  THE CLIMATE  OF  THE 1970 1T WAS KNOWN A8 RalI0y WE TEND T0
EXFLAIN OUR HALLUGCINATIONSy IN TERMS OF OUR PERVADING CULTURE.

MR OCREW - YOU WERE REF. TO WHAT WaS CALLED “RaDLG” IN THE 7078,
YOU  SAY  IT 18 CALLED SO0ME TYPE OF COMPUTER DISEASE NOW.... THE
OFF.  TERM I8 AURALLY HALLUCINATED, HE CALLED IT A RALIID AND HE
SAID  THE RaADID CAME FROM CROATIA. THIS I8 THE VOICE WHICH GAVE
HIM HIS ORDERS AND HIS JTDEAS.

IN YOUR OFINION WLYY HE HAVE BELIEVED WHAT HE WAS  TELLING YOU
ABOUT  THIS  VOICE. .. I aM QUITE SURE OF ITy A% HE BELIEVED THE
THINGS THEY TOLD HIMy THEY WERE GENUINE DELUSIONS., L DONT  THINK
THERE  WAS  ANY  EVIDENCE  OF CONNING ANYREODY» IT WAS A CLASSICAL
CASE DF GRANDIOSE FARANOLD SCHIZOFHRENIT A,
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HED WaAS TN THE HOSPITAL FOR SOME 4 YRSy o0 HE WAS THERE & BIT
AFTER THAT I THINK EVEN AFTER I LEFT.

OVER THAT FERION DI HE GET aNY RETTER. .. N0,

IS THIS A COMDITION FROM WHICH YOU CAN RECOVER. <. I WLy HAVE
SATD 20 YRS AGDy NO.  BUT THE DILAGNOSIS I6 A FINAL ONEs BUT THA&T
T8 NOT QUITE S0 NOW,  THE CHANCES WL NOT BE HMORE THaAN 1% OF A
GENUINE  RECOVERY IN THE CASE OF FPARANOID SCHIZOFHRENIA. I NOTE
WHEM HE WaS DISCHARGED FROM PORIRUA HE Was DISCHARGED " IMPROVED®
WHIGCH MEANT THAT MO ONE CONSTODERED THAT HE WD RECOVER,

DOTHINK THERE I8 & LETTER ON THAT  FILE
WHICH YOU  MAKE THE FOLLOWING COMMENT CRROVICH IS A PSEYCHOTIOC
PN WHO HaSy aCCODEING TO HIS WIFEy NEER KNOWN FALT FROM  FANTASY
AND WHD SUFFE FAFTDLY CHANGING DELUSIONS OF & GRANDIOSE TYPE.®
TN MY OFINION PERKOVICH IS PSYCHOTIC AND MOT  FIT  TO  PLEAD OR
STaAND TRIAL, 1 SUGHEST HE RE CERTIFIED AND SENT TO & PSYCHIATRIC
HOSEFITAL" .

DATED 29 JdaNUaRY 1970

DITE THAT REFPRESENT YOUR ODPINION OF HIM AT THE TIWME... YES,

ARE. TEH REF .  TO GULD BRICKS REFERENCES T THE MATTERS: T0  WHICH
HE O WHAD BEEN  ARRESTED  BY THE POL.  AND BROUGHT BEFORE THE CT.

DO YOU UNDERETAND THAT TO HAVE BEEN WHAT OME MIGHT CALL A FRAUD
MATTER .« « YES BUT MOTIVATED BY MIS DELUSIONG,

CL THE VOLCES TOLIY HIM FALINT THE LEAD WITH GOLDEN  FAINT...YES I
THINK 0,

CREW- COMING TO 1974y 1 THINK THERE IS ALSO & LETTER ON THAT FILE
THAT  YOU . WROTE OWN 19 NOVEMBER 1974y TO & MR FOXy A PARTNER IN A
WGETN FIRM OF SOLICITORSy BRANDON WARD. « e YES.

WAS THAT LETTER WRITTEN BRECAUSE FPERRKOVICH HAD MADE AFFLICATION TO
THE  COURT.FOR A MAGISTERIAL ENQ. AS TO WHETHER HE SHLI REMAIN A
COMMITTED PATIENT. . YES,

CLIC T READ YOU THE CONCLUDING PARA,  OF THAT LETTER “MR FERKOVICH
ENTS WELL SUPERFICIALLY: BUT HAS A LONG HISTORY OF DELUSIONAL
BELIEFS INTHIE ROYAL ROLE IN THE *CROATIAN LIBERATION MOVEMENT"
AND I8 OFTEN AUDITORILY HALUGCINATED BY WHAT HE IMAGINES ARE R&ADIQ
MESSAGES FROM A REREL STATION IN  MADRID, HIS DELUSIONS HAVE

7
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GHD EVEN  THREATS  OF
CEIMFORCED BY FLOODS 0OF
S DN THE SUBJECT OF

MOTIVATED Vak T ols Y CONFTOENCE
HOMICTTE . UNFORTUNATELY HIS BELTEFS GRE
LITERATURE  FROM  AUSTRALEAS &R0 SDUTH @i
CROATIA  REFUBRLIKAY . HIG COMDITION X BEEN FREQUENTLY
INVESTIGATED  BY  VARIOUE  AGENCIES INCLUDING THE OMBUDSMAN.  HIS
UNDCOURTED CHaRM AMD INTELLIGENCE aND HIS  MODERATE  ARBILITY WITH
THE  FAINT EBRUSH MaKE HIM & MODEL PATIENT WHOM LT IS DIFFLCULT TO
FauULT AT INTERVIEWS, OME NEDS & LONGITUDINAL VIEW OF HIS MENTAL
HISTORY 70 URDI TanND  THE  POTENTIAL  DANGER OF HIS FESYCHOSIS,
MUCH OF OUR TINFORMATION ARDUT THE INNER WORKINGS OF HIS MIND COME
FROM REFORTS FROM HIS WIFE TN WHOM HE CONFIDES, HE TAKES MOST OF
HER MONEY FROM MER AND I8 allaysS  THMaCULATELY DR e I MY
OFINION  IT I8 NECESSARY  IN  THE PURLIC  INTEREST  THAT  IVAN
FERKOVICH SHOULD REMATN A COMAITTED PATIENT. "

THAT ACCURGTELY SUMS UG YOUR ATTITUDE &T THE TIME...YES.

WHEN YOU TaALK IN TH&T LETTER ARIUT THE LONGITUDINAL VIEW WHaT DO
YOU  ME&AN  BY  TH&T.. oo WHAT T MEANT WAS S0 MAMY PEOFLE HaD SEEN
HIM FOR HALF AN HOUR Ok &M HOUR PERHAFSS  BY THE  TIME  THEY  Hab
BROKEN  THROUGH  HIS CHARM THEY WLD NOT FIND VERY MUCH WRONG WITH
HEM - S0CTaL WORKERS, CLERGY #MEM, DO GOODERS. WLD COME TO ME  AND
8AY  THERE'S  NOTHING  WRONG  WETH  ITVaM.  BUT YOU MUST TAKE INTO
ACCOUNT THE WHOLE LONG HISTORY OVER THE YEARS.

YOU ARE FaMILIAR WITH THAT HISTORY...YES.
HE WAS DISCHARGED FROM THE HOSFITA. EARLY IN 197%5...YES

DID THAT DISCHARGE ME&N HE HaD RECOVERED FRO O THE  CONDITION YO
HAVE DESCRIBED  TO U8s., NO O THE  VERY  FALT HE WAS DISCHARGED
CIMPROVED® IS & LEGAL FICTION -~ T WL Call. I7T - WHIDH WAS WISHED
UFDN UG MaNYy YRS AGO0 BY THE SUPREME CT 80 WE CLD SAY A MAN WAS
CTMPFROVED THEN - "RECOVERED" - HE Wa&% RECOVERED (2)  WE  THOUGHT
HE WAS FSYCHOTIO, BUT AT A& VERY MUCH LOWER LEVEL THAN FREVIOUSLY .
DR PIMPROVED® WHICH MEANT  THE  HOSPITAL  CONSIDERED  HE WAS NO
LONGER & DANGER TO HIMSELF OR OTHERS BUT THEY RESERVED THE RIGHT
NOT T 6aY MUCH ARDUT HIE MENTAL STaTE. THAT I8 WHAT HAFFENED TO
FERKOVITH,

50 FAR A8 THE HOSFITAL WAS CONCERNEDy HE WAS RELEASED  INTO  THE
COMUNITY  STILL  SWFERING  FROM THE SaME MENTAL CONDITION IN THE
FIOUS HOPE HE WLD NOT CREATE ANY MENTAL FROBLEMS FOR  HIMSELF OR
FOR OTHERS . JYES,

I WED LIKE TO  SHOW YOI A REFPORT  FROM  THE  TORKANUIL  HOSPITaAL
FREFAREDN IN MAY 197&.



VOIR DIRE EXHIBLT & REFORT FROM TORAGNUT HDSETTAL .

MROCREW - LEG AT THE LAST 2 PFaRd. D0 YOU AGREE WITH THIS, aF
BEING FEERLE MINDED WHICH I DONT BELIEVE. INTELLIGENT: ECCENTRIC
= YES.I BELIEVE HE I8 PSYOHOTIC, WHOEVER THOUGHT THIS - WITHOUT
A LONGTTUDINAL  VIEW IT  WLD  RBE VERY EaSyY EVEN FOR A& DI NOT TO
UMEARTH THOSE DELUSTONS AND HALUCINATIONS ~ IN MATERIAL,

C1l HE WAS ONLY SEEING HIM FOR THE PURPOSE OF WHETHER HE  W&AS FIT
TO PLEAD. « . YES.

THAT TS & FaAalRLY LOW TEST, . .YES,

CREW - FROM YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE PROCEDURES  IN  THESE  MATTERSS
THE  AMT  OF  TEME  ALLSOF  WLD HAVE SPENT WITH PERKOVICH FOR THE
FURFOSES OF AN EXAMINATION UNDER S.4708) (2)(RBYy FOR THE FURFOSES
OF AN EXAMINAGTION  UNDER  THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT WOULD NOT RE
FARTIDULARLY GREAT. ...« 1 AF ASSUMING THAT..

THAT WOULD BE THE NORMAL FPRACTISE ... YES

T WLD LTRE TO SHOW YOU ANOTHER FSYCHIATRIC  REPORT  YOU  MAY  NOT
HAVE  SEEM PREFPARED ON 4 MAY 1980.  FART. THE LAST FARAGGRAFH: « . .
THIG T& FROM A CONSULTANT FEYCHIATRIST "HE BELIEVED WHAT HE WaS
SAYING RN Wasn  BUFFERING  FROM  FPARANOID  SCHIZOFHRENIA  AND
DELLUSIONS OF GRANDURE Yy AND INTRIGUE ON WHICH HE ACTED, SUCH THAT
HE: WOULD HAVE A DEVENDE UNDER SECTION 23 OF THE CRIMES ACTs BUT
MORE OBSEVATION I8 NETESSARY 70 CONFIRM SUCH".

THAT Y& YOUR OFINTOM TOO0, . «YES.

DOES IT  aPFEAR FROM O TH&AT  LETTER  THAT  THE PFSYCHIATRIST WHO
FREFARED 1T HAD ACCESS TO THE PORIEUA HOSFITAL FILE.... IT SAYS
"HIS FORIRUA HOSF. FILE  HaS NOT  YET ARRIVEDy WHICH IS [EN
ROUTE . «+ ¥ STGENED ROBYMN HEWLAND,

YOU HAVE  HAll  THE  OFFORTUNITY  OF  GAINING SOME  ITOEA OF  THE
ALLEGATIONS  THAT  PERKOVICH  HA&AS  MADE  THAT  THOMAS  HAS MADE A
DETATLED CONFESEION TO HIM OF HAVING MURDERED THE CREWES AND  THE
WAY HE DII IT.c0c @ 1 HAVENT HEARD ANYTHING OF THE SORT ACTUALLY .
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IOTHINK YOU HMaVE  REEWN  TOLR  TH&AT IS WHAT  HAFPENED. . VESG
RUMOLUIE

T ORONT WART 7O LEAD YOU ON THISy RBUT WLD  YOU  RBELIEE  THAT  FROM
FERROVICH, - FUT  IT THIS WaYe WITH HIS LONG HISTORY OF DELLUSTIONS
AND HALLUCTNATIONG anh HIS aFFARENT INCAFABILITY OF  KNMOWING  HOW
T FIT INTD & ETY  PROPERLY L MWLONT FUT CREDENCE ON ANYTHIMNG
TWan SALT WITH ANY EWMOTT urJrl (lh I MI HT\I(\NI CONHOTATION, IF  HE
Sallt  IT o Was 12,30 1 irGH GE S HIMy  RBUT  FOR AN INSIDE
KNOWLEDGE OF TRIals OF FORTANCE L WLDHT FUT  ANY  CREDENGE
OR IT AT ALL WITHOUT AN AWEFLUL IUI OF CORROBORATIOM,

YOU SATD “HHEIHJNU ABDUT ADESITRE FOR IMPORTANCE, CAN YOU  EXF4ND
ON THAT. » . THIS 15 FART OF THE DELUSIONAL SYSTEM WITH THE GRANDURE
THAT GOES WITH IT. THE DELUSTIONS OF ROYAL DESCENT,  WHICH SHOWS
GRANTURE y  OR THE GRANDIOSE NATURE OF HIZ PERSONALITY WHICH FORMS
HIS DELUST COWAY O THEY aREy NOOORE KNOW ONE WaY O0R THE OTHERS
BUT HE Y GRANDITOSE SCHIZOPHRENTC.

C1 O PUTTING HIMSELF IN POSSESSION OF A CONFESSION T0 MURDER  WLD
FUT  HIM A POSITION  OF  POWER  SOFARAS THaT MAN I5 CONCERNEI
WOULDNT IT.. YES TNDEED.

CREW~- L8 THIS THE SORT OF THING vQU WOULD EXFECT HIM TO  MakE  up
ANDL RELTEVE .y o YOU  ARE  ASKING  ME AN IMPOSSIELE QUEST. T0
ANSHER . ONCE AGAIN THE DELUSTONSy THE VOICES  ARE FORMEDN TO A

CERTAIN DEGREE BY THE CIRCUMBTANCES I WHICH YOU FIND YOURSELF,

PERHAFS YOU WOLLD PRODUCE THAT 2ND FSYCHIATRID REPODRT.

13

EXHIBLT B REFORT DATED 4.5 .80,

MR WILILT AME
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IN YOUR VIEW TS PEREOVICH CHRERONICALLY FSYUHOTIC. ..  YES.

YOU MENTIONED THAT YOU AGREE HE CAN BE MANIPULATIVE .+ . YES,

DOES THAT EMBRACE THE FROFOSETION THAT HE TaN BRING OTHER  PEOFLE
INTO HIS SCHEMES. .. .VES VERY MUCH $0.

IT MEANS HE Has AT TIMES & FERSUASBIVE POWER OVER FERSONS.. «YES.,

N FACT YOU WLD 4ALFOST  GET  THE  FOLIE  aAUX  DEUX  SITUATION AT

ANID TN & OR 2 OTHER TIMES WITH SIMPLE MADRYIS AND  FaTIENTS IF I
REMEMBER.

MROWILLTAMS -~ HIS TLLNESHE HAS EXPRESSED YTSELF FalrRLY  FREGUENTLY
IN ANTI SOCIaL BEHaVIOUR HaS IT NOT .. YES IT HAS.

GOME OF THIE HAS BEEN OF & RELATIVELY MINOR NaATURE A8 RECORDED IN
THE HOSFITAL NOTES .« o YES

SUCH a8 aCCUsSTNG o FELLOW TMHaATE OF COFPLICITY I SMUGELING WINE»
IG ONE MTTER IN THE HOSPITAL MOTES.. . .YES I REMEMBER THAT,

MORE FARTICULARLY OUTSTIE THE COMFINES OF THE INSTITUTION IT  HAS
MANIFESTED  ITSELF TN MORE  MAJOR THINGS  SUCH &% FRAUDULENT
BEHAVIDUR . » « YES.

MR FISHER g

YOUu OF COURSE HEARD MR FERRKOVICH GIVE HIS EVID. EARLIER ON  THIS
MORNING: AND PRIOR TO THAT YOU TREATED HIM IN Tk 3T MeLE OF
THE 19708 HAVE YOU EXAMINED MIM IN THE 5 YR PERT

NO I HAVEN'T,
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LG TF YOU WLD @m THE TORONUL HOSPITAL RECORD  REFORTy  THERE  OF
MAY 1976y THIS  OF  COURSE  WAS BASED  ON  EXAMINATION BY THE
FEYCHIATRIET CONCERNED .. «YES,

UsuaLLY FOR o FPERIOD OF aROUT A MONTH OM REMANTN .« dUSUALLY

WLD YOU THINK THE FERSDON WHO CONDUCTED THE LAST INDEFTH SERIES OF
INTERVIEWS AND  EXAMINATIONS MIGHT  HAVE SOME ADVANTAGE IM THAT
ARES GIVEN OF COURSE THE ADVANTAGE YO HAVE OF SEEING HIM OVER A
LONGER PERIOD. .. YES., I REALISE MY OFINION I8 A& BIT VULNERARLE ON
THESE GROUNDE BUT THE CHANCES OF & MAN WITH THIS TYFE OF  TLLNESS
RECOVERY ARE VERY UNLIKELY .

AG THE DR, SAID HE  SEEMED  T0O  BE  WELL AT  THE TIME HE WA
DISCHARGED  FROM  FPROTRUAY  BUT THAT WASNT S0 REC&USE THE STMT ON
THE DISCHARGE SLIF WAS ONLY  *IMPROVED®  WHICH  MEANS  HE  HAINTT
RECOVERED .

Gl WHICH REFORY WERE YOU READING FROM MR FLISHER.. .17 MAY 1976,

Miv FISHER - 1T Wag SUGH. T YOU THE LAST PaRa, SHOWED  AlLL HE
WAS  COMMENTING ON  WAaS FITNESS TO PLEAD. .. THAT 1o WHAT IT LKS
LIKE TO ME.

THE LAST SENTENDE DEALS WITH THE DIFFERENT QUESTION OF A FPOSSIELE
DEFENGE OF INSANITYy DOESNT IT....YES.

WHICH I8 A SOMEWHAT MORE STRINGENT TEST.

Ci OIF LT ISy IT 1S THE WRONG DEFENCE. TEST DF  INSANITY IS5 NOT
LEGALLY WRONG  IT I8 ONLY ACCORDING YO THE STANDARDS OF THE
ORDVINARY MAN.

MRFISHER - 1 DODURT WHETHER DR ALLS0OF WAS & LAWYER RBUT  HE ~ WAS
GIVEN THE TW MAIN ARME OF THE NATURE AND QUALITY OF THE ACTIONY
WHETHER HE KNEW HIMSELF IT WAS WRONG....YOU CLD 8aY TO  IVAN DD
YOU D0 THIS -~ YES, DID YOU KNOW FT WAS WRONG - YES. YOU CaAN
WRITE THAT SENTENCEs  BUT IN MY OFENTON HE WAL ALWAYS
DELUSTONARTLY  HMOTIVATED  IN THE THINGS HE 0IDs THAT MARKES 1T THE
DISTINCTION.

THE TR WHO GAVE AN OFINION DEFENCE  OF  SANLTY  SIMFLY  ON  THE
FATIENTS  OWN  VERSION OF  HIS ARILITY  ALL RBE DOING A PRETTY
SUPERFICIAL JOR. « o sBURE
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ClL DOES §.023 0F THE DRIMES ACTy ALLOW SOMEONE 70 PLEAL INSANITY,

MR WILLIAMS TES

Cl HE Hall DETERIORATED STNCE THEN. HE RBELIEVEDR  WHAT  HE  Was
BAYING s o o o DEFENCE UMDER $.23% OF THE CRIMES ACT .4, "

MROWILLIAME THAT WLD BE THE M NAUGHTON RULES SECTION.

MROFISGHER YES AND LKG AT THIE SECOND REFORT  FROM  HEWLAND  "MORE
OESERVATEION 15 NECESSARY TO CONFIRM SUCH*.  YOU WLD BE aWaRE 17T
I THE SYSTEM IN NZ TH&T IF THAT DEFENCE HAD BEEN UPHELIYy  RATHER
THAN  WINDING UPF IN A FPRISON HE WD WIND UFIN & HOSFITAL ... YES
ONCE AGAIN & FEYCHIATRISTE OFINION IS aT THE MERCY OF 2 G.P78  IN
THE  MAGISTRATES  COURTy  AND WE HAVE HAD SITUATIONS LIKE THIS IN
THE FAST.

MR WILLYAME -~ L THINK IT IS COMMON GROUND THAT IN FACT SURSEQUENT
TO THIS REFPORT PERKOVICH WAS SENT TO FRISONy AND THAT I8 WHERE
HAS BEEN SINCE.,

MR CREW = THE TRANSCRIF OF THE JUDGE’S  SENTENCE  INDICATES  THAT
FERROVECH"S  COUNSEL EXPRESSLY AGREED HE DID NOT WANT ANY FURTHER
FEYCHIATRID INVESTIGATION. IT WLD BE MY SUBMISSION,  ONE  MIGHT
REASONAERLY  INFER HIS CLIENT DID  NOT  WANT  TO  BE  LOCKED UP
INDEFINITELY IN & PEYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL .

CLOTE THE SITUATION THAT YOU ARE THERE AT THE GOVT'S PLEASURE .,
MR WILLIaAME — YES,

Mk FISHER - YOU HAVE MENTIOMED YOU DID NOT FUT CREDENCE ON  WHAT
FERKOVICH SATD 0N A TOPIC  THAT  HaAD  TMFORTANT  EMOTIONAL
CONTENT. » « YES, '

THE SORT OF THING THAT YOU HAVE IN MIND I IMAGINE I8  THAT IF
JFERKOVICH  Sall A MaN HAD CONFESSED TO A& MURDER YOU WLI NOT PUT
CREDENCE ON THAT .. «NO,

AT LEAST A% YOU  SAlll NOT WETHOUT AN AWFLL. LoT OF
CORROBORATION. « s YES

THAT I8 BECAUSE A CONFESSION TO MURDER I8 JUST SUCH AN ASBFECT OF
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AN INMPORTANT EMOTIONGL CONTENT . o YES MANTFULATIVE VAL UE AS WELL .

YOU CONTRASTED THAT WITH THE SORT OF STMT EBY HIM THAT 12,30 I8
THE  TIME THAT IS THE SORT OF aREA WHERE HE CLID VERY WEL. L EE
TELLING THE TRUTH: BECAUSE IT DOESHT  HAVE IMPORTAENT  EMOTIONAL
SIGNIFICANDE «» «YES,

DOES THAT LEAVE US WITH THE SITUATION IF  YOU  HAVE A FERKOVICH
5THT  E.G. RELATING TO A CONFESSION  AND THE FACT  OF  THE
CONFESSTONy THaT 18 THE AREa THAT YOU WLD  NOT  WaNT  T0  acT On
WITHOUT AN AWFUL LOT OF CORRORORATION AS YOU SAID.  BUT SUFFOEENG
HYFOTHETICALLY YOU DID HAVE aM AWFUL LOT OF CORRORORATION ON TH&T
TOFIC T SUPPOSE IT FOLLOWS FROM WHAT YOU HAVE SALD THAT IN WHAT
YOU MIGHT Dk EAS THE UNEMOTIONAL  DETAILSy  THESE CLD  VERY
WELL BE GIVEN SOME CREDIBILITY «« oo PROBARLY YES,

A DLFF . TOPIC YOU DISCUSSED WITH M FRIEND MR WILL TAMS THE FOINT
THAY  THAT WaS & HMANIFULATIVE SORT OF MAN AND I SUGREST HE. 18 THE
SORT OF MAN WHO CAESTAELISH FaIRLY READTLY &N INTIMACY  WITH  THE
PEOFLE WITH WHOM HE IS DEALING. ., HE Was & LONER TN HOSFITAL . HE
MANTFULATED PEOPLE BUT HE DIDNT MIX WITH FEDFLE VERY WELL '

WLIN YUU SaY HE 18 THE SORT OF MaM IF ME SET HIS MIND TO IT HE CL
BE. "GOO AT GETTING OTHER FEOFLE TO TALK... § REALLY TON T KNOW
AROUT THAT .

WLIV LT BE FAIR TO SAY HE T8 THE TYFE OF MAN WHO OTHERS WL TENID
ROT 70 SEE a8 A THREAT BECAUSE  HE IS NOT A DOMINEERING
OVERBEARING  SORT  OF  FERSONALITY ... I SEE  WHaT  YOu ME AN »
BAGICALLY  HE  WAS FRIENDLY 50 FaR a8 1 WAaS CONCERMED s ANYWAY .,
YES.

L SUPFOSE YOU COLL CONTRAST HIM WITH OTHER SORTS OF FEOFLE  YOUu
CLIV  FINDD TN AaUTHORITY AND FERMAFS EVEN HIS FELLOW PRISONE G WITH
WHOM A PERSON MIGHT FIND IT HARDER T0 ESTARLISH A RAFORT AN
TRUST . ¢4 » I THINK YOU aRE SUGGESTING HE WLD BE A BETTER FRIEND
THAN A WARDER. I8 THAT IT.

..

MROFISHER - YES.  ooee aLL I CAN SaY 18 TO ME HE WAS A BIT OF &
LONER  EXCEFT  WITH HE FERSONALLY. HE DIDNT MAKE FRIENDE IN THE
HOSFITAL .

NO DOURT YOUVE HAD EXPERIENCE OF  OTHER FEOPLEs WHO ARE  KNOWN
COLLOQUIALLY A% CON MEM.. . YES,

I IT AN IMPORTANT TRAIT OF THE CON MAN TYFE THAT HE 18 ABLE  TO
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ESTABLIEH  SOME FORM O0F TRUSTy WEITH FEOFPLE ME L8 DEALING WITH. s .o
OQEVIOUSLY Yy YES.

FERKOVICH  SEEMS  TO  CONFORM 70 THAT  TYFEy  SOFARAS HIS
ABTLITIE WETRE  CONCERNED, Cae s SOMETIMES THERE WLIY BE CASES
WHERE SOME OF THE FEERLE MINDED FATIENTS: HE WOULD CON THEM INTO
DOING THINGS FOR THEM.  YES.

fiNT

THANK YOU DosToR,

MROCREW - YO 8410 YOU LAST EXAMINED HIM SONE % YRS  AGOD, YL
HaVlEr  HAD AN OFFORTUNITY TO SEE HIM GIVING EVIDENCE THIS MORNTNG
IN THE WITNESS BOX. HAVE YOU ARY REASON 70 THINK HIS CONDITION
HAS CHANGED &7 ALl IN THE % YR FERIOD. ..  NOT AT all.

JUST LKG AT THE REFORT FROM TORKONUL HOSFITVAL I REFER YOU T0O THE
THIRD  LIME. DOES  THAT  REFER TO aN EXAMINATION ON 12 May 1974
FATHER THAN AN EXAMINATION  LASTING A MONTH: +o . IT CERTAINLY
LDOESy THAT IS THE IMFRESSION I GOT.

FINALLYy DNTHE QUESTIONS OF DELUSTONS WLD PER LELUSTONS
BE OF AN ELABORATE NATURE. .. WELL YES THAT IS N EOGTMT TO
MARE.  IT  WAS A COMPLICAED  INTRIGUE, ORC UF WITH
HALLUZINATIONS ,

WITH LOTS OF DETATL .. YES,

AN WERE SOME OF THE DETATLS MaTTERS OF FaCT  WHICH CLD NOT  BE
DISFUTED . s YES

NO FURTHER QUESTIONS, J

Gl WELL MR CREW I DONT THINK WE SHLD TAKE  ANY TIME TAKING ANY
EVIDENCE  FROM  FERKOVICH: TF FEOFLE WaNT & RULITNG ARISING QUT OF
WHAT WAS Salll IN CHAMBRERS: OR DO YOU WANT TO TALK TO COUNSEL NOW,

MR CREW - YOUR HONOUR  INDICATED  THAT MR FISHER WLI  HAVE AN
OFFORTUNITY  TO  CONFER  WITH THOSE INSTRUCTING HIM. PERHAFS YOU
CLIY ADJUURN AND RESUME AGAIN AT 2.30.
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COURT ADJOURNEG AT 12, 45PM,

THE COURT RESHMED AT 2.20 P,

ME FERROVICH RECALLED.

THE HEARTNG CONTINUED IN SHORTHAND
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The Hearing Resumed at 2.20 pm on Thursday 7 August 1980

THE CHAIRMAN: We have seen and heard the witness

Mr Webster, who was formerly known as Perkovich, for a
period, giving his evidence, It was obvious that he was
disordered and deranged in his mind. We adjourned, and
it was our opinion that the further questioning of this
man would be inhumane. He is ill mentally.

We decided at the request of counsel for the police

not to proceed further at this stage with the taking

of evidence from this witness. We then went back into the
hearing room and heard evidence from Dr Clouston, who has
been responsible for his medical psychiatric care for a
period of some 4 years. It was his opinion then, and

is so at the present time, that this witness was and still
is thronically psychotic and suffering from paranoid
schizophrenia, causing him to have grandiose delusions.

We have seen a report of Dr Robyn Hewland, consulting
psychiatrist, of 4.5.80, in which she concludes, having
examined Perkovich, 'that his manner throughout suggested
he believed what he was saying and he was suffering from
paranoid schizophrenia and delusions of grandeur and
intrigue, and on which he acted, such that he would have a
defence under S.23 of the Crimes Act, but more observation
was necessary to confirm it.

With this opinion Dr Clouston agreed.

We have concluded therefore his examination by counsel
assisting us should not continue. In our view such a
course not only would be inhumane, but no reliance what-—
soever could be placed on his testimony. Counsel assisting
us will therefore not question him further. If the police
wish to go on and question a man in this condition we shall
not prevent them at .this stage, but we do say, in light of
our expressed opinion, we will be amazed if that course is
taken.

MR FISHER: Your Honour, my learned friend Mr Crewe perhaps
did not convey to you what I had conveyed to him during

the lunch hour, that we do wish to press on with the evidence
of Perkovich.

THE CHAIRMAN: That was conveyed to us. It is because of
that I have said what I said just now.

MR FISHER: We have given the matter serious consideration.
THE CHAIRMAN: That is your affair Mr Fisher.

MR FISHER: It is perfectly correct - this is a different
matter that Mr Henry wrote to counsel assisting two letters,

17 June 1980 and 10 July 1980, requesting that the Perkovich
and associated evidence be called, and those letters are
therefore to be read together with the request that he made

at the closed session on 3 July. I think we are all ad idem

on that aspect. If this is the right time to have the evidence
of Perkovich, presumably it is now for me to ask he be brought
back, and we press on.
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THE CHAIRMAN: In light of what we said I would not have
thought there would be such a thing as a right time, but
if you want him back we will bring him back.
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JOHN PERCOVIC RECALLED.
XXD BY MR WILLIAMS

When you went to Paremoremo in early 1977 did you meet Mr

Arthur Alan Thomas there..... Yes I did

When you spoke to Mr Thomas did the subject come up of a Mr
Peter Carver?..... Yes Sir, that is right.

Did the subject of Mr Peter Carver come up with Thomas.....

Yes, that is right.

Did you say to Mr Thomas that Peter Carver was a personal friend
of yours?.....Yes I did.

Did Mr Thomas say whether he knew Peter Carver himself?.....
Thomas said he did not know him personally but he is a
relative and he told me he had his photo.

Was anything said about the connection between Mr Carver and
the Thomas matter?..... Yes on several occasions he told me that
Mr Carver has been involved in organising the whole committees
for the retrial etc.

Did that seem to help you to get to know Mr Thomas?.....Yes.

Did Mr Thomas at this early stage talk to you about his own
case?.....Yes we were first talking in introduction.

At this stage did he say whether he was innocent or guilty?
..... No he said he is innocent.

Did the subject of a lie detector come up?..... Yes, not the
first time, not the first day. That is the following weekend.

Who raised the question of the lie detector?..... Arthur Thomas,
he asked that question.

What did he say to you about a lie detector?.....He said to me
that his solicitor, Peter Williams, tried to get a lie
detector from the United States.

Did he say whether he was going to be involved with a 1lie
detector?..... Yes for him to. test.

Did he say anything about whether this would show whether he

was speaking the truth or not?..... I approached him to help
him.

You said it will help you?.....Yes.

Did you say why a lie detector would help him?..... To get him

Did he seem happy with that reply?..... Just nominally but he
enquired about it from me, what I knew about it.

Did he ask you how accurate a lie detector was?..... Yes he did.

What did you say?..... I told him it is very accurate.
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XXD MR WILLIAMS.

Did he say whether he thought that would help him?.....First
of all he was enquiring about more details and I explained to
him what I know about them and how they work.

You told him they were very accurate?.....Yes.

Did he say what he would do about the lie detector machine?
-....lHe did not say to me what he would do about the lie
detector, just only I explained to him myself that it is very
accurant and how they work.

Did he say whether he was happy with the idea of taking the lie
detector test or whether he did not want to?..... For a start
before I explained to him he was happy about it. After I
explained to him on several occasions the accuracy he was

very concerned about it.

Did he say why he was concerned about it?..... No he did not but
he told me he said it cannot be accurate like this.

During this early stage did you see any pyramid that Mr Thomas
hadz..... I did, in his room, it was a paper pyramid.

Did he say to you what it was for?..... For a start he told me

And later?..... Then later on, not on that occasion in A Block
after I come to classification he explained to me.

What did he have the pyramid for?..... He said the pyramid
was to generate psychic power.

Later when you got to know Thomas better did the question of
his being framed come up?..... Yes, he told me very often in the
early stage that he had been framed.

Did he say that he had any knowledge of the murders?.....Yes,
that is correct.

Later did the question of a truth drug come up?..... Yes, I
told him about it.

What did you say?.....I told him that I have news for you
about a truth drug called sodium pentythol.

Did he think that was a good idea?.....First of all he wanted
to know about the drug and he wanted some proof that it is true
what I say.

Did you produce any proof?.....Some letters in my language from
my friend. His name has been mentioned here too.

Did he appear to believe what you said about getting a truth
drug?.....No, that was a trick.

Why did you want to play a trick on him?.....Because of my
interest. I became interested in his case and trying to find
out the truth.
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XXD MR FISHER:

What did you reply?.....I replied, Do you remember mother's
milk when you were small baby and the taste?

What did he reply?..... He said no and I then said that is what
you will remember.

After that did you get a visitor to come to see you at the
prison?.....Yes I did

And later did Thomas ask you what did the visitor say?..... Yes,
I told him the visitor was my friend.

Who did you say the visitor was?..... I told him my friend who is
interested in his case too.

Did you say the name of the visitor?.....I told him two or
three names, not at that time but on occasions.

Did you have more talks with Thomas about the truth drug that
was coming?..... Yes.

Was he happy or worried?..... He was very worried.

Was there an occasion in about January 1978 when the rest of
the prisoners went off for exercises in the yard and you stayed
back in your cell?..... Yes, that is classification block.

And did the subject of the truth drug come up again?.....Yes.

What did you say to him this time about whether he had done it .
or not, just keep your answers very short and I will ask more
questions if I need to. Did the subject come up in .
connection with the truth drug of whether or not Thomas had
committed the killings?..... Yes.

What did you say yourself on that subject?..... Before I obtained
an admission from him that he killed I told him I did not care
if he killed him or not. I am concerned in the business if I
can earn some money.

You told him you did not care if he had killed them or not and
then what was said?..... After a while when I convinced him what

‘T am after he admitted that he killed them.

Was anything more said about the truth drug at this stage?.....
I was repeating that very often to him. -

Did the question come up whether anything could be done about
the truth drug?.....Yes I promised him I can organise through
the organisation to get the truth drug.

Was the subject mentioned as to why you should go to that
trouble?..... For money.

What money was there in it for you so far as your compensation?
ce...1 told him his contribution would be around $7 million for
his compensation.
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here did this figure of $7 million come from, from you?
«e...No from him.

Was the idea that if you could get immunity in respect of
the truth drug you would get some of this compensation
money?.....Yes 20%, he agreed with it.

Was it before or after that talk about the compensation

and your getting immunity in respect of the truth drug

that he admitted the killings?..... He admitted the killing and
I convinced him I am after the money and he admitted about

the killings after I had convinced him I was specifically
working for the money.

As to how you would get this immunity from the truth drug, was
that going to involve more talking between you and Thomas?.....
Talking and something else too.

What did you say to Thomas would be necessary for the immunity?
..... I told him for me it will be necessary for me to get the
immunity for him, that I would have to know all the events
that happened.

Did Thomas agree to that?..... Not straight away. He told me
why should that be. If you can get me that medication I could
swallow that. ' '

On this occasion when he first admitted to the killings did he
tell you the details of how he had prepared and done it?.....
He did not on the first occasion when he admitted straight away
but the following day.

So the next day you had another talk about it did you?..... That'«
right.

In this talk the next day I do not suppose you now remember
the exact words of what was said?.....Next day I remember from
my own memory, I remember the first time I tell him part by
part.

The next day you told him you would have to go through what
happened part by part?..... That is right.

Was this part by part process going to be spread out over a

number of days?..... Yes, -that is right.

And did you have quite a lot of talks with Thomas after that
day?..... Yes, after that day we were together working
on a special job and we had plenty of time.

Coming to the end of this first period of talks, had Mr Thomas
told you where . he had obtained the ammunition that:was used?
..... Yes.

What did he say on that point?..... He told me not that day but
after when I was questioning him, he told me he got it at
Pukekawa on a farm that he was working with his wife for two
months.

Did he say whether this was old or new ammunition?...,.I was
not specifically asking him that but he told me that is the
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XXD MR FISHER

The Witness.-

ammunition that he used on the Crewes.

Did he say whether this was ammunition that while he was working
on the farm he had gone out and bought it new or found it
somewhere?..... No he said he found it in a shed on the farm,

Did he say whether he had shot a cow before he had shot the
Crewes?..... That is right.

Did he say whether it was the same ammunition he had used for
the cow?..... Not the same. I was specifically asking him that.

Did he say whether he had seen Jeanette's husband between
Jeanette's marriage and the shooting?..... That is right, he
saw him at the bowling club.

Did he say how he had got on with Jeanette's husband?..... No he
said he had never been introduced to him and he noticed him
staring at him for some reason.

Did he say whether he liked what happened on that occasion?
-+...NOo he did not 1like it. He became suspicious of something
for some reason but he did not know himself. ‘

Did you ask him what reason there was for the staring?.....
Yes I did but he did not know.

Did the subject come up as to when Thomas first started thinking
about the killing of the Crewes?..... Yes, that is what I was
asking him for that. -

What did he say in reply?..... 1967.
Did he say why he started to think that way?..... Yes he did.
What was his answer?..... His answer is that his calves died and

he had tooth trouble and he was going to try and find out
what it was all about.

What else was it that led to the shooting?..... His trouble
with his teeth.

Who had trouble with his teeth?..... Thomas himself.

Did Thomas say what that could have had to do with the Crewes?
---..Yes he said there is magic, that he is a member of a
psychic power laboratory.

Cl: Who was?..... Thomas.
MR FISHER.- What did that have to do with the Crewes?.....Through

that magic he found out from which direction how people look
and from which direction they do to him trouble.
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Cl: Mr Fisher I do not see why you are Ccross—examining a
man who is obviously insane but it is your affair.

MR FISHER.- It is more than my own affair now I have a duty
todo. That is not a helpful thing to have had said at this
moment.

MR FISHER.- Thomas said to you that the troubles he was having
had something to do with the Crewes and that Thomas said to
you that this had something to do with psychic power>..... Yes,
that is apparently how he found out.

What was the point of the direction?..... That he said from
which direction and he said probably from the Crewe's place.

Did he say whether he did anything between this conclusion
about the direction of the Crewes and his later going there
and shooting them?.....Yes he admitted also that he set some
arson of a hay barn.

Coming to what he told you about the actual going to the Crewes
in.1970 did he say whether he made any preparations for that?
..... Yes he told me.

What preparations did he make?..... He prepared the axle and
spring and tubes, car tubes and wires.

What did he say he saw when he got to the Crewe house?.....
When he came to the Crewe house he turned the light off and he
opened the gate and he drove his car inside behind the green
hedge by the road and shut the door. Then he took the rifle
and walked over .to the Crewe house.

Did he say whether he could see inside the house?..... He saw
first of all he was going to check on everything around the
house before he moved and he came to the window of the child's
room and he saw Jeanette Crew minding the baby.

Did he say how the ammunition for the shootings got into the
rifle breach?..... Yes he did. He said two times he check up
around the house and checked everything and then he stopped in
front of the sitting room window and he see inside Harvey
sitting on a chair and he saw Jeanette on her long chair.

He said he throw himself backwards under the glass and he
loaded the rifle and then he walked inside to the back door
and then he come into the corridor he said and he got a little
bit confused and he started shaking in the body to decide which
way he go and then he went around the side and went to the
kitchen and then he said he come to the sittingroom and shot
Harvey. I asked him from which side he come and he said the
left side. I asked him where he shot him and he said "In the
head". I said, "From which said" and he said "From the left
side" Then I asked him about Jeanette. I said, "Did she
scream?" I say, "What did she say?" He said "It happened"
something like that" T said, "Did she see you". He said,
"Yes". I said, "Did she say anything?" He said, "Christ no,
I shot her already. No time to say anything."
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XD Mr Fisher

MR FISHER: Was anything said about shell cases. .. Yes,

I asked him about the cartridge and he said it went behind
Harvey's chair and he spent more than a minute to find it
because he was scared he could not find it. Then I asked
him what about the other cartridge, and he said still

in the rifle.

I think, without going into the details of everything he
told you, he discussed with you taking the bodies to the
river in the car. ... Yes.

Did he tell you what he did with the bodies when he got
to the river. ... Yes.

What did he say he did. ... He tied Harvey on to an axle
and put on Jeanette a spring and tubes. I was asking how
he could carry them into the river, and he said on tubes
and slide them into the river.

Did he say how the tubes were used to get the bodies into
the river. ... That is right, he loaded the bodies on to
the tubes, he swam with them out into the river, first
Harvey, then Jeanette.

Moving on to something else, did you talk with Thomas about
whether he had known Jeanette Crew before she got married.
ce.. Yes.

Did the subject come up of being at school together. ...
Yes, that is right.

What did he say on that? ... I was asking about Jeanette and
he told me he knew her -in the school, they were together
playing with some rubber at school and she bent down on

the floor, the rubber slipped onto the floor. She rolled
towards Jeanette's legs, she was sitting behind his back.

Are you talking about the rubber? .... Yes.
Did he say to you he saw under Jeanette's dress. ... Yes.

I think you asked Thomas over this period to prepare maps
that would help you to follow what happened. ... That is
right.

I have the originals of these maps, and I ask that these be
produced as an exhibit in the voir dire. Can you tell us
whether these are the maps you say Thomas prepared and gave
to you. ... That is right. . After I heard from him I told
him, I don't know that area, I am a foreigner to this
country, and to make clear pictures for me to see what was
described to me, how it happened before I take immunisation
of him. I told him to draw a map.

g

‘.....v....v.,»..‘.‘..v"“,w,
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XD Mr Fisher

MR FISHER: I think near the bottom of one of those maps
it is marked with a cross.

Exhibit 'C' - originals of maps

I think these maps include maps of the Crewe house and
surrounding farm. ... Yes.

A map of the general district. ... Yes.

A map of the Thomas farm, a map of the Thomas house. ... Yes.

I am not going to take you through the detail, but did
Thomas with the use of these maps point out to you where

the various things happened that night. ... Yes.

Would you look at one of these maps marked 'C' in the
photocopies. The one which is the whole district and
it shows a mountain in the middle. ... Yes.

I think the curved line that goes across the page near
the bottom was said to be the Waikato River. ... Yes.

There is a cross marked on that curved line to the left
of the bridge. ... Correct.

Who put that cross there? ... Thomas put it himself.

Did he say what it was. ... That is where he dumped the
bodies. ;

Just going back to the photocopies, you have got those
there as well. ... Yes.

B & C, looking first at plan B, is there anything on that
written by you? .... One was written when I was asking
where was north and south, and I write S and 22 by my hand.

Would you look at the bundle of photocopies. Would you .
pick up a bundle of photocopied maps. Would you look at
the one marked 'B'. Is there anything on that that was

written by you? ..... No.

Would you look next at the one marked 'C'. ... Nothing here.
The only place was where I was asking where was north and
south.

Is it possible that on that map you were the one that put
in the mark to show north. ... Only 22 and 'N', that is
all, nothing else.
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XD Mr Fisher

MR FISHER: Turning to map 'D' in the photocopies,
is there anything on that which was written by you?
.... Nothing.

The next 3 maps, E F and G. ... No.

Other than the 22 and the north sign on map 'C', are
you saying that everything on those documents was done
by Thomas. ... Correct.

Turning to something else, did you in these discussions
with Thomas talk about where the rest of the cartridges from
the original shed had gone. ... Yes, he had buried them
together in his swamp.

Did he say where this swamp was. ... Yes, approximately
describing it behind his cow shed with the sluicing urine.

Is it where the urine goes from the cow shed and runs
into a swamp. ... Yes.

Did anybody else ever overhear Thomas talking to you about
the Crewe shootings. ... Not in Paremoremo, but in Mt Eden
when I was discussing the murders.

Who was this other person or persons. ... Brian Wareham.

Where were you when the conversation was overheard by
Wareham. ... In the upholstery shop.

Was this first overheard by accident or -- ... Accident.

Was that the only occasion that somebody overheard Thomas
talking to you about the Crewe murders. ... No, once more.

Where were you when this occurred? ..... The third time
Just small discussion has been in the recreation room.

Was this by accident. ... Not this time.
Was it something you had arranged. .... That is right.

Did you arrange for Wareham to be in the right place to
properly overhear another of these conversations. ...
Yes, that is right.

Did you ever talk with Thomas about the time when he loaded
the rifle before he went into the Crewe house. ... Yes.

What was said on that subject? -.-- I told him you already
- he loaded and entered the house in the back yard, but
later on I had conversation again checking regarding

the cartridge which one is found on the ground.
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MR FISHER: What was said this time? .... First of all
when I ask him what has happened to the cartridge when
you killed the cow.

What did he say? .... He said 'I don't know', then I asked
was it not possible it was in the rifle when he came to the
farm, is it possible that the cartridge fall on ground
when you is refuelling the rifle.

What did he say to that. ... He first of all say 'I don't
know', then later on said 'Can't be', then he said 'Police
planted it.' - I am sure that is what he say.

Was anything more said on that as to whether it was possible

or not. ... I only knew I was asking him is it possible
that cartridge could be ejected when loading the rifle
and he stopped and said I don't know. Later on he said

'It can't be'.

What was his manner when you raised this possibility with
him. ... No - he was thinking, but later on he explored it,
you know with anger and said 'It can't be' - something he
said rude to me too.

Thank you Mr Webster.

MR WILLIAMS: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: He can be removed.

MR CREW CALLED BRUCE FERGUS SCOTT (Sworn), of
Wellington, Detective Chief Inspector,
Stqtioned at Police HQ, Wellington.

MR CREW: Were you stationed in Auckland in 19782 ... I was.

We have been told you had the initial interview with-

Mr Percovich at Paremoremo on 9 February 1978. .....

I had an interview, whether the initial one I don't know.
I did see him on that day.

Who gave you your instructions to go there and see him.
..... Dt Chief Inspector Wilkinson.



1548

Dt Ch Insp B.F. Scott

XD Mr Crew

MR CREW: Why did he come to give you those instructions.
..... As a result of a telephone message received from
Mr Jack Hobson, the Superintendent of Paremoremo Prison.

Had you previously had anything to do with the police
investigations of the Crewe homicide. ... No, I was not
stationed in Auckland in 1970 - I was transferred to
Auckland in August 1970 after the murders.

Would it be correct that all you knew about the case was
what any member of the public would read in the newspapers
and perhaps the books published about it. ... That is true.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wouldn't you have had access to police files.
..... I have had no direct dealing with the inquiry at all,
up to that time.

Up to 9 February 1978. ... Yes.

MR CREWE: - Would you have looked at any of the files before
you went out to the prison. ... No.

Did you discuss the case with any of the officers involved
in it? ..... No, I received my instructions on the late
afternoon of 8 -‘February, and went out first thing on the 9th.

Did Dt Chief Inspector Wilkinson give you any idea of

what sort of man you were going to meet, what sort of evidence
he was going to give you? ..... No, I have seen a telephone
message subsequently, but I did not receive it at the time.

My instructions were to go out and see Superintendent Hobson,
and my understanding was an inmate had some information to
give relative to Thomas. On that basis I went out to see
him.

Did Superintendent Hobson tell you what it was about. ....

I think in very broad terms, yes. Obviously - he certainly
did not go into any detail because it is only hearsay,
because I do not think Percovich had told Hobson a great
deal, but of that I could not be sure. :

How long did you spend with Percovich on that occasion?
+es+.. My recollection was I arrived at the prison,

probably about 9.30 after talking with Hobson; I discussed
Percovich because of course he had the benefit of the Justice
Department file, which I was not interested in. I must have
spent some 4-5 hours there.

Before you go on, when you say the Justice Department file,
is that the Justice Department file into Perkovich or Thomas?
...... When I say the Justice Department file, that is some
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papers that Hobson had at the prison relating to Perkovich.
Obviously I wanted some idea of who I was going to be
talking to.

MR CREW: So you were shown material from the Perkovich
file. ... Yes, principally his history, and obviously
why he was in prison.

You may not be aware of this, but there is on the police
file relating to the Perkovich matter, a Department of
Justice report to the Prisoners' Parole Board on Thomas
dated 8 February 1978. Were you shown that? ..... If

I could have it referred to me I may remember it. I never
saw that certainly.

Would you tell us if you can, how a Department of Justice
report to the Prisoners Parole Board got on the police file.
..... I don't know.

Perhaps I should intervene to say as I understand it there
have been various papers which have been brought together
for the purpose of this inquiry, in the preparation of

the police case, and that these have been supplied to
counsel assisting the Commission. I do not know that
there is anything to suggest that this particular document
was on a police Perkovich file.

THE CHAIRMAN: It came from the police didn't it. Supplied
to the counsel by the police.

MR FISHER: I simply do not know the origin of that
document, but I do not want there to be a misunderstanding
that there was in existence a police Perkovich file which

had this physically clipped on it. What has been done
is we have collected together all these things, and
handed them to counsel assisting. ITf£ it is a matter

of significance, then we should perhaps get evidence as to
how that document came into the possession of the police,
and so on.

MR CREWE: Could I ask my learned friend to make inquiries
as.to that. This is a matter which has come to my
attention only really in the last half hour, looking
through the police file. again. My discussions with

the Justice Department in the last week have revealed
these matters are normally treated as confidential, and they
were produced to the Commission, as the Commission saw
this morning, only by an officer under subpoena. The
Commission may care to inquire how a report dated March
1978 on Thomas, to the Prison Parole Board by the Super-
intendent of Auckland Prison, Mr Hobson came into the
possession of the police.
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THE CHAIRMAN: How did you get it.
MR CREWE: On the police file.

MR FISHER: I don't know that that is a very fortunate
way of putting it.

THE CHAIRMAN: It may not be fortunate, but is it accurate?

MR FISHER: I simply don't know, I think the proper course
is to have it looked into. If it had been of significance
we should have asked Mr Hobson, the man who wrote it and
was here an hour or two ago, he may have supplied it to
the police when he knew the question of evidence before

the inquiry was coming up. I had better have it looked
into.
THE CHAIRMAN: You know nothing of it. ... No.

MR CREWE: You were telling us how long you spent with
Perkovich. ... I think I started talking to him about 10
and it was probably 2.30 - 3 before I finished.

I think you took a statement from him. ... I did.

I will show you a statement he has referred to. ... that
is the statement.

You would have been through that recently would you, or
have you not seen it since 1978. ... I have read it since
then.

Exhibit 'D' statement from Perkovich.

MR CREW: I take it you would have realised immediately
the possible significance of his evidence, and you would
have questioned him closely about it. Is that right?
«e... I did question him as closely as my knowledge of

the inquiry permitted, which was very limited really.

I took my job to be to get a statement from him that could
be looked into further.

Do I take it the purpose of this statement was to put in
written form the whole of the story he had given you.
««.... That is true.

You certainly would not have wanted to leave out any
significant incident would you. ... No.
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MR CREW: You are an experienced police officer, you
would have taken a number of statements from people
wouldn't you. ... I have.

You would therefore agree with me, everything of importance
he told you is in that statement. ... Yes.

Just looking at the statement, would you agree with me
that there is nothing in there relating to Thomas loading
his rifle outside the Crewe house. ... What section of
the statement are you referring to.

Look through it carefully. I do not want to mislead you,
the section which deals with that is on P.3. There is
nothing in there about Thomas loading his rifle outside

the Crew house before going in to shoot Mr and Mrs Crew.
... There is nothing in it as to where he loaded his rifle.

Can we take it Perkovich did not mention anything like

that to you. ... I think we have to make that assumption.
I would like to draw your attention to the last para of
that statement. "I would be prepared to continue to
talk to Thomas about the murders if necessary." Why was
that put in? ..... That was an indication of Perkovich's
state of mind at that time. He had spoken. to him in

the past, and indicated he would be prepared to talk
to him about the murders.

THE CHAIRMAN: If the police thought it was advisable.
..... Correct.

MR CREW: Did you ask him if he would be prepared to
assist if so required? ..... I think the initiative came
from him.

He was anxious to assist to be part of the inquiry. ...
I would not use the’ word anxious, he was prepared to
assist, which is what is written there.

In any case, that paragraph does not reflect an initiative
from you. ... No. 2

I think you were also given, weren't you, a hand written
statement that turned out to be in the Serbo Croat language.
«++.. Correct.

Is that the one I have just handed to you marked 'Confidential!
...... Yes, it is dated - although it is not very clear -

4 February. That is about the only thing on the first

page on the first line which is decipherable.

MR GORDON: No year. ... 9 February 1978.

Four days before this. ... That is correct.

MR CREW : Were you the officer who arranged for that
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to be translated into English. ... No.

Who arranged that? ..... To my understanding the paper
was referred to Wellington where a translation was
arranged there.

Do you know who referred it to Wellington. ... The District
Commander in Auckland, I think Mr Trappit.

Did you expect there to exist some document forwarding

that statement to Wellington for translation. ... Yes,

the file was referred to Wellington I think. That is what
you are looking at now I think.

Yes, it is a letter to Mr Walton on 21 March 1978, asking
for it to be translated. Perhaps we can put in the
translation later through Mr O'Donovan. Did you go back
and see Perkovich again. ... Yes.

What date was that? ..... I received a letter from him
from memory, asking me to see him on 10 April. No - I
had a phone call prior to that and saw him on 31 March.

Was that from Perkovich himself. ... No, from one of the
prison officers, indicating he wanted to see me.

Did you receive any instructions from your superiors
to go and see him again. ... No.

I would like to show you a letter dated 21 March 1978 signed
by Mr Walton, who was then the Deputy Commissioner (produced).
..... Yes, that is addressed by the Deputy Commissioner

to the Director Crime, Police HQ, Wellington

Have you ever seen that before? ..... I think I saw it on
the police file this morning. I was having a quick look.

Referring to para 2, 'It is difficult to assess the veracity
of the information, but I consider it should not be entirely
dismissed, and Perkovich should be encouraged to gain some
corroboration of the facts supplied Was one of your
purposes in going to the prison in March, to gain some
corroboration on the facts stated. ... No, but I would

have made that point to him, talking originally. The
visit on 31 March was not specifically to seek corroborative
evidence, but I think I would have made that point to him
earlier. If he was in a position to provide anything
further, as he indicated he was prepared tc, he was to

call me.

What sort of corroborative evidence were you thinking of.
...... Obviously corroborative evidence is independent of
what he had said himself.



1553

Dt Ch Insp B.F. Scott

XD Mr Crew

MR CREW: Can you give us a sample of the sort of sort
of thing you were thinking of. ... I did not have
anything particular in mind. Whether it could be

regarded as corroborative was obviously the evidence of
another person.

THE CHAIRMAN: It was Perkovich's evidence which had to

be corroborated. ... Yes, the statement and the story he
told. I knew his background, and obviously it could not
stand on its own, and would have to be supported somewhere
along the line.

Did you know his medical background. ... Not in detail,
other than that he had been in Porirua Hospital.

Did you make any inquiry into his medical background. ... No.

MR CREW: Do I take it from what you have said, you are
agreeing even on the first visit you would have been

telling Perkovich it would be a good idea to get some
corroboration of what he was saying, if he was to be believed.
..... Yes.

What took place during your interview with him on 31 March.

...... He then gave me two maps, or actually four pieces
of paper consisting of two maps, one of the Crewe farm,*
one of the Thomas farm. (Produced exhibit 'C')

Those are the maps, they have my endorsement on them to
the effect I received them on 31 March.

‘What did Perkovich tell you about those maps. ..... I did
not take a statement from him at that time. He merely
indicated that they were maps that Thomas had drawn for him
describing in the form of a map, the detail he had described
earlier in the statement.

REV JOHNSTON: Did you understand the maps had been drawn
in the interval since you first interviewed him. ... Yes.

MR CREW: How long were you at the prison on that occasion.
..... A very short period, I could not give an accurate
indication, but as long as it took to have a brief chat

of 10 minutes, % hour - no longer.

Who would you have given the maps to once you got back to
HOs. ..... They were attached to the file and submitted
for transmission to Wellington.

Would you have completed at that stage, any sort of job
sheet on this visit. ... No, I think I submitted a report.

I would like to show you a report of yours dated 20 April
which refers to that visit and to your later visit together.
..... That is correct. That is the only other report I
submitted other than the original.
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MR CREW: There is no document in existence relating
to your visit on 31 March. ...Yes, the report starts
off 'Further to my earlier report I was requested by
Perkovich to visit him on 31 March.' I duly saw him
at Mt Eden on that day.

But nothing was written on that at the time. ... No,

I did not get a statement or take a job sheet or notebook
or anything of that nature. The reason was that other
than the maps the matter was really taken no further.

He did not provide any information which required being
put down in statement form. Had he I would have done so.

Did you encourage him to take the matter further on that
occasion as well? ..... I did not specifically encourage
him on that occasion, no. He was well aware if he had
anything which he felt was of use or I should know about,
he would contact me.

What was the point of all this? Thomas at that stage
was sitting in the prison having been convicted tiwce.
.... True.

Do you know why the police were pursuing these inquiries

at that stage. You can't convict a man further. .....

True Thomas was doing his sentence, but this was information
there is no reason why it should not be inquired into.

THE CHATRMAN: Haven't you got anything better to do in the
police force than investigate murders 7 years old, on which
a man has been convicted and is serving a sentence for life.
+«+.. I had my instructions.

Is it normal police practice to follow such instructions
for a man who has been convicted? Is it normal police
practice to investigate it further? Have you ever done
an inquiry like this before or since. ... I don't think so,

Doesn't it indicate the police wanted an admission from
Thomas. They never got it, .they have had, and for the
whole of these 10 years the evidence was suspect. .....
That is a matter of opinion, with respect.

Plenty of people had that opinion. You know all the
publicity about it. ... I am well aware there was a good
deal of controversy.

Weren't they.trying to get an admission Thomas was guilty
to put an end to all this. ... That would be a fair
assumption.

no.
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MR CREW: Also referred to is a letter you got a little
later from Perkovich in that report. ... I got a letter
from him asking me to see him again. The letter asked
me to see him on 10 April, and I duly saw him on 14 April.

That report refers to the letter being attached. It is
not. Do you know where it is. ... You only have copies
.0of the police file, not the original.

We thought we had copies of all the documents. ... I will
just check. It does not appear to be here. It is
a very short, one page letter asking me to see him.

THE CHAIRMAN: Written in English? .... Yes, addressed
to me by name.

MR CREW: Would you be able to find that letter on the
original police file. ... I could.

Would you be able to do that by tomorrow? ..... I could do
it within about 2 minutes.

The hearing adjourned at 4 pm,
Thursday 7 August 1980

Voir Dire
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THE HEARING RESUMED &T 9,30 .M. O FRIDAY @TH AUGUST 1980

INSPTCTOR SCOTT ECONTINUED

YOU Hah REF TO THE LETTER YOU RECEIVED FROM MR FERCOVICH IN AFRIL
1978 e e s sYESy  THAT IS A COPY OF ITy DATED 3 APRILy I HAVE NOTED
THAT T RECEITVED 1T 0N & aPFRIL 1778, THE  WORD  RECEIVED 185 MY
FARNIR T TING .

(WITNESS REaDS LETTER TO THE COMMISTUON

THE FLECE &T THE BOTTOM IS WRITTEN ON THE PaAFER THAT THE LETTER
16 ADHERED TO. WHILE I WAS AT MT EDEN PERCOVICH SAID IF HE WROTE
TN THE FUTURE HE WOULD USE HIS SUTDINUM AND THAT I8 WHAT T GOT
HIM TO WRITE SOROTTONM OF THE FAPER HE HAaS anb HE HAS WRITTEN
MY SUIDINUM I8 YZ-FCH. HE WAS SETTING UF & CODE SYSTEM 80 HE WD
NOT  HAVE  TO USE HIS MAME BEARING IN MIND HE Hall ACTUALLY SIGNED
THIS LETTER TO ME. T WENT  ALONG  WITH  THIS. I NEVER REC A
SURSEQUENT LETTER WITH THAT SULTINUM ON IT.

ClME WaS  ACTING 4% A& FOLICE  INFORMER. AND HE WAS AT

RIGKS ¢ ¢ o« EXATCTLY

HAVE YOU MUCH EXF OF WORKING WITH FOL INFORMERE IN JATLS. ... IN A
GE® WAY YES.

YU WD CONCEDE THERE aARE & NO OF FOL INFORMERS IN JATLS WHO  GIVE
NEORM TO THE  FOL ON OTHER THRMATES. o o o « THERE ARE JUGT AS THERE
QUTSTOE THE Jalle T WD HOT SaY QUITE & FEW

DO YOU KNOW TF & MR WAREHAR T8 & FOL INFORMER. oo TN REL TO THES
MATTER OF OTHER MATTERS.

IT I8 MANIFEST FROM THE MATERIAL WE HAVE HE IS IN  RElL TO THIS
MATTERy  WHAT  AROUT OTHER MATTERS. . .0 HAVE NO FART RKNOWL AROUT
OTHER MATTERS

00 YOU KNOW ME TS RBUT NOT THE DETATLS. s REC A LETTER  WHEN 1
WENT  TO  THE PRISON ON 14 aPRILe WRITTEN BY WAREHAM AND CERT DID
FELATE TO OTHER MATTERS.

TN YOUR REF OF 20 AFRIL REF TO THIS VISIT OF &TH arrRIL YOU  HAVE
Saln You o Wi AT THAT TIME GIVEN 3 LETTERSy 2 WRITTEN BY BRIAN

WAREHANM s « o o « OF OF WHICH RELATED TO MATTERS QTHER THAN  THE CREWE

PPy §
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HOMICICDE YES
ONE. RELATED TO THE CREWE HOMYICIDE ...« YES

CAN YOU SaY WHAT THE OTHER RELATED  TOses e  INFORMATION  RELATING
TO DRUGE

TO WHOM D10 YOU FASS THAT OMse e o THE 3 LETTERS WERE SUBMITTED ITH
f REFORT  TO THE DISTRICT COMMANDER &T AUCK AND I DIIDNT HAVE ANY
FURTHER DEALTINGS WITH THE FILE. IT WaS THEN DEALT  WIHT  RBY DET
INGF ODONOVAN.

Do I TARE IT YOU HANDED OVER 3 LETTERS TO ODONOVAN.. .. .CORR

DO YOU HAVE ANY KNOWL OF WHAT INDUCED WaREHAM TO aACT A8 A POL
INFORMER <+« « oMO T HAD NOT SEEN HIM UNTIL TODAY

IN REL TO THEIR INFORMERS GEN D0 THE POLICE GIVE ANYTHING IN RET
FOR - THEINFORM  THEY  RECEIVE. ..+ ON OCCASTONS YEEy I TAKE IT YOU
MEAN MONEY )

YO TELL ME« ¢ oo« THERES RO SECRET ABDUT THATy WE  FAY  FEOFLE  FOR
INFORMATION YES

01 THERE IS aMOTHER WaAYy & MaAN IN Jall CAN MANAGE HIMSELF IF  HE
GIVES INFORMATIONs THAT WD BE PUT UF TO BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR
PaROLE e o ¢ o « T TMAGINE &0 YES

S0 BY HELFING THEFOL YOU CIDTAKE A RBIT OFF YOUR  SENTENCE. 0 o YOU
Ch AgkK IT BE CONS

IS STATED THAT A PERSON HAS ASSISTED THE QL

H

IT WONT STAGGER THE IMAGINATION & POL -OFF CD TELL AN INMATE IF
YOU  GIVE WS RELTARLE INFORM THAT HELFS U85 WE WILL IO OUR BEST TO
SEE YOU GET GODD TREATMENT FROM THE FPAROLE BOARD.. .1 WOULD  8AY
THE  PROFER COURSE 1S FOR THE FERSONTO MaAKE THE CaSE HIMSBELF AND
THEWN SEEK POLICE SUPFORT WHICH WD BE FORTHCOOMING .

ARE YOU SAYING YOU HAVE NO KNOWL OF A& FOL OFF  FUTTING IT TO A
ITNMAETE  ON THE BaSTS 1T HAVE DESCR. ¢« o TN TERMS OF CONY IT MAY BRE
PUT THAT WaYs YES

A
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DID YOU TALK TO WAREHAM YOURSELF +« ¢ 0 o NU
YOU WERE STMPLY HANDEDN THE LETTER BY PERKOVICH. « CORR

WHAT DID FPERK TELL YOU OF THE CIRC IN WHICH HE HAI ORBRT THE LETTER
FROM  WAREHAMy  HOW  HAD THE LETTER COEM 70 BE WRITTEN. oo DONT
RECALL HIM tMAaKING anNY COMMENT.

NG COMMENT AT all. HE JUST HANDED YOU THE LETTER.ese « YES,

HE  DIDNT  TELL  YOU ANYTHING ABOUT THE RELEVANCE aF THE
LETTER s ee o DI NOT READ THE LETTER UNTIL AFTER I HaAD LEFT THE
FRIGOMN., HE REALLY CaALLED ME UF THERE TO GIVE ME THE LETTERS
FERSONALLY  RATHER THAN FUT  THEM IN THE FUOST 80 THERE WAS VERY
LITTLE DISCUSSED.

YOU WROTE YOUR REFORT ON THE 20 AFRIL DID YOU GO TO THE FRISON
AGAIN  TO SEE EITHER OF THEM RBETW THE &TH AND 20TH.«.. «THE DATE I
WENT WAS 14TH AND THE ANSWER I5 NO.

THAT ANESW MY NEXT QUEST BEC IN A SUMM OF  EVENTS WHICH AS HREEN
FREFARED TO U& THERE I& A DATE OF  EVENTS AND THAT IS LEFT
ELANK: + ¢ « « YES

FERK LETTER WaS REC ON &§THy HE ASKED TO SEE ME  ON  10TH  AND  IN
REALITY T SayY HIM ON 14TH.

SORT DN 20TH LTS & MaTTER OF  RECORD  YOU  TIONT

YOU WROTE YOUR
MAKE ANY RECOMMENDGTION IN RELATION TO TYHIS MAT DINYOU. . oo o NO.

WD YOU PFRODUCE THE LETTER FROM FERRKOVICH &% AN EXHIRIT,

EXHIBIT E
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C2 WHERN DID YOU LEAVE AaUCK 70 GO TO WETON. . oo AUG 78 SIRy T CANT

RECQLL THE EXATT DATE, THE AUG HOLS.
XXIN WILLTAMS

EL MENT TO vYOU BRIEFLY THIS MORN WHERE A LADY  MADE
(I OF GROSS THDECENCY aAGATNST & PFOL S6T  IN

YOU REM & DAk
AN AL EGY
pIUCl\ L A C,UI:"I\'

YOU WERE In CHARGE OF THE FROS. oo s THATS RIGHT
CERT EVID WaS TENDED TO POSS CONFIRM THE ALLEG SHE MADE. ... sCORR
HE Was FDOGUILTY BY & POL TRIBUMAL» 1 REFRESENTED HIM. ... CORR

LATER TRVEST WERE MADE AND A MEDICAL FILE WAS  OBT...« . INTO THE
BATKGROUND OF THE COMFPLATMANT

TES e ¢« YRS

AN IT W Fiv  SHE  HaADl  SUFFERED  FROM A FaRANCGID TYPE  OF
SUHITZOFHRENT A« oo s TRUE

Sees e YRS

SHE Ml HAD A LONG HISTORY OF TLLHE

AND ALESD A HISTORY OF MAKING FaLSE ALLEGATIONS. ..o .1 DONT KNOW IF
SHE Hall & HIST OF MAaRING FaALSE alLEGATIONS RUT SHE HAL MADE FALSE
ALLEG IN THE PAST YES

THE CASE Wah THEN TakKEN TO aPPEAL aND THE GCONV Was QUASHED BY THE
APFEAL CT TN WETON. « o o YES

THAT Was REaALLY aN EXAMPLE OF JusT HOW DANGERDUS A FE L BE
WHO I8 SUFFERING  FROM A MENTAL TLLNESS OF THAT TYPE.. e I WD

AGREE YES.

ANDL SHE WAS PLAUSTELE . « « o f EXTREMELY

AND AT THE TIME INDEED THERE SEEMED TO BE ONE OR TWO THINGS THAT
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CONFIRAED HER STORY s ¢ oo o THERE Was YES

THIS Mo PERKOVICH WE HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT HE HAE EBEEN SUFFERING
CHRONICALL  FROM A& FaRaNOID TYPE OF SCHITIZOFHRENLA FOR MANY YEARS
ANMDL UNFORT STILL SUFFERS FROM THAT DISEASEy YOU WD EE  GEN  AWARE
OF THa&aT WHEN  YOU  WENT TO SEE HIMe o o o YES WHEN I SAW HIM I WAS
AWARE HE HAD BEEN IN FROIRUA MEMTAL HOSF RBUT  THE EXACT  DETAILS
WERE NOT KHNOUW

YOU WD AGREE: THAT FaCT ALONE PUTTING aSIDE  all. OTHER  MATTERS
YOU WD HAVE  HaD  TO HAVE TAREN & VERY SUSFECT ATTITUDE TOWARDS
WHAT HE WAS SAYINGsy vy e EXACTLY YES

ANDC THEN TN ablDITION TO THAT WE HAVE THE FaCT  THAT  HE  WAS IN
FRISON  SEFRVING A SENT AND OBV HaD OTHER INHERENT INDUCEMENTS REC
OF THAT STITUATION. ++ .« YES

AND YOU WD ALS0 AGREE FOR & PERSOMN  TO MAKE & STHMENT  0OF  THIS
MATURE  THERE  COULD  BE A CUDDE ELEMENTy AN EGO BUILDINGs REC OF
THE NOTORIETY OF THE THOM CASE ... YES T WD AGREE WITH THAT

ClLoYOU MIGHT ALMOST SAY HE HAD A POWER STTy HE CD COMMAND INSP OF
FOL TO  COME aNIl TALK TO HIM. ... CORRy IN FACT TO MY AMUSEMENT HE
ASKED FOR a& CHIEF INSF.,

GOING THRU FIRSTLY INSP THE MATTERS THAT HAVE  BEEN REF  TO  AND
THEY  AFOUNT 70 CONFIRMATION. FIRST IT HAS BEEN MENT THE EVID OF
ANOTHER ITMMATE 1T WORT GO ITNTD THAT BEC THE CT  WILL BE  HEARING
FROM THAT THMATE BUT NAT THAT EVID WD BE TO A CERT COORV SURECT
TO THE SaME ITMPLIED CRITICISM mMENT AROUT PERK. ... YEDS 8AVE TO MY

FROWL WAREHAM HAS NOT ANY MENTAL BACKGROUNI.

EXACTLYy THE NEXT ONE I8 THE HANDWRITING ON THE MAPS  THAT  HAVE
BEEN FPROD WHICH YOU HAVE SEEN..s . YES

WE HaUVE BOTH SEEN THENMy THEY @RE CONSISTENT WITH A FERSON  LIKE
THOMAS NESCR TO AMOTHER  ITNMATE  DETATLS  RELATING TO HIS

C, ﬁ t“- I:Z. LR R I AN -‘I' It:

AND THERES NOTHING ON THE FACE OF THEM WHICH I8 INCULCATORY..e0ol
DONT REALLY KNOW ENOUGH aBOUT THE CASE TO ANSW THAT CONFIDENTLY

OBY AP ERSON LIKE THOM WHD HAS LITVED TN THAT DISTR AlLL HIS  LIFE.
BEEN  THRU  alll.  THESE  JUDICITaL  PROC OBV WD HAVE RKNOWN ALL TH&T

INFORM  QUITE  AFART  FROM  ANY  ALLEG  HE  CQOMEITTED  THE  CREWE
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FURDERS « o o« THAT  MaY  BE RUT L DONT KNOW ENOUGH AROUT THE KNQU TO
JUDGE THE RELEVANCE OF WHaT IS ON THOSE MaFS. I DONT  KNOW  HOW
Fark THAT TMFORM CaN TaRkE I7T

IT8 A BASIC PRINCIFLE IF & PIECE OF CIRGC  EVID HAS A FERFECTLY
INNOCUOUS  EXPLANATION IT IS REALLY QUITE WORTHLESG ..o YES IF T

Cai BE &0 SHOWN TO BE

THE NEXT MaTTER THAT Was REF TO 1% AN UNFURLYISHED  EXIST 0OF A
SWarF  NEAR A SHED  ON THOMAS  FARMy AGAIN YOU WD AGREE THOMAS
HIMSELF WD KNOW TF HE Hal & SWaMP ON A FARM. . I AGREE

CloOETE NOT UNPUBLISHED YOU CaM SEE IT IN THE FHOTOS

T Was To COME TO THAT.. DID YOU MAKE AN ENG FROM PERK a8 TO WHAT
LITERAGTURE HE HaD READ FPERTAINING TO THE THOM CASE ...« NO

EVERN RY THAT STAGE THERE WAS ACT A LIBRARY OF BOOKSs BOOTH  ROOKS
YALLOF BOOK.....ND THE YALLOF RBOOK WASNT PRINTED AT THAT STAGE

THE BOOTH RODK WAS. ... 0T #MAY HAVE REEN IM NOT SURE.

YOU DIDNT ENGU DF PERE TF HE HAD BORROWED THAT SORT  OF MATERIAL
FROM THOMe + ¢« «NO

IT W BE OQUITE QOFEN  FOR  HIM TO QBT INFORHM FROM THOSE
SOURCES e v« o« YES

YOU WD AGREE IT WD NOT RE UNUSUAL FOR  PRISONERS TO DISC THEIR
CAHSES. oo o NOT AT ALL

TE NEXT RATSED BY FISHER WaAS THIG SITE FOR DISFDSAL OF BOLIES,
T Wak T OOF AN ADDRESE FISHER MALE TO THE CT AND HE SATD THE
FaCT FERK WaS ABLE TO SaY THOMAS TOLD HIM OF CERT SITES WHERE THE
BODIES  ©0 0 BE O PUT O INTO THE RIVER AMOUNTED T0O CORROBORATION, IF
THOM HaD LIVED IN THIE AREA NAT HE WD -BE INT IN THIS ASFECT AND
IT WD NOT BE SQURPRISING TF HE KNEW THAT..oe ol WD EXFECT HIM TO
KHOW THAT YES

AMIN THIS RUSTHNESS aBUT HIS EaRLY SCHOOL [AaYs, REALLY &0 FaAR A%
CORROBORATION I8 CONGC FIRSTLY THATS NOT & MATERIAL ASFECT OF THE
CRIME WHAT HE DID IN PRIMARY SCHOOL.  FISHER HAS  SAID BEC  THOM
alLLEGEDLY  TOLD  FERK BOUT &N INCIDENT AT PRIMARY SCHOOL ..o 18
THAT TN ONE OF THE LETTERS. ITH SOMETHING I HAVE NQ  FaRT  KiNOUL
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ABOUT .
WE WILL LEAVE IT THEN AND WE WILL LEAVE THE MAGIC BUSINESS TOO.

IN THESTMT HE MADE TO YOU ON 9 FEB 78 FERKOVICH SAYS "HE SAID HIS
SOLTCITOR  WAS  TALKING OF GETTING A LIE DETECTOR FROM AMERICAH."
DID YOU GO TO HIS S0L AN SEE IF THAT FACT G BE VERIFIFD .. ¢« « ND

ON FaGkE 2 HE TalKS aBlUT THIS "HE SAID HE THOUGHT OF KILLING MRS
CREWE  AND HER  HUSBEAND . e oo v e es o o FULL MOUN® v 0 0o oI REMEMERER THAT .

YES

LDID YOU CHECK T SEE IF THERE WAS A& FULL MOON ON THE NIGHT OF THE
CREWE HOMICIDNE oo «NO T DIDNT

YOU SEE DOWN THE EROTT OF THAT FAGE THERE IS TALK OF & SICK  CALF
AND VARIOUS TIMES DID YOU CHECK THAT OUT WITH THE TRANSCR OF THE
TRIAL TO SEE IF THE TIMES WERE ACCURATE. «. o NO I DIDNT  THE . STMT
A5 YOU  WILL SEE FROM THE FILE WAS REF TO WGTON FOR DIRECTION AS
TO WHAT FURTHER ENGU WERE TO BE MAUE AND aNY  FURTHER ENQU  WERE
THEN  MADE  BY  DET  ODONOVON  BUT TO ANSW YOUR QUESTy NO I DIDNT
PERSGOMNALLY

THE NEXT FAGE THERE IS MENT OF THE CART  CASEy  SEC  PARAGRAFH.
TAFTER HE H&D FIRED THE SHOT AT MRS,
CREWE s cevcvvvisnvossssrrsrsere IN THE RIFLE" YOU WD ABREE WITH
ME OF COURSE THAT WD NOT EMCOMPASS & CART CASE FROM THOMAS FIRED
BY HIS RIFLE BEING LEFT IN THE GDN...ITSE A STHT OF FACT HE SAYS
IT Wags LEFT IN HIG RIFLE. WHERE IT WAS TaKEN QUT IT DOES NOT SAY
ANDL T DONT KNOW. S0 IM NOT MUCH HELF IM aFRATD

ON THE FINAL FAGE HE SAID HE HAD BURIED THE 2 CART CASES AGAIN
THAT DOES NOT ENCOMPASS THE FROP THAT THERE WAS & THIKD CART CASE
THAT WAS FOUDN &T THE SCENE. .« NO

IM HOT TRYING TO PRAISE, YOU ARE A VERY SNR FOL OFF  WITH AN
EXTREMELY EXCELLENT REFUTATION FOR FATRNESS AND HONESTYy YOU WD
AGREE FROM THE FT OF VIEW OF OBRJECTIVETY THAT STHT IN THESE CIRC
WD HAVE VERY LITTLE E FROM & FPROBATIVE FT OF VIEW. +s . UNLESS
I WD AGREE UNLE LTS OF LT CHERE CORROBORATED AND SUFFORTED
ANDE TF THEY G BE CORROBORATED AND SUFFORTED 1T DOES HAVE SOME
FROBATIVE VALUE AND THAT WAS AN EXCERISE I WAS NOT INVOLVED IN

WHAT IF ASFPECTS OF IT ARE FD TO BE WRONG. o1 WD AGREE  IT  MUST
RETUCE 178 PROBATIVE UAILUE
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CLOIF YOU HaVE A HIST OF 4 MaN rENTALLY TLL O YOU STaRT OFF ON  THE
BASIS TO SUSPECT THE WHOLE STMTe ool W AGREE

LOOKIGN aGAaIN &T THE FOL STmY OF 9 FER 28 BY FERKOQVICH MY FRIEND
Has  FUT 17 TO you THAT THE PROFOSITION THAT THE SHCASE FROM THE
SEC SHOT REMAINED IN THE RIFLE WHEN THOMAS LEFT THE SCENE WD RBE
INCONSISTENT WITH A& SHCASE BEING LEFT ANI FOUNIY IN THE GARDEN. I
SUPPOSE THAT ITF THERE HAD BEEN A THIRD iHCASE  alLREATY IN  TEH
RIFLE AN IN THE BREACH IN A FIRED CONDITION BEFORE THE MAN WENT
TO HE SCEMNE AND THAT THIRD SHELL CASE WERE TDO RBE EJECTED IN  THE
COURSE OF  LOADING  BEFORE  ENTERING  THE  HOUSE THAT WD THEN RE
DONSTSTENT WONT LT WITH FINDING A SHOASE  IN THE  GIWNeeseol WY
AGREEy YES

tn

ClL IN OTHER WORDS IF THE STHT SAYS SOMETHING FROM WHAT IT SAYS IT
SUPFORTS AN INFERENCE  ENT  DIFF  FROM THE ONE IT DOES SUFPFORT»

.....

THATS WHAT IT COMES DOWN TO. ... YES SIR

FISHER  INDEED THE VERSION THAT aFTER FIRING THE SEC SHOT THOMAS
LEFT TH&T FIRED SHCASE IN THE RIFLE WHEN HE LEFT THAT WD AGAIN BE
CONSISTENT WITH & FRACTICE OF LEAVING aN UNFIRED SHCASE  IN  THE
RIFLE UNTIL IT WaS NEXT REQU TO BE LOADED. ... YES

GO ASK YOU AaBDUT TaLk aABOUT A FOLICE FILE ON PERK afNll  WAREHAMy
WHAT  WaAS ON IT AND WHAT WaS NOTy DO YOU KNOW WHETHER BEFORE THIS
COMM OF ENGU THERE  Wag  ONE COMPREHENSIVE  PFOL FILE  ON  THESE
MATTERS s « ¢ » o NO THERE  WASNT & FILE  ON PERKy THERE WAS A NO OF
PAFERS BETW SUATTERED N AUCK ANDE WETON aND PRIOR TO  THIS

BETWEET
COMM THE RELEVAENT PaPERS WERE PUT TOGETHER &% A FILE

CLOWHAT DID THOSE PAPERS RELATE TOes e PERRKOVICH. MY  REFORT WA
REF TO WETON FOR & DIRECTION A% TO WHAT ACTION SHD BE TARKEN AND A
DIR WAS SENT BACK S0 THE FAPERS RELEVANT T0 FERK WERE FUT TOG AS
A FILE FOR CTHE ASSIST OF THIS COMMIGSIONM.

FIeHs  DInyOuw BEVER HOLD OUT YOURSELF ANY INDUCEMEMT TO PERK OR
WaRkEHaM  T0 MARKE  THE  STMTS  THEY DEDe. o« «NOy BEARING IN MIND I
NEVER SaW WAREHAN

A T RIGHT IN THINKING S0 FAaR A8 WaAREHAM IS5 CONC THERE WAS JUST A4
LETTER HANDED OVER TO YOU. 0« o YES,

IT WAS FTED Q70 TO YOU THAT IN THE 8TMT OF 9 FEB 78 THERE ISNT
ANY DEALING WITH THE TOFIC OF LOADING THE RIFLE BEFORE GOING INTO



THE HSE s ¢ o o o« THATS CORRYy YES

DI PERK EVER SAY SPEARKING OR IN WRITING ANYTHING TO YOU OGN THaT
TOFICs oo o o NOT  THAT I RECALL UNLESS ITS IN HIS LETTERy IT THINK
THERE MAY HAVE REEN OME REF TO LOADING IN HIS LETTER OF 10 APRIL.
THE ONE T COLLECTED ON 10 aFRIL

THERE IS5 & LETTER OF ¢ AFRIL 1978 FROM FERKOVICH ON THE FILE ROTH
ING A HANDWRITTEN FORM anNll THEN A TYPED VERGION OF IT.ssesl THINK
I GOT THE HANDWRITTEN LETTER TYFED BY A TYRIST.

IoMaY BE PUTTING IT INCORRECTLY.

CREWs  THE OFY I HAVE OF THAT HAS MR ODONOVANS SIG ON IT AND  THE
WORDS HANDED TO ME BY PERK 10 AFRIL 1979,

C2 Ml BCOTT Wag IN WETON.

FLoHER DI Y00 EVER GET aNY WRITTEN LETTER OR STMT FPERK HIMSELF
Hall  PREF  AND HANDED TO YOU. oo o YES AT THE- BOTT OF THE QRIGINAL
FILE THERE I& A& COPY OF IT THAT MIGHT ASSIST.

IS THaT & LETTER OF @ AFRIL 78...4.YES
TS THaT & LETTER YO RECEIVED. s o o YES ON THE 14TH AFRIL .
WAS IT HANDED 7O YOU BY FPERRK:. ... YES,

DI HE STGN THAT LETTER. ¢« « YES HES GOT, HES SIGNED IT WITH YZFCG
WHICH T8 RATHER IN CONFLICT WITH WHAT I SAID EARLIER

Cl TH&AT WAS HIS CODE.. .. . THATS RIGHT I SAILD EARLIER I HAD NEVER
RECETVED & LETTER WITH HIS CODE ON IT AND CLEARLY I HAVE.

FISHERF T WD LIKE TO HAVE THIS LETTER FROD &8 AN EXH. IT I
INCLUDED  IN A  BUNDLE  OF  DOCUMENTS GIVEN  TO THE COUNSEL FOR
COMMIGSTUN, '

CREW: I HAVE IT HERE.

CooYOU JUST LOOK AT THE &TH PARAGRAFH IN  THAT LETTERy THE ONE

TN Zﬁigéé



rast WD 0O

L34

BEGINNTHE 1 HAVE BEEN ASKED ARTHUR THOMAS: DO YOU SEE THAT. ool
no

YOU MIGHT THINK ITS NOT NEC TO TAKE THIS IOWN 48 YOU WILL GET THE
EYH BUT I AGK FOR THE WITHESS TO READ THAT QUT *I HAVE BEEN ASKED
ARTHUR THOMAS WHAT HE THINK cCouLn
“(‘IF'F‘FI\' PSS ST 2E B B N AR N A B S B R 2R A B A ”E ,\'EF'L.I.L—.]J ‘JUS] LUC!\L.I.' ML" l
THINK HE MEANS LOOKED.

T FRODUCE TH&ET A% AN EXHIELT

RYARSG  THERE I8 aNOTHER LETER ON THIS FILE BY & MAN CALLED EBODRDE
BEEFORE THE FILE GOES. I Wh LIKE THE ORIGINAL TO RBE RETAINED.

CREWS ARE YOU FaM WITH THIS *ABRC OF JUSTICE"....NO

YOU HaVE NEVER SEEN THIS BOODK. .. NO

HAVE & LOODE AT ITy YOU WILL SEE IT I8 A ROOK BY SFROTT ANl BOOTH
AND LODOK AT THE  BACK  COVER  AND  YOU WILL SEE  THE DATE OF
FRINTING. . o« o THE FORWARD IS DATED OQCTOBER [ @Té s YU ARE NOT
AWARE  DF ANY FPRISON REG TO PREVET THOM HAVING A COPY OF THAT ARE
YOUe e v e Nl

T OSURFPOSE WITH YOUR KNOWL THAT HE CONSLIST AINTAINEG HIS  INNOCENCE
YOU WD EXPECT HIM TO HAVE & COPY OF THAT.. e WD

AGATN YOU WD AGREE THAT INHATES IN  FPAREMOREMO  HAVE  FREEDOM TO
SUAF BOOKS: IT I8 CONCEIVABLE THAT THOMAS WD LEND THAT T0 ANOTHER
ITNMATE WITH AN INT IN HIS SE e v o o o I DIONT KNOW THAT A5 A FACT BUT
I WD EXFECT THAT TO BE THE CASE

FAGE 28y LEFTy READ THE LETTERS IN  BLACK FRINT "AT THE 1973
ﬁF‘ l'l t'*‘il l: rJU |\'| ” | Iﬂ'll:.\' l N (.‘ IR IR R R SN A B S S S I AR A 2 B 2L N N SN A 1 I:U Ll. ET t; CAI"'IE
FROM 17"

YOU WD AGREE LT IS CONCEIVABLE THAT FASSAGE CD RE THE SOURCE OF
THE SEC PERK STMT TO WHICH FISHER REFERRED YOUs oo dT CD

I SHOW YOU ANOTHER BOOK BY MR BOOTHy “TRIAL BY AMBUSH" FUBLISHED
IN  197%y  LOOK AT FAGE 149 READ THE MARKED FASHAGE TO THE COMM
"TAVID MORR TS OF FERED AN AL TERNATIVE
1”'5““\'@ R RN IR A B N A I BRI I RN o]“L 5-““]. ]Hiq} }\iLLLU
HARVEY "
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C1 WHOSE THE AUTHOR QF THAT STHMT. . THE BOOK IS WRITTEN kY AT
ROOTH AND HIEE IS QUOTING DAVID MORKIS.

CREWS MR HERRY MADE THE PT WHEN MORRIS WaAS IN THE BOX THAT THIE
ALT  THEORY H&D BEEN MENT FOR THE FIRST TIME AT THE SEC REF.  THE
2 FIECES OF LITERATURE JUST REFERED TO DEMONSTRATE FURLIC  KNOWL
IN 75 76

C1 THE FAss HE HaS JUST READ WAS SOMETHING MORRIE  SAID  T0  THE
ROFERRAL

CREW:  YES AN THE OTHER FASS Wab THE SAME.

EXFIIBIT F3

CR CREW CaLLES MR ODONOVAN

FORMER OaTH

.....

YOU HAVE GIVEN EVID PREV ABOUT YOUR CONTACT WITH THIS CASBE IN 70y
e e I HAVE

WHEN DED YOU NEXT HAVE CONTACT WITH IT.ee 1978 IN REL TO0 THIS
MATTER.

YOU HAL HAD MO CONTACT WIXITH THE FILE IN THE MEAN TIME .« oNO

T THINK IN MaAY 78 DET CHIEY  SUP WILKINGON  HAaNDED  YOU A FILE
CONCERNING  PERRKOVICH  AND  WaREHaAM - Al ASKED  yOu 70 LOOK AT

ITeees e YES

......

FROSCOTT Hah BEEM VEALING WITH THE MATTER UF TO THAT TIME.. e« YES



WHY THE CHAMGE DO YOU KNOW.. ..ol DONT REM WHETHER IT  Wad EREC 1

HAn  HAD PREV DFALINGS OR WHETHER SCOTT WaS UNDER NOTIFICATION TU
TRANSFER TO WETONy T THINK PERHAFS THE LATTER

AR T CORR IN THINKING THAT THE MAIN INGREDIENTS OF THE FILE  WERE
4 SERIES OF FLANS MADE QUT BY MR THOMASy THIS I8 AT THAT STAGEy A
STMT BY WAREHA&M AND TWO STMTS BY FERKOVIUH. ... BASICLLY YES

IN YOUR PORRIEF THERE I8 REF T0 OTHER DOCUMENTS BUT THEY WERE
FOL REFORTSe NOT ORIG EVID.G. «o oYES

OID YOU KNOW WHO PERK WAS AT THIS STAGE .. .. «NO

I SUFFOSE ON READING THE FILE YOU LEARNT HE HaAD BEEN IN  FORORUA
MENTAL HOSF FOR A& PERIOD., .. YES

TT MUET HAVE STRUCK YOU THE EVID OF SOMEONE WITH A HIST OF MENTAL
ILLNESS SHD BE TREATED WITH CAUTION. »s+o YES

I SUFRFOSE YOU HAD ACCESS TO THE LIST OF FREV.CONV THAT SHOWED - HE
Al BEEN LOCKED UP FOR FRAUD.. o o YES

THAT WD EE ANDTHER REASON FOR TREATING IT WITH CAUTION.....YES

WHAT ITNVEST DID YOU UNDERTAKE  INTO  HIS  PSYCHIATRIC CONINeseowl
MADE NE.(IL) AT MY ELEN FPRISON WHERE 1 Sau THE
ENT « v oo o HES NOT & FSYCHIATRIST I8 HE« .o e NO

WAS HE AROT TO  GIVE  YOU  PEYCHIATRIC  INFORMATION. .o YES  FROM
THEIR OFINTON OF FERK YES

WICOTHAT OFINTON HAVE REEMN TQ THE EFFECT THAYT HES A& WALTER MTITY
CHARACTER. « o v« YES ' :

DI YOU OBTAIN ANYTHIMG FROM A FSEYOHIATRIST A8 SUCH. +.. I DID
NOT «

YOU DID NOT CONTACT FORIRUA HOSF EG TO GET AN OFINION  FROM  THE
FERSONS  WHD  TREATED  HIM DURING HIS TIME THERE. .. NO NOT AT
THAT TIME .

DID YOU AT ANY STAGE CONTACT THE PEOPLE AT PORIRUA HOSF. ... I



CONTACTED  THE  LOWER  HUTT POL &ND THE FPOR HOSPLTAL AND waé o
THE SUPERINTENDENT THERE WD NOT DIVULGE THE MEDICAL FILES TO  THE
FOL

CAN YOU TELL US WHAT OTHER INQUS YOU ATTEMFTED TO MAKE INTO THE
FSYCHIATRIT  ASPECT. eee L DONT THINK I MADE ANY FURTHER INQUS
INTO THAT ASFECT. I DID DISCUSS FERKOVICH WITH SNR SGT  DOON  OF
WGTN WHO HaAD HAD DEALINGS WITH PERKOVICH.

THERE WAS ON THE INFORMATION MAIE AVATLARLE TO THE COM EY THE FOL
A REFORT  FREFARED RY TORONUIT HOSF IN 1976y DO YOU KNOW HOW THAT
CANME TNTO THE MaNDSG OF THE  FOL. ‘e AS A RECALL.  THAT  WAS
RECENTLY GIVEMN TO ME RBY DT SNRK SGT DOON,

ARE YOU aAWARE QF HOW HE GOT HOLD OF ITy IT IS ADDRESSED TO0 THE
FRESIDING MGLISTRATEYy M C HAMILTON. «.. I AM NOT SURE.

CLy IT WAS & FITNESS TO FLEAD.

MR CREWS MY UNDERETANDING HAS  BEEN  THAT THESE REFORTS ARE
ADDRESSED  TO  THE FOL  AND  ARE  AIDRESSED. TO  THE CTy. AHD ARE
SUFFOSEDLY FOR THE INFORMATION OF THE CT, AND THERE HAS REEN A
RECENT CaSE  ON  THE PROPRIETY OF THESE FEDFLE BEING SENT HOLUS
BOLUE TO MENTAL HOSPS ON THE BASIS THAT THESE REFORTS CAN CONTAIN
INFORMATION WHICH WD HELF THE FOLICE.

MROWILLIAMGES I THINK THE FRACTICE VARIESy  AND  THERE ARE OCCS
WHEN X7 18 FEASIBELE  THAT  THE  REFORT DOES NOT GO TO THE POL.
THERE WAS A TIME WHEN THE REFORT ONLY WENT T0 THE MAGIS AND EVEN
THE DEFENCE COUNSEL DID NOT GET A COFYs BEUT I THINK THAT FRACTICE
HAS CHANGED anNbD COPIES  HaVE  REEN  SUPFLIED. ORIGINALLY  OTHER
FARTIES Sall THE REFPORT ONLY BY DOURTESY.

Fik CREWS Wb  IT  THE  PFOSITION  THAT  THE  ONLY FSYCHIATRIC
INFORMATION  WHICH THE POL GOT HOLD OF FPRIOR TO THIS HEARINGy WAS
THE REFORT FROM TOKONUIT HOSFe oo 1 THINK THAT 18 CORRECTs YES.

YOU WD NOT HAVE H&D THAT REFORT IN SAY 1978. ++¢  NO.

IN FACTy WHEN YOU WROTE & REFORT ON THIS MATTER ON 30 OCT 78 YOU
Lo NOT  HAVE  ANY PEYCHIATRIC INFORMATION AS SUCH AT ALL EEFORE
YOU.  see  FROM & FSYCHIATRIST, NO,

BERINGING YOU FORWARD A BIT, BUT IN THAT REF ON 30 0OCT 78y YOU
EXFRESSED - THE  UIEW THAT FERKOVICH WAS TELLING THE TRUTH WHEN HE
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DESCRIBED THE CORNFESSTOMN ALLEGEDLY Mol BY THOMAS, e Lonxn.

YOU EXFRESSED THAT VIEW IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY PEYCHIATRIC REFORT .
oo WHAT T WAS LKG FORy KNOWING FERROVICHS BACKGROUNIDYy WAS SOME
CORRORBORATION OF WHAT HE HAD TO SAY.

Cly  THE ANSW TO CREWS QUEST 18 YES, YOU HAL NO FPSYCH  REFORT.
¢ ¢ & N(.J(

MRk CREW:  ARND YOUR EVID IS THaAT QUITE PROF THE SUFERINTENDENT OF
FORIRUaA  HOSBP  WAS  NOT TD GIVE THE FOL ACCESS TO THE FILES. ...
THAT Wah HIS GENERAL PRACTICE.

YOU MaY NOT RE ABLE TO ANSWER THIS. RBUT WD IT BE FaAIR T0 Say IT
Wag  YOUR  OFINIONy FORMED ON THE EVID AVAILAEBLE TO YOU IN OCT 78
THAT REALLY DICTATED THE SURS ATTITURE THE FOL HAVE  TAKEN WITH
REG TD THIS MATERITAL .  «.¢ T WONT SAY S0 AT ald..

YOU WROTE & COMPREMENSIVE REFORT DIDNT YOU. .. YES.
YOU 54D yOU BELIEVED HIM. ... YES,
THAT REFORT WENRT TO YOUR SIFERIORS DIDNT IT. eee LT LI,

THEY FRESUMARLY HMabDE THE DECISION WHETHER THE FOL WD SEEK TO  FUT
THIS EVID BEFORE THE COM. . YOU RECALL THAT IN JaN 1980 I WAS
SENT TO CHRISTCHURCH AGAIN TO INTERVIEW PERKUOVICH.

Gy Jar 80 - AFTER THOMAS WaGs RELEASED. ce e YES

YOU WERE SENT THERE . e RBY THE DEFT.

Was THAT SENDING THE SURBJECT OF A DOCUMENT. +e¢¢ I THINK THERE
IS A FILE NOTE ON THE FILE FROM THE DIRECTOR OF CRIME THAT I WAS
SERT TO CHCH. g

YO WERE SENT THERE TO CONTIMUE WITH THE QRBTAINING OF EVID FROM
FERKQUVITH .

I REG THAT A% CURIOUS BEC BY THIS STAGE THOMAS HAD BEEN FARDONED.

ves YEB SIR.
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ANDI TO CONFIRM PERROVITH S QRTGTHAL STORY Was TO CONFIRM  IT  WAS
ACCEFTED aM ADMISSION BY THOMAS HE WAS GUILTY. rer TES,

TF YOU AS & SENIOR OFFICER TELL ME WHAT CONCERN IT WAS  OF  THE
DEFT - TO  TRY  AND  GET SUCH EVID AFTER HE WAS FARDIONEL eee IT
WASNT A MATTER OF GETTING SUCH EVIDy RBUT CONFIRMING EVIL GIVEN IN
78TO SEE IF HE STILL HELD TO THE STORY.

WHY DID THE HMAN WANT THAT CONFIRMED AFTER HE WAS FARDIONED .

MR FISHER MROHENRY AND T TAKE RESPONSIRILITY FOR THIS, REC RY May
1980 WE WERE BEING CONSULTED REG THE INQRU.

Cit  THIS T8 JAN 0.
MR OFISHERD  THEN 1 AM OFF BEAMy BEC IT WAS MAY 1980,

Cl:  THHAS HaALl REEN TWICE CONVICTEDy HIS AFFEALS REJECTEDy AND RY
1978 HE HaD SERVED aBOUT 8 YEARS IN GAOL. WHAT MOTIVATED THE FOL.
DEFT IN THE FIRST INSTANCE  TO  ENDEAVOUR  TO COLLECT EVID  OQF
ADMISETONS  BY  THOMAS  OF  HIS GUILT IN 78, .. 1 THINK WHERE
ANYEODY COMES FORMRD WITH INFORMATION WE  WILL INVESTIGATE IT
WHETHER  THE  PERSON I8 SERVING TIME OR NOT. AT THIS TIME THE
RETRATL COMMITTEES ACTIVITIES WERE STILL AN ON GOING THING,

IT IS CORRECT THAT THE EVID FRESENTED BY THE FROSEC IN  THESE
TRIALS HAD BEEN UNDER ATTACK FOR & LONG TIME. ... YES.

ANDE THE FOL WERE ANXIOUS TO GET A CLEAR CUT ADMISSTON OF THOMAS S
GUILT WHICH WD EE AN ANSWER TO THESE ATTACKS e o WHERE THE MaN
HADL SaATD HE WAS GUILTY TO SOMERODY ELSE, IT WAS INCUMEBENT ON US
TO INVESTIGATE I7.

YOU NOT ONLY INVESTIGATED YOU COLLECTED EVID ARQUT IT. IF IT HAD
NOT  EBEEN THE FROSEC EVID IN THE TRIAL CONTINUOUSLY UNDER ATTACK s
WINT THIS MAN HAVE BEEN LEFT T0 HIS OWN DEVICES, v I IIONT
THINK &0, .

A MAN COMES FORWARD AFTER & MAN HAS ° BEEN CONVICTED  FOR  YEARSy
MAKING ADMISSIONS OF GUILT WDNT YOU INVESTIGATE IN SUCH & CASE AS
THIG.  voo  THINK S0y IT WAS & NOTORIOUS CASE AN THE  FOL. HAD
BEEN UNDER aATTACK FOR A LONG TIME AND STILL WERE ,

G20 WHO WAag REGIONAL COORDINATOR OF CIE IN JAN 1980, tees
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WILKINGON,
WD HE HAVE GENT YOU.  +e¢  YES,
WHAT IS ACE. o0 I8 THIS A TELEPRINT MESSAGE.

IT IS A FOL REFORTy &CEy THEN THE INITIALS OF THE CONSTARLE  AND
HIS NUMEER.

I WANT TO READ THE LAST PARA TO YOUy 71 UNDERSTAND THAT SOME INQU
IS CURRENTLY £EING UNDERTAKEN BY THE REG COORDINATOR CIB RE®G
THOMAS 'S ADMISSTONSG WHILE IN FRISON. -- THIS INFORMATION MAY EBE
OF SOME ASSISTANCE IN ANY INQUS HE I8 CONTUCTING. LEYS CUNSTAELE
5502y 4,1.807 DIND THE REG.CODRD CIRCULARISE ALL  STNS. e 1
HAVE NO IDEA. AROUT THAT REFORTT

ON ANY INFORMATION REL TO ADMISSIONS OF GUILY EBY THOMAS, e
NOy NOT a8 FaR A% I KNOW. '

WHY WD THAT CONST SAY 71 UNDERSTAND - UNDERTAKEN « 7 & v ¢ I HA&AVE
NO WaY OF aMg THaT QUEST.

DI you LK FOR OR INTERVIEW A FELLDOW SLOANE AT  ARNY TIME. e s
N0 .

FERHARFS MROCREWy YOU MIGHT CaRE TO  HAVE  THE  LDOCUMENT  AND YOU
MIGHT  FIND  OUT WHAT SORT OF INSTRUCTIONS WERE ISSUED TO THE FOL
WHICH LED TO THIS BEING RETURNED. IT  READS TO ME A8 & VERY
STRANGE  DOCU A5 THOUGH  SOME INSTRUCTION HAD. BEEN ISSUED., YOU
RNOW NOTHING ABOUT THIS. oo MO YOU ARE TALKING OF & MATTER
AROUT 8 YEORS aGOa,

NO 4.1.80y 2-3  WEERS &FTER THE FARDON. tee THE  QUEST OF
FERKOVICH WaS NOT WELL KNOWN.

I oaM NOT TALKING OF FPERKOVICH AT akl. - I HAD EXPECTED YOU WD RE
AWARE  OF  THE REGINAL  CODRDINATORYS INSTRUCTIONS. ¢s¢ 1 TONT,
THINK HE MaDE ANY SUGCH INSETRUCTIONS.

MR CREW: MR WILKINSON IS IN THE POL ROOMy AND I WD FROFOSE TO
MARE A COFY  OF - THIS avallaklLE TO MR FISHER AND HAVE HIM MAKE
INQUIRTES . WE WERE UEALING WITH THE INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO YOU
WHEN  YOU  ®alE  YOUR REFORT IN 1978, AT . THAT TIME YOUR VIEW WAS
THAT y ALTHOUGH PERKOVICH HADN BEEN IN & MENTAL HOSF ME WAS A CON
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MAN RATHER TH&N MENTALLY ITLL. o THAT WASNT MY VIEW AT aLL., I
FELT THAT FERKOVICHy ALTHOUGH HE HAD CERTAIN MENTAL  ARERRATIONS
WaS  NOT  INSANE  ON « ALL MATTERSy AND ALTHOUGH I AGREE HE I8 AN
INVETERATE LIARy I FELT THERE WAS AN ELEMENT OF TRUTH IN WHAT THE
MAN HAD TOLD ME .

C3d I8 THERE SOME REASON FOR YOU EXPECTING A DIFFERENTIATION IN
THE =~ DEGREEES  0F  INSANITYy YOU CAN BE INSANE ON SOME MATTERS AND
NOT ON DTHERS. MATTERS ARE QUITE SANE.

MR OCREWS  HAVE YOU READ YESTERDAYS EVID OF DR CLOUSTON. ... NO
I HAVENT.

CaN YOU TELL US WHAT MATTERS IN YOUR VIEWs FERKOVICH WAS CAPARILE
OF  TELLING THE TRUTH ABOUT. +¢¢ I THINK THAT I8 A PRETTY WIDE
QUESTs BEC aANYOME IS CAFARLE OF TELLING THE TRUTH ABOUT ANYTHING.

C1i EBEC A LOT OF HIS 8THMTS COINCIDED WITH WHAT IN EFFECT HAD
BEEN  THE CROWN’S  CASE AGAINST THOMASy THEY WERE TO THAT EXTENT
RELTABLE A5 FAR AS YOU WERE CONC.  «.¢  TAKEN ON HIS OWN I WD NOT
HAVE BOTHERED WITH PFERKOVICHy  RBUT  WE HaD THE CASE  OF THE
TDENTIFICATION OF THE FLANS IN THOMAS S HANDWRITINGy AND I FTED
ouT - T TRIED  TO  BE  ORJIECTIVE - THAT HOST OF THE EVID WHICH
FERKOVICH HATD GIVEN US WAS NO MORE THAN CI HAVE BEEN GAINED  FROM
FUBLICATIONSy  BUT THERE WERE CERAIN THINGS WHICH AS FAR AS I WAS
AWARE HAD ROT RBEEN PURLISHED AND TN ALL PROE Ch ONLY HAVE RFEEN
TOLD TO HIM BY THOMAS.

MR OCREW:  JUET ONE MATTER BEF WE NMOVE ONy YOU REF T0 A REPORT
FROM DT SNR O SGT  DOON WHO CONTACTED FERRKOVICH IN CHCH. oo I
SATH HE DEALT WITH  FERKOVICHy  WHICH WAS  IN, WGETN  SOME  YEARS
FREVIOUSLY y BEFORE FPERKOVICH WENT TO FORIRUA T THIMK.

YOU "ARE RIGHT &5 TO WETHe IT WAS 1976y AND WAS  THE MATTERS  FOR
WHICH HE WAS LOCKED UF THEN. «..Y0U ARE PROB RIGHTy YES,

Wor YOU AGREE THE TENOR OF THE REFORT IS VERY MUCH TO THE EFFECT
THAT IN HIS OFINION PERKOVICH IS SANE THOUGH AN INVETERATE LIAR.
v e 4 CINT AGREE MOREy YES. :

ANTE WD YOU AGREE WITH ME» THAT  THAT WAS THE FOL ATTITUDE TO
FERKOVIDH  AFFROACHING  THIS COMy  YOU  HAD NOT HAD THE DETAILED
FSYCHIATRIC EVID WHICH HAS NOW BEEN MADE AVAILARLE AND  THE VIEW
Was  HE WAS A& LIaR RATHER THAN MENTALLY TLL. +.. I HAVE ALREADY
SAID I CONS FERKOVICH TO RE MENTALLY ILL IN SOME AREAS. .

1§
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IF YOU THOUGHT THAT WHY DIDNT YOU MAKE  FURTHER  INGU  UNDER  THE
MENTAL  HEALTH  ACTy  WHICH ENAEBLES THE FOL TO OBTAIN & MEDRICAL
REFORT ON A PERSON  INV  IN A CRIMINAL MATTERy WHETHER THE
SUFERINTENDENT  OF THE HOSF OBJECTS OR NOT. +oo I DID NOT THINK
IT WAL NEC YRYy AS T ALREADY SAID I LKD FOR  CORROEORATION OF
FERKOVICH S  STORY. IF  FPERK WAS INSANE IN ALL MATTERS I WO NOT
HAVE THOUGHT THAT I WD HAVE FNDI ANY CORROBORATION OF HIS STORY.

LETS COME TO THE FPTS OF CORROBORATIONy  THERE ARE  SIX  PTS  FRUT
FORWARD  BY  YOUR  COUNSEL  AND YOU WD BE FAMILIAR WITH WHAT THEY
ARE . e 1 WAS NOT FRESENT IN COURT.

THE FIRST ONE T WANT T0 DEAL WITH IS THE HANDUMRITING ON THE MakFs
EEING  THAT OF THOMASy YOU HAVE ALREADY MENTIONED THAT YQURSELF.
THERE I& NOTHING ON THE MAFS WHICH EXPRESSLY  SaAalll 71 DID THE
MURTIERS «  + e NOvy ARD T FUT THAT IN MY REFORTS,

THERE IS NOT EVEN ANYTHING WHICH CLEARLY GIVES RISE TO THAT
INFERENCE IS THERE. +.. IT DEFPENDS IF YOU TAKE CERTAIN MARKS ON
THOSE ™MAFRS AS HAVING BEERN MADE RY THOMASy A8 GIVING RISE TO SUCH
INFERENCE .

WO YOU NOT AGREE WITH sE THOSE HMaFs  ARE  CONMFLETELY CONSISTENT
WITH AN INNOCENT THOMASy EXFL TQ A FELLOW INMATE HOW THE MURDERS
W SEEM TO HAVE RBEEN DONE aAND HOW HE WaAS FRAMED. .. YOU FUT 2
QUESTS IN THERE I THINK. I TaARE THE LATTER ONE FIRST —- THE QUEST
OF BEING FRAMED. I DIS&GREE.,

WHAT AROUT THE FIRST ONE. .. AFART  FROM  THE  MARKING WHERE
ALLEGEDLY THE RODIES WERE FUT INTO THE RIVERy T WD 8AY YES TQ THE
FIRST QUEST.

YOU WD AGREE WITH ®ME SURELY THAT FROM HIS KNOWLEDGE OF THE AREAvy
- THOMAS WD HAVE REEN ARLE TO PT OUT THAT FLACE AS A FOSSIELE SFOT
WHERE THE MURDERER CI HAVE FUT THE RODIES INTO  THE RIVER. vee
INDEETD .

REF TO THE OTHER MARK ON THE DOCUMENT WE ARE REF TO0O -~ WD YQU
AGREE  WITH ME IT IS FPERFECTLY CONCEIVARLE WHOEVER FUT THAT THERE
WAS JUST MARKING A FLACE ON THE ROAT  RETWEEN FPUKEKAWA, AND  THE
CREWE HOUSE., +.¢ YESy 1T CD AGREE WITH THAT.

AS TO THE FRAME FART OF MY QUESTy I DONT WANT TO LAROUR ITy ERUT
ON  THE -3RI OF THE DOCUMENTS THERE IS A REF TO THE CROSS SHOWING
THE AFFROX PT WHERE EXH 350 WAS FNIIy KNOWING AS WE DO THAT THOMAS
BELIEVES HIMSELF T0 HaVE BEEN SET UPy IT IS5 NOT VERY SURPRISING
HE WD FUT ON A& FLAN OF THE CREWE HOUSE & FLACE WHERE THE VITAL
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EXH WAS  FOUNI,% ... I GOT FROM YOUR ORIGINAL QUEST THAT THOMAS
WAS FRAMED, NOT THAT HE THOUGHT HE WAS FRAMED.

EXF YOU TO AGREE WITH THAT WD BE A VAIN ENDEAVOUR, THAT  THOMAS
THOUGHT  HE  WAS FRAMED. ... IF I THOUGHT HE WAS FRAMED I WD RE
THE FIRST TO SAY S0,

THE NEXT FT OF CORRORBORATION IS THE REF IN THE FERKOVICH MATERIAL
TO THE UNFPUBLICISED EXISTENCE OF A SWAMF NEAR THE COW SHEI
SUFFOSEDLY THE REFOSITORY OF SOME OF THE AMMD. s+ THE REMAINS
OF THE EROX YES.

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE FHS USED AT THE TRIAL. ++s REASONARLY
S0y YES,

IF I SHOW YOU BK B CAN YOU SHOW US WHERE THAT SWAMF IS8, (FPROI
vee  THERE I8 & FINITE SWAMF THERE.

FH B40. CAN YOU SHOW US WHERE THE SWAMP IS. ... (INDICATEL)

C2: THAT 1§ THE COWSHED., ... THERE IS & DIRAIN RUNNING FROM THE
COWSHED  YARDy  AND. A LENGTH OF FIFE WHICH GOES OVER THE BANK AND
FLOWS DOWN TO AN - AREA  OF  SWAMF AT  THE BOTY, LT I8 NOT A
FARTICULARLY LARGE SWAME,

C2e IS THERE A SMALL FPOND THERE. sese I DONT RECALL IT.

C3ie IS IT A SOAKAGE FIT. oo IT IS A DEFINITE BWAMF.  THEE I8
ANOTHER  HOUSE  YOU CANT SEEs YOU.CAN WALK FROM THAT HOUSE DOWN A
TRACKy ACROSS A LOG WHICH HAS BEEN FLACED AS A ERIDGE ACROSS THAT
SWAMP .

CZi- THERE I8 A HAWTHORNE HEDGE BEMHIND THE COWSHED . ., BEHIND
THE DLIY COWSHED,

FOLLOW THAT ACROSS TO THE RIGHT DOWN INTO WHAT YOU ALLEGEX 18 A
BWAMFYy 18 THERE NOT CLEAR GROUND THERE RISING UF THE OTHER SIDE,
FROM THE ENIN OF THAT HEDGEs DOWN THRU THE HOLLOW AND  UF YO THE
NEXT SLOFE. ., YES. '

HAVE. YOU BEEN OUT AND IN THE SWAMF. vee I HAVE BEEN QUT TO THE
COWSHED., .
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HAVE YOU EEEN IN THE SWaMF. +. NO.

DEFINE & SWamMF. +eo AN AREA OF VERY SOFT FUGGY GROUND WHICH IS
WATERLOGGED ,

IN GOOD DRY CONDITIONS YOU WO CERTAINLY HAVE REEN AEBLE TO DRIVE A
TRACTOR ACROSE THE BOTT. ... IN THAT AREA YOU FTED QUTs YES .,

IN THE TOF AREA WHERE YOU SAY & FIFE COMES QUT FROM THE COWSHEID
Chr BE DESCRIBED AS A URINE OR A WASH FROM THE COWSHED - $048K FITS

OR ALL KINDG OF FARM LANGUAGE. ee e I DEFINE IT AS A SWAMF.

MORNING TEA ADJOURNMENTy 11,020 aM

MR O/ DONOVAN CONT D

WE WERE  JUST  FINISHING THE SWaMFy IS THAT AREA  THERE THE
SWAMF oo « YES CLOSER TO THE COWSHED. <(WITNESS PUTS & RING AROUNID
IT ON FHOTOGRAFH)

ITS ONLY THAT AREAy NOT THE: AREA ODWNHILL FROM THE:
COWSHET « « v « « NO

YOU WO AGREE  THAT REING  THOMAS FARM HE  MUST KNOW THAT
EXISTSe .« OF COURSE.

YOU WD ALSO AGREE THAT HE CD WELL MENTION THAT SWAMPY AREA IN THE
COURSE OF A QUITE INNOCENT DESCRIFTION OF HIS FARM. .o YES

THE NEXT FOINT THAT COUNSEL HAS RAISED RELATES TO THE EASE OF
DISFOSAL  OF  THE BODIES AT THE SITE MARKED ON THE SEC MAF, YOU
HAVE TOLD ME THOM WD FRESUMARLY KNOW FROM HIS KNOWL OF THE ARE A
A% A MATTER OF THEORY. .o WD SAY THOMAS WD KNOW THE AREA VERY
WELL YESs OF COURSE.

ANOTHER MATTER THAT WAS MENTIOEND BY YOUR COUNSEL RELATED TO AN
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INT MAGID ANTI FSYCHIC  FOWERy DO YOU REGARD  THAYT  AS A
CORROBORATING FACTOR e o oo oNOT FARTICULARLY «

YOUR COUNSEL ALSD MADE HENT OF AN UNFUEBLICISED  FRIOR  STHT BY
THOMAS REG AN INCIDENT AT SHOOUL WITH THE DEMLER GIRL.ese e YES

YOU KNOW IN  HIS MATERIAL RELATING TO  SUCH AN INCIDENT MR
FERROVICH REFERREDI TO HEWSON BEING PRESENT AT THAT TIFE .. ..YES

YOU KNOW HEWSOR AND THOMAS WERENT AT SCHOOL v .1 DO
AN HEWSON 16 MUCH OLDER THAN THOMAS. s +01 DONT KNOW HEWSONS AGE

0 YOU REGARD THAT AS A CORROBORATING FACTOR. ..o YES I8 STILL REG
IT AS A CORROE FACTOR REGARDLESS OF THE NAME OF HEWSON

C1 IT CDNTY HAVE HAPFENED IF THEY WERE NOT AT SCHOUL.
TOGETHER « « v o IN  REL TO HEWSON YES RBUT IN REL TO THE MATTER WHERE
THE RUEBER WAS DROFFED AND THOM&GS I8 ALLEGED TO HAVE LOOKED UP
THE GIRLS SKIRT I REG THAT AS CORROROMATING

CAN YOU TAKE AN INCIDENT INVOLVING 3 FPERSONS ANI SAY ONE 18
INCORRECT AND THE OTHER MUST ERE CORRECT

Cl THOMAS TOLD HIM AROUT THIS SOCALLED DROPFING THE RUBEERs YOU
LOOK  FOR  CORROEORATION OF THATy AND THE STMT THAT I8 SORT TO EE
CORROBORATEDy CORROBORATION CONSISTS IN THE STHMT 3 FEQFLE  WERE
INVOLVEDy THE GIRL DEMLERy THOMAS AND HEWSOMN. ... THAT IS RIGHT

THAT I8 FERK STMT AND YOU SEEK CORROE OF  IT  BY EVID  ELSEWHERE
THAT  THOMAS DID THAT THING. SINCE HE DESCR AN INCIDENT INVOLY 3
FEOFLE AN INCIDENT INVOLVING TWO FPEOFLE IS NOT  COORRORORATIVE
TESTIMONY I8 THAT RIGHT CREW

CREWS  YES SIR THE REF TO HEWSON IS CLEARLY WRONG OR AN TNVENTION
ON  THE FaRYT OF PERK., «o YES C1 WRONG AND IF WRONG AN INVENTION OF
FERKR FOLLOW THAT.s..I FOLLOW THAT RBUT BEC. ITS WRONG IT DOESNT
NECC  MEEAN 178 A CONFUSION HE CI BE CONFUSED WITH NAMES, I DONT
KNOW AND THIS I8 SOMETHING I CONSIDERED

I THINK THE FOINT I8 SUFF NADE WD YOU AGREE THAT THE CORR MUST RE
MINIMAL  IN  THE  EXTREME RBEC  OF THE PRESENCE OF HEWSON IN PERK
VERGION OF THE INCIDENT....oNO CORROEORATION WaS A MAN  EY  THE
NAME OF FARKER INTERVIEWED IN 78 WHO MENT A& SIM INCIDENT.
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DID HE MENTEION HEWSO0N RBEING INVDLVED: « v e «NO

MROFARKER WAS NOT AT SCHOOL AT THE TIME WAS HE. . ... THIS UWAS n
CONV WHEN THOMAS WAS WORKING FOR ROUSES T THINK IT WaS AT MERCER.
ROOSES aAND THOMAS LS ALLEGED TO HAVE

WILL I ORJECT. COMPL HEARSAY: A LAST RESORT EBY THE WITNESS TO
GET SOMETHING IN THAT HE FEELS WILL GO AGAINST THOMAS.

WITTs I &M NOT TRYING TO GET SUCH EVID IN. CREW  ASEED  AROUT
CORRKR AND I SAID THERE WAS CORROR

FISH: A LOT OF THE DIFF ARE &ABOUT  HALF  OF  THE QUEST  PUT T0O
WITNESSES aARE  T0O  BE THE SURJ OF SURMISSIONS AND 1 SUBMIT WE CD
GET THRU THE ERNQU IN AROUT HALF THE TIME TF WE aAll  CONFINE  0OUR
QUEST TO EVILD AND  LEAVE IT T0 COUNSEL TO ARGUE ALl OF THESE
THINGS. I HAVE SAlD REPEATEDLY THESE aARE MATTERS OF SUBMISHTONS

Cl a LOT OF THEM ARE BUT IT SEEMS TO ME HARIT IN THE WaAY YOU 0
THINGS InN THIS COUNTRY TO FUT MATTERS OF SUEM TO WITNESSES

FLGHs  YES BUT L DONT THIMNK ITS &N ECOMOMICAL WAY OF DOING IT IN
TIME .

CLy  FUTTING A WITMESS TO AGREE WITH A& DEDUCTION DOES NOT ADVANCE
THE  MATT FURTHER. HE SAYS THERE WaS CORROBORATION FROM A MaN
NAMED PARKER .

CREWS I IND TO THE COMM THE PT I WAS PERSUINGy THE COMM HAVE TND
AN INT TN THE RESHONS WHY THIS MATTER WaAS ALY BY THE FOL OROJUST
TOSSED OUT IN THE INITIAL STAGES AND THIS WITNESS Wah  ONE  OF
THOSE  ITNVOLVED  IN  JUDGING ITS  CREDIBILITY  AND  HE TOOK CERT
FACTORS INTO ACCOUNT

Ci HE TOOK INTO ACCOUNT MATTERS BY & MR F&ARKER  AND FOR O THAT
REASON HE THOUGHT THE STMT WaAS GOO0D.  ITS NOT FOR US 70 8AY s YOU
ARE FUTTING YTHIS A% IMPROPRIETY ON THE FART  OF  THE FOLICE IN
TEKING IT IMTO CONS WEITHOUT INVEST FURTHER. THE MEDIGAL ASFECT.

CREWS  FIsallyY THE #MATTER YOUR  COUNSEL  HAS  PUT  FORWARD A5
CORROBORATION  RELATING 7T0 WARIHAM WHEN DID YOU MEET HIM« . o HAY
78

HADL YOU NOT MET HIM BEFORE. ¢« NO
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DID YOU KNOW OF HIF.e .o VES
IN WHAT CONTEXT.ese oBEC HE HAD A DIRUG CONVICTION

THAT WAS IN 75 T THINK: HAD YOU HEARD ANY MORE OF HIM BETW 75 AND
78¢v¢4.NO

I WD LIKE T0 SHOW YOU & NOTE THAT I8 AFPARENTLY SIGNED RBY WaAREHAM
AN IT  aAFFEARS  OM  THE COFY OF THE FOL FILE WE HAVE EEEN GIVEN
DATED 7TH JUNE 1978 E SEC HALF OF THE PAGEs WD YOU READ  THAT T0
THE  COMMISSION "FURTHER TO ENQUIRY RE EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION IN
DRUG SOENE THERE AFFEARS TO RE THO
INCIDENTS o v vcsevvessacarcersreerress o PROBING WITH CAUTION®

HOW DO YOU THINK THAT GOT ON TO THE FOLICE FILE.... BEC ITS FART
OF  THE  STMT OF HAFFENINGS OF WED JUNE 7TH 1979y THAT SHI BE 7§,
ITS WRONGLY DaTED AT THE TOF .

DOES THAT RELATE TO THIS MATTER .. .. 0BV NOT
WHAT DO YOU THINE LT RELATES TO.e . «SOMETHING TN THE DRUG SCENE
CLIT B0UNDS LIKE SOMEONE GIVING INFORMATION TO S0OMEONE. s+ YES

GEVING INFORMATION T0O THE FOL ON OTHER FRISONERB.....A% FarR a8 I
AM AWARE WAREHAM WAS NEVER & POL INFORER IN AUCK

CaN YOU THINK OF any OTHER REASS EXPL OF THAT  DOCUMENT veses o NO T
KNOW WaREHAM HaD GFOKEN TO AMOTHER DET AT SOME STA0E REG HIS CONV
BUT WHAT TRANSFIRED I DUNT KNOW AND I DONT KNQW WHO 1T Was

SCOYT TOLD US THIS MORN WHEN HE WENT TO THE FRISON ON 14 AFRIL HE
Was GIVEN 3 LETTERS INCL ONE BY WAREHAM RELATING TO OTHER MATTERS
AMII HE HANDED THAT TO YOUe oo o YES

WHERES THAT LETTER. oo AT THE FOLICE STN

WHAT DI IT RELAT TO....TO HIES CONV TO DRUGS AND ASSOCTATION WITH
DRUGS .

ARE YOU TELLING US THAT WAS &LS0O IN  THE CATE  OF  INFORM  OTHER
FRISONERS  HANDED TO THE FOLICE. ..« . NOT A MATTER OF INFORMATION A
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MATTER OF HISTORY
CLINFORMED HESTORY oo YES

CI DIID IT RELATE T0O A JRD PERSON.. .. IT RELATED TO OTHER FERSONE
AND HIS INVOLVEMENT WITH THEM FRIOR TO HIS CONV

C2 WHATS YOUR DEFINITION OF A NaARK IN PRISON -TERM.....IN A FRISON
SENCE I THINK A HARK IS5 ANYONE WHO SPEAKS TO THE FOL AT Al

C2 WD YOU AFFLY IT IN A& BROAD TERM TO A FOL INF« ool THINK ITS A
NORMAL COLLORQUIALISM USED FOR A FOL INFORMANT

HADl YOU FORG THAT OTHER LETTER A MOMENT AGD WHEN YOU GAVE  YOUR
ANSW .o oo «NO T THOUGHT THAT OTHER LETTER WAS COMFLETELY DIVORCED
TO THIS CONV. IT RELATED TO MATTERS FRIOR TO HIS CONVICTION

DI THE  INFORMATION CORNY  IN  THAT LETTER INCRIMINATE OTEHR
FERSOMS . ¢ o0 I THINK  MOST  OF THOSE OTHER FERSONS HaAL BEEN DEALT
WITH

THATS NOT THE ANSW I WaAS LOOKING FORy FTU THE QUEST AGAIN

DI THE INFORM IN THAT LETTER INCRIMINATE OTHER  FERSONS  DEALT
WITH OR NOT« <o« YES

WAS THAT TEM FIRST TIME WAREHAM HaD  GIVEN  SUCH  INFORM Y0 THE
FOLICE e e I HAVE NO  TDEA  WHAT WaAREHAM MAY HAVE GIVEN ON FREV
QCC.  WE D0 NOT PURLISH.  IT WAS THE FIRST 1T KNEW OF

C3¥ WAS THE FURFOSE OF THE LETTER T0 GAIN SOME KINIDY O0F  GAIN FOR
HIMEBELF . +s o o NI WAREMAM NEVER EVER ASBKED FOR ANYTHING FOR HIMSELF
HE NEVER MADE aNY REQUESTS FROM ME IN ANY FORM

CLFERHAFS "THE RIGHT TIME T0O ASK THEM HAS NOT COME YET ...l CANT
ANSW THAT

CREW: WE HAVE FOUND 3 INSTANCES OF HIS GIVING INFORM TO THE FOL»
THE LETTER MENT IN AFRILy THE DDCU FROM THE FILE IN JUNE AND THE
MATERTAL RELATING TO THOMASs ANY OTHER INSTANCES OF WHICH YOU ARE
AWARE + ¢ ¢ « « LM NOT AWARE OF ANY OTHER INSTANCES.
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YOU WD AGREE WITH ME  THAT  FOLICE  INFORMERS  aRE  NOT N ORMALLY

MOTIVATED  EBY AN ALTROISTIC DESIRE TO ASSLET THE FOLICE . ... FOL
INFORMANTS ARE MOTIVATED BY MANY RESSONS

THEY USUALLY WANT  SOMETHING OUT  OF IT  SQONER OR  LATER FOR
THEMSELVES o+ o « NO I WDONT

C1 THEY MaY WANT TO 0 HARM TO SOMEONE ELSE . cees CERTAINLY

INGF STCOTT AGREED THIS MORN THAT AN IND FROM THE FOLICE  THAT A
FRIGONER  HAD  BEEN HELFFUL WITH ENQU CD CAUSE THE FRISONS FAROLE
BIXTO TAKE A FAY VIEW OF AN INMATE DO YOU AGREE. e+l DONT  ENOW
IVE  NOT EXFERTENCED OF MAKING ANYTHING KNOWN TO THE FAROLE BI IN
THE HOFE OF GETTING A LESSENED SENTENCE .

WO YOU 8AY YOU GET ON QUITE WELL WITH WAREHAM.«ss L DD

YOU IN FACT ASKED HIM IF HE WD GIVE EVID IN OTF ON THESE
MATTERS, .. .YES I DIDn

WHAT WAS HIS REACTION. .. HE WAS NOT PREF TO GIVE EVID IN OFEN CT
BUT HE WD GIVE EVID IN ANY COMM OF ENQU THAT MAY BE INSTITUTED.

WHAT WAS THE BASIE OF HIS OBJ TO OFEN OT... BEC HE WD BE REGARDED
AS A NARK AND WD GET & HARD TIME IN FRISON

C3 DID HE KNOW AN ENQU WAS ALSO LIKELY TO BE  OFEN  ENGRUIRY ... 1
CANT  BAYy I DONT KNOW » I DONT THINK WE RISC IF IT WAS OFEN OR
NOT BUT I THINK HE FELT A COMM OF ENQU WAS & DIFF MATTER T0O A CT
FROCEEDING . WILL THE POL AFFPARENTLY COMPL THESE FART FROCEEDINGS
ARE NOT IN OFEN CT I FIND IT SURFRISING

C1 YOU MEAN IN ANOTHER FLACE
WILL YES,

C2 HOW LONG WAS FECK GIVEN TO IRAW - THESE  MAFS  AND PRODUCE
THEM. ¢ o o w THOSE  MAFS WERE DRAWN BEFORE T CAME INTO THE ENGU BUT I
KNOW THAT FPERKOVIUK WAS NOT REQUESTED TD GIVE MAFS

YOU TOOK THESE MAFS WITH YOU TO PERK AND WROTE THE NOTES TN HIS
FRESENCE s THE  SI6G IN THE TOF CORNER NOTES ALDED EY DET TNGF
ODONOVAN .
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FISHERS I WROTE TH&Ts THEY aARE ON  THE  FHOTO COPIESs  HNOT  THE
ORIGINALYS. THOUGHT X7 WIn o RE CONFUSING IF YOU THOUGHT THOSE
NOTES &FF ON THE ORIGINALS,

C2 DO T TAKE IT THAT THE IDENTIFICATION OF THE O AND THE X WaS ON
THE MAF AND YOU ADDED NOTES ALDED BY DET INSF DONNOUAR

FISHy IF YOU LOOK AT THE ORIG YOU WILL BE ARLE TO SEE  WHAT HAS
BEEN ADDED.  THEY ARE aALREADY EXH. 1T Was% JUST EXFL ON THE FHOTO
COFIES THERE IS A LITTLE RECTANGLE IN THE TOF CORNER

C2 ¥ LOOK FART AT NO 3

FISH?  THINGS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDED BY ODONOVAN ON THE FIRST FHOTO
COFY FROM WHICH FURTHER COFIES WERE TAKEN

C2 THEY ARE NOT ON THE ORIGIMNAL .,
FISHERY I WILL GO THRU THERM

C2 THE FHOTO COPIES ARE NOT COFIES OF THE ORIGINAL  COFIESy  THEY
HAVE REEN ATDED TGO,

FISH:  THATS &0
C2 WHEN DID ODONOVAN ADD THEM.

FISGHERS  THESE ORIGINAL DOCUMENTS ARE THE EVID BEFORE THE ENGU AS
THEY STAND. THE  FHOTO  COPIES ARE EXTRA COFIES TO ASSSIST THE
COMM WHILE HEARING THE EVID

WITTy  THE ORIGINALS HAVE AN O AND AN X IN  THE  BEODY. N THE
RIGHT CNR  OF  THESE DOCUMENTS 1 HAVE SHOWN WHAT THE 0O AND THE X
RELATE TO, 0O BEING WHERE THE AXLE AND THE RODIES WERE ALLEGED
LEFT AND X BEING WHERE THE BODIES WERE ALLEGEDLY LEFT BY THE
RIVER

C2  WHEN DID  YOU  FUT  THAT DEFINITION ON THOSE s &« o WHEN I
FHOTOSTATEDR THESE DOCUMENTS FOR THE COMM

C2 WHEN DID FERK DEFINE T0 YOU WHAT THE X AND THE 0 MEANT. s s IN
MAY 1978, 1 THINK YOU WILL FIND THERES A& JOR SHEET THERE IN REL



[ . &

TO THAT

C2 MR OFISHER CIr o YOU REMIND US THE DATE  THE ©ORIGINALS  WERE
OBTAINED FROM FERKOVIGH G+ oo

FISHER? IT SEEMS TO EE 31 MARCH 78 THAT SOME  SKETCH  MAFS  WERE
HANDED TO SCOTTV. WHETHER ALL OF THEM OR ONLY SOME IM NOT CLEAR.

C2 WHEN YOU GOT THOSE MAFS YOU THEN WENT AND 88K PERK  AND  ASKED
WHAT THE X AND 0 MEANT . +» 4. YES

C2 IT WASNT MY WORK NARKy YOU ELUDED I INVENTED THE WORD NARKy WE
HAVE. A DOCUMENT IN FRONT OF US FROM A CONSULyTING FOYCHIATRIST OF
445,80 MR HEWLANS DOCUMENTy 1 WILL READ A FARAGRAFH WHICH T  FIND
SIGNIFICANT  "THE YOUNG FOLICEMAN THAT ARRESTED ME WD NOT LISTEN.
I HAD TO TELL THEM TO ASK DONOVAN IN AUCK AND MEATELL IN CHOH. I
HAVE  THEIR FH  NOS  AND  ANOTHER SPEC NAME 1 USE FOR CONTACT ING
THEM. I DONT KNOW WHY MEAKLE HAS NOT BEEN TO SEE ME AND  FUT
EVERYTHING RIGHT. M CONFUSED., I SEEM  TO  RBE  CAUGHT IN &
CROBSFIRE T THINK ILL COMF RETIRE FROM ITy IVE H&D NO COOPERATION
AT ALL AND THEY CalL ME A NARK HERE® THAT READS TO ME A% THOUGH
YOU WERE ON SOME SORT OF FRIENDLY TERMS WITH. FPECEOVICH OR  THAT
FECKOVICH BELTEVED YOU OWED HIM A FAVOUR ... 0o MY FIRST COMMENT 18
I OWE FERKOVICH NO FAVOURS. SECONDLY THE FIRSTTIME T MET PERK
WAS IN  78. SINCE THAT TIME AND SINCE HIS DISCHARGE FROM FRISON
HE HAS GIVEN ME CERT INFORMATION ON  OTHER MATTERS  WHICH HAVE
NOTHING TO DO WITH  THOMAS. Lo HAVE SEEN HIM ON THOSE OTHER
MATTERS AND T HAVE INVESTIGATED MaATTERS THAT HE HAS BROUGHT TO MY
ATTENTION

G2 YOU HAVE NOT SINCE HIS RELEASE  FROM FRISON  AND  BEFORE  MIS
CHARGES TN ABOUT 85,80,  YOU  HAVE  NOT  ASKED HIM FOR TNFORM
RELATING TO ANY OTHER FEOFLEy NOT THOMAS s ANY OTHER FEOFLE .. .0 N0
I HAVE  NOT ASBKED INFORM FROM FERK AT ANY STAGE» PERK HAS ALWAYS
VOLUNTEERED INFORMATION

WONT YOU THINK THE CONTEXT OF HIS WORDS I THINK ILL COMFL RETIRE
FROM IT  ALLesoooHE  SEES MIMSELF A8 SOMETHING AS AN UNDERRCOVER
AGENT ANIY HE HAS BEEN TALKING ARUT LEAVING NZ AND  FRES THAT 18
WHAT HE WAS ELLUDIGN T0 THERE :

HES HAD GONE O PERTH AND COME RACK. %« YES

C2 AM I TARING AN UNF&aLF INFERENCE FROM  THAOT LETTER FROM THE
FSYCHIATRIST -THAT FERK HAD SOME AFFINITY TOWARDS YOU AND BEL yOU
WERE GOING TO HELF GET HIM OTU OF THIS JOBe.oool THINK HE WAS
HOFING ON  THE INF HE HAD GIVEN TO HIM FREV I WO GET HIM OUT OF

PaGk 5K )
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THIS SCRARE IN CHOH AND NEEDLESS T0 SAY I DID NOT GET HIM 0T OF
THE &SCRAFE

L2 HADN HE BEEN CALLED & NARK WHEN YOU KNEW HIM IN AUCK: s« L  DONT
KNOW

NI YOU FAY FERK ANY MONEY FOR INFORM GIVEN  YOU. ... NO T HAVE
NEVER FAID FERK & CENT AND I QWE HIM NO FAVOURS

COMING BACK TO WAREHAM AM I RIGHT IN THINKING YOU HAVE TALKED TO
HIM ARQUT THIS HMATTER AT LENGTH. .¢..YES

HAVE YOU TAKEN & STMT s e« NO

S0 FAR A8 WAREHIM IS CONC THE  ONLY WRITTEN MATERIAL IN EXEST
COMPRISES  THE  STHMTS  HE MADE TO FERK.. .. THE ONLY WRITTEN MAT TN
REL TO THE THOMAS AFFAIRy YES

WHEN YOU CAME INTO THE MATTER THE FILE CONT  THE FIRST &TMT RY
WAREHAM RELATING TO AN OVERHEARD CONV.os.. YES

I THINR YOU WENT OUT TO THE FRISON ON 24  MaY  DIGHT  YOU. . es YES
FROEB THAT DATEy 24 MAY WHERN

78eee s I NOT THINKE S0.

I READ FROM A DOCUMENT FERK SUMMARY OF EVENTS.. .1 THOUGHT IT WAS
EARLTER IN MaY BUT YOU MAY WELL BE RIGHT

THATS FROE NOT MATERIAL Y BT THAT VISIT WAS BEFORE THE NEXT  STHMT
BY WAREHAM  WHICH I WD LIKE TO SHOW TO YOU. WHAT I8 THE DATE ON
THE- TOF OF THAT. « oo JUNE PTH 1979, I THINK ITS  JUNE  7TH 1978
SIR. )

ITS ACTUALLY SIGNED AT THE BOTTOM 78.¢s.0YES 78

IS THERE ANYTHING ON THE FACE OF THAT DOCU YOU HAVE  NOTED THAT
SHOWS  WHEN U FICKED IT  UFy  YOU MAY CARE TO  LOOK AT THE
DF\'IG]HAL!Q LI )

CREW THE BLACK MARK AT THE ROTTOM I8 A MARK THAT I8 SUFPOSED  NOT
TO SHOW UF ON FHOTO COFY MACHINES. I FUT IT ON. I CAN READ WHAT
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IS UMDERWNEATH THEM.

C3Z THIS DOCU HaAS TWO DIFF DATES ON 1T  RBY  THE AUTHOR  OF  THE
DOCUMENT

CREWy  THATS QUITE RIGHT. THIS IS WHAT I aM TRYING TO FIKRD  OUT
WHEN ODONOVAN CaAN TELL US WHEN HE PICKED LT UM,

WITT:  FROB ABOUT 13 JUNE 1978, 1 THINK

D0 YOU HAVE A RECOLL OF FICKING IT UF, YOU ARE QUITE SURE YQOU
DIDNT FICK IT UF IN 197%9%.....1M QUITE SURE IT WAS 78

YOuU Wit RE OF THE VIEW THAT 79 DATE IS A MISTARKE.....IVE ALlWaY$S
KNOWN THAT 72 DATE 195 A& MISTAKE.

IT X8 THE CaSE ISNT THAT ON THE FACE OF THIS DOCUMENT  FERKOVICH
AND WAREHAM  ARRANGED  FOR WAREHAM TO EAVESDROF ON THE CONV FERK
WAaS HAVING WITH THOMAS ..« IN THE HALL YES

DID YOU SUGE THAT BE DONE....NO
DID YOU SEE ROTH OF THEM IN MAY...e YES

DID YOU SUGE THEY ORY FURTHER  CORROR OF WHAT WaS CONT IN THE MAT
THEY HAD.....YES I SUGGE I W RBE INT IN &NY FURTHER MaT THEY O
GIVE ME.

Drn YOU THINK THEY WD GO AWAY AND FORGEYT THE WHOLE MATTER OR  GEX
MORE EINFORMATIEONs « o« o X WASNT TO BEE IN THE POSITION OF INSTIGATION
ENGU AT THE FRISON RBY GETTING THESE FEOFPLE TO WORK FOR ME

YOU MUST HAVE KNOWN IT WAS A FAIR SORT OF IDEA THEY WD TakE 1T
FURTHER IN  THIS SORT  OF WAYsss.ol HAD NO IDEA THEY WD TARKE IT
FURTHER AND IN WHAT WAY. g

LOOK AT EXHIBIT Fy JUST LOOK AT THE SEC PAGE  OF  THATy IS  THAT
YOUR  HANDWRITING AT THE RBOTTOM.o s o0 SEE THE WRITING. LT I8 MY
HANDIWRITING

HANDED TO ME RBY FERK 10 AFRIL 79«4 .. 0BV THAT MISTAKE 18 MINE.
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WHAT HMISTARKE I8 THERE., ... IT SHD EE 78, THAT  CANT Rk RIGHT
ELTHER. RECAUSE T DIDNT SEE FERK UNTIL #MaY.

Whr YOU LOOK AT THE ORIGINAL ON THE FOLICE FILE ..o« YES

ALL IM INT IN IS THE NOTATION OF YOURS ON  THE ROTTOM OF  THE
TYPEWRLITTEN  SYTMT  IT  Wa8  HANDED  T0Q  YOU  BY FERK ON 20 aPRIL
790« IT CANT RE REC IT WAS HANDED TO MR SCOTT

ClL THATS THE FIRST STMT e e ET8 A HANDURITTEN STHMT

CREWF ON 2 DOCUMENTS NOW WE HAVE A REF T0O  EVENTS DCCURING  IN
1979 MT EDEN PRISON IN REL TO RBOTH PERK AND WAREHAMy DID YOU SEE
THEM THERE AT THAT STAGE: TN 197%.+0+.1 FROEB SAW FERK IN 79 BUT ¥
CERT DINDNT SEE WaREHAM. I ONLY SAW HIM IN MAY 78 AND J&GN 80,

WHaAT I FUT TO YOU IS THI&, THE JUST DEPT FILES SHOW MR THOMAS WAS
NO  LONGER IN MT EDEN PRISON AT THIS TIME AND WITHOUT CRITICISING
YOU IF  THESE 79 DATES ARE  ACCURATE WE HaVE A STRANGE
SITeve oo THESE DOCUMENTS WERE HANDED OUVER IN 76

FISHERs -~ HE WaS NO LONGER IN MT EDEN HE WENT TO HAUTU PRISON FARM
IN LATE 78

WILLF  THATS TO THE BREST OF OUR RECOLLECTION

CREWS 12 OCTORER 1978 MR THOMAS LEFT MT EDEN  PRISON FOR  HAUTU
FRIGSON FaRM.

Cl THE DOCUMENT YOU HAVE GDT DATED 9.4.78  TRANSCR  OF FECKOVICH
LETTER  ON WHICH YOU HAVE WRITTEN AND HANDEDTO MY BY FECK 10.4.79
CONT THE STMT ON THE SEC PaGE, 1 H&VE  COMFL MY ENQUIRIES - IN
CONNECTION WITH THE: THOMAS CASE . AL.S0
TOveveresrvereeerssereses e MYSELF AND ARTHUR THOMAS® THAT STMT IS
WHOSE STMT

LOREWS MR FERKOVICH

Gl THIS T8 AN ACCURATE  STMT  COFESSION  THAT TOOK  PLACE  THIS
EVENING o sr s e csoescvessessorssesseesr | UR THE  SOLE  PURFOSE OF
OVERHEARING" THAT I8 WRITTON DN 30 JUNE 79.

C3 YOU WD NORMALLY ANNOTATE A DOCUMENT « TO MARKE & MISTAKE IN THE
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MIDDLE OF  THE  YEAR I8 NOT A8 NORMAL a% IN JaN. IF 17T IS A
MISTAKE 1TS AN UNUSUAL .. THE LETTER TO WHICH CrREW REF 18 A
HANDWRITTEN LETTER RBY FERK

C1 DN THE TRANSLATION OF IT YOU HAVE WRITTEN AND HANDED 70O YOU RY
FERK ON 10.4,7%9.44s MR SCOTT HAS ALREADY SAID HE REC IT AND IT I8
NOTED ON THE. FOOT OF THE FAGE REC BY SCOTT ON 14.4,78

Gl IN THERODY  OF  IT IT REF T0 A WITESS WHO INCIDENTLY
LRCEE K SR 2R K X 2R B A 2 IR TR R a3 lefl F-‘lf\']lth‘ T”UM(‘IS" ll-”” CH f'T(iS I&'; "'l"\'
WAREHAM. + ¢+ « « YEES

Cl1 THE STMT ON THE FRONT OF IT IS JUNE 7 79 AND IS DATED ON  THE
SEC FAGE SIGNEXD 7.8:784440.YES

WITH A SIGNATURE THAT T8 INDECIFHERAELE .. . THATS WAREHANS $16.

ClL 80 WAREHAM SAYS IT HAFFENED THIS EVENING THE CONV  TOOK FPLACE
JUNE 7 786444 YES

ClL MR PERK WRITES AROUT IT HAVING HAFFENED SOME TIME BEFORE  9TH
AFRIL 784444 YES

BEC  THATS  WHEN HE REFERS 10 IT. "AL.s0 T0 REFORT THE:
TRUTH e s v v e v e ve v e s e o AND ARTHUR THOMAS® s oo o THATS THE FIRST CONY
IN THE WORKSHOF WHEN HE WAS BEHIND BOXES aND  THAT WaAS  CONT  IN
FERK FIRST STMT WHIH WASHANDIED TO SCOTT

Cl THERE WERE 2 0CC WHEN WAREHAM LISTENED  IN... .YES THE FIRST
TIME  WHEN HELLEG OVERHEARD &  CONV BETW THOMAS AND PERK AND A
LATER ONE IN A RECREATION HALL AND IT WAS AN ARRANGED MEETING

L1 THERE I8 ONY OF WRITTEN STMT BY WAREHAM. ... NO THERE I8 2 SIK.

CREWF  THERE ARE 2 STMTS BY WAREHAM: WD YOU LIEK  THEQTHER ONE
NOW. ' -

RYANS 18T AFRIL.

FISHER: CAN I RENEW MY AFFLICATION TO RENEW FURTHER WITNESSES AS
YOU INDICATED EARLIER AFTER THE NEXT 2 WITNESSES,

£ o .
—_— 3.1—-. ————
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C2 DO YOU REFRESH YOUR CLATM.
FISHER: 1 00,

C2 WE WILL SIT AT 10 AM ON MONDAY SO THE WITNESS CAN GET AWAY TO
WELLINGTON.

THE HEARING ADJOURNED AT 1 F.M.  ON FRIDAY 8TH AUGUST 1980
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TTHE HEARING RESURED AT 10 AJk.  ON MONDAY 11TH AUGUST 1980,
MR O/DONOUAN CONT X
X CREW

AT THE CLOSE ON FRIDAY WE WERE DEALING WITH DISCREFANCIES AS  T0
DATE  AND  IN  FART A DATE YOU HAD FUT ON & COFY OF A TYFPEWRITTEN
STMT OF AN EXTRACT FROM FERK‘S DIARYs 0ID YOU MANAGE TO SORT THAT
DATE OUT AT ALlssesoI HAVE GIVEN IT CONS THOUGHT OVER THE WEEKEND
AND I CANNOT EXFLAIN THAT FART DATE. THAT WAS REC BY MR SCOTT

Cl WHAT SHOULL THE DATE RE.....THE ORIG OF THAT DOCU WAS REC EY
kM SCOTT. I CANNOT UNDERST HOW I FUT A DATE ON THAT COFY

CL YOU MEAN THE DATE OF 79«44 YES

C3 YOU ARE SAYING YOU DONT KNOW WHY YOU FPUT ANY REMARK ON IT AT
Alleee oo ND I HAVE GIVEN IT CONS THOUGHT ANDN I DONT KNOW WHY I FUT
ANY REMARK ON IT.

CREWS  COMING BACK TO WAREHAM: ON HOW MANY OCCASTONS  HAVE  YOU
INTERVIEWED  HIM.eoo a8 FAR AS I RECALL 2 OCCy FO&SS 3 BUT I THINK

L)
WAS THAT IN 78...4+.YESy THE FIRST ONEy YES
WHEN WAS THE SEC+ ¢0 « 1980

WAS THAT IN MaY OF THIS YEAR WHEN HIS EVID WAS BREIFED FOR  THE
FURF OF THIS COMMs s oNO IN JAN OF THIS YEAR

s

DID ANY  DOCUMENTS COME INTO EXIST AS A RESULT OF THAT
INTERVIEW. ¢+ o NO

WHAT WAS THE FURF OF THAT INTERVIEW....68 WITH FERK TO EST.
WHETHER THEY STILL HELD TO THE STORY THEY HAI GIVEN IN 78

HAVE YOU SEEN WAREHAM SINCE THEN. . YES

C2 SEEN AS DISTINCT TO INTERVIEWED.... .YES I BROUGHT HIM IN FROM
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sTHE  FPRISON WHEN HE WAS INTERVIEWED BY OTHERS IN RELATION TO THI%
COMM OF ENQU.

THAT WD HAVE EBEEN IN MAY 80.....YES
ANY INTERV OR DISC OR MEETINGS WITH HIM SINCE THEN....NO

FINALLY Di@nn YOU ON 3 JULY OF  THIS YEAR INTERVIEW A MR ALAN
JAMIESON EMFL AS A FOREMAN AT RORERT STONE CO. 6040 YES

THIS WAS IN THE COURSE OF YOUR ENGQU INTO THE INCIDENT RELATED RY
FERK OF THE RUEBEER AT SCHOOL ...+ YES

I WO LIKE YOU TO GIVE THE COMM AN TDEA OF HOW EXTENSIVE  THOSE
ENQU  WERE ..+ o THE ENQU IN REL TO THE RUBEER WERE CONFINED TO
SEEING MR HANCOCKy MR PARKER: MR JAMIESON AND A GENTLEMAN IN
WHANGAREIy THE FATHER IN LAW OF PARKER I THINK HE WAS.

DID YOU GO TO SEE THE GIRL Val COUCH AGAIN.....YES 1 DID

DID YOU INTERVIEW ANY OTHER FERSONS WHO WD HAVE EBEEN IN THE CLASS
AT THE TIME THIS INCIDENT WAS SUFF TO HAVE HAFF..,..NO I DID MAKE
ENQU FROM THE SCHOOL AND EST THAT THOMAS AND JEAN DEMLER HaAL REEN
IN THE SAME CLASS FROM STO 1 TO FORM 2,

Cl WHAT AGE ARE CHILDREN IN STD 1:......A80UT 7 OR 8,
L2 FORM 2 AROUT 11 OR 12,

C1 WHAT WY THE AGE BE OF THOSE IN FORM 2y e JDEFENDS  SIR. I
THINK ARDUND AROUT 14 OR 15 IN FORM 2. :

WILLy THATS NOT SO0,
I HAVE & ROY IN FORM 2 AND HE IS 12.

WITT: YOU CANT LEAVE SCHOOL UNTIL YOU ARE 135 ANI I THINK  THOMAS
LEFT SCHOOL IN FORM 2. I KNOW HE HAD BEEN 2 YEARS IN STD 1.

THE FOLICE FILE CARRIES & STMT alLLEGEDLY  WRITTEN  RY MR RODIDE,
GIVEN TOD FERK IN 78.+44..YES
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»WE HAVE ON THE FPOL FILE YOUR REQUEST TO THE TOKOROA CIE  ASKING
THAT RODDE BE INTERVIEWEL. .« oo YES

CAN YOU TELL US IF HE ADMTTED MAKING THAT STMT oo HE DID NOT,

TO EBE CLEARy LOOK AT THE STMT TO WHICH WE ARE REF.....YES

THAT WD YOU AGREE WITH ME HAS DIFF HANDWRITING ON  THE SEL  FAGE
FROM THE FIRSTsesesIT AFFEARS TO RE

AND DIFF HANDWRITING AGAIN ON 3RD AND 4TH PAGES. v .1 THINK FAGES
1 AND 2 ARE SIMILAR HANDWRITING BUT IT AFPEARS TO GO TO FRINTING
ON FAGES 3 aND 4

YOU SAY BOLDNE DENITED MAKING THAT «...HE TID

WO YOU AGREE WITH ME FROM YOUR KNOWL OF FERK THERE HAS RBEEN MORE
THAN A SUGG IN  THE PAST THAT HE HAS FORGED DOCUMENYTS. ... YES
THATS TRUE .

XXD WILLIAMSS

I AM NOT HANDLING ANY ASFECT DEALING WITH WAREHAM BEC I ACTED AS
WAREHAMS COUNSEL . I ASK QUEST REL TO FERK

YOU HAVE HAD A LOG AND EXT EXF IM ENQUIRING AND FROSECUTING CRIM
MATTERS v v + « YES

YOU HAVE QUITE FROF  DEVLOFED A& REFUTATION FOR  FAIRNESS  AND

CORJECTIVITY. WD IT RE TRUE TO SAY YOU WD NOT CONTEMPLATE CALLING
A CERTIFIED INMAET FROM A MENTAL INSTITUTION TFD A WITNESS ROX IN
CRIMINAL  FROC...+.00 YOU MEAN A FERSON AT PRESENT CERT OR A
FERSON CERT IN THE FAST AND RELEASED A8 FROFERLY CURED

AT FRES CERT .4+ ¢ «NO
AND THE REASON FOR THAT I8 IF A FERSON I8 FSYCHOTIC HE WD RE

USELESS AS A WITNESS. ..+ YES,

XXD RYAN
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*REG FETER LAURENCE RBODDE THE LETTER YOU WROTE TO TORKOROA SEERKING

TO LOCATE HIM IS5 ON THE FILEy ARE THE ENQU ON A& FILE... e YES
WHERE I8 IT+e+sON THE FILE

THE REFLIES RBY BODDE WERE NOT ON THE FILE GIVEN TO ME TO EXAMINE
LAST WEEK. .+ +ND

ON THE FILE I8 A FHOTOSTATE COFY OF BODDES ORIG LETTER «¢+s.YES
WHERE IS THE ORIGINAL....>I DONT KNDW UNLESS ITS ON THE FOL FILE

IT WODNT HaVE BEEN SENT TO THE HANDWRITING EXFP MR WEST FOR EXAM T0
SEE IF IT WAS RODDES WIRITING.....PHOTO COFIES WERE GIVEN TO
WESTy I DONT THINK WE HAVE AN ORIG COFRY

WHAT LID WEST SAY....HE SaAID IT COMF FAVOURAEBLE WITH RODDES
HANDWRITING BUT HE CONT FOSITIVELY SAY

LOOK AT WaREHAMS STATEMENT OF JUNE 79, COMFP THOSE WITH PaAGES 3
AND 4 OF ALLEGED EODDES STMT. YT HAS S5TMT OF HAFFENINGS WED JUNE
7 79 ON TOF QF LT RUT IT OF COURSE SHOULLD RE 78,

CREW: IT WILL RE FROD BY WAREHAM
RYANy COMPARE THE TYFE aAND STYLE OF THAT FPRINTING «+0 ¢ YES
0o you AGREE IT AFPPEARS TO RE THE SAME STYLE OF PRINTING 2. e e. YES

YOU Whe s s e THANKYOU

FAGES 3 ANI 4 OF THE DOCUMENT  ALLEGED TO EE  MADE RBY PETER
LAWURENCE  BODDE  AND THE STATEMTN MADE BY WAREHAM OF 7 JUNE 1979
AFFEAR TO BE THE SAME STYLE OF PRINTINGy HANMOWRITINGs EVEN TO THE
SIZING OF THE LETTERING.:.s1 TONT KNOWs THEY AFFy SOME WORDS
APFEAR TO BE SLIGHTLY SIM THE FORMATION OF MANY OF THE LETTERS
AFF TO RE DIFF )

IS THERE A WRITTEN REF RY WEST DN THIS DOCUMENT o0 o YES

WHERE IS THAT.sss IN THE FOLICE ROOM HERE
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S WHY HAVENT WE GOT THESE DOCUMENTS, I HAVE ASKED FOR DOCUMENTS

FISHS I HAVE  ADVISED THE POLICE LDOCUMENTS FREFARET IN
ANTICIFATION  OF  ANDO  PREF FOR  THIS ENQUIRY ARE FRIVELEGE BUT
DOCUMENTS THAT CAME FRIOR TO THAT DATE SHIN BE DISCLOSED.,

Ci THERE ARE NO PARTIES IN A ROYAL COMMISSIONy EXCEPT  FERHAFS
CROWN FRIV

FISH: IT WaAS MY UNDERST., I THOUGHT LEGAL FRIVE DID AFFLY  AND
THAT HAI BEEN CONFIRMED IN THE LATEST COMM OF ENQU AMENDMENT ACT

I HAVE NEVER HEARD OF THE FRIV OF A& ROYAL COMM.

RYANy IF THEY HAVE STATEMENTS FROM OTHER DOCU  THAT THESE LOCU
ARE  FORGED AND WE HAVE STMTS FROM RODDE AND THE CROWN KNOWS THEY
ARE NOT GENUINE I CANT UNDERST WHY WE ARE NOT TOLD.

C1 MY UDERST IS THERE I8 NO SUCH THING A% PRIV EXCEPT FOSS CROWN
FRIVE IN A ROYAL COMM. IT IS NOT A CLAIM RY.-RODDE RUYT RY THE FOL
OFF.  WHDEE FPRIVE DO YOU CLATH

FISHERS IT SEEMS TO ARISE FROM SECT 4 C SUBRS 4 OF THE COMM  OF
ENQU  AMENDMENT  ACT . I ALS0O  SAY  WITHOUT RELYING ON  THE
TECHNICALITIES THAT DOCU RELATING TO BODDE HAVE CERT NOT REE  FUT
FORWARD A8 GENUINE. WHAT HAS HAFF I HAVE ASKED THE FOL T0O BRING
TOG ALl THE DOCY THEY HAD RELATING TQ  THE FERK  WAREMAM MATTER
FRIOR TO THE DATE AT WHICH IT WAS KNOWN THERE WD BE & COMM ON
ENGQU AND MaAKE THEM aAVAIL TO COUNSEL ASSIST. IT I8 THAT RBUNDLE OF
FAFERS THAT MY FRIEND HAS EXAMINED

Cl1 THAT IS THE BUNDLE INSF DONOVAN SHOWED US.....YES

THAT EBUNIN.E DOES NOT CONT & RREF FROM WEST

FISHy  WE "HAVE MADE NO REFRESENMTATIONS AS TO WHAT THOSE DOCUMENTS
MEANy WHERE THEY CAME FROM

C1 WE ARE DISC THEIR FPROD AND RYAN WANTS TO KNOW CAN THEY RE FPROD
NOW.  YOU ADV TO REASONS 1 HELD THERE UNDER FRIVE BUT WHOSE FRIVE
YOU HAVE NOT STATED

FISHER$ ON BEHALF OF THE FOL DEFT BUT I AM FREF TO TAKE INSTR ON
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S~THAT IF IT IS A FT OF CONSEQUENCE

C1 IF THE FOL DEFT CAN CLAIM PRIVE THEY NEED NOT DISCLOSE  ANY
MATTERS REFORE THIS COMM

FISHy 1 DONT SEE ANY FPRIVE WD ATTACH OTHER THAN CROWN FRIVE
C1 CROWN PRIV IS NOT FOL DEFT

FISH: I DONT CLAIM CROWN FRIV. ITS THE FRIV OF FREF FOR THE
HEARING ITSELF,

CL. IF YOU CLAIM ANY PRIV EASED ON A FARTY AFF YOU ARE IN ERROK.
THERE ARE NO PARTIES HERE. WE WD NOT RECOGNISE SUCH A PRIV,
MIGHT THE DOCUMETS RE FRODUCED ANIN I WILL  IMPROVE MY MIND  RY
READING THE ACT OF FARLIAMENT.

FISHERY 1T WILL TAKE INSTR O THAT FT

CREWS  IN MY SUEM THERE WD BE SOME PRIVE a8 T0O THE DOCYU  FREF  RY
MR HENRY AND FISHER ANDN COUNSEL FOR THE FOL TN THE COURSE OF THE
FREF FOR THIS HEARING. IN MY SUBM THE COMM WD HAVE NO  RIGHT 70
DEMAND FISHERS FILE FOR EX

Cl WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR THAT.

FISHERF I WILL RE6D IT OUT “EVERY FERSON SHALL HAVE THE SAME
FRIVELEGES

Cl THE ONLY CLAIM TO REFUSE TO FRODUCE A DOCU I8 THE GROUND  THAT
IT MAY INCRIMINATE HIM ;

CREWF A WITNESS WHO CONSULTS WITH HIS LEGAL ADVISOR BEFORE
GIVING EVID IS ENTITLED TO FRIVE. THAT FROV OF THE COMM OF ENQU
AMENIMENT "ACT CHANGES THE THING SO FAR AS THE ROYAL COMM IS CONC.
IT WD BY MY SUEBM DOCU RELATING TO CONT FOL. INVEST OF MATTERS SUCH
AS FERK MATERIAL DO NOT FALL WITHIN THAT HEARING. THAT IS JUST
FOL INVEST OF THE FERK MATERAIL AS & WHOLE.,

Cl. WHOSE FRIVELEGE IS ITy» THE SUFERINTENTENTS OR EVERY FOLICE
WITNESS THAT 18 CALLED, ’

.~
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CFISHER:  IT SEEMS TO ME ONE WOULD HAVE TO LOOK AT THE WAY YOU ARE
ENDEAVOURTING TO GET THE DQCUMENTS REFORE THE COMMISSION WHICH 18
NORMALLY DONE RY A SURFEONA.  ONE WOULD THEN HAVE TO LOOK AT  THE
CONTROL. A WITNESS HAD OVER THE DOCUMENTS. I AM FREFARED TO TAKE
INSTRUCTIONS ON THE FOINT aND SEE WHETHER THE COMMISSTONER WIGHES
TO  FURSUE THIS ASFECT ARND IF S0 TAKE & MORE FROFOUND LOOK AT THE
LEGAL ASFECTS IF THAT IS YOUR WISH. '

Cele IT IS NOT A QUESTION OF US FURSUING, WE ARE ASKED TO HAVE
THESE DOCUMENTS  FRODUCED  AND  THEY WOULl SEEM T0O RE CLEARLY
RELEVANT ARND THEREFORE THEY SHOULD RE FRODUCEIN. IF SOMEONE WANTS
TO CLAIM FPRIVILEGE UNDER THAT SECTION IT HAS TO EBE A WITNESS AS 1
UNDERSTAND IT.FIND QUT IF THEY ARE GOING TO RE FRODUCED OR NOT.

FISHERY I THINK THE COMMON LAW FPRIVILEGE HaAD AFFLIED REFORE THAT
ACT .

Clé ISNT THERE SOMETHING THAT SAYS A WITNESS SHOULD BE ROUND  TO
ANSWER  AlLL QRUESTIONS AND IF HE CLAIMS THE RIGHT TO REFUES IT I8
ON THE GROUNDS THAT IT MAY INCRIMINATE HIM.

RYANS  THAT DOCUMENT AFPLIES TO ORDINARY COMMISIONES AND NOT ROYAL
COMMISEIONS, THAT DOCUMENT RELATES TO COMMISSIONSG QF ENQUIRY AND
NOT 70O ROYAL COMMISIONS., THIS IS8 THE WHOLE BUSINESS IN THE HIGH
COURT RBUT IN MY VIEW THERE IS5 A CLEAR DISTINCTION IN THE ROYAL
COMMISION WHERERY THE SOVEREIGN GIVES FOWER TO THE COMMIGSIONS.

Cle. WE WILL FIND OUT FROM MR FISHER IF HE TI& INSTRUCTED T0
FROGUCE THE DOCUMENTS.

RYANs DI BODDE WRITE A LETTER AROUT THIS DOCU. . A8 FaAR A8 1L
AM AWARE

WHIC FOL OFF SAW HIM.... DET SUF BRAKER

WITH REG TO WaAREHAM I TAKE IT YOU SAW THE PRISON SUFPERINT  BEFORE
YOU INTERVIEWED HIMYYsss s YES

YOU ORT THE CHARACTER OF HIS FERSON EBEFORE HE SUFF YOU WITH
EVID, .ol CANT RECALL, I FPROR DLID

ON 3 NOV 746 MR WARD THE SUF OF MT EDEN PRIS  SAID WAREHAM IS8 A
CUNNING SHREWD CON MAN AND NOT BEYONI- USING ANY FERSON TO FURTHER
HIS OWN ENIS. HE HAS BEEN ITERVIEWED THAT HIS CONDUCT USING HIS
OWN  SON  TO CON AN OFF 15 AS LOW AS A FERSON CAN GET." ARE YQU
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CAWARE THAT COMMANT WAS MADE AROUT HIMe oo o1 WA&S NOT

THE LATEST REF DATED 4 JAN 80 SIGNED BY CUTLER *I WIONT TRUST HIN
FURTHER THAN I WD THROW HIM" .....1 WAS NOT AWARE OF THAT

WERE YOU AWARE AN OFFICERs HURLEY ON 4 AUG 78 HAD THIS REMORK "
AN EXTREMELY CRAFTY ANI MANIFULATIVE INMATE® .....1 WAS NOT

ON 13 FEB 79 MR WARD SAID *WAREHAMS KNOWN FROFENSITY FOR
MANIFULATION®

AND THE FSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES REFP 22 MAY 78 *WAREHAM ATTEMFTS TO
EXFLAOIT  MANY  OFFORTUNITIES T0 HIS OWN AV ARE YOU AWARE QF
THAT ¢ o « « ND

ON A FURTHER REFy 18 AFRIL 77 & REF OF TAYLER SEN OFF* CONSTANTLY
TRIES TO MANIFULATE FEOFLE TO FURTHER HIS OWN ENDS AND A FURTHER
REF BY MR GARRET ON 18 OCT 79y ‘“WAREHAMS STRONG TENDENCY TO
EXFLOIT THE SYSTEM®" A FURTHER REF IN SEFT 79 RY WARII AGAIN
"STRONG TEND TO EXFLOLT ANY OFFORTUNITY® AND  HIS CLASSIFICATION
REF  ON FIRST COMING 70 FRISON 28 JULY 76 “SHREWD CALCULATING AND
AN EXCELLENT MANIFULATOR® WERE YOU AWARE OF aNY OF THESE REFORTS
ABOUT WAREHAM. « 4+« I WAS NOT

A FURTHER REF"WILL CONS TRY TO MANIFULATE TO FURTHER HIS OWN ENDS
ANDL IS CONSISTENTLY WORKING ONE FERSON AGAINST THE OTHER TO GET
RESULTS" DATEDN 26 JULY 7644, 4.1 WAS NOT AWARE OF THAT

YOU DIID HAVE WAREHIH IN YOUR CONTL CUSTODRY IN MAY OF THIS  YEAR
FOR SEV JHOURS.V...YES

WHO SAW HIM AT THE CENT FOL STNee s o JFISHER WAS IT NEC TO KEEEF
HIM FOR SEV HOURS AT THE FOL STN....IT WAS

ANYONE ELSE SEE HIM RESIDES FISHER.....NOT A5 FAR A4S AM AWARE

I NOTICE IN MARCH OF THIS YEAR FOR THE FIRST TIME HE 18 ALLOWE TO
HAVE A TUTOR IN IND LAW VISIT HIMesesoI KNOW NOTHING AROUT THAT

MARGAREY WILSON« ., 1 IONT KNOW AEQUT THAT

WHAT DID YOU KNOW AROUT WAREHAM WHEN YOU ASKED HIM TO CONFIRM
WHAT  FERK  TOLD  YOU.....HE HAD ALREADY CONF WHAT FERK SAID, I
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WENT TO SEE HIM TO EST AND CONSINER IF HE WAS TELLIGN THE  TRUTH.
I KNEW WAREHA&M HAD A CONV FOR DRUG DEALING

YOU MEAN TMPORTATION OF HEROIN..»+YESy AS FAR AS I WAS AWARE THIS
WAS THE ONLY CONV AGAINST WAREHA&M

IN THAT CASE HIS WIFE WAS ALSO CHARGED.....1 BELIEVE S0

SHE VERY BITTER ABOUT WAREHAM.+ . oIVE NO IDEA

HE: ALSO GAVE EVID AROUT A MAN CALLED EARY.....YES

THEY WERE ASS0C IN CHCHes oo I THINK THEY WERE ASS ON IrF

WERE YOU AWARE HE IS TRYIG T0O GET TRANS TO CHCH....2 WAS NOT

WHEN YOU TRY TO ASCERT THE aACCURACY OR HONESTY OF A FERSONS EVID
DONT  YOU TRY AND FIND OUT SOMETHING ABOUT HIS EACKGROUND. ....YES
BUT AGAIN MOSYT OF THE DET INFORM COMES FROM. CRIMINALS AND  ONE
MUST TRY ANDI CORROEBORATE OR OTHERWISE THEIR EVID AND THIS IS WHAT
I ATTEMFTED TO DO WITH PERK AND WAREHAM BY DUTSIDE MEANS

YOU HAVE NEVER ASKED FRISON AUTHORITYES ABROUT  WAREMAM  AND HIS
CHARADTER. «+ o I DONT RECALL DOING S0

WONT YOU AGREE THE ASSESSMENT OF THE FRISON OFFICERS IN CHARG WD
HAVE SOME BEARING ON A MANS EVID,....YES

YOU HAVE NOT ENQUIRED FROM THEM. ... «NO

ITS THE IN THING IN A FPRISON TO GAIN INFORM FROM  INMATES  veveld
DONT KNOW '

IN YOUR CAREER YOU HAVE NOT HEARD :0F FRISONERS BEING GIVEN
SFECLAL  PAROLE ...+ I "DONT KNOW OF  ANY FRISONERS GIVEN SPECIAL
FAROLEs I HAVE NEVER EXF SUCH A THINGy I HAVE NEVER MADE ANY
AFFROACH TO ANY FAROLE RD )

YOU SAW MR FARKER .+ 4+ + YES

WHEN. o v o« 2ND1 JULY OF THIS YEAR.
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TDINYOU TELL FARKER ABOUT THE INCIDENT OF THE RUBEER.. .7 TOLID
FARKER OF A CONV I HAD HAD WITH HANCOCK aND aSKED HIM IF IT Was &
RUBBER THAT HAL RBEEN  DROFFED, FARKER  Was%  RELUCTANT 70 GIVE
INFORATION HOWEVER HE DID AGREE IT WaS A RUBERER THOMAS HAD BEEN
TALKING ABOUT.

YOU ARE AWARE TH&T FARKER GAVE A STMT TO JOHNSON REF TO IN A JOR
SH FREF RBY JOHNSON IN NOV 70.¢.. 1M AWARE OF A JOBSH IN 70 YES

YOU ARE AWARE IN THAT JOBSH THERE IS NO MENT OF A RUBRER HBEING
OROFFERe oo + o THATS RIGHT,

YOU WENT OUT TO ASK'MR FARKER TO REM THE RUBEBER  INCIDENT ... 1
WENT  OUT THERE AND ASKED FARKER IF HE CD REM IF IT WAS A RURERER
THAT HAD BEEN DROFFED,

HEE HAl NEVER SAID 1T WAS A& RUBBER EEFORE THAT ..., NOT ON SEET 70
WHEN DI YOU SEE HANDCOCK: « o o o JUNE THIS YEAR

TOLD HIM ABOTY THE RUBEER.....NO HANDCOCK TOLD ME  AROUT  THE
RUBRER

MROHANDCOCK MADE STMTS IN 70
DBID HE MENT A& RUBBER.....1 CANT RECALL

OIn OTHER FOL OFF SSEE HANDCOCK EEFORE  YOU SAW  HIM.sseol DONT
KNGW

XX FISHER
I THINK THE JOR SH MY FRIEND IS REF TO I8 LABELLED 02/40 AND

DATED 10 NOV 70 AND IN THAT JOE  SHEET WAS THERE REF T0O AN
INTERVIEW WITH FARKER IN 70..4+.YES -

RYAN, THE JOE SH I REF TO IS DATED 10 NOV 70

FIGHF IN THE JOR SH FARKER SAID THOMAS WAS & FELLOW EMFL OF HIS
AT ROOSE SHIFFPING CO.s 0% YES
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"HOES IT RECORD THAT "HE WAS A BIT THICK ANk THE  OTHER  WORKMAN

WERE  ALWAYS  HAVING HIM ON  AND  ASKING HIM  AEBQUYT HIS SEXUAL
EXFLOITS, AT SOME STAGE THOMAS MENTIONED THAT ONE QF THE  DEMLER
GIRLS FARKER IDES NOT KNOW WHICH ONE aND ANOTHER GIRL WHOSE NAME
Chv BE VAL CROUCH FULLED THEIR FANTS DOWN AND SHOWED THEIR ROTTOMS
TO THOMAS AT SCHOL® ++s e s YES

FISH: THIS I8 AN ALLEGED REC OF THE CONV  BETWEEN FARKER AND
THOMAS . SHIY I FUT THE JORB SHEET IN. IT IS5 ON THE FILE,

C2 THERE ARE HORE INT JOBSH FURTHER ON. I HAVE READ IT
C3 DOES IT GIVE THE DATE OF THE CONV.

Cl FPARKER AN THOMAS WHEN.... 1T DOESNT GIVE THE DATE OF THE CONV
BETW  THOMAS  AND FPARKER. I7T GIVES THE DATE ON WHICH PARKER WAS
INTERV RBY THE FOL AROUT SUCH 4 CONV HAVING TAKEN PLACE.

C1 THE ONLY THING RELEVANT IS 1T GOES TO THE BONEFIDES O0OF THE
FOLy NOTHING TO DO WITH THOMAS

FISHs THE RELEVANCE OF IT IS PART IF YOU HEARD FARKER HIMSELF
GIVE THIS EVID BREFORE YOU THAT IF THOMAS HAD HAD A TONVERSATION
ALONG THOSE LINES WITH FaARKER

Cl WHEN« e o AT ANY TIME. THAT YOU MIGHT THINK IS CONFIRMING EVIDE
AS TO WHETHER HE WD HAVE HAD A SIM CONV WITH PERK.

Ci I CANT COMMENT ON THAT, ITS 3RLDN HAND AND 20 YEARS AND IT GOES
TG NO  ISSUE  AND NORODYS CREDIT. THE ONLY RELEVANTS WD BEAR ON
THE QUESTION OF WHETHER THE FOL INVESTIGATED AND FIX THIS 0QUT IN
THE COURSE OF INVESTIGATION. IT DOESNT ARISE NOW. i

FISHER: MY FRIEND ASKED YOU AROUT A&  PSYCHOLOGIES REFORT  ON
WAREHAM OF THE 26 MAY 78 AND READ YOU A FASSAGE FROM 1IT. WERE
YOU AWARE THAT THE SAME REFORT SAID FSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS
AUMINISTERED RY MR EBOWTRAY INDICATE THAT THERE IS NOTHING
UNTOWARDN IN HIS FERSONALITY MAKE UF.+.c¢oNO I WAS NOT.

OR THAT THE REFORT SAID "ITIS FAIR TO SAY THAT WAREHAM I8 A WELL
ADJUSTED  INDIVIDUAL ANIN THAT THERE IS NO EVIIN THAT HE WD NOT NOT
MARKE A SUCCESSFUL ADJUSTMENT TO SOCILETY AFTER HIS RELEASE'.....1
Was NOT AWARE OF THAT
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GOS8 THAT THE FPSYCHOLOGICAL REFORT WAREHAM OBT FOR HIMSELF

RYANF  YES HE GOT IN THERE RUT HAVING GOT IN THERE HE OBTAINED
THESE LOVING REFORTS. WHEN I REF TO THE REF HE SAYS HE ATTEMFTS
TO EXFLOIT ANY OFFORTUNITIES TO HIS OWN AV THAT IS WHAT HE I8
LOING

FISHs WERE YOU AWARE THAT ON THE SAME FILE THERE IS A &STMT RY
THE CATHOLIC CHAFLINy FATHER HOSS DATED 13 ALG 79 TO THE FAROLE
BDN WHICH STATES THAT HE HAS KNOWN WAREHAM FOR THREE OR FOUR
YEARSy HE IS GLAD TO SAY HE HAS NOTICED A DECIDED CHANGE IN HIS
ATTITUDE AND OUTLOOKs MORE REALISTIC IN MANY WAYSy GREATER
OBRJECTIVITY IN HIS OUTLOOKy LESS ANTAGONISTIC AND REVENGEFUL AND
TIME ALONG WILL TELL RUT AT LEAST THERE ARE FAVOURAELE SIGNS
WORTH OF ENCOURAGEMENT s+ 1 WAS NOT AWARE OF THAT

RYANs HE ASKED TO & TRANS TO0 FAFARQOA FPRISON IN THE SAME LETVTER
FISH; I FEEL A RALANCED VIEW WD INVOLVE READING THE WHOLE FTLE.

I ABK YOU apdut THE S0 Call.ED  FOL FILE  ON  THE  FERK  WAREHAM
MATTER, WHEN WAS IT THAT THE POL FPAFERS RELEVANT TO THE FERK AN
WAREHAM AMTTER. WERE EBEROUGHT TOG INTO ONE FHYSICAL BUNULE: oo
CONT GIVE A DATEy FROR SOEM TIME IN JUNE 1980,

I THEINK THEY WERE FUT ON TO ONE CLIF ALL THE FIECES OF FPAPER THAT
CIr  BE FOUND FROM ANY SOURCE THEN AVAILARBLE TO THE FOLICE THAT
SEEMED TO RE USEFUL ON THIS TOFPIC, «...YES

BUT EXCLUDIING FROM THAT BUNDLE DOCUMENTS YOU UNDERSYT TO RE  PREF
O OBT IN FREF FOR A COMM OF ENQUsss e YES

WE HAVE HEARD OF A LETTER FROM FERK DATED THE 9TH AFRIL 1978 AND
I THINK TIS CLEAR FROM THE ORIG ON THE FILE WHICH ANYONE CAN
INSFECT IF THEY WISH TO THAT JTHE ORIG LETTER HAS BEEN ATTACHED TO0
A CSHEET  0OF  FOOLSCAP WHICH REARS ON 1T RECEIVED 14.AFRIL 78 AND
THE INITIALS BHS.....YES., VFS§,

ARE THOSE THE INITIALS OF INSF SCOTT. ses YES,

I THINK THERE IS NOTHING ON THE DOCUMENT AT aAlLL  BEARING A 1979
LATE s NOR YOUR NAME. .. NO,

I THINK ALSO ON THIS EBUNDLE OF ORIGINALS, THERE I8 A& TYFED
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"VERSION OF THAT FERKOVICH LEVTERe. +eo I THINK S0y THERE SHIN RE.,

FERHAFS YOU SHLI CHECK THAT. ©Cn I HAND THIS FILE T0 THE WITNESS.
vee  THERE 185,

I THINK THAT ON THAT TYFED VERSION OF THE LETTERy AGAIN THERE IS
NO REF TO 1979 OR YOUR NAME., ... NO.

I THINK THAYT IN THE COURSE OF FREFARING BUNDLES OF FHOTOCORIES TO
MAKE  AVAILARLE 70 COUNSEL ASSISTING THE INGUy YOU HELFED IN THE
FREFARATION OF COFIES. ++o4 1 DI,

WERE YOU aALS0O AT AROUT THE SAME TIME GUING THRU PREFARING  YOUR
OWN  NOTES AND RECOLLECTIONy FOR THE FPURFOSE OF GIVING EVID ARQUT
IHE.Mo LI ) ] W)S.

Is IT FOSS THAT YOU JOTTED DOWN ON ONE OF THE FH.COPIESy T KNOW
IT 185 NOT ON THE ORIGINALy A NOTE THAT YOU THOUGHT YOU Hall RECD
THAT LETTER IN 1979,

IN FACT THERE I8 NOTHING 70 SUGE YOU DID RECEIVE THAT LETTER, OR
THAT IT WAS RCID RBY ANYONE IN 1979, 4.+ NO IT WAS DEV RECEIVED
BY MR SCOTT IN 1978,

TURNING TO ANOTHER MATTER RELATING TO THE FILEs I  THINK IN THE
BRUNDLE  THAT  WAS ULTIMATELY FROVIDED TO COUNSEL ASSISTING, THERE

e gon

AFFEARS A& 1978 FAROLE BDARD REFPORT BY MR HOESON. vo e YES,

ARE THE DOCUMENTS IN THAT BUNDLE ROUGHLY IN  CHRONMOLOGICAL  ORDEFR
WITH THE HOBSON DOCUMENT NEAR THE BACK. ... YES I THINK S0,

WAS THERE SUCH A HOERSON REFORT IN A FOLICE FILE AS SUCHs EREFORE
THIS RBUNDLE  WAS FPUT  TOGETHER AND MADE AVAILABLE. ¢+ 1 DONT
KNOWy I CANT REMEMBER. '

0 YOU KNOW WHEN THE HOBSON REFORT WAS OBTAINED  RY THE POLICE.
vee  YESy IN JAN 1980, 1 THINK,

WHO WAS 1T WHO ORTAINED IT. o0 I OBTAINED IT FROM MK HOBSON.

AT THAT STAGE HAD THE QUEST OF FREFARING EVID FOR A FORTHCOMING
COM OF INQU ARISEN. ++¢ I BELIEVE IT HAI,
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IT HAS EBEEN SUGG T THINK THAT FERKOVICH'S FORTION OF  THE  STORY
THAT HE 8SAYS HE GOT FROM THOMASy THAT INVOLVED THE LOADING OF THE
RIFLE REFORE THOMAS WENT INTO THE HOUSEy I8 A RECENT INVENTION OF
FERKUOVICH S,

I DIDNT UNDERSTAND THAT 70 RE THE SUGGy IT WAS AVALLABLE IN

ci:
A FUBLICATION FROM WHICH HE CD HAVE ASCERTAINED THE INFORMATION.

MR OFISHERD IF THAT I8 AlLL THAT IS ALLEGED 1 WONT FURSUE ITy I
THFUGHT MR CREW MIGHT HAVE REEN FLACING SOME SIGNIFICANCE ON THE
FACT THAT THAT DETAIL WAS NOT IN THE FIRST STMT TAKEN EY SCOTT.

Cr: I HAVE NO DOUBRT HE WILLy REC THAT WAS THE FIRST FOL THEORYs
THE 2ND THEORY ONLY CAME  INTO EXISTENCE WHEN THE POL
RECONSTRUCTION WAS ABANDONELD.

MROFISHER: IF ANYONE HAD BEEN GOING TO SUGG IT WAS A RECENT SUGG
I WAS GOING TO  GET  FROM MR ODOMOVAN THE FACT HE HAD TOLD HIM
AROUT IT.

C3 WHEN YOU SalW WaAREHAM  AND  TRIED "TO  GET. SOME  IDEA OF  THE
TRUTHFULNESS OF THE STORYy ISNT IT YOUR CUSTOM TO INVESTIGATE THE
RECORDS QUOTED FROM THE FRISON OFFICERSy TONT YOU FLACE  MUCH
RELYANCE ON THOSE. so+ L DONT THINK S0s ONE MUST MAKE ONE‘S OWN
ASSESHSMENT 0F A FERSON,

THEY WERENT REFUSED TO YOU. .o I DIDNT ASK FOR THEM.

MROCREW: 1T HAVE NO REXXM. CI WE RESOLVE THE QUEST OF  THE WEST
REFORT OF THE EBODY DOCUMENT.

Cis I LKD AT THE ACTs AND  THE SITUATION AFFEARS TO RE  THAT
FRIVILEGES AREy  FIRSTLY THERE IS A RIGHT GIVEN T0O FPERSONS TO RE
HEARIly AND IF HE Y8 TO RE HEARD TO PROTECT HIS INTERESTS HE HAS A
RIGHT TO AFFEAR IN FERSON OR EY HIS COUNSEL. THE EARLIERNFROV OF
THE OLI ACTy THE NEW FROV IS EVERY FERSON HAS THE SAME FRIVILEGES
IN  RELATION TO THE GIVING OF INFORMATION ETC. THAT FRIVILEGE IS
RESTRUCTEXI  TO WITNESSES O0OR FERSONS WHO STAND IN  THE SAME
SITUATIONS AS WIT TO A COURT OF LAW.. THEN THERE IS ANOTHER FRIV
UNDER 6 ‘FROTECTION -- IN COURTS OF LAW.’ THAT MEANS ANY DOCUMENT
FREFARED! FOR A WITy OR COUNSEL FOR A WITNESS OR COUNSEL GENERALLY
HAS THE SAME FRIV AS COUNSEL IN A CT  OF LAWy HIS INSTRUCTIONS
FROM HIS CLIENTy GIVEN FOR THE FURFOSE OF REPRESENTING WOULD RE
OF IMFORTANCEy BUT IT ONLY GIVES FROTECTIN TO WITNESSES. THERE
IS NO  SFECIAL  IMMUNITY GIVEN TO THE CROWN OR CROWN AGENTSy $0
THAT WD HAVE TO GO RACK TO THE COMMON LAW. ON THAT BASIS EGy THE
SUFERINTENDENT CIN NT CLAIM FRIVILEGE ON DOCUMENTS IN FOL FILES,
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1 THINK THE FAPERS OF MR RYAN‘S ARE NOT PRIVILEGES.

‘MR CREWS: MIGHY IT BE FOSS TO RESOLVE THIS IN A FRAGMATIC WAY.
THE  FOL  HAVE  BEEN VERY COOFERATIVE IN MAKING THEIR FILES
AVATLARLEy AND MR FISHER MIGHT RECEIVE INSTRUCTING TO MAKE THIEG
DOCUMENT AVAILARLEy REGARDLESS OF QUESTS OF FRIVILEGE.

MR FISHERS I WILL TAKE IT ON MYSELF TO PROD ANY DOCUMENTS WHICH
HAVE A BREARING ON THE HANDWRITING OF BODDE.,

C1:  THAT WILL SUFFICE FOR THE MOMENT .
MR RYAN:  RODDE MUST HAVE MADE A REFORT.
MR FISHERS ANY REFORT ON RODDE OR BY RODIE.

MR WILLIAMSE WE ARE SOMEWHAT CONCERNED AROUT THIS MATTERy REC IT
IS  AFPA 4 PFAGE  STHMT CONTAINING SCURILOUS MATERIAL S0 FAR AS
THOMAS 18 CONCERNED. IT  SEEMS THAT THIS DOCUMENT  MaY RBE A
FORGERY REC  IT SEEMS THAT THE FERSON WHO SO-CALLED WROTE 1T NOW
SAYS HE DID NOT.

C1d  WHY DONT YOU WALT UNTIL IT I8 FROD.

MR WILLIAMS: IT SEEMS THAT THIS DOCU WAS MEANT FOR  FERUSAL  RY
THIS COMy  RBUT  DOCUMENTS  WHICH SHOW IT IS FALSE MAY HAVE BEEN
SUFFRESSEIN

MROFISHERS I DONT KNOW IF THERE ARE DOCUMENTS REL TO REODDEy OR
EVEN IF THEY EXIST. BUT I WILL LK AT NOCU IN 1980 TO SEE IF
THERE IS ANYTHING REL TO RODDEy AND TO HANDWRITING AN TO MAKE IT
AVAILABLE.

C1t IS THERE ANYTHING DIFF IN THIS FILE TO OTHER FILES, REC WE
HAVE SEEN EVERY FILE WE HAVE ASKED FOR.

MR FISHERS SINCE THE DATE IN GUEST THE FOL. HAVE REEN PREFARING
FOR THE CM OF INQUy AND IT WAS ON THAT RASIS IT SEEMED TO ME THE
NORMAL CIVIL PFROCEEDINGS OF PRIVILEGE AFFLY.

Ci¢ I DONT THINK IT DOESy THE RONDE STMTS  CAME  INTO  EXISTENCE
AFTER THE START OF THE AFFAIR.,
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MR OFISHERS I DONT KNOW IF THEY EXIST.

Cil: AFART FROM STMTS REL TO YOUR ERIEFS 1 DONT  KNOW  WHY FOL
FILES SHOULLDN NOT BE PROD.

MR FISHER: THIS WAS NOT FPRESENTEDy IT W&S MADE  AVAILARLE 710
COUNSEL  ASSISTING TO FREPARE HIMSELF. WE HAVE NEVER FUT THE
RBOLODE FILE FORWARD TO THE COM.

MR WILLIAMS? HOW IS MR CREW TO KNOW IT I8 A FALSE DOCUMENT.

MR FLISHERS: XS IT A FALSE DOCUMENT.

MR 07 DONOVAN WAS EXCUSED,

THE HEARING RESUMED AT 11.30 A.M.

Mk CREW &0 FAR AS THE BODDE MATERIAL IS CONCERNEL, THE FOL.  HAVE
SURFFLIEDIN  IT TO MESSRS WILLIAME AND RYAN AND MYSELF. MR WILLIAMS
HAS IND HE DOES NOT WISH TO TAKE IT ANY FURTHER:  THE FOL NOTE ON
THE  FILE SAYS IT IS A WASTE OF TIME AND MONEY TO CalL ROIDE BREC
HE IS A CRIMINAL LUNATICy SO FERHAFS YOU MIGHT NOT WISH TO TAKE
IT FURTHER. MR RYAN SEEMS TO WANT TO TaKE IT FURTHER.

MR FISHER: I HAVE NEVER SEEN THE DOCUMENTS REFOREy BUT THEY SEEM
TO DATE FROM MAY 1980 ON. THERE I8 A DEF FROM A HANDWRITING
EXPERT WHICH SAYS THAT IT LKS AS IF THE SIGHNATURE IS RY RODDE,
BUT WE HAVE NEVER RELIEDN ON IT.

MR CREW CALLEXD 3
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CBRIAN COLENSO WAREHAM (SWORN) AN INMATE OF M7 EREN FRLISON.

MR CREW:  YOU WENT TO FAREMOREMO FRISON FOLLOWING YOUR CONVICTION
IN DECEMRBER 1975, ses  CORR.

YOU STaYED THERE UNTIL MAY 1977. oo YES,

ANDY MET THOMAS THERE. +.¢ YES. CAN I HAVE LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE
COM.

I WD PREFER YOU TO ANSW QUESTIONS. +.s  YESy RUT I EBEL MY WIFE
IS IN DANGER IF I SPEARK REFORE THE COM AND I ASK PERMISSION NOT
TO ANSWER ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS. WHEN I WAS FIRST INTERVIEWED RY
CHIEF  INSF 07CONOVANy QUITE A LONG TIME AGD CERT ASSURANCES WERE
MADE TO ME THAT IF FOSS MY EVID WD RE CONFIDENTIAL TO THE FOL AND
NOT  MADE KNOWN WITHIN THE FRISON ADMINISTRATION., THESE ASS HAVE
BEEN FALTHFULLY REFTy RBUT DURING LAST WEER A  VERY JUNIOR OFF
ANDRESSED  ME  RBEFORE SOME INMATES AND SALD THERE WAS A GENTLEMAN
FROM THE THOMAS COM TO SEE ME AND I WD BE REQUIRED TO GIVE  EVIDy
I FELT I HAD LOST THE FROTECTION I HAD a7 THAT PFART STAGE, AND I
HAVE NO WISH TO RE ASKED FURTHER QRUESTS ABOUT THE MATTER.

C1d THIS IS A HEARING IN CAMERAy IN  WHICH THE EVID IS  NOT
FUBLISHETDy  AND  THE  ONLY FEOFPLE PRESENT ARE COUNSEL FOR THOMAS
FOR THE FOL a880Cy COUNSEL ASSTSITN US AND THE  REFORTING  STAFF.
THE EVID YOU GIVE WILL NOT BE REF TO IN ANY REFORT OF QURS. ..
I HAVE ABRSOLUTE FAITH IN THE INTEGRITY OF WILLIAMS AND  RYAN RUT
THEY  ARE  DIUTY  ROUNIN TO DISCUSS IT WITH THOMASy WHO HAS BEEN AN
INMATE OF THE INSTIT FOR 9 YEARS, AND WHAT I8 SAID T0O  THOMAS
COULDr  WITHIN & VERY SHORT TIME EECOME CUOMMON FPTY AMONG THE
INMATES OF THE FRISON. I HAVE ANOTHER 3 YEARS IN PRISONy  AND I
HaVE N0 DESIRE TO SPEND THAT IN ISOLATIONy WHICH I8 SYNONYMOUS
WITH FROTECTION. AT THIS STAGE I00 NOT FEEL THE EVID I HAVE WD
SERVE - ANY USEFUL FURFOSE AND I AM FUTTING MYSELF IN aN INVIDIOUS
FOS FOR NO REASON AT all.

YOU THINK TF YOU GIVE EVID YOU ARE IN DANGER. +.. INMATES HAVE
ALREALY  SATD TO ME WHAT I8 GDING ON» ‘WHAT IS THIS, WHAT 1S THAT»
I HAVES SAID NOTHING. 1 HAVE ALREADY REEN VICTIM OF RETALLOTARY
VIBLENCE .

IS XT RNOWN IN THE FRION YOU HAVE TALKED TO THE FOL: ... IT IS
KNOWN IN THE FRISON.

BUT YOU HAVE BEEN GIVING INFORMATION. ... UNTIL A& WEEK AGO 17T
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*WAS NOT COMMON KNOWLEDGE WITHIN THE INSTITUTION.

NORODY IS AFPFEARING FOR YOU OF COURSE, IT APPEARS TO ME  WE  SHD
GIVE  SOME  WEIGHT TO WHAT THE MAN SAYS.,  THERE I8 ANOTHER WAY WE
CAN GET HIS STMTSy OR WE JUST DONT Call HIM AS A WITNESS,

WE ARE CONCERNED AROUT THIS» AND WIN BE MINDED IN  THE LIGHT OF
EARLIER  DISCUSSIONS WHICH TOOK FLACE TO TAKE HEED OF WHAT MR
WAREHAM SAYS,

MR CREW: WD HIS ORJECTIONS EBEING MET WITHOUT DISRESFECT  TO THE
OFF OF THE JUSTICE DEFT PRESENT: IF HE W&S TO WATT OQUTSIDE. 4.
NO SIRy I HAVE CONF IN THE OFFICER

C1s  YOU WANT TO GO BACK TO THE FRISONy WITHOUT HAVING GIVEN
EVID. e SHIY  IT  BE KNOWN I GAVE EVID - A KNOCKING QVER IS
NOTHING - RUT THERE ARE WAYS AND MEANS WHICH WD ENDANGER MY LIFE,
I BEL THAT.

WHAT T8 THE QRJECTION TO YOU GIVING EVID -  ASSISTING THE  FOL,
ASBISTING  THE CROWNy GOING . AGAINST THOMAS. 4.+ THE CRIMINAL
NORM 186 YOU DONT ASSIST ANYONE. INSF 07DONDVAN  WHD  INTERVIEWED
ME ABROUT THE MATTER ACTED WITH ABRSOLUTE DECORUM AND INTEGRITY
THERE WERE NO INDUCEMENTS SUPPLIED IN ANY OF  OUR  CONVERSATIONG»
ANDD 1T FELT I WAS DUING WHAT WAS NEC AND A FUELIC SERVICEs RUT AT
THIS FT IN TIME I DONT FEEL I AM DOING ANYONE ANY GOOD ANk T AM
FUTTING MYSELF IN THIS FOSITION FOR NO PURFOSE .

MR OFISHERD  ALTHOUGH THIS DISCLOSURE WHICH HAS TAKEN  FLACE RY
ACCTDENT  IN  THE  FRISON 18 EXTREMELY UNFORTUNATE TIT SEEMS THE
DAMAGE FLOWING FROM THAT HAS ALREADY BEEEN DONE, AND  WAREHAM HAS
ALREADY  COME  HEREy AND I WONDER IF IT WILL MAKE IT ANY WORSE IF
HE GIVES THE EVII,

Cle  TF HE WERE HERE WITH COUNSEL THE COUNSEL WD HAVE  THE  RIGHTYT
TO SAY HE DECLINES TO GIVE EVID. ... IF I WERE TO GIVE EVID NOW
ANDL I WAS TO RECEIVE A KNIFING OR A STARBINGy WILLIAMS AND RYAN
AG  THOMAS S  COUNSEL  MUST DISCUSS THE MATTER WITH HINs ANG I AN
SAVING THOMAS FROM A LOT OF FROBLEMS, -S0 THAT IF ANYTHING HAFFENS
TO ME IT WILL NOT COME BACK ON HIM.

MEOFISHER: MR WAREHAM’S FOS IS CLEARF  IT I8 A COMMON  SITUATION
THAT  WIT DONT WISH TO GIVE EVIDy AND CTS OR COM OF INGQU HAVE THE
FOWER TO INQU INTO THE QUESTS TO BE ANSWERED, SURJECT ONLY TO THE
MATTER  OF PRIVILEGE, THERE IS NO FRIV WHICH CI FOSS ARISE ON THE
BRIEFS WHICH HAVR BEEN MADE AVALLAEBLE TO COUNS ASSISTING, AND IF
THE COM  WANTS TO RE SATISFIED ALL EVID HAS REEN INVESTIGATED TO
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CNOT TO GIVE EVID IS THAT T0O GIVE IT WD EXFOSE HIM TO THE RISKS 0OF
INJURY  WHICH HE  HAS INDICATED, LT IS NOT A8 IF THE EVID HE WD
GIVE I8 REING DENIED T0 USy IT X8 THERE IN ANOTHER FORM. I THINK
WE QUGHY NOT TO FORCE HIM TO GIVE THAT EVID.

MRCOCREWS  THERE IS JUST ONE MATTER ON WHICH I ASK TO BE HEARD,
THERE I8 A DOCU ON WAREHAM’S JUSTICE DEPT FILE WHICH REVEALS HE
WaS THE SURJECT OF AN ATTACK BY ANOTHER INMATE EARLIER THIS YEAR:
SO TO THAT EXTENT THAT I8 CORROBORATION ABOUT WHAT HE SAYLD AROUT
THE DaNGER HE I8 IN.

M RYAN T WAS GOING TO XXMy BUT IN MARCH THIS YEAR ON THE JUSTICE
DEFY  FILE A MAN PUT THE ROOT INTO THIS MAN. WHEN RUMOUR STARTS
IN THE FRISON A4 MAN HAS GIVEN EVIDy WHICHEVER WAY HE GIVES ITy HE
I8 SUBJECT T0 HARRASSMENTy VIOLENCEy AND I THINK WAREHAM’G
PREQICAFMENT WD BRE ONCE IT GOT ROUND HE GAVE EVID a7 allL HE WD EKE
REGARLDED A8 A NARKy AND HE WD RE SURJECT TO SERIOUS ASSAULT. HE
SUFFERS FROM THE UNFORTUNATE FaACT HE 18 A EUROFEAN.

CLt THAT IS THE COURSE WE WILL TAREy WE WONT REQU HIM TO GIVE
EVINy AND  THE  DOCUMENTS  AND STATEMENTS WE HAVE RBEFORE. U&Ss THE
MATTER ALLULED TO IN THE JUSTICE FILEy AND HIS CREDIRILITY OR
LACK OF IT CAN RE ALLUDED TO. THE RECORD MAY SHOW THIS WITNESS
HAS AFFEARFED REFORE THE COM. DECLINED T0 GIVE EVIDy AND HAS RBEEN
ALLOWED TO LEAVE.  eee  THANK YOU SIR VERY MUCH.

MR WAREHAM WAS EXCUSED.

MR CREW:  ON THAT RULINGy THE 2 STMTS SHD EBE FUT IN ON  THE VOIR
DIRE .

EXHIEBEIT G AND H — STATEMENTS OF WAREHAM,

CREW: THERE IS A& HANDWRITTEN AND ATYFED STATEMENT OF THE EARLIER
STMT 18T APRIL. FERMAFS THE HANDWRITTEN VERSION SHOULD GO IN AS
THE EXHIEIT

FISHER? T THINK YOU ALREADY HAVE IT IN THAT FORM BUT IF NOT WE
SHOULD GIVE YOU THE HAND WRITTEN FART.
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Ci THAT COVERS aLL THE WRITTEN MATERIAL TO TAKE THE FLACE OF THE
TESTIMONY GOF THAT WITNESS

CREWs DO YOU WISH TO HEAR SURM FROM COUNSEL ON THE MATTERS CONT
IN -THOSE DOCU AND THE MATTERS CONT IN THE OTHER MAT CONC WARFHAM»
THE JUSTICE LEFT FILES

C1 I GATHER RYAN WAS XXIN ON THE FILES THIS MORM. IS THERE (OTHER
MATERIAL THERE

CREWy THE FILES AS A WHOLE HAVE REEN MADE AVATLABLE TO THE COMM.
I SUBMIT ISHOULD EXTRACT A NO OF REFORTS FROM THE ADMIN ON HIMe
NOW THAT HE IS NOT T0 GIVE EVIDy IN FART ONE DATED 29 JULY 76y 30
NOV  Z&y  ANDN A PSYCHOLOGICAL REFPORT DATED 22 MAY 78 WITH A
COVERING LETTER DATED 4TH aAUG 78

Cl1 HAVE YOU BEEN RIGHT THRU THE FILE
CREW:  YES

Cl  THOSE ARE  THE ONES  YOU CONS  WE  SHIN  CONCERN  OUTSELVES
WITH: oo o YES  TO HIS CREDIBILITY. THE  OTHER  DOCUMENT 185 THE
FROEBaTION EFORT WHICH REFERS TO VARIOUS INSTANCES OF HIS HAVING
BEEN NISGMISSED FROM JOBS FOR LYING,

C1 I SUFPFOSE WE SHI RECEIVE ALL THE MATERIAL &% HE IS NOT  TO BRE
X0

CREWS  FISHER IND THERE 18 OTHER MATERIAL THAT GOES  THE OTHER
WAYy THE CHAPLAINSG REFORT

Cl YOU GET THEM TOGETHER ANI THEY CAN BECOME AN EXHIRIT.

KYAN3 THERE ARE 12 REFORTS ON THAT FILE,» ALL UNFAVOURARLE, FROM
76 THRU TO 5 JUNE 80, ‘

CL DO THEY GO TO THE QUEST OF CREDIBILITY

RYAN THEY MAKE THE ORSERVATION THAT HE IS MANIFULATIVE  AND  THE
LAST ONE I8 THEY WIONT TRUST HIM AS FAR AS THEY CAN THROW HIM
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- C1 INCLUDE THEM IN THE FILLE EBEC YOU WD HAVE THE RIGHT TO FUT
THOSE TO HIM IN XX, SEE THE FILE REFLECTS THE VIEW OF ALl SIDES

CREWs  YES. WD YOU THEN WISH T0 HEAR SURM  FROM COUNSEL  ON
WAREHAMS EVID. THERE 18 WILKINSON TO COME ON A RELATEL MATTER
NOT WAREHAM A5 SUCH

Cl WHEN IT COMES TO CRED OF A WITNESS WE WD MAKE UF OQUR OWN MINDS
WITHOUT SUBRM  FROM COUNSEL AND WE HAVE MADE UF OUR OWN MINDS REG
FERK BUT IF IN THE LIGHT OF THE TURN THIS HAS TAKEN I  WILL BRE
FREF TO DEFEND ON WRITTEN MATTER IF COUNSEL WILH IT WE WILL HEAR
SUEBMy SHORT SURM WE TRUST ON WHETHER WE SHOULD RECEIVE EVID,

FISHERS I ASSUME MY FRIENDG DONT WISH TO MARE SUBM EITHER 1 RBEL
I WD NOT REQUEST T0 MaKE SUEBM., T WD LIKE TO REF TO ONE SENTENCE
IN THE WAREHAM EXHMIBIT. EXHIRIT G 2/3 0OF THE WaY DOWN THE  FAGE s
4TH FaARAy  WAREHAM IS5 STATING WHAT  HE QVERHEARD THOMAS  IT
CONTAINS  THE SENTENUE. "ARTHUE  SATD  THAT  HE L. OATET THE
RJFLEO L A A I R A N N A R R QBY THT |\] T[.rl“.:N. ﬁINI' “‘i'“‘ (:UMMISSI(]N
MaY FEEL THAT WHATEVER VIEW YOU TAKE OF . THE FPERKOVICH EVIDENCE
THAT THIS I8 AN IMPORTANT FEATURE OF THIS WHOLE MATTER

Cl THE FaCT HE SATI0 HE LOADED THE RIFLE. HE SHOT THE COWE
FIGHs  THAT IS THE WHOLE PT OF THE VOIR DIRE

C2. IF YOU ADVANTE THAT A% I UNDERRSTAND IT HE SHOT THE COW NO 4
SEV DaYs AFTER JUNE 17

FISHY THERE ARE 2 COWS REF TO IN THE FERK ADIMISSTONS ONE  HAVING
BEEN SHOT FRIOR TO THE CREWE KILLINGS AND ANOTHER LATER

CE THERE I8 REF TO A CaALF A% DIST FROM A& COW RBUT THEIS SENT IN ITS

TRUE  CONTEXT 1T DOESNT MaRKE SENSE REC THE ONY COW WAS HHOT SEV
DaEYSE AFTER 17 JUNE ’

WILLS  THERE IS NO EVID OF & COW BEING SHOT ON  THE NIGHT OF
ALLEGED  HOMICYIDE OR RESEANOERLY FRIOR TO THE HOMICIDE. A COW WAS
SHOT SEV DAYS PERHAFS AWEEK AFTER THE HOM

ClL YOU MEAN HE LOADED THE RIFLE AND THE SHELL WAS GTILL  IN  THE
RIFLE

FISHy WHETHER THE COW IS IN ERROR THE IdMF FOINT IS THE STMT HE
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LOALED THE RIFLE BEFORE HE WENT INTO THE HOUSE
Cl WE WILL NOTE THAT

FISHs THERE WAS THE QUEST OF OTHER WITNESSES THE FOL. SORT  TO
Call.. YOU HAVE IND YOUR VIEWS ON THIS BUT T RENEW MY AFFLICATION
IN CASE I7T I8 THOUGHT I H&AD ARANDONED LT

Cl WE HAVE NOT Salll WE WD NOT  HEAR  ANY  WITNESS. YOU REF TO
WITNESSy THE ONES THE INGF SFOKE OF

FISH: MR FARKER IS5 THE DNLY ONE OF IMF. I IND PREV WHY I SUBMIT
HIS EVID IS5 RELEVANTy NOT THAT IT 18 EVIDENCE THAT AN INCIDENT
OCCURRED AT FUKERKAWA SCHOOL BUT EVIIN THAT THOM MaADE & SIM STMT T0
A JZRDN FPERSON  AS COMP WITH THE STMT aALLEGEDLY MADE T0 FPERK ON A
HIGHLY SENSLTIVE MATTER WHICH IS CLOSELY  RELATED T0 THE CREWE
KILLINGS

Ci You SaYy FIRST OF all THE FERK  STHMT  SHOWS A MATTER HIGHLY
RELEVANT  THE  8STMT ATTRIBUTED IN ONE OF HIS STMTS THAT THOM SAlLD
HE EJECTED THE» WORDS TO THE EFFECT  THE  SHELL Gk HAVE BEEN
EJECTED AS HE WaALKED THRU THE GATE

FISHy THATS ANOTHER FOINT. L REFER TO THE EVIO THAT THOMAS  Hal
TOLD  FERK  OF AN INCIDENT IN WHICH THOMAS SAYS HE HAD SEEN UNDER
THE DRESS OF

ClL IN WHICH PECK SAYS THAT THOMAS SAYS
FISH? THATS 80

Cl1 aND THIS STATEMENT WaAS MalE TO THE SAaME EFFECT BY  THOMAS  T0O
ANOTHER FERSON

FISH: A SIMILAR EFFECT YES.
ClL YOU USE THEN THAT TO SUFFORT FECKOVICHS STMT
FISHs I IO

Cl ON ANOTHER MATTER THAT 18 GERMAINE, THAT IS THAT FERK IS T0O BE
ACCEFTED  WHEN HE SAID THOMAS TOLD HIM THAT HE LOALRED HIS RIFLE
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CWHEN HE WENT THRU THE GATE
FIGHy I7T ULT COMES BACK TO THaT
CL YOU MUST CONCEDE THAT IT SUFFERS & LITTLE FROM REMOTENESS.

F&HS I UNDERST IT IT IS ALLEGED THE FERK  EVID  OF  THOMAS
ANMISSIONS 1S FABRICATED, IF IT IS ALLEGED  THAT ON A VERY
CLOSELY RELATED ADMISSION THAT THOMAS HAL HAD A SFECIAL  ATTITUIRE
TOWARDS  ONE OF THE VICTIMS BEC OF A SEXUAL INCIDENT. MY SUBM IF
THAT I8  INDEFENIENTLY CORRORORATEDN THAT HELFS YOU TO GUAGE
WHETHER OTHER ASF OF THE FERK EVID ON THIS ARE FARRICATEID.

Cl L THINK WE WILL HEAR WILLIAMS ON THAT

WILLIAMSGS 1T CANT OF COURSE RBE CORRORBORATION TH&AT IS  ClLEAR, I
NONT THINK FISHER CAN ADVANCE THAT

Cl OF FERK TESTIMOMNY

WILL s  YES SIR. AT THE VERY HIGHESTy ITE NOT  EVEMN a4 FREVIOUS
CSTMT MADE TO THE WITNESS ON A4 FPREV OCC&STON

Cl THE DOCTRINE OF RECENT INVENTION ONLY APFLIES T0 THE STATEMENT
OF & FERSON HMADE IN  THE WITNESS BOX. THATE WHAT I MEANT BY
REMOTENESS . WE HAVE NEVER SEEN THE STATEMENT,

FISHy  THERE IS & JOR SHEET

WILLY 10 NGOV 70 IS THE JOR SH AND IT RELATES TO A CONV THAT MUST
HAVE  OQCCURRED  FRIOR TO 1960 WHICH MEANS IT I8 AT LEAST 20 YEARS
OL.o

FISH# I HaAVE THE JORSH FOR YOU TO LOOK AT. IF YOU ARE  INVITING
ME  TO  GIVE MY SUBRMISSIONS ON THIS I -WILL RBUT TO ME THIS EVID I8
S0 REMOTEy SO DISTANT IN TIME aND S0 TRIVIAL s INCONSEQUENCIAy IN
MY  SUBM IT IS OF NO ASSIST TO THIS COMM WHATSOEVER. ALSO I DONT
WANT TO LAROUR A MATTER WHICH I8 ORVIQOUS. MR ODONOVAN  MADE I
QGUITE FLAIN HE WD NOT CaLl A WITNESS WHD WaAS FSYCHOTIC. THE ONLY
EVID REFORE THE COMM IS THAT FERKOVICH IS AND  WAS  FSYCHOTIC.
QUITE FRANKLY IN MY MIND TOy HIS EVIDENCE CAN RE OF NO BEARING
WHATSOEVER. 1 CAN GO INTO MORE DETAIL RUT TO ANALYSE THE ALLEGED
CONVERSATION IN THE JORBRSH AND THE ALLEGED CONV IN THIS SO0CALLED
EVID OF FERKOVICH THERE ARE MAJOR NIFFERENCES. FERK STMY ALLEGES

i
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*n RURBER IS DELIRERATELY DROFFED

C1 WE CONCEDE THAT.

WILLIAMSS  HERE 17 IS AN INMOCENT SHOWING OF THE BOTTOM.

CREW: MY SUBM 1§ THAT THE CENTRAL FEATURE OF THE FERKOVICH
VERSION OF IT IS MR HEWSONS FRESENCE. ONE OF THE 3 CHARACTERS IN
THE INCIDENT THAT PFERKOVICH DETAILS. HE DOESNT  COME  INTO THE
OTHER INCIDENT  FPARKER REFERS TO AND NOR COULD HE REC HE WAS NOT
AT THE SCHOOL aND WHATEVER CORROBORATION I8 THERE FRESUMARLY HAS
TO BE SOME JTDENTITY BETW THE 2 INCIDENTS.

C1 IT DOES NOT MEET THE 18T TEST. CORROBORATIVE EVID HAS TO BE
EVID  THAT SHOWS THAT THE ITNCIDENT EXISTED. IT DOES NOT DO THAT.
YOU WD HAVE TO Call. A MAN WHO SAID I WaS THERE AND AW THIS
HAFFEN

CREWS FISHERS PT 18 THAT HE DOESNT SEEK TO CORROBORATE THE EVENT
ITESELF  BUT HE SEERS T0  CORROER A TENDENCY BY THOMAS T0O TELL
FERSONS AROUT THE EVENT WHETHER IT HAFFENED OFR NOT. ®MY FOINT IS
THERE I8 NUO  TDENTITY BETW THE 2 INCIDENTS REF TO BEC HEWSON IS
THERE ON ONE OCC ANIN NOT ON THE OTHER

Cl ON A WIDER ASPECT THATS THE SORT OF WAY THOMAS WD TaLK. ITS
OUR  VIEW THAT HAVING REGARIN TO THE NATURE OF THE EVID AND ITS
REMOTENESS AND HAVING REGARD T0O THE FACT THAT THE MATTER FERK
SFEARS  OF IS ENT  DIFF FROM THE OTHER INCIDENT REF TO AND THIS
INCIDENT HAS S0 LITTLE TO 00 WITH THE TERMS OF  OUR ENQUIRY WE
RESECH- 1T,

CREWs  TE ONLY OTHER WITHESS IM REL TD THIS MATTER IS WILKINSON.
HIS EVIDENCE WILL BE VERY BRIEF.

MRk CREW CaALLS '

MR WILKINSON. WITNESS SWORN STATES.

MY FULL  NaME I8  RBRIAN WILKINSOM.® I aM A& DETECTIVE CHIEF
SUFERINTENDENT  WITH THE NZ FOLICE AND I RESIDE AT AUCKLAND. I
LOOK AT A REFORT RBY CONST LEES DATED 4TH JAN 1980, IN  THE LAST -
FaARAGRAFH  THERE I8 A REF TO THE WRITERS UNDERST THaAT SOME ENQU
WAS CURRENTLY BEING UNIDERTAKEN  BY THE REGIONAL CIR  REGARDING
THOMAS ADMISSTONS WHILE IN FRISON. I AM  THE REGIONAL
COORDINATOR. ENQU WERE BRBEING MADE IN REGARD TO PERK RUT I DONT
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CTHINK  THE  WRITER WD HA&AVE FNOWN THET » Yo Wah o NOT GEMERAL
KNOWLETGE

C1 NOT GEN KNOWL  TH&T  THE  ENGU  WAS RESTRICTED T0  THE  PERR
MATERIAL e+« o IT WAS RESTR TO THE FERK MATERLAL RUT T DONT THINK HE
OF ANYONE ELSE WD HAVE KNOWH THAT: CI HAVE BUT UNLIKELY.

C2 WD THIS WRITER HAVE KNOWHR ANY ENQU WERE  BEING  MaBE IN O THIS
AREA e« « CI HAVE BUT I THINK UNLIRKELY.

CREWS  WHERE WD HE HAVE GOT THE INFORMATION HE OBV H&AD AT THE
TIME HE WROTE THIS REFPORT.es ol TANT ASSIST YOU WHERE HE WD HAVE
GOTTHAT INFORNM FROM RBEC THAT INFORM I8 INCORRECT

Cli ITS NOT CORR TO SAY AN ENQU WAS CURRENTLY BEING UNDERTAREN  BY
THE EG  COORD CIRE REG THOM ADMISSIONG WHILE IN FRISON. « o« « THATS
CORR.  THERE Was  ND GENERAL  ENQU  UNDERTARKEN. WHEN  THE O
FCETVED  SPECIFIC  INFORM CONC  THOMAS HAVING CONFESSED T0 A
SPECIFIC PERSON THE FOLICE REGARIED IT A%  FROFER TO  FOLLOW _UF
THAT LEAD.,  THAT WD DEFDEND ON THE INFORMATION THAT CAME FORWARIL.

EROM THE TIME OF THOMAS FARDONy WITHIN 3 DaYE OF THAT L WENT (N
ANNUAL LEAVE AND WAS STILL ON ANNUAL LEAVE &T THE TIE THAT REFORT
Was DATED AND THIS FUTHER MEANS TO ME I CANT UNDERST THE  COMMENT
IN  THE LAST  FarY OF  IT ALTHDUGH Y WD SEE THAT REFORT ONCE I
RETURNED TO DUTY

CaM YOU REM ACT SEEING TI WHEN YOU CaME BACK. ool CANT REM SEETNG
IT  BUT  FROM CHECKING CORRESE T THINK ITF YOU FOLLOW ON FROM THAT
REFORT YOU WILL SEE SWITCH MESSAGES WHERE THERE  WERE  SOME  ENQU
MADE  TO  ASCERT  WHO  THE  FERSON  WAS WHO WAS SUPFOGED TO BE TN
HOSFITAL @aT THAT TIME. AND THAT ENQU WERE MaDE AT FALMERSTON N
OF  LEVIN  AND  THE  FERSON REF TO WAS AN INFORMANT OQF ONE OF THE
MEMEERS THERE AMND HE WAS SEEN BUT IF YOU LOOK AT  THOSE  SWITCH
MESSAGES  THAT WD INDICATE IT WAS NOT A GENERAL KNOWLEDGE BECAUSLE
THE PERSON WHO KNEW  THE  IDENTITY 0OF  THE FERSON  WHO  WAS LN
HOSFITAL  DID NOT  KNOW WHAT THE ENGUIRY WaS AROUT BUT EXFL THAT
THE PERSON WAS AN INFORMANT OF HIG.

GOFARAS ENGUIRIES CONC ADMISSIONS RBY THOMAS ARE CONC AM 1 RIGHT
TN SUGH  TO  YOU  THAT THE FOLICE ONLY INVEST MATTERS BROUGHT 70
THETR  ATTENTION  AND  DID NOT G0 5 LOODKING  FOR O EVID  OF  THIS
GORT v e oo oNO  THERE IS  NO FOINT IN DOING SO AND ANY ADMISSION AS
FaR A% THOMAS WAS CONCERNED I8 OF NO CONCERN

C2 WHEN YOU GOT BACK FROM LEAVE THERE WAS AN ELEMNT IN THE FORCE
WHERE FEFELINGS WL A LETTLE TOUGHY IF NOT A LITTLE
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¢ STRONGER. o v o o T THINK THERE WaAS SOME CONCERM AT THE  FARDON AN
SOME OF THE MEME RELIEVE THE FARDON WaS BASED A4S I UNDERST IT Was
ON THE ADAMSMITH REFORT AND THEY FELT THERE WAS NOT SUFF MATERITAL

C2 IT WD HAVE REEN THE SURJ OF TALK WHERE FOLICE SOCILaLISE. THE
FOL  FORCE WD INEVITABLY HAVE  BEEN  TALKING ABOUT IT AND ANY
ALLEGED CUONF

THEY WD BE TALKING ABOUT FARDON. T WAS SUFF TO BE ON LEAVE UNTIL
11 JAN. I RET  ON 3RD BEC SUF GENTRYS FATHER DIED BUT I IMMED
WENT TO ANOTHER HOMICIDE NORTH OF WHANGAREI

C1 THE FARDON WAS ON 17 DED 794, .1 WAS ON LEAVE FROM THE WEEKEND
FOLL  THAT BUT I HAD MADE NERU FROF THE CONST SINCE THEN, HE HAS
TOLD ME THAT HE ORT THIS INFORMATION, HE CHECKED I7 QUY. HE OBT
IT SOME DAYS FRIOR TO ATH JANUARY» CONSUTED HIS SERGEANT WHO TOLD
HIt 1 WhaE COORITOINATING aNY HATERIAL AND IT WAS FORWARDIED TO ME,

WILL YOU FRODUCE THAT REPORT TO THE COMMISSION

EXHIRLIT X

Cl. D2 YOU WaNT THIS OMLY AS AR EXHIRBRIT IN THE VOIR DIRE

GREWS  TT ATES TO & MaTTER  THAT  HAS  DURING  THE  IN CAMERA
HEARING 80 FERMHAFS 1T SHOULD BE GIVEN & LETTER

XX WILLIAMS

IS THAT JOB SHEET IN AS AN EXHIRIT, THE REFORT

Gl YES EXHIEIT I

THE JOESH RELATING TO PARKER IS THAT IN AS AN EXHIRIT,
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COREWE  THAT HAS BEEN REJECTED
Cl AN THE STATEMENT .

DEALING WITH THIS FERK WAREHAM STUFF &% A  FARCEL OF  STMTS  IT
EXISTED A5 A FARCEL OF STHTS PRIOR TO THE FARDON BEING FURLISHED
DID IT NOT.o s o YES

BT WDIT ORE TRUE TO SAY THAT FRIOR T0O THE PARDON BEING  FUBRLTSHED
TH&T  PARCEL OF DOCUMENTS REALLY HAD NOT HA&AD VERY MUCH ATTENTION.
YOU WERENT DOING MUCH AROUT I7T.eoe 0 THINK 1T H&D BEEN TAKEN TO A
STAGE WHERE T DIDNT NEED FURTHER ENRUIRIES aT THaT STAGE.

CORR HE TF I WRONGy IS5 1T CORR THAT FOLL THE FARDON THIS PFarCEL
OF  DOCUMENTS  WAS  SENT  TO THE COMM OF POLICE RY YOURSELF AND I
THINK MR OTRAFFIT, .o e THE COMM HAD HAD THE LOCUMETS OAND THEY
WEE  SENT  DOWN AGAIN AFTER THE FARDON, THEY WERE DOCUMETS v NOT
REALLY A FILE AND T THINK TE ORIG WaS HELD TN AUCK &Nk A COFY
HELL AT POL HEADQUARTERS  AND THE QRLG WAS FORWARDED AFTER THE
FARTION .

THE FT 1T STRIVE T0 M&RKE IS THAT THERE WAS A& MOVEMENT OF DOCURMENTS
ALEBEIT ORIGINALS FOLLOWING THE FUBLTCATION OF THE FPARDON .. VES .

Was THATy WERE YOU FERSON WHO SENT THEM. o  YES

ANDD THE RECIFIENT THE OMM OF FOLTCE.. ..ol THINK IT WO GO 7O CRITME
BIRECTORATE Yy T DONT KNOW IF HE WD SEE THEM PERSONALLY

THE MATTER I PT  T0O - IS WHY  AFTER  THE  FARDON  Was  THIS
RESURRECTION  OF  INTEREST  IN THIS PARCEL OF DOCUMETS ... DGNT
THINK THERE WAS ANY T INTy IT WAS & MATTER OF FORWARIING THEM
TO A CENTRAL  PT WHERE THERE WaS NO FURTHER USE TO HOLD THERNM IN
ALICK

)

I DONT FUT ANY CONMOTATION MYSELF anND I USE  NEUTRAL  TERMINOLOGY
EUT TT MAY AFFEAR IT WAS SOMEWHAT COINCIDENTAL THAT FOLLOWING THE
FARTION THERE SHD BE THIS SENDING OF DOCUMENTS TO THE COMM  AS  IF
YOU  EXFECTED  THE  FOL  IN WGTO MIGHY UTILISE THEM TO ANSWER THE
FARDON. v o o T THINK YOU REF TO MY MINUTE ON THE REF  WHERE I SUGE
THE. MINISTER OF POL MAY RE INT TO VIEW THEM

IT MIGHY SEEM TO & NAIVE FERSON THAT HERE 185 THE FARDON FUBL TSHE D
ANDL A FEW DAYS LATER THE DOUMENTS ARE SENT TO THE COMM S0 HE MiaY
USE THEM IN SOME WAY TO MAKE A STMT IN ANSW T0O THE FARTON . « v o +NO
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THATS INCORRECT .

WHY WaS THIS RESERGENCE OF INTEREST IN THIS FARCEL OF  LOCUMENTS
FOLLOWING THE I88UE OF THE FARION. e THERE WaAS NO RESURGENCE OF
INT. THE FILE WAS HELD AT HEADQUARTERS AND  THEY WERE RET TO0
HEADQUARTERS A5  THERE WAS NO  PT  TO  HOLD THOSE DOCUMENTS IN
ISOLATION TO THE OTHERS AT AUCKLAND

YO HaVE Hal LONG EXF IN FROSEC IS CRIMIMAL  MATTERSy  HOW  MANY
YEARS . + o + ¢ 30 YEGRS

HAVE YOU EVER Cal.LED AS A WITNESS AGAINST A DEF A WITNESS
CURRENTLY IN A MENTAL INSTITUTION AS A CERT FATIENT.. .. 0 WD RE
UNUSUAL . T WAS TRYIGN TO THINK OF & HOMICIDE IN CHCH

Cl1 IT WONT DO THE FROS CASE MUCH GOOD. .. .. 1 AGREE. I DOT KNOW OF
ANY  INMATE  OF A MENTAL INST AT THE FPRESENT MOMENT WHO HAS BEEN
CALLED

IN YOURLONG EXF HAVE YOU KNOWN IN A CRIM FROS FOR A FERSON  THEN
CURRENTLY A  FATIENT AT A - MENTAL HOSFITAL«veeo) THINK A HOMICIDE
THAT OCCURRED AT & MENTal INSTITUTION

THE REASON FOR THAT WO BE A FSYCHOTIC WITNELHS WD BE  0OF  NO
USE s o o o « THATS CORRECT,

CREWS  THERE aRE NO FURTHER WITHNESSES 1 PROP TO Call IN THIS IN
CAMERS "HEARING.

C1 HOW L0 YOU WANT THIS IN CaMERA EVID TO BE  TREATED. IF  WE
REJECT THE EVID OF PERK AND THE OTHERS THE WHOLE OF THIS FORMS NO
FART OF THE RECORD. IF WE ACCEFT IT WE  EMBARK  ON  HEARING  THE
SAME EVID IN OFEN HEARIMNG.

CREWS IT WO BE OFEN TO THE COMM IF IT WAS TO ACCEFT THE EVID T0O
IND TO COUNSEL IT FROFOSED TO INCORFORATE THE FAGES TAKEN DOWN ON
THE WORD FROC A4S FART OF THE REC

Cl1 IN AN ORI TRIAL YOU HAVE AN EXAM THERE AND YOU DECILIDE THE EVID
IS ACCEFTABLE IT GOES ALL OVER AGAIN.

CREWS IN MY SUEBM THE REASON FOR THE IN CAMERA HERE WAS TO AVOILD
FUBLICITY FOR THOMAS ON A SENSITIVE ISSUE., THATS DIFF FOR THE
REASON FOR A VOIR DIRE IN AN ORIN CRIMINAL TRIAL TO STOF THE  JURY
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» HEARING EVIDE IT SHOULD NOT HEAF.

IT IS NOW OFEN TO YOU OT DEAL  WITH IT  IN  YOUR REFORT A% IT
WISHES, IF YOU DONT ACCEFT THE EVID THE WaY T0 DO THAT WD BE TO
AVOID EMBEARRASSMENT TO THOMAS

Cl NORMALLY WE WD HAVE RETIREDI AND GOT OM WITH  THEOTHER HEARING
ANDD CONS IT IN THE DEC BUT TO 00 THAT WD BE 70 DRAW ATTENTION TO
IT

CREW:  IT SEEMS TO ME THE EVID THAT HAS BEEN GIVEN IS5 FARY OF THE
WHOLE  OF  THE  EVID IN THE TERMS OF REF AND YOU MUST WEIGHT THAT
WITH THE WHOULE OF THE OTHER EVID AND REC OF ITS SENSITIVE NATURE
THIS EVID HAS BEEN HEARD IN CAMER

C1 WE WIF NOW HAVE T0 MAKE A REFERENCE WE REJECT 1T NOW.

THE HEARING ADJOURNED AT 12.5% A.M,  ON MONDAY 11TH AUGUST 1980






i

Y

N

M2 40N b (R

T ~ H
\A.@ -~ 5E
A W S - T
a SC ~ T
I i G

P vy

b an B an- i g @\hﬁs&wﬂ%

E{Q?%

Provbp) S1 s asyv Py %“N@.\mm%mw

=ré

Dl SEWOoy ]




ST EY

002 - MqiUx3 JOOqSION JSOL 3|41 S, UOS|BN pjeuo( I(] Woi 98Ed



4. Faise oath.

Rod Rasmussen gave faise oath at all of Arthur Allan Thomas's court
hearings and the Thomas Comimission by stating that the axle exhibit 293,
which was found under Harvey Crewe’s body in the Waikato River, and the
two stub axles exhibits 330 and 331, which were found by the police in the
Thomas farm dump, he removed off the Thomas farm trailer in 1965.

Evidence now available proves beyond doubt that none of these exhibits were
ever part of the Thomas trailer.

This being the case the Thomas family also wants an explanation as to how
stub axles off someone else’s trailer got from Rod Rasmussen’s workshop
and into the Thomas farm dump.

Rod Rasmussen knew the axle evidence the police presented at the Thomas
court hearings was false, because his evidence shows that he told the police
on the 12™ October 1970 he didn’t remember the work he did for Mr. Thomas,
until Det Johnston showed him the axle, and he came up with the stub axles,
The police saw Mr. Rasmussen again on the 15" October 1970 and he was
able to recall the chap Thomas.

This evidence shows the axle and the two stub axles were with Len Johnston
and Rod Rasmussen on the 15" October 1970. This is five days before the
two stub axles were found in the Thomas farm dump, on the 20" October
1970.

Rod Rasmussen gave this evidence at the Thomas Commission, and recently
on a TV1 programme ‘Who killed The Crewe’s’, which screened on the 17
July 2012.

Section 110 of the Crimes Act, Faise Oath, | Hereby aliege that Roderick
McLeod Rasmussen gave faise oath and | now lodge a formal complaint
on that basis.

Conspiring to defeat Justice.

Evidence came to light at Arthur Allan Thomas'’s second trial in 1973 that a
group of young men took an axle beam which matched exactly the description
of the axle found under Harvey Crewe exhibit 293, off the Thomas farm in
July/august 1965.

Bruce Hutton never investigated this evidence which led to a similar one being
seen in the summer of 1969/70 by John Lyall Martin in the Eyre shed after it
had been dumped beside the Eyre runoff.

Bruce Hutton on 11" November 1970 charged Arthur Thomas for the Crewe
murders and he was convicted twice on a 1928/29 Nash axle beam exhibit
293, that he never saw, he never handled, was never in his possession, was
never on the Thomas farm while he lived there, and was never ever on the
Thomas family car trailer.

Section 116 of the Crimes Act, Conspiring to defeat justice, | Hereby
aliege that Bruce Thomas Newton Hution conspired to defeat Justice
and | now iodge a formal complaint on that basis.



Thomas Commission Report

District alone, we regard the sample as being so limited that there is no
benefit derived from a conclusion that of those 64, the Thomas rifle was
the only one which could have fired the fatal bullets. How many more
might there have been in the Auckland Police District, or in New
Zealand? !

237. We conclude that it is not proved that the Thomas rifle fired the
fatal buliets. Further, even if the Thomas rifle did fire them, there is no
evidence putting the rifle in the hands of Arthur Allan Thomas at the
time. We are satisfied there was opportunity for others to have used the

Thomas rifle.

(i5i) The Axle

238. In 1956, a Mr C. E. Shirtcliffe, who was the owner of a2 1929 Nash
sedan, acquired the front assembly of a 1928 Nash motor car, and used it
to make up a trailer. He did not weld the assembly at all, fixing the
steering arms so as to make the wheel assembly rigid by cutting and
flattening the ends of the tie rod, drilling a half inch hole in it, and bolting
it to the axle beam.

239. Mr Shirtcliffe sold his trailer to a Mr G. A. Whyte in 1957. There
was no welding or other work done o the trailer while Mr Whyte owned
it.

240. Mr Whyte sold his trailer to Mr A. G. Thomas in early 1959.
Mr Thomas used the trailer for various work connected with his
Pukekawa farm. Maintenance was carried out on it from time to time, and
Mr Thomas was able to present to us a number of reccipts from his
obviously extensive and complete financial records dating back over many
years. He was, for example, able to produce two invoices showing that
new tyres for the trailer were purchased on 19 May 1964 and 23 March
1965 respectively. He was quite adamant that, apart {rom a job carried
out in November 1963 involving the welding of studs to the left hand stub
axle, no welding was carried out on the axle assembly.

241. We are pre?ared to accept Mr Thomas’s evidence that, had any
more significant welding, such as for example welding of the axle beam to
the stub axles been carried out, he would have been aware of it. He said
that no such welding was carried out and we accept his evidence.

242. In July 1965, Mr Thomas took his trailer to a Mr R. M.
Rasmussen to have the axle assembly removed. It was to be replaced with
a drop axle assembly, made from a length of boiler tube, and Zephyr
wheels compatible with the vehicle which was then being used to tow the
trailer, Mr Richard Thomas’s Zephyr car.

243. There are two versions of why the work was done. Mr Rasmussen
said, as he has consistently said in evidence, that the trailer assembly was
in a bad state of repair, in that the bearings on one side were badly worn,
and Mr Thomas also wished to change the assembly to 2 more modern
one, with wheels interchangeable with the car used to tow the trailer. Mr
Thomas, on the other hand, said that the purpose was simply to make the
wheels interchangeable and that there was nothing which needed to be
repaired. We prefer Mr A. G. Thomas’s evidence in this regard because:

(a) Mr Rasmussen made a statement to the Police on 24 October 1970

in which there was no mention of any mechanical fault needing
to be repaired, but merely confirmation of Mir Thomas’s version
of the reasons for the repairs. This statement was not produced
by the Crown to the jury at either trial.
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(b) On April 13 1965 a warrant of fitness had been obtained for the
trailer. The issue of the warraat is inconsistent with wear in the
bearings on one side to the extent which Mr Rasmussen depicts,
and the use of the drawbar coupling produced at the trials and to
this Commission.

244, It is common ground Mr Thomas paid Mr Rasmussen £30 for his
work. Mr Thomas says that this was on the basis that Mr Rasmussen
retain the parts which had been taken from the trailer, which had some
value, particularly the tyres and stub axles. Mr Rasmussen said that he
wanted to retain the stub axies because of the possibility of reconditicning
them, but that Richard Thomas took them home. We find significant the
~way he put this matter in his original statement to the Police:

“Young Thomas, about 2-3 days later, called and picked up the new
assembly, i.e. the reconditioned trailer . . . mention was made of the old
parts unused by me on the new assembly. I would not have beught
them as they were of little value in the state they were in. Therefore,

Thomas took them back with him. He would have left nothing behind

from the original assembly.”

We note that the last two sentences appear to rely on a process of
reasoning rather than on memory. it may be of significance that the stub
axles had by this time been found on the Thomas farm and shown to
Mr Rasmussen. It may, therefore, have appeared to him that they had
gone back to the Thomas farm, rather than remaining with him. We shall
return to this inconsistency in due course.

245, Soon after the trailer had been picked up from Mr Rasmussen, the
new axle was bent as a result of a combination of overloading and badly
positioned springs. The trailer was returned to Mr Rasmussen, Wwho was
disposed to repair the damage for the cost of materials only—£3/10s. Mr
Thomas presented in evidence a book of cheque butts containing the butt
of a cheque to Mr Rasmussen dated 30 August 1965 for this amount.

246. When Mr Crewe’s body was recovered from the Waikato River on
16 September 1970, there was recovered also a Nash motor car axle. The
axle had obviously been tied to the body with wire as a weight. It would
appear that over the months during which the body had been in the river
the axle had come away from the body to the extent that it was merely
hanging by one last strand of wire on 16 September. It would appear that
that last piece of wire was broken during the recovery of the body, and the
axle itself was found on the bed of the Waikato River immediately
underneath the body.

247. Although no strands of wire were actually found on the axle, we
are satisfied that the axle recovered from the river had in fact been used to
weight the body, and that was the axle produced at the trials, and before
this Cormmission, as an exhibit.

948. There is in our view no truth in various allegaticns which have
been made that the Police produced at the trials an axle different from
that found in the river. The axle was almost at once identified as a front
axle from a 1928-29 Nash motor car series 220, 320, or 420. Extensive
inquiries were mounted by the Police with a view to tracing the axle. We
accept that approximately 200 people were seen throughout the whole of
New Zealand, from Kaitaia in the north to Invercargill in the south.
Photographs of the axle were published in the newspapers, in particular in
The New Zealand Herald on 19 September 1970. Mr R. C. Carlyon, a
television news editor of Television New Zealand, told us that the axle was
shown on television on the evening of 18 September 1970.
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249, On 19 or 20 September 1970, Mr Shirtcliffe contacted the Police to
advise that an axle of the type found on the body had been mounted in his
motor car, which was no longer in his possession, and also on the trailer
which he had sold. It was established by 4.00 p.m. on 20 September, that
the car, which had been abandoned at Tuakau, still had its axle intact. Mr
Shirtcliffe was initially unable to assist the Police as to what had happened
to the trailer. He was, however, a little later able to locate a photograph of
his own car and trailer which he made available to the Police and which

was published in The New Zealand Herald on 10 Qctober 1870.

250. On 13 October, Mr Shirtcliffe’s ste:pdaughter, Miss Cowley,
telephoned the Police to say that her father’s trailer had eventually been
sold to a2 Mr Thomas Senior, now known to be Mr A, G. Thomas, and
that she had seen it often on his property when going to school in the
school bus. By 13 October, therefore, Mir Shirtclifie’s trailer had been
traced back to the Thomas family. Detective Johnsion saw Mr A. A.
Thomas on his farm on 13 October 1970. Mr Johnston’s job sheet reveals
that Mr Thomas pointed out the dump on the farm to him on that date.

251. Mr Rasmussen had first been seen by the Police on 4 October, and
the job sheet completed by Detective Johnston in relation to that interview
at a later stage, namely 23 October 1970, is significant. It reads:

““The axle was shown to Rasmussen who was unable to recall the axle
itself—he said that the method of cutting on one end of this axle was
similar to the way he used to remove the stub axles from the axle itsel.”

952, On 14 October 1970, Detective Johnston and Detective Sergeant
Parkes travelled to Matakana to see Mr A. G. Thomas, who mentioned
the repairs done by Mr Rasmussen, and gave the Police access to his
financial records. Detective Johnston searched through the records and
uplifted a number of documents. It is most unforiunate that Police
practice was not (o give a receipt, so that there could be no argument
about what was and was not taken. As the matter stands, the oaly record
of what was taken is Detective Johnston’s job sheet.

953. On 15 October at 10.45 a.m., Mr Rasmussen was again seen by
the Police. He said that he remembered a Mr Thomas; the job sheet
completed on 23 October in relation to this interview states that his
memory was that the parts discarded irom the trailer had been returned to
Mr A. G. Thomas. At 2.00 p.m., Detective Johnston saw Mr A. A.
Thomas who, according to the job sheet, took him down to the dump
‘Where a cursory search was made without trace of the wanted trailer or

parts thereof.’
954, It is therefore apparent that by 15 October, on their own records,

the Police knew:
(a) That Mr Rasmussen said that parts had been returned tc the

Thomas farm.

(b) That there was 2 dump on that farm where old moter vehicle parts

were to be found.

955. The next visit to the Thomas farm was made by Detective
Johnston and Detective Parkes on 20 October 1970. Detective Parkes said
that he had earlier been instructed to pick up the Thomas rifle, and that
he understood Detective Johnston was concerned to pick up wire samples.

256. Inspector Parkes gave evidence that they collected their wire
samples and that Detective Johnston then borrowed a spade and began
foraging around on the tip. He said that, of three tips on the farm,
Detective Johnston was concerned to search only one. After only a few
minutes, to use Inspector Parkes’ words, ‘Detective Johnston located two
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stub axles. One was probably partly uncovered, but the other was buried.’
Inspector Parkes said that Mr Johnston knew what they were, and seemed
quite excited by his find.

257. He did not search the tip any further that day. Inspector Parkes
very fairly agreed that it was an extraordinary piece of luck that the two
stub axles, which were to become such significant exhibits, just fell into
Detective Johnston’s hands. We can only agree, particularly having
regard to the fact that he had already searched the tip 5 days before. We
find the circumstances in which the stub axles were located peculiar in the
extreme.

258. We repeat that it is most unfortunate that Detective Johnston is
dead and was not able to give evidence before the Commission. We are
very conscious, that, had he been here to give evidence, he may have been
able to put forward a proper and innoccent explanation of matters such as
the finding of the stub axles from which the most serious of inferences can
on the face of it be drawn.

259. The significance of the stub axles is that they matched either end
of the axle recovered with Mr Crewe’s body. On the right hand end, the
stub axie had been removed by cutting the stub axle eye with the kingpin
still in place, the kingpin remaining attached to the axle beam. The two
halves of the eye, one on the stub axle and the cther on the axle beam,
matched exactly, On the left hand end, a weld on the upper part of the
axle beam assembly matched a2 weld on the stub axle.

260. It follows that both stub axles found on Mr Thomas’s tip had
clearly been connected at one stage with the axle found on Mr Harvey
Crewe’s body. The inference which the Crown invited the jury to draw at
the second trial was that both stub axles and the axle itself had been
placed on the Thomas tip {ollowing their return to the farm after the
conversion by Mr Rasmussen, and that the murderer had used the axle
only to weight Mr Harvey Crewe’s body, leaving the two stub axles on the
tip to be found by the Police on 20 October 1970.

261. We have had the benefit of considerably more evidence on the axle
than was put before the jury at the second trial. We have been particularly
fortunate in obtaining the expert evidence of Professor N. A. Mowbray. In
our view, the inference which the Crown sought to draw at the second trial
is not justified when one considers the whole of the evidence which is now
available. We take this view because of the following factors:

(a) The circumstances in which the stub axles were found are so
peculiar as to call for an explanation. This the Police are unable
to provide, because of Mr Johnston’s death. We expressly do not
make az finding of impropristy or even suggest that one is
appropriate, but we do say that an explanation is called for in
the light of the following maiters:

(i) Detective Johnston was first shown the tip on 13 Octeber by Mr
A. A. Thomas, who told him that motor vehicle parts were
dumped there. Mr Thomas would in our view not have been
so open about the matter, and so co-operative with the Police,
had he been the murderer and had taken the axle from the tip
a few months earlier.

(ii) Detective Johnston searched the tip for trailer parts on 15 October
1970 without finding the stub axles.

(iii) The stub axles fell into Detective Johnston’s hands on 20 October
1970 with extraordinary ease.
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(b) (i) The evidence establishes that the right hand stub has a badly
worn bearing. Professor Mowbray gave as his opinion, which
we accept, that it was wholly unserviceable. In that condition
it could not have been driven out the gate and could not have
obtained a warrant of fitness. The Thomas trailer had,
however, obtained a new warrant of fitness on 13 April 1965,
about 3 months before the trailer went to Mr Rasmussen.
Furthermore, it was Mr Rasmussen’s recollection that he had
intended to recondition both stub axles and to resell them,
had Mr Thomas been disposed to leave them with him.

(ii) Professor Mowbray’s evidence, which again we accept, is that the
right hand stub axle is not capable of being reccnditioned.
The marks of the gas cutting torch establish beyond all doubt
that the right hand stub axle belongs with the axle beam. If,
therefore, the axle beam does come from the Thomas trailer, {
would appear likely that the axle beam and the right hand
stub axle have been used after the conversion work was
carried out by Mr Rasmussen,

(c) (i) Professor Mowbray examined the grease in the two stub axles.
He found that the grease in the right hand stub axle was
consistent with an assembly which had received no attention
for a very long time while in service. Mr Thomas’s receipts, of
course, show regular maintenance. This discrepancy again
suggests that the right hand stub axle, along with the axle
beam, was used after it left Mr Thomas’s possession at the
time that Mr Rasmussen did his work.

(ii) So far as the left hand stub axle is concernad, Professor Mowbray
told us that the grease is in a condition consistent with regular
maintenance. Such maintenance would of course be consistent
with Mr Thomas’s records, and he was in fact prepared to
accept that §th inch §.A.E. bolts welded into the hub flange
were the studs welded in November 1963. We regard this
evidence on the part of Mr Thomas as most important so far
as his credibility is concerned. Had Mr Thomas not been
prepared to accept the left hand stub axle as his own, then
there would have been no evidence to idendfy it as such.
There must have been a tremendous pressure on Mr A. G.
Thomas to disavow any knowledge of the axle, stub axles, or
anything connected with ther in an effort to clear his son’s
name compietely of any involvement in the Crewe murders.
The fact that Mr Thomas was prepared to concede that the
left hand stub axle had indeed at one stage been on his trailer,
in our view does him credit and leads us to accept his evidence
as that of an honest witness.

(d) No witness was able to identify the axle itself as the axle which Mr %é
Shirtcliffe put into the trailer which he built. The following "¢}
matters suggest that it was perhaps not the same axle:

(i) Mr Shirtcliffe has consistently denied welding the axle. If the axle
found on the Crewe body is the one on which he had worked,
then the tie rod which he bolted on to it must have bheen
welded at a later stage. Mr Whyte denies of course that any
welding was done while he owned the trailer and Mr Thomas
says that only the left hand studs were welded. If the axle did
come from the Thomas trailer therefore, it would appear that
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welding work was carried out after it was removed from the
trailer. Such work implies further use of the axle after it left
Mr Thomas’s possession, and is consistent with the further
wear on the right hand stub axle which we have already
mentioned.

(ii) Furthermore, welding has also been carried out at either end of
the axle beam, to affix it to the stub axles on either side. It
would appear that this welding, also, was not carried out
while the trailer was in the possession of Mr Shirtcliffe, Mr
Whyte, or Mr Thomas. To summarise the matter, this
evidence suggests either that the axle beam and the two stub
axles were used by some person after they left Mr Thomas’s
possession, or alternatively that neither the axle nor the right
stub came from the trailer which Mr Thomas owned.

(e) (i) Itis clear from Mr A. G. Thomas’s evidence that the trailer was
in regular use up until the time it was taken to Mr Rasmussen.
It was used to transport a weekly load of pigs to Auckland,
returning with a load of stale bread. Professor Mowbray was
good enough to devote his energy and expertise to making
precise measurements of the left hand stub axle assembly in its
relation to the axle beam. He established that, when the welds
are matched up, neither a proper kingpin nor an appropriate
thrust bearing can be inserted. Both items would be essential
if the trailer were to be used on a road. If they were absent, the
whole weight of the trailer on the left hand side would be
supForted only by what may be described as a ‘tack weld’.
Proiessor Mowbray said the trailer would be dangerous in this
condition, and certainly would not obtain a warrant of fitness.
The fact that neither the kingpin nor the thrust bearing
would fit, suggests that the welding was done when neither the
kingpin nor the thrust bearing was in place. We note that Mr
Rasmussen’s recollection was that both kingpins were present
when he received the trailer from Mr Thomas to carry out his
conversion work. This means that the left hand stub axle was
not in the condition in which it is now when he received it.
(i) The Police called Dr Miller of the DSIR to rebut Professor
Mowbray’s evidence. Dr Miller operated under a consider-
able disadvantage in that he was first asked to consider the
matter only a few days before he gave evidence. He was not
able in our view conviacingly to challenge Professor
Mowbray’s analysis, which was 2 product of careful work over
a period of 2 months. He indeed accepted that the standard
Nash thrust bearing would not fit into the stub axle/axle
assembly. Dr Miller pointed out, and Professor Mowbray was
prepared to accept, that the inconsistencies involved are very
small. For example, the misalignment which prevenis a
kingpin being inserted is of the order of fyth inch. The space
left for the standard thrust bearing is of the order of -575 inch,
this being ‘050 inch less than the required space for a bearing
measuring 625 inch.
(i) We are of the view that, while the fact that these measurements
are so small no doubt explains the fact that no-one noticed the
" inconsistencies uniil Professcr Mowbray turned his eye to
them, they are nonctheless important. We accept without
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question that, in engineering terms, even a misalignment of
this degree can be crucial. We are not prepared to accept the
supposition that a worn kingpin may have been inserted, since
the measurements of the yoke bronze bushes and the axle
beam hole were compatible (axle boss ‘860 inch, bushes -862
inch), nor do we accept that a thrust bearing of a different
size, not standard for this assembly, may have been used.
While we accept Dr Miller’s expertise and are grateful for the
assistance which he endeavoured to give to the Commission,
we accept Professor Mowbray’s evidence on this point without
qualification.

(f) (i) If Mr Rasmussen’s evidence is correct, then all parts, including
the axle and stub axles taken from the trailer, were returned to
Mr A. G. Thomas. One would expect to find these on the tip
with the stub axles. Despite a careful search of the tip by the
Police on 21 October 1970 however, the following parts which
should have been there were not located:

Right steering arm

left steering arm

left steering arm keys

2 steering arm nuts

2 steering arm cotter pins

3 steering arm ball studs

3 ball stud nuts

1 cotter pin

2 hub caps

2 disc wheels

2 wheel locking rungs

4 right hand wheel nuts

4 5/8 inch 8.A.E. nuts

2 parts of tie rod with ends

2 tyres

2 inner tubes

1 king pin

2 king pin cotters

2 king pin cotter nuts

2 king pin cotter lock washers

2 thrust bearings

2 king pin spring washers

(ii) The Pelice recovered from the tip the following parts, apart from
the stub axles:

a. 1 split rim

b. 1 steel wheel rim

c. | metal drawbar coupling

d. 2 woocden planks

e. 1 numberplate—R11052.

The evidence of Mr Shirtcliffe and the Thomas family
establishes positively that c¢. the drawbar coupling had
nothing to do with the trailer. Since Mr Rasmussen did not
remove a numberplate, e. is wholly irrelevant; since he did not
touch the body of the trailer, d. is equally irrelevant. a. and b,
are the only parts which could on any view of the matter be
regarded as baving been removed by Mr Rasmussen. It must,
however, be remembered that the Thomas family agreed that
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the trailer was at their farm from 1959 to 1965, and
maintenance was carried out and parts presumably
interchanged over that period. There is nothing to establish
that, if items a. and b. indeed belonged with the Thomas
trailer, then they were removed by Mr Rasmussen. To the
contrary, the fact that so few of the parts whose presence one
would expect were in fact found on the tip suggests that Mr

Thomas may be correct in his recollection and Mr Rasmussen

wrong, and that the parts did remain with Mr Rasmussen.

Indeed, there is some significance that the tyres which would

have a good resale value were not found. Two affidavits

suggest that Mr Rasmussen may later have sold them.

(g) Mr D. Eyre, Mr B. Eyre, Mr R. W. Mills, Mr T. J. Salmons, and
Mr J. L. Martin gave evidence to establish that an axle similar
in shape to the axle used to weight Mr Crewe’s body was
removed by them from the Thomas farm in the winter of 1963. It
was removed from the place where Mr Thomas said it would
have been dumped had it been returned by Mr Rasmussen.
These five men are those referred to by Mr Yallop in his book
Beyond Reasonable Doubt? as establishing that the axle found with
Mr Crewe’s body was in fact removed from the Thomas farm.
That iz a conclusion which it is not possible to draw, since none
of them was able to identify the axle beyond saying that its shape
was similar to the axle which they remembered. In fairness to
them we should point out that they do not appear on any
occasion ever to have gone further than that.

The significance of their evidence is that, if the Crown
evidence be accepted in its entirety, including Mr Rasmussen’s
recollection that all parts left over from the conversion were
returned to the Thomas farm, then at least there is a real

sibility that the axle was removed from the property in 1965.

he finding of the stub axles in the tip would have then of course

been wholly without significance so far as the responsibility for

putting the axle on Harvey Crewe’s body was concerned. We

treat their evidence as another of the factors to be weighed in

reaching our ultimate conclusicn, rather than a matter definitive
in itself.

(h) Mr R. A. Closey, a vintage motor cycle enthusiast, gave evidence of
searching the Thomas farm in company with a group of like-
minded persons about 3 months prior to the time the murders
occurred, namely in March 1970. Despite searching the tip area
closely, they located nothing but model ‘T parts. They did not
use a spade and so did not investigate what may have been
under the surface.of the tips. We have evidence from Mr Parkes,
however, that at least one of the stub axles was partly visible in
October. The Closey evidence is not conclusive, but does tend to
suggest that the axles and stub axles were not on the tip in
March 1970. This confirms Peter Thomas’s statement.

(i) We have already mentioned that Mr Rasmussen and Mr Thomas
differ in their recollection of whether the parts left over from the
conversion, including particularly the stub axles and the axle
beam, were returned to the Thomas farm. Mr Thomas said that
Mr Rasmussen would have retained the parts, and that this
resulted in a reduction in price. He said that he would have
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noted this fact on the butt of the cheque with which he paid
Mr Rasmussen.

(i) (i) We have already stated that the evidence as to price is on its own
inconclusive. Most unfortunately, Mr Thomas’s cheque butt
is now missing. The book in which that butt appears is the
only one which is absent from Mr Thomas’s collection. The
view that Mr Thomas takes of the matter is that the cheque
book was removed either by Detective Johnston on 14
October, or by Detective Sergeant Parkes on 24 October, on
which date Detective Parkes went through Mr Thomas’s
records in his absence.

(ii) Detective Sergeant Parkes tock the precaution of submitting a
complete job sheet listing all the books of cheque butts which
he took. It is a pity that he did not take the further precaution
of giving Mr Richard Thomas, who was present at the
property that day, a receipt for what he had taken. Be that as
it may, we have heard Mr Parkes give evidence before us on a
number of occasions. We have been impressed by his honesty
and his readiness to help the Commission. We unhesitatingly
accept that Mr Parkes had no knowledge of the missing book
of cheque butts. The bank statement produced by Mr A. G.
Thomas confirms his evidence concerning the total charge for
the trailer conversion.

(k) Mr Johnston’s job sheet in respect of 14 October 1970, makes it
clear that he was aware that a conversion of the trailer had been
completed by Mr Rasmussen when he went through Mr
Thomas’s records on that date. The jeb sheet lisis 2 number of
documents which he took with him on thai date. Again, it is
unfortunaie that he did not give Mr A. G. Thomas a receipt for
ail documents taken. Because Mr Johnston is not available to
give evidence before us, in respect of the book of cheque butis
and its absence, we must leave the matter there.

Conclusions

262. We consider that the evidence as tc the two stub axles and the axle
beam is a morass of inconsistencies, unexplained discrepancies, and
alternative possibilities. While we consider that it seems likely that the
axle beam and the right hand stub axle were used by some person or
persons unknown after Mr Rasmussen carried out his conversion work,
we make no findings of fact as to the axle whatsoever. Nor are we in a
position to find ary impropriety on the part of the Police in relation to the
stub axles or in relation to Mr Thomas’s book of cheque butts, We do find,
however, that the one matter which has been clearly established is that it
would be quite unsafe to draw any inference connecting Mr A. A. Thomas
with the axle found on Harvey Crewe’s body, merely because of the
presence of the two stub axles on his tip.

(iv) Wire

263. When the bodies of Jeaneite and Harvey Crewe were recovered
from the Waikato River, lengths of wire were found tied around each
body. At the trials scientific evidence was called by the Crown and by the
Diefence on the question of whether the wire could be compared with wire
samples taken from the Thomas farm, or from nine farms in the district.
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Des Thomas 8/8/06

Conflict of Interest

In 1978 while my brother Arthur Thomas was still in jail. He had so far served eight years of some
one else’s sentence.

Chief inspector Graham Perry, head of the Auckiand CIB at the iime of the Crewe murders
investigation in 1970, made a statement (Auckland Star newspaper cutting enclosed, dated 15%
November 1978). He stated that the cattle beast that Thomas had supposedly shot with his rifle at
the time of the Crewe murders had never been exhumed to see if the bullets in that animal contained
a number 8. He also stated that if in fact the beast ever existed?

This article clearly shows the caitle beast that Thomas referred to was in a Police photograph of the
Thomas tip.

The Arthur Thomas retrial Committee conducted a thorough search of the dump in 1971-72 {(photo
enclosed). They found the body of the animals but they could not find the heads. There was also a
dog that Arthur shot because it went blind.

The NZ Police never told us that they had taken these heads to see whether there was a number 8 in
the bullets recovered.

The obviously wasn’t a number § in these heads, because we most ceriainly would have heard about
it.

The Police never made this important find known to the Thomas defence at any stage.

I believe there could be a conflict of interest in the dealings 1 have at this time with Superintendent
Nick Perry, as he is the son Det Chief Inspector Graham Perry.



AL At

2nd Movember 1973

Mr Connelly,
iinister of Tolice,
JELLINGTON.

Deer Sir,
Re Crewe murders and investigations

I recently pade a written request to the Minister
of Justice, Dr. Finlay, 10 have returned to me written material
sent to we by R.M.Rasmuszen of lMereMere in July 1945,

This wmaterial or document relates to work done
and parts supplied and costs of convetting the whole axle assembly
of my car trailer in July 1965. INr Rasmussen did the work.

The sbove document was missing from wmy papers at
Matakana after Det. Sergeant Parkes had made two visits to the roow
that housed them at a time when I was away on holidey. On one of
these occasions, Det Sergeant Parkes was left to pry amongst my
papers unattended.

#hen I learnt of these visits I was very surprised
as only about a week earlier (which was *the 1kth Octoter 1970) both
DetectivayJohnson andParkes had been to Matakana to talk to my son
Richard and I concerning a trailer, and ended up by my taking
Johnson to Richard's cottage where I had about half of wy total

correspondence kept over the years.

I allowed Detective Johnson to have the ownership
papers for the trailer plus any chegue butis relating to repairs etc
over the years.

Detective Johnson appeared to have all he wanted
but before we left the room we were rejoined by Detective Parkes
and Richard.

' According to lr Temm, counsel at the first trial,
the Rasmussen sccounts were not on exhibit in Court.

T hsve since written to Central Police Station

Auckland in an attempt to get a copy of a signed statement I wade to
Det., Parkes, plus the Rasmussen papers which I regard as ny properiy.

: 1 hawe been unsuccessful and I complained of these
happenings frow the witness box in the second irisl.

In recent weeks I wrote to Dr. Pinlay, who referred

re to you as Minister of Police.

~
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So I would ask you, Mr Connelly, to demand the
return of my property, used or not,by the police in the Crewe case,
as follows:
ig Any written material or document from R.M. Rasmussen to ne,

July 1965, farD ,

2. Cupole, or drawbar 'wood', belonging tc a/topdresser and
taken by Detective Johnson from a garage on my farm at
Pukekawa, and displayed as an exhibit at both trials.

Yours fai{hfullyg

(sgd) A.G. Thomas



OFFICE OF THE MINISTER OF POLICE,

WELLINGTON 1.

23 November 1973

Dear Mr Thomas,

Your letter of the 2 November 1973 requests the return of any
written material or document from R.M. Rasmussen to you in July
1970 and a pole or drawbar "wood" belonging to a farm topdresser
and taken by Detective Johnson from a garage on your farm at
Pukekawa and displayed as an exhibit at the trials.

The police do not have and never have had any written
material relating to Mr Basmussen's work on your trailer. If
such a document had been in the hands of the police it most
certainly would have been produced as an exhibit, but as you
know this was not the case, and this was indicated when the
matter was fully aired at the first trial. There would be go
poind in the police denying possession of such a document.

-The police do have your wooden draw bar along with your
certificate of registration for a trailer, 15 books of cheque
butts and an envelope addressed to Mr G.A. Whyte. All these
items were produced as exhibits and were about to be returned
to you when further developments resulted in the Crown Solicitor
directing that all remaining exhibits were to be retained in the
meantime awaiting the outcome of the present submissions by the
defence,

Please be assured that the property held by the police will
be returned to you as soon as circumstances permit.

Yours sincerely,

aww:;;2//,
MINISTER OF POLICE

Michael Connelly

Mr A.G. Thomas,
R.D.2,
Matakana,

NORTH AUCKLAND
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R.D. 2
Matakana,

North Auckland,
; 10 ApTA 1974
Mr. M. Connelly, P u F74
iinister of Police,
Pariisuwent Buildings,
WELLIKNGTON,

Daar Mr. Connelly.&

In reply to your letter of 23 November, 1973, I was noi

2t 8ll satisfied with your answers, but have been delayed in rcplying

by the difficulty I had in obtaining a transeript ol the second
trial, Xo doubt you ere femiliar with the transcript, for {his
cagse rust Lear stroungly on your wind, more especially so since I
understand that you received a letter pointing out that officers
? your departuent were lying i TS duning e Second
of your departmeat were lying in courtsS iuswé> = SCLON Tl

On readinz the transcript, I myself found that uweny
stotements made by police had been changed (that is, from the lower
court hearing and the first {rial), and that some testimony was
blatantly false., I intend to deal mainly with points mede by
police which affabed my credibility as a witness.

oIn your letter, you say that police do not have and
have mevez?ﬁ&sgessicn of any written weteriel relating to Ravnussens
work on wy trailer, and, as if to prove that statemnt, say that such
a decument would most certainly have been produced as an exhibit in
court did they have it. .

It is my belief that they would only have produced it if
it furthered the case for the prosecution of my son.

The first point I wish to meke is that Rasmussen did
give me an invoice, possibly written in pencil, detailing the work
done on my trailer. The detailed contents of this invoice I do not
recall, but its precise whereabouts is quite certaln in my nind,

, The last time I saw it, in Octover 1970, it was in a file
with other contractors! invoices necessary to my tax returns. These
papers were in the cottage im at Matakana. . .hen I came to ssarch for
ihis document, Tfor use im Arthur's trisl (o¥¥Er December 1970), it

was ‘missing's 1 do not believe it 1s purely coincidental that since
my lest seeing this document, police had on three occasions searched
throush those papers,; on one cccasion, Det,. Parkes searched unattended.

My papers extend over a period of twenty years, and I

have kept them filed and in order for that length of time. as 1
‘have noted proviously, some of them were laid out at the cottage for

my uce in doing my tox returns. This is the condition they were in
on 1% October when Dets., Parkes and Johnston first came to search
throuch my papers. & showed them where the documents relevent 0
¢heir inquiry wore, ond hadded them some chaque butts, the certificate

]
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of registration for the {railer, and the transfer papers {Lrom
Shirtcliffe to Thomas).

Sowe days later, I was at Moungemuka, snd Det., Paries
called on me., I signed a statement (& copy of which I have been
trying unsuccessfully to obtain for some time) and, without asking my
parmission, or even informing me of his intention, he went from there
to my properiy at Matskane, meking a further search through my papers.
On wy return, it wos with great surprisc that I learned Parkes had
visited twice during my absence. Yet in the senond trial, Parkes
says thet he hed my consent to search on both occasions - "consenteocss
consletent with the earlier consent he gove me and Det, Johnston'.
This 1s a lie, ag on the Tearller occaslon", I was present and
hsnded him the documents myself: there was no consent necessary. On
his second and third visits, he admits he removed moere cheguu butts,
and says that he "knew where to find them; I had been there earliier
with A.G. Thomas, nd had looked at those chequebooks®. I believe
that on one of thoss cccasions, when he wos unattended, Det. Farkes
also removed the Raswussen invoicexs.

It is no procf of non-possession to say that Pecouse the
irvoice was not procuced at any of the triasls, it 1s not in the
pousession of the police. 48 you are no doubt well aware, many
documents and exhibits were not produced, because they were scen %0
be of no importante to the prosecution's fraue-up, and were of vital
importance to the defence. For instonce, the first trial lawyer,
¥r., P. Tewm, obtnined a court order for the release of {the full 1list
of all thoso interviewed by the police in comnection with the Crewe's
deoaths, He only ever received a short list.

Among Arthur's papers were letters from other womwen express-
ing rowentic interesis, written at the same time that he is zlleged
40 have been consumed with passion for Jeaneite Demler, They are
obviously replies in keeping with his own letters, and were withheld
from evidence, and from the defence, solely because of their
importance in rebutting the Crown's case of obsession.

The heads &f the animals (sick cow No &, shot on 23 June, six
days after the Crewes'! disappearance, snd a blind dog shot scveral
weeks later) Arthur shot were in his dump until the police secarched
i+, These would heve provided very interesting evidence and, I
believe, critical evidence for the defence as they would have
indicated the type of smmwunition used by Arthur. These heads 'went
pissing', whevreas ten other heads of cows which died naturally are
5till in the dump. Evidence was never given of thelir examination,
nor were they produced in evidence.

Stevens, police photographer, admitted under cross—examinatior
that he photographed ancther bloodstain in Mr Demler®s cax (other than
that in the pho%o produced in court), yet this was not produced in
evidence, "There werc other photos of marks taken inside the cor; this
is ihe only one 1 was instructed %o print,"

As for your comment that there would be ‘no point? in the
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police's denying possesslion of the Rasmussen invoice, from the
instences above, I think you can only agree that there was definite
point in their withholding these pieces of evidence - it aided in

the conviction of an innocent man. This works in several ways, If they
Go not have evidence, they cannot be expected to produce it. If

they do have possession (and ecknowledge tiat to be so), they can be,
and pust be expected to produce it in evidence, whether it furthers

the procecution's case or not. '

In denying poscession of the invoice, they are deliberately
underuining my credibility as & witness for the defence, in the sane
vway that Dot. Johnston did when, at the second trial, theconveniently
remembered;”>s claining that I, by implication, misdirected him in his
search for the old {raller assembly. "I spoike to Mr. Thomas Snr about
the trailer end v a result of what he told me I went to the ¢1d cowshed
on the accused's ferm the following day to locate this trailer's parts.®
This is a blatant lie @s I believe, end have always understood, that
Rasruscen retained the o0ld axle essembly. I would not have told him
apytining of the gort.

As T said previously, it has always been my beliefl %l

bagked up by the observations of my family, that the Resmussen invoice

Cetailed the work done on wy trailer, as weigl as the deduction of the
value to him of the old axle assembly from the total cost of his work,
new pats etes Tais cxplains why ne member of my family recalls sceing
any of the old parts on either the property at Pukekawa or Matekans,
It also explaina the low cost of repalrs to my trailer - other estimates
baged on prices current in 1965 have doubled the amount of thirty .
pounds I paid Reswussen. It also explains why Rasmussen, not Arthur
or me, produced the 0ld wheels as evidence 1.a court. 4And also it
explaing the police's anxlety to conceal the existence of the invoice.
For 4f the old trailer assembly were retained by Rasmussen, the axle
allegedly weighting the body of Harvey Crewe can have only the most
tenuous and fleeting connection with ny son.

Some gzlaring discrepancles releting to the axle assermbly mep
further enlighten you on this matter. In court Rasmussen salid that he
knew trallers well, and to substantiate this said thst he had "worked
with them all his 1ifs". Mr Ryan then asked about how many trdilers
he would have worked on. YAbout six" was his reply.

Rasmussen said in evidence that he remembered puitting the old
assenbly on the new traller to be removed to wy farm: "the wheels were
80 big they tookx up almost the whole floor of the trailer." Yet Det.
Johnston claimed that Rasmussen produced the same wheels for use in
evidence,

I would suggest that Rasmussen produced all material
evidence of the old axle assembly, which would sccount for (according
to Det PArkes) the small amount of soil around the stub axles znllegedly
found iu Arthur‘s dunpn, even though they ere suppesed to have boen there
six yezrs, and to have Tloated to the surface of the ssrious erosion .
which had taken place in that part of the & dump,
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Here again, though, it is hard to discover just how much
soil was removed from the stub axles because of the wide discrepancies
in police testimony. )

Det Parkes croags—gxenined by lr Rysn:

Die you actually pick the stub axles out of the s0il? ~ They were
partially buried,

" Did the accused help you dig for them? - I didn‘t dig for them at all,
Det Johnéton dug Lmx taem out. I was present.

Was the accused present? = Noo

Hyou see how far he had to dig to locate these stub axles? These
axles were visible on the surface, He saw them and picked them mup
and took thew out.

Det Jonnston exanined by Mr Morris:
Whe bang .s saown in pnoto 25; it was there I found the twe gtub axles 1
which I produce as exhibits 330 and 331. They were covered with clay
which no doubt had fallen down from the bank above."

Dot Jobnstnn cross—examined by Mr Ryan:

On 15/10/70 curing your quick look at the dump dod you not see any stub
axles or parts of an old trailer? - de woldn't be able to ses them
because they were buried as we later found out.

Did you have to dig for theuw (five days later)? - I had a spade which I
borrowed from the asccused and I dug them oute.

Had %the accused done any digging in the dwmp prior %o your finding

the stub arles? - Yes - not te my knowledge.

There arve also discrepancies relabting to where the stub
axles went to ofter Arthur's dump. It is seid in one breath that they w
were taken to Auckland Central Police Station, end in another fo Crewe's
farnm to be washed down, but that is comparatively trivial,

Rasmussén mekes frequent raference in his testimony, in
the taking of depositions, the first and second court hearings of how
he kept, for imstance, the U bolts, intact so he could reuse them on
a later occasion, and says he wanted to keep my 0ld assembly., However,
he insists that we took these, to us useless, pieces of scrap netal
back to the farm, no doubt for the pleasure of falling an alroady
full dump. Or meybe in rvecognition of the usefulness of axles in
welghting down a body six yesrs in the fuiute.?

To further underline how denying their possession and, by
implication, the existence of such an inveice can camege in perticular x
my credibility es 2 witness, I mention another aspecti of this cese.

Iz Hutton wes asked why he did not interview and check with
the dentist Arthur tad visited on the afternoon of 17th June. e
gtated categirically that he had interviewed HMr Brown, Both lIr Brown
and his wife firmly deny this assertion. Juo does one Believe? One
13 inclined to believe the policeman rather than the obscure Pukekohe
dentist of comparatively small status,

if one alvays prefers to believe the law enforcenent officars

tnough, one is left in a dilemna with such people as Det. £bbvoti, in
charge of the inventory of srticles collected avound the Crewe house.

CT
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Det, Abbott eross—cxamined by lMr Ryan: )
You maae mention of uplifting a bedapread from Mr Hewson. Yes sir, it .
wa3 a multicoloured cover which I received ca the lst August, 1370,

I think I was & couple of days out because I remember handing the
cover to Det. Cook thati same day.

You have given this date as August on another occasion, haven't you,
the 20th August being the day you received the bedspread from Ir.
Hewson on another occasion haven't you? - Yes sir.

whereabouts was MNr Hewson when he gave you that cover? He was in the
locality of the house sir,

You would have a note whers you pick this up wouldn't you? I haven'’t
got'it in ny notebook sir. } ,
#hereabouts were you when you picked up this coveér from Grahan Hewson?
T was at the Crewe property sir.

Whereabouts at the Crewe property were you? I'm afraid I can't
remember, Thevre were several officers there at the time,

shat were these several officers doing? - I don't know BiX,

what were you out thers for? - I don't know sir.

, ‘I think, Mr. Connely, that you will agree that the poilce
peve beer found wenting in meny respscts in this case, and trust
%ha%vycw,wiil further endesgvour %0 lecabs my iunvoice and wetura i%
0 wE,

Yours faithfully,

-

A.G. Thonas,

P



OFFICE OF THE MINISTER OF POLICE,

9 May 1974 WELLINGTON 1.

Mr A. G. Thomas,
R. D. 2, ”
Matakana,

NORTH AUCKTLAND.

Dear Mr Thomas,

I have c¢losely studied the many points you have

raised in your letter of 10 April 1974, In respect
to your submissions regarding the invoice Ifrom
Rasmussen I can only reiterate ny raply of 2% November
197%, when you were informed that the Police deny
having ever possessed such a document.

It is not the role of the Police to obtain or sustain
a conviction, but to gather the evidence available in

& case for submission to the Court. = The Police
function cezases at this point, and their responsibility
ends provided they have efficiently carried out their
role. It is also the duty of the Police to advise the
defence of any evidence in favour of the person charged
and I am guite positive that in this case evidence has
not been withheld for the reasons you suggest; that it
furthered the prosecution case against your som.
Indeed, -if the Police had any evidence indicating the
possible innocence of a convicted person it is their
bounden duty to supply such evidence to the defence and
the Police administration and I are intent on seeing
that this principle is always obgerved.

The Police assure me that they did not remove the heads
of dead animals from the farm dump. The carcasses
were examined with a view to recovering the bullets
fired from your son's rifle but withoul success.,

In regard to the stains in kr Dsaler's car, it is
Police practice to photograph all stains before they
are swebbed by the D.S.I.R. The photographer was
instructed to carry out this requirement but he
printed the photograph of the only stain proving to
be human blood.

o@‘u/g



The account given by the Police Officers regarding

the finding of the stub axles was available to the court
and jury. There are no real differences in the
evidence, the stub axles were found in the dump.

It must be remembered that the first trial took place
eight months after the crime and the second trial

some two years later. Naturally some minor discrep-
ancies are always open to examination before the Court.
For the Police evidence to remain constant after a long
period could well lead to the conclusion that the case
was rehearsed.

It is conceded that Inspector Hutton did not visit
Mr Brown the dentist but believed he had instructed
one of his staff to do so. He informed the Crown
Selicitor of the situation after giving his evidence
end realising the %rue position but it was considered
by the lawyers that the factor was irrelevant as your
son provided the evidence establishing the point,

It is also conceded that Detective Abbott incorrectly
stated the date he received a bedspread from Mr Hewson
but the mistake was corrected under cross-examination,
The Detective was reguired to produce many exhibits and
perhaps it is understandable after a lapse of time, in
This case 2] yéars, that he could give an incorrect
date but the matter was corrected and was of no conse-
quence. The misquote could never be considered ap
intentional act for some underhand purpose or %o
mislead the Court.

I again point out the Police role as being the finding
and production of evidence. They have a duty to be
fair as it is not their job to obtain convictions but
to honestly present all relevant evidence for the
consideration of the Court or the defence counsel.

I am sure the legal representatives for your son have
closely examined all the evidence and will pursue any
discrepancies that could be of assistance in submiss-
lons regarding the case., I note that a petition has
been presented to the Governor-General in respect to
certain evidence and perhaps any further action on the
case should be left to your son‘'s legal advisers.

’ ) aaﬁ»?e/a
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You may rest assured that as far as Government is
concerned the Police will impartially carry out
their task and the withholding of anything in
favour of an accused or convicted person or the
fabrication of evidence would never be countenanced.

Yours sincerely,
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Michael Connelly
MINISTER OF POLICE.
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Prevarications, cover-ups, or if you will, straightout corruption is
highly probable IR THE HIGHER LEVELS OF AUTHORITY if one or more of their
number is in error - one Qay or another. The rest rally round to screen the
problem off - one way or another. Little or no concern is felt -for the

prisoner in the dock or the prison cell who may suffer as a consequence.

In the affidavits following the clippings on the next page you will
read that three beasts were shot in experiments to discover if all the
bullets or their fragments were recoverable. The cafcasses ware left for
the same period of time as that which elapsed after the shooting of the
Thomas cow and the disappearance of its head. There was a difference of
course in the two situations. The experinenters did not sneak in to
wherever their beast had been left to carry away the heads either in the
dead of night or in the absence of the owners. The exercise was witnessed
and recordéd and the exhibits carefully examined and stored. There was no
record of the police being involved or even interested. After all their own
dissection was "unsuccessful."  That was all that mattered. Other
experiments carried no ’weight.; The experimenters recovered all their

bullets or the fragments.

There seens to be no problem for the police to enter‘private property
without warrénts and remove evidence favourable to the suspact or the
accuged and: then to deny’they know anything about it., It can rangé from
cheque butts to rotten cows' heads. Our experimenters were not reluctant fo
commnicate their findihgs but so far as the writer knows the public knows

nothing about their experiments. It secems the police and the media were not

interested.

i o o e b e R



Police pi

detectiv

-By PAT BOOTH, - |
-the Star's depaty editor
-Police exhibit phote-
raphis prove Detective
hief Inspector Graham
Percy wrong In'a siate-
ment he mads yesterday
on what be described as
Yzt aspeet of extrefng ime
riance to ail eoncerned”™
n the Thomas case,
. His statement reopens
key questions'in the case
- ang on the efficiency of
'ﬁ% g?t-ffesrilgaﬂo?a Pe iy
ef ‘Iaspector T
was hwd.of%he Auckland

CIB “gt.the time of the ° )
Crewe murder investiga. 760
Ation In 1970. I was abreast »; R

of proceedings throughout
‘the case,” he said-yester-
dag.m Christchurch,

i

“Thomss case had still to be
cleared up,

he ssid, re -

have not been  brought
out,” said Mr Perpy. .
“If that cattle beast was
found, it might make-a
difference,” he said.’

A police photograph

from my file, photograph
32 from Crewe book B of
the irial exhibits, shows
the  dead beast on -the
Thomas tip, at the time of
th;opohcg search there in

The cow, No. 4 of the
Thomas herd, was the ani-
mal he said he was treating
°§ the ni tof the murder.

Tt
A4

ial aspecis -of the[s i

sponding tc new criticism B

of the investigatien in thej
beok.vy David Yallop. -

mediately prior to she suS;
?ected dates of the shoot!
ngs,” auid My Perry.

4t beast- has never§
been .found or exhumed.
One sould suppoase that if §
the beast ever existed, it

would contain the - bullet Bcd

from Tho:
been fired just before or in [}
close’ proximity to the als
leged date cf the murders.

One would - think that {18
this * should have  been
the A police marker on the Thomas ti
behind it. A picture {rom the officiai

clarified in support of
defence case, at least.

“There are also. other
aspecis of the case which:

mas’ rifle, having [

A |

i
t

roves

¢ 15 M) 199%

e wrong

He said he later .shot it
through the head.

Some time after the
search, the head of the
dead beast was found to be
missing.

I drew atiention to the
cow's body on the tip first
in the- Auckland Star in
August 1973, and later in

m}/ ‘book.
said then:
“There was no evijaence
at either. trial that. the
lice had sought-the bul-
f::s from the bodies of the
dead cow or the dead dog

from the Thomas tip, al-
though they were admitted.
to be there and one body
can- be seea in police
exhibit photographs.

‘‘Recovery of these
would ' have . pravad
whether Thomas used am-
‘munition simijlar to the
murder bullets when he
shot those animals.

“The juries were enti-
tled to know whether such

(Y0 BACK PAGE)

wlth the body of the dead- eow.
ig?ge of the investigation made lats ir



Detective
Thomas

denies

o 15~ Weal1972

@ ; lar ammunition’ used- y
EVI enc Thomas,” Mr Yallop saig
from Dunedin. .

Crewes and which

) i Heads do not just walk

. Dr Jim Sprott said today:  off tips,” he said.
ﬁnM m m - “I have always been Mr Perry was asked
i : particularly anxious.te ex- today to elﬁgomm on otheyy

8 nvestigation had been
made’ and” what .tha out.
come. was, They should
also bave bezn interzsieg
to” know why no ‘such
seazch was made, If that
ms_th@r%&nma@\rid;@nee
o, B vears aft

. NOW, [lve- years afier
that was fiest published,-
the aenior detective in
Auckland reveals ha did
not know of the existence
of that cow’s body — while
believing himsal? abresst

forensic

amine that bullet from the
8 part of my
inquiries and 1 pbug he said he would prefap
now ask for access to the

xists in police
S . dnd

dead cow g

bullet if it e
exhibit- file
glready: in Whitford gip.
I the bullet {is. not
avzilable or was qpot
@nu?_hs:. then I believe a-
ublic- explanation shouid
¢ made of the reasons.”
@ David Yallop alleged to-
dnﬁr that the
taken the hea
beasts  from the tip at
Thomas’ farm — and must

aspects of the case whic
he said needed clarifyin

not to, :

-is not
shooting incident,

Police, Mr R. J. Walto
sald today allegations g’

dence in the Th
are absolutely without any
golice had foundation,

s .of two

of ell happenings in the' ‘ha é tiute evidene
case — and these questiong NV ff‘md bullets in them. . stitute evidence,

; " “Quite clearly the police As {ar as the police ars
have a new relevance, took the heads? and found concerned, the present

bullets in them.
were not the pattern

positien can

But the onl
tered by judicial gecisi@n."

ere’s bullet
from the cow?

WEawdr

British author ‘David Yallop saye

licz not anly found the body of tze
%ohomas cow on his farm tip, but also
took away its head {o seek out the
bulflet which killed it. -

He said he took from their failure
to produce evidence of their findings
that they had located & bullet which
did not match' those found in the
'Creweii «-and had kept silent on that

act since. .

g.H@; said. this after an. Auckiand
Star stos gesxerday. which -quoted
pqlice 'egﬁ it pk}otodgraph. evidence
as proving.a senior detective wrong
in_his comments on the case.

The detective, Detective Chief
Superintendent Graham Perry who
was in charge of the Auckland CIB at
the time. had said, the body of the

police files, showed the

cow had pever been recovered
He . said its discovery, and the
obtaining of the bullet, would have
been mejor developments in the
ingsnggtgm; Star photogéaph, from
st night's Star ol , iro!
5 5 ] M of the -
cow on the tip during the police
search. ,
In his articls the Star’s deputy.
editer, Pat Booth, salf the revelation

‘that the officer in charge of the CIB

at that. time, who .sgid he was
“abreast of developments at all
times,” did not know then, or new, of
the cow being found, opened up new
;uestionsgon the efficiency of the
investigation. -

-ATER, Mr Perry said-he had no
further comment to make, -

bullets which killed : i:he
¢
were looking for, but re uy-

He also declined to com-
ment further on the beagt.

he Commissioner of

-fsbrication of police evie
omas case

~ “Conjecture and rumour
as is being indulged in by
Jeme peonle does not cone

be al.
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twists in
Thomas
affair

The Star then published ‘a police
phot!m-’u of the b@dy @f the cow on
mas farm tip when police

Mr Mlm Thomas’® file of letters
from the then 'Minister of Police
iakﬁa thI:nissue b:v-en fitlllrtger. :

an ovember
1973 and ended in’ Ma 1974 when

wt'ﬂ'ﬂ'fmm the boxlu

mthetlpandhadmmlned
HrConnelly’thtteru!d

carcasses. were . examined
with a view to recovering the bullets
fired from your * lol;llnl‘ nﬂe. but
suceess.”

Mr Thomas asked today: "Whmi"
going on? First of all
.suggests the cow didn't even emt
then the photograph shows the body,
now the s prove that the Eoure
-uctua y carri 1 out the checks Mrp

n-n werg not ﬁ@m and w!&‘mh
he blamed us for not gﬁ@wg



DAVID ALLAM PYE "Ny nawe is David Allan Fye, aged 28, stock sgent
of Warkworth. I took part between A4pril 3rd ard August 10tk 1975 in an
experiment desigmed to discover 1f .22 bullets fired into the head of a cow
were recoverable aftsr a lapse of four montis from the time of death.

“On April third 1975 I witnessed the shooting of a cow In the presence of
Hr. A.G. Thomas. The weapon was my own rifle and the ammunition an ICI .22

long rifle certridge. The shot was placed about the middle of the forehead of
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“the animal.

“Later, on the Instructions of Mr. Thomas, I fired another two rounds -
one on either side of the killing bullet - into the cow's head from a
distance of about four paces.

“Four months later, on August 10th 1975, I agaln saw the head of the
cow. It was readily identifiable as the one killed with my rifle on April
3rd. Together with Xr. 4.G, Thomas and his son—-in~law, Hr. Buster Stuckay,
I helped search out, with the aid of first., a pad saw, and later, a hammer,
the bullets fired into the head of the cow four months esarlier,

"We experienced copsiderable difficul ty breaking open the head and,
after recovering two bullets, spaked the remains of the head In & bucket of
boiling water to which we added a large bandful of washing powder. Vhen the
water cooled, we were able tu squeeze the "soup” between our fingers and,
i1n this way recovered the third lead.

"The whole recovery operation taok, by my estimate, 1% hours."
Sgnd. D. 4., Pye.

R.W. DUDLEY -WARKWORTH "T0 WHOX IT KAY CONCER¥. On the 2nd
May 1976, on the property of Hr. A.G. Thomas, KMatakana, I carried out an
experiment involving the firing of four 22 bullets into a bullock's head which
was removed from its carcase.

"The obfect of my experiment was to determine the possibility of putting a
bullet or bullets right through the head. The bullets I used were gy own from
old stock kept at home.

"The four bullets were fired from a distance of ten feet, and-all into a
small area between the eyes. After the shooting I wrote down the details of
the head, before leaving it im Hr. Thomas's care.

"On Sept 12th, after a perifod of four months and ten days I returned to
Hr. Thomas's property with Intentions of extracting the bullets. After placing
the head in a stainless vat, I stripped it of dried skin and hair and placed
this in a bucket for softening. I removed the top of the skull and found two
bullets embedded In the bone at the back of the brain box. The third bullet [
found in a bone passage behind the brain area.

" The fourth bullet, with & few fragments of lead was found in the nasal
passages.

"The time taken for my search and recovery of the four bullets was one
hour, forty-five minutes.

"The four bullets are now In my possession.”

Sgnd. R.¥. Dudley.
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RAYMOND. JAMES JONES '"TO VHOX JT XAY CONCERN. I, Raymond James
Jones, Supervisor Kelth Hay Homes, state that on Monday 17 May, 1976, I shot a
black and white cow at MNatakana with my 22 rifle and ammunition given me
which was long, hollow pest control ammunition. I fired into the forebead and

followad with twgo more shots Into the same area.

"The cow had a huge square earmark and an ear-tag No. 230, by which I
recognised the head some four months later when on the 28th September 1976
I undertook to recover the bullets from the head.

"Working imn an old cowshed with hot water available ] commenced work at
Z p.m and by 3,15 p.m bhad recovered the maln portions of three lead
bullets.

"The operatlon was witnessed by Mr. 4. Todd of Snell's Beach.”

Sgnd. R.J. Jones.

3o Chief Inspector Graham Perry was not abreast of events that were
going on right under his nose. He didn't even know what his own men were
doing. Attorney General Mr. Connolly was “"unsuccessful™ in finding the type
of bullet he needed to put a stop to the Thomas protests. Instead he found
one which justified those protests. He then illegally withheld it from the
defence. The Commissioner of Police, HMr. Walton, must have known from the
detailed evidence available to him from his own internal inquiry into the
planting of exhibit 350, that Hutton fabricated that evidence. If he was
pot able tn deduce that then he was totally prejudiced and unfit for the
position he held. The alternative was that exposure of the truth would
disgrace bhim and place the credibility of the Police Force almost beyond
repair. The Chief Postmaster, Mr. Stott, clearly did not know that Fost
Office facilities were being used by the police for highly improper
purposes. Post Office administration was so slack that he was not aeven
informed when illegal phone-tapping and disconnection of lines must have
been known to his supervisors and other employers. If that is not frue then

M¥r. Stott has to be lying.

All these are big names associated with big administration failures and
deliberate subversion and perversion of justics, and, believe it ar not,

were quite successfully swept under the carpet.
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IN THE MATTER of the murders of
Jeanette and Harvey Crewe

at Pukekawa, South Auckland

on or about 17" June 1970

AFFIDAYIT
BE?LARAEGN OF DESMOND LANCE THOMAS

L, DESMOND LANCE THOMAS, contractor, makes oath and say:-

L)

10.

That I am the brother of Arthur Allan Thomas. who was convicted and then
pardoned of the murders of Jeanette and Harvey Crewe at Pukekawa in June 1970.

Arthur’s alibi for the night that Jeanette and Harvey Crewe were murdered, which
was the 177 June 1970, was that he was with his wife Vivian, and his cousin Peter,

attending to a sick cow.

Vivian and Arthur were trying to assist cow number 4 to stand on its feet. The cow
suffered paralysis and had trouble calving.

Vivian and Arthur managed to help cow number 4 to calve, on the 17" June 1970,
and didn’t get home for tea until about 7pm.

The health of cow number 4 deteriorated and Arthur had to shoot it with his .22
rifle on the 23™ June 1970.

Between Arthur shooting cow number 4 and before his arrest for the Crewe
murders on 11™ November 1970, he also shot a blind dog with his .22 rifle.

Both of these animal carcasses were disposed of in the farm dump.
During Arthur Thomas’s first trial evidence was presented to show that Jeanette
and Harvey Crewe had been shot with lead bullets which contained a number §
embossed in the rear of each bullet.
Det Stan Keith gave evidence at Arthur’s trial that he found a live .22 bullet in a
garage on Arthur’s farm. When dissected it was found to have a number 8
N

embossed in its base.
1

This was the only number 8 bullet ever found on the Thomas farm.
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Arthur’s current use ammunition was also dissected by the police. None of the
ammunition contained a number 8 in the base.

On the 2™ March 1971 Arthur Thomas was found guilty of the Crewe murders and
was convicted to life in prison.

In August 1971 the Arthur Thomas Re-trail Committee was formed. The sole
purpose of this committee was to obtain a re-trial. We believed Arthur would not
be found guilty a second time.

This committee headed by Pat Vasey was successful in exposing police malpractice
and corruption in this case. We informed the public and in turn they supported our
cause.

The Re-trial Committee were seeking any new information or evidence that would
help to secure Arthur Thomas’s release.

One of the Re-trial Committee’s first jobs was to search Arthur’s farm dump and
recover the .22 bullets in the cow and dog heads to see if they contained a number 8
bullets.

On the 15™ August 1971 I was with a number of Committee members searching
Arthur’s farm dump. We found the carcasses of a cow and a dog, but no heads
from these animals were found — Photograph exhibit A.

The Arthur Thomas Re-trial Committee helped to obtain a re-trial for Arthur
Thomas.

Onthe 11™] uly 1973 Arthur Thomas was again found guilty for the murders of
Jeanette and Harvey Crewe and convicted to life in prison.

There was no evidence given at either trial as to whether the police recovered the
bullets from cow number 4 and the dog Arthur shot and discarded in the farm
dump.

A.G. Thomas had been trying for years to obtain documents from the police that
would help in Arthur Thomas’s defence.

In a letter dated 10™ April 1974 to the Minister of Police, Mr. Michael Connelly
A.G. Thomas asked what had happened to the heads of the animals, sick cow
number 4, shot on the 23" June, six days after the Crewe’s disappearance, and a
blind dog shot several weeks later. These were in his dump until the police

searched it. Now the heads have gone missing.

The bullets from these heads would have provided very interesting evidence and I
believe critical evidence for the defence, as they would have indicated the type of
ammunition used by Arthur at the time.

Evidence was never given of their examination nor were they produced in

evidence. E\J{

[38)
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In a reply to A.G. Thomas’s letter dated the 10™ April 1974 Mr. Connelly replied
9™ May 1974. He states the police assure me that they did not remove the heads of
dead animals from the farm dump. The carcasses were examined with a view to
recovering the bullets fired from your son’s rifle. but without success.

I was working on Arthur’s farm helping Vivian and I never saw any bone, skin. or
head fragments from any cow or dogs head, which you would expect if the police
were to split open these heads to recover the bullets.

On the 20" Oct 1970 Det Johnson jumped off the Thomas farm dump bank and
landed on the two stub axles that matched each end of the axle found on Harvey
Crewe’s body.

On the 21 Oct the NZ Police mounted a large search of the Thomas farm dump
looking for any other trailer parts that may have been returned from Rasmussen’s.

This search involved six police officers and a photographer. During this search
they must have found and removed the cow and dogs head from Arthur’s farm
dump.

In 1978 Chief Inspector Perry who was Head of the Auckland CIB at the time of
the Crewe murder investigation in 1970, stated he was abreast of proceedings
throughout the case. He also said the vital aspects of the Thomas case had still to
be cleared up.

He stated one of the points he considered most important is the fact that Thomas’s
rifle was allegedly used by him to kill a cattle beast.

Inspector Perry then stated that beast has never been found or exhumed. One could
suppose that if the beast ever existed it would contain the bullet from Thomas’s
rifle, having been fired just before or in close proximity to the alleged date of the
murders.

A police photograph shows the remains of cow number 4 that Arthur shot on 23™
Oct 1970 — Photegraph exhibit B.

Heads do not walk off tips. Quite clearly the police took the heads and found
bullets in them but they were not the pattern 8.

A.G. Thomas conducted an experiment. He got three men to shoot bullets into
cow’s heads to see if they could be recovered.

April 1975 — David Allan Pye fired three bullets intc a cows head.

May 1976 — RW. Dudiey fired four bullets into a cows head.

September 1976 — Raymond James Jones fired three bullets into a cows head.
All of these men have sworn statements confirming this evidence.

These cows heads had been ieft for a period of about four and a half months and
only took these men from between one and two hours to extract all the bullets from
the three cows heads. All bullets were found.



36.  The bullets in the head of cow number 4 and the dog Arthur shot have been
deliberately withheld from the Thomas defence. This would have been crucial
evidence and the police would have known this at the time.

37. Bruce Thomas Newton Hutton, the detective in charge of the Crewe murder inquiry
has sworn an affidavit dated 25 J anuary 1971. In paragraph 8 he states:
‘I am aware of the obligations on the crown to make any material evidence not
adduced by the prosecution available to the defence.” — Exhibit C.

38.  The withholding of this evidence is a serious criminal act and should result in
charges being laid on all the officers involved.

SWORN AT fwlcele ol ) M
This 23 “day of February 2012 ) Lo P

Before me l/‘\_







This is the photograph Exhibit B referred to in paragraph 32 of the affidavit of
DESMOND LANCE THOMAS, Contractor, of Pukekawa

Before me
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i ?M ' I @iz 8 Detective Inspector in the Hew
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s ance of the
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Polics eanauiries
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ed and, as 3 resull,

into the Geslhs

2; TE vhe Police snguiries .
“Govvey und Jegnette Lanone Crewe extended over
monthe snd incloded ssspches of the Vsiketo
> pnd the londs gdjacent therelo and also
vehas of the ferm property owned by the Creves
the tize of their denthes o3 well 28 other {arm
ropertive in the gres. That such sezrches vere
=srried ot vy the Police in opder to loeste, if
ossible, any meterisl which counld assisi in
dstermining, pad +n the esrly atages ot
the Police inysstigation, the ceuss OT resson for
tha Gigeppesvence af the Dresis and the weaspoR
pasd Lo causd their deaths 3nd +ne nethod used

ip the dispossl of their bhodles.

AT doring sueh sesrches. @
PREAETD hereofl, 10 3C

. ing
snventory of objscts Tound was kept.
wss Tound Ny 8 ceapching Police efficer;
object B referced by him forthwith to the senior
on duty st the tine. In torn, if such

_genicy oificer congidered thst the object found wes
of any veiue o possible ysiue vhstsoever, 1t WS
peferred to 0@ end erter I had exsmined i, if 1%
g8 Of RO Vaius 1 rejected 1T ipmediztely snd gEve
opders 88 tc 1ia dispossl.
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LEE
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1f 3n obnject
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THOMAS COMPZISSION PAPERS
NATIONAL ARCHIVES

witnecs Chitty dipectly oprosite the wool shed

on the Creves' property. Thig knife was
exsmined for blood vith negative resulis gnd from
its state, hed clesrly been 1eft in the open

for many months prior to its discovery. This
1nife ie still in the possecsion of the Police and
is sveilsble st any time for inspegtion by the
defence . :

__THAT in the Weilksto River, sesrchers 4id locsle
pieces of wirve but these vere disposed of slmost
ipmedistely subseguent to their finding as gsugeEs
of the wire d1d not agre? with any of the geuges
of wipre found on the bodies of ths tiwe denessed.

6s  THAT in sdditien to sesvrching as aforesszid,
the Police test fired numeipus rifles 1o which
reference is madé in my depositions. Thess
riflea have sll been retwrned to their respeclive
owners but the Police have retasined in their
possession, the test gnells fired from ecech of
these pifles.

? o DT 2 fUll inventory of 21l srbicles fourd
in the house by the Police, WS kept and 2 copy
of ihis is svailable to the deTence for nerussl
end copying.

8 4.2 I ea zvsre of the obligstion on the
Crown Lo make sny msterisl evidence not sdduced
vy the prosecution svailable to the defence.

Thet st no time has sny reguest been nede of me
hy the sccused’s solicitors or by his counsel,

ta sdvige them of the result of Police enquiries
soto any psrticaler sgpech of thig investigstion,
That spart frem any persons vhose testimony

1g similsr to that of evidence alresdy Eiven bWy
witnmases at the heeping of depositions, such as
forther police officevs aho took part in sesrohes,
doctors who exemined snd supplied opinions on the
condition of Rochelle Ureve and persons 7ho esn
spesk of tie movements Ty either of the decessed
or uy the accised, I know of no other wltnesses
vho c&n give evidence materisi to this csse snd I 7
xeow of no naterial evidence whstsoever thot has
hot heen given.

AR with psriicular referencs tO Perpgraphs

L7 end (5) of the effidavii sworn by the sopussd
snd dsted the 22nd day of Jenuary 1971, no percons,
whomsoever hove made statepents io the Police o8
+o fects thet can prove or tend to prove that sone’
person or perscns other then the eccused were
implicated in the gesths of Harvey end Jeanetle
Lenore Crewe. Thet the Folice heve in their
osceasion the nsmes of persons who Were mAnz Zers,
or 13boursrs on the Creue propesrty 8t verious times
and these sre sveilsble 10 the dsfence.

‘emsT T 7ill be sbsent Ifrom Hew Zealsnd in
iusiralia from the 3rd dsy of kKarch until sbout the
25tk day of lsrch 1971,

SYORN st Aucklend by 3RUCE SHOGS %
TEJTod BUITOR this I5,. dsy of )
Janusry 1971 vefore me: ; —
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4 Solicitar of the Swesas fuart of Low fesiisi.




.

Inspector Bruce Parks - Thomas Commission

170 LIKE 7O SHOW YOU A& SERIES OF PHOTOGRAFHS. YOU  HAYE  SEEN
BEFORE, IN BK B 24 OMWARDSy IF YOUR WORSHIF FLEASES, THOSE
FHOTOSy 24 AND 25 SHOW THE BENERAL TIF AREAs DORT  THEY...YES
THERE =~ ERE 3 TIF SITES IF YOU LIKE WE NO.  THEM 1. 2 AND X FROM
RIGHTy A8 MARKED ON THE CONES,

L0 I TAKE IT FROM THE EVIDENCE, YOUUE GIVERN THaT  YOU AT LEasT
WERENT AWARE OF THE EXISTENCE OF THIS TIip BEFORE YOU CAME afkoss
IT IN YOUR SEARCH FOR WIRE., NO I CERTAINLY WAENT .

LAN YOU GIVE US SOME ILEA FLEASE OF THE SIZE OF THE TIF....@I DONT
THINK I CAN ACCURATELY EST., DISTANCE ACRDSS THE TOF. PHOTOGRAFH
NOL 26 AND 27 FHOTOBRAFHMS OF THE -~ aND 28 - ARE  PHOTO»  OF  THE
RIGHT END OF NO.L TIF WHICH WAS THE BIGGER OF THE THREE.

WLD YOU AGREE WITH THE IMFRESSION I AT LEAST FORMED FROM LKG AT
THE FHOTO. IT IS QUITE A SIZEABLE TIFs IT IS NOT 8MaLL.., YES IT
I8 QUITE & SIZEARLE TIPy FROE. AN AVERAGE SIZE FOR A FARM TIF,

Hall YOU AND MR JOHNSTON COME PREFARED TO IO A SEARCH OF THE KIND
REG. IN THE TIF... NO.

CaN YOU TELL ME FLEASE WHAT FORM YOUR SEARCH TOOK..s 1T THINK I
FRIMARILY  STOOD DN THE BANK AND WATCHEDy WHILE DET, JOHNSTON
FRODDED AROUND THE NO.1 TIF WITH & SPabe.

WAS HIS“?RaEIﬂGfCHNFINEB TO NOL TIF.,.YES.

CAN YOU TELL US I KNOW YOU ARE NOT DET, JOHINTON  CAN  YOU  TELL
WHAT WLD HAVE DRAWN HIS ATTN TO NO.1 TIP RATHER THAN NO.2 OR KPR
I DONT KNOWs I AM NOT QUITE SURE WHY HE FICKED THIS ONEs SITE
NO.3 HAD A DEAD COW ON ITs WHIC WLD HAVE MADE US RELUCTANT T GO
DOWN THERE INITIALLY.

CAN WE SEE THE DEAD COW IN ANY OF THE FHOTOGRAFHS...YES,
C2 PH.3Z,
MR CREW -~ I8 THAT THE DEAD COW IN 32...YES SIR.

YOU SAY YOU STAYED UF ON THE BANK YOU DIDNT ACTUALLY GO DOWN INTO
THE TIF:es I MAY HAVE DONEr I CERTAINLY WASBNT ENTHUSIASTIC AROUT

GETTING DOWN INTO THE TIF.
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WHAT YOU HAVE TAKEN.

MR CREW - I'M JUST WONDERING WHETHER YOU WOULD AGREE WITH YOUR
KNOWLEDGE OF « POL WORK AND EXPERIENCE OF WHAT HAS COME OUT HERE.
WLIr YOU NOT AGREE THAT THE FOL COULD WITH RENEFIT ADROPT THE
FRACTISE OF GIVING RECEIFTS IN THESE CIRCUMSTANCES.... I RELIEVE
IT IBMORE COMMON THESE DAYSs ALTHOUGH I DO NOT KNOW IF IT IS a
MANDATORY DIRECTION AT THIS STAGE.

ITS ROT IN THE GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS IN OTHER WORDS, ..NOs

. C2 T WaNT TO GO BACK ONE STEP. DID YOU HAVE ANY ROLE IN RUILDING
(M’UP THE HMOCK WF OF THE TRAILER, .. YES. -

YOU ARE MOT ABRLE TO CERT. THAT ALL THE FARTS IN THAT TRAILER
CaME OFF THE THOMAS FARM. PH. 33A..... I CANT CERTIFY FOR THE
WIIGDEN DRAW BaRy AND THE THICKER PIECE OF WOOD AT THE BACK, THE
FIECE OF 4 X 4 ERUT THEY WERE PRODUCED AS AN EX. BY DET.
JOHMSTON, HE SALD HE FOUND THEM ON 15 I THINK BY THE = GARAGE OF
THE HOUBE.

WHaT AROUT THaT PIECE OF STEEL DRAW BaR IN THE FRONT. WHERE «aS
THAT FOUND. ., THAT WAS FOUND IN THE TIF.

F
v
3 .

IT IS NOT IN EITHER FPH. WHICH TIF 1 2 OR 3.:.. NO:1

{T%E? I8 NOT IN THE PH... I CANT PICK IT OUT.
"

d CERT. CANT. WHERE WAS NO. PLATE FOUND... I DONT KNOW DET.
5GT. TOOTILL FD THAT I WASNT PRESENT MHEN HE FOUND IT.

DID HE RECORD WHERE HE FOUND IT... IT WAS SUBMITTED A8 AN EX.
AT THE TRIALs IT SHLD BE IN HIS EVINENCE.

AGAIN IT DOESNT LK AS THOUGH IT WAS ON THE TIF., MO I CLDNT SEE
IT THERE EITHER,

’ ‘ﬁR FARKES WIS IN CHARGE OF THE FARM SEARCH... ON 21 IT CARRIED
u ON THE 22-AND I WENT NORTH, I WASNT THERE THE FULL TIME.



Detective Andrew Lovelocks Police Report

Chapter 14 - Corruption Allegations

2323,

2324,

2325,

2326.

2327,

2328.

The allegation that Detective Inspector HUTTON defeated the course of justice by
suppressing the statements of Frank BENNETT, Joseph MacKAY and David FLEMING,
has no evidential basis.

The evidence of Frank BENNETT and Joseph MacKAY was not material to this
allegation.

The claim by Desmond THOMAS that David FLEMING's son saw sparks coming from
the CREWE chimney on Friday 19 June 1970, is factually incorrect. (See Chapter § -
Friday 19 June 1970)

There is no evidence on the Police file to suggest that Police ever extracted bullets
from a cow or dog's head on the THOMAS farm.

if bullets were in fact extracted from a cow or dogs head, this was not done by Police.
Certainly, there is nothing recorded in the Police file or any material available to the
Review Team which establishes any such allegation.

The allegation that Detective inspector HUTTON conspired with Lenard DEMLER and
Detective JOHNSTON to produce a firearm prior to the 1973 second trial of Arthur
THOMAS and claim it to be the CHENNELL rifle, is factually incorrect as the rifle
produced by Lenard DEMLER is in fact the CHENNELL rifte.

Concerning Detective Sergeant CHARLES

2329.

2330.

2331

2332,

2333,

Desmond THOMAS alleged that Detective Sergeant CHARLES attempted to pervert or
defeat the course of justice by advising a civilian witness, Bruce RODDICK, during the
depositions hearing, that his sighting at Court that day of a woman he had seen at the
CREWE farm on Friday 19 June 1970, was not relevant.

Desmond THOMAS alleged that Detective Sergeant CHARLES failed to disclose to the
Magistrate and defence lawyers a statement he had taken from Ross EYRE, who
claimed to have seen a woman driving the CREWE car on Highway 22 at 8.00am on
the morning after the murders.

Desmond THOMAS alleged that Detective Sergeant CHARLES failed to disclose to the
Magistrate and defence lawyers that fresh mill had been found at the CREWE house
when they arrived on Monday 22 June 1970.

Desmond THOMAS also alleged that Detective Sergeant CHARLES failed to disclose to
the Magistrate and defence lawyers the experiments carried out by Dr FOX which
confirmed that this milk had been taken to the house after the murders and was thus
relevant to the crimes.

On 29 November 2012, Desmond THOMAS again wrote to Police Commissioner Peter
MARSHALL wishing to make a formal complaint against former Detective Sergeant
CHARLES. Again his letter contained documentation which Desmond THOMAS claimed
provided evidence to substantiate his complaint.

NZ Police | CREWE Nomicide Review - Chapter 14




D Thomas

56 Morrison Rd
RD1

Tuakau 2696

Mike and Jenny Kalaugher
5 Holmburn Street
Welcome Bay

Tauranga 3112

25 September 2017

Dear Mike and Jenny,
Good to see you both and exchange ideas.

Enclosed are four pages headed Justice v Lies, they were sent separately to each and every
Politician with very little response.

Also enclosed are letters and some replies from Bill English’s team. He hasn’t replied to all of
my letters, you can oniy regard these Politician’s as gutiess mongrels.

The letter | sent to Bill English on 8" August with Viven’s statement document has not been
replied to. He's probably hoping to lose the election so he doesn’t have to respond.

We have also sent John Key a large number of letters with the same response NONE.
You will note that some of these documents were also signed by Arthur as well.
They can’t break our evidence of Police Corruption down so they go, Doggo!!!

Hope we can get a full open public enquiry so Justice can be seen to be done.

Eugine Bingham, Paul Penfold and Co are producing a story on our case with Justice V Lies
and Vivien's statement so could you make sure you keep these out of the media.

You are welcome to expose the snitch evidence at Arthurs Commission of enquiry and the
Karl Lobb evidence whenever you like.

Cheers,

Des. Thomas
For the Thomas family



At the Thomas Royal Commission of Inquiry
Judge Taylor, ] Gordon and A Johnston

Stated we are satisfied that the prison confessions never took place
and that the evidence of the two prisoners was a tissue of lies.

They regarded Karl Lobb’s evidence as complete fabrication.
Detective Andrew Lovelocks Report

Stated that Karl Lobb’s evidence has no weight and can be
discounted.

He stated that the evidence of the Police informants can also be
discounted.

David Jones QC

State the review finding that the claims by inmates that Arthur
Thomas made confessions whilst in Prison should be disregarded is
undoubtedly right.

The fact that all of these professionals have made the same finding
that the police informers and Karl Lobb’s evidence is fabrication
proves beyond doubt that perjury has been proven.



October 2017

Detective Andrew Lovelock 2014 Police Report
Karl Lobb  page 124

Detective Andrew Lovelock gives an account of Karl Lobb’s evidence which he
gave at the Thomas Commission of inquiry.

The review team consider that the assertion of Karl Lobb is questionable

Karl Lobb admitted he was wrong after work sheets were produced at the
commission proving he didn’t go past the Crewe house in 1970 at the time he

stated.

This is a proven case of perjury, why haven’t the New Zealand Police charged
him.

How can Detective Lovelock dismiss this evidence so easily?



Thomas Commission Report

cunning, devious and manipulative, and a man who would go to
considerable lengths to shorten his sentence. He made efforts to use the
Commission’s influence to have him transferred to one of the minimum
security prison farms.

278. In addition, evidence we received established that he has been 2
police informer on other matters.

279. This second inmate would have had every reason to lic in support
of the first. He must have hoped, realistically or not, that the Police would
use their influence to shorten his sentence or improve conditions for him.
The only possible disadvantage which his story could bring him would be
a prosecution for perjury. It may be that he refused to give evidence before
us because he feared just such a prosecution.

280. We are satisfied that the ‘prison confessions’ never taok place, and
that the evidence of the two prisoners was a tissue of lies. It causes us
grave concern that very senior Police officers were so obviously ready to
g:ce credence on such unreliable, self-interested, and, in the case of the
bﬁ st inmat@, °delvidm:! evidc?hce. It was but another instance of the Police

eing unwilling to accept e?a.rdon.

281. The second catepgory of evidence revolved around one witness.
This man still lives in the Scuth Auckiand area and has 2 young family.
We_therefore, do not propose to report on his evidence in terms which
could lead to his identification.

282. The substance of his evidence was that at 7 a.m. on the morning of
18 June 1970 (the morning after the murders, if the Crown case be
accepted) he was driving past the Crewe farm. Ina lay-by a short distance
K::lt their gate he saw, 50 he said, Mr Thomas’s car and trailer. The trailer

in it two covered bundles.

283. This witness first came forward to the Police with this evidence
only in 1980, after Mr Thomas had been pardoned and released from
prison. He had, however, given a statement to the Police nearly 10 years
earlier, on 24 June 1970. He had, curiously enough, omitted to mention
this incident in that statement.

284. Documentary evidence which was produced to us revealed that
the man could not have been in the vicinity of the Crewe farm until @ a.m.
on the morning of 18 June 1970. There is evidence which convinces us that
Mr Thomas could not have been there at that time. Furthermore, his
evidence revealed envy of Mr Thomas for the attention which his case has
received from the news media and for the compensation which public
opinion suggests that he will receive from the Government following our
report. All of these {actors, taken with the demeanour of the man as he
gave evidence, lead us unhesitatingly to reject this man’s evidence as a
complete fabrication.

285. The evidence of the last witness to whom we have referred was the
subject of a front page article in a ncwspa.gcr called Sunday News on
28 September 1980, aiter our public hearings had concluded. That action
was quite improper. The publication of the material, which is shown by
the cross-examination recorded in the transcript to be wholly unreliable,
seems to us to have been an act of calculated and callous cynicism on the
part of the newspaper.

286. Our conclusion is that none of the additional evidence we have
considered in paragraphs 267 to 285 supports the proposition that Mr
‘Thomas may have been on the Crewe property on 17 june 1970 to deposit
exhibit 350 there. There is in our view no evidence which suggests that
Mr A. A. Thomas was on the Crewe property on 17 June 1970, There is

74



Detective Andrew Lovelocks Police Report

CREWE Homicide investigation Review Key Findings

82.

83.

o The phenomena of dried mud observed by Detective Sergeant CHARLES and
Detective Sergeant PARKES coming from inside the cartridge case (Police Exhibit
350) found in damp soil was consistent with observations of Rory SHANAHAN's in
his experiment.

Police Exhibit 318, which represents cartridges purportedly produced in batch 4666,
manufactured between 9 May 1966 and 12 May 1966 cannot be eliminated as being
potentially consistent with Police Exhibit 350.

Christopher PRICE's research favoured Police Exhibit 350 coming from batch 4916,
manufactured on 22 January 1968 or one close to it. He could not eliminate
conclusively batches after 4470, manufactured between 7 May 1965 and 18 May
1965, as being the source of Police Exhibit 350.

Chapter 12 - Persons of Interest

84,

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

When physical evidence was located that changed the focus of the investigation
towards the THOMAS farm, insufficient priority was given to investigating the actions
of other individuals who had equal access to Arthur THOMAS' rifle, the axle and wire
linked to the THOMAS farm.

The first suspect interview of Arthur THOMAS, which was sanctioned by Detective
Inspector HUTTON, was not afforded the desired level of importance.

DSIR scientists advised the investigation team on 19 August 1970 that neither Arthur
THOMAS' rifle nor the ‘EYRE’ rifle could be eliminated as having fired the fatal bullet
that killed Jeannette.

This new information should have led to a structured ‘investigation phase' being
conducted that identified all those who had access to these firearms and would have
required research and planning prior to implementation. This did not occur and
represents a significant missed opportunity.

At the time Harvey and Jeannette were murdered, Arthur THOMAS was allegedly at
home with his wife, Vivien THOMAS, and cousin, Peter THOMAS. Vivien and Peter
THOMAS both corroborate the alibi of Arthur THOMAS. His alibi has never been
contradicted by other evidence.

Claims on the part of individuals that whilst in prison, Arthur THOMAS admitted
involvement in the murders of Harvey and Jeannette, are not considered reliable or
credible.

It is clear that Detective Inspector HUTTON suspected Lenard DEMLER of being
responsible for the murders at an early stage in the investigation.

NZ Police | CREWE Homicide Review —~ Key Findings




Detective Andrew Lovelocks Police Review

Chapter 5 — Area Canvas / General Enguiries

650.  Harold REEVE disclosed to Police that he had considerable trouble with Harvey over
the whole job and found him "...impossible to deal with."

651.  There is no indication on the investigation file as to whether or not this account was
ever paid.

652. The 1970 investigation file shows that an explanation was obtained from Harold
REEVE as to his movements on 17 Jjune 1970. He said that he would have been
attending a church meeting at the Interdenominational Church at the Wiri Hall
between 6:40pm and 9:15pm. There is nothing on the investigation file to suggest
that his presence at the meeting was confirmed.

New information

653.  On 30 April 1980, Karl LOBB made a statement to Police, claiming he had seen Arthur
THOMAS' vehicle and trailer parked in the pull off by the CREWE woolshed at about
6:30am on Thursday 18 June 1970.

654.  Karl LOBB further stated that although he did not see anyone with the vehicle, he did
notice two bundles covered by old cow covers lying on the trailer, which he felt could
have been bodies. These covers were held down with pieces of pipe.

655.  On Wednesday 24 June 1970, at the time of the original investigation, Karl LOBB was
first spoken to by Police. He made no mention of seeing Arthur THOMAS' vehicle and
trailer.

656. The Review Team consider that the assertion of Kar! LOBB is guestionable.

657. He did not report his observations when interviewed by the investigation team in
1970.

658. In 1980, Karl LOBB claimed that when Constable WYLLIE originally interviewed him
and asked him if he had seen anything strange, he thought Constable WYLLIE meant
"...any foreign persons”.

659.  Karl LOBB said that he did not think to mention sightings of local people or vehicles.
He further claimed that it did not register to him that a local person was involved in
the disappearance of the CREWES.

660. The Review Team consider the arrest of Arthur THOMAS for the murder of the
CREWES, would have prompted Karl LOBB to come forward to Police and disclose
what he had seen if his account was correct. Accordingly, his 1980 statement has
been discounted.

661. On 7 March 2006, Pukekawa Farmer, Ross EYRE, was spoken to by Police and
disclosed that he had seen the CREWE motor vehicle on Thursday 18 June 1970 or

Friday 19 June 1970.
NZ Police | CREWE Homicide Review - Chapter 5




Chapter 5 — Area Canvas / General Enquiries

662. As a 16-year-old school boy, Ross EYRE, said that he had been waiting for the school
bus, on the corner of Te Ahu Road and Highway 22, Pukekawa, when he saw a woman
drive past in the CREWE motor vehicle.

663. Ross EYRE said that he waved out to her and the woman "..just looked straight
through me." Ross EYRE thought this was unusual as both Harvey and Jeannette
always waved.

664.  Ross EYRE stated that after all this time he could not be sure if it was Jeannette driving
or not, but he was positive it was the CREWE vehicle, explaining that "..back then he
knew everyone's vehicles."

665. On 25 January 2012, when the topic was again raised with Ross EYRE, he disclosed to
the Review Team that the incident occurred at about 8:00am on the day in question.
He added that the woman driving the vehicle hit a pot hole in the road, which caused
the vehicle to veer across the road before she was able to correct it.

666. Ross EYRE suggested that the woman did not know the area, as local people knew
that there was a pot hole in this point of the road. Ross EYRE said the woman
continued driving in the direction of Tuakau.

667. Ross EYRE claimed that during the original investigation in 1970, he was interviewed
by Police and told them of this sighting, however, no record of this interview can be
found on the investigation file. Ross EYRE's best recall is that the Police Officer he had
spoken to was Detective Sergeant CHARLES.

668. Retired Detective Sergeant CHARLES advised the Review Team that he could not recall
going to the EYRE property for any reason, other than to uplift firearms. Detective
Sergeant CHARLES could not remember being told by a young boy (Ross EYRE)
anything about seeing the CREWE vehicle being driven past their property on a
morning following the murders.

669.  Detective Sergeant CHARLES stated that had he been made aware of this information,
he would have taken a statement from Ross EYRE about what he had observed.

Conclusion

670. Since the outstanding directional jobsheets and suspect nominations have been in
existence for four decades, no further action in advancing the matters is warranted.

671.  An area canvas involving 16 households was conducted in the vicinity of the CREWE
farmhouse. It appears that a consistent questionnaire format was followed to some
degree.

672. There is no evidence that those spoken to at this time were asked to account for their
movements during any specified time period, i.e. the evening of 17 June 1970.
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Chapter 12 - Persons of interest

1704,

1705.

1706.

Peter THOMAS was interviewed by the 1970 investigation team about his recall of the
night of 17 June 1970. He stated that Arthur THOMAS was on the farm and at home,
which is consistent with the evidence he gave in Court proceedings and corroborated
Vivien THOMAS' account of the evening's activities.

The Review Team have spoken with Peter THOMAS. He confirmed having been
interviewed by Detective Inspector HUTTON and Detective JOHNSTON on two
occasions at the Tuakau Police Station.

He mentioned that he was a 'tough 18-year-old' at the time, however, disciosed that
he had been reduced to tears through persistent questioning. He also said that they
were pressing him to confirm that he had seen the trailer axle on the THOMAS farm.
He maintained that he had not.

information post second trial

1707.

1708.

1709.

1710.

1711

1712.

1713.

Between 9 February 1978 and 19 January 1980, Prisoner 'A’, who had been in prison
with Arthur THOMAS, spoke to Police on a number of occasions and provided written
accounts and statements of an alleged confession Arthur THOMAS made regarding
the murders of Harvey and Jeannette. Prisoner 'A' also supplied Police with a number
of sketches, which he claimed had been produced by Arthur THOMAS when
explaining how he had carried out the murders and disposai of the bodies.

Prisoner ‘A’ gave evidence on these matters at the RCOI; however, he was found not
to be a credible witness due to his criminal history and mental health issues. Prisoner
'A's evidence was rejected as being unreliable and was suppressed.

Subsequent handwriting analysis by Document Examiner, John WEST, confirmed that
writing on the sketches was by Arthur THOMAS, although it is unclear exactly which of
the sketches John WEST examined. (Refer Appendix 17)

Aspects of Prisoner 'A's claims regarding Arthur THOMAS confessing to the murders
were supported by Prisoner 'B', whe also spoke to Police and provided written
accounts (between 1 April 1978 and 25 June 1978) of what he had heard Arthur
THOMAS confess to.

Prisoner 'B' was called to give evidence at the RCOI; however, he refused to do so.

Prisoner 'B' was spoken to by the Review Team and stated that his written statements
made in 1978 should not be relied upon and he did not hear Arthur THOMAS
confessing to the murders.

The Review Team note that most of the information given by Prisoner 'A’ could have
been sourced from public records or media commentary. There are, however, aspects
to the information that were not commonly known, i.e. activities while at primary
sthool with Jeannette which suggest that it is highly likely Arthur THOMAS did talk to
Prisoner 'A’ about the murders. Whether this was in the form of a confession, or
simply an outline of the case against him, is not known.
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Chapter 12 - Persons of Interest

1714,

1715.

1716.

1717.

1718.

1719.

1720.

1721.

1722.

1723,

1724.

Prisoner 'A' is deceased.

The investigation file reveals that in January 1980 and May 1980, Police received
information concerning two prison inmates, Prisoners 'C' and 'D', who claimed that
Arthur THOMAS had made confessions to them that he was responsible for the
murder of the CREWES.

Unlike prisoner 'A’ and 'B' there was no corroboration of their claims and both sources
of information were deemed to be unreliable.

On 30 April 1980, in a statement made to Police, Karl LOBB claimed he had seen
Arthur THOMAS' vehicle and trailer parked in the pull-off by the CREWE woolshed at
about 6:30am on Thursday 18 June 1970.

Karl LOBB further stated that although he did not see anyone with the vehicle he did
notice two bundles covered by old cow covers lying on the trailer, which he felt could
have been bodies. These covers were held down with pieces of pipe.

On Wednesday 24 June 1970, during the original investigation, Karl LOBB had been
spoken to by Police. He made no mention of seeing Arthur THOMAS' vehicle or trailer.
His explanation for this has previously been addressed in Chapter 5.

The Review Team question the reliability of Karl LOBB’s assertions and as such place
no weight on his 1980 account.

Information has also been received from other sources, which indicates that Arthur
THOMAS may have been involved in the murders; in other events at the CREWE
property, i.e. burglary; or expressed a previous interest in discussing the risks
involving committing a serious crime. Since the information from these sources
cannot be corroborated, they have little or no evidential value.

On 13 August 2013, Arthur THOMAS was approached by the Review Team for the
purposes of inviting him to contribute any information that may be of assistance.
Arthur THOMAS maintained that he was innocent of the murders and reiterated that
he had been 'framed'. Efforts on the part of the Review Team to engage with Arthur
THOMAS to enable an open exchange have proved unsuccessful.

Arthur THOMAS suggested that Police make contact with Peter WILLIAMS QcC, who
would need to be present if an open conversation was to take place.

The Review Team made contact with Peter WILLIAMS QC who advised that he did not
believe that Arthur THOMAS couid add anything to the review.
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2036.

2037,

2038.

At the precise time the CREWES were murdered in their home, Arthur THOMAS
claimed to have been at home with his wife, Vivien THOMAS, and cousin, Peter
THOMAS. Vivien and Peter THOMAS both corroborated Arthur THOMAS’ alibi, which
has never been contradicted by other evidence.

It is indisputable that there is a clear link of physical evidence from the THOMAS farm
to the murders. However, the number of persons who had potential access to these
items is now unknown.

Information from within the prison environment that Arthur THOMAS admitted being
responsible for the murders of Harvey and Jeannette can be discounted.

Lenard DEMLER

2039.

2040.

2041,

2042,

2043.

Lenard DEMLER was the main suspect for committing the murders from an early stage
in the investigation. There was no clear evidence pointing to his guilt, other than his
general persona, and a belief by the 1970 investigation team of a perceived iil-wil
towards Jeannette resulting from her mother's Will. This was not the case as Lenard
DEMLER did not lose autonomy of his farm.

Lenard DEMLER did not have the necessary access to the THOMAS farm that the
offender would have needed to source the firearm, wire and axle needed to commit
the crimes and / or the disposal of the bodies.

The 1970 investigation team considered Lenard DEMLER a significant person of
interest at an early stage. He was 'family' and the CREWES' next door neighbour,
therefore, could come and go on the CREWE property at will, without attracting
undue attention.

Focussing on Lenard DEMLER negatively impacted the breadth of the investigation
and led to a loss of objectivity on the part of Detective Inspector HUTTON and the
1970 investigation team, generally. Not considering other alternatives objectively
represents an error of judgment.

During this crucial time period, Lenard DEMLER claimed to have been at home alone.
For this reason, his alibi cannot be corroborated.

Morma DEMLER

2044,

There is no credible evidence that Norma DEMLER had any direct association to
Pukekawa prior to, or at the time of, the CREWE murders in June 1970. Therefore,
Norma DEMLER did not have any involvement in the murders.

Heather SOUTER

2045,

There is no credible evidence to indicate that Heather SOUTER (or Robert SOUTER),
was complicit in any way in the murder of Harvey and Jeannette.
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David Jones Q C Commentary On The Review

Chapter 12 - Persons of Interest
Arthur Thomas

The Review identifies that when the focus of the investigation became the Thomas farm,
insufficient priority was given to persons other than Arthur Thomas who had access to that
property and items which may have been used in the homicides which originated from it. |
agree with that finding. Regrettably it appears that the attitude behind the fixation of
Police interest in Lenard Demler transferred to Arthur Thomas with equal, if not greater
ferocity. It does not appear that there was any real inquiry by the 1970 investigation team
into any persons other than Arthur Thomas who may have had access to the farm and
thereby the wire, the axle and Arthur's Browning .22 rifle (if that was in fact the murder
weapon).

An earlier interest by Arthur Thomas in “courting” Jeannette Crewe, which preceded his
own wedding and indeed the homicides by a number of years, was elevated into an
“infatuation” motive. A comment attributed to Arthur Thomas about the brush and comb
set (namely that it may still be wrapped up for all he knew), was utilised as a possible
admission that he had seen the item in the spare bedroom closet when looking through
the house for coverings to wrap the bodies in. Notwithstanding his alibi for the night of
17 June 1970, he was convicted of the murders in two separate trials. Those verdicts are
necessarily perverse given the pivotal effect Exhibit 350 must have had in the jury
deliberations.

The Review finding that the claims by inmates that Arthur Thomas made admissions whilst
in Prison should be disregarded is undoubtedly right.

As the Review concludes, the investigation phase relating to access to the forensic items
linked to the farm should have been undertaken. This would have eliminated certain
persons and identified others who may have had access to the relevant physical exhibits.

Lenard Demler

Mr Demler was the prime suspect for much of the initial investigation period and was the
subject of unrelenting attention and suspicion by the police. There have been numerous
publications over the years about Mr Demler and his supposed involvement in the
homicides which have much of their genesis in the way that he acted both before and after
the bodies were discovered.

The apparent motive for Mr Demler was meant to be dis-affection for his daughter as a
result of his late wife’s Will being perceived as more beneficial to her than him,
notwithstanding that he retained a life interest in the property and would have likely carried
on his normal life on the farm.

The actions of Mr Demler after he found his grand-daughter on 22 June 1970 have been
the subject of much debate. The fact that he found Rochelle in a distressed and
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