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Documents received from Senior Constable S. Hill,
CID, AFP, Canberra on 4 July 1986

u/i. 4 Manilla folders marked "Diary of Morgan Ryan"
containing photocopy documents.
»//b' Photocopy NSW Police documents (Lowe/Shaw: attempt to

influence Lewington).

Documents received from Detective Acting Sergeant B. Knibbs,
NCIB, Canberra, on 22 July 1986

[ Age Tape Enquiry:
w/fi) Original Running Sheets
L/fii) Working File - Volume 1

d. u/iﬁrenn Immigration Enquiry:
(1) Volume 1

e. Rodney Groux Enquiry:
.~ (1) oOriginal Running Sheets
;/fii) Volume Original Statements
v(iii) Volume 2 - *® "
vf&u) Volume
(v) Volume
v{ﬁi)..Uolume
+(vii) Briefing Papers, Reports, Correspondence
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ocuments received from Superintendent F.C. Pimm, Commander

Western Region, AFP. Perth on 24 July 1986

VF. File marked "Moll Commodities Brief 1"
V9. Lever Arch Folder marked “"Moll Commodities Brief 2"
v'h. Situation Report by Det. Sen. Sgt. C. Netto

(Quartermaine - Operation Edam)









ALLEGATION RE RODNEY GROUX
ALLEGATION NO. 15

Enquiries in this matter commenced on the week
commencing Monday 21st July 1986 which included familiarisation
of aspects involving the allegation. This allegation involves a
number of witnesses who have been interviewed on a number of
occasions by officers of the Australian Federal Police.

On Friday Llst August 1986 Mr Myers and 1 were in
Canberra and we interviewed Mr Tony Luchetti, who at the
relevant time was employed by the Minister of Sport and
Recreation, Mr John Brown, as a consultant. Mr Luchetti stated
that he went to Sydney with Mr Groux on the 21 August 1985 and
was told by Mr Rodney Groux that they had been given a job to
help Mr Justice Lionel Murphy in his current court proceedings.
Mr Luchetti in fact was given copies of the Briese diaries by Mr
Groux and was asked to submit a number of telephone numbers and
to later enquire into who's telephone numbers those related to.
He was not told who's diaries they were and he indictated to us
that he thought that they must have been obtained by way of some
legal procedure in the court.

Mr Luchetti said that he thought twice at the time
about the instructions given by Groux and he had better confirm
their position as employees of Mr Brown in connection with
helping Mr Murphy at the time.

On the following Monday Mr Luchetti approached his
superior Dr Klein, of the office of the Minister of Sport and
Recreation and asked whether he or Mr Groux were working for Mr

Murphy. Dr Klein stated to him 'no" and that no such work
should be carried out.



Mr Luchetti then stated to us that no further action
was taken in regard to any telephone numbers that he had from
the copies of the Briese diaries and in fact no information was
gathered as to the telephone numbers there in listed. He
further commented that as far as he was concerned Mr Groux had
worked for Mr Murphy for no longer than about two weeks. It was
also his impression that Groux had approached Mr Murphy on a
personal basis and he offered his services to Mr Murphy if they

were required.

Mr Luchetti also added that Mr Groux was not a
character of confidence and it was unlikely that any major
investigations were undertaken by him.

On Friday afternoon of the 1lst August 1986 Mr Peter
Myers and 1 interviewed Mrs Pamela Whitty. Mrs Whitty was
secretary of Mr Groux for a period of about two to three months
from July 1985 to September 1985. Mrs Whitty explained to us
that on 20th August 1985 she was asked by Mr Groux to collect
certain papers from the residence of Mr Justice Lionel Murphy.
She recalled this date particularly as it was her daughters
birthday and at the time she recalls that she was out looking
for presents with her daughter for that occasion. Mrs Whitty
recalls going to Mr Justice Lionel Murphy's residence at Redhill
and entering the premises, firstly introduced by his secretary
and then seeing Mr Justice Lionel Murphy personally. Mr Justice
Lionel Murphy handed her photocopies of some documents in an
arch lever folder he said to her "Do you know what you have to
do with these'. Mrs Whitty was shown, by us, copies of the
Briese diaries and she identified those as being the documents
handed to her by Mr Justice Murphy. She said to Mr Justice
Murphy "Yes I've been told to take them, photocopy them and
return them'". He said '"Yes that's right'". This was the only
conversation which took place. She then left his premises and
then proceeded to an office of the Minister of Sport and

Recreation, where a photocopying machine was made available.



She was sent to this office by Mr Groux as it was indicated to
her that no one would be there and it would be an appropriate

place to photocopy the documents. The documents were returned
by Mrs Whitty the same day and she handed them directly back to
Mr Murphy. He said "Thank you'". There was only one other

occasion that Mrs Whitty had any conversation with Mr Murphy and
that was a couple of days after the Briese diaries incident and
Mr Murphy asked to speak to Mr Groux while he (Groux) was in the
office. Mr Groux said to me "Tell him I'm not in. I want

nothing to do with him."

Mrs Whitty also commented that Mr Groux on occasions
threw names around, he would say on occasions that he was going
to Parliament for a few hours or speaking to Ministers for two
or three hours: "you would not know whether he was telling the
truth or not." Mrs Whitty did indicate to us that she recalled
typing a letter to Mr Murphy concerning Mr Groux's willingness
to investigate any matter on Mr Justice Murphy's behalf. This
was shown to Mrs Whitty by the Australian Federal Police and is
attached herewith. Mrs Whitty further recalled that on a number
of occasions persons from the Ministry of Sport and Recreation
attempted to contact Mr Groux at his offices at Cinema Centre
and she had been instructed by Mr Groux that should these calls
be received she was to inform them that he was not in. As it
was not to be conceived that he was working for the Minister of
Sport and also some other party, which in fact was the case, re

Cinema Centre.

Conclusion

It is evident from the evidence received from Mrs
Whitty and Mr Luchetti that Mr Groux had worked for Mr Murphy
within a three week period, commencing approximately 19 August
1985. 1t would appear from Mr Luchetti's evidence that officers
of the Department of Sport and Recreation were not aware of Mr

Groux's activities at this stage. However we have not had the



opportunity to interview Dr Klein, the then supervisor of Mr

Groux, nor other members of his section within that department.

Certainly Mr Luchetti gives the impression that Mr
Groux was not a person of positive attributes Mr Luchetti did
indicate to us, that, at the time he was enquiring about Mr
Murphy it would appear that certainly Commonwealth vehicles and
Commonwealth travel vouchers were being used for the purpose of
investigating Mr Justice Murphy. However it 1is unlikely that
either the Minister Mr Brown or any of his immediate staff were

aware, at this stage, that this was being carried out.

It is very evident however that certainly Mr Justice
Murphy had in his possession on the 20 August 1985 copies of the
Briese diaries. This date would appear to coincide with his
committal proceedings and are not documents in which he should
have possession of. Mrs Whitty reiterates that she collected
those diaries from Mr Murphy directly and returned the same

documents after photocopying them on the same day.

The aspect which remains open 1is how Mr Murphy
acquired these copies. However the limitations placed upon us

have not established this aspect.

It is obvious, we believe that Mr Groux acted on his
own behalf in representing Mr Murphy and that Mr John Brown knew
nothing of Groux's actions during his time as an employee of the

Ministry of Sport and Recreation.

It must also be stated that whilst we asked Mr Groux
for an interview on Monday 4 August 1986, Mr Groux failed to
attend on the pretense that he thought that the Commission would
not be proceeding and he saw no worthwhile use being made with
us at the time.



It is Mr Myers and my belief that this matter may
indicate some breach of duty for a judge of the High Court in
that he may have acquired certain material re the Briese diaries
without proper authority of the «court during his actual

Mark Howard !
8 August 1986

committal.
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MEMORANDUM

ALLEGATION NO. 15 - THE BRIESE DIARIES

In my memorandum dated 28 July, 1986 I set out Cowdery's

recollection of the events surrounding the Briese diaries.

His view was that the only opportunity for copying the diaries
was at the committal when the diaries were produced. He thought
that there had been no opportunity at the first trial since the
diaries were inspected at Court. Further, he said that the
Magistrate made it clear that the diaries were not to be taken

out of Court and were not to be copied.

It is true that at page 53 of the transcript of the committal
proceedings, dated 25 March, 1985, the following appears:

Mr Shand: There is still the question of access to the
documents.

Bench: I'm sorry, I didn't deliberately overlook that. Any
problems in Mr Shand having access to those documents
produced by Mr Briese? Mr Briese seemed to have no
objections even to the ones which said it might claim
privilege. Allright, well, you might make those
available. You will no doubt remain here while
you're looking at them.

On the face of it, it might appear that it was therefore an
order by the Magistrate that the diaries not be taken from Court
and, by inference, not be photocopied. However it 1is apparent
from later passages in the transcript that Mr Briese's diaries
were neither the subject of a subpoena nor were then (25 March,
1985) in Court. This conclusion follows from what is said at
page 82 of the transcript (26 March, 1985):

Well, where is your diary, do you still have it?

A: I have both diaries in my office.

Q: Would it be possible for somebody to get them or what
would be the best way...



;\\4

Witness: I brought both diaries to my office this morning,
that's the situation.

There 1is then a luncheon adjournment and at page 84 of the
transcript (26 March, 1985), the following appears:

Q: Mr Briese, do you have your diaries there?

A Yes 1 do.

It would follow that if it is the case that:

i. the diaries were not copied during the course of the first

trial but were copied during the course of the commital;
ii. the diaries were not produced in answer to a subpoena; and

iii. no order was made by the Court in relation to access to the

diaries.

then it is impossible to see how any dealings with the diaries
could constitute contempt of court.

The possibility would remain that there was some arrangement
between either Mr Briese or his Solicitors on the one hand, and
the Judge or his Solicitors on the other hand. It may also be
that that arrangement was breached. It seems to me that whether
or not there was any such arrangement and, if so, the facts and

circumstances surrounding it should be ascertained.

I am told by Mrs Sharp that both the Solicitors at the office of
the DPP who were involved in the commital are overseas and will
not return until late September, 1986. Mr Rowe of the DPP
suggests that Mr Wells of the AFP should be asked for his

recollection as perhaps also should Peter Clarke of Counsel.

A Robertson

30.7.86
0l61M



MEMORANDUM

On 28 July 1986 1 spoke to N. Cowdery of Counsel who
appeared for the DPP in the committal Proceedings and the two
trials.

A number of points of interest emerged.

First, in relation to the McClelland perjury question,

Cowdery told me that he and Callinan QC had spoken to McClelland
shortly before the second trial in relation to rumours which had
come to their attention via Richard Ackland of Justinian. These
rumours were that Kristen Williamson had been told by McClelland
that he had given untrue evidence at the first trial of Mr
Justice Murphy and that McClelland had told Wendy Bacon of a
number of conversations he had had with Murphy on the subject of

Ryan's trial.

When this was put to McClelland by Callinan and Cowdery
(but without names) the impression he gave, according to
Cowdery, was that he would retract his evidence if he could. He
certainly did not deny the rumours or appear surprised by them.
Nevertheless, at the second trial, he repeated his evidence that
he, McClelland, had approached Staunton J before Murphy J had

done so and independently of Murphy J.

A copy of the note Cowdery made of the meeting with

Ackland is attached. Also attached is a copy of Cowdery's note

to me which mentions the meeting with McClelland.



Secondly, in relation to the call by Murphy J on

Staunton J Cowdery told me that Staunton's firm view, which he

formed after hearing Murphy J's evidence at the first trial, was
that the approach was part of an attempt by Murphy and Foord J
to get Flannery J, the judge allotted to the trial of Ryan, to

act improperly.

Clearly it would be necessary here to take care to avoid
the consideration by the Commission of the issue dealt with at
the first trial in respect of the Flannery charge: see S5(4) of

the Act.

Thirdly, in relation to the Briese diaries, Cowdery says

the only opportunity for copying the diaries was a couple of
days into the committal when the diaries were produced. There
was no opportunity in the first trial since the diaries were

then inspected at Court.

At the committal, says Cowdery, the magistrate made it
clear at the end of the relevant day's sitting that the diaries
were not to be taken out of Court and were not to be copied,

(although Cowdery says the latter is less clear than the former)

The next moring the diaries were on the bar table with

Shand Q.C. saying that he did not know how they came to be there.



Fourthly, in relation to Murphy J's evidence of his

association with Ryan, Cowdery said it was his impression that

Murphy J had tailored his evidence to conform to that which Ryan
gave at the committal. Nevertheless the essence of the matter
was the difference between Murphy J's evidence and unsworn
statement of minimum contact, so far as he could recall, as
against the Age tapes which showed not only constant contact but
also, by the tone of the conversations, a close association
between Murphy J and Ryan. 1In other words it is a matter of
impression which realistically could only be substantiated by
proving the contents of the relevant portions of the Age tapes.
As to the periods not covered by the Age tapes, assuming Ryan's
evidence will  Dbe unhelpful, the suspicions could be
substantiated only by proving the contacts between Murphy J and

Ryan by a means apart from Ryan's evidence.

28 July 1986 A. ROBERTSON
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"The life

The following is the full text of ;

. the summary of points made’

+ about Rodney Groux by Ms,,

. Stephanie Forgie, Departmental

. Liaison Officer in the Office of the

_ Attorney-General, Mr Bowen, to_

"’the Prime Minister, Mr Hawke, in ™
Canberra on Monday, August 26, - -

1985, Mr Hawke tabied a copy of

:‘the document in the House of ..
Representatives yesterday.

E . ® Groux is a very active police
-informer and a 3
long history.

@ The

lundlic; him as an informer (both®
at the Victorian and Federal level) -
say that he is a thorough crook. He

g'livu mainly by informing and

; would sell anything for money. .

ij. @ He has no convictions but in " .

& 1978 was charged with theft by.

“g-deoe'plion. The. charge was dis- ..

% i

missed on the grounds that he . .

Kfimended to give the money back.
i ° @ He was charged with con-
* gp~acy over the meat scandal but -
f:a,g fischarged. ;
i+ w He is involved in several
gundischarged bankruptcies
- (sources impeccable),

con man with “}Rod

police who have been_ . | o :

‘ # @ There is an extreme amount
of consternation that he could be
. . ' saying he had helped Justice
asto .;
.-how Groux came to have connec- _
tions in- New South Wales. His
, parents came from Queensland
and he was educated in Victoria. -

oux

ney Groux ...
; ' about his role.

in a minister’s office.
@ There is no knowledge

@ He has been employed as a

- meatworker — apprenticed as a |
master butcher, a meat inspector. .
.He has been a weights and "
_measures inspector and a car
. salesman (Neil Neilsons at Fern-
tree Gully). He has been in
.-.partnership with Rutherford.

“ywondered what went wrong.

" looked a little shocked.

necern °

I "By ROD FRAIL

| TheOpposition went into Ques-

. tion Time yesterday, thinking they .
'were-on.a winner with the

: controversy ‘over Mr Rodney -

 Groux, a former staffer of the -

: Minister for Sport, Mr John .

' Brown, who had helped Justice
Lionel Murphy. prepare his case.
As they filed out they must have

Even' the Opposition’s shock
.trooper, Mr Wilson Tuckey, -
The expectation of a good day
for the Opposition came from
"yesterday morning’s Canberra
Times,” which had a front-page
article quoting Mr Groux as

Murphy while on the government
yroll and with Mr Brown’s full
nowledge. e
- . This seemed to be in conflict '
‘with what Mr Brown had told -
Parliament on Tuesday.

Every Opposition question bar .
one went to Mr Brown. The other
was to the Prime Minister. ]

As one wit said: "The story just

- Groux and Groux,™
Mr Brown was prepared to

~ suffer some embarrassmen(, for

< B

oG ite. and. imes. No growth in it for
.of" ney YT

himself and the Government from
a potentially sticky situation.
As each example of what Mr
Brown described as Mr Groux's
fantasies came out, Mr Tuckey
responded: “We knew that.”
But it was said in much the same

way as a boxer who has just been
stunned by a stinging blow saying:

“That didn't hurt.”

Perhaps not all questions raised
in the afTair have been answered
but, as a parliamentary perfor-
mance, it clearly did hurt the
Opposition and Mr Tuckey, who
led the questioning with good
results in past weeks, was set back
on_his heels. )

Finally, the Opposition Leader,

Liberals’

Mr Howard, asked Mr Hawke
about the Groux afTair. “I thought
that | was never going to be'
asked,” he replied ominously, .

One of Mr Groux's fantasies, he

:said, “really struck me badly”, °

Mr Hawke said: “Mr Groux is
reported to have said that he did
law with Hawke, that he came first”

m - and Hawke came ‘second.

the greater good of extricating.

“That is a remarkable achieve-
ment in any circumstance,” said
our competitive leader, “but par-
ticularly remarkable when one
remembers that this man is sup-
posed to be 39 years of age, |
commenced my law degree in
1947, so Mr Groux was outdoing
me before the age of one year.”

Apart from that, Mr Hawke
said Mr Groux was an undis-
charged bankrupt, involved in the
meat substitution scandal of 1981

-and that he had been informed

that “Groux is a very active police’
informer and a con man with a
long history. The police who have
been handling him as an informer,
both at the Victorian and Federal
level, say that he is a thorough
crook.” o .
That is what you call a compre-
hensive bucketing. *
















I —_— = — 1
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“ Mr Groux says there was entrenched
small-scale malpractice, with gratuities
for meat inspectors who were under. .
pressure not to hold up husiness by con»
demning *~0 much meat, He remembers,
Worker  nding around banging their |
knives on metal benches every time he.,
Stopped the meat chain,, They wanted to,,
give him a button for Christmas because |
he was always. pushing one to stop. the "
chain. He was 'moved from one job be-"
cause he condemned too much meat.
But everything would change radically ,
When officials from the United States Ag- .
ricultural Department came through. On.;
those days, meat inspectprs stopped the :
chain all the time and everyone, worked,
a full day. . :
According to Mr Groux this was the
basis on which more serious corruption,
was comfortably grafted. He became dis-

illusioned and left. He held a variety of -
jobs in the meat industry before return.
ing as a country meat inspector some .
years later. The second time round he .
admits he was no longer “strict and ,
. hard”, By this time he was more interest-
ed in developing his own meat empire, .-
Which eventually overran his job as an
inspector, led to the break-up of his first
marriage and near-bankruptcy.
Mr Groux then became involved with
a meat company in the Northern Territo- .
ry and, by the way, Aboriginal land
rights. 1t is still a passionate commit- .
ment. He also began seeing serious cor-
ruption, meat substitution at first hand, It _

" sickened him but he did not do anything '
about it. He denies that he was actlvely
involved. The most he could have been. -
charged with was “knowing about it,” he
says. : S .

He also did a stint attached to the US -

Agricultural Department in hig capacity

with the Primary Industry Department, -

He saw just how endemic meat Substitu-

tion was. He got out of the meat industry

after 17 years. = . =: .- ¢ . .
Why did he not do anything then? “No

one would have listened to me so why. "

worry about it? No one gave a- stuff. [ -
would have been a voice in the wilder-
ness.” He went on to various other jobs - !
s SRR ORI I0ns 1
but by now the bright career of the young
butcher had well and tryly foundered,

Meanwhile In the United States in_
1981, an American institution was also .
suffering an unexpected shock, Kapga-
roo meat imported from Australia was
found in namburgers, The floodgates ;
opened. A jcint Federal/Victorian police
task force wes established to investigate -
the extent of (ne home-grown corrupltiun. -

Mr Groux says he came forward be- -.
cause “I honestiy believed I could help .
clean up the meet industry”, He had no-
idea of the consequences and he “didn’t .
give a damn”, It was the wide-eyed, '
geed-up Groux In fu'l flight again and he -
was keen, too keen. He poured every:.
thing he had Into helping the Inquiry,,
mangling his family’s economic stability
with near-bankruptcy for the second.
lime. L B : L

But for a while he was In there, up.
‘here, doing what he believed was the
right thing, this time supported by a team*
)f dedicated investigators who had faith

n him. owind i -

g"n
[ o PRI LA V.

He Is uncomfortable with some of the
“work he did for the police; one instance
" involved entrapping a former friend.
When it was over he was blackballed
by the meat industry and he could not get
a job doing what he was best at. He
picked up odd jobs selling insurance,
although he admits he “couldn't sell ice
to Eskimos”, He drifted into undercover
crime Investigation, in one way the only
opportunity that was presented to him
 but in another drawn to it because he
" had clearly succeeded before, [ didn't
"'know where to turn. I lost my self.re.
" spect, my drive, I was disappointed with
| the end result of the Inquiry because the
' achievement wasn't there.” -
""" Depression set in. Sometimes he says -
"“he wished he had taken the $100,000
* bribe, been charged and gone to jail. He
““might be out now. Instead he has got .
~ what he calls “a lifetime sentence”, Byt
* then he recants. “No, that’s silly. That's
. not how I feel. I'd do it again. I'd like ta
g0’ down In history as the man that,
helped to clean up the Industry. Even
though crooks are still there It's now'99""

JRSF CentZlednl .. o

, bility of caring for such people.”

WA aeenr shpbic e ca e

And he has advice for any others who
may come forward with tales of wrong:
doing, cover-ups or corruption. “It’s too -
difficult for me tosay to anyone that they.
should step forward because the conse- '
quences can be bloody horrific. Bul if
they do they must be prepared for Lhe
consequences to change their lifestyle,
and test their friends and family. You
can't get back to a normal lifestyle. The "
Government must assume the responi-,

-

Rodney Groux: “I'd do it again. I'd like to go down in hr‘.story‘-as the man who helped

to clean up the industry.” "







'l'hc Minister for Sport, chm-” IR
ation and Tourism, Mr Brown, 0}
continued hisattack yesterday on -
one of his former advisers, Mr*
Rod Groux, who says that hu ;
worked, during the Gaovern- ~.
ment’s time and on the Govern-.
ment’s payroll, in making in..
vestigations for the Murphy de-
fence., r
- Mr Justice Muxphy was ac: AR
quitted on Monday of attempting . Yab ;
“to pervert the P'?oursf.: of justice, ;
..~ Apart from Mr Brown cxpand-
. ing his allegations that Mr Groux
. lived in “a dreamland”, two ex-: - .
uap;cccsmlcvanqurGrouu_ e A
allegations emerged yesterday:  r.. 0] .oV T
Mr Brown said that between . i S

August 26 and September 13 1!' hc dxd 11. he ccrlamly was domg

— a period during which Mr . it in direct conflict with the
- Groux says he was working on . . duties to wluch I had assigned
lhc Murphy case — Mr Groux . him",

“went to ground, and could Yest:rdéy, Mr Brown said hc.

.-" not be found, despite repeated .. bad first asked for Mr Groux’s

o requests from me as 1o “’hﬁﬂ? . Fesignation on - August 26 and .
L he was™, - "7 gy . that between then and September
j _And Mr Brown quotcd fmm a {113 he had been out of contact -

- statutory declaration from an- mlh Mr Groux.-

- other of his staffers, Mr Tony .»:~In.;his statutory declarauon. o

Luchetti, said 1o have worked Mr Luchetti said that about the
on the Mumhy case, denying ., . middle of August in Sydney, Mr

that he had done so, and deny- .. Groux had told him “we have .

ing my report of a conversa- - - been - directed by Hawke and
tion with him in a restaurant .- Brown ta help Murphy”. -

in November last year. - - . *On my retum to Canberra, I
On Tuesday, Mr Brown said i

~ that Mr Groux had told him that .~ . Brown's pnnc:lpa] private secre-
. he had been asked by Mr Justice ™ “tary] to ascertain if in fact it was

" Murphy for help on the case, and **.OK to do'so. Mr Klein rcspondcd .

.. that he had told him that what "dcﬁmlcly not”.

he did in his own time was his ; * *“This was my only conaection
- own business. On Wednesday, he ; with Mr Groux in his alleged
said that if Mr Groux had been. } investigation of the Murphy case.
doing his work in government “In an article in The Canberra
time, “that is news to me (and] * Times dated May 1, 1986, it is

checked with Mr Klein [Mr-

4., alleged that [ conl'nned that Mr !
“ - % Brown knew of the Murphy in-
-, "vestigations carried out on his :

behalf and on behalf of the Prime
Mi‘r_tister by Mr Groux and my-
self. i

*1 categorically and em-
phatically deny any such con-
versation,

“To the best of my recollec-
tion, the only meeting I had with
Mr Waterford and Mr Groux was
. towards the middle of November

. in Charlies Restaurant where a

_number of matters were dis-

".cussed. None of these matters, to

the best of my recollection,
covered the Murphy inquiry™,

. Mr Luchetti also said that over

" . cight months’ association with

- Mr Groux he had “come to the
conclusion that he is either suf-
fering from delusions of grandeur

- or what he has to say cannot be

~confirmed from the original

source.,

“The flights of fantasy in-
cluded statements m front of wit-
nesses that

 rght-hand man,

"He has been a Member of the
Victorian Parliament, -

‘He and his secretary were to
travel to the US, I was to
travel to New Zealand, and he
would solve the ANZUS prob-
lem on behalf of the Govern-

.ment. Indeed he asked his as-
sistant to get her passport.
Following the meat inquiry, he

lived in the US for two years.
He was a mllhonairc at the age
of 25.

Continued on Page 3
- The Luchetti lunch, — Page 3
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N THE CONTEXT of the
rd-rate Disneyland of the pro-
'dings of the House of Repre-
atives, the accusation that

néone. outside the Housé is

ing “in a fantasy world" loses
yreat deal of its force.
When the Minister for Sport,

creation and Tourism, Mr.

hn Brown, said during yester-
y's Question Time that Mr
wdney Groux lived in a fantasy
rld, it was as though a known
impion of dwarf-throwing had
:used someone else of bizarre
ictices or as though Donald
ck had attempted to dismiss
nger Mouse as nothing but a
toon character.

ate in Question Time, and

:r all of the Opposition’s re--

itely promising questions
wut Mr Brown and Mr Groux

| fallen on the stony ground of -
Brown's artful declarations of -

own artlessness and his tales
'd in the sympath- "~ tones of
aring social work  :scribing
unfortunate soul) of illustra-
1 of Mr Groux's alleged fan-
¢ life, Mr Howard rose to
an a question to lhe Prime
nister.

A listless Mr Howard won-
dcrcd. in whingeing tones, when
Mr Hawke had first become
aware that someone on Mr
Brown's staff was involved in
garnering things useful to Mr Jus-
tice Murphy and what was the
substance of the matters Mr
Hawke had raised with Mr
Brown about Mr Groux last
August.

Mr Howard’s lransparcnt mi-
sery was due, one supposes, not
only to the fact that the Question
Time had been such a flop for the
Opposition but also because he
had probably realised that it had
begun to look as though the Op-
position will soon have to resort,
in Question Times, to having to
ask questions about government
policy.

His Opposition has never been
very good at that and, alas, he has
no-one on his front bench of
lacklustre pansies who shows the
kind of appetite for the fine detail
of policy issues which the

* pugnacious Mr Wilson Tuckey

has for the broad moralising
sweep of the personal issues in-
volved in the pursuit of Mr
Dawkins and Mr Brown. Mr

WARDEN
in the

Tuckey is a one-man Opposition -
and he reminds me, in a perverse .
way, of Boxer the muscular and -

energetic horse in *Animal Farm’
who in his Stakhanovite zeal and
industriousness sometimes
seemed to be a one-horse farm-
vard. When Mr Tuckcey, figur-
atively speaking, is relegated to

the knacker’s yard by the lack of -

anything personal for the Op-
position to pursue, the intellec-
tual weediness of the sheep and
pigs and geese of the Opposition
will loom large again,

Mr Hawke rejoiced that he had

I got a question at last because, as
it happened, he had toown up to

“something of an animus in this

matter” because, he alleged, one~

of the fantasies that Mr Groux .

has been wont to indulge is the .

story that he and Mr Hawke were
at law school together. According

to Mr Hawke, Mr Groux's ver-

sion has it lhat Mr Groux

finished first in law and Mr
Hawke only came second. ¢
Mr Hawke said that, while it ~

was sufficiently fantastic to im-
agine that anyone might surpass
him academically, this fantasy
was lent another dimension by
the fact that Mr Hawke had

begun to study law in 1947 at a-

time when Mr Groux, 39 years

- old now, would have had 1o have

been an extraordinarily pre-
cocious one-year-old.

In spite of his obvious delight
in spelling out, in that instance,
that example of Mr Groux's al-
leged appetite for fantasy, Mr
Hawke went on to say, licking his
lips, that he took “no pleasurc”
in having to recite the evidence
that Mr Groux's past and person-
ality were not a solid rock for the

Opposition to have built a case-

against Mr Brown upon. ..
The bliss that he plainly did
derive from the activity was from
the proof he said it offered that
*“this miserable and increasingly
despised Opposition ... whose

habitat is the gutter” was reduced

to relying upon the unreliable.
Mr Hawke's readings, from

Thrilling performance from a parliamentary Furtwangler‘i

various’ official sources, had it
that Mr Groux was “a con man
with a long history™ and *“a thor-
ough crook", an occasional
bankrupt, a police informer and
even, perhaps the most damning

of all, had been *a car salesman™..

Mr Hawke, working himself -
- into one of those controlled

frenzies during which he be-
comes transfigured and takes on

- a certain thespian magnificence,

came to the end of his wart-
covered portrait of Mr Groux
and, turning to the Opposition,
asked, “Don’t you understand,
you silly fellows, the sort of per-
son that you're dealing with?”

The Opposition's reliance on
Mr Groux to give it scandal
material,
stamped it as “the worst Opposi-
tion in this country’s history™,

“Here we are,” Mr Hawke told
us turning to the Labor ranks and
making a fine imitation of a dem-
onstrative orchestral conductor
manipulating his choirs during
the performance of a2 great
oratorio, “yesterday and today,
have we had one question about
the economy?”

Mr Hawke yodelled,

- “No!™ roared the choir on cue

“Have we had one question
about any matter which goes to
the welfare of the people of this
country?” the maestro asked.

. “No!™ the choir roared

“Of course we haven',” rav
this parliamentary Furtwangler.
“Reduced by their own intrinsic
incompetence, they get downs
into the gutter and grovel with
people of this calibre. Is it any
wonder [to the Opposition] that
you're going down and down and
down as you will continue to de
until such time as you get prin:
ciples and a decent leader and
concern yourselves with the is-
sues of this country and [his.
voice retaining its triumphang

‘note as he chose the moment 18- -

bring down the curtain on a con-
cert in which be had been the.
star.] | ask that further questions

“be placed on the notice paperi™

In the public galleries people
broke into spontancous, and: |’
suspect quite apolitical, applause
for one of the most thrilling
p:eccs of acting since Paul Rob-
eson's ‘Othello’. P






brown continues o

attack_

““In’ Parlia...cnt yesterday. ‘Mr.

*Tuckey (Lib, WA} asked Mr Brown:

if normal investigative procedures’
had been followed prnor to Mr
Groux's appointment as a min-
isterial consultant, and what 1he pro-
cedures were.

Mr Brown said Mr Groux had
been a “perpetrator of some mis-
deeds” leading up to the meat sub-
stitution scandal but had come very
highiy recommendcd by Royal Com-.
missioner Mr Justice Woodward for
his courage in bccommg a Crown
witness.

“Apart from whu:h upon recom-
mendations from the Honourable
Member for Diamond Valley at that
stage [Mr Peter Staples, now the
Member for Jaga Jaga] and some
other very highly respected people in
the community I was. prcpart:d o
give Mr Groux a job,

“And I must say the job he did for

modation and Catering Service was
first-class.

“When his contract ran out there,
I was again approached to give h:m
a job and I did.”

The usual checks had been made

. “I proposed to the merit panel
thal Mr Rodney Groux should take
a job on my staff as a consultant. His
salary was in the $30,000 bracket, it
certainly was not in the high level of
salaries paid to consultants.”

He quoted from a Public Service
Board minute which had said that
Mr Groux appeared well qualified
for a task of oversighting and provid-
ing advice on administrative and
planning systems.

Mr Groux had started work in
May In July he had started to get

“strange reports of his rathcr bizarre
behaviour™. .

He had been contacted by a very
prominent Parramatta man whom
he was not prepared to name but
whose name he would give to the
Leader of the Opposition, Mr How-
ard, in confidence.

*“This is the report I had from this
gentleman: that Mr Groux worked
for the PM and was on loan to Mr

Brown, that the PM:does not move

without him, in fact he gives the
answers 1o the Prime M:mst:r at
Question Time.”

The Parramatta man wanted to set
up a retirement village, Mr Brown
said, and had asked Mr Groux to
assist him in providing a submission.

“So Mr Groux told him that he
arranged a $3 million grant for the
retirement village from Government
and was to arrange another $3 mil-
lion at 5 per cent as a loan.

“He also told him that [ was about
to retire in Parramatta and that [

,wanted Mr Groux to b¢ my re-
placement and the only thing he was

. concerned about was what muuslry

" he would take.

. “That he had been a MP in Vic-
toria but he lost his seat due 10 a
redistribution; that he owned Jet Set
travel, Town House motel, butchers’

shops and other business interests in

RQ-‘!;

Groux

r‘h;’i.\ L& ‘- 'f‘ La L

ﬁnuﬂny’ Gmux had mmed thns

‘man and family members to Can- -
berra for a weekend, saying he would
pick them up in a bus on thc Satur-
day moming.

*" “They were coming down for a

day's sightseeing then, on the Sun-
day, they were having a barbecue at
The Lodge with the Prime. Minister
as host.
“Now the poor man was sitting at
home waiting for the bus to arrive.”
Mr Brown said these embarrass-

. ments had come back to him and it

was at that time he had Sought Mr
Groux’s resignation. : -
Mr Brown gave Par!uu'ncnl anolh-
er example of Mr Gmux's “flights cf
fancy i
When in Sydney, Mr Groux used
to stay at a “fairly cheap” Kings
Cross. motel and about 20 other

_ people used 1q live there.
me at the Commonwealth Accom- *

Apparently’ hé "had told these
people he could get tickets for them
to go and see the musical ‘Cats’
which had just opened in Sydney, Mr

.Brown said.

“Well, of course thc)r were highly
elated. One man even cancelled his
holiday so he could be around to
attend ‘Cats on l.he Wedncsdzy
night.

“Wednesday nﬁcmoon and they
start frantically ringing my office.
“Where are the tickets? ™ - -

To Opposition mLenocuons Mr
Brown said, “*The man 1s living in a
drcamworld .

Mr Brown said he Lhcn tried to get
Mr Groux to resign, because it was
very difficult to remove a consultant.
with a year's -contract.

Mr Tuckey interjected and Mr
Brown said, “You might laugh. I
mean, you're in league with this
poor, pathetic liar. [ mean, you're a

.good double.”

Mr Brown said he had suppllcd Mr
Groux with a very carefully worded §
and guarded reference. ; _

“Despite all of that, I did gchieve
a resignation from Mr Groux, which
saved the Commonwealth paying
out his contract which would have -
amounted to many tens of thousands
of dollars, because by this stage he's
been revealed as a fraud, quite dif-
ferent from the person whom I'd

- employed and who had supplied

quite satisfactory scmu: for some -
time.

*“Now this moming. . .my phone
in my office has rung hot with phone
calls from all around Australia from
people looking for Mr Groux because
he owes them all sorts of money for
all sorts of reasons and they havcn t
been able to find him, . = -

“I'm getting a great mass of sworn
statements which I will be supplym; :
to the Federal Police. - °

*You are dealing with a man who
is 1o be more pitied than calumaied
— & man who's really gone off the
planet. He's dealing in myths, lies, in
exaggerations; the sorts of lhmss lhal :
aren't rational behaviour.”

. Editorial, — Puez.;" i







gDonnelly and -
Ry Groux

% Y Received May 1

O Sir, — I refer to the lead article
on the front page of today's Can-
berra Times concerning Mr
Rodney Groux, in which two
statements attributed to myself are
incorrect. )

Firstly: **Mr Donnelly, in-
terviewed last night, said that
some things which occurred after
the fiasco of the announced ap-
pointment inclined him to believe
Mr Groux's account of what oc-
curred.™

This statement is substantially
correct except that I actually said
“believe some aspects of Mr
Groux's account of what oc-
curred”.

The second statement was, “Mr
Groux, in announcing Mr Doanel-
ly's appointment, had said that Mr
Donnelly had been preferred to a
nominee of Mr Lionel Bowen's.”

The actual statement was,

. “Rodney told me that I had even

| beaten Lionel Bowen's nominee

© for the job.”

t I made no statement concerning

: the chairmanship of the board of
directors of the Australian In-
stitute of Sport, as I was not asked.

In the light of the above written
statements | would like a retrac-

~ tion printed in the next edition of

. your otherwise cxcellent publica-

| tion.

i LEE DONNELLY

- Torrens
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The Lon Mr N K Wran QC

Level 20

Cnr Elizabeth and Bathurst Stireets
SYLLEY LEW 2000

LDear Mr Wran,

PARLIAMINGAY CORMISUICH OF IRCUIPY ~ R JUCWICE L ¥ MNURPHY

45 you may ke aware the Farliciantary Conndszicn of Inguiry

eastablisheG pursuant to e Farliacentary Camdsclon of Inquiry
Act 1966 has commenced its tash of inguiring inte and advising
the Parliwawsnt whethier any conduct cf the Ionoureble ILiconel
Keith parphy has been sudr as to awuont, in ite cpinion, to
proved misbehaviour witlin the meaning of section 72 of the
Constituticn.

Mr S Charles QC, Sendor Counsel assisting the Conmission, bas
informed we that he woula be assisted by having & discussion
wich you in relation to suwe aspects of the Cardeeion's
Inquiry. Acoordingly, 1 should be glad if you would contact
b Charles an telephone nuber (02) 232 4922 to arrange 2
suitable time for an appointment to te nade.

Yours faithfully

S5ir Geocrge Lush
Presiding Mesnber

21 July 1986
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heard by Mr Farquhar S.M. and he received a bond. He claims he
knows the name Morgan Ryan but not in connection with his case
and does not know Bruce Miles. Mr Lewer may have an
interesting story to tell.

The Sankey Prosecution Allegation
14, Inside a manilla folder marked 'Sankey' 1is a two page

document described as "minutes of a meeting 3 March 1986" those
present being listed as "B. Rowe, S. Rushton and D. Sankey."

Minute describes two matters relevant to the Sankey
prosecution, the approach to settle proceedings and secondly
the disqualificatiion of Mr Leo S.M. In relation to the
former, Mr Sankey apparently told those at the meeting that
just after the first appeal hearing, (that is 'June and October
1976'), Sankey received a telephone call from Mr Anderson at
the Capri Restaurant at Rose Bay. Sankey was a part owner of
the restaurant. Anderson informed Sankey that he had something
to discuss and made an appointment. Apparently Sankey had
known Anderson for quite some time, but had had very little
contact with him recently. However, Anderson approached Sankey
as an 'old mate'. At the meeting between Sankey and Anderson,
Anderson said there had been a meeting at which the case had
been discussed; Anderson apparently did not identify those
present at the previous meeting but Sankey recollects that
Morgan Ryan might have been mentioned. Anderson asked Sankey
what he was after, that is what did he want and Sankey informed
him that all he wanted was an admission of wrong doing but not
necessarily an admission of guilt. Subsequently, Anderson
telephoned on another two occasions and the same matter was

discussed. (the contents of those discussions are not mentioned).

15. Shortly thereafter, person whom Sankey recognised as
being Saffron telephoned and asked what it would take to settle
the matter,. Sankey repeated was that all he wanted was an

admission of wrong doing. Saffron said that if that was all
then there would be no problem. Sankey believed that the legal



representatives, particularly Rofe and Christie had
subsequently got together and drafted heads of agreement based
upon the terms of settlement discussed and mutual release for
all parties. Sankey recalls that he and Saffron spoke about
the matter on a couple of occasions (no details of these
discussions provided either).

16. Sankey advuised that the disqualification of Leo took him
by surprise. He thought that Rofe had spoken to Farquhar in
Farquhar's chambers and Farquhar said that he was very much :in
favour of Sankey's case. Sankey suggested that this was one
reason why he did not want Farquhar sitting on the matter.

Sankey mentioned other matters which apparently were not borne
out upon inquiry.

17. Sankey's reported comments are very vague, but
tantalising. His story so far tends to support the story that
Anderson is alleged to be able to give. Clearly Sankey should
be interviewed and his version of events explored in some
detail.

Perjury Allegation

18. The DPP have provided a number of folders containing
various pieces of information about the association between the
Judge and Morgan Ryan. The file marked, 'Francisco' consists of

a photocopy of a page of a transcript of the Tapes Commission
where Mr Francisco made passing reference to having sighted Mr
Justice Murphy in the presence of Ryan on one or two
occasions, Another folder described as Bird/McMahon contains
an unusual letter from one David Fletcher together with a quite
bizarre treatise apparently written by one Anna McMahon
(described by Mr Fletcher as the 'very beautiful and talented
socialite'). I could not begin to summarise either of those
documents. Another folder styled Minter contains a proforma

questionaire together with certain handwritten notes apparently
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notes of interview between some unidentified investigator and a
former assistant private secretary of Murphy's between the
period 1972 and 1975. The information contained in it is wvery
general and in my view quite useless. A further folder marked
Halpin contains an article by David Halpin on 'Life with
Lionel’ in Matilda together with a five page unsigned
statement, Whilst containing some very general observations
about the frequency of visits by Morgan Ryan to the then
Senator Murphy's Office during the period up to 1975 the
statement 1is otherwise useless. The final folder contains a
statement by Francis Leslie William Gannell who was on various
occasions a bodyguard for the then Senator Lionel Murphy. The
statement contaims some general comments relating to the
frequency of mail from Morgan Ryan and Brock to Senator Murphy
and also provides interesting insight into the events leading
to deportation of Sala (discussed later). A final file

contains evidence of Ryan and the Judge given during the first
trial.

The Story of Rodney Groux

19. The DPP material included a somewhat butchered photocopy
signed statement by Rodney Gordon Groux. Most names in the
statement have been whited out and replaced with some form of
numbered code. The names can still be read however. Groux
says that he was employed in about May 1985 by the Minister of
Sport Recreation and Tourism for a period of 4 years. His
duties as ministerial advisor were to include assisting and
advising on wvarious matters in relation to the Minister's
Portfolio. '

20. Groux says that whilst employed by Brown he met Lionel
Keith Murphy at Woden Shopping Plaza outside premises known as
'Meat City'. Murphy asked him whether he would visit him at
his house to discuss a document (unidentified in anyway) Groux

said he prepared for Senator Bolkus. Groux says he obtained



11

personal approval from Brown to visit Murphy and accordingly on
the next day (a Sunday) he attended Murphy's residence at Red
Hill. Murphy asked whether he would be prepared to assist him
by conducting enquiries on his behalf into the wvarious people
who had given evidence against him in criminal proceedings in
New South Wales. Groux said that he would. Murphy then
produced wvarious material to him including a photocopy of
diaries he said were those of Mr Clarence Briese. Murphy said
that he obtained the diaries via Mr Mick Young, that they were
illegally obtained and that they should be carefully gquarded.
Murphy explained to him that he regarded the then current
proceedings as a conspiracy against him and that the parties to

that conspiracy were Mr Temby, Ian Callinan and the Liberal
Party.

21, Groux says that Murphy and he, 1in the presence of
Murphy's wife, proceeded to inspect the material produced and
attempted to place it in chronological order. Murphy told
Groux that he wanted the diaries analysed and investigated in
certain areas (unspecified). He said he wanted Mr Briese and
others dnvestigated. After several hours Groux told Murphy
that he would arrange for his secretary, Pamela Whitty to
collect the material next morning, photocopy it and return it
to the Judge. He said he would later contact him to explain
how he proposed to proceed with the investigation.

22. The material was apparently collected, copied and
returned. Groux later rang Murphy and told him he proposed to
dissect the diary and put it into computer programming for
cross referencing purposes. According to Groux Murphy was
ecstatic and from then rang him often. Groux said he proceeded
to dissect the material and input it to the computer. During

this time he reported to Brown and told him generally what was
going on in relation to the Murphy matter.
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23. Groux says that at some stage he travelled to Sydney and
booked into 01llims Hotel in Macleay Street, Potts Point. He
met with Mr Luchetti, another member of Mr Brown's staff, and
delegated to him certain tasks, namely telephone checks and
Social Security checks. Groux then travelled to Mr Brown's
Electoral Office in Parramatta and was there contacted by
Murphy who arranged for Groux to visit him later in the day.
He also asked Groux to investigate an accusation supposedly
made to Mr Wran that Briese had paid $20,000 cash for a
swimming pool to Mutual Pools. Murphy said that Wran was
Acting Attorney-General and was in a position to help. Groux
then made some inquiries in relation to the swimming pool
matter and interviewed a few people and so on. In relation to
the swimming pool matter he approached Mutual Pools -in Sydney
and confirmed that a pool had been installed by them but could
find no evidence of payment of $20,000 in cash.

24, Groux says that that evening he wvisited Murphy at his
unit at Darling Point, arriving in a commonwealth car. Murphy
and his daughter Laurel were present. Murphy and Groux had a
discussion about what Groux had done and what Groux intended to
do. Murphy was keen for Groux to contact the landscape
gardener who had worked on Mr Briese's premises and had
previously provided a Statutory Declaration (no description)
which Murphy had earlier provided Groux. Groux reported that
he had tried to do so but without success. Murphy said that
Wran would be arriving shortly. He said that he would
introduce Groux to Wran but so far as Groux was concerned there

was no relationship between himself, that is Groux and Wran.
He also said that when Wran arrived Groux and Murphy's daughter

were to go out for a while. Wran arrived and was introduced to
Groux. HWran said that if Groux wanted any help to tell Lionel
what was required and he (that is Wran) would do his best.
Murphy's daughter and Groux then left and later returned to the
unit and had a meal with Murphy. Wran had left. Groux later
ordered a Commonwealth car and returned to his hotel with

Laurel Murphy(!).
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25, The next day Groux continued his inquiries, and during
the day contacted Murphy and said he was having difficulty
because he was not familiar with Sydney. He said he needed a
car and Murphy said that he would see what he could do for
him. The next day a vehicle (Commonwealth?)was made available
to Groux as were two (unidentified) adult males. They took him
to various places around Sydney. Groux says that after a few
days he decided to conduct enquiries on his own and dispensed
with his helpers. He claims he 1located and dinterviewed
Briese's gardener and as a result of that interview he did not
believe the material contained 1in the gardener's Statutory

Declaration.

26, Groux says he returned to Murphy's premises and detailed
what he had been doing (what?). Wran arrived and Groux told
him what he had been doing. Wran expressed surprise that Mr
Briese had his direct telephone number. Both then urged Groux
to continue his inquiries into Mutual Pools arrangements, Mr
Briese's share transaction (unspecified), Mr Briese's
reputation and Mr Briese's relations with the media. Murphy
urged Groux to pursue these areas as a matter of priority.
Groux returned home to Canberra for the weekend and saw quite a
bit of Murphy over that weekend generally discussing the
investigation. Prior to returning to Canberra Groux said he
spoke to Brown by telephone outlining what he had been doing

for Murphy and stating that he was not quite happy with the
situation. Brown told Groux that if only a small bit of his

work could be of benefit to Murphy it would be worthwhile and
Groux should continue,

27. Some time later Groux returned to Sydney and continued
his dinquiries. Groux contacted Murphy who was most insistent
that Groux complete his inquiries and give him a result.
Inquiries continued for a couple of weeks with constant
reference back to Murphy. Groux said he kept Brown up to date
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on the dnquiries and also on the ministerial work he was
doing. Groux said he also saw Wran during this period, the

latter urging him to pursue certain (unspecified) select areas
of investigations.

28 . Groux says that during this period on one occasion
Murphy asked him to attend the Banco Court in Sydney and tape
record the proceedings of Murphy's case. Groux says he did
this and handed the tape to Murphy on the way out of court.

29. Groux says that after court he had a conversation with
Mr Luchetti He told him that he would not pursue his inquiries
further as he had decided that Murphy was quilty(!). He
thereupon returned to Canberra.

30. On the following Monday Groux was dismissed by Brown
ostensibly for failure to disclose his financial difficulties
on appointment. Brown told him that Mr Hawke did not want any

skeletons in his closet.

31. Groux says this statement had been prepared and taken in
a hurry and without access to his records. He claimed that

during the period he maintained a diary and recorded many of
the events covered in his statement in it. He claimed to also
have other records including a copy of Briese's diaries,
portions of the Murphy stranscript, portions of the Senate

transcript and various receipts for car hire and other expenses
incurred during this time. He said he was able to produce
these on request.










17

The Don Thomas Allegation

38. The DPP have provided three manilla folders relevant to
this allegation: files marked "Thomas File A" and "Thomas B"
and files marked simply "Davies". Thomas File A concerns a
statement by Thomas given on 24 March 1986, apparently for the
purposes of the second Murphy trial. That statement does not
deal with the conversation which Thomas has elsewhere alleged
occurred at the Korean Restaurant in late 1979. Also in that
file are various documents relevant to Thomas's actions in the
Greek Conspiracy Case, These idinclude the comments by Brown
S.M. and later opinions and internal memoranda relevant to the
subsequent decision by the Attorney-General not to prosecute
Thomas for various matters which arose during the course of the
Conspiracy Case. The file styled 'Thomas B' contains the
additional evidence relevant to the luncheon at the Korean
Restaurant in 1late 1979, including some "I said, he said"
recounting of the conversations which allegedly took place at
the lunch. This additional evidence is unsigned. Also in the
file are notes of a conference between Thomas, the DPP and
counsel wherein the Murphy/Ryan/Thomas/Davies lunch, later
Rvan/Thomas lunch and various aspects of Thomas's involuvement
in the Greek Conspiracy matter were discussed. Finally, the
file contains a transcript of the detailed examination of
Thomas before the Stewart Tapes Commission. The final manilla
folder, the one styled 'Davies', contains a seven page signed
statement by John Donnelly Davies,

39. Thomas's evidence of the lunch with Davies, Murphy and
Ryan 1is this. Sometime prior to October 1979 he received a
telephone call from a woman who identified herself as the
Associate to Murphy. Thomas had never met Murphy. The

Associate told Thomas that Murphy would 1ike to have lunch with
him when he was next sitting in Sydney and said she would call
again when a date could be arranged. About a month or so later
Thomas received another call from the Associate who advised him
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that the Judge would be sitting in Sydney the next week and
asked if Thomas would be available and he said he would. Not
long after, Thomas received a third call from the Associate in
which the time, date and the Arirang House Restaurant, Potts

Point were nominated.

40, On the day of the 1lunch Davies arrived at Thomas's
office in Sydney and informed him that he would be attending
the lunch too. Although it was not be unusual for Davies to
visit Thomas he generally announced his intention beforehand
but did not do so on this occasion. Thomas drove Davies to the
Restaurant and Thomas was aware that Davies knew Murphy. When
they entered the restaurant they met Murphy who was apparently
alone. Murphy said to Thomas, "I hope you don't mind, I have a
very old friend joining us. Time is short and I try to have
lunch with him whenever I am in Sydney." Ryan then joined them

and introduced him to Thomas (Thomas had not previously met
Ryan).

41. General conversation then ensued for some time and then
Murphy engaged Thomas in conversation while Ryan and Davies
conversed together. Murphy told Thomas, "In 1974 to 75 when I
was Attorney-General, I was going to form the Australian Police

Force. You were earmarked at that time to be an fAssistant
Commissioner. It didn't go ahead because the Government 1lost
the election". There was some further discussion and Murphy

referred to the Greek Conspiracy Case and to criticism that had
been made of Thomas in Parliament about it. He said, "The
allegations of misconduct made by Senator Grimes are

political. It 1is not a personal thing. There are a large
number of Greek voters in the various Victorian electorates and
the ALP idis seeking their support. Would you 1like to meet
Senator Grimes?. He 1s not a bad bloke. Then you will
understand." Thomas replied, "No thanks". Murphy then said
words to the effect "We'll soon be in power again. We need to
know what 1is going on. We need somebody 1in the Australian



19

Federal Police. Somebody at the top. If you are willing to do
that, we can arrange for you to be an Assistant Commissioner

when it is formed. We have friends on both sides." Thomas
said, "Look, I'm not a member of any political party. I really
don't want to get involved in that way." Murphy said, "O.K.
Well, don't make up your mind straight away, think about it."

The conversation then turned to other matters. Ryan and Davies
had been 1in conversation with each other while Murphy and
Thomas had the above described conversation.

42, The conference notes go on to describe Thomas's
explanation of his behaviour during the Greek Conspiracy
prosecution, It is worth reading. Suffice to say at this

stage that I find his explanation rather hard to believe.

43, Also on the file is a transcript of Thomas's examination
before the Stewart Tapes Commission. In the first part of the
transcript Thomas outlines the circumstances leading up to and
including his luncheon with Morgan Ryan in early 1980. This is
the conversation which he and Lamb taped. Thomas considered
that the purpose of the meeting was to offer him a bribe in
relation to doing something for Dr. Hameiri. Thomas says that
that meeting was the first time that he had ever heard the name
Dr. Hameiri. Thomas told the Commission that in relation to
this episode he made no notes. He said he would have had a
notebook but added that he would not normally carry a notebook
as a Detective Chief Inspector In any event he took no note
of the conversation even though he considered that he had been
offered a bribe in relation to a then current prosecution.
Later Thomas was asked again, "But you took it as a bribe. Is
that right?" and he said, "I certainly did." He was asked,
"Well then, what action did you take?" To which he responded,
"None at all." Thomas was asked "Why not". He answered,
"Because Inspector Lamb was inquiring, as far as I knew, into
organised crime which involved Morgan Ryan and it was then up
to him. The whole object of taping the thing was because I did
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not trust the man and because Lamb was involved 1in that area
somewhere. His actual duties were not known to me but I'm
certain he knew he was involved in that type of investigation,
subject directly and working directly to the Commissioner." He
was then asked, "In any event, nobody as far as we know took
any action on it?" and he responded, "I do not know." Later
he was asked whether he made a report to Inspector Lamb. He
responded, "No, it would not be my prerogative to make a report
to Lamb." He went on to say that Lamb was his junior at the
time.

44 Thomas was then led through his evidence on the previous
luncheon he had attended with the Judge, Morgan Ryvan and Mr
Davies. That evidence is broadly consistent with that given
later to Mr. Callinan immediately prior to the second Murphy
trial. It does however, contain some additional information.
For what its worth, the Judge appears to have directed the
seating arrangements at the table so that he himself sat next
to Thomas while Davies and Ryan were situated at the far end dF
the table. 1In relation to Murphy's alleged statement that "we"
needed somebody in the new AFP, Thomas assumed that the 'we'
referred to the Labour Party, but he was "also a bit conscious
of Morgan Ryan being there." Apparently at the meeting Davies
and the Judge mentioned that they had been to school together
and Thomas had some recollection of that school being Fort
Street. Thomas was asked whether Justice Murphy explained how
he or anyone else was going to organise Thomas's higher rank in
the yet to be formed Australian Federal Police, bearing in mind
that Labor was not in government at the time. Thomas said that
that was not discussed in any detail at all. There was some
conversation about where Labor and Liberal politicians are
.opponents in the house but are friends, or can be friends
outside (although that conversation may not necessarily have

concerned the point of how the alleged promotion of Thomas was
to be achieved).
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45, Thomas goes on to say that after the meeting he was
"inwardly angry" at the offer made by Murphy. He said he told
Davies that he could "tell Justice Murphy that he was not
interested and more or less the fact that I was disappointed in
him." Thomas says that he certainly did not discuss the offer
with any other person after the luncheon. He was asked, "From
that day to this have you mentioned it to anyone else'," and he
responded, "I mentioned it only the other week to Mr Ian Temby
and that was because there was an article in the 'Sydney
Morning Herald' attributed to the 'Age Tapes', and a report
that an Inspector Moller had filed, which intimated that I had
been up to something with Davies." He went on to say that that
newspaper report was several months previously. However, he
had only mentioned it to Mr Temby within the month. (It's not
immediately clear to me why Thomas approached Temby when he
did). Thomas admitted that he never came forward during the
trial at any stage to offer this particular intelligence to
anybody . He was asked, "Did it occur to you as an ex~police
officer and now a practising barrister that it may have been
important to mention it?" and he responded, "No,sir".

46, Davies' version of events is somewhat different. In his
statement he said that he had always held Chief Inspector Don
Thomas in high regard as an investigator and had felt sorrow at
the way in which he was being treated by police dignitaries the
time following his handling of the Greek Conspiracy matter.
This left him wondering what place there was for Thomas within
the police sphere as he was either at that stage a lawyer or
about to become one. Davies' medical advisors had told him
that he should be pensioned due to hypertension, so he knew he
would be leaving the job in the near future. Accordingly,
about the end of November 1979 he rang Lionel Murphy (person
whom he first met in 1942 and whom he had met infrequently
since then) and told him what had happened to him and related

the circumstances surrounding Don Thomas. Davies told Murphy
that whilst Thomas was not a friend of his, he did feel that he
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was being badly treated and would have no future as a police

officer despite his academic qualifications. He asked Lionel
whether he would be prepared to have lunch with Thomas and him
to discuss a possible future in the legal profession. Davies

admits to being presumptious because he had not even consulted
with Thomas on this score at this stage. Davies said he did so
immediately and Thomas offered no objection to the meeting.

47 . About mid-December, Murphy's Associate rang Davies to
say a luncheon had been arranged between Davies, Murphy and
Thomas at the Korean Restaurant in Kings Cross. Davies said he

then rang Thomas and arranged for him to pick him up at Town

Hall station and take him to the 1luncheon. It would appear
that Davies phoned Thomas on the morning of the luncheon.

48 . Upon arrival, they were met by Murphy and Morgan Ryan.
They had lunch. Lionel enquired about Thomas' background and
legal achievements 1in the academic world and from Davies'
recollection agreed that he would have a career available as a
lawyer should he ultimately feel so disposed. Furthermore,
Murphy expressed the opinion that with his qualifications
Thomas would seem to have a good future within the Australian

Federal Police. According to Davies, Ryan had 1little or no
input dinto the conversation. Davies says he simply recalls
that it was a pleasant 1luncheon - an informal discussion

between Lionel Murphy and Don Thomas arranged at his request
because of his apprehension that Thomas would be or had been
badly done by by the imported United Kingdom heirachy. Davies
left with Thomas. Thomas drove Davies to the station.
According to Davies he has not seen Thomas, Murphy or Ryan, nor
has he spoken to them or communicated with them in any way
whatsoever since that date.

49, Davies says that he has been asked if he was privy to
all that was said at the luncheon. He says that whilst he was

certainly present in a group of four people, he was not able to
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say that he could give a complete account of what was said
since the 'anniversary is in its seventh year'. He says that
as he was sitting in a group of four people at the table, he
feels he would have heard anything of major importance that was

discussed. However, once again the ‘'restraints of memory
apply'. Thomas says that he left Murphy and Ryan in front of
the restaurant, On the way to dropping Davies off Thomas

expressed concern that solicitor Morgan Ryan was present.
Davies said, so did he.

50. Davies says that he was not aware that Morgan Ryan was
to be present at the 1lunch. He admits to having met Ryan
previously at Lionel Murphy's suggestion in order to further
Davies' determined approach to the State Government to recover
a sum of money he had previously paid to the New South Wales
Police Superannuation Fund. If anyone should be interested in

Davies' saga in recovering that amount they are welcome to read
his statement.

51. I make the following observations on the material
obtained from the Director of Public Prosecutiions relevant to
the Thomas allegations. If we assume that the conversation as
alleged by Thomas took place, it is not immediately clear what
the Judge was seeking to achieve. Was he seeking to have
Thomas placed in a particular position within the AFP (in
effect to replace Davies) as an informer for the ALP? Or was
his approach in asking Davies to contact Senator Grimes - an
attempt to bring undue influence on the prosecution of the then
current Greek Conspiracy case? It is clear that the Judge made
no mention at that mention of Dr. Hameiri at the lunch. Morgan
Ryan's allegedly improper approach to Thomas (which was taped)
appears to have been made on Dr Hameiri's behalf. It would
seem then that the second 1luncheon 1is an entirely separate
matter from the first (although passing reference was made
there to the Greek Conspiracy Case).
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52. The second thing that must be said is that Thomas's
recollection of his lunch with the Judge is remarkably clear,

notwithstanding the fact that several years appear to have
elapsed between that event and his first disclosing it to any
person in authority. Equally remarkable in my view is the fact
that Thomas recorded the events of that meeting nowhere; nor
did he bring it to the attention of anybody until a newspaper
report seemed to indicate that he was in collusion 1in some
unspecified way with Davies. Even then he delayed bringing it
to the attention of Mr Temby. Equally, I find it remarkable
that although a definite offer of a bribe appears tg have been
made at the second lunch, Thomas recorded that gﬁ:ﬁﬁ%;:b indeed

let the matter rest entirely. As a very senior officer within
the Commonwealth Police, I find his behaviour unusual to say
the least. When Thomas' inactivity in these matters is added

to his actions in the Greek Conspiracy matter, it can readily
be seen that when his allegations are put to the Commission he

will be liable to quite vigorous challenge as to his credit.

53. Davies of course provides no support for Thomas. Davies
says he suggested the lunch. He may well have, but I do not
believe his stated reason for doing so. It defies credulity

that he would have arranged a lunch with a member of the High
Court (an allegedly casual acquaintance at that) to discuss a
future for Thomas ('not a friend') in the legal profession -
particularly as Thomas did not solicit Davies' help 1in the
first place.

54 . Nor do I think that the events at Thomas' later meeting
with Ryan provide any support for his description of the
earlier lunch. Contrary to the wviews expressed in the
Callinan/Cowdrey advice, I consider that the tape of the later

meeting has no probative wvalue in relation to questions of the
Judge's behaviour.
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ALLEGATION 15 — THE DIARY INCIDENT

Statement of Offence

Contempt of Court

Particulars of Offence

During the course of the committal hearing, certain diaries
belonging to Mr Briese SM which had been supoenaed for
production were released into the custody of the firm of
Freehill, Hollingdale and Page (Solicitors) who were acting for
the Judge at his committal. The diaries were released to the
Judge's legal aduvisors for the purpose of enabling them to be

perused. We are not at this stage aware of the precise terms
of any order that might have accompanied the release of the
diaries. It seems to be an implied term of the release of any

documents obtained pursuant to any form of court discovery that
the documents will not be used for any purposes other than the
specific purpose of the conduct of the proceedings then before
the court. It would be implicit din any such release of
documents that they were not to be photocopied, bearing in mind
that they were released for a specific period of time only.
Somehow, copies of relevant diary extracts came into existence,
and found their way into the possession of Mr Rodney Groux. Mr
Groux says that he was provided with these copies by the
Judge. The firm of Freehill, Hollingdale and Page asserts that
1t was not responsible for any copies being produced of the

diaries, through Clarrie Harders may concede that he caused
this to be done.

Witnesses to be interviewed

1. Relevant persons at Freehill Holingdale and Page
2. The Judge's Counsel at his Committal
3. Rodney Groux



4, Murray Gleeson QC (if he was not Counsel for the Judge at
the Committal Hearing).

5. A secretary who 1s said to have made further copies of

the diaries -~ Miss Whitty

The Minister, Mr Brown

Mr Luchetti (Emploved by Brown)

Neville Wran

O o N O

Briese's Solicitor

It should be noted that Groux alleges that the Judge asked him
to participate 1in an investigation into the background of
Briese and other prosecution witnesses 1in order to find
dicreditable material againt them. In so far as Briese was
concerned, there would be nothing wrong or improper in the
Judge seeking to dinvestigate the background of the main
prosecution witness against him with a view to using that
material for the purpose of attacking his credit. Had the
Judge employved a private investigator to do this, no one could
have levelled any criticism at him at all. Does the fact that
the Judge has made use of a public servant to perform duties
unconnected with his public service obligations (with the
appérent approval of the Minister din charge) constitute an
offence or otherwise discreditable conduct on the part of the
Judge? Was Groux employed under the Public Service Act? Would
the Minister have had authority to release Groux to perform
duties that were non-public service related? If not, would the
Judge have known this?

The Judge may have committed a different form of contempt of
court if Groux's evidence is accepted. It appears that the
Judge at one stage asked Groux to tape record proceedings which
were being held in the Banco court - this was probably the
trial. It would clearly be a contempt of court to switch on a
tape recording device 1in the court precincts and secretly tape
what dis being said in court. If the Judge asked Groux to do
this, he would have incited the commission of an offence - to
wit contempt of court.
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