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Vr & V Franks

o 5 =, . 118
Dear Fr Franks,

This is to aclmowledge receipt of your letter of hugust 1986.

Yours sincerelyy

J F Thomson
Secretary

21 Pugust 1986
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August %, 1986

air George Lush,

President ' _ }
Commissio; Concerning Justice Lionel Murphy,
Care Australian Attorney CGeneral,

SYDREY. N.S.W.

Dear Sir George Lush,

I enclose copies of material which, to an ordinary fair mindeg ne;?inh
which, at the risk of being proved otherwise, I claim to be3 usti.J 8
that 'as Aucstralian Attorney General, Lionel Murphy compromised the

3

integrity of the office.

A copy of a press clioping, making public his stated intention arising
from the Port Hedland Viscount crash, is enclosed. # Perth neweraner
included this clipping with othere in response to my request for what-
ever information it had published about the crash. I would not other-
wise have known of his intrusion into the matter., At the time of
receiving the clipning, I saw it only as a reason to admire his motiv-
ation,

On reading the clinving again a considerakle time later, I realised
that I had not read or heard of any action taken bty him in pursuit of
his stated intention., This led to my correspondence with the office of
the Australian Attorney General.

The Attorney General's letter dated @ March 1992 states that there was
no reference to the Port !edland crach in any of the letters from his
office., Put I had asked Lionel Murphy what he had done in pursuit of
his stated intention and about nothing else.

Instead of answering my question he substituted another which I had not
asked and gave an answer which was false when applied to the circumstances
of the Port Hedland crash.

I am enclosing a considerable amount of material which records a long
pursuit of matters which have involved, on at least two occasions, the
destruction of the adminigtration of justice, Much more material has
arisen from the pursuit.

While the illness of Lionel Murphy seems likely to terminate the nurnose
of your Commission, you and your brother Commissioners will continue as
citizens with the resronsibility which citizenship imnoses on all of us,
You have public voices and I appeal to you to ensure that, in some way or
other, the contents of these napers are made known to the conscience of
the community. I have been left with no confidence that anything addressed
elsewhere will meet with other than the wall of silence, evasion and down-
rirht lying which I have encountered to this noint.

As it is possible that your Commiesion will have dispersed by the time time
you receive this material, copies have been addressed individually to Sir
Richard Blackburn and Mr, Andrew Wells.,
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Air rash

Iqsm ance
Attacked

CANBERRA TSun’! De.
pendants of air .crash vie-
tims, such as those of
the recent Port Hed-
land disaster, receiv-
ed inadequate compensa-
tion, the opposition lead-
er in the Senate, Senator
Murphy, said yeaterdav
a He was referring °to

-Federal and State laws
, which limit the amount
'of compensation paid by
airline companies to the
victims, of air crashes
and their families to $13, |

Though under laws
passed by the Common-
wealth and States in
1959, negligence did not

.- have to be proved for vic-
‘tims to receive compensa.

,tion the law still applied
:when negligence had
been shown.

“It was unfair that
road accident victims
could claim unlimited
compensation that often
reached $100,000,” he
said.

“What redress Is $15,000;

to a young widowed!
mother whose late hus-.
band had reasonable ex-:
pectations of earningt
- $200,000 in his lifetime?”
. Senator Murphy said he
was not making any sug-.
gestion about negligence
in the Port Hedland
‘crash.

But the compensation
was clearly insufficient.

Before the 1939 law
there had been no limit
on the liability of air-
line companies in such
,disasters. .

The Labor Party would
‘move in the first session
iof Federal parliament
1for the suspension of the
1959 Federal law where
negligence could . be
, proved. el

e ——————— 1 — 4 g,




Tetephone (R

The Australian Attorney General, - 1G5/
CANBERRA. A.C.T. 2600 18 DEC- 19

Dear Sir,

The following correspondence was exchanged with the office of the
Australian Attorney General when this office was held by Senator (now
Justice) Murphy. '

Letter to Senator Murphy -~ 6.3.74

"Early in 1969 you stated that you would introduce into the Senate
legislation to bring damages arising from air accidents into line with
damages arising from road accidents.

I would appreciate your advice regarding the outcome of any action taken
by you in this regard."

Letter from Senator Murphy - 29.6.74

"1 refer to your letter dated 6 March 1974 in which you inquired what
action is being taken by the Australian Government to bring damages
arising from air accidents into line with damages arising from road accidents.

Limitation of liability of air carriers in respect of international flights is
the subject of international agreements to which Australia is a party.

The limits of liability applicable to international flights were substantially
up-dated by the 1971 Guatemala Convention but this Convention is not yet
in force.

The Australian Government has under active consideration the question

of establishing more appropriate limits of liability both for domestic and
international air carriage. "

Letter to Senator Murphy - 23.9.74

"Your letter dated 29.6.74 has been received. It does not answer the question
asked in my letter dated 6.3.74.

When you made your statement early in 1969 that you would introduce
legislation into the Senate regarding liability in air accidents, you stated
that your intention arose from the Port Hedland crash.

At the same time, you stated that there was no reason to suspect negligence
as the cause of the crash. You later knew, on the authority of your colleague
Mr. Jones, (then Shadow Minister for Civil Aviation in your Party) that the
crash had resulted from practice incapable of lawful explanation.
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Nothing further was heard of your intention to introduce legislation
regarding air accident liability into the Senate. My question was
whether you took any action in pursuit of your stated intention.

Your further advice on the question asked would be appreciated.”

Letter from Senator Murphy Office - A.C.C. Menzies - 21.10.74

"The Attorney-General has requested me to reply on his behalf to your letter
dated 23.9.74 concerning liability for air accidents.

The question of the basis and the rules for determining liability for air
carriers in respect of accidents is being kept under consideration by the

Australian Government and you can be assured that your comments will
be kept in mind in that connexion."

The statements regarding compensation payable to dependents of air crash
victims were false as far as they concerned the Port Hedland crash.

Yours faithfully,

S.V. FRANKS

Copies to: The Prime Minister, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Veterans' Affairs, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Communications, Parliament House, Canberra.
Senator Peter Rae, Parliament House, Canberra.
Senator Andrew Thomas, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Premier of South Australia, Parliament House, Adelaide.
Mr. R. Glazbrook, M.P., Parliament House, Adelaide.
Chairman, Commonwealth Public Service Board, Canberra.
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL’S DEPARTMENT

AUSTRALIA -
S
TELEPHONE 61 9111 CANBERRA, A.C.T. 2600
TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: .
COMATTGEN, CANBERRA IN REPLY PLEASE QUOTE No. //4/525’]

21 October 1974

Dear Mr. Franks,

The Attorney-General has requested me to reply
on his behalf to your letter dated 23 September 1974
concerning liability for air accidents.

The question of the basis and the rules for
determining liability for air carriers in respect of
accidents is being kept under consideration by the
Australian Government and you can be assured that your
comments will be kept in mind in that connexion.

Yours sincerely,

A.C.C. MENZIES/)
for Secretary.




4y, AUSTRALIA G+
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ATTORNEY -GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT

CANBERRA, A.C.T. 2600

PLEASE QUOTE CS./82/88
YOUR REF:

% March 1982

ir S.V. Franks,

Dear Mr Franks,

I refer to your letter of 18 December 1981 to
the Attorney-General, to which this Department has been
asked to reply on the Attorney-General's behalf.

215 In your letter you quote passages from correspondence
which in 1974 passed between yourself, on the one hand, and

the then Attornev=General and this Department on the other.

The subject of the correspondence, first raised by you on

6 March 1974, was the possible revision of the level of

damages in relation to air accidents.

3. In your letter of 23 September 1974 you referred
to an air accident at Port Hedland, and in your letter

under reply you state 'the statements regarding compensation
pavable to dependents of air crash victims were false as

far as they concerned the Port Hedland crash'.

4, I point out that there are no statements by the
then Attorney-General or this Department concerning an
accident at Port Hedland in the correspondence quoted in
vour letter, the sole guestion being liability limits of
general application. The question of revision of liability
limits in relation to air accidents (which is a matter

in the first instance for the Minister for Transport and
his Department) is one of general principle and does not,
so far as this Department is concerned, arise out of any
particular accident.

Yours sincerely,

(G.P.M, DABB)
for Secretary
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12th August, 1983

The secretary, _
Royal Commission on Australian Intelligence Security Agencies,
P.O. Box 349,

CANBERRA ACT

Dear Sir,

It has been reported that the South Australian Government proposes to
intervene in the hearing of the Commission how in progress, and if so,

and in any case, | think it appropriate that the contents of the accompanying
documents be brought to the Attention of the Commission.

Mr. Salisbury was undoubtedly sacrificed because he adopted an attitude which
he and most informed people regarded as oroper in relation to the confidential
activities of A.S.1.0..

On page 13 of the "Report on the Dismissal of Mr. H.H. Salisbury, Commissioner
of Police" Mr. Griffin, the Attorney General at that time, states "the

principal questions unresolved are in the nature of questions for a jury, that is,
a matter of what conclusions a reasonable person would draw from the

additional material presented in this report."

The additional material established perjury by Mr. Dunstan before the Salisbury
Royal Commission. A copy of the Attorney General's letter to Mr. Salisbury
inviting discussion is enclosed. A copy of observations sent to the Attorney
General by Mr. Salisbury is enclosed. The Attorney General did not reply. The
South Australian Government did nothing about the material not brought before
the Salisbury Royal Commission.

The opening paragraph of the enclosed copy of a letter dated 25/6/1982,
addressed to Mr. David Tonkin, then premier of South Australia, refers to
a discussion with a member of his government. This was Mr. R. Glazbrook,
to whom another letter (copy enclosed) had been written on 18/12/1981.

Mr. Glazbrook gave, as the reason for the Tonkin Government's failure to
correct the injustice done to Mr. Salisbury, fear of loss of votes through a
back-lash of sympathy for Mr. Dunstan, who was then publicly presenting

himself as a sick man under doctors' instructions not to re-enter the pressure
of public life,

Yours faithfully

S.V. FRANKS

Encit.



Mr. R. Glazbrook M.P.,
Parliament House,
ADELAIDE. S.A. 5000 18 DEC

Dear Mr. Glazbrook,

The following correspondence was addressed to the leaders of the Liberal,
Labor and Democratic parties in South Australia and also to the Governor
of South Australia.

"An open letter to -

Mr. D. Tonkin M.P. Premier of South Australia
Mr. J. Bannon M.P. Leader of the Opposition in South Australia - 25.8.80

Centlemen,

RE: THE DISMISSAL OF MR. SALISBURY

The dismissal of Mr. Salisbury is reported to be still under consideration.
Mr. Bannon accuses the government of prolonging the matter for political
advantage.

I have previously posted individually to every member of the South Australian
and Federal parliaments specific and detailed charges of major crime involving
both parliaments. The crime of subversion of the administration of justice was
initiated by a liberal administration in Canberra, executed by a liberal
administration in South Australia and endorsed by the silence of the Labor
party in both places.

Mr. Dunstan was foremost in both the concealment of crime and the dismissal
of Mr. Salisbury. He took up the files of the liberal administration preceding
his appointment as South Australian Attorney General and proclaimed his
intention to do something about evidence of failure to prosecute when
prosecution should have been pursued. At the same time he concealed by his
silence the evidence of the crime of subversion of the administration of justice
contained in the same files.

I wrote to Mr. Dunstan at that time by registered letter, stating that | thought
that his behaviour was of considerable national consequence and that | would
pursue an explanation of it.

The Dunstan administration appointed Royal Commission 1970 to inquire into
the reason for public disorder, at the same time announcing the introduction
of legislation to curtail the power of the South Australian Police Force. | wrote
to the Commissioner of Police at that time suggesting that whatever had caused
the Dunstan administration to abandon its obligations by concealing major crime
could also influence its legislation to curtail police authority.

| asked for police force assistance in presenting to the Royal Commission
that the Dunstan administration was criminally involved and that this
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related to public disorder. The Commissioner did not think that the
circumstances made it proper to give assistance, suggesting that | go direct
to the Royal Commission.

On making application to the Royal Commission to give evidence, | was required
to state the nature of the evidence. When this was stated, | was advised that
it was irrelevant. There was refusal to state by whom this decision was made.

In my letter to the Commissioner of Police, | stated my experience of fear in
the community that it was suicidal to become involved in confrontation with
forces able to make use of political interference with the administration of
justice. The reality of the state of affairs giving rise to this fear was
demonstrated when Mr. Salisbury confronted the Dunstan administration.

Associated with the concealment of the crime of subversion of the administration
of justice is a false report concealing responsibility for the killing of twenty six
people in the crash of a mutilated aircraft. The labor party and the trade union
movement both raised voices in demanding an inquiry when it was thought that
responsibility rested with the manufacturers of the aircraft. Both joined the
liberal administration in covering up the truth, by going into silence, when it
was known that the mutilation had taken place during maintenance in Australia
and involved Australian trade union members.

With the announcement of a Royal Commission to inquire into the dismissal of
Mr. Salisbury, | wrote to the solicitors appointed to represent him advising
that there was evidence of criminal involvement by the administration which
dismissed him. | also questioned the worth of the report of Royal Commission
1970, which Mr. Dunstan stated would be made available to the Salisbury
Royal Commission, when this had heard only pre-selected evidence with
refusal to identify those making the pre-selection.

The solicitors rejected the evidence as irrelevant to Mr. Salisbury's situation.
With these matters now known to you, | suggest that it will be your duty

to ensure that another inquiry is held, with terms making these matters
relevant.

This letter will be used in any quarter where there might be a responsible
public voice prepared to make Australia aware of this state of affairs. "

An open letter to every member of the South Australian Parliament - 25.9.80

"RE: THE DISMISSAL OF MR. H.H. SALISBURY

Dear Sir/Madam,

A copy of a joint open letter to Messrs. Tonkin and Bannon is enclosed.
Neither has replied.

Labor members now assert that evidence concerning Mr. Dunstan's credibility
could have been given to the Royal Commission. If this is correct, why was
documented evidence of his participation in the concealment of major crime
rejected as irrelevant? Was Mr. Salisbury advised of this by the solicitors
representing him?

I suggest that the fundamental matter of public concern is not the behaviour
of Mr. Dunstan alone but is the crystalising of politics into a brotherhood
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of common corruption, as evidenced by the silence of both Mr. Tonkin and
Mr. Bannon, when some matter is equally embarrassing to all, giving rise to
the question of whether the protection of society calls for something of the
nature of a police special branch and to what extent Mr. Salisbury might have
been guided by experience of such a need.

It is trusted that at least one member will table these papers.”

Letter to Mr. R. Millhouse

"Dear Mr. Millhouse,

Before going to the considerable expense of posting all of this to every member,
I will ask you individually to have a look at it."

Letter to the Governor of South Australia - 4.9.80

"Your Excellency,

RE: THE DISMISSAL OF MR. H.H. SALISBURY

Your interview with Australian Broadcasting Commission Television referred
to your signature to the dismissal of former Police Commissioner Mr. H.H.
Salisbury.

Enclosed is a copy of a joint open letter to the Premier of South Australia
and the Leader of the Opposition in South Australia, regarding criminal
involvement of the administration which submitted the dismissal for your
signature. Neither has acknowledged the letter to this date.

I feel that | have an obligation to make you aware of this situation, to enable
you to take whatever action your position might require. Copies of this

letter will be sent to Mr. Tonkin and to Mr. Bannon by certified mail.

It is an open letter and will be used in any quarter where a responsible
public voice might be found. "

When in opposition at the time of Mr. Salisbury's dismissal, Mr. Tonkin

made statements inferring that he would order an unrestricted investigation

if he were in office. When voted into office at the following election he did
nothing more than renew his membership of the political brotherhood cf common
corruption, or whatever it is that all parties enter into by tacit consent when
something arises which all equally wish to avoid.

You shared common ground with Mr. Salisbury when you recently raised

your voice in the South Australian Parliament in protest against the spread

of pornography into schools' literature. As Commissioner of Police Mr. Salisbury
raised his voice in protest when the self-proclaimed libertarian government of
Mr. Dunstan opened South Australia to a flood of this material.
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| have so far failed to make known to the community the state of affairs
which permitted the development of the Viscount crashes and the preparation
and acceptance of the reports associated with them. Mr. Dunstan thrust
himself into these matters to make himself an essential part of them. In basic
fact Mr. Salisbury encountered the personification of this state of affairs
when he encountered Mr. Dunstan.

While no-one could nominate the extent to which the dismissal of Mr. Salisbury
brought about the downfall of the Labor Government, it obviously made a
substantial contribution. In betraying Mr. Salisbury by failing to institute an
unrestricted investigation, Mr. Tonkin also betrayed those who voted for him
in the belief, vigorously promoted by him, that he would do so if given the
chance.

It is in your hands to have this' situation made known. | suggest to you that
an obligation rests on you and every member of your party to do so. | will not
proceed with my stated intention of posting these papers to every member of
the South Australian Parliament. Instead, | will look for aid overseas should
silence continue in Australia.

Should you wish a personal discussion, | will call on you at a time and place
of your choice. You would be at liberty to have whomever you wished with

you to ask questions. With regard to time, however, | will be overseas
for five weeks commencing 24.12.81.

Yours faithfully,

S.V. FRANKS

Copies to: The Prime Minister, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Attorney-General, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Transport, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Veterans' Affairs, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Communications, Parliament House, Canberra.
Senator Peter Rae, Parliament House, Canberra.
Senator Andrew Thomas, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Premier of South Australia, Parliament House, Adelaide.



25th June, 1982.

Senator Peter Rae,
Parliament House,
CANBERRA. A.C.T. 2600

Dear Senator,

| thank you for your reply (as follows ) to the material | sent you on
18th December, 1981. '

"Mr. S.V. Franks

26th January 1982

Dear Mr. Franks,

Thank you for your letter of 18th December 1981, together with the
attached papers.

Quite frankly, | am not sure where to start. | will think about it
a bit more and write to you again. '

Yours sincerely,

PETER RAE "

I was encouraged to approach you, because of your demonstration that
you are not easily deceived or turned aside in carrying out your
obligations. You have not written again to this date. | appreciate

your difficulty in deciding what you should do, the state of affairs
having clearly enough developed to the point described by Lord Denning,
when he said that the Profumo affair grew until it exceeded the capacity
of the machinery of government to cope with it.

| think one is entitled to accept that the machinery of government is

not based on technological apparatus switched on by some warning device
when the community requires protection, but is based on the limited capacity
of the human mind, this limitation applying to every section of the structure
of society, including the administration of justice.” Mr. Justice Wells of the
supreme court of South Australia recently made the observation that only

in God Almighty will perfect judgement be found.

My involvement in these matters began with opposition to calculated false
pretence based on the knowledge that the machinery of government can

be defeated if abuse of trust is carried far enough. It began as a relatively
minor situation which should have been resolved by local discussion.
Instead, it grew into the present situation. It is a question of whether
society can ignore such truth.

My opposition was silenced for a considerable period when the administration
of justice in South Australia was subverted. It resumed when the
background to the Port Hedland air crash came to my knowledge. Among
the dead was Gordon Collins who left behind a widow with eight children.
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The report on the crash stated that on losing a wing the aircraft would
have plunged to the ground in violent gyrations. During the short duration
of the plunge, Gordon Collins, together with the other twenty five

persons on the aircraft, would have been spared the knowledge that they
were about to die because of false pretence in the maintenance of the
aircraft, and they would also have been spared the knowledge that those
they were leaving behind would receive formal messages of sympathy,

with those sending the messages then combining to obstruct the flow of
justice to them, and with the administration of justice itself endorsing

the obstruction.

| saw ‘the preparation and acceptance of the report as symbolic of the
condition of society. | was able to believe what | saw because of the earlier
experiences which circumstances had brought to me. The false pretence

in the maintenance of the aircraft could not survive the test of truth when
turbulence called for reserve strength which had been destroyed.

My first attempt to have the known truth about the cause of the Port
Hedland crash realised by the community, was made within the time when
justice in the terms of money payment could have flowed to the dependents
of Gordon Collins and of the others who died with him. But that time has
long expired. It remains to decide whether they died without purpose,

or whether in dying they left something for society to consider.

As with you, | don't know where | should go now. | can but put it before
those who have accepted high responsibilities, trusting that a way will

be found. It is clearly futile to continue pursuit through established
authorities within the machinery of government. | look to you to do whatever
might be possible in the Federal area. | will not criticise you if you decide
that you should do nothing. But | will have to regard this as an open

letter to establish that | could not do more in seeking Federal response.

My various letters dated 18/12/81 brought the following response from the
Department of Transport -

"Dear Sir, 16.4.82

Reference is made to your letter dated 17 December, 1981 addressed to the
Director General, Department of Transport. The delay in response is
regretted.

Firstly you should be aware that the fundamental objective of the accident
investigation activity of this Department is, and has always been, the
prevention of accidents in the future. It is not the purpose of this activity
to apportion blame or liability.

Our documents in respect of investigation of the accidents to which you
refer have again been examined and reviewed in the light of the comments
in your letter. We have found no reason to amend any of our public
reports or any of the information which has been provided to you by

the Department over the years in respect of these accidents.

Accordingly, we are unable to provide you with any further information
or otherwise be of assistance to you in respect of these accidents.

Yours faithfully,

(A.R. WOODWARD)
for Assistant Secretary
(Air Safety Investigation)
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When placed side by side with the report itself, this letter is seen to be
glaringly at variance with the truth. Should you be interested in a meeting
to show this to you, | will be glad to call at a place of your choice. You
would be at liberty to have whomever you wished with you. However,

| will be overseas until 8.8.82.

Yours faithfully,

.

S.V. FRANKS

Copies to: Mr. Justice King

Ligertwood

Wells

Jacobs

Mohr

Matheson

Millhouse
Mr. A.P. Moss, Chief Magistrate
The Premier of South Australia
The Leader of the Opposition in South Australia



August 8, 19

Your ref: 9/66/106/02 dated September 23, 1985

Mr. P.M, Gray,

Civil Aviation Authority,
Brabazon House,

Redhill,

Sarrey RH1 18Q,

ENGLAND.

Dear Mr. Gray,

The cdelay in replying to your letter dated September 2%, 1985, has
been due to time taken in following up your advice that Viscount
G-AMOL had been involved in an accident in Denmark a few months after
Viscount VH-TVA crashed in Australia. Covles of correspondence with
the Danish Civil Aviation Authority are enclosed,

It is now time to make another attempt to bring to public knowledge
the fact that a number of conspiracies, involving both British and
Australian Authority, nroduced false remnorts concealing the truth
that 2 number of aircraft crashes had been caused by known structural
defect.

I think that the British Government, rather than your Authority, should
decide whether Britain will face its responsibility. A copy of this
letter will be posted to the British Prime Minister. A copy of

a covering letter is enclosed.

You have advised that your files contain no detail about the G-AMQL
accident in Denmark, recording only that the accident had occurred. PBut
elsewhere in your records is the remort on the later crash of 8-AMOL,
when the aircraft went out of control in mid-flirht and crashed near
Liverpool, England, with the Renort, wvhich stated that the cause of the
crash was unknown, being embargoed for two years,

It was known in Australia that another Viscount accident, caused by
structural defect similar to the defect which caused the crashof VH-TVA,
had occurred within a few months of the crash of VH-TVA, It was believed
that the accident had occurred in Britain but the information received
from Denmark makes it clear that it was the accident to G-AMOL in Denmark.

The Danish information makes it clear that it was snown in Denmark that
suspicion of the Viscount wing structure, sufficient to give rise to
serious consideration of the grounding of all Viscounts, was established
in Britain, The Danish records relate this susnicion to the G-AMOL
accident in Denmark.

Mone of these facts were revealed to you wheh you referred to your files
in response to my request for information about a Viscount accident
believed to have occurred in Pritain at about the time of the crash of
Viscount VH-TVA in Australia.



The gituation established to this point is summarized as follows-

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

In producing the Viscount the manufacturers demonstrated that
they were capable of producing an aircraft with world accentance,

Dedication to the pursuit of excellence led the manufacturers to
introduce an early modification which made the aircraft better
still by increasing wing strength. Fuselage modification was
involved,

By misadventure, an error resulted in as many as eleven of the

modified aircraft reaching the wing attachment stage before it

was realXised that the fuselages were incompatible with the wing
structure.

Instead of undertaking whatever rebuilding was required, or
abandoning the defective fuselages altogether, the defect was
concealed, defective aircraft being delivered to airline operators.

Three defective aircraft - VH-TVA, VH-AEV and W¥H-RM@ - were
delivered to Australia. All three crashed.

A fourth defective aircraft - G-AMOL - was delivered to the
British ovmerator BEAC, this aircraft being involved in an early
accident in Denmark and later crashing after going out of control
in midflight in England.

The first of the defective aircraft to arrive in Australia was
VH-TVA, which crashed a few weeks after arrival.

Investigators found that bolts were missing from the flap assembly,
causing them to conclude that the crash had been caused by flap
failure.

The Report on this crash stated that the cause had been pilot
error and that no structural defect had been found. It was known
to Australian Authority and to the manufacturers that the report
was false

When the maintenance schedule called for main spar replacement,

it was found that bolt holes in parts used in the intital assembly
of VH-AEV and VH-FMG were incompatible with the htolt hole spacing
in a standard spar.

Rlank parts were supplied from Britain and drilled in the work-
shops of Trans Australia Airlines in Australia wit%lgﬁ cing
intended to provide passage for bolts through the/par s and then
through the holes in & standard svar.

In the case of VH-RME, the holes drillec¢ in Australia were still
incompatible with the holes in a standard spar, passage for bolts
being provided by drillinf§ metal from the interior of spar bushes,

Removal of metal from the bush interiors destroyed what igknown as
the interference fit which the manufacturers had sought and
depended upon for the provision of greater wing strength.

N

By the time the maintenance schedule called for a second spar
replacementy the aircraft had been s0ld to the Australian Ansett
organisation, with the part supplied from Britain as a blank and
mis-drilled by TAA being used again.

Wot knowing that metal had been drilled from the interior of
bushes in the retired snar to provide nassage for the bolts, the
Ansett fitters applied force in attempting to drive bolte through
the holes in the new and standard smar.

z
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16. The tush at what is known as Station 14% was mutilated to the
extent that it hed to be replaced,

17. The bush used as a replacement was shorter than the bush used
bty the manufacturers and greater in diameter,

18. The force needed to drive the replacement into the svar hole
mutilated both the bush and the spar hole to the extent that
the mutilation was visible to the naked eye after the aircraft
haddisintegrated in midflight and crashed.

19. The report on the crash of VH-RMQ is self-contradictory concerning
the number of bolt holes found in the startoard main spar. It is
self-contradictory concerning the number of defects found in the
aircraft., It is self-contradictory in its statement that the
investigation was unable to develop even & satisfactory hypothesis
as to the reason for the mutilation., It establishes that part of
the starboard flap assembly senarated from the main spar in mid-
flight but makes no reference to the reason,

20. When all 700 series Viscounts were grounded in Australia and later
removed from the Australian register, following the crash of
VH-RMG, it was stated that there was no rezson to ground the later
and more technologically advanced 800 series.

21. In Britain, serious consideration was given to grounding all
Viscounts, including the 800 series, tecause of suspicion regarding
thke wing structure,.

22. The American owned Viscount N-7463% disintegrated in midflight in
America, the American Civil Aeronautics Authority exnressing the
conviction that there had teen no structural defect,

2%, There is documentary evidence that it was known in Rritain that
a Viscount accident in America had been caused by structural defect.

2, If this was not the accident to N-746%, 1t follows that it was
known that some other Viscount accident had teen caused in America
by structural defect,

25. Since no American report on a Viscount accident gives the cause as
known structural defect, it follows that either the information was
withheld from the American Authority or the American Authority was
rarty to its concealment,

#hen in Washington D.C., I was able to discuss with officers of the
National Transportation Safety Poard the question of nossitle US
obligation to initiate action based on US involvement through the crash
of N=7463,

The US officials acknowledged the existence of the situation and frankly
stated that the same thing had occurred in America when a defect had been
built into the DC10's and then concealed,with the concealuent proving
fatal. But they would not initiate action regarding the Viscounts, saying
that I should be talking to Rritish futhority.

The fact that nothing had been heard publicly 2bout a British challenge
to the Australian revocation of acceptance of the Rritish certification
of airworthiness of the Viscount 700 series, following the midflight
disintegration of VE-RMQ, had led me to conclude that Eritish Authority
nmust be party to the concealment of the truth and that any avrvroach to
it would have been as futile ¢s my annroaches to Australian Authority
have been.,

4.
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Tor this reason I avoided apnroach to vour Authority. Tt did not occur
to me that the truth would be, as you have revealed in your corresnondence,
that your Authority knew nothing about it.

Should your Authority accept its reswonsitility, it will be necessary to
establish a tabulation of the history, from manufacture to end of life, of
at leaast the first eleven Viscounts vnroduced after the introduction of
modification D562,

This tabtulation would reveal whether the starboard main svar failed when
a crash brought the end of life.

*here breaking up trought the end of life, the tabulation would reveal the
reason for this.

The tabulation would reveal whether Viscount N-7L6%, which was sold to the
US with the serial numter 287, was in fact the 287th Viscount to be built,
or whether it was one of the first eleven to be produced after the intro-
duction of modification D562 and then held back, following the early
acclidents to VH-TVA and 5-AMOL, until it was believed that re-working had
overcome the defect introduced with modification D562,

The tatulation would reveaf?@ERQBL was produced with the same defect as
N-7463 and then, after re-working following the early accident in Denmark,
returned to service to later crash for the same reason that N-7.63% crashed.,

The crashes of VE-TVA and G-AMOL were identical in that both aircraft first
made imvact with the starboard wing. In both cases a section of the wing
broke away at the point of initial imnact, with the tody of the aircraft
continuing on to crash at another point.

It will be necessary to determine whether it was physically possible for
this to have havwpened, or whether the aircraft would have cart-wheeled at
the point of initial impact, unless the main spar had failed before the
initial imvact occurred,

serious consideration in Pritain to the grounding of all Viscounts arose
froa established suspicion when 1t was believed that G-AOHP had experien-
ced simultaneous flap and undercarriage failure in Denmark. If this sus-
picion was not establiched by the early crash of VH-TVA in Australia,
with the almost simultaneous accident to G-AMOL in Denmark, something
further than this was known to those who considered the grounding.

A11 of this will have to be pursued to the end should your Authority and
the British Government accept that public interest in Britain, Australia
and America;in particular, and world-wide generally, requires that the
truth be revealed.

British Aerospace have been informed of the action I am taking.

Yours sincerely, Conies to -

Mrs. M. Thatcher. Pri?ish Prime Ninf&*qr.
S.V. Franks Mr. Hawke. Australian Prime Minister.

tnclosures.
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Mrs. M. Thatcher,

Prime Minister of Great Fritain,
10 Downing Street,

LONDON, »U.K,

Dear Mrs. Thatcher,

I take the liberiy of writing to vou on the premise that Gove;;fent

morality in all countries is international »ublic nygrerty. t:éze o

Australian Prime Minister, Mr. Bawke, demonstrates nls.acCi? i a0

this premies and of obligation which it thruste uvon him, by deliv
ipublic denunciations of the morality of your Covarnment.

4 covy of & letter to the Fritish ©ivil Aviation 2uthority is enclosad.
This letter enclosed conies of corresvondence exchanged with the Danish
Civil Aviation Authority, resulting from information given to me by the
British Authority.

The Danish Authority has not replied again to me and since information
which they hold, regarding consideration given in Pritain to the grounding
of all Viscounts, was not known to the Rritish Civil Aviation Authority,
it is vposeible that representation from your Government will be requires
before this information will be released.

British involvement in the mattere I write about arises from a series of
Viscount aircraft accidonts, It was known at =ome level withkin the man-
ufacturers' organisation that as many as eleven defective aircraft were

nroduced but this wae not known to the Pritish Civil Aviation futhority.

It was, however, known to Australian Authority, fustralian Airline
Qpreration, Australian Government and widely in the Australian community
generally, that the first of the sccidents, which occurred in Australia,
wag caused by structural defect, This truth was concealed by a false
report,

You micht well ack what I have dors to exhaust all nossitility of response
to the Australian involvement within Australia, before asking you to reveal
the Australian involvement by resrornding to the British involvement. The
enclosed cony of a letter to the fustralian Prime Minister, together with
coples of letters to other authorities,will establish what has kteen done.

The tragedy of 1t all, as far as tte Eritish Manufacturers of the aircraft
are concerned, is that they demonstrated that they nossessed all that was
required to produce the world's beect ailrcraft for its nurpose at the time.
Out of dedication to the pursuit of excellence, they then introduceda mod-
1fication which made the aircraft even better. Put a structursl error -
crept in with the modification.

The traredy of it all as far as Australian society is concerned is that
the consequences grew to a magnitucde which could not be faced, with

a demonstration of nolitical corrurtion involving the destruction of the
administration of justice.

~J



At the time when the developzent of these wtattors tegan, a Pritich
vriter, Professor C. Northcote Parkinson, nutlished his book "Parkinson's
Law" which revealed a deen insight into the development of a similar
state of &affairs in British npublic administration.

I wrote to Professor Parkinson asking whether he could give me any
advice about the way to arproach the state of affairs which T had
encountered as a nublic servant in Australia.

His reply reads, in rart, "Like you, I have, in my time,battered on the
gate of established corruption of which Fritain has plenty and I have
achieved nothing." He went on to say that the only weapon which he had
found to te of any use was ridicule but, 21though this had attracted an
audience, it had achieved nothing.

It‘now ceems clear that if anything is to be achieved, head-on confront
ation is necessary. I take the liberty to surrest to vou thaf a clean )
breast of the matter in PBritain will enhance the standing of British ‘

government and of British manufacture as well as going some way insbwing

ing Australian society to a realisation of the conditi i
A N IS Y ndi b i
administration. fiom of fte public

Since all democratic government includes the narty in onposition as well

as the narty in offi a hq R » . : Ao
Kinoor. y ce, copy of this material will be posted to Mp, Veil

Yours sincerely,

Conv to - Pritish Civil Aviation Authority.
S.V. Franks i e . 5 s N
¥Mr., T. Hawke, Prime Minister of
"ustralia.
ir. Neil Kinnock, Leader Of The
Pritish Opnosition.

o
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fugust ¥, 1986

Mr. F. Hawke,
Prime Minister Of Australia,
CAREERTA. A.C.T.

Ygar Mr. Hawke,

The enclosed vapers deal with crime involvine government and nublic
administration in Australia.

My contest with this tegan more than thirty years ago when, as a ?ommon—
wealth nubtlic servent, I onposed abuse of trust in claims on nublic
money, 1t was to be revealed over the years that government which would
cause the administration of Jjustice to be subverted for the nurmose of
concealing the condition of public adminisetration, would not have the
resource of integrity required to nrotect the community when such

a matter as the defective Viecount aircraft arises.

The participation of your Government in the production of the second
renort on the condition of the fuel nozzles fitted to the failed engine
of the zireraft VE-AAY, reveals that this state of affairs =till exists.

The former minis‘er for wviaution, ¥r. Beazley, =irned a letter statine
that I had not responded tc the invitation to nroduce evidence, Fe had
sifned a previous letter acknowledging one from me in which I had offered
to call and =how the evidence. He gigned a letter stating that all of my
letters over the years had been answered. Ve ¢id not state that, in

matters of vital importance, the answers had bteen refusals to nrovide
information requested,

a
h

gt the time of Fhe Port Hzdland crash your former colleague “r. C.K. Jones
then shadow minister for civil aviation, stated in Federal Parliament that’

iily a midman could have been regponsikle for the mutilation which caucsed
e crash,

The ;uhsequent departmental report on the crash was blatantly false to
%he degree that, to emvloy Mr. Jones' kinc of lanpguage, only a mental
?efective could claim to both understand it ancé conscientiously believe
it to bte true, this anplying to no-one more than to Mr. Jones himself.
Ti ie zany years sinoe everv chief justizce in fust - ulid nut Fie siesncture
to a focument warning all Australians that we woulsd lose our countfy if

a rising tide of moral and intellectual apathy couls not t= controlled.

Tt ie 3

ny years since a former chief justice of South Australia, the
late Sir Mellis Napier, warned ithat frog the evrericsnce of hie lifetime
he saw the growing evi! of the nressure groun as ths rreat:ct threat to
gur liberty and way of life. '

[
e

?t is‘many vears since a South Australian judge, the late Justice McOuire,
warned that the sverare Aucstralian held a futile corfidence that a hen-

ol dences w e E s o " o »
evolant providence would single his country out for special consideration.

i )

We are now exneriencine the realization of the condition foreseen by thes
men. There can be no confidence that your Covernment or any other will
survive the measures reaquired to now bring the condition under control,
even given the will to make the attempt, unlesc the conscience of the
community is ready to wccent them.



A clean breact of the conspiracies concerning the Viscount crashes and

the involvement of your Government in the production of the second
report on the VH-AAV fuel nozzles, might be of sufficient consequence
to make an imnact on the conscience of the community.

Powever, I have no confidence that any evidence, regardless of how
conclusive it might be, will make any difference to any Government in
Canberra. I have therefore turned to the British Prime Minister and the
British Civil Aviation Authority to accent the Britich resvonsibility
regarding the Viscount conspiracies.

Copies of lettersto the British Prime Minister and to the British Civil
Aviation Authority are enclosed.

Yours faithfully,

S.V., Franks

“nclosures
Copk to -
Mrs. M., Thatcher, Pritish Prime Minister

Mr, J. Howard., Leader Of Australian
Oprosition.



25th June, 1982.

Mr. Justice King

Mr. Justice Ligertwood

Mr. Justice Wells

Mr. Justice Jacobs

Mr. Justice Mohr

Mr. Justice Matheson

Mr, Justice Millhouse

Mr. A.P. Moss, Chlef Magistrate

The Premier of South Australia

The Leader of the South Australian Opposition (By Certified Malil)

Gentlemen,

The following letter was previously addressed to Judge Ligertwood and to
Chief Magistrate Mr. A.P. Moss.

UDear Sirs,

The enclosed papers arise largely from political interference with the
administration of justice. As members of the judiciary you have both
expressed your concern about this as a possible development. As an ordinary
citizen, | encountered it as a reality. There was nothing | could do about

it. | now put It in your hands.

When the structure of the Salisbury Royal Commission was first announced
Judge Ligertwood went to the length of expressing, through a letter to

the press, his fear for the safety of judicial independence. Mr. Dunstan,
premier at that time, expressed surprise at this actlon. He did this knowing
that he was himself a major accessory to the concealment of the ultimate
realisation of Judge Ligertwood's fear - the destruction of judicial indepandence
by political interference.

Mr. Moss Is confronting the South Australian Government on the issue off
judicial independence. His reasons have been dismissed as groundless by
the attonmney general. The attorney general has done this knowing that the
ultimate realisation of Mr. Moss' fear that political interference will destroy
judicial independence has already been reached Iin South Australia.?

In the majority judgement arising from action taken against Mr. Moss by
the Attorney General, all judges expressed concern about the way the
ordinary person would see the situation of judiclal independence. As an
ordinary person, | am bringing to your notice my concern that evests
have put judicial credibility as well as judiclal independence at risk.

Many years ago, | consulted a lawyer about the possibility of an ordinary
person taking action at law to have the subversion of the administration

of justice examined. My lawyer of that day saw the evidence as unanswer-
able but could find no process of law b{ which a writ could be Issued. He

saw that the only war to immediately ggt to the truth was to ask the
judge who had participated In the subversion. But he counselled that

this could not be done. He also counselled that the truth should be
pursued by keeping eyes and ears open.



Page 2.

1 disregarded this advice to the extent of writing direct to the judge
Involved and to the chief justice of the day asking whether they would
be prepared to tell me what they would do If they were ordinary people
and knew that the subversion had taken place. The Chief Justice replied
that as a Judge he had no more authority than any other citizen; that he
had done everything he could do as a judge to assist me and advised that
under the circumstances there was nothing | could do.

My lawyer of that day has long been a South Australian judge. His vision
that the truth would eventually emerge in one way or another became

a reality when the background to the Port Hddland air crash came to my
knowledge. The subversion and this report had a common point of origin
within public administration. There was a further common factor Iin that
judicial independence failed In both matters, the Port Hedland magistrate,
who was also the district coroner, failing to hold a coronlal Inquest,

even though it had been established that death had been caused by
mutilation of the aircraft.

But something more than this had to become tangible before the basic

state of affalrs could be made known to the community. Within the limit-
ations of my own experience, | described this state of affairs as a brother-
hood of common corruption. The Adelaide Advertiser possibly found a more
apt description when It referred to the make-believe world from which the

judicial appointment of Judge Millhouse emerged. Judge Millhouse*s
contribution to the make-believe is documented In correspondence exchanged

with him when he was Leader of the Democratic Party in South Australia,
this correspondence being Included with the euaclosed letter to the Leader
of the South Australian Opposition.

This make-believe world was made more tangible with the dismissal of
Mr. Salisbury. His dismissal and the concealment of the subversion of
the administration of justice In South Australia bore the common hand of
Mr. Dunstan. But still more had to become tangible and this has now
reached the extent of the attorney general acknowledging that he is
aware of evidence to support a charge of perjury against Mr. Dunstan.

To the mind of an ordinary person the crediblility of the jddiclary cannot

be divorced from the crediblility of the parllament. Judge Ligertwood found

a way to make the community aware that he disassoclated himself from
judicial participation in the Salisbury royal commission. Mr. Moss was

able to make the community aware of his concern about judicial independence.
As an ordinary person, | see that your credibility requires that you should
find a way to make the community aware of the contents of these papers.

Yours faithfully,

S.V. FRANKS




Telephone [
The Chairman,

Commonwealth Public Service Board, 1418 DEC =/l Ky
CANBERRA. A.C.T. 2600

Dear Sir,

The enclosed papers concern crime arising from Commonwealth Public Service
administration. The Commonwealth Public Service Board was instrumental in the
development of this state of affairs. It is my intention to have this state of affairs
made known to the Australian people. | ask that you take action to have it

made known, should others to whom these papers are addressed fail to do so.

Should you study the report on the Port Hedland air crash you will see a
parallel to the blatant falsity which brought me into conflict with the adminis-
tration of the Department of Civil Aviation thirty years ago. The difference is
of purpose only. In one case the purpose was to take public money. In the
other case it was to conceal responsibility for the feloneous killing of people.

It has required the combined experiences of many Commonwealth Public Servants,
including Inspectors of your Board, to reach the truth abodt the Viscount
crashes. Of vital importance was the experience of one man who opposed the
recording of vast sums of public money as being used for projects which had
never been started. His opposition led to the destruction of his public service
career. He then found himself in the employment of the Ansett organisation where
he encountered malpractice in aircraft maintenance, including the Viscount which
crashed at Port Hedland. Because of his public service experience he did not
attempt to take protest further than severing his own association with the

Ansett organisation. His experience came to my knowledge to eventually lead to
the truth about the three Viscount crashes.

The situation which | encountered as a Commonwealth Public Servant in the
Department of Civil Aviation began when political patronage took the adminis-
tration of the Department out of the control of your Board. The demoralisation
which followed led to profligate behaviour extending to actual crime. Your Board
was party to the concealment of this crime. When this was followed by even
greater crime, your Board was party to the concealment of the subversion of

the administration of justice, organised at Federal Parliamentary level, to prevent
evidence about the administration of the Department being given at a criminal
trial.

These matters were all detailed in a report prepared for the Commonwealth
Investigation Service (now the Commonwealth Police Force) at its own request.
Ultimately every authority which mi’ght have raised a voice in protest, including
your Board, became part of the covering silence,

More frightening that the wholesale abuse of trust was the conviction, expressed
by men of goodwill in a number of Commonwealth departments with whom my
work brought me into contact, that it was suicidal to make a stand against

it because ultimately the processes of government on which such a stand would
be based - the institution of parliament and the administration of justice -

were joined together in common corruption.
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Page 2.

I set out to prove, by basing a stand on a spccific matter, that this must
be wrong. | have provied instead that it was right. This is the state of
affairs | intend to make known to this country. An appeal to the Adelaide
Advertiser for assistance brought the advice that there comes a time when we
have to accept that we are not going to do what we set out to do. Any
likelihood that | would accept this, before every possible avenue had been

followed, was
Anderson.

eliminated with the circumstances of the death of Sir Donald

Yours faithfully,

S.V. FRANKS

Copies to:

The Prime Minijster, Parliament House, Canberra.

The Australian Attorney-General, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Transport, Parliament House, Canberra.

The Minister for Veterans' Affairs, Parliament House, Canberra.
The Minister for Communications, Parliament House, Canberra.
Senator Peter Rae, Parliament House, Canberra.

Senator Andrew Thomas, Parliament House, Canberra.

The Premier of South Australia, Parliament House, Adelaide.
Mr. R. Glazbrook, M.P., Parliament House, Adelaide.



Deaxr Mr Hammett

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 1986.

Yours sincerely

J F Thomson
Secretary

25 August 1986
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RECEIVED U 6 AUG 1386

The Secretary

Parliamentary Commission of Enquiry
GPO Box 5218

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir

As the Commission will be aware, Mr Justice Murphy has sat on
the High Court before the Commission has completed its repoktt
and before the Parliament has considered the Commission's
report. 1 suggest that this action may constitute a contempt
of the Parliamenp%nd 1l request the Commission to consider

this matter in forming its recﬁommendation on His Honour's
suitability to hold the office of a justice of the High Court,
May I add that this action of His Honour cannot be Justified

by any decision of the Executive,as it is the Parliament which
is charged with the responsibility of deciding whether Jjustices
should be removed and which established the Commission. There
is no need for me to add that, while His Honour's illness

gives him the right to our sympathy and compassion, this does
not override the necessity of safeguarding the seen integrity of
the High Court.

Yours sincerely

e X o sml
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Forwarded for your information and
action if appropriate.

With the Compliments
of the
Office of the
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Judicial Enquiry into Chief Justice Lionel My% A W
Parliament House, j '
Canberra, A.C.T.,2600.

Dear Judges,

AN, b, ; . ./.;"f
blicicomment
S [ I
regarding the integrity of His Honour Lionel Murphy.

I understand that you are soliciting

I would like you to understand:

(a). Lionel Murphy's reputation legally is extremely
widespread; that is, he is highly respected not only in legal
circles, but in common public wisdom. You may (or may not) understand
that many lay-people actively follow the process of law. Through
the course of this civil watch, His Honour Lionel Murphy's judgment

happens to be valued highly and widely.

(b). The prolonged and politically-inspired harassment of
His Honour Lionel Murphy is a farce which must be stopped now. I
would humbly suggest that it is widely understood that your own
enquiry has no tradition in common law, following as it does the
ruling of an actual Court of Australian Law. There is no constitu-
tional basis for His Honour Lionel Murphy's absence from the High
Court, including your enquiry. Your own non-legal enquiry must be
abbreviated, as decently as possible. You may (or may not) understand
that most Australian citizens appreciate that it has been inspired,
not within legal ranks, but through still persisting political
interference. The public does understand that such an unusual situa-
tion is open to press report, and has been so, that is, the fact of

g

Py a "political enquiry" following a legal ruling.

,hnC&¥ many fields of legal practice, amongst thousands of other Australian
W phvoldcitizens, I am well aware that comments passed between lawyers, is a
gﬁnﬂ daily, if not hourly, practice, in the attempt to find actual equity.

QVfJ The hour that it does not happen would undoubtedly mean the collapse

(c). Having been acquainted with the law and lawyers in

of the actual practice of Law in this country. I am certain that you
know this as well as I do. The attempt of the Court is surely to find
correct judgment amongst people and crime, or the absence of crime.
The hypocrisy as well as idiocy of the original accusation against

His Honour Lionel Murphy has been duely exposed by the legal ruling



proving His Honour's innocence, from any corrupt motive or effect.

Might I suggest that any gathering of lawyers and
judges, does not a Court make. It is widely understood that<Mr. Bob
Hawke and Mr. Lionel Bowen are very sadly astray in instigating your
very strange arrangement. I therefore ask, for an extremely quick
and public statement from your,excuse me, "judicial™" enquiry, endin
the affair, once and for all.

Yours sincerel

Ms. Tasma Ockenden.




Mr L R Drake

Dear Mr Drake

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 1986.

Yours sincerely

J F Thomson
Secretary

25 August 1986
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C o%h
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8th May, 1986, "‘*767

The Judges,
Justice Lionel Murphy Judicial Enquiry,
CANBERRA,

Gentlemen,

Long before there were any accusations against Lionel
Murphy, Mr. Russell Hinze, a member of the Queensland parl-
iament, was widely quoted here as having said : “When we
have finished with him, Murphy will be a furfy",.

Ls a result, many of us believe that the anti-Murphy
slanders have sprung from a political comspiracy against a
man who had the courage of his convictions and acted on
then,

We think that your enquiry should investigate this
aspect of the case,

C!) (L. R, Drake)



RECEIVED - 3 JyL 1986

Stephen Charles, QC
Murphy Inguiry

8th Floor
99 Elizabeth Street
SYDNEY 2000

Please find attached as promised extracts from
book by Narcotics Bureau Officer making a number
of strong allegations about interference by
Murphy.

Secondly, a David Fletcher of n
Phone Number : -; knows a Aroha Bird who

has written an account of her employment by
Lionel Murphy. She was introduced by Morgan
Ryan and knows of the Murphy relationship with
Saffron and Biruta Hagenfelds.
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“Operation Comet”

In December 1972 a Labor Government came to power. '
Those of us in federal law enforcement saw more than a
little cause for apprehension.

What would happen to our powers of arrest under the
Customs Act? How long would we be able to keep the
search warrants on issue? What instructions would we be
given about detaining and questioning suspects? Would
marihuana be legalised?

I was suddenly taking a much keener interest in politics
and politicians. When I was a policeman 1 couldn’t have
cared less about politics; the job went on regardless. In a
job where matters follow a well-established pattern and
there are thousands of officers, one is insulated from
politics. Not so in the federal service. There were very few of
us and we were affected every time a parliamentarian raised
a question about drugs in the House. It would mean a mad
rush for statistics or reports. A house search in an M.P.'s
electorate often prompted questions, A visiting diplomat or
foreign official inconvenienced by a Customs officer at an
airport often led to questions being asked. On and on it
went. -

“ 1t was of little comfort to us to hear that Senator Lionel/
.Murphy had been appointed as our Minister. Though he

was also made Attorney-General, he was a Queen's Counsel

and we associated him with “the defence’”, which implied

opposition. His famous raid on A.S.1.O. made us even

more uneasy.

The first thing to worry us was a call for a report from the .- -
Bureau detailing all heroin-related inquiries we were
pursuing. All Regional Commanders had to send reports to

- Canberra at once. The Director was to estimate the amount
of heroin entering Australia. By his decisive request,
Murphy let us know wh.ere our priorities were to lie.

The Scuthern Region ‘was able to enumerate a number of

heroin investigations in train, but none of them was major.
In the Northern Region things were different. Even in early
1973 the Sydney offlce was overwhelmingly committed to
heroin inquiries. The list supplied by Ray Phillips, its head,
was very long.

Murphy’s next directive was to ask Regional
Commanders to send all listening devices from their regions

\\’back to Canberra. )

—

That wasn't difficult for me; 1 had only
two which I had inherited from Jim Keating. Neither was
sophisticated, and I wasn’t even sure that they worked. But
I returned them reluctantly and read the request as a bad
sign. We had only a few old devices which the average
private eye would be ashamed to call his own. Now we were
barred from using them at all. The instructions were that if
we needed to dse a ‘bug” Alan Carmady had to approve its
use. It would then be sent down from Canberra. Not much
help when it was urgently needed. Instruction: iike that at a
time when the drug traffickers were becoming well
organised! Instead of upgrading our efficiency, and taking
off the gloves, we were stepping backwards. We might soon
become toothless tigers.

. If Carmody had been reluctant to go to Chipp on some

" issues, he was even more reluctant to go to Murphy on
thein, though for different reasons. Murphy was able to
sum up situations and to get directly to the point. He
wnnerved his senior staff by asking pointed and unexpected

questions. They became nervous about approaching him.
He didn't like being asked to approve the expenditure of
money on an investigation whose rssuits were so uncertain.
As I have explained, a request to "show" or spend money
had to go to the Minister when it involved over $2000.
Before Senator Murphy would pass such sums he wanted a
maraniee of exsults and we couldn't always pive
guarantees. To us, money was an investigative tool.
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To complicrte watters further, we lcarnt that Murphy
had a distaste f3r paying people for information. This fact

became known as we were completing an exercise we had
christened “Operation Comet".

ae vy

Getting back to Senator Murphy, between February 1973
and April 1975 there were several occasions when he !
instrucled  us o desist  from prosecutions. These
instructions came down after he had been approached by *
defence lawyers he had known during his days at the Bar.
‘There was nothing dishonest about this. As Attorney-
General he was the top law officer in the country, and if a
defence lawyer could convinee him (hat a prosccution
shouldn’t proceed because it involved excessive hardship, or
was tou trivial, or the facts didn't support the prospect of a
conviction, he could quite properly order a withdeawal. R

Murphy issued these instructions without consulting the]l
stafl of the Commonwealth Crown Solicitor. In my opinion’
lie was doing the very thing for which I had criticised the
Deputy Crown Solicitor's staff in_ South Australia. He
usurped the functions of the courts. o '

We had liltle respect for him. We didn’t think he would
stick with us in all circumistances, if things went'wrong and
criticism of the Bureau affected him politically, he might .
well turn his back on us. We couldn’t forget his raid on
A.8.1.O. As Mibister for Custems and Excise he somctim,es_q
showed more interest in, bird :exporters® than: in drug
impotters,~ «* -

Inside the Australian Bureau of Narcotics

Bernard Delaney
the Bureau's former Southern Regional Cammander

ANGUS & ROBERTSON PUBLISHERS
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Dear Mrs Powter

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 1986,

Yours sincerely

J F Thomson
Secretary

25 Rugust 1986
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25th June, 1986,

Hon. Sir George Lush,

Presiding Member,

Parliamentary Committee of Enguiry,
Box 5218, G.P.O.

Dear Sir George,

Please find attached a copy of a letter
which I have forwarded to Hon. Sir H. Gibbs
today.

Yours sincerely,

(Mrs.) W.R. Pouter,



CORPY 25th June, 1986.

Right Hen, Sir. H. Gibbs, GEMBs KBEC,
Chief Justice of High Court of Australia,
PR ageBex E4355

CANBERRA. 2801,

Dear Sir Harry,

Some weeks ago an advertisement appeared
in one of the Sydney newspapers, signed by a
number of persons, in support of Justice Lionel
Murphy. Today, the news media is broadcasting
that an appeal against the Parliamentary Committee
of Enquiry by Justice Murphy is imminent.

Whatever the outcome of the Committee's
enguiry, or any appeal, [ do believe that the
publicity Justice Murphy's actions has engendered
is not befitting for persons seeking teo retain,
or obtain, a position on our Courts.

Yours sincerely,

(Mrs.) W.R. Pouter,



PARLIAMEMTARY COMMIGSION OF

24 June 1986
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Clayton Christadelphian Ecclesia

Sunaay School and Senior Bible Class, 9.30 am
Memorial Service, 11.00 am

Evening Service, 7 pm

Bible Class, Wednesday, 8 pm

18th June 1986,

K e s e
The Secretary, 1 (e - ‘0L’
Parliamentary Commission of Enguiry, “szxk" 4r¥

8th Floor, A.D.C. House, i

99, Elizabeth Street, 3 pAL

Sydney. N.S.W., s

Dear Sir,
The Conduct of the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy,

In this submission it is not our intention to accuse or excuse Mr. Justice
Lionel Keith Murphy, but rather to address ourselves to the problem of what is
unbecoming conduct on the part of a Judge, or for that matter on the part of
any eminent person. From our reading of the case this is aspect of the matter
which is most vague in the minds of all concerned, especizlly those who have to
decide the verdict, 1In such cases one must refer to that Higher Authority, the
Supreme Court of the Heavens, which is really so readily aveailable to all of us,
through the Bible, the Word of God.

(1) Judges (andothers) take Cffice by swearing an Oath on the Bible, thus
recognising its authority as supreme,

(2) If, therefore, a person appears to have failed in his responsibility, he
must be judged, in the ultimate, on the Bible.

(3) We would therefore address the Commission with the following reminders from
the Bible, which we would urge as mandatory, For convenience of reference we
propose to divide these into two parts:

(a) Commands found in the 0ld Testament under the jurisdiction of the Law of
God through Moses. This was God's law on earth for approximately 1500
years, = period equal to one quarter of recorded history. These commands
are all found in the section of the Bible we call the '014d Testament?®,
and we should remember that this i@ the Bible which Jesus Christ used znd
which he quoted as his authority for his teachings.

(b) Commands found in the New Testament, which is a record of the teachings
of Jesus Christ and the Apostles, based on the 01d Testament in principle,
with some additional and amending material., This material extends the Law
of Moses, with needful amendments, to Jew and Gentile who should come into
being after ithe Szacrifice of Jesus Christ.

(4) As (a) above. Quotations as follows:
Leviticus 19 v 15 "You shall do no injustice in judgment, you shzll not be
partial to the poor, or defer to the great, but in righteousness shall you
Judge your neighbour",
Deuteronomy 1 v 17 "Ye shall not respect persons in judgment®
Deuteronomy 27 v 19 "Cursed be he that perverteth the Judgment of the
stranger, fatherless and widow"
Deuteronomy 16 v 19 "Thou shalt not wrest Judgment; thou shalt not respect
persons, neither tzke a gift;for a gift doth blind the eyes of the wise, and
pervert the words of the righteous".

(5) As (3b) above, Quotations as follows:
The New Testament has many observgtions on the matter of Justice and judgment,
but we think that the standards demanded for an Elder of the Church could be
the best reference for your present purpose:
Titus 1 v 7 "For a Bishop must be blameless,as the steward of God, not self=-
willed, not soon angry, not given to wine,no striker, not given to filthy
lucre, but a lover of hospitality, a lover of good men, sober, just, holy,
gemperate,holding fast the faithful word, as he hath been taught, that he may



Clayton Christadelphian Ecclesia

Sunday School and Senior Bible Class, 9.30 am
Memorial Service, 11.00 am

Evening Service, 7 pm

Bible Class, Wednesday, 8 pm

Parliamentary Commission of Enquiry - Honourzble L.K. Murvhy, {Continued)

be a2ble by sound doctrine, both to exhort aznd to convince the gainsayers "

We hope that the above Divine advice will guide the Commission in the right
way and that the Commission "may be able by sound doctirine both 4o exhort and
to convince the gainsayers”.

Arthur Fletcher,
Por the Christzdelvhizng.
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Lle Australian Capital Territory

¥ House of Assembly

The Secretary

Parliamentary Commission of Inquiry
GPO Box 5218

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir

In preparing a submission to the Joint Select Committee on Video
Material, it was found that on 15 June 1973 the Department of
Customs and Excise issued a memorandum purporting to instruct
Customs officers to ignore pornography unless they could not
avoid doing so, as in cases where a passenger "blatantly"
attempted to conceal such material. The circular added, "For the
time being there are to be no prosecutions under the Customs Act
for offences involving pornography".

The Family Team was unable to ascertain the level at which this
direction was taken. However, in view of the gravity of the
direction and the circular's reference to Government policy, it
appears that the decision would have had at least the concurrence
of the responsible Minister. This was Senator L Murphy (as he
then was), who was at the time both Attorney-General and Minister
for Customs and Excise.

No action was taken to amend the Customs legislation so as to
give Parliamentary sanction to the change in administrative
practice. As the Mahoney Report (made in 1983) found, it was
quite improper for the direction to have continued in force
without action being taken to introduce validating legislation.

I submit that the Commission should establish whether Mr Justice
Murphy was personally responsible for issuing a direction that
the law of the land was to be ignored and, if this was the case,
should consider whether this constituted misbehaviour and a
ground for removal from the High Court.

If called upon, I would pleased to assist the Commission in this

matter.
Y i 1 J2., e tow— o ukh C7/l7‘
ours sincere Vi s ,
/ 4 p
(Mrs) Bev Cains MHA ' : A 7/,
Leader of the Family Team 0h4uvaék & &*rou”ééﬁ%{
/7 June 1986 — B o a?ﬁ(-%wgf‘j
I ¥ 7
(puﬁ.C«m$>

Civic Offices, South Building, London Circuit, P.O. Box 158, CANBERRA CITY, AC.T. Phone 46 2403, 46 2404
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COMMTSSION OF TNQUIRY
GPO Rox 5218
SYDNEY MSW 2001

Th :(02) 232 4922

[

ipt of your letter of 29 June 1986,
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Secretary,

Parliamentary Commission of Enguiry,

G.P.C. Box 5218,
SYDNEY,
N.S.W. 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

I write on & matter which I believe to be relevant,
if peripheral, to the nature of your current enquiries, regarding
my own experience of the approach adopted in relation to the admin-

istration of the High Court.

sSome years ago, I had resson to talk to my neighbour about

the way in which he kept & dog and what I felt to be the nuisance
resulting from his ownership of +the animal, I cuickly discovered
that Lalking to him was useless, and decided that it was necessary

nld be offered under

O

to invoke the legal protection that 1 expected v

D

the Animal Nuisance Control Ordinence in force in the Australian
vapital Territory. This legislation prevents @ direct approach to
the court by requiring an initisl investigation by the Registrar oi
Dogs, and the availebility of his/her report should proceedings be
instituted in regerd to an alleged nuisance,

The Registrar of Dogs has indicated several times that
he is not persuaded of the merit of my contention that the dog is
a nuisance. It is a conclusion that I cannot accept because of the
manner in which the conclusion has been drawn, and it gives rise to
a personal concern about the thwarting of the Australian political,
administrative and judicial process by the use of tactics which, if
subjected to a careful and painsteking scrutiny, should be seen and

as

clared to be unacceptable,

PR . )

I do not propose to go into considerable detail in this

av& letter. Sufficient to say that the Registrar of Dogs, at one stage,

was assisted to his point of view by five letfers, written from homes
salid to be neighbouring or adjacent, and accepted &t face value with-
out enguiry, and without the identity or nature of the observations
being revealed to me.
With the passing of the Freedom of Information Act, I gained
access to the five letters, and was hoth astonished and dismayed to
discover that one had been written on the letterhead of the High




Court of Australia and signed over the title of the Clerk of the
High Court. My perception of such conduct as unacceptable lies in
the belief that no court official may give the appearance of inter-
vening in his official capacity in a complaint which holds out the
prospect of court proceedings., If that perception is wrong, then

my letter is irrelevant. However, I continue to believe that 1t ig
essential that 2 clear distinction is drawn between acts undertaken
as a public official and as & private cltizen.

1 would make such sn objection in the best of circumstances.
Unfortunately, this descr 1p1Lon cannot be applied in this matter.

It could be said, and it is in fact what I believe, that other comments
from other persons were made less from an instinet For the truth

than from an instinct for malice and injury sttributable to revulsion
at my association at the time with the administration of the Augtralian
Federal TFolice. My comment lies in the understanding that close family
members of some of the letter writers had & history of successful
prosecution and conviction for criminal aects, and that there was a
failure %o apply the test for what I think is termed legally 'animus’

T connot avoid the feeling that I have been dealt with unreasonably

and in a manner contrary ko publie policy by a kangaroo court of the
worst possible complexion.

My concern ig not so much that the events that 1 have set
out took place but that the proper authorities who should exercise
s control and correction in such matiers have deliberately chosen
to ignore, conceal, distort or minimise the objections that 1 have
made to the supposed administrative processes that I have experienced.

T do not regard the matter as trivial, and I believe the
implications of wmy experience are sufficiently important and relevant

to your enguiry to justify the matter being brought to your attention.

Yours gincerely,



PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSION OF INQUIRY

CPO Box 5218
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Ph :(02) 232 4922
20 June 1986

»

Mr B Peachey

Dear Mr Peachey,

I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 18 June 1986 and the
statutory ceclaration that accompanied it.

Yours sincerely,

J F Thomson
Secretary



18th June, 1986

The Secretary,

Parliamentary Commission of Enquiry,
8th Floor A.D.C. House,

99 Elizabeth Street,

Sydney. N.S.W. 2000.

Dear Sir,

Please accept my Statutory Declaration and evidence enclosed and place
it before the Commission.

All evidence was obtained through the Freedom of Information Act.

Yours faithfully,

B.A. Peachey.

i Yon thensos
. RAhe

Encl:



STATUTORY DECLARATION

I, BRIAN AIDEN PEACHEY o " thc State of
I Corpany Director, do solemnly and sincerely declare that:

I make this Declaration in support of my submission to the Parliamentary
Commission of Enquiry pursuant to the Parliamentary Commission of
Enquiry Act 1986.

My submission relates to the conduct of the Honourable Lionel Keith
Murphy in his capacity as Attorney General and Minister for Customs
and Excise in 1973.

I say that on or about May 1973 the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy did
cause and authorise a ministerial direction to be made to the Department
of Customs and Excise that its' officers should not enforce the provisions
of regulation 4A of the Customs (Prohibited Imports) Regulations in

relation to the importation of pornography.

I say that the ministerial direction was made by the Honourable Lionel
Keith Murphy:

(a) In full knowledge that officers of the Department of Customs
and Excise were being instructed not to enforce statutory
regulations;

(b) Contrary to the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy's duty and oath
as a Minister of the Crown to uphold the land of the Commonwealth.

I exhibit hereto true copies of documents relevant to my submission and
marked appropriately:

'a' Mahoney report 1983.

'b! Memo to Attorney General (Mr. Evans) 19th March, 1984.
Letter attached 15th June, 1973.

gt = Minute paper dated 31lst May, 1983.

'd' Memo to Attorney General from J.M. Button undated.

e’ re. Administrativé Directions undated.

5 Sundry items related concern of Customs Officers.

and I make this declaration by virtue of Section 106 of the Evidence
Act 1906.

Declared this /€5?4€y )

day of a7z me . 1986)
Before me: )

. T. (Theo) HAYW0OD M.BLE.

Justice of the Peacs for Wastem Austeali



CUSTOMS

5.56

regulation which provides:
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ATTACHMENT "A"

MAHONY REPORT 1983 DA

(PROKIBITED IMPORTS) REGULATIONS: REGULATION 4A

The Attorney-General has administrative responsibility for fith
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"4A. (1) This regulation applies to goods that, whether of their own QD ]

nature or having regard to any literary or other work or matter that
is embodied, recorded or reproduced in, or can be reproduced from,
the goods - :

(a) are blasphemous, indecent or obscene; or

(b) unduly emphasize matters of sex, horror, violence or crime, or
are likely to encourage depravity,

and to advertising matter related to such goods.

(2) The importation of goods to which this regulation applies is
prohibited unless a permission, in writing, to import the goods has,
after the Attorney-General has obtained a report from the person or
persons for the time being authorized by the Attorney-Ceneral to give
such a report for the purposes of this regulation, been granted by the
.Attorney-General.

- (2A) The Attorney-General may, by writing under his hand, after
consultation with the Ministers of State of the States with
responsibility for censorship, authorize a person or persons to give
reports for the purposes of this regulation.

(3) A permission under this regulation shall be subject to such
conditions imposing requirements or prohibitions on the person to whom
the npermission is granted with respect to the custody, use,
reproduction, disposal or destruction of the goods, or with respect to
accounting for the goods, as the Attorney-General thinks necessary to
ensure that the goods are not used otherwise than for the purpose for
which he grants the permission.”

b 8. 7 On 15 June 1973, the Department of Customs and Excise issued a
memorandum which set out the policy and procedures to be followed in relation
to the operation of regulation 4A. ,

"LITERATURE CENSORSHIP -

The operation of the arrangements contained in memorandum of
. 21/3/73 and previous memoranda have been reviewed in consultation
with officers of the Attorney-General's Department. This review has
been undertaken having particular regard to the prz tical experience
gained in implementing the Government's announced policy in relation
to censorship, viz;

. it shall be a person's right to be free to read or view
whatever he may wish, and

|
I

i
i
li‘

\

. persons (and those in their care) be not exposed to unsohcm.-d
material offensive to them. |

i |
M
It is visualised that the Govemment's pohcy will eventually 'f
implemented by controls at the point of sale and display. These g
controls will probably be complemented by strengihened legislazion' m [ nh i
g il

'
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[(Z il
-elation to matter which may be despatched” through t~e post. In 76] -i
_short the Customs role in censorship matters will, in the {future, ';
' progressively diminish. ;

However, until such time as the necessary legislation has been 1 :
introduced which will enable the policy to be implemented along the
lines mentioned above, there remains a need to retain Regulation &4A
of the Customs (Prohibited Imports) Regulations in orcder that the
second component of the policy can be given legal effect.

For the time being at least, Customs resources engaged in
screening imported goods should be primarily concerned with the
detection of prohibited imports other than material which offends
Regulation 4A. However, Customs will continue to seize privately
imported pornography:-

. if it comes to notice because .a passenger blatantly but R
5 ' unsuccessfully attempts to conceal it; | _ I

@ .. if it is deliberately brought to the attention of an officer; | i

. if it comes to notice in the course of examination for other
Customs purposes; and- ' : -

. if imported by first class mail, the material is known before
_examination to be unsolicited.

For the time being there are to be no prosecutions under the
Customs Act for offences involving pornography.

Where seizures are made the importer is to be acquainted with
the provisions of Sections 205/7 of the Customs Act.

Where, because of a seizure, an importer questicns the
implementation of the Government's censorship policy he is to be
informed - s

(.- . the full implementation of that policy must await changes in.
( - legislation, and '

. while the Regulation 4A provisions exist they cannct be
ignored by officers of this Department.”

5.58 Successive responsible Ministers since 1973 have agreed that their |
Government's policy was that it was an individual's right to be free to read or

view whatever he might wish provided that other individuals were not exposed|
. to unsolicited material offensive to them. i

.E

5.59 As to the manner in which regulation %A is applied at present, the |
Ccllector sgid:

i

] f

g ' BHLRE L

"The general approach that Customs officers have worked on is based | |
. i

T
| |I s
on instructions we have received that it is the Government's intentiony| il
that people should be able to read, see and hear as they wish and i RRRE G ERR
an individual coming through the airport had in his possession a small| 4. il
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5.60 Submissions were received. from the Chief Censor, Film Censorship
Board and from the Australian Festival of Light and Community Standards
Organisation (Queensland). The ACOA and the COA commented ¢n the
operation of this regulation. Mr A. Watson, Honorary Secretary oi the Councﬂ
for Civil Liberties in NSW made an oral submissjon. i

3.6l- ° The Chief Censor was critical of standards of Customs control
procedures relating 1o importations of films and videotapes and their movement
and storage prior to either registration or rejection by the Board established
under the Custems (Cinematograph Films) Regulations.

films from Customs control until registered or, in the case of related advertising
matter, passed by the Board. Regulation 13 prevides that films shall not be
registered if they are: - ' 5

(a) bla.sphernou; » indecent or obscene;
(b) likely to be injurious to morality or to €ncourage or incite to crime;

(c) likely to be offensive to the people of a friendly nation or to the
People of a part of the Queen's dominions; or

(d)_ derict any matter, the exhibition of which js undesirable in the public
- interest.

5.63 The Chief Censor Siressed the need for all films and videotapes,
regardless of quantity to remain under Customs control unti] censorship
formalities have been cempleted. It was stated that movemen: of these gocds
On continuing permission under section 40AA inhibited desirable levels of Customs
Checks and eroded controls generally, There was a perceived need 1o improve

Customs supervision of these transactions to ensure that goods are not released |

by Customs prior to registration by the Film Censorship Board.

S.64 In his response, the Collector stated:

(@)  current section 40AA arrangements for delivery of films and videotap:e_s'f';I |
- for . commercia] purposes were introduced in 1975 following a practice '/

which relies on obligations placed on _an importer whe avails himself ‘of

concessicns granted under the provisions of the Act in relation to
Storage and contro] of goods;

(b) there were only two incidents in recent years referred to Customs by
~ the Film Censor's Office which Suggested breaches of screening;

102
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.c) for this reason and because the goods were generally free of duty,
follow-up of these controls attracted a low Customs priority; :

(d) the control procedures were introduced in 1975 in consultation with the
Chief Censor's Office; and

(e) general censorship policy and controls are presently under review by
- Customs Central Office and the Attorney-General's Department.

5.65 "Submissions from - the Australian Festival of Light and Community
standards Crganisation (Queensland) drew comparison between regulation &4A
which the organisation described as "clear and precise” and the current policies
of non-enforcement of these provisions by Customs. The submissions sought

. from this Review a recommendaton that regulation #4A as it applies to

rohibition of importation of indecent or obscene goods be again enforced using

<he definitions of "indecent” and "obscene" in the decision of the High Court in

Crowe v. Graham and Others (41 A.L.J.R. 408).

: ((;5.66 In response, the Collector stated that:

&

i
@
3

((

(a) Customs -application of regulation 4A is in accordance with instructibné;ff’

issued nationally following a Ministerial direction in 1973 that resources |

engaged in screening imported goods should be primarily concerned with
the detention of prohibited goods other than material subject 'to
regulation 4A; ; ' :

(b) conflict between Ilegisiation -and departmental instructions was
. highlighted in .a report by a Task Force enquiry into allegations about
the Customs Service in New South Wales in March 1981; and

(¢) discussions between the Attorney-General's Department and Customs

- Central Office are in progress with a view to putting to Gecvernment,

options for legislative and/or procedural amendments in relation to
regulation &4A.

5.67 I have concluded that I should not make the recommendation sought by
this crganisation on the grounds that the regulation applies nationally whereas
the Review is concerned primarily with Customs administration and procedures in
N.S.W., and that the subject matter of the regulation is for Government to
determine.

5.63 The ACOA submitted:

(a) if the application of regulation 4A is to be changed, the legislation

should be amended to give effect to that change;

(b) if there is to be a direction about how a law is to be appljed,.:;;thféjf! |

direction should be a matter of public record so that the public|

understands that there has been a direction. 1

5.60  The COA which was critical of the administration of regulation 4A

made a number of submissions including: . e et E L
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__ | . o 76

(a) ".-- the law of the land, as enacted by Parliament, is ignored by
bureaucrats on the grounds that pornography is too hot for
governments to handle. Customs officers are forced to contend with
this spurious situation, despite the findings of the Task Force and
. undertakings that the conflict between the law and government policy
would be resolved.  Huge profits made by persons trading in
pornography are used to finance smugggling of drugs."

- (pb) "... there are issues for instance on the regulation 4A material which
are not clear and, if we are going to vigorously pursue Customs
regulations, breaches of them, I think the exceptions need to be
identified. " |

(¢) "... nor does there seem to be anything done about people who have
child pornography in their possession, if it is a small quantity. I
think it is suggested ... that we currently have a practice that we
are using and quite honestly there is no practice that we really are

aware of that is being used consistently.”

3.70 The COA submitted further that officers are not clearly directed that
‘“ t!:nC)’ will not be pursuing matters of pornography and that if an officer had an
hour to spare a short jaunt around Sydney would disclose plenty of opportunities
dor him to investigate illegal importations of pornography. :

$.71  The .COA expressed disappointment that the Chief Film Censor did not
appear at a public hearing so that the COA could raise issues. - i

5.72 Mr Watson of the Council for Civil Liberties submitted:

(a) the Council supported the view that there should not be a conflict
between regulation 4A and a direction that it should not be enforced in
the case of material for personal consumption; ;

(b) . the conflict should be resolved clearly in favour of the status quo
practice rather than in favour of enforcing the existing regulation;

(c) if regulation 4A s to stand rather than the existing pfactice, the
-~ regulation is not efficient, and it cannot be impartially applied;

(d) Customs officers were not appropriate for the job of making decisions

whether material, which may offend against the regulation, should be
seized; ’

(e) the initial decision to seize goods under regulation 4A was highly
subjective and basically partial on the part of particular Customs
officers; ' R

) where the law falls outside the line of practice and comm'?ni% .
standards, there is potential for corruption; J ;;;Il : f

(g) because of difficulties arising out of differing censorship laws of the! ||| "}
States and the Commonwealth, the Customs direction tried to-ma}gegij-i;v‘;#l-ﬁ:;_ Bith
the role of the Customs officer in relation to regulation 4A feasible,| . ||
practical and rationral in line with community standards while refusing jj i o
to change the regulation. Clearly the gap should be resolved; RS

104 oy




(

——

i =5

(.,) the regulation is unenforceable as it 'now stands because it is so far
outside community expectations and standards and the present practice
is unfair to Customs officers; and '

(i) it is inefficient and dangerous for the notion of impartiality to allow

: the situation to remain in its present form but equally dangerous to
revert to the situation that the film censors and others say it should
be.

5.73 The Task Force dealt at some length with the problems arising out of
regulation 4A and stated:

"The Task Force is of the view that the administrative difficulties
car-e” py the inconsistent policy and treatment of pornography should
be remedied by the issue of clear and precise instructions to officers.

it is the Task Force's view that the only instruction that could be

issued consistently with present legislation is one to the efiect that
officers should detain any goods coming to their notice which appear
to them to fall within ‘the terms of the regulations, for referral to
Attorney-General's Department.

‘Discussions currently are underway between senior officers of BACA
and the Atiorney-General's Department with a view to resolving these
.problems." )
5.7k The submissions and views mentioned show clearly that neither
regulation 2A nor the Customs direction is being administered effectively. The

direction places Customs officers in a difficult position in requiring them. to-

apply a regulation only in the manner provided in the directicn when they are
expected 0 deal with passengers and goods according to law. The Attorney-
General's Department stated in January 1983 that regulation 4A ‘had been the
subject of discussion between cfficers of that Department and the Department of
Industry and Cemmerce and that action is proceecing.

375 In my view it is quite improper that the responsibility placed on
Customns -officers by the direction should continue. I recommend that the
-onflicc between regulation 4A and the Customs direction be resolved without
Jeiay.
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Mr Ewvans

QUESTION TO YOU BY SENATOR HARRADINE - OUR PHONE
CONVERSATION OF 28 MARCH 1984

To the best of my knowledge the document referred to

in Paragraph 5.66(a) as a '"Ministerial direction in 1973"
is a note of & meeting between Senator Murphy, who was
then Attorney=General and Minister. for Customs and LExcise
snd senior officials of both Departments.

The record deals with the administration of the controls
over imported literature, principally those within the
scope of Regulation 4A of the Customs (Prohibited Imports)
Regulations, in short, blasphemous, indecent or obsciene
publications.

The document records discussions with a Minister of a
previous Government and is, 1 believe, not available to
the present Government in terms of convention.

I understand that you advised Senator darradine that the
document was not a public document and that ne asked

a further question whether it was possible to have a copy
of the Central Office direction relating to the admini-
stration of these controls.

An instruction of 15 June 1973 which was the major
policy and procedural statement, is reproduced in the
itahony Report at pages 100/101. A copy of the memo
is acttached for you to provide to Senator Harradine.

For your information there have been additional instructions
issued by way of 7 ntral Office memorandum to the Collectors
of Customs in.the States amplifying those procedures. These
include memos dated 5 April 1977 and 3 May 1980. Copies

of these instructions are attached.

On 1 February 1984, Regulation 4A of the Customs (Prohibited
Imports) Regulations was amended to give effect to Government
policy on censorship and to remove any conflict between

the law and Departmental instructions. New administrative
instructions (copy attached) were circulated to Collectors

on an interim basis pending formal approval by the Minister
for Industry and Commerce and the Attorney-General, wlio are
currently considering the document. Following the Ministers'

agreement these administrative instructions will be published.

First Assistant Secretary
Compliance

29 March 1984
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CONFIDENTIAL

C.C. Minister Assisting

Mg

For Urgent Information

REPORT ON SUGGESTIONS OF CORRUPTION IN THE CUSTOMS ADMINISTRATION
RELATING TO THE IMPORT OF PORNOGRAPHY

You called for a report on suggestions made in an interview
on the Television Ten program '"Good Morning Australia' on
19 May on corruption in the hierarchy of the Customs
administration in the handling of imports of pornography.
Mr Spanswick, General Secretary of the Customs Officers
Association, participated in the interview.

BACKGROUND ON ADMINISTRATION OF PORNOGRAPHY IMPORTS

Regulation 4A of the Customs (Prohibited Imports)
Regulations, put very simply, prohibits the import of
pornography without the approval of the Attorney-General's
Department.

Since 1973, however, the policy of successive Governments
has been based on the principle that it is the basic right
of adults to make their own decisions as to what they wish
to read, hear and see. Customs operational guidelines
reflect this policy.

The guidelines specify controls over commercial shipments
which may be subject to censorship decisions

- only limited attention is directed at private
importations by passengers or through the parcels post.

The Customs Officers Association view is that any
importation which might be subject to Regulation 4A
should be detained and referred to the Attorney-General's
Department- for censorship decision. That approach, whilst

consistent with the law, is not in accord with Government
policy.

Since 1973, there has been an expectation that the law
relating to pornography would be changed to reflect the '
policy. The carriage of the necessary changes was with
the Attorney-General's Department, which is responsible . ---
for censorship. The Task Force (referred to below) :
highlighted the anomalous situation between the law and
the Customs guidelines and discussions were pursued with
the Attorney-General's Department. Late last year the

previous Government agreed to proposals to amend the law,
put the elections intervened. -

CONFIDENTIA
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The matter is still under discussion with the Attorney-
_General's Department.

Mr Mahony, in his report to you recommends that the conflict
between Regulation 4A and the Customs guidelines be resoclved
without delay.

SUGGESTIONS OF CORRUPTION

Immediately following the Television Ten interview, the
Collector, New South Wales, wrote to Mr Spanswick asking
that he provide any details he might have regarding the
suggestions of corruption, so that they might be properly
investigated.

Mr Spanswick has responded to the Collector, New South Wales,
(copy attached). That response provides no details of any
corruption.

COMPLAINTS ABOUT ADMINISTRATION OF IMPORTS OF PORNOGRAPHY

. Mr Spanswick, on the television and in his letter, asserted
that:

(1) In recent days in Sydney officers seized a substantial
amount of pornography, including child pornography,
which was subsequently returned to the owner;

(2) The Department does not and has not fulfilled its
obligations to forward all pornography to the
Attorney-General's Department for censorship
classification.

‘. So far as (1) is concerned, there has been no such

. occurrence 1n recent times. It is believed Mr Spanswick
was referring to an incident in May 1980, when a quantity
of pornography, including child pornography, was
inadvertently returned to its owner.

. This incident was investigated by a Task Force set up by the
then Minister for Business and Consumer Affairs. The Task
Force recommended that the policy relating to the import of
pornography be clarified; certain management practices in
New South Wales be reviewed; and that a Customs officer be
moved to a non-operational area.

. The first recommendation was taken up with the Attorney-
General's Department (see above); the management supervision
and operational direction of a particular area in the New
South Wales Collectorate were tightened; but as no misconduct
was proven against the officer involved, the recommended move
was not made.

‘As regards (2), all Collectors of Customs with the exception
of Victoria have confirmed that they are operating in
accordance with the departmental guidelines for handling
importations of pornographic material.

CONFIDENTIAL
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There has been a misunderstanding of the guidelines in
Victoria in respect of the treatment of single copies of
pornographic material imported by private individuals by
mail. This has been corrected.

CONCLUSIONS

(1) No evidence has come forward of corruption within the
Australian Customs Service in relation to the import of
pornographic material.

(2) There has been no recent incident in Sydney of seized
pornography being returned to the owner, as claimed by
Mr Spanswick. The reference is believed to be to a 1980
occurrence which was investigated by a Task Force.

(3) } There continues to be a need to bring the present law
relating to the import of pornography into conformity

with Government policy and the administration of that
policy.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that:

(1) You write to the Attorney-General stressing the
importance of bringing the law and its administration
into conformity. Mr Mahony's recommendation to you
on this matter is relevant. A suggested letter to the
Attorney-General is attached for your consideration.

(2) No public statement is necessary on the outcome of the
inquiry you directed be undertaken: rather that you draw

on the attached points in response to any questions posed
in the Parliament or by the media.

I would like the opportunity to discuss this matter with
you at your convenience.

Nk,
Uy

See
(M.D. Lightowler) / fs= e,
Deputy Secretary
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The Administrative Directions on procedures of'treatment
of imported pornographic material as set out in C.0. Memo C73/648

of 5.4.77 are oriented to child pronography.

However, this directive must be read in conjunction wi*:
that issued on 15.6.73, which, inter alia, indicated that the detec-
tion of pornography was to be accorded low priority in comparison
with resources deployed to detect other prohibited material. This
is pertinent in £hat additional resources have not been allocated

in an attempt to intercept all importationg of child pornography.

Notwithstanding there is a general awareness, given
current priorities and resources, that where possible the question
of ch{1d pornography is given ihc émphaﬂia requcndtod--i - the-mama- 08,
§.4.77. In particular, where any importations of child pronographv
come to notice they are not released without reference to the A.G.'s

Department.

Insofar as the specific directives contained in the later

memo are concerned there is some deviation, viz :-

(a) Commercial imports of publications by

parties to the undertaking system :

Invoices are screened by Parcels Post

Staff who have for reference an updated
list of prohibitions furnished by‘A.G.'s.

Doubtful material is referred to A.G.'s,

for decision. ' 'The invoices are not réferred
to A.G.'s consistent with historical rejection

of this arrangement by the latter Department.

ConEA el
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(b) Other commercial imports of publications:

At Parcels Post these are carded and
addressees requested to attend for exami-
nation. Doubtful material is similarly

referred to A.G.'s Department.

The remaining instructions contained in memo of 5.4.77 are

being followed.

Reverting to 1973 memo currgnt)practice at Parcels Post
in respect of\iiﬂglggiggm_private importations (other than child
pronography) which are listed as prohibited on A.G.'s list are
being delivered. This practice is contrary to direction s ... indeed

the provisions fo Reg. 4A. The practice will be stopped immediately.

o
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)ficers Association of Australia
(Fourth Division)

FEDERAL COUNCIL

All correspondence should be addrassed

‘to Ganeral Secratary

The Collector of Customs,
New South Wales,
Department of Industry and Commerce,
G.P.0. Box 8,

SYDNEY. 2001,

e by

G.P.0. BOX 4787,
SYDNEY. 2001.

19.5.83.

RECEIVED
70 MAY 1983

JUSTRALILY CUBTOMS
1147144
ADEASTRATIVE manch

" Dear Sir,

I refer to your letter of this day concerning a Channel 10
television programme "Good Morning Australia" aon which I appeared,

You would undoubtedly be aware that "pormography" is allowed ;'
~ into Australia contrary to the Customs Act. i

The particular event in question 1s not of very recent days,
but, it is recent enough to warrant concern and there has been no
change of written policy between that event and the present day.

we understand the old policy which was enforced when the
incident occurred has not been changed since the event. Under these
.circumstances, it 1s apparent that if the same circumstances occurred
on this day, the same result would ensue. '

The Association does not believe that the fault of this policy
lies only with our Department. Government has been aware of the diff-
iculty and could have assisted before this time, ‘ :

However, the Department does not and has not fulfilled it's
obligations to forward all goods in thls class of imports to the respect-
ive authority as is required by the Legislation,

1 feel sure our Department would be happy to support my Assoc-
{ation in a call for a formal external enguiry which could draw home the
ancmoliss between the Legislation and the practice.

There is sufficient information from other sources such as the T
"Costigan Report" which gives rise to the belief that "pornography" is
part of syndicated crime. Current Departmental practice appears to 3
support opportunities for criminals to promote their enterprise and the
social consequences that follow. :

-‘200
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Rather than pursue yat another single instance of wrong doing,
we suggest the proper way to handle this matter is through a fnImal
enquiry mentioned above or in due course, through a National Crime

Commission.

falthfull
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C.C. Minister Assisting
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For Urgent Information

REPORT ON SUGGESTIONS OF CORRUPTION IN THE CUSTOMS ADMINISTRATION
RELATING TO THE IMPORT OF PORNOGRAPHY

You called for a report on suggestions made in an interview
on the Television Ten program ''Good Morning Australia" on
19 May on corruption in the hierarchy of the Customs
administration in the handling of imports of pornography.
Mr Spanswick, General Secretary of the Customs Officers
Association, participated in the interview.

BACKGROUND ON ADMINISTRATION OF PORNOGRAPHY IMPORTS

Regulation 4A of the Customs (Prohibited Imports)
Regulations, put very simply, prohibits the import of
pornography without the approval of the Attorney-General's
Department.

Since 1973, however, the policy of successive Governments
has been based on the principle that it is the basic right
of adults to make their own decisions as to what they wish
to read, hear and see. Customs operational guidelines
reflect this policy.

The guidelines specify controls over commercial shipments
which may be subject to censorship decisions

- only limited attention is directed at private
importations by passengers or through the parcels post.

The Customs Officers Association view is that any
importation which might be subject to Regulation 4A

should be detained and referred to the Attorney-General's
Department for censorship decision. That approach, whilst
consistent with the law, is not in accord with Government
policy.

Since 1973, there has been an expectation that the law
relating to pornography would be changed to reflect the
policy. The carriage of the necessary changes was with
the Attorney-General's Department, which is responsible
for censorship. The Task Force (referred to below)
highlighted the anomalous situation between the law and
the Customs guidelines and discussions were pursued with
the Attorney-General's Department. Late last year the
previous Government agreed to proposals to amend the law,
but the elections intervened.
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The matter is still under discussion with the Attorney-
General's Department.

Mr Mahony, in his report to you recommends that the conflict
between Regulation 4A and the Customs guidelines be resolved
without delay.

SUGGESTIONS OF CORRUPTION

Immediately following the Television Ten interview, the
Collector, New South Wales, wrote to Mr Spanswick asking
that he provide any details he might have regarding the
suggestions of corruption, so that they might be properly
investigated.

Mr Spanswick has responded to the Collector, New South Wales,
(copy attached). That response provides no details of any
corruption.

COMPLAINTS ABOUT ADMINISTRATION OF IMPORTS OF PORNOGRAPHY

Mr Spanswick, on the television and in his letter, asserted
that:

(1) In recent days in Sydney officers seized a substantial
amount of pornography, including child pornography,
which was subsequently returned to the owner;

(2) The Department does not and has not fulfilled its
obligations to forward all pornography to the
Attorney-General's Department for censorship
classification.

So far as (1) is concerned, there has been no such
occurrence in recent times. It is believed Mr Spanswick
was referring to an incident in May 1980, when a quantity
of pornography, including child pornography, was

inadver tently returned to its owner.

This incident was investigated by a Task Force set up by the
then Minister for Business and Consumer Affairs. The Task
Force recommended that the policy relating to the import of
pornography be clarified; certain management practices in
New South Wales be reviewed; and that a Customs officer be
moved to a non-operational area.

The first recommendation was taken up with the Attorney-
General's Department (see above); the management supervision
and operational direction of a particular area in the New
South Wales Collectorate were tightened; but as no misconduct

was proven against the officer involved, the recommended move
was not made.

. As regards (2), all Collectors of Customs with the exception
of Victoria have confirmed that they are operating in
accordance with the departmental guidelines for handling
importations of pornographic material.

CONFIDENTIAL
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DISCUSSION WITH R.G. SPANSWICK OF COA

In the course of a telephone conversation on 19 January,

Mr Spanswick referred to proposed changes to legislation
governing pornography and new departmental guidelines which
his Association is currently examining.

Spanswick said that the Daily Telegraph had contacted him
at 3 pm that day regarding an article on pornography that the
newspaper was proposing to publish in next Sundays edition.

" Spanswick said that the article was ''mot his responsibility"
and that he had been asked by a reporter whether past

- quotes by Spanswick regarding pornography were still
relevant. 1 gather this relates to an alleged lack of
definitive procedures in Customs (in Spanswick's view)
covering the examination, detection and referral of
pornographic material. Spanswick apparently told the

~reporter that '"mothing except the legislation had changed

and therefore his quotes about inadequate procedures were
still valid".

Spanswick went on to say that two container loads of hard \
core pornography had been released in Sydney this week ‘
(owner of one is allegedly Gordon & Gotch) and '"'six more
shiploads are on the way from Rotterdam and San Francisco

to take advantage of the 1 February change to the legislation'.:

I reiterated that Spanswick had been asked formally to

comment on the proposed departmental procedures (by A.S. Barrier
Policy) and that that was a proper forum to air his views.

He said that his views might be different to those of his
members and that responses from his State Branches were

coming in very slowly and would be forwarded in due course -
hopefully before 31 January. :

l

For ‘information. Spanswick said the press might be seeking
Departmental comment.

Assistant Director

s L
2o January 1984 )
o/



m

11
E

at

the problen i

-4t BACKH
s this that some ten vears a

EG

the Custome

G i e e

he workplace were given some administrative direction concerning

pornography materigl and they were directions inter aliz - wee it. tus
don't see it, in other words, just let i£ all pass through. Now

thet of course wee contrary and is €till contrarv ©zv Fehruary

.t the legislsticn and the Custome Officers tesociation for & leng
time nov have been complaining about the implerentatiorn of what was
suggested as the Government Administraztive Cirection giving the

views of the people and that direction was interalie people ought

tc be allowed to see and hear what the: want

m
n

o
)
rt
e
m

-
1]
(.)
"

5
(]
h

m

(&)
pr
)
e
m
m
e

T1

Ly
f—\
"
m

Dw.

r

=
—

[

(N
"

me anc peop

ly

well Qoes vour
s~ I T
ol 4 Lo

long time anc

Deen concerning

adminic

m
o

Ll

P

T -

e

Py

-y

e
"y

o
R

o
TyE
| f =

riencec the pein zac

ore than

nz them Customs officers
cr. ci the people's legislation.
crgegnisetion - association in

T

i

the Marr Report

het

ts

werh place

our

been our

i

m

W

have

childr

i feel sorry

& result of

and a cdirect

rt

what

would si

dentifi

g
id

view

tive arrangements and the

gnificantly
ed in

- +
L .

i

for

cple who have been

1 contend

0

confl

Vo

disgraceiul operation directions to

i

ct

thIps



1.517 Y}

Well we were esked by the administration on about the

“th January to give some comment about the new laws and
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PARLYAMENTARY COMMISSION CF INQUIRY

GPO Fox 5218
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Ph :(02) 232 4922

20 June 1986

Dear Mr Rermedy

I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 17 June and its
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RECEIVEDZ 0 Jjun 1988

. R. KENNEDY
M.A. (OXON)
SOLICITOR
TELEPHONE : 739 1593 l?th June 1986

The Secretary,

Parliamentary Commission of Inquiry,
G.P.0. Box 5218,

Sydney, N.S.W. 2001

Dear Sir,
Re: Mpr Justice Lionel Keith Murphy

I refer to your advertisement in "The Age" newspaper
of the 7th June 1986, and enclose a photocopy of a cutting
from "The Australian'" newspaper of the 7th-8th June 1986.

My view is that in a civilised country a high standard
of behaviour is expected of Jjudges, and it is not enough that
a judge does nothing positively illegal.

Sometime  within, the last year or two there was a widely
reported case of a Family Court Judge in Brisbane who was charged
and acquitted of a criminal offence. I cannot remember the date
and details of the matter but I am sure the members of the
Inquiry will remember it. I do however remember that it was
reported that in the course of his trial, the accused judge
said that it was an accepted convention that judges did not go
into bars. I thought this to be a rather strict view.

I do not consider that attendance at a Film Festival of
the type described in the enclosed newspaper report is proper
behaviour for a judge of a superior court, let alone for one
of the High Court of Australia.

In conclusion I would add that I am not a Roman Catholic
or even a frequent church goer. I merely believe in certain
minimum standards of decent conduct.
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First-nighter: Tt the film festival opening, from Ieﬂ Mrs Murphy, Mr Justice Murphy, Mr
‘I Whitlam and Mrs Whitlam — Picture: NEIL DUNCAN vis

Filth. protesters don’t spoil.
fun for old Cabmet friends

By JAMES MURRI‘!ON

THE former prh_m* minister,
Mr Cough. Whitlam, gnd his
former attorney-general and
Iligh Court judge, M:: Justice
Lionel Murphy, were cheered,
jeered and hissed when they
arrived at the opening of the
Sydney Film Festival last
night.

Nearly 1500 Christians bad
assembled oulside the ma-
jeslic State Theatre to pro-
test against French direclor
Jean-Luc  Godard's  con-
troversial film Je Vous Salue,
Marie, or Ilail Mary.

Mr Whitlam and his wifle,
Margaret, were met by cries
of “shame” as Lhey walked
into the theatre. Mr Whitlam
was hit on the shoulder by
one of a number of cand-
lesticks thrown by protesters.

Five minutes 'later jeers
greeted Mr Justice Murphy
and his wife, Ingrid, when
they arrived by : car, thuugh

Catholics, Lebanese Mnroni—

of the protesters on the fool-
path opposite the theaire. No

tes, Protestanis and Evang
ists — sang hymns and recited
the rosary as they picketed
the opening of the Sydney
Film Festival in the majestic
old State Thealre in Market
Street.

A number of protesters had
to be restrained by [riends as
they lunged at members of
the gay group the Sisters of
Perpetual Indulgence, who
were satirising the demon-
stration, chanting: “The
Queen of Heaven don't pump
xas."

The fjlm portrays the Virgin

ay as a petrol pump
attendant, and according to

the director of the Festival of '

Light, the Reverend Fred
Nile, there “are full frontals,
she swears, there is sex and
Jesus as a baby puts his hand

up her dress™.
He claimed the
and sh

film was
14 hc

the judge also was appl
by a group of film bulfs who
had gathered outside? the
theatre.

The protesters — lm:ludlrmr

banned. )

About 25 police officers and
a handful of demonstrators
with megaphones kept most

one was stopped from enter-
ing the theatre.

‘The protest organisers said
that though the  festival
opened with Australian direc-
tor Bruce Beresford's film
Fringe Dwellers, the vigil had
been held because until yes-
terday afternoon festival offi-
cials had refused to say when
Hail Mary would be shown.

A police spokesman said the
demonstration had  been
peaceful,: despile a “few
isolated incidents™.

The screening of the film
has created a storm of opposi-
tion in Europe and now Aus-
tralia, mainly from religious
groups.

The Film Censorship Board,
which - cleared the [ilm for
screening during the filin fes-
tival' with a commercial clas-
sification, has received 27,000
letters of protest.

The federal Attorney-Gen-
eral, Mr Bowen, on Thursday
said he had no power to
restrict the screening. :
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSION OF INQUIRY

GPO Box 5218
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Ph :(02) 232 4922

Dean R Dowling
Physics Department

Ballarat C.A.E.
Mt Helen,
BATLIARAT 3350

Dear Mr Dowling

I acknowledge receipt of your communication dated
9 June 1986.

Yours sincerely

J F Thomson
Secretary

17 June 1986



Spper 5 Ty it AL
RECEIVED 3 J HN 15Bb

l\a.w s

-
SR g B i
BEAN B, DOWEIMMG

A Dok
‘/&\444 % el %W'%y Z:Z/

wiss  Cohillspi ound
;,e LA Al //u:(//e earty~
b it o e Mgl ey H o

( : c - ¢ o ClryeAd cuv% Ce
%ﬁ Foes ke
L 6’7/1/9! v /0/6/ %it'z/w |

1
/ ( ai Vl/.i»ew-ruﬁvf = o 61/‘%0 a
- ;J/Vté_/a

W% % L ,}/M ces i DoTA é? /’

Jh«cfw&o

Wa‘w«»«

I’S‘b



2. a) Calculate the Centre of Percussion for the inllowing to be
a = IC.ofM.

where
MR

//anq’ gr‘//'a Swi” 7‘11,7

N

DN

N
S
—

)

3

RN
RN
7

S

.

[\
=)

N
~
N

”
s

N \ -
i

\ \ N
\ x\

‘_4;.
N, N
G Y \\
A
|
0.
i
~
~

\‘\\ \.\\\}:.
N Y
T -

Hence show that if we approximate a cricket bat or tennig racket as a uniform
4

rod, the hest p.ece te hit the ball is L = < from waere + ¢ hanags aqri:

w

the bat. 4 R I

h) In the figure showr the momeni of inert:a of the man about the vertical
N 2 ; : . 3 s s

avxis of retation 1¢ 4 kam' . Wnen heolding a 3kg mass in rach band at a distance
6f B0 com fior 1w cenvre he i rotating a1 L3 rec, e 1f e drups hig

/

nanas to co om o frorm the tentre, wnat 1§ nis new revs. ‘sec.

©

&)

\/\,, .

)\ (7 marks

/:\\ -
/ ) cemtd. 3.,
kg




PARLIAMENTARY COMMTISSION OF INQUIRY

GFO Box 5218
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Ph :(02) 232 4922

Dear Mr Rollason

Thank you for your letter of the 7th June 1986 for which I
hereby acknowledge receipt.

Yours sincerely

J F Thomson
Secretary

13 June 1986



RECEIVED 1 2 Jui 1988
ROBERT C. ROLL M.B.. B.S.

7/June/'86

The Secretary,

Parliamentary Commission of Inquiry,
8th. Floor,

ADC House,

99 Elizabeth Street,

Sydney,

New South Wales,

AUSTRALIA 2000

Dear Sir,

re:~ conduct of the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphyae...

There is Occam's (Ockham's) Razor - cne version of which
states:= "Entities must not be multiplied beyond necessity". There
is another version:~ "If the facts in your data are in error or
incomplete; and, if you reason from them, then vour conclusion is
bound to be false".

I think that the track record of the Honourable Lionel
Keith Murphy is like that of a psychiatrist - bad, to say the least.

Yours sincerely,



PARLTAMENTARY COMMISSICON OF INQUIRY

CPO Box 5218
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Ph :(02) 232 4922

Dear Miss Cameron

I am instructed to acknowledge receipt of your letter of 4 June
1986 which had enclosed with it a copy letter dated 4 June 1986
addressed to the Chief Justice of the High Court of Australia.

Yours sincerely

I June 1986
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PARLTAMENTARY COMMISSION OF INQUIRY

GPO Box 5218
SYDNEY NSWw 2001

Ph :(02) 232 4922

Dear Mr Thamson

I write to let you know that your letter of 9 June 1986 and
attachments have been received. I am bringing these papers to
the attention of approporiate persons in the Cammission.

Yours sincerely

J F Thomson
Secretary

A June 1986





