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This submission is in response to various issues that have been raised in Associate Professor Kim Sawyer’s submission to the Inquiry. I thank the Committee’s Secretary for providing me with relevant documents and the Committee for providing me this opportunity to comment. I will focus in what follows on the attachment to Sawyer’s submission to the Committee comprising an opinion given by Ms Rachel Doyle (based on information and opinions given to her by Sawyer) and specific paragraphs in that document which are conjectural and false and reflect adversely on me and my colleagues. 

Paragraph 25

“In addition, Cusack and Handley did not report the offers made to them to Sawyer, Davis or Williams, although they told Brown, for reasons which are not clear.”

The student, Paul Marks, enrolled in the program in 1998, and completed the program in April 1999. I was initially made aware of particular personality traits in Marks, by the various staff who taught him in first semester of 1998. In many classes one or two students will stand out for various reasons and their names may come up amongst staff when discussing issues related to teaching. Such matters were often discussed with me in my role as Academic Director of the program.

Before I had met Marks, several staff had mentioned his name in passing, as a student in class who frequently asked questions. Marks was a person prone to self aggrandising and frequent name dropping, and as the semester progressed my feeling was that staff did not take seriously much of what Marks said. It was in this context that Tony Cusack had made, in passing, various comments about Marks’ behaviour including (at some stage during the year) mentioning comments made by Marks about possible consulting opportunities. The information was offered as a further example of the student’s idiosyncrasy, not something where action was required, and I thought nothing more of it. I certainly did not pass this piece of information on to anyone. Cusack was a colleague of the utmost honesty and integrity – I had no reason to think further of it.

Paragraph 26

“Further, it is possible that as Brown knew of the Cusack and Handley offers during the first half of 1998, she also told Davis of the same at some stage during that year. If so, then it would appear Davis “sat on” the information and did not speak with those staff members or Marks in order to warn them against apparent conflicts of interest. Nor did he refer the matter to the Dean.”

It does not state in the Crommelin report that information about consulting offers was passed on to me in first semester of 1998. I do not recall when I first became aware that Marks had spoken of consulting opportunities with staff. As explained above, I did not think further of the information passed on by Cusack about Marks. I did not discuss any aspects of that conversation with others. There was no reason to consider these matters further. Cusack and Handley are men of integrity and professionals who could be expected to act appropriately if at any stage some action was required. 

Had I been able to foresee the retributive actions and damage caused to reputations because of lack of trust in colleagues by Sawyer, I may have acted differently.

Paragraph 27

“If one infers that Davis knew of the offers to Cusack and Handley during 1998, then the inference may also be drawn that Davis “pretended” to later learn of the offers in December 1998. I note however that while the inference that Davis learned of these matters from Brown during 1998 is one which may be open to be drawn, one ought not assume the information was communicated by Brown to Davis, simply on the basis that Davis is her partner.”

I repeat that the knowledge that I had about Marks’ behaviour was just another piece of information in the profile of the student. I did not communicate this to Davis or anyone else at that time. To infer that Davis knew this piece of information is false and an outrageous slur.

Paragraph 28

“It is clear from the report that only one staff member, Robinson, told Marks directly that it was inappropriate to discuss the consultancies. Only Robinson and Gannon reported the matter to Sawyer, who in turn reported it to his superiors.”

First of all, it is conjectural to state that only Robinson communicated to Marks that it was inappropriate to discuss such matters. Because it is not explicitly stated in the Crommelin report does not imply that other staff members did not convey the same or a similar message to Marks, or behave appropriately in their dealings with the student. It is my impression that Robinson and Gannon did not convey the information to Sawyer as a “formal” report because he was their “superior.” Robinson and Gannon were on close terms with Sawyer and my impression is that mention of these matters arose in the same manner as any discussion I had with Tony Cusack. Robinson subsequently mentioned his conversation with Marks to me in exactly the same type of context as had Cusack– a casual remark in conversation as an illustration of the student’s idiosyncracies, and not as something which warranted action. He certainly did not indicate to me in that conversation, that he had, or intended to, formally report the matter to Sawyer or anyone else, as something that required action.

Handley and Cusack would have had no opportunity for any informal discussion with Sawyer. The personal relationship between them and Sawyer was not one where such an opportunity might have arisen. 

In conclusion, I had no concerns with the integrity of the examination process and the professional behaviour of my colleagues. Perhaps I could have acted differently on the information that was available to me, and thus prevent my colleagues from being subject to the rumor, innuendo, damage to reputation and the witch-hunt that has ensued. That I did not may be seen as naivete on my part. However, if Kim Sawyer, as then Head of the Finance Cluster, had doubts or reservations about any of these matters he had a professional and moral duty to raise these issues with the group for whom he had this responsibility: other academics teaching finance into the Master of Applied Finance program. There was never any open discussion of these matters at an internal level by Kim Sawyer.  

