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I have 2 items to present.

ITEM 1. Submission of work at 2 Universities without authority of either.

In my first supplementary submission I wrote, among other things, as shown in italics below. 

 “2. Identical theses: A key factor in the candidate’s appeal against dismissal was that the theses to be submitted at Newcastle and at the British University (named by Senator Tierney in 1992 as Loughborough, see (3) in 3. Below) were different.  They were not. I now quote directly from an internal letter at the British University (Friday, 8th March, 1991) between Head of Department and Registrar:

“The title that she proposed in her (initial 1980) application for postgraduate study was “Tourism and its relation to urban processes”.  In a letter to her supervisor, Mr Herrington, on 12th September, 1984, she proposed to change the title to: “A space-time geography of tourism”.

That title was identical to the title of the Newcastle thesis final draft at the time ….

(End of quotation from supplementary submission #1) 

I now wish to present the following as further evidence that the candidate and the University have been loose with the truth:

The following in italics, quotes in full a letter, received on July 10 2001 by fax from UK, written by the student’s former supervisor to the University in response to a request for information through Loughborough University: 

“ I write to confirm that [Ph.D candidate] was on campus at Loughborough University when I was teaching in the Department of Geography. I was her supervisor and I provided her with advice and comment on how to proceed. I do recall that within a few months of her arrival she submitted a thesis that appeared to have been already substantially completed and I indicated to her that this work would not be up to standard for a Ph.D. at Loughborough University.”

Dated 7 July 2001 Sutton Bonnington LE12 5RQ

Problem is, as I have pointed out in Supplementary #1 the [Ph.D candidate] lied to the University of Newcastle (and as we shall see to Loughborough also), and I repeat the citation from her solicitors’ letter to the University:

“It is falsely alleged that our client was working on a thesis for another academic institution whilst enrolled in the Newcastle University for a Ph.D.”

Here is a quotation out of a letter from [Ph.D candidate’s] solicitor’s in UK, Porter, Magnall & Coggins, to the University of Lougborough, 8 December 1987,

“ … We do not deny that there was no formal contract of employment; Miss [Ph.D candidate] is simply interested in a statement to the effect that she had not undertaken any study at Loughborough or pursuant to the proposal for registration.” 

In a few words this translates to: “Miss [Ph.D candidate] is interested to have the University of Loughborough lie, because she is being exposed, it’s all getting a bit hot in Australia at this time, 1987.”

Yet her defence against dismissal was that she was a student, at Loughborough because there was no regulation against double enrollment at Newcastle! There was of course: and the Commonwealth held that authority on the Scholarship and the University also in so far as permission was never granted and finally the blatant lies that the theses were entirely different. Two Ph.D.s concurrently, remarkable and both inadeqautely similar and this was acceptable to Newcastle because threats were being made. Loughborough received the same threats, the Acting Head of the Department was threatened, I was threatened, The Bulletin was threatened: we all invited a trip to court! There was no trip to court. Newcastle however has much more to hide for reasons that lie in the ambit of the Statutory Declaration presented in Submission supplementary #1, but how will we ever come to hear about this?

I think we have all had enough of the deceit in this matter and now we face the University of  Newcastle’s complete unwillingness, through its own bad judgement and poor legal advice, to act properly in the public interest, by requiring its answers, if any, to be in secret.

ITEM 2. Justice Evatt and University Enquiry

In the matter of the University Council Resolution that there be a public hearing I have more disquieting information to present to the Senate as I shall not be allowed to present in person:

A key factor in my first submission #320 was that the University had not carried out its statutory duty to hold a public inquiry. I have now accessed files on this matter, in more detail and quote the following from a letter to my wife:

"  Activity has been underway for some time in an attempt to establish an appropriate enquiry. I hope that it will be possible for the matter to proceed before too long." 

Signed Justice Elizabeth Evatt, AO Chancellor 25 August 1988 

However gracious this appears to be, full of understanding and natural justice, but please read on:

Report in The Australian, 21 March 1990 

"In April 1989 the council rejected a recommendation of the Chancellor, Justice Elizabeth Evatt, to abandon the promised enquiry and handle the matter internally." 

The pain and suffering this caused my wife and family should not be underestimated. Even a Judge-Chancellor can be completely deceptive, sophisticated in the strictest sense of the word. 

I have traced the Council records in my possession as I have many of them from about that time, given to me by a good friend after he left the University. That motion, by the Chancellor (or through her!) to rescind the Resolution of 1988, that there be a public hearing, was only narrowly defeated by one vote, cast by a ‘lawyer’. Interesting indeed.

Furthermore I also have copy of a letter sent by Professor Caro of Melbourne to a former British VC and family friend, who in turn posted it on to my family. It has never been cited before, as that was a promise made. He is now dead, sadly. Professor Caro on the other hand it seems had indeed been asked to carry out the hearing that Justice Evatt would have preferred to just ‘go away’ and internalisze. He declined, he had been too busy, in Darwin at the time. His letter was written on 10th October 1988. A full copy of the letter is held. He did express a, 

“hope Professor Morgan was able to find someone else to do the job!”  

Apparently not! Professor Caro would have been more or less unknown to Professor Morgan a newly arrived Vice Chancellor from UK who was to be decisive enough to dismiss the student before the entrenched Newcastle hierarchy got to work on him (Ref. Statutory Decalration in submission supplementary #1). He (Caro) was however a friend of the immediately former Vice Chancellor, Professor Don George, whose behaviour in this matter must be questioned following the judgement by Sir James Rowland.  Professor Caro wrote, “I have heard a little about the case  [but] only from Don George before he retired. He is an old friend of mine.”

Of course Professor George’s behaviour would have had to be questioned: but not by his friend!

Well, the fight now goes on thanks to this Senate Enquiry and there is once again overseas interest as members of the Senate Committee will be aware. Newcastle has a better chance than most to show it is a place that its members can be proud of: tough decisions will lead to a higher profile than will ever be achieved by Quality Assurance tittle tattle.

Supplementary submission #2 ends.
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