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25) 1 have set out below the general approach that I took to completing the Comrie Review.
I describe aspects of this approach in more detail from paragraph 29) below:

a) Ibegan by:

1) reading what I understood to be the entire 3838 file on Interpose. I understood
that Ms Gobbo’s management had not been initially recorded on Interpose
(because Interpose did not exist at that time), but T was assured that the full file had

been migrated to Interpose. I describe these assurances below;

ii) locating and considering prior reviews, including the CMRD review, and the
current and superseded policies, guidelines and instructions for the management of

human sources;

iii) locating and considering other reference material related to human source usage

and management;

b) Ihad no prior experience with Interpose before undertaking this review and I received

some training in Interpose to enable me to navigate the system;

c) [OJiieS@stlitinl frfom the Human Source Management Unit (HSMU) was appointed
to be my key go-to person for information for the review, and assisted with arranging
Interpose training for me. also provided the then-current (2012) policy and

process documents relevant to human source management;

d) once I began reviewing the Interpose material, it became evident to me relatively early
on that Interpose was not a complete account of material related to Ms Gobbo’s
management. It was apparent that Interpose did not contain all of the material, or

associated media;

e) because I considered that Interpose did not contain all of the material or media, and
because of some of the concerns that I describe below, I considered there was real
potential for this file to be required for consideration by other forums in the future. As
a result rather than wait for the completion of the Comrie Review, I made requests
early on for the HSMU to commence works to locate the missing material and

reconstruct the file.

26) It was clear to me that there was a range of identifiable concerns within the material I was
reviewing which needed further consideration beyond the process and policy focus of the
Comrie Review, but which I recognised that | was duty bound to report on. This is why

the Comrie Report itself recommended considerable additional investigation work be
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done (in addition to the works which I have described at paragraph 25)e) above) and why
I separately raised issues that went beyond the scope of the Comrie Review in a letter
addressed back to Victoria Police dated 22 June 2012 (see below).

27) Thad also identified significant concerns about the safety of the source, and undertook the
review and constructed the report such that Ms Gobbo could not be identified. Further,
within the Comrie Review I suggested that any additional enquiries give due regard to her

safety as an overarching consideration.

28) AC Pope informed me shortly after I began the review that there was a separate ongoing
review of the SDU. T had no involvement in that review, and I did not know what that
review involved. Around the same time, AC Pope also instructed me not to speak with
members of the Petra Taskforce or Briars Taskforce as part of the Comrie Review. Ido
not believe that AC Pope told me a reason for this, but I believed there would have been

a reason for why this was the case. As indicated earlier, my key contact at HSMU had

been nominated as [QiESRs BRI

Process of the Comrie Review

29) Between February and April 2012, I read the contact reports, source management logs
and allied material that was on the Interpose system. I updated DS Paterson, AC Pope
and Mr McRae about my progress in this regard by separate emails on 15 March 2012.'°
T am reminded by this email that on the same date, I met with Mr John Nolan of the OP]I,

and that I ‘outlined to John the scope for the Comrie review’,

30) I commenced the review in an office of the Legal Services Department at Victoria Police,
however, due to periodic interruptions this accommodation was problematic. To
overcome this I relocated to a dedicated office at the Department of Justice building,

within a small suite of offices where Mr Comrie also had a dedicated office.

31) From my review of the material I have described in paragraph 29) above, | was aware
that most but not all interactions with Ms Gobbo had been audio recorded. The
recordings were not linked to the Interpose file and I ultimately highlighted this as a risk
and a shortcoming within the Comrie Report. While carrying out my review, I made
enquiries to have the audio recordings searched for critical evidence, including an
Acknowledgement of Responsibility (AOR). In the Comrie Report I also identified that

had the audio recordings been linked to interpose then it would have been useful to listen

L VPL.6072.0004.1941 attaching VPL.6072.0004.1943, noting the email sent to AC Pope and Mr
McRae was forwarded to DS Paterson on the same evening.
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scope of this systems and process focused review. It was also beyond the scope of the
review for me to personally interview senior officers about the source to witness transition
issues. If it was necessary to investigate these issues, then given the standing of those
potentially involved, this function may well have been a responsibility for an external

oversight body.

50) It was clear to me that there were important documents missing from the Interpose file
for Ms Gobbo, despite AC Pope assuring me that the entire file had been migrated to
Interpose. I believe AC Pope told me this on the basis of what he had been told by the
HSMU and SDU. For example, a number of contact reports were missing, I could not
locate any AOR on the file and I could not locate an SDU briefing note given to the Petra
Taskforce. As I have detailed, supportive media such as recordings were also not linked

to interpose to enable the cross checking or validating of records.

51) I was conscious of the future potential for consideration of these matters and rather than
address the absence of key material in the final report, I engaged with the HSMU
management so that action could be initiated. I sent an email about these issues and the
HSMU'’s audit processes to the officer in charge of the HSMU, on
10 and 15 May 2012%'. responded to my queries by email on 15 May 2012,
noting that further searches would be done?. T also met with to discuss these
issues on 24 May 2012. informed me that Ms Gobbo’s AOR may have been

verbally delivered during a recorded conversation. I set out our discussion in a file note®.

52) I followed up with an email to on 25 May 2012 to obtain the AOR.
then forwarded my request to Detective Inspector John O’Connor, who was
the officer in charge of the SDU, to locate the AOR in the SDU'’s records®. T ultimately
did not obtain a copy of any hard copy or verbal AOR for Ms Gobbo.

53) I have been shown an email from Officer Peter Evans to Detective Inspector John
O’Connor sent on 19 July 2012. In his email, Officer Evans says he cannot find the AOR
in recordings, but he had spoken to Officer Sandy White about the missing AOR. Officer
Sandy White had said he had presented a written AOR to Ms Gobbo and she had refused

to sign it¥. I do not believe I was ever informed of this when I was undertaking the

2 VPL.0100.0040.0624; VPL.0100.0040.0634.
2 VPL.0100.0040.0923.
#  VPL.0100.0001.0387.
¥ VPL.6023.0007.0384.
% VPL.6078.0008.6903.
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