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In the time since this matter was raised by the QPS, I had developed a sense that Ms
Allen was not prioritising this data analysis, despite my repeated enquiries and the
QPS’s continued efforts to request a new report. When I did make additional efforts to
apply pressure on Ms Allen to progress this data analysis, I was met with a degree of
terseness and repeated reasoning of this being a complex data analysis process that

would take considerable time and effort to produce.

On 3 March 2022, Ms Allen sent an email to Inspector Neville with the subject line
‘RE: Testing thresholds’. Ms Allen advised she anticipated the Supplementary Report
dealing with concerns regarding the Testing Thresholds would be provided to the QPS
in approximately 2 weeks. [ was copied into this correspondence (see Exhibit LK-
122). Inspector Neville responded to Ms Allen’s email and raised concerns that she

may be misinterpreting the data in the 2018 Options Paper (see Exhibit LK-123).

On 15 March 2022, and as I still had no draft document, I sent an email to Professor
MecNeil, Ms Dawn Schofield (an Executive Director within the Office of the Director-
General) and A/Chief Legal Counsel, Ms Megan Fairweather, with the subject line
‘RE: Independent Review of the Forensié and Scientific Forensic DNA Analysis Unit’.
The email advised them of Inspector Neville’s concerns, raised since December 2021,
regarding Testing Thresholds. I also advised in this email that a quote had been sought
from the IT vendor to extract the relevant data to reassess the agreed Testing
Thresholds. This was the first time I became concerned to the point of needing to
escalate the Testing Thresholds matter as [ was becoming increasingly concerned about
the delay, having formerly believed Ms Allen would address the issue in an appropriate

and timely manner (see Exhibit LK-124).

On 17 March 2022, T attended a meeting with the QPS. I recall Ms Allen advising the
QPS that there had been slow progress regarding the Supplementary Report, however,

it would be available in approximately one week’s time (see Exhibit LK-125).

On 5 April 2022, T had not received the Supplementary Report, but mentioned to
Superintendent Bruce McNab of QPS that I had received legal advice to hold the
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Supplementary Report until the findings of the External Review were known. This was
accepted by Superintendent McNab. | acknowledge now that the holding of the
Supplementary Report was not a result of formal legal advice. This was my
misunderstanding, and was based upon a conversation with a QH legal representative

rather than a formal legal instruction.

At this time, I was confident that the External Review was imminent, so the urgency for
the Supplementary Report subsided. I thought however that the Supplementary Report
was still being progressed by Ms Allen and her team.

On 2 June 2022 (after the meeting with the A/DG and Minister), I requested and
received an email from Ms Allen, attaching the draft Supplementary Report (see
Exhibit LK-126). The draft Supplementary Report was sent to the A/DG and Minister,
with the accompanying email confirming the following statistics (as advised by Ms

Allen):

2018 options paper : 1.86% were suitable to be uploaded to the National Criminal
Investigation DNA database

2022 review paper: 5.3% °  * (but note smaller number assessed)’

On 3 June 2022:

(a) at 6:24am, I sent an email to Ms Allen requesting a status update in relation to the

final version of the Supplementary Report;

(b) at 8:33am, I received an email from Ms Allen advising the Supplementary

Report, following re-review, could be shared with the QPS the following week;

(¢) at 1:27pm, I sent an email to Ms Allen requesting the final version of the
Supplementary Report be provided by close of business; on Tuesday, 7 June 2022
as it appeared to me that Ms Allen was being evasive, and I was conscious
significant time had lapsed since the Testing Thresholds concerns were first
raised by the QPS some 6 months prior (see Exhibit LK-127).
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111. The QPS’s submission was prejudicial to the Forensic DNA Analysis Unit and there

was adverse media exposure as a result.

112. On 2 June 2022, I was asked to attend a meeting with the Honourable Minister for
Health, Ms Yvette D’Ath and A/Director-General, Mr Shaun Drummond, at 1:00pm

that day. I had very limited time to prepare for this meeting.

113. At the meeting, Minister D'Ath asked questions relating to the QPS’s Submission.

Minister D’ Ath’s questions, and my responses, were to the following effect:

(a) when I became aware of the QPS’s submission in response to the WSJT

Discussion Paper. | became aware of it on 1 June 2022;

(b)  how the data presented by the QPS in the report was derived. Based upon advice
from Ms Allen, I said that this was not known to me, and in a previous meeting
with the QPS, it was suggested that as the cases were known sexual assaults,

perhaps there had been some 'cherry picking' of cases;

(¢) is the data in the submission by the QPS accurate? I said that I cannot confirm
this as we do not know yet how the data was derived, and we would need to

collaborate with the QPS to determine this; and

(d) the status of any follow up about thresholds. I said that I understood a follow up
report was in draft and that I had been told the findings identified a slightly higher
National Criminal Investigation DNA Database upload rate compared with the
1.86% in the 2018 Options Paper. Mr Drummond and Minister D 'Ath then
requested that after the meeting, I send them a copy of the draft report, data about

reworks and a timeline of events.

114. Inthe meeting with Minister D’Ath and Mr Drummond on 2 June 2022, 1 recall stating:
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