
21 March 2018 

Documents for proactive release relating to the Inquiry report into allegations of 
unauthorised or unjustified expenditure, and related matters, at the Waikato District 
Health Board 
In the interests of transparency the State Services Commission is releasing the following 
record of the internal administrative documents the State Services Commission (SSC) holds 
directly relating to its inquiry into allegations of unauthorised and unjustified expenditure, 
other than evidence given or submissions made to the inquiry; and documents withheld in 
full in accordance with the good reasons under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA), 
being: 

• section 9(2)(a), to protect the privacy of natural persons, including that of deceased 
natural persons; 

• section 9(2)(ba), to protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence 
or which any person has been or could be compelled to provide under the authority 
of any enactment, where the making available of the information— 

(i) would be likely to prejudice the supply of similar information, or information from 
the same source, and it is in the public interest that such information should 
continue to be supplied; or 

(ii) would be likely otherwise to damage the public interest; 

• section 9(2)(h), to maintain legal professional privilege; 

Those documents have been withheld in full under one or more of the above grounds. Trivial 
information and information not directly in scope has also been withheld.  

Information has also been withheld within the released documents in accordance with the 
good reasons under the OIA.  Where information has been withheld, the reasons are 
indicated alongside the withholding with a reference to the relevant section in the OIA.  

Where withholding has occurred, the public interest in releasing the information has been 
considered, but has been outweighed by the reasons for the withholding.  

Select relevant evidence to the inquiry have been released separately as an Appendix to 
the Final Report of the inquiry.  
 
As set out at paragraph 58 of the report, Mr Murray’s legal representative requested that a 
letter setting out Dr Murray’s position be included with the report.  The material contained 
in that letter has been appropriately addressed by Mr Ombler during the process.  
 

In accordance with SSC’s commitments to open and transparent government and in 
compliance with the Privacy Act 1993, the statement received has been included alongside 
the report and supporting material and can be read with it.  In order to provide the full 
context, a letter to Dr Murray’s legal representative in response has also been included. 
 
 



 

 

 
 

 

 

19 January 2018 

 

 

Jane Meares 

Barrister 

Wellington 

 

By email only:   

 

 

Dear Jane 

 

Re: Dr Nigel Murray – Investigation by Mr Ombler QSO 

 

Summary of Dr Murray’s Position 

Dr Murray was scheduled to meet with and be interviewed by Mr Ombler today at 9.00 

am.  We spoke to you by telephone yesterday and told you he would not be attending 

and the purpose of this letter is to tell you why. 

 

We have written to you on a number of occasions explaining why we considered the 

investigation to be unfair to our client and seriously flawed.  Your responses have not 

allayed our concerns or fairly resolved them. 

 

As you know we were awaiting the return from overseas of a senior criminal barrister, Mr 

Robert Lithgow QC.  We met with him yesterday and discussed in detail our concerns.  

Following that meeting, a decision was taken that Dr Murray would not meet with Mr 

Ombler today.  The cumulative effect of the concerns that we have already raised with 

you in detail, the meeting with Mr Lithgow QC, and the receipt of three further topics for 

Dr Murray to prepare to respond to questions on, together with receipt of documents 

that Mr Ombler must have had for some time, all contribute to that decision. 

 

Introduction and Background 

We write further to your recent email of 5.03 pm on Wednesday 17 January 2018.  In 

that email you advised that Mr Ombler would like to “discuss” three further issues at the 

meeting with Dr Murray scheduled for 9am on Friday 19 January 2018.  You also 

attached four travel request forms which no doubt were to form part of today’s 

“discussion”. 

 

Mr Ombler was appointed by the State Services Commissioner (SSC) on 10 November 

2017 to conduct an investigation, requested by the Minister of Health, into matters 

relating to Dr Murray and the Waitako District Health Board.  At that time, Terms of 

Reference for the investigation were provided.  However, by letter dated 22 December 

2017 Mr Ombler formally advised that those terms of reference had been “clarified” by 

letter dated 20 December 2017. 
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For our part, it is difficult to understand the precise meaning of that clarification, but 

when it is read together with Terms of Reference (a)-(e) there is little doubt that Dr 

Murray is the principal focus of Mr Ombler’s investigation. 

 

SFO Investigation 

We have previously written to you on a number of occasions setting out our serious 

concerns that Dr Murray is expected to be interviewed by Mr Ombler when there is an 

on-going preliminary investigation by the SFO.  We have not been provided with a copy 

of the letter of complaint from the ex-Labour MP Sue Moroney but we are certain that 

the SFO’s preliminary investigation will cover precisely the same issues as Mr Ombler’s 

investigation.  We have emphasised the potential prejudice to Dr Murray should he be 

interviewed by Mr Ombler prior to the outcome of the SFO’s preliminary investigation 

being known and any proceedings being resolved.   Mr Ombler has rejected our concerns 

and considers that he must proceed with the interview, presumably given the 

requirement to report by 31 January 2018. 

 

We have made several inquiries of the SFO and the current advice is that it will not be in 

a position to advise Dr Murray of any decision even of the most preliminary kind until at 

least February 2018.   

 

Even if the SFO were to decide to take no further action, that would not necessarily be 

the end of the matter as Waikato DHB member Dave MacPherson has indicated through 

the media that he would consider making a formal complaint about Dr Murray to the 

police. 

 

Non-disclosure of information 

As you will be aware, from the outset we have raised and continue to raise serious 

concerns about Mr Ombler’s decision not to provide Dr Murray with copies of the 

information and documents that he has obtained in the course of his investigation and 

which are relevant to the terms of reference in so far as they relate to Dr Murray.  We 

simply do not understand why Mr Ombler has chosen to deny Dr Murray access to this 

information. 

 

It would seem that Mr Ombler has now softened his position and as per your email of 21 

December 2017, some documents were provided together with links to others.  

However, these documents were primarily DHB policies etc.  Disclosure has at best been 

token.  Overwhelmingly documents have not been provided. 

 

And then of course you provided four further documents late Wednesday afternoon. 

 

We have made a formal complaint to the Privacy Commissioner about Mr Ombler’s 

failure to provide the documents held by him relating to Dr Murray.  This complaint was 

made on 22 December 2017 and it was marked as urgent.  By letter dated 9 January 

2018 the Privacy Commissioner has advised that the complaint has been received and 

that a response could be expected within four weeks but sooner if possible. 

 

We are not aware of any similar investigation where the dominant subject of that 

investigation is denied access to all information relevant to him.  We believe that the 

Privacy Commissioner will uphold Dr Murray’s complaint and direct Mr Ombler to provide 

Dr Murray with copies of all relevant information. 

 

To date Mr Ombler has only provided generalised topics for discussion.  We do not 

consider that these are a fair or reasonable substitute for the witness statements and 

documents obtained by Mr Ombler but which he is refusing to provide. 
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Details of other interviews withheld 

As part of Mr Ombler’s non-disclosure, all information as to who has been interviewed in 

the course of the investigation to date, and details of what they have said, have been 

withheld from Dr Murray.  To this date he has no idea who Mr Ombler has interviewed 

and what information has been obtained in the course of those interviews that relates to 

Dr Murray.  Our repeated requests that this information be provided have been declined. 

 

It is trite to say that the identity of the person making the statement can be just as 

important as what that person says.  Denying Dr Murray that information is unfair and 

effectively denies him the opportunity to challenge or counter what that person says. 

 

 Draft Report 

We understand that Mr Ombler has received a copy of draft report.  We 

have previously expressed the view that that report was part of an employment dispute 

and settlement process and is a confidential document which should not have been 

received by Mr Ombler. 

 

By way of context,  draft report was to be destroyed as part of a settlement 

agreement signed by the mediator and the DHB which can be enforced by a compliance 

order in the Courts.  A perusal of the savage penalties enacted by Parliament makes it 

clear just how important it is to comply with this law:  section 140(6) Employment 

Relations Act 2000. In providing and receiving a draft report in these circumstances 

those involved are knowingly participating in a breach of obligations under the 

Employment Relations Act. 

 

Further, we fail to see how a draft report from a third party, could assist Mr Ombler in 

his investigation.  That draft report was considering employment issues and is not 

relevant to the Terms of Reference under which Mr Ombler is required to act.  It is no 

more than a tentative view at best expressed by a third party in an employment context 

and in our view Mr Ombler is quite wrong to receive that draft report, let alone consider 

or rely on it in any way. 

 

However, all the indications are that Mr Ombler has received and will rely on the draft 

report in his investigation.  In that event we seek urgent confirmation that Mr Ombler 

will not further publish that report or include any reference to it or her draft findings in 

his report. 

 

Robert Lithgow QC 

As we have advised, Dr Murray yesterday met with respected senior criminal Barrister 

Robert Lithgow QC (following his return from overseas).  Mr Lithgow QC has been 

engaged because of our serious concerns about the prejudice to Dr Murray should he be 

interviewed prior to the above issues being resolved.  The legal advice that has been 

provided to Dr Murray is that he would be at very significant legal risk should he be 

interviewed without first knowing the outcome of the SFO investigation and being 

provided with all relevant information and documentation received by Mr Ombler in the 

course of his investigation.  This characteristic, of significant non-disclosure, creates an 

appearance of a process of ambush rather than the orderly investigation of CEO/State 

Sector expense allocations and reconciliation in the event of dispute.   

 

It is our advice to Dr Murray that the processes of the SSC investigation are not fair and 

are, in our view, not lawful.  Dr Murray has accepted that advice, and for that reason 

believes that participating in this investigation at this stage will place him in an unknown 

jeopardy. 

 

No reason for urgency 

As above, Mr Ombler is working to an exceptionally tight time frame particularly given 

the Christmas/New Year holiday period.  Following the interview scheduled for today, 

and any subsequent interviews with Dr Murray or others, Mr Ombler is then going to 
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provide interested parties with extracts of the draft report relevant to that party, with an 

opportunity for that party to comment.  This process must be concluded in time for Mr 

Ombler to finalise and submit his final report by Wednesday 31 January 2018. 

 

We do not understand what the urgency is, at least in so far as Dr Murray is concerned.  

As no doubt Mr Ombler’s investigation has revealed, Dr Murray has repaid a total of 

$54,831.98 to the DHB (without admission of liability).  There remains in dispute the 

sum of $20,493.85 and Dr Murray has paid this amount into this firm's Trust Account.  

The settlement reached with the DHB provides a mechanism where issues as to this 

disputed amount can be resolved. 

 

 

Where to from here? 

We wish to emphasise that Dr Murray absolutely denies any criminal wrong doing, but 

until the SFO has completed its processes, Dr Murray simply cannot be expected to 

participate in Mr Ombler’s investigation. 

 

For these reasons, we confirm our advice to you that Dr Murray will not be attending the 

interview with Mr Ombler.  The writer and Mr McClelland QC are happy to meet with Mr 

Ombler to discuss any issues arising out of this development, but this will be in the 

absence of Dr Murray.  We note your advice that Mr Ombler will only be available up to 

noon today.  We would be happy to meet next week if that were convenient to  

Mr Ombler. 

 

We do not know what impact this will have on Mr Ombler’s investigation and that is a 

matter he will no doubt consider carefully.  If any report is finalised then we require that 

the reasons for Dr Murray’s decision not to attend be set out in detail and form part of 

that final report. 

 

We should also add that our instructions are to make an urgent complaint to the 

Ombudsman about the various shortcomings in Mr Ombler’s investigation processes as 

we have previously identified.  We will provide you with a copy of that complaint once it 

is finalised, hopefully next week. 

 

We wish to confirm that once the outstanding issues referred to above have been 

resolved, Dr Murray would most certainly wish to be interviewed by Mr Ombler.  Dr 

Murray has been the subject of a most unfair and scurrilous media campaign which has 

included his 97 year old father being door stopped by a reporter on at least two 

occasions.  This has caused significant distress.  Much of what has been reported has 

been false or inaccurate, but because of the various investigations, Dr Murray has not 

been in a position to respond. 

 

It is Dr Murray’s position that the allegations about him (which form the basis of the 

Terms of Reference) are without foundation and he would welcome the opportunity to 

respond to these by way of an interview with Mr Ombler when the issues of unfairness 

have been resolved and the time is right. 

 

Conclusion 

No doubt there is pressure from media and Government for a hasty investigation and 

result.  Dr Murray believes that the pressures we refer to are playing a dominant role in 

this investigation and that his rights are being trammelled. He has a deep sense of 

injustice which is reinforced by the legal advice he has been given.    

 

Our concern is with Dr Murray’s vulnerable position.  We cannot over-emphasise the 

importance to him of a fair hearing within the various investigations underway but first 

and foremost is the need for fair treatment within the criminal investigation without it 

being tainted by other inquiries. 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  



5 

Bearing in mind the tight timeframe, if it is Mr Ombler’s intention to proceed with some 

kind of report without Dr Murray’s attendance, we seek that he include this letter in the 

body of any such report to the State Services Commissioner and in any subsequent 

publication of the report or extracts from it. 

Yours sincerely 

Cullen – The Employment Law Firm 

Peter Cullen 

Partner 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

L1, Solnet House, 70 The Terrace   www.cliftonchambers.co.nz 
PO Box 10731, Wellington 6143  
New Zealand 

By email 
29 January 2018 

Peter Cullen  

Cullen Law 

Wellington 

Dear Peter  

Dr Nigel Murray – investigation by Mr Ombler QSO 

1. Thank you for your letter of 19 January outlining the reasons for Dr Murray’s decision to 

withdraw from the interview with Mr Ombler scheduled for 19 January (as advised to us on 18 

January). 

2. I am disappointed that the extensive information that SSC, Mr Ombler, and I have given you has 

not addressed or resolved your concerns. As well as permitting you to be involved at the draft 

terms of reference stage, this has included my email of 27 November, our telephone 

conversation of 1 December, my letters of 8, 14 and 20 December my email of 21 December and 

attachments, Mr Ombler’s letter of 22 December and my email of 17 January and attachments. 

3. As we have repeatedly said, we are very conscious of the need to follow fair process and for the 

rights of all parties (including Dr Murray) to be respected in this process. I again reiterate that I 

consider that we are entitled to set our own process for this inquiry1 provided we follow the 

principles of natural justice, which we are committed to do.  

4. Acknowledging that he is a central part of the inquiry (although not the sole focus, as referred to 

below), it is relevant to point out that Dr Murray has had more information and more assistance 

from us than others who are involved in this inquiry.  

5. As previously advised by email, in an endeavour to address your concerns we have taken the 

time to prepare a comprehensive response to the points raised, which is set out below. 

Process  

6. The matters raised in your letter have, as noted above, been the subject of repeated 

correspondence between us since early December 2017.  Mr Ombler’s position on the issues you 

have raised remains largely unchanged, but I have endeavoured to reiterate that position, in full, 

below, acknowledging the potential change in process which is required as your client cannot be 

interviewed within a reasonable timeframe. 

7. As advised to you by email of 25 January, one aspect of that change in process is that Mr Ombler 

anticipates the reporting date (referred to in the Terms of Reference of 10 November 2017 as 

expected to be “by 31st January 2018 or such date as may be agreed”) is likely to be delayed for 

at least two weeks. 

                                                           
1  Jellicoe v Haselden (1902) 22 NZLR 343, 351 (SC) Stout CJ: “The Commissioners … are not bound to examine witnesses on 

oath, they need not sit in public, and they are the sole judges of what procedures they adopt.” 
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8. You have said that our processes are not fair and not lawful. As you would undoubtedly expect, 

we do not agree. I have carefully outlined the process to be followed and provided information 

to you in the correspondence referred to above.  

Terms of reference 

9. You state, in the paragraphs of your letter under “Introduction and Background” that the 

combination of the three issues referred to in my email of 17 January, the documents attached 

to that email2 and the clarification of the Terms of Reference have led you to conclude that 

“there is little doubt that Dr Murray is the principal focus of Mr Ombler’s investigation”.  

10. While Dr Murray’s conduct was the catalyst for the present inquiry, Mr Ombler does not consider 

Dr Murray to be the sole focus. Rather, the Terms of Reference raise important matters of public 

interest concerning the integrity of the public sector and the administration of the New Zealand 

health system. 

11. Indeed, the second paragraph of the State Services Commission’s letter to Mr Ombler of 10 

November 2017 clearly states that: 

Any unresolved matters relating to allegations of financial breaches by senior state 

leaders can have a damaging effect on public confidence in the public sector. It is critical 

that transparency in and accountability for enquiring into and appropriately resolving 

such matters is maintained. 

12. It is within this context that Mr Ombler is undertaking his investigation. We nonetheless 

acknowledge that Dr Murray’s conduct, which is clearly referred to in paragraphs a) and b) of the 

Terms of Reference, will be a focus of it. 

13. The “clarification” to the Terms of Reference of 20 December 2017 is just that – a clarification of 

the Terms of Reference to require Mr Ombler to review and consider, in the context of Dr 

Murray’s recruitment and appointment, whether appropriate standards of integrity and conduct 

and related practices have been maintained by the District Health Board. 

SFO Investigation 

14. We do not have a copy of the letter of complaint from the ex-Labour MP Sue Moroney referred 

to in your letter so we are unable to comment on that aspect of your letter. However, as noted 

above, Mr Ombler considers that this investigation is wider than Dr Murray alone. Rather, Dr 

Murray’s alleged conduct is the catalyst for this inquiry.  

15. As I understand the purpose of the SFO, it is to investigate and prosecute serious or complex 

financial crime. This is quite a different focus from the current inquiry. Accordingly, I find it hard 

to see how the SFO’s investigation will cover “precisely the same issues” as Mr Ombler’s 

investigation. 

16. An inquiry such as Mr Ombler’s does not have the ability to determine the criminal liability of any 

person. 

Non-Disclosure of Information 

17. You say Mr Ombler has decided “not to provide Dr Murray with copies of the information and 

documents that he has obtained in the course of his investigation and which are relevant to the 

Terms of Reference in so far as they relate to Dr Murray”. That is not an accurate description of 

the process adopted by the present inquiry. 

                                                           
2 As to which see further at paragraph 20 below. 
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18. Mr Ombler has decided to conduct the inquiry by considering documentary evidence, 

undertaking confidential witness interviews, and preparing draft findings for comment by 

affected persons. As a part of the opportunity to comment on draft findings, affected persons 

will be provided with the evidence on which adverse findings are based. Dr Murray was advised 

of this process in my letter dated 8 December 2017.3  

19. Your letter also suggested (in the third paragraph) that we had sent you “three further topics” on 

17 January for Dr Murray to respond to.  For the record, those topics were: 

• “the trips referred to in the four attached travel request forms; 

• Dr Murray’s booking of a trip for  in May 2017; and 

• the Langham hotel booking from 30 July 2016 for 22 days.” 

20. As to the four travel request forms we provided to you on 17 January, these are already public 

and were obtained by us from the Waikato DHB expense disclosure information, which is still on 

their website.  A link to that information was provided to you along with other documentation by 

email on 21 December. It is therefore inaccurate of you to suggest that we have withheld them 

from you. 

21. As to the other two topics, these were specifically referred to in the third paragraph of the 

questions attached to my letter of 20 December, under the heading “matters of alleged 

unauthorised and unjustified expenditure”.   

22. Dr Murray had therefore been aware of these documents, and these questions, for almost a 

month before the proposed interview.  It is inappropriate for you to suggest that that was a 

reasonable ground for him changing his mind about being interviewed. 

23. The documents provided to you under cover of my email of 21 December included, as you rightly 

point out, DHB policies etc. As was made clear in the general areas for questioning attached to 

my letter to you of 20 December 2017, Mr Ombler wished to discuss them with Dr Murray. We 

endeavoured to ensure that Dr Murray had, or had access to, relevant documentation which we 

wish to discuss. 

24. Prompted by your concerns, however, we are undertaking a review of the documents we hold 

and which we might rely on, which were not either attached to, or linked from that email. Aside 

from the contents of confidential witness statements and the  report, both of which 

are referred to below, our preliminary view is that these are not extensive (possibly only two or 

three). If such documents do exist, we will send them to you.  

25. More importantly, however, this is an administrative inquiry.  These are not civil nor criminal 

proceedings.  Provision of all documents considered by the inquiry to Dr Murray ahead of an 

interview is not necessary to meet the requirements of natural justice.  The process adopted by 

Mr Ombler is consistent with the principles of natural justice: persons against whom adverse 

findings may be made will have notice of those findings and an opportunity to adduce evidence 

that might dissuade the inquirer from making those findings.4  

26. In a recent decision, the Court of Appeal determined the subject of an investigation was not 

entitled to access all material considered by a decision-maker. Full access was not necessary to 

meet the principles of natural justice: “what is required is that the appellant be told of the 

                                                           
3 At para 17. 

4 Re Erebus Royal Commission, Air New Zealand v Mahon [1983] NZLR 662 (PC) at 671. 
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evidence against him so that he can respond, not so that he can second guess the investigation.”5 

In the present inquiry Dr Murray has already been assured he will know the case and evidence 

against him and be given an opportunity to respond.  

Witness interviews 

27. Your requests for information about the identities of witnesses and the contents of witness 

interviews have indeed been declined.  Mr Ombler maintains that conducting confidential 

interviews is a rational and legally permissible interview technique for conducting inquiries. In 

my letter of 8 December 2017 I set out the basis for that view by reference to legal authority and 

a recent report of the Ombudsman concerning a State Sector Act inquiry.6  

28. As noted above, Dr Murray will be given the opportunity to know the case against him. 

Report 

29. You are correct that we have received a copy of draft report. 

30. You say this draft report was to be destroyed as part of a settlement agreement signed by the 

mediator and the DHB which can be enforced by a compliance order in the courts.  As I explained 

in my letter dated 8 December, your belief that there has been a breach of obligations by the 

DHB does not bear on admissibility of the draft report before the inquiry.  Your subsequent 

correspondence has not advanced a basis for your position that the draft report is not 

admissible.  As for your most recent point, I understand there is no compliance order.  

31. I can, however, indicate that Mr Ombler does not at this stage anticipate relying on or publishing 

the draft report in any form, although the existence of “an independent inquiry into alleged 

financial breaches” is already referred to in the Terms of Reference.  It is possible that the fact 

the independent inquiry was undertaken, albeit not finished, may be referred to in Mr Ombler’s 

report. 

Urgency  

32. You question the need for urgency in this matter. As noted above, Mr Ombler now considers it 

unlikely that the 31 January reporting deadline can be met. Dr Murray’s late change of mind 

about being interviewed has contributed to this delay. 

33. You mentioned in your letter that Dr Murray has paid $54,831.98 to the DHB on a denial of 

liability basis, and a further $20,493.85 is held in your trust account ahead of dispute with the 

DHB being resolved. Mr Ombler does not consider the existence of these payments to be 

relevant to whether the inquiry has been conducted with undue urgency. This inquiry is not 

concerned with determining Dr Murray’s rights or obligations at law. Rather the Terms of 

Reference direct Mr Ombler to consider, among other things, the circumstances and processes 

relating to unauthorised or unjustified expenditure by Dr Murray or any related person.  

34. You suggest in your letter of 19 January that there is no doubt “pressure from media and 

government for a hasty investigation”. That is not the case.  

35. Nor has the inquiry has been hasty. Terms of Reference were set and Mr Ombler appointed on 

10 November 2017 to report by 31 January 2018, allowing nearly three months for investigation 

and reporting. That timeframe was realistic and proper in view of the complexity and breadth of 

                                                           
5 A v Attorney-General [2013] NZCA 289, [2013] 3 NZLR 630 at [65]. 

6 At para 11. Serco New Zealand Ltd v Chief Inspector of Corrections [2016] NZHC 1859, [2016] NZAR 1280 at [81], citing Re Pergamon Press Ltd [1970] 3 WLR 

792 (CA) at 798. See also Ron Paterson Investigation into SSC conduct of MFAT leaks inquiry (June 2016) at [143]. 
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the inquiry. As indicated in my letter of 20 December 2017, various persons have an interest in or 

are affected by the inquiry and have legitimate expectations that it be promptly completed.   

Next steps  

36. You have indicated Dr Murray will not voluntarily meet with Mr Ombler for an interview and 

have emphasised your view as to the risk of prejudice to potential criminal proceedings involving 

Dr Murray. 

37. We have carefully considered those concerns, and in light of the above, and the assumption that 

Dr Murray would exercise his right to silence were we to summons him for an interview, have 

decided against summonsing Dr Murray.  

38. Mr Ombler has instead decided to work toward completion of the inquiry without interviewing 

Dr Murray. In addition, although I mentioned in my email of 25 January that we were considering 

whether to provide Dr Murray with a written set of questions for his response, we have decided 

against this, bearing in mind the process we have followed for other involved persons.  

39. The procedure to be adopted for finalisation of the inquiry is as follows, and consistent with 

indications in paragraph 17 of my letter of 8 December 2017 and Mr Ombler’s letter of 22 

December 2017: 

(a) relevant parts of the draft report which contain findings that directly concern Dr Murray 

will, in due course, be provided to Dr Murray along with material on which such findings 

are based (except to the extent disclosure would breach witness confidentiality, in which 

case summaries of the evidence will be provided);  

(b) Dr Murray will be given five days to comment, make submissions, and adduce any 

further evidence in relation to those extracts from the draft report; and 

(c) Mr Ombler will consider any response from Dr Murray to those draft extracts, revise his 

report as appropriate, and will proceed to finalise the report and deliver it to the State 

Services Commissioner.  

40. Whether and how the report is to be published is a matter for the State Services Commissioner 

and not this inquiry.  

 

Yours sincerely 

  

Jane Meares  

Barrister   
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