









































31.

During 1992 and into 1993 the Police investigation continued, still focused on finding a
single perpetrator. The trail seemed to have grown cold. They were having no

success identifying a suspect.

Teina confesses

32.

33.

On 18 March 1993, Teina Pora was arrested for failing to appear on outstanding
charges including one of unlawfully taking a motor vehicle. He was interviewed by
Detective Sergeant Mark Williams. In the course of the interview Mr Pora asked
Detective Sergeant Williams if the Police had caught the person responsible for the
Susan Burdett murder. He disclosed that he had some knowledge in relation to the
crime. Detective Williams told him of a $20,000 reward the Police were offering for
information leading to the conviction of the offender. Mr Pora was shown the reward
notice and Detective Williams explained what was meant by the term “indemnity from
prosecution”. He was then formally cautioned and his rights under the Bill of Rights

explained to him. He agreed to be interviewed on video camera.

The interviews took place over three days, 18, 19 and 21 March 1993 and included
retracing the journey Mr Pora said was taken from Super Strike to Ms Burdett’s home.
Detective Inspector Stephen Rutherford was present for the interview on 18 March
and conducted the interviews on 19 and 21 March. On 20 March Teina Pora was
visited by Maurice and Terry MclLaughlin. He made disclosures to them that were
broadly consistent with what he had told the Police. He said he had gone to Susan
Burdett’s house with two Mongrel Mob gang members whom he referred to as Dog
and Hound before identifying them as, respectively, Roy Wong Tung, also known as
Roy Dunn, and Gert Tengboon.> He said Dog and Hound had raped Ms Burdett and

beaten her with a softball bat. He claimed not to have been an active participant.

2 The circumstances in which the two gang members were first identified are not entirely clear. At Mr Pora’s
first trial, Detective Sergeant Williams said Mr Pora confirmed their identity when he put their names to him in
the course of an unrecorded interview on 19 March. He said he put the names to Mr Pora as a result of
information received from Detective Inspector Rutherford. However, Detective Inspector Rutherford was not
asked when and how he obtained the information.
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138.

139,

140.

141.

The references in Mr Pora’s statement to the number of blows struck needs to be put
in context. He had been asked about an earlier statement in which he said he had

seen Gert (Hound) strike two blows. The following exchange then took place:”®

“Q. What do you say about that.. on a previous occasion.
A. She could've been hit two, three, five times.

Q. You know, or are you guessing, the amount of times she was hit?
Aye?
A. | know there was two.

Q. Well why do you say three, four or five? Aye? Mm?
A. Oh man ..

Q. Beg your pardon?

A. Can't... | dunno.”
Earlier Mr Pora talked about Ms Burdett being raped by Dog and Hound.” He said
they had been hiding in the wardrobe of the bedroom and grabbed her after she
emerged from the shower. He said Dog raped her first while Hound punched her and
he [Pora] punched her once. Then, while Hound raped her he said Dog got the softball
bat and “whacked her” “three, five times, four”. At another point he said that Roy

(Dog) hit Ms Burdett with the softball bat while Gert (Hound) was “rooting her” .2

The pathological evidence (of Dr Timothy Koelmeyer) was that five blows were struck

with a heavy implement to the head of Ms Burdett and a sixth to the back of the left

hand.

Ms Burdett’s next door neighbour, Mrs Winifred O’Sullivan, said that 20-25 minutes
after Ms Burdett arrived home she heard two series of thudding sounds. She was
unsure of the number in the first series — “maybe three or four” — “loud, thudding
hoises”. She said one or two minutes later she heard a series of softer thudding

noises.®!

78 Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 21 March 1993 at 107-108.

7 Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 18 March 1993 at 105.

® Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 21 March 1993 at 6.

8 Retrial of Teina Pora, 21 March 2000, Notes of Evidence, Winifred Dorothy O’Sullivan at lines 10-20.
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(b)

190.

191.

()

192.

193.

Wallet

Mr Pora said in his interview that he took a wallet from the house. He said there were
two wallets in a handbag which was “in the open” [bed]room or the sitting room.***
He said he took one that contained cash, ASB credit cards and Super Strike cards. He

said he burned the wallet and the cards.

There is no evidence that a wallet was taken from the address. Ms Burdett’s wallet
was found in a leather handbag hidden in the wardrobe in her bedroom. The credit
card is presumed to have been removed from the wallet. Mr Pora’s claim to have
taken a wallet and cards from a handbag that was “in the open” seems to have been

pure guesswork.
Trophy

The possible theft of a bowling trophy was mooted for the first time in the course of
Mr Pora’s March 1993 interview. Until then there had been nothing to suggest a
trophy may have gone missing. Mr Pora did not mention the theft of the trophy when
he talked at the earlier stage of the interview about taking the camera and wallet. He
did not even mention the trophy display when taken into the spare room of the
house. It came up for the first time on 21 March prompted, it seems, by an off-the-
record conversation Mr Pora had with Detective Sergeant Williams the previous

Friday.105

Mr Pora told the Police that he took (“grabbed”) a trophy from the spare room. “I
thought it was gold” he said. He then carried it with “the camera and the rings” back
to the car where, he said, he waited for the others for about 10 minutes.'® Mr Pora
said the trophy was on the “drawer”.’® When asked what he did with it he said “Don’t
know”, before indicating he left it that night “down at Roy’s” . Later, when questioned

further in the presence of his Aunt and Uncle, Mr Pora again said he “grabbed” the

102 Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 18 March 1993 at 69.
1% Job Sheet of Detective Sergeant Mark Williams 23 March 1993 at p6.
106 Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 21 March 1993 at 6.
19 Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 21 March 1993 at 8.
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trophy from “off the drawer”.'® He said there were trophies on the drawer and

“around in the room”. When asked to explain whereabouts in the room they were he
said he couldn’t remember. He was also unable to say where the drawers were.

When asked he said “somewhere in the room”.

194. There are some puzzling features of Mr Pora’s account of the theft of the trophy. The
scene examination showed two shelves of ten pin bowling trophies in the spare room
which Detective Sergeant Grimstone described as “obviously a trophy display area for
the occupant of the address”. There was a chest of drawers in the room on the top of
which were placed three ornamental piggy banks, a crystal vase arrangement and a
broken china ornament of a horse which Detective Sergeant Grimstone opined had
obviously been broken elsewhere and placed on top of the chest for repair in the

future.

195. It seems odd that in a house in which everything appears to have had its place and
which by common consent was kept in a tidy and orderly manner, there should have
been a single trophy placed separately from the others. It also seems odd that Mr
Pora should have been unable to say where or how the main display of trophies was

kept.

196. There are also concerning aspects to the way in which the topic arose. The trophy was
mentioned “on the record” when Mr Pora was interviewed by Detective Inspector
Rutherford on 21 March in the presence of his Aunt and Uncle. By this time Mr Pora
had accompanied Detective Inspector Rutherford to the house (on 18 March 1993).
He was taken into the spare room and pointedly asked by Detective Rutherford while
gesturing towards the shelves whether there “was anything in this room that was, ah

on display at all?” to which Mr Pora replied:*®

“Didn’t get to really look up that wall.”

He was then asked “well what did you do in this room?” to which he replied:

1% Transcript of Interview with Teina Anthony Pora, 21 March 1993 at 102.

1% Transcript of Video Footage from Superstrike to Victim’s Home by Detective Inspector Rutherford and
Detective Sergeant Williams accompanied by Teina Pora, 18 March 1993 at 12.
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given to her by Teina. This was not mentioned by Terry MclLaughlin when she spoke
to the Police in April 1992. But she remembered it when giving evidence at the retrial
in March 2000.""” She said Teina left jewellery at her house about one week after she
learnt of the Police investigation. She said he told her he had stolen it. There was a
matching set of earrings and a necklace. In evidence Terry Mclaughlin described the

earrings as “long feather things” and were “like a woody colour, brownish colour”.

222. What emerges is that the decision of the Police to focus on a pair of leaf earrings was
prompted by a passage in a statement by Paula Pora which she later retracted as
largely fabricated. This included the portion referring to the leaf earrings. One of the
few parts which she maintained to be accurate was that Aunty Terry had shown her
earrings and a purse given to her by Teina soon after the murder. If Terry
McLaughlin’s evidence is to be believed on this issue, those earrings were neither blue

nor leaf shaped.

223. This part of the Crown case has its genesis in the mischievous attempts of family
members to incriminate Teina Pora in 1992. It achieved its final expression in the
evidence of another family member, Martha Mclaughlin given only after she
“reminded” Detective Sergeant Williams of her ability to recall the appearance of the
earrings worn by her cousin eight years hence. | regard that evidence as of no more

worth than the discredited statement of Paula made in 1992.
Conclusion

224. The evidence relied on by the Crown as corroborating key elements of the confession
has failed to survive critical examination. There is no credible evidence to show that
Mr Pora was at Super Strike on the night of the murder. The evidence that he washed
a bloodied rugby league jersey in the days following the murder has been exposed as
fundamentally flawed. The finding of the baseball bat seems likely to have been pure

coincidence and to be, as initially concluded by the Police, a complete red herring. All

7 Notes of evidence at 166.
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