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[Introduction]

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION
The Transit Report showed that Schapelle Corby’s boogie-board bag was the only
bag not screened at Sydney airport. It proved that both the government and the
Australian Federal Police were well aware of this fact. The following letter, from
Justice & Customs Minister Christopher Ellison, illustrates this:

It further proved that when Schapelle Corby’s lawyers asked them about it, this vital
primary evidence was withheld. Indeed, Schapelle Corby and her family were totally
unaware of it until The Transit Report was published, in September 2011.
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It also showed that screening was mandatory for 100% of baggage on flights to
Indonesia, that criminal airport staff were smuggling drugs in the same baggage area
when Schapelle Corby’s baggage passed through, that her bags were 5kg overweight
on the Qantas system but that no charge had been levied, and that the AFP and
others produced a range of demonstrably false stories to explain missing CCTV
footage from three airport terminals.
This supplementary report, however, examines the role of those organizations with
responsibility for the carriage of Schapelle Corby’s baggage, and their reaction to the
discovery that only the boogie-board bag had not been screened.

1.2 BAGGAGE HANDLING PROCESS AT SYDNEY AIRPORT
The process at the Sydney airports was for Qantas to unload the luggage from the
domestic flight, and take it to the SACL area at the international terminal for
screening.
On release from SACL, Qantas handling staff would then take the luggage to the
baggage holding area for the outgoing flight to Bali.
The following diagram illustrates the handling of Schapelle Corby’s baggage from
Brisbane through to Bali.

The following sections cover those parties with responsibility for at least one aspect
of carriage, or management of the baggage, from its arrival at the Sydney domestic
terminal.
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2. AUSTRALIAN CUSTOMS SERVICE
The Australian Customs Service held prime responsibility, on behalf of the
government and nation, to prevent cross border transfer of illegal items, including
drugs and explosives.
However, the documentation demonstrates that, from the outset of the Schapelle
Corby case, their prime objective was to distance themselves from any responsibility,
and effectively, remove themselves from involvement.
The following email was received by Customs just five days after Schapelle Corby’s
arrest:
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[Australian Customs Service]

This asked very clear and pertinent questions about the bag screening process, an
issue which might be considered to be of fundamental importance to a customs
department. But, immediately, Customs sought to deflect the matter to other parties:
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[Australian Customs Service]

The following letter was sent to Schapelle Corby’s lawyer in reply:

On the vital issue of screening, Mr Chapman unhelpfully directed the lawyer to
“other agencies”.
The next contribution from Customs was equally evasive of responsibility:
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[Australian Customs Service]
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[Australian Customs Service]

Subsequently, whilst again abrogating any responsibility for themselves, they
described the screening process as follows:
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[Australian Customs Service]

The Australian Customs Service offered no further help, or substantive information,
to Schapelle Corby or her lawyers.
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3. DOTARS
The Department of Transport & Regional Services (DOTARS) provided a clear overall
picture of the process:
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[DOTARS]

This confirmed that:


All bags destined for Indonesia were mandated to be screened "100% CBS was
being applied to passenger flights to Indonesia")



The boogie-board bag would have been manually screened ("Oversized bags...
are checked through a supplementary CBS machine")



The system was patently open to abuse and corruption (eg: "potential for
opportunities to be created", "a potential inconsistency in the system", "area
of potential weakness", "potential for system failure").

The recipients of this, AFP Commissioner Keelty and Justice & Customs Minister
Ellison, already knew that Schapelle Corby's boogie-board bag, and only that bag,
was not screened, or even present on the SACL system at all. As did SACL itself.
This was the final substantive contribution by the Department of Transport &
Regional Services.

Expendable.TV

Page 3 - 2

[Qantas]

4. Qantas Airways Ltd
The first formal contribution by Qantas was dated 1st December 2004. Question 5 is
the first manifestation of their position on the baggage screening issue. This was,
essentially, to pass responsibility to Sydney Airport Corporation Ltd (SACL):

By directing Schapelle Corby’s lawyer to SACL “to seek further information in
relation to the screening of such baggage” Qantas clearly implied delivery to that
organization of Schapelle Corby’s bags, including the boogie-board bag.
There is no indication whatsoever that the bag might not have been provided, by
Qantas staff, to SACL for screening.
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[Qantas]

NOTE: Schapelle Corby checked in normally, without fuss or surcharge. However,
when the Qantas records were subsequently examined, they showed the baggage to
be 5kg overweight on the system. Hence, either she had inexplicably not been
charged (approx $175) in excess baggage, or the weight had been added after check
in, perhaps to take account of the addition of 4.2kg of marijuana.
As Qantas will have been well aware of their own weight thresholds, they must have
been aware of this anomaly. However, when asked directly about the weight of the
bags, they only provided details of the overall weight:

Again, Schapelle Corby and her family were totally unaware of this until The Transit
Report was published, in September 2011.
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5. Sydney Airport Corporation Ltd
On being pressed by Schapelle Corby’s lawyer for information on baggage screening,
Justice & Customs Minister Ellison wrote to SACL on 27th June as follows:
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[SACL]

Whilst the terminology could not be considered to be encouraging of a positive
response, it did initiate an evidential dialogue.
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SACL’s formal position was documented in a response dated 5th July 2005:
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Clearly, informing Schapelle Corby’s lawyer that SACL had no screening data for the
boogie-board bag, is significantly different to informing him that it was absent for
ONLY the boogie-board bag.
This point was not lost on the recipient of this email, Justice & Customs Minister
Ellison, as he referred to it in a subsequent letter to AFP Commissioner Keelty (see
The Transit Report for further details).
Also, Moore-Wilton repeatedly distances SACL from the core issue. He states that
“none of our staff had direct contact with Ms Corby’s luggage”, and he emphasises
the role of Qantas by stating that, “Baggage handling operations is the
responsibility of the relevant airline”, and that, “Qantas in this instance was the
only entity that could confirm the baggage tag number….”
It is thus not unreasonable to state that the impression created, was that the baggage
omission resulted from the non-presentation of the boogie-board bag by Qantas.
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The core information, that Schapelle Corby’s boogie-board bag was the only one for
which screening data was not present on the SACL system, was discussed between
Ellison and Keelty, on 6th July 2005:
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[SACL]

It is clear that at this point, SACL, Qantas, DOTARS, Ellison and Keelty, were all well
aware of the situation. Ellison and Keelty were demonstrably aware of its significance
to Schapelle Corby.
However, as detailed in The Transit Report, Ellison withheld the information, when
directly confronted by Schapelle Corby’s lawyer.
Just two days later, he referred to the baggage collectively: “none of their staff had
contact with Ms Corby or her baggage during her transfer”, and made no reference
whatsoever to the central discovery:
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Five days later, Ellison again failed to convey the central information, and referred
the lawyer to other organisations:
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Subsequently, the following response was prepared for Parliament, in case he was
challenged on the non-screening of the boogie-board bag:

It is clear that yet again, there was no intention to confirm the critical information:
that the boogie-board bag was the only one not screening.
As of September 2011, neither Schapelle Corby nor her family have ever been made
aware that the boogie-board bag was the only one not screened in Sydney.
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6. Findings & Conclusions
The self interest agenda documented in the previous sections speaks for itself. All
parties sought to pass blame and responsibility to others for the serious screening
failures, and thus, the undoubted corruption and criminality behind it at Sydney
airport.
Schapelle Corby’s interests were simply dismissed, as party after party abrogated
responsibility.
Politically, there was also a significant degree of orchestration. The following, for
example, illustrates how the government sought to “consolidate” responses from
even private commercial entities:

The most pivotal role, however, was that of Justice & Customs Minister Ellison.
He was in regular correspondence with Schapelle Corby’s lawyer, and even when
asked directly about baggage screening, he failed to disclose the vital information
that only the boogie-board bag wasn’t screened. As a lawyer, he must have been well
aware of its significance.
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He also failed to disclose this information to Parliament or, directly to Schapelle
Corby’s family when they approached the government.
Ellison’s role in the overall case is documented throughout The Expendable Project.
However, even without the benefit of this information, Schapelle Corby’s Indonesian
lawyer was frustrated enough to call upon the Australian Prime Minister to set up a
commission into his conduct:
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The role of the Australia Federal Police is also worthy of additional note. AFP
Commissioner Keelty was aware of all the pertinent facts, along with other critical
information, such as the contents of the Kessing Reports. He too failed to disclose
this to Schapelle Corby or her family.
Further information on this, and other aspects pertaining to the events at Sydney
Airport on 8th October 2004, are documented in The Transit Report:
http://www.expendable.tv/2011/09/transit-report.html
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