From: Leonique Swart
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Article in The Australian dated 20 September 2025
Date: Monday, 29 September 2025 4:33:21 PM

i

In that case | don’t think you should send the correction — it would suggest it is from
the Department and | don’t want the Department to make it.

Thanks very much

Leonique Swart

Acting Chief Executive Officer
Attorney-General’s Department (AGD)
t. 0889357436

e. leonigue.swart@nt.gov.au

rrom:

Sent: Monday, 29 September 2025 4:01 PM

To: Leonique Swart <Leonique.Swart@nt.gov.au>; ||| | G

Cc:
Subject: RE: Article in The Australian dated 20 September 2025

Thanks for the response Leonique. | know Liam Mendes quite well and | am happy
to call him up and have an off-the-record chat with him.

When you say you have no comments if the Court wishes to respond, | am a bit
unclear. If | respond as a “court spokesperson” then is it a response from the
Court, or from the department?

| realise comments from the judiciary do not need approval, but in this case the
matter is going to appeal, so no judge will likely put their name to any statement.

Regards,

From: Leonique Swart </ eonigue.Swart@nt.go >
Sent: Monday, 29 September 2025 3:37 PM
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: Article in The Australian dated 20 September 2025

Hil




This is tricky. It might be worth a phone call rather than an email ?—- might have
advice on how to approach it

If it were the Department responding | would ask for it to be revised to a couple of dot
points and attach the sentencing remarks to make it ‘flat and factual’

| have no comments if the Court wishes to respond as per the below- it really is a
matter for the court

regards

Leonique Swart

Acting Chief Executive Officer
Attorney-General’s Department (AGD)
t. 0889357436

e. leonique.swart@nt.gov.au

rrom:

Sent: Monday, 29 September 2025 1:50 PM

To: Leonique Swart <Leonique.Swart@nt.gov.au>; ||| | GG

Subject: FW: Article in The Australian dated 20 September 2025

Hi Leonique-,
While | was on leave last week Chief Justice Grant wrote to me (see below) asking
that | contact Paige Taylor and Liam Mendes from The Australian to correct them

on inaccuracies in a story they wrote (Jake Danby, relative of NT Attorney-General

Marie-Clare Boothby, avoids jail for fatal hit-and-run while Aboriginal man jailed | The

Australian).

| was going to follow this up but thought | should run this by you prior to sending them
anything out. | think the criticisms of the Chief Justice are quite fair. The journalists
say two men committed the same crime, but received very different sentences. The
inference being that the person who is hon-Indigenous was given a much lighter
sentence that an Aboriginal man.

In fact their crimes were not the same at all. The story is grossly wrong and gives a
terrible impression of the judiciary that is quite unfair.

My suggested response will draw heavily on what the Chief Justice told me and read
as follows:

Dear Paige and Liam,
Your recent article about Jake Danby published online on September 19 has



been brought to my attention.

You have written "Outrage is growing over the Northern Territory
government’s ‘tough on crime’ agenda after a non-Indigenous driver was
spared jail for a fatal hit and run, a month after an Aboriginal driver with a
similarly clean record was sentenced to 18 months in prison for the same
crime."

That statement is both incorrect and misleading. They were not sentenced in
relation to the same crime.

You identify that other sentence as the matter of Rioli from August this year.
Rioli was charged with and convicted of both driving dangerously causing
the death of the victim and failing to stop the vehicle at the scene of the
incident. Danby was charged with and convicted of only the offence of
failing to stop the vehicle at the scene of the incident. He did not bear
criminal liability for the more serious offence of causing the death of the
deceased, and did not stand to be sentenced for that.

You have access to the Sentencing Remarks for both matters. As you are no
doubt aware, that distinction is apparent from the Sentencing Remarks in
Rioli. The offender in that matter was sentenced to imprisonment for three
years for dangerous driving causing the death of the victim. He was
sentenced to imprisonment for one year for failing to stop at the scene, with
six months of that to be served cumulatively. The total sentence of
imprisonment for three years and six months was suspended after the
offender has served 18 months.

The principles which apply to sentencing for driving dangerously causing
death are outlined by the Court of Criminal Appeal in the matter of The King
v Hunt [2024) NTCCA 9. Coincidentally, that matter involved a Caucasian
offender and an Aboriginal victim. A copy is attached.

Regards,

From: Michael Grant <Michael.Grant@nt.gov.au>
Sent: Monday, 22 September 2025 10:50 AM

To: I
o

Subject: Article in The Australian dated 20 September 2025

Can you please send an email to these journalists in the following terms.

In your article in The Australian dated 20 September 2025 you state:



"Outrage is growing over the Northern Territory government’s “tough on crime”
agenda after a non-Indigenous driver was spared jail for a fatal hit and run, a month
after an Aboriginal driver with a similarly clean record was sentenced to 18 monthsin
prison for the same crime."

That statement is both incorrect and misleading, and | invite you to correct it.

You identify that other sentence as the matter of Rioli from August this year. Rioli
was charged with and convicted of both driving dangerously causing the death of
the victim and failing to stop the vehicle at the scene of the incident. Danby was
charged with and convicted of only the offence of failing to stop the vehicle at the
scene of the incident. He did not bear criminal liability for the more serious offence
of causing the death of the deceased, and did not stand to be sentenced for that.

You have access to the Sentencing Remarks for both matters. As you are no
doubt aware, that distinction is apparent from the Sentencing Remarks in Rioli.
The offender in that matter was sentenced to imprisonment for three years for
dangerous driving causing the death of the victim. He was sentenced to
imprisonment for one year for failing to stop at the scene, with six months of that to
be served cumulatively. The total sentence of imprisonment for three years and six
months was suspended after the offender has served 18 months.

If you are interested in informing yourself further, the principles which apply to
sentencing for driving dangerously causing death are outlined by the Court of
Criminal Appeal in the matter of The King v Hunt [2024) NTCCA 9. Coincidentally,
that matter involved a Caucasian offender and an Aboriginal victim. A copy is
attached

Regards, et cetera et cetera





