
 

 

Martin Penney’s motivation and alleged involvement in damaging Ps Leo’s reputation:  

  

Note: Para 2 – A $2.2 million benefit to 

Penney? 

 Para 3 demonstrates a direct conflict with 

the sworn affidavit by Neil Russell Taylor 

stating on 22 April 2010 Penney told him 

SAPOL and the AFP were investigating Ps 

Leo (defendant in this matter where Penney 

is the plaintiff)  



 

 
 

 

Note: Para 6 is in direct conflict with the 

sworn affidavit by Martin Penney on 26 May 

2010 , ref Para 3 of Penney’s affidavit. 



 

 

 
 

Note: Most paragraphs on this page are in direct conflict with Martin 

Penney’s sworn affidavit of 26 May 2010. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Details blacked out in this version of ATO assets worksheet for 

Agape Ministries International and Ps Rocco Leo et al 



 

Note: Details exposed in this version of the same ATO assets worksheet 

for Agape Ministries International and Ps Rocco Leo et al. This 

document was supplied by the ATO to Ps Leo’s lawyer some time 

before the FOI documents were provided. 



 

Note: The above information appears to be the same data as can be found in 

Penney’s second (revised) claim against Ps Leo – refer to next page – an 

extract from said second claim submitted to the District Court of SA. 



 

 

 
  

Note: The above information appears to be the same data as can be found in 

Penney’s second (revised) claim against Ps Leo – refer to next page – an 

extract from said second claim submitted to the District Court of SA. 



 

 
 

 

Note: The above details indicated the plaintiff chase to withdraw his 

claim. It was submitted just after said plaintiff viewed the defendants’ 

discovery documents for this matter at the office of the defendants’ 

lawyer. Amongst these documents was the ATO worksheet obtained by 

the defendants’ lawyers in September 2011. Said worksheet (on 

previous page) revealed the plaintiff’s involvement with SAPOL (SA 

Police) as an informant. Upon viewing this document, Penney 

instructed his lawyer to withdraw his claim. Penney also immediately 

informed the defendants’ lawyer of his change of mind. See below for 

terms and conditions of said claim withdrawal. 



 

 
 

 

Note: Item 3 – settlement – No financial settlement for the plaintiff. 

No order for costs (ie each party to pay their own costs.  

No confidentiality clause 


