
 	
Page 1 

To: The Chairperson CTTT <Sydney@cttt.nsw.gov.au> 

Subject: Application for reconsideration of the 2-nd Application for Rehearing or refund of 
Application Fees of $38 x 2 = $76  

 

Dear Sir 

It is not correct that (quoting Mr Westgarth from his “Notice of Denial of 2-nd Application for 
Rehearing” dated 11/09/13): 

 “…s 68(9A) of the CTTT Act provides that … further application may be made but only if the 
Chairperson is satisfied that significant new evidence has arisen since the application was 
refused and that evidence suggests a substantial injustice has occurred. …  

The applicant asserts new evidence arises in the form of having recently became aware that 
Statutory declarations tendered at the hearing were withdrawn by the respondent.  This is a 
mischaracterisation.  The applicant was represented at the hearing and to the extent that any 
evidence was tendered and withdrawn, the applicant would have been aware of it, or should 
have been aware.  Accordingly there is in fact no evidence of the kind required by s 68(9A).” 

 

The Applicant never wrote and therefore never asserted that ‘Mary Anne 
Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams’ completely withdrew her perjured testimony in 
the Hearing.    

The Applicant clearly wrote that she did so in her latest post-Hearing 
Submission dated 05/08/2013 to which the Applicant did not have access until 
his File Viewing Session dated 19/08/2013.   

 

New Evidence: 
This means that if Mr Westgarth cared to read and/or interpret the Owner’s Application 
correctly, he would conclude that there in fact is new crucial evidence which was provided in 
form of new post-Hearing Submission dated 05/08/2013 to which the Applicant’s Access was 
restricted by the Tribunal (by the CTTT’s own procedure) until his File Viewing Session dated 
19/08/2013, which means that the Applicant “could not possibly have been aware of it”.   

The Applicant also “could not be aware of it” because, as the Applicant already wrote, the 
Tribunal’s Audio Record does not reflect the following fraudulent claim (quoting):   

“The applicant [Occupant] explained that this affidavit evidence had been tendered to address 
that [jurisdiction] question.  When the Tribunal member clarified that jurisdiction had been 
determined, the applicant indicated to the tribunal that evidence would not be relied upon, and 
sought to withdraw the tender which was granted.” 

Not only an across the board withdrawal of tender was never sought, it was 
also never granted!!! 

Consequently, the only and ongoing “mischaracterisation”, “intentional misrepresentation”, 
“data, fact and evidence “massaging into new and misleading context””, or more precisely a 
“corrupt and dishonest abuse of legal process for furtherance of fraud”, or “blind revenue 
raising by public authority at the expense of justice” [Ref:  Chairperson's Media Release: 
“More than one million CTTT orders”] in this case is occurring solely on the side of the 
CTTT employing biased members and chairpersons who, considering available evidence (with 
all due respect), appear to be either analphabetic and incompetent or corrupt.   

 



 	
Page 2 

Because the Occupant (Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams) now alleges that she 
withdrew her perjured Statutory Declarations and that the Tribunal granted their withdrawal – 
which is not reflected in any of the Tribunal’s Audio Hearing Records or any of the Tribunal’s 
Decisions, this then means that the Tribunal’s Jurisdictional Decision is based purely on Mary 
Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers William’s fraud without any evidence, while simultaneously being in 
serious contradiction with literally all relevant evidence already in the Tribunal’s possession.   

This is a profound Miscarriage of Justice intentionally perpetrated by the Tribunal in its aim to 
fraudulently assist its protégé perjurer Mary Spiers Williams.   

As it is not my obligation to sponsor incompetence or corruption I am fully entitled to the 
refund.  

Either kindly reconsider my Application for Rehearing of refund the Application Fees of $ 38 x 
2 = $76 in full.   

Please advise accordingly.   

A copy of this Application for Refund will be sent for publishing to:  http://cogitareaude.wordpress.com 

 
Yours sincerely 
The Respondent 

The Consequence of the New Evidence is still the same: 


