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Complaint against serious fraud & perjury based Professional 
Misconduct intentionally committed during proceedings by a lawyer 
Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams (in her malicious case) 
which led to miscarriage of justice, great losses, defamation, as well 
as disrepute of the legal profession and the legal system.   
This complaint also includes: 

 an application for referral of the investigation to the Law Society of NSW and/or to the 
Minister for Justice, and     

 an application for an award of compensation to be paid by Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane 
Spiers Williams to the complainant for the damages and other loses unfairly, 
unethically and maliciously inflicted by her in the amount of the permissible maximum 
of $25,000. The complainant has no means of obtaining compensation through normal 
litigation process (e.g. an action for negligence) as there was no solicitor/client relationship 
between the offender and the complainant. 

 an application for immediate suspension of the Lawyer’s practising certificate  
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 Tribunal Transcripts or Audio Recordings of the Hearings (readily available from the 
Tribunal) 

 Parties’ Submissions & evidence sent to the Tribunal 

Please do not hesitate to contact the Complainant for more information or evidence. 

 

Identification of Parties: 

Complainant: the Respondent as well as Cross-Applicant in CTTT  
 PI Suppressed 

Offender: Corrupt Criminal Lawyer Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams (the Malicious, 
Frivolous & Vexatious Applicant in CTTT) 

 

Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams – the Criminal Lawyer and the Applicant in her own 
malicious CTTT case – engaged in criminal fraud by:  

1.) misleading the Owner of a luxury beach holiday apartment that she intended to lease his 
apartment for a holiday purpose, and by engaging in zealous negotiations of that contract, and 
by co-authoring that contract, and by 

2.) committing multiple acts of perjury by repeatedly lying to the Tribunal that the Owner of the 
luxury holiday unit (the Respondent in her fraudulent CTTT case) misled her and gave her 
different contract to the one she negotiated and agreed on earlier, and by  

3.) repeatedly admitting (also on oath in 2 of her Statutory Declarations) to be engaging in 
corruption with the Tribunal by receiving substantive legal advice directly from the Tribunal, and 
by 

4.) engaging in highly vexatious litigation conduct – by amending her claims and withdrawing her 
misleading Statutory Declarations on each occasion the opposing party attempted to challenge 
their perjured content, and by  

5.) constant intimidation of a party in the proceeding (i.e. the Owner = the Respondent)  

6.) by abusing the Tribunal legal process for an ulterior and overriding purpose to ‘teach the 
Respondent a lesson’, ‘to harm him’, ‘to defame him’ and ‘to cause him a maximum damage’, 
which is professionally improper. 

This resulted in an abuse of the legal process for furtherance of fraud, disrepute of the Tribunal and 
the legal profession, and Miscarriage of Justice, in addition to the huge financial and other loses 
caused to the Respondent.  

Her conduct has clear elements of premeditation, actus reus and criminality.    

 

Specific Breaches of the inherent Duty to the Court:  
This duty is owed to the community & to the society as a whole. It is based on high ethical standard 
and professional duty to uphold the law.  This duty has been breached intentionally and repeatedly 
during the proceedings by Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams by her acts of dishonesty, 
disrespect for the law and the legal process, perjury, intimidation of a party to the proceedings (during 
proceedings) – that all with utter disregard for the integrity for the legal system and the consequences 
of her conduct on justice.   

 

Evidence: Disrespect, Fraud, Perjury & Intimidation 
                                                                                                                                                               
 with direct link:   http://cogitareaude.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/msws-19-12-12-threatening-mediation-attempt-

without-offer.pdf 
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She delivered a completely irrelevant, misleading, perjured, disrespectful, vexatious and completely 
unnecessary evidence - for example the video/(mostly audio) to the Tribunal in breach of the 
Tribunal’s process by being disrespectful and out of her due date (i.e. out of time – by being delivered 
in response to the Respondent’s evidence (which is not permitted)).   

This video/(mostly audio) of Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams defecating for the record in 
the Open Court is now published on https://cogitareaude.wordpress.com/corruption-in-tribunals/, 
and represents Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers William’s opinion about the case as does her email 
dated 19/12/12 – by her own admission (kindly refer to the relevant quote in the document which 
was filed with the Tribunal on 09/09/2013 and which is also published on internet under:  “Internal 
Re-Hearing – WordPress Copy” on the web page:  https://cogitareaude.wordpress.com/corruption-in-
tribunals/, with the specific link to the document in the footnote 5 (quoting the Applicant):  “It is my 
opinion about this case”. 6 

Despite the Applicant issued an email dated 19/12/12 (i.e. during proceedings – which is also 
published on https://cogitareaude.wordpress.com/corruption-in-tribunals/, with specific link to the 
document in the footnote 7),  in which she admits that she as a skilled lawyer pushed the Respondent 
and the Holiday Contract “to the limit” and negotiated it so zealously as “not allowing the 
Respondent to let the apartment to someone else” – she claimed later (22/02/13) in the Tribunal 
Hearing however that the Respondent mislead her and engaged in unconscionable conduct by giving 
her to sign a Contract different from the oral one she originally negotiated and agreed on.   

She raised this alleged deception with the Tribunal for the 1-st time after 8 months of reliance on the 
Holiday Contract, and only after it became clear that the Respondent will hold her liable for her 
Contractual Breaches and damages occasioned to the Holiday Luxury Apartment.   

In this context, the published WordPress article analyses, with reliance on recent case law, why the 
Applicant never had a valid CTTT case and why the CTTT never had jurisdiction. 

She also claimed in the Hearing that at the time of signing the Contract she, being a skilled criminal 
lawyer, felt that she was being defrauded, that she was scared that she will be “ripped off”, and that 
she was signing what she believed to be an “Illegal Contract”.  But in her Closing Submission filed 
06/03/13 she stated the following (quoting): 

 “There may be other reasons to account for this, however this would involve implying 
impropriety or malicious intent of which there is not conclusive proof”, 8 

But to the Respondent she stated the following before the contract negotiations even started (quoting): 

“Please be as relaxed as possible - . . . I’ll have a look to make sure we’re covered”, 9  and  “I’d 
assumed that the 3 month contract ... did not apply to us.  ...  Please do not be worried as we 
will be able to have an agreement!”, 10  

And before the Hearing 22/02/2013 she sent the following to the Respondent on 19/12/12 (quoting): 

“… I just felt: I really don’t want you to be harmed.  Quite suddenly I didn’t feel like 
“teaching you a lesson” any more.  … I asked myself: what do I really gain by pushing this 
hearing to the limit?  I win, …, with you left facing a prosecution process, fines, a criminal 
history and future income loss.  It seems very bitter that the “winning” is really only that you 
lose a lot, and it seems completely disproportionate to the scale of the dispute. …  

Even though I’m planning to remove applications for you to be prosecuted, these offences are 
corollaries of the findings that the Tribunal will make - Tribunal members refer matters for 

                                                 
5 http://cogitareaude.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/internal-re-hearing-wordpress-copy.pdf  
6 In Applicant’s Table of Objection to Respondent’s Evidence, on page 9 under Attachment 34  
7 http://cogitareaude.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/msws-19-12-12-threatening-mediation-attempt-without-offer.pdf  
8 Applicant’s Closing Submission, filed 06/03/13, on page 5. 
9 Applicant’s Annexed Evidence in her CTTT Application filed 17/08/12 - Folio 19 par. 2 
10 Applicant’s Annexed Evidence in her CTTT Application filed 17/08/12 - Folio 21 par. 1 & 3 
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prosecution of their own motion.  If you add these up its likely to cost you thousands more 
dollars, than just returning my bond, e.g.  To make the situation worse, your names and the 
property address will also be published.  The Tribunal would find no reason to withhold the 
details, but would find that it’s in the public interest to release that information.  It’s the same 
thinking that the Tenant’s Union and advice service have; they’ve both really encouraged me 
to take this to hearing  … 

The problem is, though, that even if the Tribunal were to agree with you, it won’t help you.  A 
barrister I worked with once described it like this: we’re both in the same boat and one person 
is chucking rocks in the other end of the boat – at the end of the day the one at the rock end 
sinks – but so does the one chucking the rocks… 

I realise that you are very angry at me, and blame me in part at least for agreeing to the 
contract. … I know now that I should never have agreed to the contract and should have just 
walked away when we weren’t going to get what we needed, which was regular long term 
lease.  …  I wish everything could be undone …, and just left you to let the apartment to 
people who really did only want to use the apartment for a holiday for a couple of months. 
…”,11 

She swore on oath that the Owner misled her and gave her to sign a different contract to the one 
which she agreed on earlier, or that alternatively, she believed she was signing a different contract.   
She also stated on oath that she called Police because she was scared for her life consequent to the 
irrational and harassing conduct of the Respondent during her occupancy.  Naturally she did not 
provide any evidence to support any of her false accusations and later had to withdraw her Statutory 
Declarations on challenge (in order to escape consequences for Perjury) quoting: 

“I'm abandoning it … I've just said those matters are all withdrawn”, and “the reason I have 
that material there is because of some uncertainty that the jurisdiction issue is somehow going 
to be reopened because – yeahh – so most of the stuff in the affidavit can be stricken out”, 12   

Later however implied that all of her Statutory Declarations were withdrawn completely (quoting the 
Applicant): 

“The applicant sought clarification at the hearing about the issues to be ventilated on the 
second day's hearing as the applicant was not sure if the question of jurisdiction could be 
reopened in this way.  The applicant explained that this affidavit evidence had been tendered to 
address that question.  When the Tribunal member clarified that jurisdiction had been 
determined, the applicant indicated to the tribunal hat that evidence would not be relied upon, 
and sought to withdraw the tender which was granted.” 13 

There were 3 Statutory Declarations of which 2 were the same in content and none were cross-
examined or tested despite the Respondent repeatedly appealed to the Tribunal to do so.   

The Applicant by this conduct engaged in highly vexatious litigation in order to firstly fraudulently get 
jurisdiction in the Tenancy Division of the Tribunal without having necessary evidence and case – 
and secondly to evade the consequences for Perjury. 

She needed to lie – as that was the only avenue to get Jurisdiction in the Tenancy Division of the 
Tribunal (because the Holiday Contracts are excluded from the coverage of the Residential Tenancies 
Act 2010 (NSW) under s.8(1)(h)). 

Applicant’s admission of her Corrupt Engagement with the Tribunal confirmed through 
Member’s Bias 

                                                 
11 Respondent’s Attachment 34 [Folio 236 - par 05]  Occupant’s email to the Owner dated Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 1:15 

PM 
12  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
13 Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams, CTTT 1-st S68 Rehearing Response Submission, filed 05/08/2013, pg 4. 
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Despite the lawyer Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams expressly admitted to the Tribunal that 
she did not have any evidence to support any of her claims the Tribunal took her side, and awarded 
itself subjectively with jurisdiction which was excluded by the operation of s.8(1)(h) of the RTA 2010 
(NSW). 

The Tribunal’s Member Simon also intimidated, multiply misled and derailed the Respondent by 
which she denied his right to effectively speak, to be heard and to effectively present his case.  This 
abuse was so severe that it resulted in the Respondent’s wife collapse in the proceedings dated 
22/02/2013 to which incident 1-st aid officers had to be called.   

Member Simon practically advocated for and represented the Applicant and argued her case on her 
behalf.  Member was heavily biased, inappropriately ran an adversarial litigation in a Court–like–
mode, the Respondent was practically arguing against biased and corrupt Tribunal which represented 
the Applicant.  

Member Simon also conducted the proceedings under impermissible condition of secrecy as to the 
correct issues before the Tribunal and also in regard to the parties Closing Submissions which she 
directed should only be sent to her - clearly breaching the transparency requirement of the open 
court.   

It is noted that according to the ‘Code of Conduct for Members of the CTTT’ (page 2) it is Tribunal’s 
duty to “ensure proceedings are conducted in a manner which is transparent and seen to be fair”. 

Despite the Member observed herself that the contract was a private and non-standard one prepared 
by both parties together (kindly refer to the relevant quote in the Report published on www), and also 
that it now appears that the lawyer Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams ignored and/or misled 
the Respondent during contract negotiation or is misleading the Tribunal now, the Tribunal still found 
for the lying lawyer.  Quoting Member Simon from Hearing 22/02/13: 

‘So – you're progressing on Residential Tenancies Act – they are progressing on their 
Contract’, and 

‘but you do ultimately sign this Contract’, ‘and did this happen on 3rd of January?’, and  

‘but you ultimately signed an agreement that is for three months’, and 

‘So this is not in the standard agreement.  This is stuff that you guys put together’, and 

‘They are all relating to “you knew you were signing this contract – you know exactly what you 
were getting yourself into” I understand that that's what you are trying to get at.  The questions 
I want to ask are only those pertaining to jurisdiction.’  

Despite her own observations the Member still accepted the Applicant’s lie that there was some 
sort of Oral Agreement between the parties.   

This occurred despite the Tribunal also miraculously found that the Respondent (i.e. the Owner of the 
luxury holiday apartment) was not a principal party to the negotiation of the Contract which Mary 
Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams negotiated directly with him (which would mean among else also 
that the Tribunal cannot have jurisdiction).  Quoting the Member: 

“… I do not find that you are the principal [party in contract negotiation]– you – and you – 
together – well – I'm sorry – Your view of the law may be your view of the law.  I make the 
decision here – right?  And I am finding that she didn't consent – and for that reason I will not 
be allowing those tapes as part of the application” 

Applicant’s Contempt of Court 

Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams also engaged in intimidation of a party in the proceedings 
during proceedings by issuing her email 19/12/12 before the first substantive Hearing dated 
22/02/2013.   

The offending email document is published on https://cogitareaude.wordpress.com/corruption-in-
tribunals/ 
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Member’s Corruption in misleading the Respondent 

Despite the offending email did not display any protective label, did not claim any privilege, did not 
contain any offer to settle, let alone a genuine one, and was replete with threats and intimidation, 
including an admission that the Applicant is receiving substantive legal assistance directly from 
Tribunal, and also contained an admission that the Applicant did not have a case and was running a 
frivolous and vexatious litigation – the Member still awarded the document with an unidentified 
privilege – in order to protect the Applicant. 

Member also issued misleading information when she stated that the Electronic Audio Records of the 
contract negotiation process are inadmissible because the Applicant needed to give her consent for 
the recording.   

This is not correct as the recordings of business negotiations and transaction was not a private or 
confidential conversation but a business activity - recording of which was lawfully undertaken under 
open and transparent conditions enabling full public access (with the doors wide open for other 
potential clients’ free entry and participation in negotiation).  As these recordings were primarily 
taken for the purpose of a business record and for preparation of contract – only one consent for the 
recording was necessary.   

That consent was provided by the principal party in the business negotiation (the owner of the 
property taking part in the negotiation).    

Second consent by the second party in negotiation was not needed for that purpose.   

This second consent was however provided by the second party in negotiation later (for the public 
release of the recording for evidentiary purposes) by that very party’s lying on oath that there was 
another oral agreement – by which the matter and the recordings were brought into issue and consent 
was automatically and voluntarily given. 

This audio evidence was in these circumstances admissible also out of necessity and out of the 
Tribunal’s inherent duty to protect the integrity of the Tribunal’s legal process upon its learning that a 
challenge of these false claims was sought.  

However, the Member, in order to protect the Applicant from Contempt, misled the Respondent, the 
court and therefore the public (quotes from the Tribunal’s Hearings): 

Applicant: “I've just said those matters are all withdrawn”, and “the reason I have that 
material there is because of some uncertainty that the jurisdiction issue is 
somehow going to be reopened because – yeahh – so most of the stuff in the 
affidavit can be stricken out”, 14 

Member: “I'm going to make it very clear – that I am not reopening the jurisdictional issue.  
I've made my finding in relation to jurisdiction.  I've given my reasons – even 
though you want me to put them on the record again ….  I've given my reasons – 
you may not agree with them – I understand that – but they are my reasons and I 
have found jurisdiction.  Cause I am not reopening the jurisdictional issue.” 15 

Respondent: “That’s OK – we just want the evidence – there are far too many personal attacks 
and far too many allegations that Ms Williams called Police, that we harassed her, 
bullied her to the point that she was afraid for her personal safety and her life so – 
I am sorry – there was a Police called, so we are interested to see the Police 
report – we are adamant that the Police report will be issued and made 
available.  We are also adamant that the University incident will be provided – 
we want the report.  Offcourse … It is in response to the statutory declarations 
provided. There was lots of evidence mentioned but not provided with the 
Statutory Declaration.  So we would like the home content insurance, We 

                                                 
14  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
15  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
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would like the driver’s license” 16 

Member: “This is not a fishing exercise” 17 

Respondent: “This is not – please don't interrupt – this is not a fishing exercise at all – you are 
misconceiving this.  Ms Williams provided brand new evidence in her statutory 
declaration.  There were many personal attacks and many items raised and many 
old and new items reiterated.  Old and new.  So if she – and it's dated 1st of 
March – so it's after the hearing.  Since she is reinstating issues and issuing new 
evidences or referring to new evidences – and since they are attacking our 
reputation – we have a right to see and challenge those allegations – that 
evidence – because it was placed into statutory declaration – that is a serious 
thing.  So we have right to challenge and see that evidence.  That is the reason – 
since it was re-agitated – that she has to now deliver them – because she hasn't 
actually delivered them yet.  Anyhow – the previous hearing was based on the 
amended application – which was amended on the 3rd of December 2012.  This 
is new stuff which reintroduced the very first application 17-th of August.  So 
therefore – there are reference to new evidences which were not actually 
addressed and we have the right to do so now.  So I would like to see those 
documents like she referred to a home content insurance which was connected 
to our address, driver’s license connected to our address, electoral registration 
connected to our address – [PI Suppressed] Street …, the mobile phone provider 
registered to the [PI Suppressed] Street address, the Applicant's electricity 
connected to her name to the address.  She wanted to claim electricity, I believe, 
so we would like to see evidence that the Applicant is actually entitled under the 
RTA for electricity receipts – and that would have to be provided in a 
documentary form.  Also there is some references about – evidence would be 
required – that the Owner intended to avoid the jurisdiction of the RTA.  Both 
of these new statutory declarations of Mr Muliadi as well as Ms Williams appear 
to be claiming that we in fact switched some sort of agreements or switched 
contracts literally.  So we would like that evidence to be presented.  Also these 
new statutory declarations reported that the occupants made multiple requests 
for repairs and on each occasion we refused to undertake those repairs – we 
want the evidence, offcourse – there was no single one request for repair.  So – 
that's why we want evidence – because we know there was no one.  We want 
also factual evidence proving – on its own – that the owner harassed and bullied 
the occupant to such a degree that it created fear for her possessions, 
psychological wellbeing, life and personal safety – and offcourse the police 
report.  And offcourse the university – some sort of incident report.  We want 
also evidence from associate professor Sandra Egger – which should provide 
documentary evidence with the date when Ms Williams was assigned to teach 
the Class C Criminal Law – since she alleges – and her husband alleges – that I 
was enrolled later on to her class – which is not correct because she enrolled into 
my class – and it's also in the Decision without evidence – and it's false 
accusation – actually it's very defamatory to me – because it's the other way 
round – she actually was assigned into my class – so she followed me -  not the 
other way 'round – and I know that for a fact – so that's the problem.” 18   

Respondent: “since there are issues there are issues that may result in contempt and dismissal 
of the malicious applicant Mary Spiers Williams” 19 

                                                 
16  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
17  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
18  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
19  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
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Member: “I do not find – the tribunal does not find it necessary for all of those things to 
have to be summonsed.  You may feel it – you need to start to recognise that 
what you feel you require – and what the tribunal requires – may be two 
different things and you just going to have to deal with that.  OK?  So what I am 
going to do now is we are first of all going to deal with the application of the 
Tenant.” 20  −   

Respondent: “If she put forward these obvious lies – could I at least address those?” 

Applicant: “I'm abandoning it” 

Respondent: “But she lied” 

Despite it was clearly argued in the Hearing that the audio record evidence represents an admissible 
evidence lawfully obtained under s.7(3)(b) of the Surveillance Devices Act 2007:  which states that 
where any one of the principal parties to the conversation consents to the listening device being so 
used and the recording of the conversation is reasonably necessary for the protection of the lawful 
interests of that principal party - then it is lawful to record private conversation, and 

 despite it was also clearly explained that this was not a private conversation but a lawful business 
activity, and 

 despite it was also clearly argued that self-protection of own security, integrity & reputation 
against false accusations of misrepresentation, unconscionable conduct or fraud, and/or 
creation of business records for personal use – all represent the lawful interests mentioned in the 
s.7(3)(b) of the Surveillance Devices Act 2007, and 

 despite it was also argued that the audio record also represents an admissible evidence under 
s.69 of the Evidence Act – being an Electronic Business Record produced in the ordinary course 
of business, and 

 that the audio also represents an admissible evidence under s.147 of the Evidence Act – an 
electronic Document produced by machines and other devices in the course of business, and 
that   

 the audio also represents an admissible evidence under s.81 of the Evidence Act – being an 
Admission made 1-st hand, being a spontaneous admission, not influenced by violence or 
duress, being reliable and overwhelmingly relevant to the issues at hand (res gestae) – specifically 
the Statutory Declaration declaring a state of mind of the Declarant as to her understanding of 
the contractual/business negotiations, the Contract at the relevant time – hence being able to 
directly prove or disprove the alleged misrepresentation, unconscionable conduct or fraud. 

Despite all of this the Member still stated the following (quoting): 

“The CDs were not obtained with the consent of the Respondent to tape her during 
negotiations – they will not be considered” 

 “I do not find – even though – you reading that – the principal person still needs to consent – 
… I do not find that you are the principal – you – and you – together – well – I'm sorry – Your 
view of the law may be your view of the law.  I make the decision here – right?  And I am 
finding that she didn't consent – and for that reason I will not be allowing those tapes as part of 
the application” 21 

Well, if the Owner is not a principal party in the oral negotiations of the Contract then if follows that 
he did not have any valid or legally enforceable input in the oral negotiations of the Contract which 
would then only confirm that there could never have been any valid legally enforceable Oral 
Agreement.  This means that the only valid and legally enforceable contract is the mutually agreed to 
and signed written Holiday Contract  which again re-confirms that Tribunal does not have any 

                                                 
20  In the Hearing Testimony dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
21 Hearing 02/07/13 
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Jurisdiction. 

In addition, because the only Principal Party in the negotiations, according to the Member Simon, 
negotiated, created and signed her own Holiday Contract – which is the only valid and legally 
enforceable contract in existence because it was agreed to and signed by the Owner  this has two 
consequences, one that she cannot retrospectively change her mind and claim that she actually 
wanted a different contract, and second that the existence of the valid contract removes the Tribunal’s 
Jurisdiction by operation of s.8(1)(h) of the RTA. 

 

Breach of the Preparation of Affidavits – Rule 17 

Subrule 1 of the rule relates to the duty not to mislead the Court.  If a practitioner is aware that any 
information may have a misleading effect in the Court, or is false in a material particular the 
practitioner must not provide such information to the Court. 
  
In relation to preparation of Affidavits or Statutory Declarations lawyers are not allowed to include 
information in tem about which they know are incorrect or false (quoting): 22 
 

“17 - Preparation of affidavits 

… 

17.2 A practitioner must not draw an affidavit alleging criminality, fraud, or other serious 
misconduct unless the practitioner believes on reasonable grounds that: 

17.2.1 factual material already available to the practitioner provides a proper basis for the 
allegation” 

 

Consequences for lying on oath are severe according to Coe-v-New South Wales Bar Association BC 
2000 00540; [2000] NSWCA 13 which case concerns a barrister who was personally a party in 
Family Court proceedings who swore an affidavit verifying a Statement of Financial Circumstances 
which to his knowledge was untrue.  The Legal Services Tribunal ordered that his name be removed 
from the Roll of Legal Practitioners following a finding of professional misconduct. 

 

Despite existence of this rule, and despite being aware that the Applicant was lying on oath, the 
Tribunal actively prevented the Respondent from being able to prove that the Applicant’s Statutory 
Declarations are Perjury, by repeatedly disallowing his requests for summons of independent and 
readily available evidence able to support those false claims (quoting the Member): 

“I do not find – the tribunal does not find it necessary for all of those things to have to be 
summonsed.  You may feel it – you need to start to recognise that what you feel you require – 
and what the tribunal requires – may be two different things and you just going to have to 
deal with that.  OK?”,  23 

On other occasions the Tribunal actively prevented the Respondent from being able to prove that the 
Applicant’s Statutory Declarations and Testimony are Perjury, by allowing the Applicant to 
temporarily amend her claim or to temporarily withdraw her Statutory Declarations (just to evade 
findings of Perjury and Vexation) – while not correcting /altering the Tribunal’s Decisions based on 
that perjury.   

 

                                                 
22 Virginia Shirvington, ‘Avoiding a Breach of the Professional Conduct & Practice Rules’, Law Society of NSW. 
23  In the Hearing dated 11/06/13 - as per Tribunal’s Audio Record 
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Breach of Duty not to Influence Witnesses – Rule 18   &   of the Frankness in the Court duty 
– relevant to Rule A21 

Frankness in court - Rule A21:  "A practitioner must not knowingly make a misleading statement to a 
court on any matter." 

Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams breached this rule when she wrote obviously misleading 
and perjured Statutory Declarations for herself and for other people, as her witnesses, which the 
Tribunal refused to commit for cross-examination despite the Respondents wishes.   

Hard example of the Applicant’s Perjury (quoting):  “I … had content insurance for the apartment, 
was on the electoral roll at that address”. 24  This Perjury was proved by the Respondent’s tender (in 
his Folio 337) of a document directly from the electoral commission which he filed in the Hearing 
11/06/13 – and which disproved the Applicant’s claim. 

 

Breach of the rules pertaining to Admission of Guilt - Rules 20, A32 and A33 

In our adversarial and inquisitorial (Tribunal) systems, a practitioner cannot mislead the Court or the 
other party. 

Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams breached this rule by her multiple lies on oath as to 
material facts of the case and by falsely claiming that she was misled by the Respondent.   

When the Applicant testified in the Hearing 22/02/13 on oath – in respect of a question why did she 
write the allegations of Misrepresentation/Unconscionable Conduct/Fraud against the Respondent 
into her Applications she stated the following (quoting): 

“… at the time when I made the application on the 17th of August … and then I repeated it in 
the application for this matter … because I didn't understand about evidence  …  I was still 
really upset about everything that was going on – and part of these orders for this matter I'd 
actually sought they be prosecuted …  and – as you probably gathered from the email 
19/12/12 – I no more really am interested in that …”25   

As the only events which were occurring at the time were: 

 20/07/12 – Premises Condition Report – was sent to the Occupant - assigning liability for the 
property damages to the Occupant, 

 14/08/12 - the Occupant was served with document foreshadowing the upcoming termination of 
her contract (as per Owner’s Folios 243 – 245 (filed 24/01/13)), 

 17/08/12 - the Occupant was served with valid 2 weeks’ Termination Notice based on about 14 
Breaches of Contract (as per Owner’s Folios 103 – 105 (filed 24/01/13)), 

based on the records available which were presented to the Tribunal it was clear that the above 
quoted Applicant’s Hearing Testimony only confirms malice and Applicant’s lodgement of 2 
Retaliatory Applications with reckless disregard for the reputation and psychological health of the 
Responding party in the proceedings (hence conducting Malicious, Frivolous and Vexatious 
litigation). 

Had this Applicant’s Hearing Testimony (as quoted above) been taken into account, including her 
email dated 19/12/12 admitting that she pushed the Owner to the limit during negotiations and did 
not let him to let the apartment to someone else, then the Tribunal would not be able to erroneously 
find [at 30] of its Unpublished Decision 19/04/13 that the ‘Respondent intended to avoid jurisdiction 
of the RTA’, because the Owner never engaged - as he simply was unable to engage - in any 
Misrepresentation/Unconscionable Conduct/Fraud of the Applicant, contract switching, or any breach 
of oral agreement, because the Applicant as a skilled criminal lawyer admitted that she had zealously 
pursued, and pushed to the limit the negotiations of her valid Holiday Accommodation Contract. 

                                                 
24 Applicant’s Closing Submission filed 06/03/13   
25 Occupant’s Hearing testimony dated 22/02/13 
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For these reasons the Tribunal does not have a Jurisdiction to deal with the matter in the Tenancy 
Division.   

Importantly, if the relevant facts were duly considered as required, public Defamation of the 
Respondent would not have occurred.  

Please find relevant details on the web page https://cogitareaude.wordpress.com/corruption-in-
tribunals/, in the following documents: 

 specifically in:  “CTTT External Complaint”, 26  and also in 
 “Internal Re-Hearing – WordPress Copy”, 27  and in 
 “Application for return of Application Fee” 28  

 

Abuse of Rule 34 (of Barrister’s rules)  

Rule 34 states that a practitioner must not in any communication with another person “represent to 
that person that anything is true which the practitioner knows, or reasonably believes, is untrue”; 
“make any statement that is calculated to mislead or intimidate the other person”; “threaten the 
institution of criminal proceedings against the other person in default of the person's satisfying a … 
civil liability …”.  

The above quoted examples are all present in the Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams’s email 
dated 19/12/12 which was sent to the opponent in her malicious and fraud based civil proceedings 
before the 1-st Hearing dated 22/02/13. 

 

Abuse of Process/Spurious Cases - Rules A35 to A40 

This is reflected in Rule A35(a) which says, “A practitioner must, when exercising the forensic 
judgments called for throughout a case, take care to ensure that decisions by the practitioner or on 
the practitioner’s advice to invoke the coercive powers of a court or to make allegations or 
suggestions under privilege against any person … are reasonably justified by the material already 
available to the practitioner.” 
 

Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams breached this rule by her multiple lies on oath as to 
material facts of the case and by falsely claiming that she was misled by the Respondent when she 
clearly admitted before the Tribunal that she did not have any evidence to support any of her claims 
(quoting):  

“There may be other reasons to account for this, however this would involve implying 
impropriety or malicious intent of which there is not conclusive proof”, 29 

She also admitted to be running a Malicious, Frivolous, Vexatious and Meritless litigation in her email 
19/12/12 as quoted above on page 3. 

By her lies she committed the Respondent to an abusive, coercive and adversarial attack by the 
Tribunal – which was instead supposed to be running an inquisitorial proceedings (not being a court) 
and which inappropriately and corruptly took her side.   

Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams in running her spurious case brought to achieve an ulterior 
and overriding purpose to ‘teach the Respondent a lesson’, ‘to harm him’, ‘to defame him’ and ‘to 
cause him a maximum damage’, committed professional impropriety. 

                                                 
26 http://cogitareaude.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/cttt-external-complaint1.pdf   
27 http://cogitareaude.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/internal-re-hearing-wordpress-copy.pdf  
28 http://cogitareaude.files.wordpress.com/2013/05/application-for-return-of-application-fee.pdf  
29 Applicant’s Closing Submission, filed 06/03/13, on page 5. 
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On the other hand the Tribunal inappropriately protected the Applicant from any and all 
consequences of her many abuses of the Tribunal’s process, including her fraud, perjury, vexation 
and intimidation of the Respondent.  

Tribunal did not require the Applicant to tender actual evidence to support her claims not even after 
receiving hard evidence from the Respondent that the Applicant committed Perjury when she misled 
the Tribunal (quoting):  “I … had content insurance for the apartment, was on the electoral roll at 
that address” in her Closing Submission filed 06/03/13.  

 She made this statement in an attempt to prove that she used the premises as a standard residential 
accommodation rather than a holiday accommodation. 

Evidence of an actual Perjury proving that she in fact never registered that address with electoral 
commission was provided to the Tribunal in the Owner’s Folio 337 (which was document directly 
from the electoral commission and was filed in the Hearing 11/06/13).  Tribunal ignored this 
evidence as well as the Respondent’s repeated pleas for summons of other relevant and readily 
available documents – which were brought into issue by the Applicant’s lies on oath.   

 

Unsupported Allegations - Abuse of the Court 

Making unsupported allegations and pleadings alleging fraud or even making of irrelevant allegations 
against parties in the proceedings, witnesses or even third parties is a recognised abuse of court 
worthy of striking out of the roll: Clyne v NSW Bar Association (1960) 104 CLR 186;  [1960] ALR  
574;  and also in Ford v Nagle [2004] NSWCA 33: ”Of course, the filing of statements of claim may 
be an abuse of process because of its contents, its untenability or other reasons. And legal 
practitioners have a range of professional obligations touching their role in the preparation of court 
process.  If, for example, they assist in preparations of a pleading raising fraud they must take care to 
have a presently available appropriate evidentiary foundation, for alleging and pleading fraud. … ” 

In Attorney General and Minister for Justice v Greg Gregory [1998] QCA 409 a practitioner had 
been found guilty of contempt of court.  In subsequent disciplinary proceedings de Jersey CJ said: 
“[Such conduct] strikes audaciously into the heart of the judicial process.  Whether committed on the 
spur of the moment, …, or with more premeditation such misconduct will inevitably establish 
unfitness to practice.  That is because it demonstrates the absence of critically important qualities: 
honesty, objectivity, respect of the court and respect for the process.” 

 

Breach of the rules pertaining to Duty to the Opponents - Rules A51 to A58  

These deal with issues of fairness to an opponent interpreting into a duty not to mislead, not to 
intimidate, threaten or bully, and not to communicate with the Court (either directly or indirectly 
through associates, friends or relatives) outside the hearing room without the opponent’s knowledge, 
or in the opponent’s absence. 

This rule was breached by Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams as a result of her repeated 
admission, also in two of her Statutory Declarations including her email dated 19/12/12, that she is 
receiving substantive legal advice directly from Tribunal and that the Tribunal too is encouraging her 
to take the matter to the Hearing (which represents substantive legal advice as to the prospect of 
success of her case). 

These Applicant’s admissions are supported by the following records: 

Elizabeth Louise Williams just happens to be a CTTT part time member and the name Louise appears 
to be Mary’s either sister or cousin according to the following public record published on:  
http://tributes.smh.com.au/obituaries/smh-au/obituary.aspx?n=ronald-
williams&pid=155715641#fbLoggedOut:  

Quoting: 

“WILLIAMS, Ronald Henry Charles  
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12.1.1921 – 30.1.2012 

Passed away in Canberra.  Beloved husband of Norma (dec). 

Much loved father and father-in-law of Sue, Robert and Daphne, George and Sandra and 
Cherie and Dennis.   

Beloved Grandpop of Mary, Catherine, Ben, Louise, Josephine, Rhys, Nico and great-grandsons 
Tom and Lochlan. ‘We will always love you.” 

William Cole Funerals Canberra 

Ph (02) 6253 3655.“ 

Considering that Mary’s full name is:  Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams, the above record 
may or may not be a coincidence – the fact is that it should have been properly investigated when the 
responding party complained about this fact as well as the obvious Bias repeatedly during the 
proceedings, including to the Chairperson. 

Adjournment Irregularity:  personal favours & Bias beyond just the Hearing room 

Another example of serious 
irregularity is reflected in the 
Tribunal’s own internal files which 
reveal that the Applicant’s invalid 
application for adjournment was 
granted 2 days before she actually 
applied for it.   

According to the Practice Manual for 
Tribunals (2-nd Edition, 2009, [5.4.7]) 
the ‘yardstick for determining the 
suitability for an adjournment is a 
Fairness to both Parties’, and any 
adjournment ‘should be only granted 
as a last resort’.     

According to the ‘Code of Conduct 
for Members of the CTTT’ (page 3) 
“Member must:  adjourn only when 
necessary”. 

The Acting Chairperson Jeffery 
Smith’s advice dated 30/11/2012 
(which is in effect a Report of 
outcome of the 3 weeks of 
investigation undertaken by the 
Tribunal’s Executive Services) appears 
therefore to be incorrect in implying 
that the Tribunal has unlimited 
discretion in an award of 
Adjournment or other Procedural 
Exemptions without due 
consideration of Procedural Fairness which must be made in every case and in respect of both parties 
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involved in the proceedings who are likely to be affected by the relevant decision.   

Rules of Procedural Fairness mandate that such considerations duly examine whether any Procedural 
Exemption is likely to cause disadvantage to both parties – that being the reason for the existence of 
Chairperson’s Directions listing the procedural requirement and evidence necessary for such 
considerations to be made.   

Because the evidence was not delivered by the Applicant it could not have been examined – 
consequently such compulsory consideration was NEVER undertaken in this case. 

Despite the procedurally required information & evidence was not delivered by the Applicant, her 
adjournment request was still processed and granted by D.G Charles on 22/10/12 which is full 2 days 
before it was actually requested by the Applicant on 24/10/2012.  Refer to the photo snapshots of the 
Tribunal Records above.   

 

Necessary Information/Records or other Documents necessary for Investigation 

As we are not familiar with the OLSC inquiry process and the type of required information, please do 
not hesitate to request any Submissions and/or other Records that may be needed for the 
investigation.   

We will submit all that we have in our possession.   

A lot of relevant information can already be located on the Internet:  
https://cogitareaude.wordpress.com/tag/mary-spiers-williams/ 

 

Professional Misconduct - Definition 

 “Professional Misconduct is conduct by an Australian legal practitioner that includes:  

 unsatisfactory professional conduct of an Australian legal practitioner, where the conduct 
involves a substantial or consistent failure to reach or maintain a reasonable standard of 
competence and diligence, and  

 conduct of an Australian legal practitioner whether occurring in connection with the 
practice of law or occurring otherwise than in connection with the practice of law that 
would, if established, justify a finding that the practitioner is not a fit and proper person 
to engage in legal practice  

 conduct that is declared by the Legal Profession Act to be professional misconduct 

 conduct in the pursuit of the person’s profession, “which would be reasonably regarded 
as disgraceful or dishonourable by the person’s professional brethren of good repute and 
competency”. 

This complaint relates to the second dot point. 

“Lawyers as officers of the Court, owe their paramount duty to the Court.  The duty to the Court 
is their primary ethical duty and stands over and above any other ethical duties.  
Inherent in the lawyer’s duty to the Court is a duty to the community through the lawyer’s high 
ethical standards and duty to uphold the rule of law.   
Legal practitioners must not only obey the law but must also ensure the efficient and proper 
administration of justice.  
This is a duty owed to society as a whole.  … 
Legal practitioners must not mislead the Court and must act with competence, honesty and 
courtesy towards other solicitors, parties and witnesses.   
The duty to the Court also provides that legal practitioners are independent (free from personal 
bias), frank in their responses and disclosures to the Court and diligent in their observance of 
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undertakings given to the Court or their opponents.” 30 

By bringing and pursuing a dishonest case for ulterior and overriding malicious purpose “to teach the 
Respondent a lesson and to cause him a maximum damage”, and also by lying on oath, and by 
committing Criminal Perjury in her own case Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams lost trust, lost 
respect, betrayed the honesty & integrity of her profession, betrayed public trust in her practice, and 
consequently does not deserve the honour and privilege of being an officer of the Court.   

As an officer of the Court her conduct needs to always be reputable and capable of marketing herself 
as being of good fame and character.  Having a good moral character is a prerequisite of practice in 
every jurisdiction in Australia.   

Professional Misconduct such as fraud, dishonesty, perjury, lack of candour, disrespect, abuse of legal 
process, making of reckless and false accusations in court, including vexation are all examples of 
conduct capable to deem a professional lawyer as a person unfit for practice.   

Because intellectual arrogance, unethical conduct, disregard for legal professional standards and rules 
are examples of only Unsatisfactory Conduct, it is obvious that Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers 
Williams has committed the more serious Professional Misconduct and that with an declared intent 
(in her email 19/12/12, and her “defecating evidence”). 

This view would also appear to be supported by the Law Society’s view that a “solicitor who lies to 
another party, …, acts dishonourably and is guilty of Professional Misconduct.  A solicitor has a clear 
duty to act honestly and fairly in all dealings not only with his own clients but also with courts and 
third parties”. 31 

Mr Justice Williams in Harrison’s Law & Conduct of the Legal Profession in Queensland on page 35 
states that “where a lawyer abuses the legal process to serve his own interest, …, or to injure an 
adversary rather than to obtain justice against him … he is failing to perform his functions as an agent 
in the administration of justice and as an officer of the court”. 

Rich J in Kennedy v Council of the Incorporated Law Institute of NSW (1939) 13 ALJR 563 also 
clarified that misconduct is constituted by any grave impropriety which was “indicative of a failure to 
understand or practice the precepts of honesty or fair dealing in relation to the courts, his clients or 
the public”. 

Lord Wright in Myers v Elman [1940] AC 282 stated that “conduct of a solicitor which is of such a 
nature as to defeat justice … The matter complained of need not be criminal.  It need not involve 
speculation or dishonesty.  A mere mistake or error of judgement is not generally sufficient, but a 
gross neglect or inaccuracy in a matter which it is a solicitor’s duty to ascertain with accuracy may 
suffice …” for Professional Misconduct.   

Lord Wright further states that “the jurisdiction is not merely punitive but compensatory.  The order is 
for payment of costs thrown away or lost because of the conduct complained of.  It is frequently, as 
in this case, exercised in order to compensate the opposite party in the action.” 

A breach of Rule A35 may attract a costs order being made personally against a legal practitioner. 
Section 348 of the Legal Profession Act 2004 (NSW) provides:  "348 Costs order against law practice 
acting without reasonable prospects of success.” 

 

Attempted Fraud – Lack of Credibility & Dishonesty 

According to the evidence tendered in the Tribunal, Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams also 
misused the Owner’s address and actively occupied his mail box, about 8 months after purportedly 
returning full Vacant Possession. 

                                                 
30  Steve Mark, Ethics in Litigation and Court Proceedings, Australian Young Lawyers Stream, 36th Australian Legal 

Convention, Perth, 18 September 2009. 
31  F Riley, NSW Solicitors Manual, Law Society of NSW, Sydney, 1988, looseleaf, paras 3390, 4595. 
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The purpose of the use was, among else, also a recent registration of her husband’s business with 
Google (using the Owner’s address) and her dishonest attempt to claim Centrelink benefits on her 
husband’s name despite they were both employed, with Mary also on generous APA scholarship and 
research grant.  Her representations in the Tribunal was that her husband Crisianto Muliadi was 
unable to attend as a witness as he was at that time working as an engineer in Western Australia for a 
Mining Company – that means he was on a generous salary.   

The proof of the Mary Anne Elizabeth Jane Spiers Williams’s dishonesty is in her abuse of the 
Respondent’s address for the purpose of Centrelink claim when she did not lawfully occupy the 
Respondent’s premises for 8 months and could have used any of her other addresses she is regularly 
using – if the Centrelink claim was an honest one.  

 

Estimated Damages & Lossess 

Fraud & Perjury based Tribunal’s Decision falsely & corruptly ordering a return of: $2,815.00 

The difference in the money still owed for Repair & Cleaning of the Luxury Apartment:  $1001.89 

Respondent’s Tribunal Costs for being forced to engage in the Applicant’s malicious case: $17,838.75 

Owed Rent: $5,085.72 

2 additional Tribunal Appeal Filing Fees each $37 x 2 =  $74 

Registered Mail Postage Charge (bond money return of $2,815.00):   $3.70 

Total: $26,819.06 

 
Detailed financial information on all losses, costs and damages will be delivered later when it 
becomes relevant. 
 
I am unsure about your investigation process and whether you prefer to obtain the evidence directly 
from the Tribunal.   

If not, please advise what evidence and materials is further required for submission by me for your 
inquiry in addition to the materials already on the www (such as for example the electronic business 
audio record of the Contract negotiations – which was submitted to the CTTT). 

It would appear from the “Law Society NSW, Complaints Process Information, 2009, pg 2” that 
(quoting):  “Clarification of the complaints process, identification of issues involved and the nature of 
relevant evidence can be raised with both the complainant and the solicitor as the need arises.”  
 
I await your instruction for documents and evidence. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
PI Suppressed   


