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SUPREME COURT APPEAL MATTERS “NOT PROVEN” BY PREVIOUS ACTS OF 

DECIET! 
Page 4 Line 14-15: concerns of post-traumatic stress disorder or otherwise and how that 
did or didn’t play into the offence 
Page 4 Line 25- Page 5 line 7: It is submitted that when you look at who this person is in 
terms of his psychological condition, that sort of consideration wasn’t given sufficient 
weight by the learned sentencing Judge. And also from the fact of the harsh prison 
conditions going forward into the future from the time in 2014 when his Honour Justice 
Forrest was sentencing to date and to whatever finite day be in the future, those harsh 
prison conditions have continue. He is currently held in a very restrictive custodial 
situation having 22 or 23 hours a day lockdown. As was envisaged at the time with the 
sentence, this circumstance would proceed for an unknown time into the future. When 
you look at two years down the track we can see that it still continues. 
Page 5 Line 24-page 6 Line 10: Now, of course I am caught up in this issue of – that was 
raised by my learned friend, and no doubt would be of concern to the Court, in terms of the 
specific disavowal of counsel appearing, about the applicability of Verdins case, again that’s 
caught up with grounds four to some degree. But nonetheless, this is a man that on any 
view was suffering psychological issues, certainly at the time of offending and certainly 
at the time of offending. In my submission there’s no proper basis for the Court to say- 
for counsel to have said that the application of some of the principals of Verdins was 
absent in his case, and whilst it was not sought to demonstrate a connection and the 
offending, certainly the third and fourth principles of Verdins apply both significantly 
obviously at the time if it related to the cause of offending. 
Page 6 Line 19-28: BEACH JA: You say he should have also moderated general 
deterrence? 
Yes, I do. Your Honour. I submit that the Court is faced with an appellant who is one of a 
very small – thankfully very small – number of troubled and troubling people. To hold 
up somebody like Mr Binse to the full gaze of general deterrence and try to mete out the 
full measure of specific deterrence to a person like him with his history is really, in my 
submission, exceeding that too far. 
Page 7 Line 4-28: The imposition of sterner and sterner sentences designed to address 
specific deterrence are really falling on, if not deaf ears, falling on – not going directly to 
why it is that this man has committed the offences that he’s committed, both the subject of 
these charges and his history. He is a very damaged individual and has to be seen in that 
light for sentencing purposes, even if it can’t be said clearly, but even if it is accepted 
that there can’t be made a link between his psychological conditions and the offending. 
When his Honour, Justice Whelan, made the point that his Honour Justice Forrest 
accepted there was a likelihood of a deterioration of mental health, and to moderate the 
sentence to some degree for that purpose, in my submission that aim or that stated aim 
of the sentence that’ actually imposed cannot in fact be seen to have been the case. In 
other words, although his Honour correctly understood that part of what he was 
supposed to – of the process of engaging with that sentencing principle, the sentence 
itself does not reflect such an appropriate weighting for, as I say, a seriously damaged 
individual whose going to likely deteriorate and whose conditions are likely to be 
onerous for a very significant period of time for a number of reasons. 
Page 7 Line 31-Page 10 Line 23: WHELAN JA: Sorry, do you say on one view- I’m just 
speaking for myself- on one view what was disavowed by counsel at the plea was a 
psychiatric condition affecting the assessment of moral culpability, what we call Verdin 
!? MR HUGHAN: Yes.  
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WHELAN JA: Do you say your written submissions confines yourself to three and four and 
have your oral submissions as well? So do you accept that this is not a case where moral 
culpability is relevantly reduced? 
MR HUGHAN: Your Honour, perhaps the answer to question might depend upon the view 
the Court takes in respect to ground four.  
WHELAN JA: Let’s just deal with one and two discretely and we’ll get onto four, but absent 
any new material on one view- we’ll hear what the prosecutor says, but the interchange at 
81 and 82 could read as being about moral culpability. 
MR HUGHAN: Did your Honour say p. 81? 
WHELAN JA: Or 82, he’s talking about the 2006 assault.  
MR HUGHAN: Yes. 
WHELAN JA: Which is not with the other material, and does become relevant on the 
new evidence? 
MR HUGHAN: Application. 
WHELAN JA: What the panel who were focused on the 2006- did I say 2006 or did I 
say 2002? 2006? 
MR HUGHAN: I think you said that. 
WHELAN JA: Anyway 2006 is what I meant to say if I didn’t say it- so Pamela Mathews 
had dealt with that and then the Judge says, “It’s not suggesting there’s any Verdins’ 
connection or anything like that? Now, connection is usually a concept related to the 
moral culpability because you normally have to show that there’s something about 
psychiatric condition which has caused or has a connection. 
MR HUGHAN: Caused or contributed. 
WHELAN JA: With the offending behaviour. 
MR HUGHAN: Yes. 
WHELAN JA: Then Mr Holt says, “No, no, it’s not, your Honour. This evidence about 
his mental state and history and background and to that category of your Honour’s 
assessment of his overall moral culpability, and I don’t seek to put it in a Verdins way. 
So if you’re not really relying on the moral culpability aspect of Verdins, your relying 
instead on the deterioration in custody which the Judge accepted and the general and 
specific deterrence which you say he should have accepted, then the disavow doesn’t 
really change anything, because what he was disavowing - - - 
MR HUGHAN: Connection. 
WHELAN JA: Connection is the moral culpability assessment, I’m not wanting to put 
words in your mouth, but what do you say about Verdins 1, if I can put it that way? Is his 
psychiatric condition – does it alter the assessment of his moral culpability? 
MR HUGHAN: Your Honour, I do say that that is a possible- that that is a possibility that 
probably should have been explored more carefully on the plea that ultimately it was 
and that goes to the heart of the fourth ground, as I’ve said. On the face of the material 
at the moment the Court would not be in a position to conclude a causal connection 
between, say, a recognised impairing of style disorder and the offending. So it does 
ultimately come down to whether in respect of ground 4 the material adds to that, 
because it’s no doubt that most the psychologists who provided- psychiatrists and 
psychologists who provided reports spoke of this mans is a very psychologically 
disturbed individual. I say that from that the Court ought to accept that his background 
and circumstances are such that his capacity to make rational decisions in that sense is 
impaired. What’s not established in the circumstances of the case with the evidence 
that’s before the Court is that that’s by reference to a psychological or psychiatric 
condition that would attract the – I’m not sure of the word I’m trying to find. It would 
attract that sort of application of the Verdins 1 Principal, your Honour. So there was a 
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gap in the evidence because each of the experts who either testified or provided reports 
spoke of post-traumatic stress symptoms, but neither were ultimately able to make a 
conclusion to that effect. If the material from the medical panel were before the court 
and before the experts, that may have made a difference to the assessment of moral 
culpability. That’s the best I can, your Honour. 
 
 
BEACH JA: That’s a description of it but really his Honour takes it into account is in 42. It 
says, “The likely future accommodation will be so restrictive and of such length that it 
would be inhumane to deny a sentencing benefit arising from those factors. 
MR HUGHAN: Yes, and your Honour’s right in terms of what those factors are and why 
those factors are at least operative at that point in time are set out in the preceding paragraphs 
prior to para. 42. Again my submissions here is that recognising that fact, and giving real 
meaning to it in the sentencing process there’s a disconnection there in what I say. 
WHELAN JA: The sentence doesn’t reflect the - - - 
MR HUGHAN: Exactly, your Honour. The prospect that someone is going to spend a good 
part of 18 years or a good part of it 18 years and two months, 14 years and two months, in a 
lock up for 23 hours a day is something that – perhaps the words come fairly easily, but the 
meaning to those words and the actual impact on a human being being in that situation, 
and with the background that he has of harsh custodial circumstances, is really 
something that’s so far out of the norm of what we expect prisons to be, that it really 
should have been reflected more significantly, in my submission, in the sentence that 
can seen on the sentence imposed. 
 
Page 21 Line 30 – Page 22 Line: MR HUGHAN: but it is submitted that this total effective 
sentence of 18 years and two months is the sort of sentence that is likely to give rise to 
despair. There’s no doubt the court was told by Ms Mathews, as I recall, that on the 
sentence that he was on- that there was a risk of suicide. There’d been instances, and it 
was set out in the material attached to Mr Money’s affidavit of April 2014, in which 
because his disturbed circumstances there was concerned. And extrapolating forward, 
such concerns are ongoing. Indeed as I make the point, he was on suicide watch at the 
date of the appellant’s written case. The sentence of 18 years and two months may have 
served in full is the sort of sentence that would drive a man with his background to 
despair and to lose all hope of (indistinct) post – offence –post – sentence life. To that 
extent the total effective sentence, as I say relevant to charge 1 – to ground 1, of course but it 
is of the calibre that this Court should hold out some greater degree of hope for this man and 
for that long-term future. 
 
 
Page 30 Line 15- Page 32 Line 23: MR HUGHAN: Now, ground four. 
WHELAN JA: The proposed ground four, the same situation there? 
MR HUGHAN: Yes, your Honour, I have already addressed this in part in discussing the 
earlier things, but let me put it into its proper context what I say can and should have been 
dealt with. We know that there is material upon which a medical panel which consisted of 
two doctors and two psychiatrists seeing Mr Binse in April 2013 for a matter completely 
unrelated to the offending obviously enough. It related to his being assaulted in May 2006 
and further in July 2007 and how that should be dealt with. The panel concluded and it’s on 
the last page of the document- the penultimate page of the document I think it is, signed on 
the 10 May 2013 on behalf of the panel by Mr Leech. “The panel concluded that the 
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complainant is suffering from post- traumatic stress disorder relevant in part to the incident of 
32 May 2016 and the assault of July 2007 and also anti-social personality disorder. 
The argument here is that the lack of having this information before those that are 
assessing Mr Binse for the purpose of the plea and the failure of the material to be- 
failure to place the material before the Judge constituted a miscarriage of justice 
because on a very significant question, that is whether the applicant in this context 
actions- whether his conduct was cause to- caused or contributed to by the disorder of a 
nature that impairs mental capacity or impair rational thinking, his Honour was not as 
assisted as he should have been because this material wasn’t provided to the court. So 
you’ve got ultimately the court being told, “There’s post- traumatic stress disorder 
symptomology but nothing upon which we would be able to base a conclusion that 
would assist the court in terms of the application.” Now, faced with the material it’s 
very difficult then to put forward the proposition- it’s not possible to put forward the 
proposition that there’s no disorder of the nature that impacts on moral culpability in 
terms of causing or contributing to the offending. In my submission, had this material 
been made available that the whole picture would have looked at and should have been 
looked at in a different context. If the court- if his Honour had been advised that this 
fellow has been assessed by a psychiatrist in 2013, within eleven months of the offending 
ending in May 2012 I should say is the range, but between eleven and 15 months of the 
offending, that does paint matters in a different light to those as they were depicted 
before his Honour on this issue. The failure to put that material before the court is such 
that – sorry, I’ll start that again. If this material had been placed before the gap that’s 
perceived by counsel acting for Mr Binse at the plea and the inability to make the 
connection between offending and moral culpability and the disorder, that gap has at 
least the capacity to be filled in because the behaviour is recognised to have been carried 
out by the disordered person. But the nature of the disorders is not fully fleshed out in 
the sentencing process here, and of course as a consequence of it not being fully fleshed 
out the correct analysis doesn’t take place and ultimately in my submission that gives 
rise to a miscarriage of justice in the circumstances, that is in essence if the court had 
been provided with this information, if the experts had been provided with this 
information, then it’s a completely different picture on that very critical question. 
 
Crown MR BOYCE: Page 38 Line 20-page 39 Line 12: If you can show a connection that 
is a realistic connection between such impairment and function as there exists and the 
commission of the offence then ipso facto you will have a reduction in moral culpability. 
You would also have a reduction in, you would have thought, prima facie in specific 
deterrence and in general deterrence. It would be unfair in those circumstances if the 
offender is suffering from an impairment of judgement to hold him or her up and make 
an example of that person. I don’t mean any – of course the six considerations aren’t 
meant to be all that there is, but if you look at it in those simple terms in my respectful 
submission what his Honour is saying is you’re not putting it that there’s a connection 
between the impaired mental functioning on the evidence that you have such that it 
would raise considerations of both moral culpability, specific deterrence and general 
deterrence and Mr Holt answers that, “No, it’s not, your Honour,” and yes, Mr Holt 
mentioned moral culpability in terms. Mr Holt – I don’t find in the plea any reference 
by Mr Holt to specific deterrence and general deterrence in so far as it might be 
relevant under the a Verdins heading given the way in which he put the plea. 
Crown MR BOYCE: Page 39 Line 20-page Line 21: The Judge gave Mr Holt 
everything that he wanted on that score, given the way in which the plea was put. 
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Crown MR BOYCE: Page 39 Line 21-page Page 40 Line 22: My learned friend seizes 
upon those – I think there’s four or five words that confined it to, I think it’s in the three 
or four, I can’t remember which one of Verdins, which says specific deterrence or 
general deterrence, either at the time of the offence or at the sentence. 
BEACH JA: I think it’s both. 
MR BOYCE: Both, yes, of course and says the Judge has erred implicitly here by not 
bringing the specific and general deterrence moderation to bear in the imposition of 
sentence here because at the time of sentence clearly that matter could be put. The first 
answer to it is that it was never put that way by Mr Holt to his Honour. Secondly, it 
would in my respectful submission be somewhat curious for an offender who could not 
establish the connection between whatever impairment there was and the commission of 
the offence to be able to rely upon it at the time of sentence unless there had been some 
form of worsening of the condition from between offence and sentence, or if indeed, to 
use the words of Justice Charles in Tsiaris’ case, it it had supervened since the 
offending’. You can imagine an offender who couldn’t make out the connection at the 
time of the offence, but in respect of whom a condition has arisen at the time of sentence 
and it would because of the existence of that condition be unfair not to moderate specific 
and general deterrence. But here where there was no evidence of such worsening or 
supervening, here the way in which the case was put – the diagnosis was referred to this by 
Honour, it’s symptomology for post- traumatic stress disorder.80. 
 
I HAD. “ACTUALLY BROKEN DOWN BEFORE HIS HONOUR DURING PLEA SUBMISSIONS 
AND MY CONDITION HAS WORSENED DRAMATICALLY!” 
Page. 156 L3 # EXHIBIT C – Defence CD compilation of siege footage.  
Re-living Siege C.C.T.V. footage P.T.S.D p 154 L9-155 L26, 156L1-8.  
 
Pamela Lynn Mathews evidence Page 160 L10 -11 - Mr Holt: Might my instructor 
approach Mr Binse for a moment, Your Honour. 
Page 160 L12 His Honour: Yes. 
Pamela Lynn Mathews evidence Page 160 L13 -14 - Mr Holt: Might I get standing 
permission for that to occur, if it needs to? 
Page 160 L15 -16 His Honour: Yes that can occur, whenever your instructor deems it 
appropriate. 
Pamela Lynn Mathews evidence Page 160 L17- 18 - Mr Holt: Thank you, Your Honour. 
(To witness) I'm sorry, I asked you a question about his presentation. 
Page 160 L19 His Honour: Perhaps I think Mr Binse should --- 
Pamela Lynn Mathews evidence Page 160 L20- 21 - Mr Holt: Yes, I'm sorry. Might I 
approach him, Our Honour, I'm sorry?  
Page 160 L22 -23 His Honour: You have the same standing permission to approach him. 
Pamela Lynn Mathews evidence Page 160 L24 -25 - Mr Holt: Right.  I'm instructed to 
proceed, Your Honour, thank you. Page 160 L26 His Honour: Yes. 
Page 169 L30 – 170 L1 Mr Holt: I'm sure my friend will have some questions but could 
we break now, given its five to and I'm just conscious of Mr Binse's current state,21 
 
                                                
80 Supreme Court of Victoria, Court Of Appeal. Christopher Dean Binse S APCR 2014 0121,  
Before Judges Justice Whelan, Beach and Mc Leish JJA Melbourne. 31 May 2016. 
Counsel for the Appellant Mr G Hughan. Crown counsel Mr C Boyce SC 
 
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
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ACCUSED:  You have seen me breakdown in court, you know why, you have seen me 
breakdown, that was no farce, that was no faking it, I was break'd down by the 
indignity of the media, okay, you know what triggered that, the exposure to replaying 
the CCT footage of the siege, flashbacks, have you seen what Constable Kassis (?), I put 
a gun to his nose a few seconds, you have seen the impact it had on him, he only it 
pointed, what a set, as Saul Holt would say and suggest, there is transcripts, and there 
was double figures, 11, I can show you, that were not brought to your attention, that 
had a huge impact on my post-traumatic stress, 29.  
 

Crown MR BOYCE: Page 41 Line 4- 7: The Crown’s position on 

Verdins is that the Judge gave- I won’t repeat it again- gave 

Mr Holt what he wanted on that score and that was where the 

evidence was directed. 
80. 
 
YES IN WHICH THE WAY SAUL HOLT HAD INTERVENED AND DIRECTED OUTCOME!!!! 
BASE ALL ON FALSE MISLEADING CORRUPT TESTIMONY AND CONCEALING TRUE FACTS. 
 

Crown MR BOYCE: Page 42 Line 28 - 31: So all things 

considered, your Honours, it’s the Crown’s position that it’s 

difficult to fault his Honour’s reasoning given the way in 

which the plea was put. 
80. 
YES IN WHICH THE WAY SAUL HOLT HAD INTERVENED AND DIRECTED OUTCOME!!!! 
BASE ALL ON FALSE MISLEADING CORRUPT TESTIMONY AND CONCEALING TRUE FACTS. 
 
Crown MR BOYCE: Page 50 Line 14- Page 51 Line 1: That leaves proposed ground 4. 
The Crown submits that the Court- or I submit my learned friend ought be able to argue 
the ground that the material does not amount to fresh evidence is not admissible for 
that purpose. But your Honours will have picked up that whilst the certificate itself was 
given- there’s evidence in my learned friend’s materials to suggest it was sent to VLA 
post –sentence, the certificate itself is dated pre-sentence and there’s no explanation as 
to why that was not in the material that I’ve been able to pick up as to why it was not 
relied upon at the plea when it perhaps could have been. Secondly, even if it was 
admitted, it’s submitted that it could make no real difference to the exercise of the 
sentencing discretion so as to cause a miscarriage of justice or indeed to cause a 

                                                
29 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 8TH SEPTEMBER 2016. 
 
80 Supreme Court of Victoria, Court Of Appeal. Christopher Dean Binse S APCR 2014 0121,  
Before Judges Justice Whelan, Beach and Mc Leish JJA Melbourne. 31 May 2016. 
Counsel for the Appellant Mr G Hughan. Crown counsel Mr C Boyce SC 
 
80 Supreme Court of Victoria, Court Of Appeal. Christopher Dean Binse S APCR 2014 0121,  
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miscarriage. The evidence of in the first place - evidence of Dr Sullivan, highly respected 
psychiatrist, the most- one of the most respected psychiatrists in this state;  
Crown MR BOYCE: Page 54 Line 29  Page 55 Line - 9:In a similar vein is his concerns 
over Dr Sullivan’s evidence, which Mr Binse instructs me, was never tested, which is of 
course true because it wasn’t ever the case that Dr Sullivan was called He reminds me 
that in the material that was filed on the leave application are a number of medical 
reports there over and above the medical reports from which a proper conclusion of the 
existence of post-traumatic stress disorder could be found by the court if it were so 
minded. He asks the Court to have regard to that material.80. 
 
DEALING WITH GROUND (1) FIRSTLY.- 
GROUND (4), FOR THE RECORD IS THE MEDICAL PANELS EVIDENCE BEING FOOTNOTE (48) 
DR CAROL NEWLANDS, DR MICHAEL EPSTEIN MEDICAL PANEL REPORT DATED 10 MAY 2013. 
 
THE LETTER FROM VLA IS THE LETTER FROM JEREMY CASS DATED 9/10/2015, FOOTNOTE 
(78). 19th October 2015 letter from Jeremy Cass, re- Gavin Green and missing mail. 
 
FOR THE RECORD HAS SINCE BEEN ACCEPTED BY HIS HONOUR JUSTICE TERRY FORREST 
I WILL ARRIVE AT SHORTLY TO THIS PASSAGE OF EVIDENCE AND THAT OF CROWNS TOO 
 
NOW DEALING WITH SECONDLY ISSUE THAT BEING DANNY SULLIVANS 
CREDIBILTY. AND THE DIRECT SOURCE AND ROOT OF ALL DOUBTS RELATING TO MY 
P.T.S.D. CONDITION. 

ATTRIBUTE P.T.S.D. CONDITION TO AUSTERE CONDITIONS! 
[63] Mr Binse did not feel that he suffered significant mental illness, except post-traumatic 
stress disorder which he “attributed to his lengthy incarceration in austere and harsh 
conditions.”70. 
 
WHICH HAS SINCE BEEN DISAVOWED BY HIS HONOUR JUSTICE TERRY FORREST AND THE 
CROWN PROSECUTOR MR ROSE! 

COVER UPS AND CONSPIRACYS! 
                                                            ACCUSED:  But the thing is - this is the thing, they 
requested a psych report at Forensicare.  I spent over half an hour.  I went into greater detail, 
what my actions, what my  (indistinct words) and what arrived - I have actually written new 
letters last year, September, and I think that is the 12th letter and arriving - what caused me to 
arrive at me taking this course of action in revealing myself completely in these crimes, 
okay?  I mentioned it.  I've mentioned it to Pamela Matthews.  I've mentioned that to my 
counsellor on a number of occasions.  I have never hid that, but he doesn't want to show that.  
I feel that there are significant aspects towards my mental state and you haven't really had an 
opportunity to gauge me properly from the dock.  Last time I was muted, okay.  (Indistinct) 
represented me in a way is upsetting me. 
HIS HONOUR:  I understand that. ACCUSED:  Listen, I was dressed in fatigues.  I 
wanted to portray an image - a certain image to convey to them to try and alarm and 
scaremonger what people have produced and spat out onto the street.  I mean, that was 
about -that was in the plea.  The Life on Mars document.  I have got another document of 
                                                
80 Supreme Court Of Victoria, Court Of Appeal. Christopher Dean Binse S APCR 2014 0121,  
Before Judges Justice Whelan, Beach and Mc Leish JJA Melbourne. 31 May 2016. 
Counsel for the Appellant Mr G Hughan. Crown counsel Mr C Boyce SC 
 
70 Dr Danny Sullivans report dated 19th January 2014 
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updated stuff, okay, that I would seek to tender to the courts too.  It's far more advanced.  It's 
a lot cleaner.  It's a lot technical and it's compelling reading.  (Indistinct words) and the thing 
is that's just (indistinct) we'll get into that a little later.  But you need to really appreciate 
and understand who I am, what I am, and Mr Fitzgerald is a good advocate on my part, 
but he is not speaking for me.  You need to hear my voice.  You need to hear what is 
going on in the back of my brain, seriously, you know what I mean?  I'm happy to - - - 
HIS HONOUR:  I think that's why he wanted to - he indicated to us in an email this morning 
that he was proposing to call you to give evidence. ACCUSED:  It's very delicate.  It's very 
delicate.  It's very delicate and it's a mind field.  Seriously.  I am conscious of the fact that 
you're reluctant.  You're in a position, okay, that you don't want to hear an appeal on an 
appeal.  It's not about an appeal on appeal, Your Honour.  It's about me presenting facts, 
evidence, documentation, that was never presented to you before.  Okay?  And I need to do 
all this.  Okay?  And I ask, Your Honour, seriously, you know what I mean?  I'm not trying to 
waste the court's time.  I'm not trying to delay things.  I just want the courts to be heard of the 
facts, the truth, and nothing more, nothing less.  I'm not - I'm not trying to - we need to run 
the case on evidence, facts.  Not continue to proceed on false tainted material. That's what we 
arrived on last time.  No fault of your own.  And I say that with full honesty and respect, 
okay?  You were presented with material, okay, that led you to arrive to certain conclusions, 
okay?  And I suffered.   
 
Mr Rose? MR ROSE:  One matter I want to deal with, Your Honour.  I assume Your Honour 
got the Forensicare - they call it a report of 14 March 2017, a non-report, in effect.  
HIS HONOUR:  No, I didn't get it. MR ROSE:  You didn't get it?  
HIS HONOUR:  I have got a fair idea what it will say.  
MR ROSE:  I am going to tender a copy if I can, Your Honour.  Basically, it was that 
Mr Pecotic didn't want to participate with them. HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
MR ROSE:  You should have it, so can I tender that for completeness.  
#EXHIBIT 3 -  A report of 14/03/17. MR ROSE:  That's why I said it is a non-report. 
 
HIS HONOUR:  I can indicate to you, Mr Pecotic, that whilst that is an exhibit in the case, 
I will not be reaching any adverse conclusion concerning you regarding the failure to 
participate in the forensic hair examination, so, you do not need to address it, if you don't 
want. ACCUSED:  I'm going to, because it's significant.  I did – I did everything I conveyed 
to Pamela Matthews was conveyed in that half hour timeslot.  When I asked him if he knew 
Danny Sullivan, he said yes.  He's his supervisor.  I go, "Supervisor, really?"  I go, "Fair 
dinkum, son.  I'll form an instant, I'm at a guard, I was cautious".  Then after that, 
I challenged him.  Listen, if he feel – this is, then I tried to explain him32 

SWEAR BY ALLAH! 
                                    ACCUSED:  Yeah.  I'm mindful of the fact that this is evidence 
from the box, too.  Sworn evidence.  I'm not trying to take advantage of – I want a 
greater weight and value attached to what I submit.  It's not only, is it, will it be a 
submissions, but also testimony for myself.  
HIS HONOUR:  I will correct you.  It is not sworn evidence.  You are making, in effect, 
submissions to me from the dock.  That's all right.  That's fine. ACCUSED:  I am happy 
to do the Quran and stuff like that, if it persuades Your Honour to have greater 
persuasion to the contents of what I'm trying to present.  I'm happy.  That's what I – 
I was hoping.  
                                                
32 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 24H MARCH 2017. 
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HIS HONOUR:  It is a matter for you.  If you wish to go into the witness box, and swear 
on the Quran. ACCUSED:  Yeah, but it's too small over there.  Can we do it from here? 
HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  I would have no objection, Mr Rose, to hearing from Mr Pecotic 
giving his evidence from the dock, if he wishes to be sworn.  I am certainly not going to 
stop him. MR ROSE:  He asked me before, Your Honour, and I said it was entirely a 
matter for Your Honour.  I am comfortable with whatever course you adopt.  
HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  All right.  You can give evidence from the dock.  Mr Malouf will 
need to swear you in.  I gather you wish to use the Quran? 
ACCUSED:  Yes. HIS HONOUR:  Have we got the Quran here?  Yes.  We will do that 
now, Mr Pecotic. ACCUSED:  Thank you. <CHRISTOPHER DEAN PECOTIC, sworn: 
HIS HONOUR:  Mr Rose, I will not be offended if you turn your back on me. 
MR ROSE:  Good, Your Honour.  I will try not to do too much.  I will sit halfway.  I want to 
hear and see. ACCUSED:  I will try and do this the best I can.  It's – there's a lot of material 
I want to try and do.  I'm not going to try and waste the court's time at all, Your Honour.  I've 
got my own, like, little tactic, or plan of attack.  And you'll see, within a few moments, it'll all 
start to come together, okay?  All I ask you just be patient with me, and just, you know, 
I don't mean to offend anyone in the process.  I'm raw, as you know.  I'm direct.  I've gotta 
work on my social skills at times, you know.  I'm still working on them, you know, but you 
know, I mean, but I, I like to try and convey a message, you know?  And that's it.  Now, if 
I can refer to James, the matter of, start with, dispense with, the issue of James Felshaw.  He, 
there was a video linkup, okay?  I participated that for half an hour.  I conveyed my views, 
and what drove me to the point of revealing my, my roles in these crimes, okay?  They were 
unsolved at the time. I made a passing, fleeting reference to them in that, the, the Life of Mars 
document, 440-page, but I didn't identify the offences in question, you know, I just, I say I'm 
rubbing my nose up to the authorities, you know?  I didn't see this at the time, okay?  That 
days, there were good enough, you know, I mean, let them solve it, and whatever, you know?  
And I'll get to that a little bit down the track in the, the remorse section, okay?  But then, and 
I, so, I conveyed what drove me to that. I reflect that.  I say that in the letter correspondence 
to you, what drove me to this also.  And, and then I mentioned, was he aware of Danny 
Sullivan?  He said, yes.  He said he was his supervisor.  I, you know?  I said – I said some 
words I, you want me to say it raw, say it as it is, or, tone it down, or? 
HIS HONOUR:  No.  You can say it as it is.  
ACCUSED:  Say it as it is.  Okay, all right, I'd rather say it as it is.  Well, fuck that, you 
know?  And, and, and I said, and then I started to say, he's your supervisor now, is he?  Okay, 
yeah, so you're gonna run the report through him, he's gonna become aware of it?  Yes.  
Okay, all right, so, you're not going to, I know how it works.  You're not gonna, you're not 
gonna go against your supervisor, okay?  I've got some material here, some documents here.  
I can show and prove independent reports dating back how I – how I suffer Post-Traumatic 
Stress.  
   There's document is back, far back as 2006.  June reports, I'm happy 
to provide those material.  There's a suggestion that I attribute my Post-Traumatic Stress to 
austere, austere conditions.  That's what he suggests, okay?  And I said, but I can show that 
this is, this is not quite right, okay?  That I can, that I can put that, I can bury that suggestion 
quite easily, okay, with these other reportings, okay?  There's a – there's a flow.  There's a 
stream of this stuff, okay, that was never, his report was relied upon.   
   The courts have taken considerable weight to this, and arrived at 
conclusions supporting his assertions that it was attributed to – I've never said to him 
(indistinct) that I suffer Post-Traumatic Stress through austere conditions at all.  I've 
never made that comment to him.  The comments I've made, with treatings and medical 



CAGED&UNTOLD.&
THIS DOCUMENT IS COPY RIGHT OF C.D.P. FOR VIEWING PURPOSES ONLY TO SHARE AND TO 
PROMOTE ITS VALUABLE CONTENT TO ALL. ALL RIGHTS ARE RESERVED BY C.D.P. ABSORB! 

BETRAYED,)JUDAS)COUNSEL)CHAPTER))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))Page.!140)

staff, I will refer to those documents, the, the passages, that's why I say that I'm ask my 
counsel for the medical reports and stuff. 
   They were never brought to the, to the attention of the courts.  
You never got to see them.  You never got an opportunity to independently corroborate 
what Mr Danny Sullivan said, okay?  So, it was never independently supported, confirmed, 
okay?  And I said, listen, all I'm asking – and I said, listen.  I'm in the process now of doing a 
book, okay, and there's going to be one certain chapter, okay, set aside for Judas counsel.   
   And Danny Sullivan features heavily in this.  I've got the evidence 
there, I've got the material, I'll expose him, okay?  And he wants to fuck my life, I'll keep it as 
it is.  He wants to fuck my life, destroy my life, I'm going to destroy his.  I'm going to expose 
him for him.  He won't be able to work in the prison system.  Nobody is going to accept his 
evidence as, as they have in the past.  I'll show this.  I'll prove this, and that's my ambition, 
okay?  And before I leave this earth, I will do this, okay?  So - and you can tell Danny 
Sullivan that.  You can report that - you can put that in the report, okay? 
  Now - and then I asked him for - for his fax, fax number to send the material 
to the fax or post, or - or a place, do you know what I mean, like a postal address.  He said he 
would get back to me, okay?  He never got back to me.  I've been asking my counsel, "What's 
going on with the report?  Have we got that report?  I'm curious to see what it is, what - how 
does he - does he make any reference to this?"  Leaves it all out, okay?  I assumed he would 
anyway, okay, because he doesn't want to make Danny Sullivan look bad. 
  Danny Sullivan, let's be - let's be - let's be mindful of the fact Danny 
Sullivan works for Forensicare, works for the government; okay, works for the state, okay?  
I've got litigation against the state, against Barwon. 
  By that - by that comment I attribute my post-traumatic stress to the - 
to austere conditions negates any legal action litigation taken against the state because those 
reports that you will see that I've tendered, I've placed on the thing, they clearly identified 
what I contribute my post-traumatic - the incident, the events, the conditions, the symptoms, 
my concerns, my fears, sweats, anxiety, everything like that.  It's - everything is detailed in 
these reports are clearly, clearly, okay, by not just one person, by many.  Okay?  So it's not 
just one person, by many, okay? 
And - and - and - he - he refused, so - all right, I'm getting ahead of myself here.  Okay, so if 
we go back, okay? HIS HONOUR:  I don't think he said, to be fair to him, that you attributed 
your PTSD - - - ACCUSED:  I've got it.  He did. HIS HONOUR:  - - - to austere conditions.  
What he said was that whilst you met the diagnostic criteria, or you may have met the 
diagnostic criteria for post-traumatic stress disorder, he thought it was more appropriate to 
regard your condition as an adaptation to prolonged incarceration in austere circumstances.  
So he was expressing his opinion - - - ACCUSED:  Yeah. 
HIS HONOUR:  - - - rather than reciting something that you said to him. 
ACCUSED:  Yeah, well, I've got - - - HIS HONOUR:  If you go to p.8 of his report - - - 
ACCUSED:  I've only read his report yesterday. 
HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  Do you want me to read that paragraph to you? 
ACCUSED:  If you could please. 
HIS HONOUR:  All right.  "Although he might meet the diagnostic criteria for post-traumatic 
stress disorder, it is perhaps more appropriate to regard his condition as an adaptation to 
prolonged incarceration in austere circumstances, as well as a number of attacks on him 
associated with prison life and his lifestyle outside prison." 
  So I don't think he was saying there that you did not meet the 
diagnostic criteria for post-traumatic stress disorder. 
ACCUSED:  Yeah.  I just - in - in paragraph 63, is that what we're just talking about? 
HIS HONOUR:  No, paragraph 69. 



CAGED&UNTOLD.&
THIS DOCUMENT IS COPY RIGHT OF C.D.P. FOR VIEWING PURPOSES ONLY TO SHARE AND TO 
PROMOTE ITS VALUABLE CONTENT TO ALL. ALL RIGHTS ARE RESERVED BY C.D.P. ABSORB! 

BETRAYED,)JUDAS)COUNSEL)CHAPTER))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))Page.!141)

ACCUSED:  Okay, if I can take you back to paragraph 63. 
HIS HONOUR:  Yes, I have got that.32. 

ATTRIBUTE TO AUSTERE CONDITIONS LIES TOLD! 
                                                                                               ACCUSED:  Danny Sullivan's - 
"except post-traumatic stress disorder which he attributed to his lengthy incarceration in 
austere and harsh conditions".  I never said that to him, Your Honour.  Seriously, I've always 
mentioned to him, okay, that - and if we refer to the - the reports, okay, I'll get back to his, the 
balance of areas that I can - I can - I can show that are not quite right.  I just want to now just 
- just put that to the side for a moment. 
HIS HONOUR:  I might, just before we do, I am conscious that Dr Sullivan is not here to 
defend himself. ACCUSED:  Get him in the box then. HIS HONOUR:  I beg your pardon?32. 

 

ACCUSED:  Get him in the box. 
ACCUSED:  Okay.  All right, now, if I could - if I could just go to, just - just pause on that 
for a moment.  So if I go back to - I've got it in a certain way, Your Honour. 
HIS HONOUR:  Yes. ACCUSED:  This - this was in evidence in your - in your matters 
before you:  The following evidence reports that there was a raft of material evidence that 
wasn't provided to the courts, let alone myself, okay? Okay?  Myself, "withheld - withheld 
from client and does not -".  I was, (indistinct) claim that, "I was kept up-to-date on accused's 
medical history as claimed and suggested by" - that was p.84, line 17 to 19, you know?  I was 
kept up-to-date on all the accused's medical history, okay?  I was never kept up-to-date on all 
the accused's medical history, Your Honour.  If I was, I would have - I would have forced an 
alarm.  I was not in the loop, okay?  And whatever was happening before me was like a whirl. 
Believe it was - it was - I was not comprehending a lot of this.  I mean, and I didn't make a lot 
of the connections.  I didn't understand a lot of it because it was too fast for me, okay, and I 
didn't realise, and a lot of the - and when I started reading the transcripts, I say to myself, 
"What the fuck?" I mean, like, really, Your Honour, I was there, man.  I missed this.  How 
could I miss this?  Some things were happening, were being said that I didn't really 
understand, and I'm, "No, you got that wrong". You know, I didn't see the significance or the 
relevance at the time, I mean, how it was all falling together at the end - at the end of it, how - 
how it - how it was able to construct something that - something that was pure deceit, okay, 
of you. Seriously, I was a - and that's what I say, Your Honour, you are not at fault at this.  
You will find - you will learn from this, okay? 
  Now, one sec.  "Attributed - attributed", now, I was - I was - 
"attributed to" - all right.  One moment, Your Honour.  Right, this is, I referred to the - the - 
one of the documents, this is where it starts, okay?32.   

P.T.S.D. CONDITION REPORTS ON FILE AND MORE REVEALED! 
                                                                                                                     We begin the 
identification of post-traumatic stress symptoms, conditions, concerns, relating that I'd 
actually had at the time.  This is 12th of the 6th 2007, medical report.  You've got that on the 
file.This is a two-page report, "Suicide ideation.  Identified early warning signals.  
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Depression specific to his situation, isolated, reclusive sad, no motivation, lethargic.  Lack of 
appetite and motivation.  Used to enjoy writing letters but now reports no interests.  Has an 
interest in art.  Has been awaiting for approval.  Spoke of traumatic incident at Barwon.  
Spoke of feeling detached and not as carefree and buoyed as pre.  Shows scales of extremities 
from assault at Barwon.  Concerned about being attacked again.  States these (indistinct), 
question mark, a sense of heightened awareness.  However he did not use the term 'paranoia'.  
Discussed unwillingness, unwilling reboxetine.  Was advised of AR (Something) which are 
limited in sleep disturbances.  A (something) to perspiration and sweats relates to anxiety if to 
consider introduction", that's hypertension, whatever, you know, paranoid thoughts. And I'm 
concerned, I don't want to take the medication because it's - it dulls my awareness because I 
was attacked at the time.  Taking these sorts of medication, it's like drugs, okay?  So I have 
an aversion, okay, for putting myself back in that sort of position, okay? 
Now, the 31st, sorry, there's a two-page entry.  One sec.  One sec.  One sec, 205.  12th of the 
6th, this is the first page.  This was actually, you know, included.  That second part was not. 
This was included in that 440 plea material document that I have introduced.  But given the 
nature of the author, a lot of the stuff is in handwriting.  You are not able to decipher it.  You 
know, you don't appreciate it took me ages to unscramble it.  And you know what, in 
doing so, I start to learn a lot more because I started to get a greater understanding by 
going back to the post-traumatic stress and exposure that it start to - how can I say it?  
It was daunting at first to begin with, but then over time I start to get a greater 
appreciation and understanding of what I was going through and I'll get to that as we 
go along because by identifying the true extent of my nature and my trauma and how I 
was fucked up - my damaged state - okay?  I was able to then - I didn't know.  I was 
walking around aimlessly.  I didn't recognise.  I had no real concept or understanding of 
how deep this - this was, you know, how deeply affected I was.  I thought I was fine.  I 
was walking around.  You couldn't tell.  I couldn't tell.  I couldn't see.  I could see scars 
and shit, you know what I mean?  And certain things disturbed me and troubled me 
and reignited certain things, but I didn't know how - how profound I had been affected 
by this until I start to go over things. 32. 
HIS HONOUR:  Can I just interrupt for a moment?  I am just trying to work out the 
direction in which this is headed.  You are - - -ACCUSED:  I'm still suffering post-
traumatic stress.  
HIS HONOUR:  No, I just want to try and provide a focus for where this is headed.  
ACCUSED:  Yes, yes. HIS HONOUR:  What you are arguing to this court is that to the 
extent that the psychiatrists have not diagnosed the post-traumatic stress disorder, you 
challenge that and you submit that the diagnosis, if it has not been made, should be made, and 
I ought take that into account on your behalf.  
 
ACCUSED:  I am going to get to that in a sec, okay?  There is a visiting - visiting - and 
Danny Sutherland mentions it in his report - diagnosed. HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
ACCUSED:  Okay.  In paragraph 50:  "Later in" - well, we're still back in 2006, though, 
okay?  Because I'll bring you up to speed, okay? HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
ACCUSED:  By a paragraph:  "Later in 2012, he returned to Barwon Prison and was 
reviewed by a psychiatrist who in September 2012 noted features of depression and anxiety.  
Medication was offered but declined by Mr (indistinct).  In late November 2012, okay, he 
reported some symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder and the visiting psychiatrist noted 
this diagnosis."  Okay?  "Noted this diagnosis."  Okay.  So, the visiting psychiatrist accepted 
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this diagnosis.  Okay?  That's noted.  It's documented.  It's reported.  The only person that 
doesn't say that I have - that I attributed my post-traumatic stress to the certain Banksia 
incident, a graphic assault where I was nearly killed, is Danny Sutherland.32. 

PLURAL P.T.S.D. DIAGNOSED!  
                     Everybody else supports this, are on the same - are in line.  
Everybody else.  You know what I mean?  Really, at the end of the day, we've got psych 
nurses, we've got a psychiatrist, we've got Carolyn Newlands, okay?  Michael Epstein, okay, 
from the panel.  They all - and I had reluctance.  I was with them four hours, Your Honour, in 
a room, handcuffed and stuff because - - -HIS HONOUR:  With the medical panel? 
ACCUSED:  Yeah, with the medical panel, okay?  And that is in May 2012, I think, or 
something like this. HIS HONOUR:  Yes. ACCUSED:  I'll get back to that in a sec, okay?  
HIS HONOUR:  They actually diagnosed post-traumatic stress disorder, but determined that 
it was less than ten per cent whole impairment. ACCUSED:  I understand that because you 
know what?  I'm not forthcoming, Your Honour.  I'm not revealing.  They're asking me so 
many things.  So, yeah, I've got issues. HIS HONOUR:  But for your purpose, a diagnosis of 
post-traumatic stress disorder is good enough. ACCUSED:  Yes, exactly.  
HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
ACCUSED:  Yes, exactly.  I wasn't able to provide and I hid and concealed the true extent of 
the - and I didn't answer half their questions, okay, because I thought they were too personal 
or whatever.  I didn't like some of the shit they were saying, okay, so, I didn't answer it, 
okay?  But still on the - and you're saying - Pamela Matthew's will tell you - tell you 
sometimes when I - I mean, like, I don't - I'm very hard.  I'll get to her evidence.  I'm very 
hard, you know what I mean?  I'm not very cooperative, okay, in - I'm very disturbed - very 
disturbed at times. HIS HONOUR:  That's not a surprising observation, I have to say, 
Mr Binse. ACCUSED:  You know what I mean?  I am very disturbed at times, so I'm not 
really working with them.  You know what I mean?  I'm working against them and they were 
still - that's the whole point I make.  They were still able to arrive at diagnosis in tandem.  I 
spent four hours with them and they're not young, they're not fresh out of junior school or 
anything like that.  They were seniors, you know, like in their 60s plus.  You know what I 
mean?  So, I'm assuming that they had been in the field for maybe 20/30 years.  So it's not 
like it, you know what I mean, it's easy to pull the wool over their eyes, you know what I 
mean.  Like, they know all the tricks and stuff, you know, they know what to look for. 
   And by this stage, I have no great understanding of post-traumatic 
stress, how to feign, how to act, how to this, this, try and stooge them or whatever.  They're 
trying to shut me down from the litigation.  You know what I mean?  They're trying their 
best, okay, to shut me down.  They still arrive at this finding.  Okay?  It was Danny 
Sutherland.  We'll get back to him in a sec, okay?   
 
You have seen - seen some of the footage when we played the video - the footage of the 
siege.  You know, I was uncontrollable, man.  And that was at the time of sentencing, so 
before my sentence, during the course of my sentence, I didn't know that.  And I've got 
the - I've got the media in front of me, man.  Full house.  You see them all fucking all 
gawking at me, putting me down as sadness now, you know what I mean?  Your dignity, 
you know what I mean? HIS HONOUR:  Yes. ACCUSED:  I am trying to hide my head 
here like this. HIS HONOUR:  Steady on.  Slow down.  Take a deep breath. ACCUSED:  
Yeah.  
HIS HONOUR:  Focus.  Stay focussed.  
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ACCUSED:  Yeah, yeah.  So, I'll get to back to that in a sec. HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
ACCUSED:  Okay, so, we'll get back to this 12/06/2007:  "Depressed, experienced - 
sometimes he gets depressed, becomes withdrawn and isolated, morose, whatever, will 
isolate self.  Turns off - turns - turn off last for days or longer bouts.  To deal with depression 
a couple of times per week" - question mark - a question mark - "2RX.  He undertake 
exercise, isolate self, A, question mark, "To having suicidal thoughts, think about, blacked 
out.  Inmates".  Here we go.  Inmates involved in Banksia assault, I bet.  So, she's assumed – 
she, she's arriving at this conclusion because she's in there, she's saying this, okay?  Okay.  
Now, looks forward to visit to A, question mark, to having plans – "Has thoughts of 
asphyxiation" – because I was telling her how I wanted, how to check out, okay?  What was 
going through my mind – but has, has, but has considered even putting bag over his head, 
which I did, as a test run.  This was 01/06/07.  No more test runs since then, he states.   
Denied any current, okay.  So, that – that was, and the she's, by my interview with her, I'm 
telling her what's, what's happening.  She arrives straight away.  She makes a connection 
there, okay?  So, that's back on 12 June 2007.  He's got these reports, okay?  And – and – and 
this, the thing, I'll get to, if I could just continue please? HIS HONOUR:  Yes. 
ACCUSED:  Okay.  Then we have, ah, all right.  Have St Vincent's Hospital Melbourne 
outpatient's attendance.  31/08/07.  "Reviewed in chair, states feeling paranoid.  More 
withdrawn from others.  Describes waking up feeling terrible.  Describes that he might be 
having bouts of acute depression, anxiety, re-traumatic events, relationship to assaults, lost 
interest in being in the yard".  That only because I thought I was going to get stabbed, or, or 
whatever, you know?  Really, you know, this is all reported, man, okay, 'cause that's when it 
happened, in the yard.  "Sad, sad rates, feeling sad as eight to 10", eight out of 10, you know 
what I mean?  "Not wanting to get out of bed in the morning.  Does not look forward" – does 
not look forward up.  "Describes former paranoia as sitting in cell, so that others have a 
decreased ability to attack him".  Okay, I don't want to go out in the cell, man.   
   I don't want to go out in the yard, because I had these fears.  That's 
what Post-Traumatic Stress – that's a keys component to Post-Traumatic Stress.  It's sitting 
right here.  Not austere conditions, Your Honour.  Seriously.  It's crazy.  And this is what, 
like, this will say disturbed.  This would left me more profound.  My – even though I was so 
fucked up in the head.  You know what I – the, the will, to try and amend this, to show and 
prove that this is not right.  This is wrong.  That's the only thing that keeps me alive.   
   I swear that by an Allah, man.  This is the only thing, I mean, if it 
wasn't for this – to prove this – that this is false and misleading, corrupt, tainted, polluted, and 
just misleading the courts, okay, that people in the past have taken a great weight for, towards 
the evidence of Danny Sullivan, okay, and have ignored the, the mountain of material that is 
on my file.  That was replaced.  All – all this was replaced.  This is the file of evidence, all 
right, we'll just substitute that.  Put that all aside.  We'll just slide in Danny Su – it won't be 
tested.  It won't be, ah, challenged, do you know what I mean?   
   The veracity – we won't determine nothing.  Well yeah, I mean, we'll 
get that in, don't worry.  That's good as gold.  He's a guru.  He's – he's so well-liked, he's so 
well – now, the fallout now.  Everybody's gonna – his integrity.  The – and his, ah, integrity 
is going to be called into question, because we'll get to a few other points.  I could, I could 
challenge half the stuff, but there's three or points I can prove independently, which we'll get 
to in a, later, please.  Okay.  All right.  Sorry, one sec.  One sec.  I'll get back to that report.  
That's – that's, that's, I haven't finished 31/08/07 report, okay.   
   Describes – um, "Feeling concerns of position in line", because I don't 
want to be in a line, because I've got people behind me.  I'm paranoid some cut my – you 
know, in the back, now, you know?  Never used to worry about that before.  I was a fucking 
soldier, man.  Now, before then, not a problem.  "Always locking door.  Hyper vigilant.  
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Describes self as vulnerable to attack.  Is keen to reduce exposure to attack.  Sleeps one to 
two restless nights per week.  More comfortable in cell at night, at ease".  I'm at ease.  I'm, 
I'm safe in me cell at night, you know? 
HIS HONOUR:  Are you still reading from the St Vincent's Hospital notes? 
ACCUSED:  Yes, I am.  I am, Your Honour.  Yeah.  I am.  31/08/07, okay? 
HIS HONOUR:  So, they make a note that you are hyper vigilant? ACCUSED:  Yeah.  
Yeah. HIS HONOUR:  Which is a symptom of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder. 
ACCUSED:  All this stuff.  Everything – everything that's described here, Your 
Honour, are the key symptoms, okay?  This is not – this is, this is back in 2007, where 
I have no understanding, no comprehension, none whatsoever, of what Post-Traumatic 
Stress does, okay, or its signs or symptoms or conditions or whatever.  I'm – I'm, 
I mean, I'm just walking around aimlessly, I mean, really, all fucked up.  Damaged.  
And that's what it is, okay?  And that's why I, when I start to see – that's what caused 
me to realise, hold on, wait a minute, and we'll get to that a little bit in remorse, okay?  
Because I didn't even know it myself, you know what I mean?   
   And I know, I know I was a little bit cautious and shit, paranoid, but 
not to the extent of, that I was.  Presentation, all right?  "Comfortable.  At ease.  Relaxed.  
Presentation:  Unshaven.  Poor eye contact.  Beanie".  I mean, 'cause I'm wearing a beanie, 
because I gotta, I don't want people, they look at my scars.  Okay?  "Beanie.  Open, relaxed.  
Posture, normal rate.  R:  Clear speech.  Not wanting anti-depressant medication", because 
you know what?  Last time I'm a zombie, man, fucking look at me.  Look what happened.  
"Given advice to alternative treatments for anxiety, depression.   
   Agreed to psychiatrist referral to A, question mark, depression slash 
anxiety, and PTSD.  Binse for 06/09/07".  All right?  If we put in the patient requests, that's, 
that's that form now finished.  Patient request form, entry dated 02/10/07.  "Personal issues:  
Concerns felt need attention.  Currently in a profound state".  So, I had to put a request in, 
now, to see the medical.  And what did they say, you know what I mean?  I'm – I'm – I'm 
currently in a profound state.  Okay?  Now they, they see me on 09/10/07.  Nurse review, 
can't stop thinking of when I was slashed in Banksia boy a prisoner.  See that?  "Feeling D, 
question mark, and depressed".  Hard, you know?  To do something – to take these thoughts 
away.  "Doesn't want to take medication, question, who he needs to see for help".  You 
know?  P, question mark, "Often about slashing to head, face and legs.  A recent event where 
prisoner went to cut him, resulted in prisoner receiving a cut to finger of hand".  Okay?  
"Would benefit from regular individual counselling to manage long-term issues".  Come on, 
man.  Seriously?  What the fuck, you know what I mean?  I'm a layman.   
   I had no – you know what I mean.  I can, I know what they're 
saying, man.  I have got no university degree.  I don't – I don't know what the, over 
through my own experience, I pick up the markers.  I see things that triggers and 
whatever.  They should know this all.  That's what they're taught to look for.  That 
doesn't say Post-Traumatic Stress?  Please, Your Honour, you know?  This is – this was 
never brought to your attention.  None of this material.  What I'm reading out now was 
never brought to your attention, so you were not to know.  My defence team.  It was my 
defence team, and Sol Holt, Sol Holt substituted this with Danny Sullivan's report, we'll 
get to this in a second. 
 
HIS HONOUR:  All right, there's a hard copy here, is there, of some material you want me to 
read? ACCUSED:  I think it's - it's - it's on, it should be on - it should be on the disc.  It is, 
yes, should be the disc. HIS HONOUR:  Yes.   
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ACCUSED:  Yeah, it's just - - Your Honour, I'm not going to try and fudge things up or try 
and mislead or deceive or suggest whatever, okay?  HIS HONOUR:  Yes. 
ACCUSED:  From - with me, it's all about the truth.  It's all about the facts, the 
evidence.  That's all I want, all I want to introduce.  I want you to hear, I want 
everybody to hear.  With Islam, can't lie, man, (indistinct) 157, sorry, 557, sorry.  You 
know, you've got to be truthful.  You can't lie, you can't deceive, you can't 32. 
 

P.T.S.D. FINALLY ACCEPTED BY COURTS AND THE VERY SAME JUDGE! 
 
HIS HONOUR:  Assuming - just to try and provide you with a little direction so that 
you know what I'm thinking - assuming that you are successful in establishing that you 
are and have been since 2006 suffering from either symptoms of post-traumatic stress 
disorder or the full diagnosed illness of post-traumatic stress disorder.  The way I see it, 
it's relevant to my sentence, so my role in this case, as informing the likely onerousness 
of future incarceration.   
 
HIS HONOUR:  You are I think entitled to proceed on the basis that you will 
successfully establish that you have suffered at the very least from symptoms of post-
traumatic stress disorder.  
ACCUSED:  Yes. HIS HONOUR:  Okay.  
ACCUSED:  It is documented and reported, Your Honour.  
HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  So, whilst I don't have a concluded view, I think the 
preponderance of evidence - - -MR ROSE:  I wouldn't disagree, Your Honour. 
HIS HONOUR:  Yes, well, you heard that, Mr Binse.  Mr Rose very fairly - - -32. 

THE CROWN FINALLY NOW CONCEED TO MY P.T.S.D. CONDITION TOO! 
 
Your Honour, and I say - and I say, you know, like, you would be troubled through the 
evidence of the past, absolutely, it happened on your watch.  It will not go down well.  
But some people need to stand up and accept that what occurred occurred, you know, 
and make that commitment to - you're a justice of the Bench.  Saying to uphold the law 
and serve justice.  You know what I mean, 
 
HIS HONOUR:  By dent of the circumstances of it and your mental health issues.  I am 
very comfortably satisfied that you are doing your time hard. OFFENDER:  Yes.  
HIS HONOUR:  Very hard.  And your mental illness, including post-traumatic stress 
disorder, is making incarceration very difficult. OFFENDER:  Yes, I appreciate that.   
HIS HONOUR:  I am comfortably satisfied about that, so you don't need to develop 
that any further than you have. OFFENDER:  Okay, Your Honour.  I just wanted to 
say it, that's all.  
HIS HONOUR:  No.  But it is a submission that I accept.  
OFFENDER:  What I was going to say, this suppression order and Danny Sullivan, this gang 
lord - - - HIS HONOUR:  I won't entertain submissions on that.  He's not here to defend 
himself.  This process has to be fair to everyone. OFFENDER:  Your Honour, he 
deliberately - these are my assertions - deliberately calculatedly lied, deceived, corrupted the 

                                                
32

 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 24H MARCH 2017. 
 
32 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 24H MARCH 2017. 
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outcome, okay, maliciously falsified documents, legal documents.  That's serious, man.  
That's really serious.  
HIS HONOUR:  Psychiatric opinion is just that, it's an opinion.  It's not like a science.  If you 
see a bullet hole tracking a path through a torso, a doctor can say where it entered, where it 
exited and the path it took and that's easy, that's science.  Psychiatric evidence varies from 
person to person.  It's an opinion, no more, no less.  I take it into account as merely that 
witness's opinion, no more, no less.  I don't regard it as a scientific explanation of what is 
occurring in a person's mind because it's just not.  I'll give you an example.  So often 
psychiatrists will say, "Look, my diagnosis is" and this is what Sullivan effectively did in 
your case, "is an adjustment disorder from austere circumstances" or something like that.  
And he preferred that to PTSD but he didn't rule out PTSD.  It was in effect a differential 
diagnosis.  The fact is I'm persuaded on all the evidence that there are features of PTSD 
in your case and Mr Rose for the prosecution doesn't demur from that.  My point is that 
with Dr Sullivan all he's doing is expressing an opinion and its impact upon me then 
and now is no more than that's his opinion.  That's all. OFFENDER:  Yeah, but I open to it 
when he was chatting through some of the contents of his report was false and was - - -   
HIS HONOUR:  Based on incorrect histories, et cetera, I understand that.  
OFFENDER:   Well it was independently corroborated, Your Honour, seriously.  These 
are the facts and you said this, I mean you attributed this and whatever.  
HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
OFFENDER:  The whole document, if there's some passages is false and corrupt, the 
whole lot is false and corrupt, you know. HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
HIS HONOUR:  Yes, all right.  Mr Rose will now make some short submissions.  Yes, 
Mr Rose. MR ROSE:  Your Honour, distilling what I can from Mr Pecotic's plea, the 
issues seem to be his mental state, his PTSD that you've found, and a propensity to 
self-harm.  They're matters that I think, on my reading of the material he supplied us, loom 
large.  In addition, there's his treatment in prison, the isolation times and the fact that it is 
more onerous for him than perhaps for the average prisoner. 
MR ROSE:  There's a lot of additional material.  
HIS HONOUR:  - - - if I were armed then with what I know now. MR ROSE:  Yes.  
HIS HONOUR:  Because that's effectively the exercise that I have to conduct now in 
considering matters - - -   
MR ROSE:  Yes, yes, you've got to take into account, well, extra has happened in the last 
three years. HIS HONOUR:  Yes, of course.  
MR ROSE:  And the additional material he's putting forward. HIS HONOUR:  Yes.  
MR ROSE:  I'm not advocating for him but I feel it my duty to, in fairness to him, to put that 
forward. HIS HONOUR:  No, I understand that. MR ROSE:  He's unrepresented.33.  
 

R V VERDINS AND THE LAW ON P.T.S.D CONDITIONS. 
 
R v Verdins –BC200703785. Supreme Court of Victoria—Appeal. 
Maxwell P, Buchanan and Vincent JJA. 362 of 2005 No 347 of 2005 No 361 of 2005. 25 July 
2006, 23 May 2007 [2007] VSCA 102 
 
R v Tsiaras [1996] 1 VR 398 Maxwell P, Buchannan and Vincent JJA. 
[1] The proper exercise of the sentencing discretion frequently calls for a consideration 
of the offender’s mental state at the time of the offending or at the time of sentence or 
                                                
33 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 27H MARCH 2017. 
 



CAGED&UNTOLD.&
THIS DOCUMENT IS COPY RIGHT OF C.D.P. FOR VIEWING PURPOSES ONLY TO SHARE AND TO 
PROMOTE ITS VALUABLE CONTENT TO ALL. ALL RIGHTS ARE RESERVED BY C.D.P. ABSORB! 

BETRAYED,)JUDAS)COUNSEL)CHAPTER))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))Page.!148)

both. In R v Tsiaras, 1 one of the earliest decisions of the Court of Appeal, the Court 
(Charles, Callaway and Vincent JJA) indentified five ways in which serious psychiatric 
illness not amounting to insanity was relevant to sentence: 
 
First, it may reduce the moral culpability of the offence, as distinct from the prisoner’s 
legal responsibility. Where that is so, it affects the punishment that is just in all the 
circumstances and denunciation of the type of conduct in which the offender engaged is 
less punishment that is just in all the circumstances and denunciation of the type of 
conduct in which the offender is less likely to be a relevant sentencing objective.  
 
Second, the prisoner’s illness may have a bearing on the kind of sentence that is 
imposed and the conditions in which it should be served.  
Third, a prisoner suffering from a serious psychiatric illness is not an appropriate 
vehicle for general deterrence, whether or not the illness played a part in the 
commission of the offence. The illness may have supervened since that time.  
Forth, specific deterrence may be more difficult to achieve and is often not worth 
pursuing as such.  
Fifthly, psychiatric illness may mean that a given sentence will weigh more heavily on 
the prisoner than it would on a person in normal health.2 
 
[2] This statement of principle has since been applied many times, by courts in Victoria and 
in other States. In the process, there has been both elaboration and refinement of the 
propositions enunciated in R v Tsiaras. The three appeals before the Court involve various 
aspects of the R v Tsiaras principles and, were heard together. They provide the occasion for 
a review of the case law since R v Tsiaras and for a restatement, in somewhat revised form, 
of the guiding principles which R v Tsiaras laid down. 
 
What kind of a mental condition? 
 
This was entirely understandable, since R v Tsiaras itself concerned schizophrenia, a serious 
psychiatric illness. But the quite erroneous view developed that was said in R v Tisaras 
was intended to, and did, “cover the field” in relation to mental illness and sentencing. 
 
[4] As a result, sentencing judges have often been faced with the argument that the sentencing 
considerations identified in R v Tisaras have no application unless the offender’s 
condition constitutes a “serious psychiatric illness” in the R v Tisaras sense. Indeed, that 
very issue has been raised on these appeals. In R v Verdins, for example, the Crown 
submitted that it was— 
…a moot point whether depression in any given case amounts to a serious psychiatric 
illness… 
In R v Buckley too, the Crown argued that it was— 
…questionable… whether the appellant’s mental state amounts to a “serious 
psychiatric illness” for the purpose of applying the principles in Tsiaras… 
 
[5] The sentencing considerations identified in R v Tsiaras are not—and were not 
intended to be – applicable only to cases of “serious psychiatric illness”. One or more of 
those considerations may be applicable an any case where the offender is shown to have 
been suffering at the time of the offence (and/or to be suffering at the time of 
sentencing) from a mental disorder or abnormality or an impairment of mental 
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function, whether or not the condition in question would properly be described as a 
(serious) mental illness. 
 
[6] The Court in R v Tisaras referred to R v Anderson, 3 where Young CJ and Jenkins J 
adopted the following statement of Young CJ in R v Mooney: 
 
In sentencing generally it is necessary to balance personal and general deterrence on the one 
hand with rehabilitation on the other. But in the case of an offender suffering from a 
mental disorder or abnormality general deterrence is a factor which should often be 
given very little weight…General deterrence should often be given very little weight in 
the case of an offender suffering from a mental disorder of abnormality because such an 
offender is not the appropriate medium for making an example to others. 4 (emphasis 
added) 
 
[7] Clearly, the phrase “mental disorder or abnormality” is apt to cover a wide variety of 
conditions.5 In Engert, 6 The New South Wales Court of Criminal Appeal spoke of “mental 
disorder”. In Channon v R, 7 Brennan J spoke of “an offender’s psychiatric abnormality”. In 
Lauritsen, 8 The Western Australian Court of Criminal Appeal adopted the statement by 
Malcom CJ in Watson v R, 9 that— 
…the presence of psychiatric or psychological factors can be an important sentencing 
factor. (emphasis added). 
 
[8] The sentencing court should not have to concern itself with how a particular condition is 
to be classified. Difficulties of definition and classification in this field are notorious.10 
There may be differences of expert diagnosis in relation to the offender. It may be that a 
specific condition can be identified. What matters is what the evidence shows about the 
nature, extent and effect of the mental impairment experienced by the offender at the 
relevant time. 
 
[9] In R v Yaldiz, Winnecke ACJ (with whom Hampel AJA agreed) said: 
Whether in the particular case a psychiatric condition should reduce or eliminate 
general deterrence as an appropriate purpose of punishment will depend upon the  
nature and severity of its symptoms and its effect upon the mental capacity of the 
accused.11 (emphasis added) 
 
[10] In Wright, the New South Wales Court of Appeal said that the applicability of these 
sentencing considerations did not depend on the presence of a “significant mental illness”. 
Rather— 
.. the significance of the offender’s mental capacity is to be weighed and evaluated in the 
light of the particular facts and circumstances of the individual case.12 (emphasis 
added) 
Likewise, In R v Kasulaitis, the Court (per Batt JA) accepted that considerations of 
general and specific deterrence should be moderated— 
 
In view of the [offender’s] psychological state at the time albeit that his state did not amount 
to psychosis or mental illness.13 
 

General deterrence as a sentencing consideration 
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[14] As noted earlier, proposition 3 in R v Tsiaras was in these terms: 
 
A prisoner suffering from serious psychiatric illness is not an appropriate vehicle for 
general deterrence, whether or not the illness played a part in the commission of the 
offence. The illness may have supervened since that time. 
 
[15] This proposition too was initially misunderstood. It was thought to exclude general 
deterrence altogether as a sentencing consideration. No such absolute rule was intended, as 
Winneke ACJ explained in R v Yaldiz: 
 
It is not appropriate to simply fasten on to the words “recognised psychiatric disorder” 
And then, without reference to the symptoms and consequences of that order, to 
contend that purposes of general deterrence have no part to play in the sentencing 
process. Whether in the particular case a psychiatric condition should reduce or 
eliminate general deterrence as an appropriate purpose of punishment will depend 
upon the nature and severity of its symptoms and its effects upon the mental capacity of 
the accused.16 
 
General deterrence is not eliminated but still operates, sensibly moderated, in the case 
of an offender suffering from a mental disorder or a severe intellectual handicap. 
 
[18] The need to “sensible moderation” of general deterrence has been explained in a 
number of different ways. In R v Mooney, as we have seen, Young CJ said in that case 
of an offender suffering from a mental disorder or abnormality, general deterrence 
should often be given very little weight--   
 
Such an offender is not the appropriate medium for making an example to others.20 
 
In Wright, the New South Wales Court of Criminal Appeal described this as “an 
accepted principle of sentencing law”.21 
 
[19] In R v Mooney, Lush J said: 
The concept of deterrence of others by the punishment of an offender is that an 
understanding that an offence is followed by substantial adverse consequences will 
prevent others from committing the offence. Regard to this consideration must, I think 
be relevant to the use of the law as an instrument of social administration. It is 
significant in a particular case will, however, at least usually be related to the kindred 
concept of retribution or punishment in which is involved an element of instinctive 
appreciation of the appropriateness of the sentence to the case. A sentence imposed with 
deterrence in view will not be accepted if its retributive effect on the offender is felt to 
be inappropriate to his situation and to the needs of the community.22 (emphasis 
added). 
 
[20] In Wright, Hunt CJ at CL said that – 
The interests of the community do not require such persons to be punished as severely 
as a person without a disability because such severity as persons without a disability 
because such severity is inappropriate to their circumstances. The full understanding of 
the authority and requirements of the law which is attributed to the ordinary individual 
of adult intellect capacities cannot be expected of a person whose intellectual function is 
insufficient to have an understanding. The means by which the courts give effect to that 
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principal (as an instrument of social administration) is to moderate the consideration of 
general deterrence to the circumstances of the particular case. But if the offender acts 
with knowledge of what he is doing and with knowledge of the gravity of his actions, the 
moderation need not be great.23 (emphasis added) 
 
The last proposition was recently applied in Benitez v R .24 Similar views have been 
expressed by the South Australian Court of Criminal Appeal.25 
 

Reducing moral culpability 
 
[23] Proposition 1 from R v Tsiaras was that a serious psychiatric illness might reduce 
the moral culpability of the offence, as distinct from the offender’s legal responsibility 
for it. As the New South Wales Court of Criminal Appeal (Spingleman CJ) said in R v 
Israil – 
 
To the extent that mental illness explains the offence… then an offender’s inability to 
understand the wrongfulness of his actions, or to make reasonable judgements, or to 
control his or her faculties and emotions, will impact on the level of culpability of the 
offender, even where the illness does not amount to an excuse in law.28 
 
[24] Unsurprisingly, the case law reveals a variety of judicial approaches to this issue. 
On the one hand, it has been told to be sufficient to reduce moral culpability that the 
mental disorder affected the offender’s ability to exercise appropriate judgement. 29 

On the other hand, it has been said that – 
…moral culpability would only be lessened where there is a casual connection between 
the psychiatric illness and the commission of the offence…, in the sense that the 
psychiatric condition must have contributed to the commission of the offence.30 
The direct connection to my offending behaviour. Was being confronted by my previous 
attackers. Which I have a documented reported P.T.S.D. connection to. 
The Banksia unit yard graphic assault upon me. Seeing Emmanuel Alexandridis 
Triggered off emotional disturbance and instability, and the fear for my loved ones 
safety and welfare. This is referred to in my plea materials pages 300-306. It goes into 
great details of my concerns. 
Now if that is not a direct link, Saul Holt knew it to be the case. Yet never run it up 
properly. It was revealed in short during my plea by Pamela Mathews evidence. 
 
Pamela Lynn Mathews evidence Page 171 L24 – 26 Mr Chatwick: My understanding was 
there was two problems. One was the threat to Charlize and Ms Miller by the people Mr 
Binse was concerned about.21. 
 
THIS EVIDENCE CAME OUT FROM EXAMINATIONS FROM THE CROWN. NOT FROM SAUL! 
 
Page 161 L17 -19 His Honour: .But I think – I don't want to feter your evidence in any 
way, Ms Mathews. 
Pamela Mathews - Page 183 L3 His Honour: Any, re-examination, Mr Holt? 
Pamela Mathews - Page 183 L4 Mr Holt: No, Your Honour, might the witness be 
excused?21 
                                                
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 



CAGED&UNTOLD.&
THIS DOCUMENT IS COPY RIGHT OF C.D.P. FOR VIEWING PURPOSES ONLY TO SHARE AND TO 
PROMOTE ITS VALUABLE CONTENT TO ALL. ALL RIGHTS ARE RESERVED BY C.D.P. ABSORB! 

BETRAYED,)JUDAS)COUNSEL)CHAPTER))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))Page.!152)

 
I hadn't at this point in time returned to committing armed robberies for nearly two decades. 
  I was on an active campaigner towards committing armed robberies 
and that's why I tried to illustrate in my - in the material's in the - in the - that was presented 
to you that I was prolific.  Look at my crimes now I'm before the courts.  There are actually, 
you know, only two, three weeks apart, sometimes even less.  I was prolific and I really was 
an adrenalin - I was a bank robber junkie, you know what I mean?  Armed robber junkie, 
that's what I was, on a - the craving, the desire to have - for the rush of, not a shot of heroin, 
but the fix for the - the adrenalin for the armed robberies.  That's what it was. 
  I abandoned all that.  I put all that behind me.  I stopped.  I hadn't 
returned to that lifestyle.  I was committing armed robberies within two weeks of my release 
at times, and one of my first robberies in 1992 was within two weeks to the day, jumping 
counters, man.  You know what I mean?  I put all that behind me, you know what I mean? 32. 
 
Emmanuel Alexandridis was living right behind the complex I was living with, you 
know.   
   These, you know - these - when I see these - you see the reports 
where I have concerns about going to a compound, okay, after the event, you know, a 
bit worried about getting stabbed, attacked, this and that, my safety, my concern, okay, 
by others. 
   When I see these people, you know, or become aware of them or 
something like that, that triggers, that triggers, um, um, fear, it triggers, um, um, um, I 
can't explain it, Your Honour, properly, you know.  It's disturbing, it's troubling, okay?  
And, um, um, your safety's in jeopardy, you know.  Your mind goes back to certain 
events and it can't forget that, okay?  That's there first and foremost, okay?  It's fear 
and flight and fight, you know, and um, um - you know, it just affects you, your 
rationale, your thinking, it does.  Um, um, you do things you probably wouldn't do or 
you haven't done for a long time, okay, because you feel your safety and those round 
you, okay, are compromised and in jeopardy, okay?  That's the best I can say it, you 
know.  
   I've alluded to that in my plea materials from p.300 to 306.  I say 
that, they were my concerns but no-one really paid much attention to that in the past, 
okay, but that's the facts.  I need to say this because just to - it is a an example, the 
witnesses in my cases, over 20 years ago, they're still troubled.  It doesn't go away, Your 
Honour.  Seriously, it doesn't go away.  It stays with you until the day you die and you 
say you understand my frustrations and stuff?  You don't understand, Your Honour. 33.  

Defence- Crown Counsel DID NOT pursue P.T.S.D. condition,             

but abandoned it! 
  

The impact of prison on the mentally ill offender 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                  
21Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 
32 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 24H MARCH 2017. 
 
33 SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA EVIDENCE 27H MARCH 2017. 
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[27] In R v Smith, King CJ identified two different ways in which ill-health might be a 
factor mitigating punishment:  
 
Generally speaking ill-health will be a factor tending to mitigate punishment only when 
it appears that imprisonment will be a greater burden on the offender by reason of his 
mental state of health or when there is a serious risk of imprisonment having gravely 
adverse effect on the offender’s health. 38 
 
[28] Proposition 5 from R v Tsiaras captured the first of these, as follows: 
 
Psychiatric illness may mean that a given sentence will weigh more heavily on the 
prisoner than it would on a person in normal health.   
 
This proposition requires neither explanation nor qualification. Self-evidently, a 
prisoner suffering from (for example) severe depression will find each day more of a 
burden than would a person in normal health. 
 
[29]In our view, the second possibility identified in R v Smith also has potential 
relevance to the mentally ill offender. Imprisonment might well cause an existing mental 
condition to deteriorate. In the recent case of R v Vardouniotis, 39 for example, there 
was evidence that a previous period of imprisonment had aggravated the offender’s 
depression and precipitated psychosis. 
 
[30] This further consideration should be expressed as a new proposition 6, as follows: 
 
Where serious risk of imprisonment having a significant adverse effect on the offender’s 
metal health, this will be a factor tending to mitigate punishment. 
 
Restatement of R v Tsiaras principles 
[31] In the light of the preceding discussion, the R v Tsiaras principles can be now 
reformulated, as follows. 
 
[32] Impaired mental functioning, whether temporary or permanent (“the condition”, is 
relevant to sentencing in at least the following six ways: 
 

1. The condition may reduce the moral culpability of the offending conduct, as 
distinct from the offender’s legal responsibility. Where that is so, the condition 
affects the punishment that is just in all the circumstances; and denunciation is 
less likely to be a relevant sentencing objective. 

2. The condition may have a bearing on the kind of sentence that is imposed and 
the condition in which it should be served. 

3. Whether general deterrence should be moderated or eliminated as a sentencing 
consideration depends upon the nature and severity of the symptoms exhibited 
by the offender, and the effect of the condition on the mental capacity of the 
offender, whether at the time of the offending or at the date of sentence or both. 
40 

4. Whether specific deterrence should be moderated or eliminated as a sentencing 
consideration likewise depends upon the nature and severity of the symptoms of 
the condition as exhibited by the offending or at the date of the sentence or 
both.40 
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5. The existence of the condition at the date of sentencing (or its foreseeable 
recurrence) may mean that a given sentence will weigh more heavily on the 
offender than it would on a person in normal health. 

6. Where there is a serious risk of imprisonment having a significant adverse effect 
on the offender’s mental health, this will be a factor tending to mitigate 
punishment. 

 
 
YOU JUST READ THE LAW ON MENTAL DISIBILTY AND P.T.S.D CONDITIONS. 
 
NOW REGRESSING BACK TO “WHAT TOOK PLACE EARLIER ON”.                              
I KEPT THAT PIECE OF RUNNING COMMENTARY “IN ONE BLOCK”, TO ENSURE “OTHERS 
SAW” WHAT I HAD SEEN. 
 
Page 188 L21 – 23 Mr Holt: and no issue is taken with the victim impact statements or 
the impact it has occurred on these persons on the day.21. 
“NO ISSUE TAKEN” WITH A DOCUEMENT THAT                                                                    
“IS NOT PROPER IN FORM & CONTENT.” 
 
“YET FAILS TO PROVIDE HIS OWN CLIENTS MEDICAL CONDITION AND STATE”. 
Footage does not depict content of Victim impact statement of Alana Toothill 
''Putting shotgun to FACE of her husband'', so profoundly prejudicial to applicant! 
 
Not to mention his ''triple by- pass'', ''can’t be attributed to robbery either.'' 
 
BUT LET US NOT LOSE SIGHT OF THE OPPUGN FACTS OF THE MATTER. SAUL HOLT WILL 
AND “DOES INTRODUCE SERIOUS MEDICAL CONDITIONS OF OTHERS”, WHICH HAVE NO 
“DIRECT LINK NOR BEARING ON OFFENDING”. YET SUGGEST THAT THEY ARE. BUT GOES 
ON TO STATE “TONED DOWN”. AND GOES ON TO NEGATE AND CONCEAL HIS CLIENTS! 
 
THIS IS SO REPREHENSIBLE, AND OUTRAGEOUS, THIS IS NOTHING SHORT OF CRIMINAL! 
AND NOT JUST (1x) ISOLATED INCIDENT EITHER FOR THAT MATTER. BUT A “CLEAR 
PATTERN HAS BEEN SINCE ESTABLISHED”, AND IT AINT OVER YET I MIGHT ADD!!!! 
 
Page 72 L25 – 29 Mr Holt:   The point is, and Mr Binse would want me to stress this from 
the outset, and I will return to that theme, as we go through the materials, the point isn't to 
say that Mr Binse ought to be excused for the behaviours he has had when he has been 
out,21. 
 
I REALLLLY AM UTTERELY SICK. I WANT TO SPEW!! 
 
Page 72 L6- 10 Mr Holt: and that's why I commenced this aspect of my submissions by 
saying Mr Binse would not want me to be suggesting that that background was any sort 
of complete excuse or even or even a significant excuse for what he did.21. 
 

                                                
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
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YOU JUST READ THAT RIGHT, BY NEGATING MY MEDICAL MENTAL DISABILTY. HE WAS 
NOW ABLE TO PROSECUTE ME, IN A WAY AND FASHION HE PRESENTS ME IN. THE JUDAS. 
 
I WILL CONTINUE WITH THE FLOW OF JUDAS SAUL HOLTS RUNNING COMMENTARY 
SELLING ME OUT TO THE COURTS, YOU JUST READ THE LAW AND HOW IT WORKS AND 
ITS APPLICATIONS TO THOSE SUFFERING FROM A MENTAL CONDITION SAUL NEGATED! 
 
POST INCARCERATION SYNDROME AND RELAPSE,                                                                        
The post Incarceration Syndrome (PICS) By Terence T. Gorski is a serious problem that contributes to relapse 
in addicted and mentally ill offenders who are released from correctional institutions. Currently 60% of 
prisoners have been in prison before and there is growing evidence that Post Incarceration Syndrome (PICS) is a 
contributing factor to this high recidivism. Post Incarceration Syndrome (PICS) –Operational Definition. Post 
Incarceration Syndrome (PICS) is a set of symptoms that are present in many currently 
incarcerated and recently released prisoners that are caused by being subjected to prolonged 
incarceration in environments of punishment with few opportunities for education, job 
training, or rehabilitation. The symptoms are most severe in prisoners subjected to prolonged 
solitary confinement and severe institutional abuse. The severity of symptoms is related to the 
level of coping skills prior to incarceration, the length of incarceration, the restrictiveness, of 
the incarceration environment, the number and severity of institutional episodes of abuse, the 
number and duration of episodes of solitary confinement, and the degree of involvement in 
educational, vocational, and rehabilitation programs. Post Incarceration Syndrome (PICS) is a 
mixed mental disorders with four clusters of symptoms. 7. 
 
MY JUDAS COUNSEL WAS AWARE OF MY POOR ABILITY OT ADJUST IN THE COMMUNITY. 
BORN FROM ISOLATION AND ITS ASSOCIATED ENVIRONMENTS. YET WOULD GO ON TO SAY.- 
Page 72 L6- 10 Mr Holt: and that's why I commenced this aspect of my submissions by 
saying Mr Binse would not want me to be suggesting that that background was any sort 
of complete excuse or even or even a significant excuse for what he did.21. 
 
Page 72 L10 -13 Mr Holt: The materials that he has prepared himself have made it 
overwhelmingly clear his expectation that  

He will be substantially punished for what had occurred and 

that that is the right and proper thing to happen. 
21. 
“AND THAT IS THE RIGHT AND PROPER THING TO HAPPEN.” QUOTE. 
FIRST OF ALL, IT IS NOT. AND SECOND IT IS THE RIGHT AND PROPER THING TO HAPPEN  
 
SAUL BEING PROSECUTED FOR THE CRIMES I HAVE JUST EXPOSED TO ALL AND SUNDRY! 
 
THIS COULD NOT BE TURNED A BLIND EYE TO AT ALL, IF THERE WAS EVER A CASE FOR A 
CORRUPT DEFENCE COUNSEL TO BE PROSECUTED FOR DELIBERATE WILFUL PERJURY. 
PERVERTING THE COURSE OF NATURAL JUSTICE AMONGST JUST A FEW, IT IS THIS CASE! 
 

                                                
7 Doctor Mr Terry Kupers. 
 
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
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Page 72 L15 -18 Mr Holt: In terms of assessing his moral culpability it is very easy to both 
demonise and glorify all at the same time the person called Badness as referred to in  the 
evidence21.  
YES YOU READ THAT RIGHT, “MORAL CULPABILITY”. 
WHAT THE LAW STATES ON THIS VERY MOOT POINT, HE WENT OUT OF HIS WAY AND 
BEYOND TO SEE, THAT I WAS HUNG BY THE HIGHEST RAFTERS, HE SUPPLIED THE ROPE 
WHICH HIS HONOUR THEN SET IN PLACE. BY “ANNILIATING MY P.T.S.D. CONDITION!!” 
 
AT TIME OF EVENT AND TIME OF SENTENCING! MEETING “ALL REQUIREMENTS IN LAW”. 
 
YET MY ESTEEMED JUDAS COUNSEL WOULD NOT RUN UP THIS POSITION IN MITIGATION 
ON HIS CLIENTS BEHALF AT ALL. WITH EITHER THE ARMED ROBBERY OFFENDING (OR) 
THE SIEGE OFFENDING. WHEN ALL THE EVIDENCE SUGGESTS OTHERWISE AND EXISTS! 

Page 75 L11 - 15 Mr Holt: Again, out of an abundance of 

absolute caution, none of that is said to make it okay that he 

committed an armed robbery which caused the damage that it 

caused, nor that he committed the other offences that he 

committed. 
Page 78 L15- 18 Mr Holt: Again, I don't suggest for a moment that that means that he 
necessarily would not have committed offences or further offences and he is far too 
realistic to invite me to make that submission. 
Page 103 L21 -23 Mr Holt: as I say, he would not want me to sound like I 
was saying he does not bear responsible for these offences 
''he would not''.21. 
 
THE APPLICANT WOULD NEVER EVER OFFER SUCH SPURIOUS PREJUDICIAL ANALOGYS!  
 
 

 
93.  
 
ANYWONDER WHY HIS HONOUR JUSTICE TERRY FORREST ARIVED AT SUCH “MISGUIDED 
ERRONEOUS CONCLUSIONS!” ONLY DUE TO “SAUL HOLTS MALICIOUS PRESENTATION!” 
 
FOR THE RECORD, MY FRAIL MENTAL STATE. “DEPRESSION” IS A RECOGNISED MENTAL 
CONDITION. READ MORE ON MATTER FOUND AT “FOOTNOTE (17)” “IGNORED BY ALL”. 
YET THIS SEPARATE CONDITION WAS NEVER PURSUED LET ALONE ARGUED AT ALL! 

                                                
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 
21 Supreme Court of Victoria from dates of 28th -30th May 2014. Plea submissions                                               
Before His Honour Justice T. Forrest 
 
93 Sentencing Citation 23rd May 2014. R v Binse [2014] VSC 253. 
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SENTENCED TO ONE OF THE LONGEST NON-HOMICIDE SENTENCES SINCE 

1991. 
[16] The 2014 sentence that I imposed was intended to balance your deprived background, 
your pleas of guilty and some remorse with the very high objective seriousness of your 
offending, your appalling prior criminal history, the need for specific and general deterrence, 
and the need to protect the community from you.  In the event I sentenced you to one of the 
longest non-homicide sentences imposed by this court since the introduction of the Truth in 
Sentencing reforms in 1991. 111.  
  
YET WOULD LATER ARRIVE AT A HONEST LEGITIMATE CONCLSUIVE FINDING OF P.T.S.D. 

[28] She is of the view that you are persistently suicidal and she adheres to her view 

expressed in 2010 and 2014 that a lengthy sentence involving restrictive custody will 

exacerbate your chronic post-traumatic stress disorder, your mental state fluctuations 

and abhorrent behaviours.  I accept this opinion.111.   

YET THE TRAVESTY OF JUSTICE WOULD AND DOES STILL CONTINUE TO PLAGUE ME! 

APPEAL SUBMISSIONS NEVER HEARD! 
 
MY APPEAL PLEA SUBMISSIONS ACTUALLY REFFERED TO THE FOLLOWING POINTS! 
Now being revised to include the following aspects, Leave to appeal on the grounds of.-  
[1]The sentence of 14 years, 2 months imposed on charge 1 (Armed Robbery) was manifestly 
excessive: 
[2] The failure of both Crown and defence Counsel to disclose relevant facts/ material to His  
Honour, in reducing applicant’s culpability aggravating offending behaviour, conduct and 
terms. 

Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a 

direct consequence. 
[3]Incompetence/ unreliable dishonest evidence of Defence Counsel ''Saul Holt's'' 
presentation of applicant in plea submission. And the dishonest false evidence of Doctor 
Danny Sullivan. 
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a direct consequence. 
[4] Fresh new evidence/ rebuttal evidence of Defence Counsel ''Saul Holt'' malicious false 
presentation of applicant. And the dishonest false evidence of Doctor Danny Sullivan. 
[5] The Sentencing Judge was misled and Erred when he failed to find that a P.T.S.D. 
condition not recognised. That the material of a pre-existing mental illness P.S.T.D. was 
withheld from His Honour, this key point in mitigation not recognised. Having a key role and 
a significant contribution to applicant's offending behaviour. in reducing applicants 

                                                
111 R v Pecotic 14th June 2017. [2017] VSC. T. Forrest, J. 
 
 
111 R v Pecotic 14th June 2017. [2017] VSC. T. Forrest, J. 
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culpability aggravating offending behaviour, conduct and terms.                                                        
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice. 
[6] The Sentencing Judge was misled and Erred when he failed to find that a P.T.S.D. 
condition not recognised. That a Substantial Miss-carriage of Justice was caused when 
applicant was sentenced for the Protection of the community and used as a deterrence to 
others. Under the recognised Verdins Principals, to avoid using such cases of Mental illness 
as examples. 
[7] The Sentencing Judge Erred when he failed to take into consideration mitigation on the 
grounds of a recognised and accepted mental condition of depression by the Crown.  
Material of a well-documented long standing pre-existing mental illness of depression  
was not properly taken into account, this key point in mitigation not recognised. 
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a direct consequence. 
 
[8] The Sentencing Judge Erred when he failed to take into consideration mitigation on the 
grounds of a recognised and accepted mental condition of Post Incarceration Syndrome. 
That material of a pre-existing mental illness of Post Incarceration Syndrome was witheld 
from His Honour and not taken into account, this key point in mitigation not recognised. 
Having a key role and a significant contribution to applicant's offending behaviour. 
in reducing applicants culpability aggravating offending behaviour, conduct and terms. 
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a direct consequence. 
 
[9] That His Honour Erred in not identifying the mitigation concessions said given, 
Quantified for the ''long term internment in austere conditions applicant has/is to serve 
term under''.  
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a direct consequence. 
 
[10] The Sentencing Judge was misled and Erred when he failed to find the true extent of 
remorse present in case, this key point in mitigation not fully recognised by His Honour at 
all. 
Actions of ''Both Defence and Crown Counsel'', depriving applicant of proper concessions. 
In reducing applicants culpability aggravating offending behaviour, conduct and terms. 
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a direct consequence. 
 
[11]The Sentencing Judge was misled and Erred when he failed to find the true extent of 
Guilty plea's present, this key point in mitigation not fully recognised by His Honour at all. 
Actions of ''Both Defence and Crown Counsel'', depriving applicant of proper concessions. 
In reducing applicants culpability aggravating offending behaviour, conduct and terms. 
Resulting in a Substantial miss-carriage of Justice as a direct consequence. 
 
I am legally unrepresented, that I am doing my utmost best in a challenging daunting task set 
before me in addressing my Leave to Appeal against the sentence handed down by me by his 
Honour in R v Binse [ 2014] V S C 253 (T Forrest J). 
And in the following Appeal in the Supreme Courts before his Honour [Weinberg JA] 
Case S APCR 2014 0121. On 10/12/2015. Applicant in Judgement delivered in the matter 
heard 
I seek to set out the arguments as best & able of, given the restrictions posed upon me. 
 
That the following case Law referred to, is in support of applicants Affidavits contents. 
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LEGAL Practitioners- Barristers – Incompetence of Counsel –Whether ground for 
contending miscarriage of justice – Relevant principals 
Seymour V Australian Broadcasting Commission (1977) 19 NSWLR 219, considered 
4. 
(c) However, there may arise cases where something has occurred in the running of a trial, 
perhaps as a result of  “Flagrant incompetence” of counsel, or perhaps some other cause, 
which will be recognised as involving, or causing, a miscarriage of justice. It is impossible 
and undesirable to attempt to define such cases with precision. When they arise they will 
attract appellant intervention (685E). 
 
Miscarriage of justice – Competence of counsel                        
 
Case of TKWJ v R [2002] HCA 26 
T A Game SC (with him M Buscombe), for the appellant. Evidence that was available is 
always admissible to show that a trial was not fair (1). Legal representation 
contemplates proper, competent counsel representation (2). A failure to call evidence 
may, and in this case did, amount to a miscarriage of justice. Re Knowles (3). 
(1). Ratten v The Queen (1974) 131 CLR510. 
(2). Dietrich v The Queen (1992) 177 CLR 292 at 300. 
(3). [1984] VR 751. 
 
Substantial Miscarriage of Justice 
1. Section 276(1) introduced a major change to the structure of the appeal grounds. 
Previously, s568 (1) of the Crimes Act 1958 contained three grounds of appeal, which were 
that: 
The verdict of the jury should be set aside on the grounds that it is unreasonable or 
cannot be supported having regard to the evidence; 
The judgement should be set aside on the ground of a wrong decision on any quesrion of law; 
or on any ground there was a miscarriage of justice. 
2. These appeal grounds were previously qualified by a proviso that: 
...the Court of Appeal may, notwithstanding that it is of the opinion that the point raised in 
the appeal might be decided in favour of the appellant, dismiss the appeal if it considers that 
no substantial miscarriage of justice has occurred(Crimes Act 1958 s568(1)0. 
3. Section 276(1) has amended this process by expanding the second ground of appeal and 
incorporating the test from the proviso of ''substantial miscarriage of justice'' into the 
second and third appeal grounds. That is, under CPA 2009, the Court of Appeal must allow 
the appeal if: 
 
(b)as the result of an error or an irregularity in, or in relation to, the trial there has been a 
substantial miscarriage of justice; or 
(c) For any other reason there has been a substantial miscarriage of justice (CPA 2009s276 
(1)). 
4. Section 276 must be construed according to its language, rather than by reference to the 
construction of its statuary predecessor, Crimes Act 1958 s568(1) (Bainiv R[2012] HCA 59). 
 
5. Section 276(1) (a) provides that the court must allow the appeal if the verdict is 
unreasonable or cannot be supported by the evidence. While this does not expressly refer to a 
substantial miscarriage, it is clear that such a result constitutes miscarriage of justice (Bainiv 
R [2012] HCA 59). 
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6. While not purporting to make an exhaustive statement of when there will be a 
substantial miscarriage of justice, the High Court has identified three situations: 
 
Where the jury's verdict cannot be supported by the evidence; 
Where an error or irregularity has occurred and the court cannot be satisfied that the 
matter did not affect the outcome; 
Where there has been a serious departure from the proper process of the trial (Baini v R 
[2012] HCA 59). 

Fresh Evidence 
1. A party may seek to lead additional evidence on an appeal against conviction and 

appeal against sentence. Such evidence is admissible if: 
 
The evidence is admissible; 
The evidence is ''fresh evidence''; 
The evidence appears to be credible or plausible; and 
 
The evidence has sufficient relevance and cogency (R v Nguyen & Tran [1998] 4 
VR 394; R v AHK [2001] VSCA 220; R v Kucma (2005) 11 VR 472). 

 
10. In contrast, the following principles guide the reception of fresh evidence on an 
appeal against sentence: 
 

(i)The new evidence must relate to events which have occured since the sentence was 
imposed;  
(ii) The evidence must demonstrate the true significance of facts in existence at the time 
of the sentence; 

 
R v Kucma [2005] VSCA 58. 
Held, allowing the appeal and ordering a retrial: (1) the fundamental question is whether a 
miscarriage of justice has occurred and an appellant court will always receive fresh evidence 
if it can be clearly shown that the failure to receive it might have the result that an unjust 
conviction is permitted to stand, in which case the appeal must be allowed. Even if the 
criterion for the admission of fresh evidence are not satisfied, the evidence may never 
the less be admitted if that is necessary in order to prevent a miscarriage of justice. 
 
(2). the post-trial reports of the two psychiatrists ought to be admitted as fresh new evidence 
on the appeal. [29]. [73]. 
 
THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS, ''ISSUES IN CONTENTION BY APPLICANT''. 
 
[1]The sentence of 14 years, 2 months imposed on charge 1 (Armed Robbery) was manifestly 
excessive, born from the wholesale false presentation of applicant aggravating terms 
imposed. 
 
(a) That applicants own defence Counsel ''Saul Holt'' Q.C. misled His Honour Resulting 
in a substantial Miscarriage of justice. 
(b) The sentence reflects an over weighting of the seriousness of the armed robbery. 
(c) The sentence places excessive weight on the need for deterrence and community 
protection.  
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(d) The sentence places insufficient weight on the circumstances in which the Applicant will 
serve his sentence, the Applicants guilty plea and remorse. 
 
Warranting a serious moderation on all terms imposed, given they were inflamed by deceit. 
[2] The failure of Crown to disclose relevant facts/ material to His Honour resulting in a 
Substantial Miss-carriage, resulting in terms being inflamed that need to be moderated in 
light of new found established proven facts. These truths concealed and withheld from His 
Honour.  
 
Warranting a serious moderation on all terms imposed, given they were inflamed by deceit. 
That grounds [2][3] and [4] relating to the conduct of defence Counsel, given that there is an 
anomaly in this area, that  

Defence Counsel had indeed deliberately ''with intent'' misled 

the Court Perjured himself and obstructed Justice ''his false 

evidence is found to be unreliable''.  
Incompetence ground is antiquated, In the Macquarie dictionary ''Incompetence'' is 
described as follows. - ''Lacking the necessary skill (or) ability'', This is not coming From 
Saul Holt the Youngest Victorian Member of the bar to Cross over to a Q.C. and 
advised His Honour on Law 
The Law on Incompetence seriously needs further examinations on and ought be seriously  
Reviewed and addressed. There is no better case to amplify this, ''then that of the 
appellants''.  
Given there is law in place for such conduct for witnesses, Police and Crown who engage in 
deliberate false testimony no such law in place applicable to applicants Defence Counsel. 
Whom deliberately wilfully actively engage in acts of deceit with intent detrimental to client, 
exploit this loophole of Incompetence, with no concern for consequence (or) accountability 
at all, this is deeply flawed in law to say the very least, and I am no qualified Legal 
practioner.  
In replying to His Honour Mr Justice Whelan’s remarks ''this is no Royal Commission'' 
With utmost due respect to His Honour, (if) it weren't for actions of  Defence counsel the 
accused would not be before Your Honours (x3) in this current capacity as an Appellant. 
Given a large thrust of legal submissions are a direct root born from Defence Counsel 
conduct.   

Applicant’s Legal right felt to rebuttal examinations leaving 

whole case fundamentally flawed! 
That I seek to reveal, expose and leave no stone un-turned to prove and demonstrate all facts. 
Given applicant clinically diagnosed as ''obsessive compulsive dis-order'', I will indeed. 
That all I ask is for, a fair and honest go, to allow the truth and facts to rise from all lies 
told. 
In being allowed to expose the abominable malicious false presentation I steadfastly impugn. 
Seriously aggravating the accused offending behaviour and conduct. Remorse and guilty 
pleas. 
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Once stripped of all the deceit, there is a complete new configuration and landscape of the 
facts. Warranting a serious moderation on all terms imposed, given they were inflamed by 
deceit.95. 
 
Saul Holt & Sarah Westwood, were assigned my case, on /Armed robbery/Siege/ Atak 
indictments and. The La Porchetta matters. 
 
I had conducted committal proceedings personally. Destroying the heart of Crown case, 
left it in absolute tatters, causing them to “withdraw vast majority of charges!” 

The La Porchetta “self-defence,”  
 
SAUL HOLT HAD FOLLOWED MY FOOTSTEPS IN THE EVIDENCE GENERATED BY ME, FROM 
THE COMMITTAL PROCEEDINGS, HE COULDN’T SWAY FROM THIS AND F*CK IT UP REALLY,  
 
IT WAS ALL ON TRANSCRIPTS, THE CASE WAS “ALREADY MADE OUT”, BACK THEN! 
BUT WOULD GO ON TO MAKE UP BIG TIME ON THE MORE SERIOUS CHARGES!                      
WHICH I WOULD END UP WITH NEARLY (2X) DECADES IN TOTAL! WITH MENTAL ISSUES!!! 
 
I had established a very powerful case of self- defence in La Porchetta matter.            
Demonstrating the police version and testimony was utterly false and corrupt account. 
 
Saul Holt had basically followed my work, the evidence from Committal hearing, he could 
not deviate from, yet did not robustly pursue certain elements of case, “left short”. Did not 
attack the police integrity, but gave them slack in some crucial areas. 
 
For example the service handguns, “were not visible from front on”, as “were positioned 
to the rear of back”, so not visible, and Police officer Kassis claims he had a “clearly 
visible holster attached to his thigh for a Glock weapon”, “low strung”,                          
As S.O.G. wear and display, which was not evident on c. c. t. v. footage at all. 
Then the (2) Police officers at my bike out front, the advertisement fencing partitions used for 
the outside dining area , was a “certain height concealing the weapons from sight also”, 
this I had raised with him, “obscuring the line of sight of weapons.” 
 
This fact was not raised or brought out to the jury at all either. 
The Officer positioned outside evidence was again improbable with C.C.T.V. footage, this 
was brought to officer’s attention, causing “him to change his evidence as a result.” 
Then the fact I had a mate who used to work at Venue, he had told me, that the corridor/ 
passage way to the rear of Diner, was in fact “sloped towards to rear kitchen”.                         
 
Not straight, so where the actual incident occurred, “was not visible from the front area, as 
was obscured”, this was “only known to staff personal”. 
 
When I had told Saul Holt, the officers version from outside was false and proven corrupt 
and not possible, to check it himself, if he could see weapon used and incident. 
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Saul Holt had informed he had gone there by taxi, looked from the street and was able to see 
the line of angle. Which was again false, accordingly he abandoned this evidence, which 
would have brought the Police version into rebuttal. “Gave him a pass”. 
 
Yes I beat the charges, but it “should have been far more vigorously presented” 
On glaring inconsistencies, flaws in evidence, it was not, “just getting over line!” 
 
Page 185 L29 – 186 L1 Mr Holt: As we alluded to earlier in the day, there was a period 
required after the prisoner had been unrepresented at his committal of trust –building with his 
legal representatives.21.  

I DID NOT TRUST HIM THAN, “MORE SO NOW!” HE HAD ME PLEA TO KEILOR 

PARK DRIVE SHOTS FIRED, Indictment 2 (C11434997.4) Charge (3).  
 
IN HAVING THE SHOTS “ROLLED UP”, YET. IS A “FALSE CONVICTION” INNOCENT! JUST AS  
HE HAD PRESENTED ME ON THE ARMED ROBBERY, ALSO KNOWING IT “TO BE FALSE!”  
 
SUBSTITUTING ALL FACTS WITH UTTER PURE DECIET “TO INFLAME AND AGGRAVATE!” 

JUSTICE PREVAILS, NOT QUITE JUST YET! 
 

THE LAW AND RE-ADJUDICATION OF MY CASE ARE STILL OUT. WILL 

JUSTICE BE SERVED?    
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