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(1) INFORMATION ON THE COMPLANANT. 

 
Name: Helen Tsigounis  

        Date of Birth: 01/10/1967                                 
        Place of Birth: Melbourne, Australia                
        Gender: Female 
        Nationality: Australian 
        Ethnic Background: Greek 
        Profession: Medical Doctor 
        Passport ID: N8997228 
        Postal Address: 18 Longview Avenue, East Bentleigh, 3165 
        Melbourne, Victoria, Australia. 
        Email: helentsigounis@gmail.com 

 
My parents and grandparents migrated to Australia from Greece in the 1950's. 
My Schooling was at Korowa Anglican Girls School, Melbourne. 
I studied Medicine at Monash University and graduated in 1997. 
I worked at the Frankston Hospital in 1998. 
I passed reciprocity medical exams in Athens Greece and attained my European registration as a 
doctor in 1999. 
I worked in Athens as a doctor in anaesthetics and Intensive Care in 2000 and 2001. 
In 2002 and 2003 I was employed as a doctor at the Townsville Hospital in Queensland, Australia. 
On the 26 March 2004 the Medical Board of Queensland (MBQ) made a decision to cancel my 
registration as a doctor indefinitely after a 10 month Investigation of my work at the Townsville 
Hospital 
From 2003 up to 2008 I was involved in court proceedings against the decision by the MBQ. 

 
I have since been unable to work as a doctor in Australia and my health has suffered as a result of 
the events in this communication. 

 

(2) STATE CONCERNED/ARTICLES VIOLATED 
  

MY COMPLAINT IS AGAINST AUSTRALIA (STATE PARTY) 
 

I am submitting the communication as a victim of the violations of the named Covenant as set forth 
below: 

  
Article 14.1: All persons shall be equal before the courts and tribunals. In the determination of any 
criminal charge against him, or of his rights and obligations in a suit at law, everyone shall be 
entitled to a fair and public hearing by a competent, independent and impartial tribunal established 
by law. 
In relation to this Article widespread violations have occurred, namely: 
Violations to a fair and competent trial established by law. 
Violations to having Impartial Judges determining my case - without bias or prejudice. 
Violations relating to the conduct of the judges determining my case 
Violations to “equality of arms”  
Violations to “equality before the Law”- relating to failure of the Judges to enforce the State Party’s 
Laws and apply them to my case. 
Violations relating to the Jurisdictional scope of a judge and court 
Violations to the Right of Reasoned Judgements according to the laws governing the fact- finding 
exercise of the judge. 
Alleged Judicial corruption and criminality. 
Violations to having an Independent trial-without “external influence or interference” 
Violations to the proper administration of justice. 
 
Article 2.1. Each State Party to the present Covenant undertakes to respect and to ensure to all 
individuals within its territory and subject to its jurisdiction the rights recognized in the present 
Covenant, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or 
other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. 
My Human Rights under this Article were violated by the State, including Violations to Article 14(1), 
Article 26, Article 2.3 (a) and (b), Article 5.1 and Article 17. 
 
 

mailto:helentsigounis@gmail.com
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. 
Article 2.3. Each State Party to the present Covenant undertakes: 
 
(a) To ensure that any person whose rights or freedoms as herein recognized are violated shall 

have an effective remedy, notwithstanding that the violation has been committed by persons 
acting in an official capacity;  

 
(b) To ensure that any person claiming such a remedy shall have his right thereto determined by 
competent judicial, administrative or legislative authorities, or by any other competent authority 
provided for by the legal system of the State, and to develop the possibilities of judicial remedy;  
 
In relation to this Article, The State has refused to grant me remedy for the violations of my human 
rights under the present covenant, a violation to Article 2.3(a). 
The State has denied me a competent judicial, administrative, legislative and other Government 
processes in order to achieve a remedy for the violations. Article 2.3(b).  
 
Article 5. 1. Nothing in the present Covenant may be interpreted as implying for any State, group or 
person any right to engage in any activity or perform any act aimed at the destruction of any of the 
rights and freedoms recognized herein or at their limitation to a greater extent than is provided for in 
the present Covenant. 
The State and many other officials involved in my case have violated this section of the covenant 
 
Article 26: All persons are equal before the law and are entitled without any discrimination to the 
equal protection of the law. In this respect, the law shall prohibit any discrimination and guarantee to 
all persons equal and effective protection against discrimination on any ground such as race, colour, 
sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other 
status. 
In relation to this Article the State has violated my rights in that they have refused to enforce laws 
applicable to my case (“equality before the law”)  
 

Article 17. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his privacy, family, 
home or correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his honour and reputation. Everyone has the 
right to the protection of the law against such interference or attacks. 
 
In short, my case is about being targeted by the Freemasons who appear to network as a “private 
intelligence network” within the State holding positions of power. This targeting has included the 
States intelligence Agencies-ASIO. 
They are known to target individuals who are either perceived as threats or have made an enemy of 
a Freemason, and through the use of their network, orchestrate a victim’s destruction. 
In my case it was the unlawful and malicious destruction of my medical career followed by an 
attempted cover up of this crime through their influence of the legal and judicial professions. 
Through their control of the media there have also been unlawful attacks to my honour and 
reputation  
I have written and published a book about the alleged legal and judicial corruption involved in my 
matter pointing out the legal and judicial errors of law and the intentional judicial perversion to the 
course of justice. My Book contains copies of the evidence before the courts (transcripts and 
exhibits), court submissions, judgements, and other formal documents relevant to my case. 1 
 
Over the years I have been gang-stalked, illegally surveilled by the State, have had my computer, 
court documents and hard copies of my published book stolen from my home. .I have also had my 
computer hacked numerous times and have recieved death threats. 
 

(3). ADMISSABILITY. 
 
I submit that this claim is admissible for determination by the Committee pursuant to the First 
Optional Protocol and in satisfaction of the Committee’s Rules of Procedure. 
This is my first Communication to the United Nations. 
My matter is not being examined under another procedure of international investigation or 
settlement.  

                                                 
1 The Red Back Web Book. Dr Helen Tsigounis. ISBN: 978-960-93-2463-2. Published in Athens Greece 
 Link: http://docdro.id/dOiUm27. 
Link 2: https://www.docdroid.net/aiINq4b/the-red-back-web-text.pdf 

http://docdro.id/dOiUm27
https://www.docdroid.net/aiINq4b/the-red-back-web-text.pdf
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(4) EXHAUSTION OF DOMESTIC REMEDIES 

 
Under Article 5 par 2(b) I have exhausted all domestic remedies. 
 

(i) COURT CASES: 
 

DISTRICT COURT OF TOWNSVILLE HEARING-TRANSCRIPT- Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The 
Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 20042  
Counsel acting for the MBQ was Mr David Tait. 
Numerous lawyers were employed to conduct my case but each time I found myself “self 
representing”. 
 
FIRST PART OF DISTRICT COURT HEARING: Day1-3 23/8/2004-25/8/2004 
The Case was adjourned by the District Court Judge on the third day of the hearing stating as 
reason that not enough court time was placed down by my then counsel Mark Dreyfus QC (who had 
organised the court hearing) to complete the hearing. 
 
SECOND PART OF DISTRICT COURT HEARING: Day 4-14, 31/1/2005-12/2/2005 
 
THE DISTRICT COURTJUDGEMENTS. 
 
District Court Judgement3 dated 11/5/2005  
District Court Judgement4 dated 12/7/2005.  
 
SUPREME COURT OF QUEENSLAND COURT HEARING 
Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) (CA No 4611 of 2005)  
Counsel acting for me was Tony Morris. 
Counsel acting for MBQ was David Tait. 
 
 Supreme Court of Queensland –Court of Appeal Hearing. Transcript. [CA No 4611 of 2005]5  
 
SUPREME COURT JUDGEMENT6  
 
LEAVE FOR APPEAL AT THE HIGH COURT OF AUSTRALIA- I self-represented.  
Special Leave Refused [2007] HCATrans 234 (24/05/07)7. 
 
(ii) SENATE INQUIRIES 
 

 (a) FEDERAL SENATE INQUIRIES. 
 

Federal Senate Inquiry-Submission Into the Complaints Mechanism Administered under the Health 
Practitioners Regulation National Law (18/1/2017)  
Submission accepted and filed. (Attached Document 1) 
No Remedy was offered.  
 
Federal Senate Inquiry Submission Into Medical Complaints Regime (16/02/2016) 

                                                 
2 District Court Hearing Transcript: Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The Medical Board of Queensland 
(Respondent) No D1136 of 2004 (can be forwarded upon request) 
3  District Court of Townsville Judgement. 
Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland  [2005] QDC05-103- 11/5/2005  
Link: https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2005/QDC05-103.pdf 
4 District Court of Townsville Judgement.  
Tsigounis v Medial Board of Queensland [2005] QDC05-177, 
12/July 2005.Link: https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2005/QDC05-177.pdf 
5 Supreme Court of Queensland Hearing. Transcript. [CA No 4611 of 2005] 
 Link: http://docdro.id/dn0YwQ7.  

Link 2: https://www.docdroid.net/dn0YwQ7/supreme-court-transcript.pdf 
6 Supreme Court of Queensland Judgement.  
Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [2006] QCA 295 (15 August 2006)] 
Link: https://www.queenslandjudgments.com.au/download/case?rep=58901 
7 High Court Transcript. Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [2007] HCATrans 234 (24 May 2007)  
Link: http://www7.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/sign.cgi/au/cases/cth/HCATrans/2007/234 
 

 

https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2005/QDC05-103.pdf
https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2005/QDC05-177.pdf
http://docdro.id/dn0YwQ7
https://www.docdroid.net/dn0YwQ7/supreme-court-transcript.pdf
https://www.queenslandjudgments.com.au/download/case?rep=58901
http://www7.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/sign.cgi/au/cases/cth/HCATrans/2007/234
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 Submission Accepted and filed. [Attached Document 2]  .No Remedy was offered. 
   
 (b) STATE SENATE INQUIRIES 
 
Public Interest Disclosure to Queensland Parliament dated July 20138.  
Response to Public Interest Disclosure as above dated 21 August 2013. No Remedy was offered.  
Submission to Queensland Commission the "Tony Morris Inquiry", dated 4/7/2005, 8/5/2005 and 
26/6/2005 in relation to MBQ corruption and criminality. There was no remedy for me. 
 
Public Interest Disclosure to Victorian Parliament dated 8/4/2015.9  
There was no Remedy for me  
 
(iii) LETTERS TO NATIONAL AUTHORITY FIGURES AND GOVERNMENT BODIES 
 
Complaint to Chief of Justice of Queensland, asking for a judicial review of my case (25/09/2013). 
There was no Response from the Chief of Justice of Queensland despite numerous emails sent to 
him after the submission of this complaint. [Attached Document 3] 
 
Complaint against employed lawyer Mark Dreyfus QC to the Victorian Barr Ethics Committee dated 
01/12/2004 [File No BAR/04/086]. [Attached Document 4] 
 
Mark Dreyfus was part of the Victorian Bar Ethics Committee at the time of my complaint. The 
issues I had raised were not acted upon and my complaint was dismissed. Mark Dreyfus has since 
been promoted to Attorney General of Australia and is currently Shadow Attorney General. 
 
The following letters of complaints were in relation to the Medical Board of Queensland making false 
complaints against me and in relation to the alleged judicial corruption and unfair court trials asking 
for a remedy. In all cases there was refusal of Authority figures to intervene. These documents can 
be forwarded upon request. 
 
Public Interest Disclosure to Queensland Parliament August 2013. 
Complaint to Queensland Ombudsman by Solicitor Andonis Kyriakou on my behalf.  
Letters of Complaint to Queensland Ombudsman on 25/1/2005, 28/2/2005 and 2/8/2005. 
Complaint to Senator Jacinta Collins 2003 
Letter to Senator John Hogg by Senator Jacinta Collins -- 4/6/2003 
Letter of complaint to Senator John Hogg, Deputy President of the Senate-16/4/2004 
Letter to Senator, David Davies-Member of East Yarra 
Letter to Senator of Queensland-Santo Santoro-26/1/2005 
Letter to Tony Abbott MP, Department of Health and Ageing- 16/4/2004 
Letter to Tony Abbot, MP, Department of Health and Ageing- 23/7/2004 
Letter to Tony Abbott, MP -Department of Health and Ageing- 26/1/2005 
Letter to Victorian Ombudsman-George Browner-17/4/2004 
Letter to the Legal Ombudsman- 24/1/2005 
Letter to Prime Minister- John Howard - 26/1/2005 
Letter to Prime Minister and Cabinet-14/3/2005 
 
Letter to Opposition Leader Mr Lawrence Springborg (10 pages)-8/5/2005 
 
Letter to Queensland Premier, the Hon Peter Beatie, MP (10 pages)-7/9/2005 
 
 
Complaint to Crime and Misconduct Commission of Queensland-25/1/2005 
 
Complaint to Crimes and Misconduct Commission, Queensland-24/2/2005 
 
Complaint to Crimes and Misconduct Commission-14/3/2005 
 
Letter to Chief Magistrate (NSW) John Pascoe-5/5/2005 
Letter to High Court Judge-Justice M.D.Kirby -High Court of Australia-26/9/2005 
 

                                                 
8Public Interest Disclosure to Queensland Parliament by Dr Helen Tsigounis,dated July 2013. 
9Victorian Parliament - Public Interest Discosure, (8/4/2015) Link: http://docdro.id/imBPF5T 

http://docdro.id/imBPF5T
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Attorney General of Australia- Complaint made asking for remedy based on violations to my human 
rights dated 28/4/2018. No Response to date. 
 
(iv) AUSTRALIAN HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 
 
A complaint was made detailing the violations of my human rights under the ICCPR as in this 
communication dated 28/4/2018. This document of complaint can be made available to the 
Committee upon request. The complaint was dismissed. It appears that the function of the 
Australian Human Rights Commission, as is evident from my case, is to cover up government 
corruption and violations to one’s human rights rather than to address them and mediate remedy. 
This reveals extreme corruption which needs to be addressed by a body of international standing. 
 
My attempts since the High Court Decision, and, in particular since my submission to the last 
Federal Senate Inquiry (18/1/2017) to find legal representation to help me attain remedy for the 
violations to my human rights through further legal or administrative action have been unsuccessful. 
One counsel telling me that "helping you is going against the system". 
 
It appears that the political climate in the State Party’s System is and was to deny me independent 
legal representation and deny me my human rights to the law and justice. Thus, any further court or 
administrative appeal for a remedy is in practice unavailable due to the controlling and un-
democratic influence of the State over the courts, the legal profession  and other regulatory 
professional bodies. 
 
 
As will be seen, even the lawyers who had accepted to take on my case early on were not working 
for my interest and the interest of justice. 
Despite having paid over 600,000 dollars in legal fees, many of the lawyers would take the money 
and then withdraw from the case at crucial points or and try to obstruct the case by deleting or 
ignoring evidence in my favour. 
 
Another factor of importance is the power of the Freemasonry within the legal profession and the 
State’s system.  
This is of vital importance as all the judges hearing my case were Freemasons. 
Knowing that a conflict of interest may arise for freemasonic judges in court cases where the 
masonic oath, to protect ones brother, conflicts with their judicial oath, to administer justice where 
this may give rise to a Masonic miscarriage of justice. 
As I allege the malicious destruction of my career and the miscarriage of justice that followed in my 
case was due to a Freemasonic conspiracy, any further appeal to a court or/and authority figure will 
most likely to be interfered with by this group and yield just another unsuccessful outcome for me 
with further violations to my human rights. 
 
This communication is made with no legal assistance. 
 

(5) STATE LAWS BREACHED IN MY CASE 

 
Article 26 has been violated by the State in relation to “equality before the law” where breaches to 
the following State and Federal Laws have not been enforced in my case by the judges involved in 
my case nor by other authority figures in the States system. 
 
1.Commonwealth Crimes Act (1914)(a serious Commonwealth crime under Section 15GE is defined 
and includes Fraud, Perversion the course of Justice and bribery and corruption by an officer of the 
Commonwealth, State or Territory). 
2.Criminal Law Amendment (Theft, Fraud, Bribary and related Offences) Act 2000 (Section 135- 
Conspiracy to defraud and general dishonesty, Section 136- False or Misleading statements, 
Section 137- False or misleading information or documents, Section 141-Bribery, Section 142- 
Abuse of Public Office, Section- 143/144- False documents, Section 145-Offences related to 
forgery, Section 149- Obstruction of Commonwealth Officials. 
3.Criminal Code Act 1995 (Commonwealth law) (Division137- False or misleading information or 
documents, Division 141- Offences related to bribery, Division 142- Abuse of Public Office, Division 
143- False Documents, Division 145-Falsification of documents) 
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4.Criminal Codes Act (1899)(Queensland) -(Chapter 35-Criminal Defamation) and (Chapter 16, 
Offences Related to the Administration of Justice- attempting to pervert the course of justice, 
conspiracy to defeat justice, judicial corruption, perjury,) deceiving witness, damaging evidence with 
intent, conspiracy to bring false accusations) 
5.The Crime and Misconduct Act 2001.Queensland. (Division 3(38 and 39)- Duty to notify the Crime 
and Misconduct Commission of official misconduct) 
6.Crimes and Corruption Act 2001. Queensland. (Under the Crime and Corruption Act 2001, corrupt 

conduct is conduct by anyone that adversely affects a public agency or public official so that the performance 
of their functions or the exercise of their powers: is not honest or impartial, or knowingly or recklessly 
breaches public trust, or involves the misuse of agency-related information or material. 
Under the Crime and Corruption Act, corrupt conduct includes an attempt or a conspiracy to engage in the 
conduct, as well as neglect, failure or inaction that adversely affects a public agency or official in the ways 
described above. Fraud and theft are examples here. 

7.Medical Practitioners Registration Act (2001) Queensland. (Division 4, Subdivision 7 sections 91 
to 96) and (Division 4, Subdivision 6) 
8.The Health Practitioners (Professional Standards Act) Act 1999, Queensland. Division 4 
subdivision 3 section 31. 
9.Australian Human Rights Commission Act 1986 (makes it unlawful to discriminate against a 
person based on issues such as political opinion, religion, sexual preference, impairment etc) 
10.Charter of the United Nations Act.1945. (Violations to human rights under the civil and political 
treaties and their optional protocols) 
 

(6) FACTS OF THE CLAIM 

 
The Human Rights Committee has held that the fair trial guarantees provided in Article 14 of the 
ICCPR constitute an absolute right that is not subject to any exceptions.10  
My right to a Fair Trial was violated on many levels during the pre-trial, trial and post-trial events. 
 

1.THE MEDICAL BOARD PROCEDURE AND PROCESS-PRE-TRIAL VIOLATIONS 

 
I had been working at the Townsville Hospital, Queensland, as a doctor with general registration 
with Internship conditions and with psychiatric conditions placed on my registration, from April 15 
2002 until 15 May 2003. On this latter date I reported to the MBQ (under Division 4 subdivision 7 
section 91(1) of the Medical Practitioners Registration Act (Qld) 2001) that I had completed my 
internship requirements and forwarded to them an application for General Registration without 
internship or psychiatric conditions. 
With this application I forwarded the formal Internship Assessments by my supervisors, documents 
of support by the Townsville Hospital medical administration and Independent Psychiatric Reports. 
[Attached Document 5) 
 
I then resigned from the Townsville Hospital on 15 May 2003 as I wanted to organise work in the 
future in Melbourne, where I was from. 
The MBQ refused to grant me this new registration and instead began a process tainted by 
procedural errors, lack of due process and lack of natural justice.  
 
 
The MBQ began witch hunting me and soliciting complains against me from people at the 
Townsville Hospital for a 10- month period beginning 2 days after I resigned from the Townsville 
Hospital and after my application. 
 
 After this 10-month period on the 26 March 2004 a formal notice was issued to me cancelling my 
registration indefinitely as a doctor under section 88(3) of the Medical Practitioners Registration Act, 
Queensland 2001 (Attached Document 6] 
 
These complaints were put forth to me for the first time up to 10 months after I resigned from the 
Townsville Hospital and were clearly solicited by the MQB Lawyers visiting the Townsville Hospital 
and telling people to make complaints against me. 

                                                 
10 Human Rights Committee, General Comment No. 32, Article 14: Right to Equality Before Courts and 
Tribunals and To a Fair Trial, U.N. Doc. CCPR/C/GC/32 (2007), Para. 19. See also, Gonzalez del Rio v. 
Peru, Communication No. 263/1987, U.N. Doc. CCPR/C/46/D/263/1987 (1992), Para. 5.2. (“The Committee 
recalls that the right to be tried by an independent and impartial tribunal is absolute right that may suffer no 
exception.”) 



8 
 

 
The following is a section of the transcript during the District Court Hearing where I cross-examine 
Nurse Webber (an MBQ witness) 11 
 
 “Appellant (me): Did you just decide to make a statement and a complaint out of the blew 10 
months after I left the hospital? 
 
Nurse Webber: Well we were given an envelope from some solicitors to say there was court 
proceedings about you, dealing with you, and that we need to go to court and that's when I met up 
with the solicitors that are here. 
 
Appellant: And did they give this envelope stating there were court proceedings to all nurses in the 
hospital? 
 
Nurse Webber: There was me, Rachel, Megan, because we were doing most of the shift 
coordinating” 
 
To a similar question during the District Court Hearing, Nurse Lawty replies:12  
 
“Nurse Lawty: I was contacted as an overall group by the solicitors- Andrew Forbes (Solicitors 
acting for the MBQ in this hearing with Mr David Tate as Counsel), I believe around the time end of 
2003 early 2004 
. 
Appellant: And was it Andrew Forbes definitely? 
 
Nurse Lawty: Yes. 
 
To a similar question Dr Lucas states:13  
  
Dr Lucas: I was approached and asked to make a formalised statement” 
 
When I asked him who had approached him he states:14  
 
“Dr Lucas: I don’t know specifically, know the name, but solicitors were involved, in this proceeding 
I would expect. 
I then said to him "Do you think its odd that you were approached to make a statement?" 
 
The Judge intervened and said "I do not think its something he can answer" 
 
Based on the Medical Practitioners Registration Act (2001) of Queensland, Division 4, Subdivision 
7, Section 91 to 96 and Division 4 Subdivision 6) this MBQ procedure was infested with procedural 
errors  
 
My Counsel at the time, Mark Dreyfus QC, failed to take action on these issues, although he 
acknowledged the following in a memorandum dated 17 February 2004: 
During this meeting with Counsel I ask Mr Dreyfus: “Can we stop the MBQ from issuing one Show 
Cause Notice after another in their attempts to delay the process whilst they searched for more 
evidence against me?” 
Mr Dreyfus replied “ In Short No” but then added, “The MBQ is incompetent in the manner they are 
dealing with your issue and there are numerous errors in the Boards process”. 
In a memorandum dated 12/2/2004 Mr Dreyfus calls the actions of the MBQ in this pre-trial period 
as “outrageous, extraordinary, bizaare and crazy”. 
Despite this, Mr Dreyfus failed to act on the numerous errors in the MBQs process and procedure 
when determining my matter and failed to apply the laws in my favour. 
 
 

                                                 
11 . District Court of Townsville Evidence.  
Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.]- Evidence, Transcript (Page 656) 
12 . District Court of Townsville Evidence. Transcript. 
Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] – Evidence, Transcript (Page 416 and 
417) 
13 District Court of Townsville. .Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Evidence, Transcript (Page 485) 
14 . District Court of Townsville Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Evidence, Transcript (Page 489) 
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The Subject of the Appeal was whether I completed internship requirements satisfactorily and 
whether psychiatric conditions should remain on any further registration I may have. But Mr Dreyfus 
was allowing material and complaints against me that were not part of internship requirements and 
were during a short period (2 weeks) that I had worked in cardiology after I was promoted by the 
hospital from Intern to Resident Medical Officer (the hospital had assumed at the time that my 
application to the MBQ for completion of internship would succeed and had offered me a position for 
another year as an RMO, the natural progression after completion of internship requirements.). 
These irrelevant complaints, which made up 90% of the complaints against me, were erroneously 
allowed as material before the court in support of the MBQs argument that I had not completed 
internship requirements due to incompetency. 
  
This pre-trial procedure by the MBQ and by my employed counsel in dealing with my matter 
constituted an unfair process and is to be seen as pre-trial bias.  
 
Furthermore this pre-trial unfairness is perpetrated when it was agreed between the MBQ and my 
Counsel, Mark Dreyfus to organise the Appeal Hearing before a single District Court Judge sitting 
alone without “Assessors”, (Health Practitioners (Professional Standards Act) Act 1999, 
Queensland. (Division 4, subdivision 3 section 31). 
Certainly there was plenty of time since my application to the MBQ was refused, to organise a 
Tribunal with Assessors as the law required. 
 
Further, Dr Barry Hodges was a MBQ witness who was to give evidence in my case. Before the trial 
he informed Mr Dreyfus and myself that he knew the District Court Judge, Judge Clive Wall, who 
had been appointed to decide on my matter at the District Court of Townsville. I instructed Mr 
Dreyfus in writing to have this judge disqualified from the hearing of my case based on this issue, 
but Mr Dreyfus refused to do this. (See Attachment 4- The Dreyfus Complaint) 
 
2. THE COMPLAINTS BEFORE THE COURT 
 
There is a clear malicious criminal conspiracy to commit fraud apparent in the complaints against 
me as in the evidence before the courts. 
Involved in such behaviour are the following witnesses: Dr Karen Yuen, Dr Robyn Scholl, Dr David 
Cooksley, Dr Peter Keary, Dr Mark Elcock, Dr Julia Ashley and Dr Niell Small.  
 
This point was overlooked by the judges hearing the case and therefore “State Party” laws were not 
enforced on this issue. Of relevance are the State and Federal Criminal acts mentioned in section 4 
of this document and include “conspiracy to bring false accusation”, “fraud”, “false documents”, 
“perjury, and “damaging evidence with intent”  
In fact this issue was a point of cover up by the judges hearing the case and by my employed 
lawyers who refused to acknowledge and address this issue. 
 
There are many examples to illustrate this claim from the evidence before the court hearings. 
One example of this is “the bacterial meningitis patient”, the most serious of the allegations against 
me (as stated by the MBQ). 
 
This patient was identified as Jarrad Young. His medical notes were subpoenaed and they were 
included in the evidence before the court hearings15 (Evidence before the District Court Hearing-
Exhibit 40. Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No 
D1136 of 2004)  
 
The medical files clearly reveal this patient did not suffer meningitis. In fact all tests performed for 
bacterial meningitis were negative. It was later revealed he suffered recurrent uncomplicated 
headaches because he worked in a mine. 
 
Dr Karen Yuen’s evidence before the Court Hearings (Signed Documents) (Medical Board of 
Queensland delegate.) [- Exhibit 1.Dr Karen Yuens Report. Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The 
Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 2004)  
  
 
 

                                                 
15 Evidence before the District Court Hearing-Exhibit 40. Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The Medical Board of 
Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 2004. Link: http://docdro.id/BmhSVGn 

http://docdro.id/BmhSVGn
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Dr Karen Yuen gives the following evidence before the court in relation to patient JY, despite having 
access to the true information regarding this patient. 
 
“Dr Tsigounis saw a patient with meningitis in the Emergency Medicine. A lumbar puncture was 
performed; the patient was later recalled when the Lumbar puncture results indicated bacterial 
meningitis” 
 
Facts revealed from the medical notes: The Lumbar Puncture results excluded bacterial meningitis 
as did all other tests performed. Thus Dr Karen Yuen’s evidence before the court was false, 
misleading and with intent to cause harm. Dr Karen Yuen gives this evidence despite having access 
to the Medical Files of this patient. 
 
Dr Karen Yuen also gives the following evidence in relation to the “cervical/rectal “ incident that was 
before the court as a complaint against me: 
 
“A patient required a vaginal swab. A rectal swab was performed then a vaginal swab using the 
same swab. The patient asked Are you a doctor? 
 
No patient was identified and she couldn’t recall who told her this. 
 
Dr Yuen also gave the following evidence:  
 
“Dr Tsigounis discontinued her Emergency Department term after 2 weeks. 
 
The hospital records and all reports that were before Dr Karen Yuen and in the court evidence 
reveal I had worked in the Emergency Department for 18 weeks before I was asked to work in 
another area that had a shortage of doctors.  
 Dr Karen Yuen makes this statement in an attempt to malign me, to destroy my reputation and my 
career. In stating the above, Dr Karen Yuen attempts to falsify the truth and give the illusion that I 
had not met the internship requirements of working in Emergency Medicine for at least 10 weeks as 
defined by the Medical Practitioners Registration Act“16  
 
 It is extraordinary that a member of the MBQ would behave in such a manner without fear of the 
law. 
 
Dr David Cooksley’s evidence (MBQ witness) before the District Court hearing as in his signed 
Affidavit is as follows: (Exhibit 5 of Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The Medical Board of Queensland 
(Respondent) No D1136 of 2004).  
 
“Dr Tsigounis attended a patient with acute bacterial meningitis. She correctly diagnosed this 
condition and performed a lumbar puncture. One dose of intravenous antibiotic was administered 
but Dr Tsigounis then discharged the patient home from the Emergency Department without 
discussing the case with the emergency registrar. The patient was then recalled and fortunately 
suffered no harm from this incident.” 
 
 Dr Cooksle’y evidence regarding patient Jarrad Young is very specific giving one the appearance 
that he had seen this patient or at least read the medical files of this patient. 
 
When I cross -examined Dr Cooksley during the District Court Hearing he admitted he had not seen 
this patient nor read the Medical files before making these false statements and before signing his 
Affidavit.17  
 
This was not an error made by Dr Cooksley as he makes repeated false statements to the MBQ 
over a 10- month period in relation to this patient. 
 
In relation to the “cervical/rectal” incident Dr Cooksley gives the following evidence before the court:  
 
“Dr Tsigounis attended a female patient who required a high vaginal swab. Dr Tsigounis took the 
patient to the paediatric room. This was an inappropriate location. Whilst attempting to take the  
 

                                                 
16 The Medical Practitioners Registration Act Queensland 2001.  
17 District Court of Townsville Evidence. Dr David Cooksley’s cross-examination. Transcript. Dr Helen 
Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] [Page 722-726] 



11 
 

11 
 

 
vaginal swab, Dr Tsigounis inserted the swab into the woman’s rectum before using the same swab 
for the high vaginal specimen. The patient asked Dr Tsigounis if she was actually a doctor. 
 
When I cross -examined Dr Cooksley he said he heard about this from someone who he could not 
remember to name. No patient regarding this was ever identified. 
 
I had begun separate court action for malicious defamation against Dr David Cooksley but the same 
District Court Judge, Judge Clive Wall intervened and blocked the action on the day of the relevant 
Court Hearing. 
 
Dr Cooksley’s evidence was false and damaging with intent to do harm and he clearly conspired to 
create a false accusation regarding the “bacterial meningitis patient” and the “cervical/rectal 
incident”. 
 
Despite these malicious false complaints against me by Dr David Cooksley, the District Court Judge 
relied heavily on Dr Cooksley’s evidence in support of his findings as in his Judgement. 
 
Dr Julia Ashley (MBQ witness) (Exhibit 22 of the evidence of Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The 
Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 2004).  
 
Dr Ashley made repeated false statements over a 10- month period despite having access to the 
true information. 
She signed an Affidavit with these false statements. 
She gave false and misleading evidence during cross-examination. 
Dr Ashley gives the following evidence in relation to the “cervical/rectal” incident: 
 
“A lady was taken to the paediatric room for a pelvic examination and according to the nurse Helen 
swabbed the rectum before using the same swab for the cervix” 
 
She admits in court she had not seen this patient, could not identify her and that she had read any 
medical files in relation to his issue. She further gives evidence that she could not remember who 
had told her about this incident.18  
 
Dr Mark Elcock ‘s complaint in relation to the “cervical/rectal” incident as before the District Court. 
[Exhibit  6 of the evidence of. Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The Medical Board of Queensland 
(Respondent) No D1136 of 2004 
.  
“PV (Vaginal) examination without chaperone. Inserted a Speculum into anus accidentally and then 
inserted in vagina. The patient told her it was in the wrong place” 
 
When I cross- examined Dr Elcock he said he had not seen the patient, could not name the patient 
and could not remember who told him this.19  
 
Dr  Niell Small’s evidence against me in relation to the “cervical/rectal incident” (Medical Board of 
Queensland Witnesses). Signed Affidavit. [Exhibit 7 of the Evidence of Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) 
v The Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 20040.  
 
“A senior nurse reported an incident in which a speculum was inserted in the anus of a patient” 
 
Once again when cross-examined during the court hearing he could not identify a patient or 
remember who told him the information he reported. 
 

It appears that false hearsay information when repeated over and over again by many people- in 
this case the Witnesses used by the MBQ against me, may become fact if allowed. 
 
These witnesses criminally conspired to commit fraud with intent to destroy my career 
. 
 

                                                 
18 District Court of Townsville Evidence. Dr Julia Ashleys cross-examination. Transcript. Dr Helen Tsigounis v 
Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] (Page 112,113) 
19 . District Court of Townsville Evidence. Transcript. Dr Mark Elcock’s cross-examination.Dr Helen Tsigounis 
v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] (Page 383-397) 
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According to the procedure of the Court Case these witnesses should not have been allowed to 
appear and give hearsay evidence against me without any factual basis, pointing once again to an  
 
unfair trial. The Judge failed to rule these witnesses inadmissible constituting a denial of natural 
justice and in violation of Artcle 14 (1) of the named covenant.  
 
Further, the District Court Judge allowed irrelevant material and complaints against me before the 
court that were not a subject of the appeal. This made 90% of the witness complaints against me 
that were relied upon by the MBQ to support their argument that I had not satisfactorily completed 
internship requirements. 
 
On the first day of the District Court Hearing, the MBQ solicitors gave false and defamatory 
information to local journalists. 
On the 24/08/2004 in an article on the front page of the Townsville Bulletin in a newspaper article 
titled "What's Up Doc?" the following was reported: 
That I was a Greek trained doctor (false) 
That I had sent a patient home with acute bacterial meningitis (false). 
That I performed an examination in the tearoom where I placed a speculum into a patient's anus 
instead of vagina (false). 
 
The media continued to report such falsities and defamatory comments about me during the trial 
despite the fact that I had forwarded to them the true information. This was a blatant attack on my 
honour and reputation in violation of Article 17. At a later date no solicitor, barrister or QC in 
Australia would help me take action against the Townsville Hospital or the Townsville Bulletin. 
It appears my case was blacklisted by the State. 
  
3.THE COURT HEARINGS. 
 
(i) District Court Hearing 

 

An unfair trial is demonstrated by the conduct of the District Court Judge on day 1 of the court 
hearing where His Honour denies me legal representation and orders me to conduct the court case 
myself. He then refuses my pleas for adjournment so I can find a solicitor to conduct my case. 
  
On day one of the District Court Hearing I appeared with a Melbourne solicitor Prospero Franzesi, 
whom I had employed after my previous legal team, the Mark Dreyfus legal team, resigned one 
week before the set hearing.  
The District Court Judge had before him in the evidence, the Mark Dreyfus Complaint to the 
Victorian Bar Ethics Committee. 
 
The Following is a section of the Supreme Court Transcript on day 1 of the Court Hearing:20  
 

“His Honour: Could I see both in my chambers for a moment, Mr Tait, Mr Franzesi? 
Court Adjourned for 20 minutes 
 
His Honour: Yes, I should just place on record that I saw Mr Franzesi and Mr Tait in my chambers. 
Mr Franzesi told me that he was a legal practitioner in Victoria, but he wasn’t admitted in 
Queensland.Now Mr Franzesi, are you aware of the provisions of the Legal Profession Act 2004? 
 
Mr Franzesi: In Queensland Act, Im not aware of the provisions. 
 
His Honour: What provisions are you aware of ? 
 
Mr Franzes: Well, Im aware to some provisions in the District Court Act that relate to leave for 
interstate practitioners. 
 
His Honour: Well, what provisions are they? Well the legal provision Act -Well just tell me do you 
have professional indemnity insurance? 
Mr Franzesi: Yes I do 
 
 

                                                 
20 District Court of Townsville Evidence. Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Evidence, Transcript, (Page 8-11) 
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His Honour: And does that professional indemnity insurance cover legal practice in Queensland or 
only Victoria? 
 
Mr Franzesi: Well it covers practice inciiental to my practice in Victoria. 
 
His Honour :So it doesnt cover legal practice in Queensland 
? 
Mr Franzesi: I couldnt say off the top of my head. 
 
His Honour: And you have taken no well, you havn’t taken any steps at all such may be required  
under the legal profession act to secure an entitlement to practice in Queensland? 
 
Mr Franzesi: No, Your Honour. I am instructed by you, that the Appellant can appear in person... 
......... 
His Honour: No, Well I don’t think special leave should be granted. What do you say Mr Franzesi? 
 
Mr Franzesi: Oh, Your Honour, I really can’t say much to that except accept it. What wed require is 
a short break so that the Appellant can prepare herself to represent herself. 
 
His Honour: Yes alright. But Ms Tsigounis, do you realise you'll have to conduct the case yourself? 
 
Appellant: Well do I have a choice? 
 
His Honour: Well, I don’t think you do. I don’t think you do have a choice." ‘I’ll give you a short 
break to organise yourself’” 

 

I was ordered to conduct the case myself with no legal training or background and with no 
preparation. The MBQ was represented by top Counsel, David Tait QC and solicitor Andrew Forbes 
as well as two other legal aids. 
It is clear at this stage that this Judge acted in a way to promote the interests of the MBQ. 
 

One hour and a half leave was given for me to prepare myself. 
I began the cross examination of the first witness without any explanation on how to proceed. 
I had severe problems conducting the case. 
The Court kept swapping the witnesses around so the ones I had prepared for that day did not 
present but other witnesses were called that had been scheduled for a later date.  
 
At one point I said to the Judge "We actually can’t have Ms Struthers here, because the next one on 
the court list is Dr Niell Small and I’ve just prepared to do him".21  
 

His Honour Replied: "You have to be prepared for changes like this, especially when the proposed 
witness timetable has gone right out the window." 
 
I then said: "Can I object to this happening?" Because I only found out today that I have to actually 
take the place of my solicitor. 
 
His Honour Replied:  “No I think we'll go as far as we can with the witness". 
 

Another witness appeared that was not scheduled for that day22  
 

I said to the Judge " I can’t see her name down at all for the 23 August. This is actually my right: 
This is the court list that I have. 
 

His Honour Replied: "Well look it doesn’t matter I mean she is there in the witness box" 
 

I accepted his Honours orders and cross-examined the witness. 
 
 After Nurse Struthers, Dr Gelhaar was again called out of sequence. 
 

                                                 
21.District Court of Townsville Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] Evidence. 
Transcript. Page 60 Line 5. 
22 District Court of Townsville Evidence. Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004].  
Evidence,Transcript. (Page 62) 
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I said to the Judge23: “I have been lumped by doing the job of my solicitor which, you know, is not 
appropriate because I didn’t come here to act as a solicitor and I have not prepared for it... 
 
"I can’t do this they are totally out of order" 
 

I was ordered to continue on by the Judge so I did. 
I had asked for an adjournment so I can find a Queensland solicitor to appear for me many times 
during the first three days of the court hearing but this human right was denied to me by the Judge. 
 
The following is a section of the District Court hearing on day 1 24 
 
“Appellant:  “My solicitor ‘s gone off to try and find counsel. If it (the court case) could be adjourned, 
it would be, you know-at least until tomorrow morning….”. 
 
 His Honour: No, I think we’ll go as far as we can with the witness…” 
. 
On the same day I begged His Honour to adjourn the case again, I said to the Judge25 “I can’t – I 
can’t do this because-you know- I’m waiting for my solicitor to get counsel”. 
 
His Honour refuses adjournment and states: “I hate to think what’s going to be counsel’s first 
request tomorrow morning, if you do get counsel” 
 
On day 3 of the court hearing I said to the Judge "Judge Wall, I havn’t done this before and it was a 
bit of a surprise for me to present my own case here in Townsville Unexpected". 
 
His Honour Replied26 " Id face the same difficulty if I were operating” 
 
I continued on with no sleep at nights while preparing for the next days hearing until the judge 
decided to adjourn the case at the end of day 3 as the Judge felt that the 5 days set out for the 
hearing was not enough time. The Judge States as reason for the adjournment "there was plenty of 
correspondence between the parties as to whether 5 days would be adequate and we were assured 
by Mr Dreyfus and his solicitors that it would be"27  
 
By ordering me to conduct the District Court Case myself on the first part of the District Court 
Hearing without allowing me to adjourn in order to find a solicitor to conduct the case, the District 
Court Judge was in breach of the “impartiality” and “equality of arms” components to a fair trial. 
 
Impartiality of the court implies that Judges must not act in ways that promote the interests of one of 
the parties28 
 

One aspect of the requirement of impartiality is through the reasonableness test. The Court must 
appear to a reasonable observer to be impartial29  
 
In fact on day 3 of the District Court Hearing some impartial observer made a complaint to the Chief 
of Justice of Queensland in relation to the unreasonable conduct of the Judge during the court 
hearing.  
 
 

                                                 
23 District Court of Townsville Evidence. Transcript. (Page 69, Line 15). 
Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004] 
24 District Court of Townsville, Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] Transcript. 
(Page 61 Line 46) 
25 District Court of Townsville Evidence.  Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Transcript. (Page 68, Line 58) 
26 District Court of Townsville Evidence.  Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Transcript. (Page 200) 
27 District Court of Townsville Evidence.  Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Transcript.( Page 189, Line 40) 
28 Karttunen v Finland, Case No 387/1989, Views of October 1992, Para 7.2 
29 Human Rights Committee, General Comment No. 32, Article 14: Right to Equality Before Courts and 
Tribunals and To a Fair Trial, U.N. Doc. CCPR/C/GC/32 (2007), para. 19. See also, Gonzalez del Rio v. 
Peru, Communication No. 263/1987, U.N. Doc. CCPR/C/46/D/263/1987 (1992), para. 5.2. (“The Committee 
recalls that the right to be tried by an independent and impartial tribunal is absolute right that may suffer no 
exception.”). 
General Comment No. 32, para. 21. 
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This was discussed in open court and I was asked if I knew this person by the Judge where I replied 
I did not.30 
 
It is clear from this Judge’s conduct at this point that he failed to meet the criteria of “equality of 
arms” and “Impartiality” 
 
In fact, the following submission was made to the Supreme Court-Court of Appeal in relation to the 
procedural errors made by the District Court Judge when conducting my case. [Attachment 7]  
 
During the second part of the District Court Hearing 31/1/2005-12/2/2005 (11 days) 
I had employed counsel Phillip Leach to conduct the case. 
On the first day of this hearing I realised he had failed to not only prepare but also had lied about the 
tasks he was instructed to do and was paid for. 
One such instance is when I instructed him to subpoena Dr Karen Yuen and Dr Robyn Scholl from 
the MBQ so I can cross examine them based on their documents before the courts with concocted 
and false complaints against me. 
Phillip Leach said he had sent the subpoenas.  
On page 195 of The Red Back Web Book31 is copied a tax invoice which I had paid where Mr Leach 
for drafting and engrossing these subpoenas.  
 
On the first day of the second part of the District Court Hearing it was evident from court documents 
that Philip Leach had lied about the subpoenas. When confronted he chose to stand down from the 
case so I once again conducted the case myself. 
 
A complaint against Phillip Leach with this information was made to the Law Institute of Queensland. 
It was dismissed.  
 
Once again during the second part of the Court Hearing the court would change around the 
witnesses so the ones I had prepared the evening before would be changed and other witnesses I 
had not prepared for would be called. 
 
On Day 6 of the Hearing32 (Day 3 of the second part of the hearing) I said to His Honour: 
 
 “Appellant: Your Honour can I put something to you, it’s not fair the way these witnesses are 
fiddled around with in the mornings 
 
His Honour: Are What? 
 
Appellant: They’re just fiddled around. I was told this morning that you know, most likely it would be 
Nurse Webber then Dr Keary and then Dr Judson and instead Dr Lucas pops up...I just find it 
inappropriate that I don’t know who the witness is going to be until I sit here in the chair"” 
 

Nothing changed and the unfair trial continued on as before. 
 
By the Friday, the fifth day of the second part of the District Court Hearing I had only slept 12 hours 
in 4 nights and felt exhausted and dazed, like I was suffering a hangover. My hands were trembling 
and I had difficulty coordinating even to hold a pen. I tendered an article to the Judge which was 
included as an exhibit before the court thus making it into the evidence-this article was on sleep 
deprivation and its effects on cognitive functioning.  
 
The District Court Judge failed to meet the “equality of arms” criteria which requires that there be a 
fair balance between the opportunities afforded to the parties involved in litigation33 
 
 

                                                 
30District Court of Townsville Evidence. Transcript. (Pages 250, 251). 
Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004] 
31 The Red Back Web Book.  Helen Tsigounis.  ISBN: 978-960-93-2463-2. Page 195.Published in Athens 
Greece.Link: http://docdro.id/dOiUm27 
32 District Court of Townsville Evidence.  Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.]  
Transcript. Page 429-494. 
33 Dudko v. Australia, Human Rights Committee, Communication No. 1347/ 2005, U.N.Doc. 
CCPR/C/90/D/1347/2005 (July 23, 2007), para. 7.4 

http://docdro.id/dOiUm27
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The District Court Judge found against me in his judgements, including that I had not satisfactorily 
completed internship requirements. His Honour made findings such as unsatisfactory professional 
conduct, incompetence, negligence, lack of judgment and that my treatment of patients, placed 
them at serious risk.34  
 
(ii) Supreme Court-Court of Appeal 
 
I employed Counsel, Tony Morris QC and legal team to conduct the Appeal against the District 
Court Judges’ decision to the Supreme Court of Queensland -Court Of Appeal. 
Tony Morris argued and proved from the evidence numerous errors of law were made by the District 
Court Judge, Judge Clive Wall namely in relation to the “Standard of proof issue”, the Judge’s bias 
and the Unfair trial issue. (Attached Document 8) 
 
It was accepted by the District Court Judge that the Briginshaw standard of proof needed to be 
applied because of the serious consequences to me if the MBQs decision was upheld. The District 
Court Judge states in his Judgement [Para 28 of Tsigounis v MBQ [2005] QDC]: 
  

CJ Wall ruled:  

*Serious allegations of professional incompetence leveled against the Appellant  

*If resolved adversely to the Appellant they are to impact severely on her standing reputation, career 

and livelihood  

*No greater penalty could be suffered by a medical practitioner than de-registration which is the 

Medical Board’s position and the subject of the appeal.  

*If the findings made by the Board stand, the appellant will find it extremely difficult if not impossible 

to obtain future employment as an intern and her registration as a medical practitioner in Greece 

would be at risk.” 

The District Court Judge then proceeded to make findings against me without applying the 

Briginshaw Standard (thus an error of law was made that needed to be corrected by a higher court) 

In fact Tony Morris during the Supreme Court Hearing addresses the issue of bias when he states in 

open court35: “It really does come across as a judge (DCJ Wall) who was eager to say anything 

against this Appellant (Dr Helen Tsigounis) that can be said, whether or not there was evidence for it 

or not”.  

In fact it was demonstrable that the District Court Judge failed to apply any proper standard of proof 

to the evidence and failed the “reasonableness test”. The District Courts Judgement was not made 

according to reason and impartiality and according to the laws governing the fact – finding exercise. 

Further, the issue of bias was an inherent part of the Leave to Appeal application before the 

Supreme Court Judges. 

The Supreme Court Judges dealt with the “Standard of Proof Issue” by stating that the standard of 

proof required in my case was not the Briginshaw standard, therefore Judge Wall made no error of 

law when he did not apply it to my case [Tsigounis v MBQ 2006 QCA 295 at paragraphs 75-79]  

In concluding that the Briginshaw Standard did not apply, Keane J stated:  

                                                 
34  District Court of Townsville Judgement. 
Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland  [2005] QDC05-103- 11/5/2005  
Link: https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2005/QDC05-103.pdf 

35 Supreme Court of Queensland Hearing. [CA No 4611 of 2005.] Transcript.  Page 39 

https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2005/QDC05-103.pdf
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“the case did not involve a serious consequence, such as striking off a registered medical 

practitioner whose entitlement to practice has previously been established. Rather the case was 

concerned with whether the applicant had completed requirements necessary to be granted 

unconditionally” [Para 76-77 of Dr Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [2006] QCA 295 

(15/8/2006)].  

Long-standing principles that have consistently been applied to cases like mine were not applied in 

this case constituting a Violation of at least Articles 14.1 and 26 of the present covenant.  

In relation to the error of law that the District Court Hearing constituted an unfair trial, the Supreme 

Court Judges concluded against my arguement (Par {56]- {68} Tsigounis v MBQ [2006] QCA 295 

(15 August 2006)]  

Further, The Supreme Court judges participated in a sophisticated scheme to conceal issues of my 

case, divert the focus on the matters, falsify the facts of the case and collude to pervert the course 

of justice-a criminal offence under Australian Law.  

The Judges appeared to use the “Recency to Practice Issue” to divert the focus of the Appeal. This 

was not a relevant issue and not the subject of the Appeal.  

Diversion from the issues and the subjects of the Appeal by the Supreme Court Judges as is 

detailed in The Red Back Web Book in chapter  9, pages 324 and 325. (Attached document 9). 

In relation to the procedural errors made by the MBQ and the Malice and Fraud issues, I had 

instructed Tony Morris in writing to include a submission before the Supreme Court to include these 

issues. I also instructed him to point out that the District Court Judge ignored these issues that were 

in clear form in the evidence before the hearing and that he failed to enforce the laws related to 

these issues. 

Tony Morris initially agreed to do this but as the two -day court hearing approached he refused. 

On the first day of the Supreme Court Hearing, 1 August 2006, I felt that Tony Morris was not 
arguing my case in full force. After the first 10 minutes the case was adjourned and Mr Morris  
 
wanted to see me. He told me that my case was "politically flagged" and "there was no point to go 
on as the Judges minds had already been set against us". 
I instructed him to go on and fight the case legally. 
 
As the case moved on it was apparent to me that Tony Morris and the Supreme Court Judges were 
falsifying the evidence before them in attempts to pervert the course of justice. 
 

The Following is a section of Day 1 of the Supreme Court Hearing36  
 

Keane JA: There seems to be the suggestion that Mr Dreyfus and perhaps his Junior who had been 
acting in the matter had had their services dispensed with a week out from the hearing. 
 
 Mr Tait: It was apparent as Justice Keane stated a week or so before the hearing that Mr Dreyfus 
had been dismissed and Mr Franzese then turned up at the court." 
 
It is clear from the complaint to the Victorian Bar Ethics Committee, as it was before the Judges in 
the evidence before the court, that the complaint had to do also with Mr Dreyfus resigning from the 
case 1 week before the hearing after a 10 -month employment. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
36 Supreme Court of Queensland Hearing. [CA No 4611 of 2005] Transcript Page 
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The Supreme Court Judges themselves acknowledge the Dreyfus complaint was before them in 
[Par 61] of their judgement whereby it was stated37,"The appeal record contains material introduced 
by the applicant before this Court containing details of her complaint to the Victorian Bar Ethics 
Committee about the conduct of Mr. M Dreyfus, QC” 

 
It was evident that the Supreme Court Judges’ attempted to cover up the issues in the Mark Dreyfus 
complaint in an open court. 

 
During the second and final day of this Hearing (2/August 2006) I decided to give Tony Morris clear 
written instructions to argue certain issues central to my case. 
 
The Following is a section of the Transcript38  
 
“Mr Morris: May it please the court; we have a difficulty, after I arrived here a little after 10'clock I 
was given some written instructions which are instructions which none of the Appellant’s legal 
representatives are prepared to accept. What I have indicated to my client however is that with your 
Honours permission I would articulate what those written instructions are but I’m unable to do so as 
my own submissions. Would Your Honours Permit? 
 
Williams JA: Yes, we will permit you to do that, Mr Morris 
 
Mr Morris: May it please the court; we have a difficulty, after I arrived here a little after 10'clock I 
was given some written instructions which are instructions which none of the Appellant’s legal 
representatives are prepared to accept. What I have indicated to my client however is that with your  
Honours permission I would articulate what those written instructions are but I’m unable to do so as 
my own submissions. Would Your Honours Permit? 
 
Williams JA: Yes, we will permit you to do that, Mr Morris 
 
Mr Morris: I am instructed to say that an error of law which I’m instructed to identify is the allowing 
of hearsay evidence, before the court and reliance upon it in findings made by the previous judge 
(District Court Judge) to such an extent that it constituted an error of law. 
May I say in that regard that it is perfectly clear that evidence wasted which was technically hearsay 
in the sense that various doctors, for example Dr Cooksle’y gave evidence of what they heard and 
expressed opinions regarding the Appellants fitness based on what they had heard applying the 
rules of evidence of course, such evidence is admissable as long as the factual foundation was 
established. 
 
Mr Morris: The Next matter which I’m instructed to say, This I have no difficulty with because it was 
part of my principal submission that His Honour failed to apply the appropriate standard of proof in 
all of his findings. I am also instructed to say that the procedural unfairness extended and included 
unfairness by the Medical Board even procedural misconduct and fraud. 
 
Williams JA: In what way Mr Morris? 
 
Mr Morris: I have no idea Your Honours. 
 
Keane JA: And for what motive? 
 
Mr Morris: Your Honours I cannot identify from the Court any motive that emerges from the 
material. 
Finally, I m instructed to make the submission that in assessing the evidence of the witnesses His 
Honour (District Court Judge) failed to take into account what is said to be demonstrated as malice 
and fraud by witnesses including Dr Cooksle’y, Dr Small, Dr Ashley and the Medical Board itself (Dr 
Karen Yuen’s evidence). 
Again that is not my submission. 
 
 

                                                 
37 Supreme Court of Queensland Judgement. Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [2006] QCA 
295 (15 August 2006)]. Paragraph 61. Link: 
https://www.queenslandjudgments.com.au/download/case?rep=58901 
38 Supreme Court of Queensland Judgement. Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [2006] QCA 
295 (15 August 2006) Link: https://www.queenslandjudgments.com.au/download/case?rep=58901 

https://www.queenslandjudgments.com.au/download/case?rep=58901
https://www.queenslandjudgments.com.au/download/case?rep=58901
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Mr Tait: This is just one more demonstration of the unlikelihood of completing internship 
requirements in 12 months. This lack of Insight. When you submit those sorts of things, in the 
absence of any particulars or any evidence, its just amazing.”  
 

It is clear Dr Cooksley's hearsay evidence was not based on a factual basis as was also Mark 
Elcock, Dr Julia Ashley, Dr Karen Yuen and Dr Niell Small’s evidence against me.  
 

The Medical Board malice and fraud issues available from the evidence before the Supreme Court 

Judges were ignored. 

The Supreme Court erred in ignoring this evidence and made findings that were contradicted by the 

court evidence. [69] C and D of Judgment: Tsigounis v MBQ [2006] 295 (15 August 2006)  

The Supreme Court judges also erred in not correcting the errors of law made by the District Court 

Judge, Judge Clive Wall (the Primary Judge) of which If they had done so would have led to a 

favourable outcome for me and a remedy to previous human rights violations. 

 As the Supreme Court failed to act on the violations of the first procedure, the violations continued. 

The Supreme Court refused me leave to appeal with costs against me. 

(iii) High Court of Australia 
 

In the High Court Application for leave to appeal, as I was disadvantaged and beleaguered and 

could not find legal representation. I represented myself and submitted a document detailing all the 

errors in law made by the lower court judges. (District Court Judge and Supreme Court Judges) 

I took advantage of the fact that in 2005 laws came into effect allowing unrepresented applicants to 

file written submissions to the High Court of Australia to seek leave or special leave to Appeal.  

A 10-page document with 150 pages of attachments of evidence was filed with the High Court of 

Australia alleging judicial bias, judicial fraud, judicial perversion to the course of justice and errors of 

law by the lower courts. [Attached Document 10] 

In particular were the following errors of law that were presented to the High Court of Australia with 

the supporting documents: 

1.Failure by the primary Judge to apply the Briginshaw Standard of Proof to the evidence.  

2. Failure of the primary judge to apply even the civil standard of proof to the evidence. 

3.The primary judge was prejudicial towards the Applicant and his findings were tainted with bias.  

4.There was a denial of natural justice and procedural fairness resulting in an unfair trial.  

5.The primary judge allowed inadmissible evidence before the court.  

6.The primary judge addressed the wrong issues.  

7.The primary judge acted beyond his powers when making a psychiatric diagnosis of the Applicant 

based on his observation of her while she conducted the case (personality defect). 

 8.The primary judge erred in not determining breaches of statutory duty and procedural errors 

made by the MBQ.   

9.Failure of the primary judge to act on the alleged Medical Board Malice and Fraud issues that 
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were revealed by the court evidence (The Root Cause)  

10. Failure of the Supreme Court Judges to correct the above errors of law.  

11. A further error of law occurred where the Supreme Court Judges concluded that the Briginshaw 

standard was not applicable to this case  

The High Court’s decision was to refuse me leave to Appeal without giving legal arguments in     

explanation as to the errors of law put forth in my document.39 [Attached Document 11]  

It was within the powers of the high court to quash a decision on the grounds the trials had been 

unfair or to order a retrial or judicial review 

The High Courts refusal to grant me leave to appeal constituted a grave miscarriage of justice as 

previous wrongful decisions were not removed or corrected. This is in violation of Article 14.1 and in 

violation of Articles 2.3 (a) and (b). 

The criteria used by the High Court to determine whether to grant Leave to Appeal are whether 

there are questions of law (errors of law) that need to be corrected, if the case is in the publics’ 

interest or if there are differing opinions between the courts as to the laws that needed to be applied. 

It is evident for some corrupt reason or external influence the judges were prevented from doing 

their job according to the laws that govern them and to the administration of justice 

It is clear from the minutes of the High Court Hearing the High Court Judges dismissed my 

application without an evaluation of the material before them. 

One can argue this restrictive approach by the High Court does not provide one with a remedy 
against injustice nor of previous biased and unfair court proceedings as required by the States 
obligations under the present covenant thus a violation to Article 14.1 and Article 26. 
 
4.THE FEDERAL SENATE INQUIRIES [Please refer to Attached Documents 1 and 2]           
 
It is clear that the senators of the Federal Inquiries failed to exercise their powers according to the 
Australian Constitution and according to Common Law so as to act on the corruption and criminality 
revealed from my submissions, thus failed to enforce State Laws, a violation under Article 26 of the 
covenant. 
By not doing so, the senators covered up the criminality and corruption of my case perverting the 
course of justice. 
  
Further the Senate Inquiries failed to correct the violations of my human rights under the covenant. 
 
It is well accepted that whenever a persons rights and freedoms are violated, including with respect 
to his or her rights to a fair trial and due process, Article 2.3 of the ICCPR obliges States to ensure 
that such a person is provided with an effective remedy40  
Thus the Federal Senate Inquiries were in violation of Articles 2.3 (a) and (b). 
Because of the above, the is also in violation of Article 2.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                                                 

39 High Court Transcript. Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [2007] HCATrans 234 (24 May 2007) 
http://www7.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/sign.cgi/au/cases/cth/HCATrans/2007/234 
40 General Comment 32, Para. 58. See, for example, Human Rights Committee, Terrón v. Spain, 
Communication No. 1073/2002, UN Doc CCPR/C/82/D/1073/2002 (2994), Para. 6.6. See also article 8 of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

http://www7.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/sign.cgi/au/cases/cth/HCATrans/2007/234
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5.THE PSYCHIATRIC ISSUE-POLITICAL PSYCHIATRY 

 
There has been ongoing defamation by the Australian Government that I am psychiatrically ill. 
If they believe so and are using this to justify the ongoing crimes against me and the gross violations 
to my human rights, then I appeal to the Committee that my rights be upheld under the Treaty “The 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities” and via the “Optional Protocol to the 
Convention  
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities” which promotes the full enjoyment of persons with 
disabilities of their human rights and freedoms under this covenant”. 
 
What is true about the “psychiatric issue” is the use of Political Psychiatry, a well- established 
phenomenon occurring in Australia. 
 
In my case, I had oppressive psychiatric conditions placed on my registration as a doctor by the 
MBQ after a diagnosis of “paranoid personality” was made by a MBQ appointed psychiatrist after 
she saw me once. This opinion was discredited by numerous other independent psychiatrists who 
assessed me over longer periods of time, the reports of which made it in evidence before the court 
hearings. 
On this issue, during the District Court Hearing, the Medical Board of Queensland said41   
 
“ But what I want to make plain to Your Honour and Ms Tsigounis is we are not saying there is a 
psychiatric illness, I’m not submitting that Ms Tsigounis has any psychiatric condition or illness” 
 
Why then were oppressive psychiatric conditions placed on my registration as a doctor by the 
Medical Board of Queensland? 
 
The District Court judge had to decide whether psychiatric conditions should be taken off from any 
further medical registration based on the psychiatric reports before him. 
 
This was an important issue as psychiatric evidence was allowed before the court, psychiatric 
reports were discussed as a subject of the appeal and submissions were made in relation to this 
issue. 
 But the District Court Judge decides not to decide on this issue stating as reason “the psychiatric 
issue was not a subject of the Appeal” (Judgement 12 July 2005) 
 
His Honour states this despite that in his Judgement of 12 July 2005 he publishes that it was his 
opinion based on his observation of me that I had a “personality defect” and that I had a “paranoid 
personality”. The District Court Judge acts beyond his powers as a judge and beyond his jurisdiction  
by placing himself in the role of psychiatrist making his own diagnosis of me-thus revealing 
misconduct pointing to an unfair trial. 
 
Further His Honour publishes this offensive and defamatory opinion of me in his Judgement despite 
himself acknowledging that the psychiatric issue was not a subject of the appeal. This was clearly 
an attack to my honour and reputation in violation of Article 17. 
 
As the District Court Judges’ alleged intent was to damage me as much as possible his refusal to 
decide on this matter was of no surprise as the evidence before the court hearing was in my favour- 
that I did not suffer from a psychiatric illness. [Attachment 12] 
 
Instead His Honour chooses to damage me without deciding on the psychiatric issue by publishing 
his opinion of me based on his observation of me during the court hearings! 
 
Also by saying “the psychiatric issue was not a subject of the appeal” the Judge falsifies the 
document that was the subject of the Appeal  -namely the  “Notice Of Appeal” which was the ground 
for the Appeal process filed on my behalf by my then solicitor Mark Dreyfus QC. (Exhibit 1- 
Evidence before the Court District Court Hearing Exhibit 1- Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The 
Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 2004). 
 
 
 

                                                 
41 District Court of Townsville Evidence. Helen Tsigounis v Medical Board of Queensland [D1136 of 2004.] 
Transcript. Page 1266 
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The use of political psychiatry in my case is also evident in 1998 when I worked as a doctor at the 
Frankston Hospital in Melbourne, Victoria. This information was also in the evidence before the 
court hearing in relation to proving the “political psychiatry” issue. 
The following was evidence before the Court (Exhibit 54 of evidence of Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) 
v The Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No D1136 of 2004)42 
 
Indeed political psychiatry as in my case is used as a means of defamation, of destroying my ability 
to work and earn a living. 
It appears Judge Clive Wall perpetrated the abuse on me by participating himself in political 
psychiatry against me thus pointing to his bias and unlawful intent. 
 

 (7) REMEDIES 

 
Although it is generally accepted for the appellate courts of State Parties and not for the committee 
to evaluate the facts of evidence in a case, there are clear exceptions if a denial of justice has 
occurred or if the court violated its obligation of Impartiality.43 

 
If the Committee concludes that the facts before it discloses a violation to the named covenant I 
would like as remedy and according to Articles: 2.3 (a), 2.3(b) my human rights to the law and 
justice implemented such that I receive adequate compensation for the violations suffered. 
My career has been irreversibly destroyed and my health irreversibly damaged. 
 
If no remedy can be implemented I would like the UN-Committee to intervene and allow my case to 
be resolved at the International (Criminal) Court of justice of Justice as the events of this case 
undermine the principles of democracy of the State Party.  
 
I am happy to make my case public with disclosure of my identity. 
 
 

    (8) LIST OF ATTACHED DOCUMENTS. 
 
1. Submission to Federal Senate Inquiry Into the Complaints Mechanism 
Administered under the Health Practitioners Regulation National Law dated 
18/01/2017. 
 
2. Submission to Federal Senate Inquiry Into Medical Complaints Regime dated 
16/02/2016 
 

3. Chief of Justice of Queensland document dated 25/9/2013. 
 
4. Complaint against Mark Dreyfus QC to the Victorian Bar Ethics Committee 
dated1/12/2004: [File No BAR/04/086] 
 
5.Documents forwarded in support of my application to the Medical Board of 
Queensland dated 11/May/2003. 
 
6.Notice of Cancellation of my registration as a doctor dated 26/3/2004  
 
7 Submission before the Court as to the Procedural errors made by the District 
Court Judge when conducting my case. 

 
8.Supreme Court Submission by Tony Morris QC. 13/1/2005 
 

                                                 
42 Exhibit 54 of evidence of Helen Tsigounis (Appellant) v The Medical Board of Queensland (Respondent) No 
D1136 of 2004). Link: http://docdro.id/xeeJ8rJ 
43 Human Rights Committee Decision. CCPR/53/D/536/1993. [6.2] 

 

 
 

http://docdro.id/xeeJ8rJ
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9. Page 324 and 325 of The Red Back Web Book- Diversion from the issues and 
subjects of the Appeal by the Supreme Court Judges. 
 
10.High Court Document by Dr Helen Tsigounis dated 2/11/2006  
 
11. Decision by High Court of Australia dated 25/5/2007  
 
12. Psychiatric evidence before the court-Refer to Attachment 5 and Footnote 
Link 42. 
 

    Any Further Documents that may be required by the Committee can  
 be forwarded upon request including material referred to in the footnotes. 

This Communication has been sent by email and registered post.                                                                               
 

 
 
 
 
                                                                                              Yours Sincerely 
                                                                                                                                                                                  

 
 
                                                                                         Dr Helen Tsigounis 

 
 

      
 














































































































































































































































































