
 
Is the Victorian court system corrupt? 
 

By Greg Chalker 

 

 

 

Australians have an expectation of being entitled to fair treatment when dealing with the 
justice system. Whether that be as an accused or as an accuser, whether at a Federal or a 
State level. When treated in a public hospital, one has an expectation of being treated 
with consent, respect and within the law. As one Victorian recently found out - that is not 
always the reality.  
 

This is a whistleblower-style account, not from someone inside an organisation, but a first-
hand experience of a ‘customer’ of the Victorian court system as an accuser - an innocent 
party seeking justice through the courts. The true account, supported with documentary 
evidence, of the unjust and highly suspicious experience of one individual when he 
attempted to file charges of assault against a doctor regarding an incident in a public 
hospital. Attempts which led to further private prosecutions of officers of the court and of 
PSOs (Protective Services Officers), formal complaints and even submissions to the judicial 
commission, IBAC and the Victorian Inspectorate 
 

Efforts which were repeatedly met with obstacles, push-back, claims of documents not 
received, lost documents and other actions which contravened both the law and the 
entitlements of all Victorians. Attempts which raise serious doubts about the justice 
system in Victoria and have left the individual, and no doubt many who hear of this, with 
one big question – is the Victorian court system corrupt? 

 

 

 
 
 

This is a true and accurate account of the experience of Greg Chalker in a private prosecution assault charge he has 
attempted to bring against a public hospital doctor. The events are supported with documents and legal references. 
Greg engaged a ghost writer to assist in preparing his story for public release. 
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Preface 

 
The production of this document has taken much longer than I had originally hoped.  

 

One major reason is that each time I review it, I relive the distressing incidents it describes. This task has weighed 

heavily on me; although I have strived to make this document complete and detailed, ensuring that each claim is 

well-supported with precise references, the process has dragged on too long. I now believe that releasing it, albeit 

imperfectly, is preferable to any further delay. 

 

I am not a lawyer, and I expect that legal professionals might find significant flaws in my approach. Yet, this 

document addresses issues that transcend typical legal expertise and procedural norms. I won’t summarize these 

concerns here, but as you delve deeper, you will come to understand the full extent of what I mean. 

 

The initial compilation of materials for this dossier began in August 2023. It is now May 2024. This dossier is not just 

a list of grievances; it is a call to action. I hope that by exposing these matters to the public, it will provoke urgent 

questioning about what is happening inside Victorian courthouses.
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Australians live in a country with what most would consider a fair and just system when it comes to 

government and government-related services – health and justice in particular. A country with laws, 
processes and systems which enable citizens to take action against those they claim to have done them 
harm. Most Australians will never have to engage with the justice system, but when the necessity arises, 
there is an expectation that the processes, as set-out in the law, will be followed. The experience of Greg 
Chalker was far from what was expected and what was entitled. 

 

This is Greg’s account of his experience in his attempt to privately prosecute a public hospital doctor for 
assault, threatening to carry out a procedure on him, without his consent. Patient consent is considered a 
basic right, an entitlement, and the foundation of Australia’s health system and has a grounded in law.  
With no support from the hospital’s in-house legal counsel when a complaint was raised, Greg enacted his 
rights to follow the justice system process of private prosecution against the doctor. 

 

A Private prosecution is a process in the Australian justice system whereby an individual may bring 
criminal charges against an individual as distinct from charges being laid by the police.  
This process is not the same as suing another person or party in civil proceedings. The process for a 
private prosecution is clearly laid out in the legal system: an individual completes the appropriate form 
known as a Charge Sheet & Summons; lodges the documents with the Magistrates Court; the documents 
are processed; and a hearing date set. 

 

With a keen interest in law and justice, Greg diligently did his research and proceeded to initiate the 
private prosecution of the doctor to get that hearing date and have the assault against him dealt with in 
Australia’s proud and fair justice system. That did not happen, well not yet – 4 years later. 

 

There has been issue after issue which even included the hearing date as set, mysteriously disappearing 
from the Court list – with no explanation and no resolution or progress for Greg.  As part of this process, 
when lodging documents with the court, Greg was subjected to unjust treatment by the protective 
services officers in regard to his service animal (Riley – pictured left – died February 14 2024). 

 

Despite following the correct court processes and procedures and paying filing fees, the Magistrates’ 
Court of Victoria failed to provide the service paid for by an individual. Greg set out on this process with 
an expectation of fairness; the Magistrates Court of Victoria’s failed in its obligation to uphold justice in 
the state of Victoria. 

 

Throughout the process, Greg encountered more and more incidents of mistreatment and 
mismanagement of private prosecution cases by officers of the Court. Supporting documents are including 
in this account. He has proceeded to follow the correct processes to lodge formal complaints and in some 
cases additional charges against those interfering with due process. 

 

After encountering 4 years of obstructions and barriers created through the process by officers of the 
Court, would you have simply given up and left justice unserved? 

 



 

 

 

Many would have. But with Greg’s doggedness and determination to receive what he is entitled to 
through the justice system, he ploughed on. Addressing every obstacle put in front of him via the correct 
channels and processes, only to be presented with another obstacle created by those in the system.  A 
litany of issues even wrongly assuming the Office of Public Prosecution (OPP) was an ally when a letter 
was received from the OPP’s Jennifer Coombes (Pg 90 - Letter to G. Chalker, RE: to take over charges.) 
saying ‘we might take over’. Only for that to lead to even further obstacles and no support or justice. 

 

At a total stalemate and with his mental health and wellness seriously impacted by the effects of this 
experience, Greg has decided the only course of action is to expose, highlight, and show everyone what 
exactly is going on in the Victorian justice system through his own experience. 

 

Is this how everyone is treated in Victoria when they seek justice for perceived wrongs against them? 

How would you feel if you followed every step precisely and were stonewalled by the court system? 

Are we dealing with a corrupt court system or just incompetence in the people engaged to work in it? 

This is just one person’s experience but how many others have been affected in a similar way? 

What should be done about it? 

The Victorian Ombudsman has been engaged with however has reached the limit of its authority. 

IBAC despite being provided with the smoking gun they sought, only after being contacted by the 

Victorian Inspectorate, responded to Greg to inform him that they are declining to investigate.  

What further avenues are open? 

Is there a need for a Royal Commission into the Victorian Judicial System? 

 

 

Greg has been diagnosed with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) as a result of this experience. Greg is 
not seeking financial support from the public; he is not looking for someone to start a GoFundMe 
campaign.  He’s not looking to file civil claims against the individuals described in this document. 
He is seeking support with outrage and questions from those who see this experience as unjust and 
unacceptable through asking questions and bringing this to the attention of anyone in a position to 
investigate and change the system. The justice system we are, or were, apparently so proud of in Victoria. 



 
Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 7 of 351 
 

  



 

 

Who is Greg Chalker? About the Author 
 

Greg Chalker is a highly intelligent, 41 year old Victorian, with an impressive career in the IT sector and 
transport. His career as an employee and as a business owner, has very much focussed on developing IT 
based solutions to problems he has identified. Using his skills and initiative, he has developed many of his 
ideas into highly successful business ventures for the benefit of many customers. 
 

His early career included dipping his toe into a variety of industries before being drawn to the transport 
sector, eventually starting his own business ventures in 2015. His high intelligence and innovative mind 
manifested in concepts he developed for a number of IT-driven businesses to assist target groups in 
addressing specific problems.  
 

Greg later sought less-stressful work and took on a role as a driver for a regional Victorian coach operator. 
A role he held for 7 years until his mental health declined as a result of the court system experience 
outlined in this document. During his time with the coach operator, he identified major flaws in the 
replacement bus service system and designed an IT-based solution which he included in a tender to 
V/Line. Not being successful with the tender, he moved onto developing other ideas and coach driving 
until a presentation at the emergency department of a Geelong hospital led to the events described in this 
document unfolding. 
 

With the onset of PTSD as a result of his experience with the Magistrates Court of Victoria, Greg now lives 
on a Disability Support Pension (DSP). Like many, many Australians, Greg lives with mental health issues. 
Issues which have been exacerbated with his experiences with the court system. 
 

On his own admission, he has flaws and faults like so many Australians and simply wants to receive a just 
outcome for the assault against him so he can get on with living as productive a life as possible.  
 

Greg is extremely thankful for the support he has received over his 4+ years experience with the justice 
system from friends, family and a number of professionals who have assisted him with his efforts. His 
hope is for the issue to be resolved, which his therapist has advised, may greatly ease his PTSD situation. 
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Why am I persisting with this? 
 
Personal Statement from Greg Chalker, the author 

I deeply appreciate your engagement, whether you've embarked on reading, merely initiated the exploration, or 
delved into the entirety of my adversities. This document spans nearly 350 pages, comprising over 70 pages of 
intricate details, while the remaining content serves as corroborative evidence. Your commitment to understanding 
my struggles is sincerely valued. 

 

Thank you for at least considering, browsing, or reading in full, my personal experience in dealing with the Victorian 
justice system. At the time of writing, this saga has been going on for nearly 5 years and my frustration and 
exasperation has reached its peak. I feel I have no more avenues open and have reluctantly decided to expose the 
entire debacle for anyone and everyone who cares about justice and fair treatment to know. 

 
As you may imagine, there is a lot to report in this saga and I can go on and on. So, I’ve asked a writer to present the 
facts and issues more concisely and clearly in the main body of the work. But I really want people to feel my 
emotion and my exasperation with the system as this is at the heart of the objective. 

With all I had faced with the assault and the filing of the charges I was formally diagnosed with Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder Diagnosis (PTSD). You may ask, “Why I didn’t go to the police?” 
 
From past experiences with VicPol, I had little confidence they would assist me with the criminal act committed 
against me. As outlined in the prelude, I learnt about private prosecution and discovered there is no impediment to 
a private individual charging another person with a criminal offence. 

This started when I needed to attend University Hospital Geelong’s emergency department for suspected 
compartment syndrome in my right arm in June 2019 around midnight and was treated for suspected sepsis with 
four-hourly antibiotic infusions via an IV cannula. 
 

Compartment syndrome, especially in car crash victims, can be likened to the effect of putting a tight 
rubber band around your arm. When you do this, the rubber band cuts off circulation, preventing blood 
from flowing normally. Blood flow is crucial because it delivers oxygen and removes waste products from 
your tissues. When circulation is cut off, as in the case of a car crash victim who has been pinned and their 
limb compressed, the tissues switch to a different type of metabolism called anaerobic metabolism. This 
type of metabolism doesn't need oxygen but can only sustain the tissue for a short period. Over time, it 
leads to the buildup of harmful waste products. 

 

If the pressure isn't relieved quickly, and normal blood flow restored, these waste products accumulate. 
Then, when circulation is finally re-established, these harmful metabolites can flood back into the body. This 
sudden reintroduction can be dangerous, potentially causing severe systemic reactions, sometimes even 
posing a fatal risk to the patient. 

In my case, this was occurring in my right arm. 
 

11 hours after arriving at the hospital, I told the nursing staff I had to leave for 30 minutes for a specialist 
appointment. They said they would need to remove the cannula. I refused to give consent which led to the incident 
with the doctor calling police and … all details are outlined in the relevant section of this document. 

Half my brain fully recognises how minimal the actual event/assault was. No hands were laid upon me. It was a 
grown woman threatening a grown man. But there was far more to it than that. My rights as a patient, the right to 
consent, were violated. 
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The problem is that this was not the first time that I had been in this situation in a medical setting. But it was this 
incident that pushed my brain over the proverbial edge leading to full blown PTSD.  
For months, the incident played on a continual loop in my head, debilitating my ability to function on a day-to-day 
basis. 
 

I concede that this was likely not an intentional act by the doctor. But just as when someone punches another and 
they hit their head – there are serious consequences. There is no difference.  
The fact remains that my autonomy and rights as a patient were overruled with the threat of physical force; a 
criminal act in the state of Victoria. 
 

I did try to complain or consult with the hospital’s in-house legal counsel, but they were not helpful in any way. That 
is why I took the next step and filed a charge sheet and summons against  
Dr Rhiannon Baldwin in the Magistrates’ Court as a private prosecution. These charges were accepted by the court 
and a court date was scheduled. Until it wasn’t. 
 

In the interim, I received a letter from Jennifer Combes from the Office of Public Prosecution (OPP) on 13 July 2020 
(Pg 88) where they said, “we might take over”.  The DPP has three options, 
 

a) Do nothing – allow the informant (in this case me) to proceed. 
b) Take the case over and proceed with it (which would have been ideal). 
c) Take the case over and withdraw it. 

 

My response included five documents containing supporting evidence with a note saying, ‘this is most of what I 
have, please let me know if it is insufficient and I will furnish you with the rest!’ I did not receive a response from 
Combes. I wrongly assumed that the OPP was an ally. 
 

The response finally came on 3 August 2020 when I received an email from Combes notifying me of the Director’s 
intention to withdraw all three charges because there was “no prospect of a reasonable conviction” (Pg 91). 
 

What the OPP did do was to schedule a court hearing without informing me, the informant, of the court hearing. It 
was only when Combes learned I had supplied a copy of the preliminary brief did she notify me that she had sought 
an earlier hearing date at the Magistrate’s Court. 
 

The OPP exercised their powers under their Act (Pg Error! Bookmark not defined. ) to withdraw any matter as they 
seem fit. There is another section of the act that states “matters to which the director must have regard” (Pg Error! 
Bookmark not defined.). They had ‘no regard’. 
 

They didn’t see me as an injured person that struggled each and every day. 
They didn’t ask about the impacts of Dr Baldwin’s threats of violence. 
They didn’t care that the same hospital threatened to have security forcibly remove me from the facility while 
performing a statutory duty of servicing criminal charges on Dr. Baldwin. 
 

Given that the OPP heard the case in my absence I asked the court to rehear the matter as I was the informant. I 
argued that although the OPP had the right under the Act to withdraw the matter, they were still required to 
conform to s24 – Public Prosecutions Act (VIC) 1994. The magistrate disagreed due to their hands being tied by s25. 
The charges were withdrawn. 
 
I filed an appeal in the Supreme Court (Pg 87 - Appeal - amended filing - 23 November 2020). Arguing that an Act 
must be considered in its entirety. Yes, the Director of Public Prosecutions has the legislative right to pull the 
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criminal proceeding under s24; however, they also have obligations under s25. The Supreme Court ultimately 
disagreed, and I lost the appeal. 
 

I managed to expose a loophole in filing my appeal. An appeal can only lodged in response to a final order, however, 
the charges were withdrawn by the OPP before the allegations were adjudicated. 
 

In what was to become typical behaviour, the court ignored my queries about the case. 
 

I managed to file with the Supreme Court, arguing that the Magistrates’ Court was unresponsive and so if they will 
not respond, it indicates finality with the matter. 
 

After losing the appeal at the Supreme Court, I refiled the charges with the Magistrates’ Court – an option available 
to me as the tabled charges were never adjudicated, only withdrawn. 
 

There was confusion from the court regarding the appropriate destination for the dispatch of the approved charges, 
leading to their unanticipated placement in my Post Office Box. Unbeknownst to me, but apparently known to the 
OPP, the documents remained unclaimed. It appears the court chose to inform the OPP but not the informant - me. 
Without conducting any inquiry, such as questioning the presence of new evidence, the OPP prematurely deemed 
the charges to be without merit. They contended that I had neglected the Criminal Procedure Rules, accusing me of 
not serving the charges within the designated timeframe—a task impossible without possession of the said charges. 

 

The court has requested the charges be returned for reissuance. This comes in the wake of my detailed testimony 
before the Supreme Court, outlining the significant harm caused by Dr. Baldwin. However, the Office of Public 
Prosecutions (OPP)'s quick inclination to consider dismissing the charges necessitates a re-evaluation of our 
system's commitment to serving justice and the well-being of Victorian crime victims. 

 

In navigating these procedural complexities, strategic considerations have been made regarding the resubmission of 
these charges. This strategy is rooted in a broader concern for the integrity of our judicial process and the pursuit of 
justice. It is essential to highlight that any decision to delay the reissuance of charges is driven by a desire to ensure 
that all evidence is thoroughly and impartially considered. 

 

We aspire for a resolution where the oversight mechanisms within our justice system function to uphold the highest 
standards of fairness and accountability. In doing so, we remain hopeful for a future where every victim receives the 
justice they deserve, unimpeded by procedural or institutional biases. 

 

It stands to reason that victims of crime should not be compelled to navigate a labyrinth of procedural hurdles. The 
commitment of a crime, particularly one where the alleged perpetrator is identified, should straightforwardly lead 
to a thorough investigation and appropriate legal proceedings. Whether through the mechanisms of Victoria Police, 
the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP), or the entitlement to pursue a private prosecution, the process should 
not be encumbered by unnecessary complexities or the need to accommodate individual personalities within the 
judiciary. Such obstacles not only undermine the dignity of victims but also cast a shadow over the integrity of 
Victoria's judicial system. 

 

My long-standing psychiatrist has indicated that confronting and resolving these issues in a court of law might 
significantly aid in my recovery from PTSD, the extent of which remains uncertain. The direct link between these 
crimes and my diagnosis is unequivocal, with the subsequent experiences exacerbating my condition profoundly. It 
is this connection that fuels my resolve and hope for justice and accountability. 
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How would you expect to be treated in the 
Victorian hospital and court system?  
 
Overview 

 

If you need to attend the emergency department of a Victorian hospital as a patient, how would you expect to be 
treated? No doubt, with first class medical attention, personal respect and in accordance with the law. 

If you had the necessity to engage with the Victorian Judicial System, how would you expect to be treated? Most 
people would expect to be treated with respect and their matter addressed in a timely manner from the public 
service and in accordance with the relevant laws and processes. 

As this document clearly details, those may be widely held expectations, but they certainly are not always what 
actually happens. 

This document can best be described as a whistleblower-style dossier as the first-hand experience of a ‘customer’ 
of the Victorian court system as an accuser - an innocent party seeking justice through the courts.  

This is Greg Chalker’s true account over the past nearly 5 years, since June 2019, of his experience to file charges of 
assault against a doctor regarding an incident in a public hospital. Greg’s efforts to achieve an outcome for his 
perceived mistreatment led to extensive and expansive engagement with the Victorian Courts and Judicial System 
with VicHealth, the OPP, DPP, Magistrate’s Court of Victoria, Victoria Police, Victoria Ombudsman, IBAC and 
Supreme Court. 

Actions which Greg fully researched, fully complied with set processes and procedures and fully documented. 
Actions which were repeatedly met with obstacles, push-back, claims of documents not received, lost documents 
and other actions which contravened both the law and the entitlements of all Victorians by the very people in 
whom we instil trust and whom we give the responsibility to implement the law and judicial procedure. 

Greg’s experience has resulted in serious medical outcomes and after nearly 5 years of being essentially a victim of 
the system, has left him with a major question to put to the public – is the Victorian court system corrupt? 

The decision to go public with this document and expose specific details and his own personal situation has not 
been easy and the process of preparing the document has been painful and detrimental to his health. He seeks not 
fame, fortune or financial gain. But for as many people as possible to be aware of what is really going on and start 
asking and demanding that those responsible be held account and the system improved.  
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Section 1. 

How would you react if, as a hospital patient, 

your right to consent was violated and led to 

an assault? 

 

The catalyst. 
 
A presentation to the emergency department of the University Hospital Geelong was the catalyst for Greg Chalker’s 

unjust treatment by the Victorian Judicial System. When a patient presents at the emergency department of a 

public hospital in Australia, there is an expectation of a certain level of service and law-abiding behaviours. For 

Greg, the situation was life-changing in a negative way. In this section, the catalyst for the assault charge is detailed 

to allow readers to grasp the full context of the circumstances. 

 

Key Points 
• June 27, 2019 Greg Chalker presents to University Hospital for treatment for a suspected compartment 

syndrome in his right arm. 

• Dr Rhiannon Baldwin threatened Greg with physical consequences if he did not consent to a medical 
procedure, resulting in Greg suffering serious and permanent injury. 

• Dr Baldwin would not accept Greg’s lawful decision to refuse the procedure. 

• Greg reminded Dr Baldwin that her actions were a violation of the Crimes Act (Vic) 1958, the Medical 
Treatment Act (sic) and a patient’s right to make decisions about their treatment, whether it is beneficial or 
detrimental to their health. This was upheld by the High Court in Rodgers v Whitaker (1992). 

• Dr Baldwin cited 'hospital policy' as a rationale for the ensuing assault and warned Greg that he would be 
physically restrained if he did not permit the procedure to take place. 

• Greg’s legally-based objections were ignored, injury resulted. 

• 158 hours after being discharged from hospital, Greg contacted the hospital’s in-house counsel, Bernadine 
McNamara, Barwon Health (Pg 78). No response was received. 

• With no response from hospital counsel, Greg filed charges of assault against Dr Baldwin. (Pg 79) 
 

There would be an expectation by many patients, including Greg Chalker, that Australian law – Crimes and Medical 
Treatment Acts, would override hospital ‘policies’. 
That clearly was not the case – expectations decimated, entitlements denied. 

Significant to the situation is Greg’s mental health diagnosis at the time of presentation to the hospital. This was 
stated in his medical information - he was predisposed to tremendous injury if his autonomy or statutory rights 
were impinged upon. Dr Baldwin had access to this medical information. 
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Incident Details 
 
Having the full details of the incident at the core of the issue is key to appreciating the significance of the outcomes. 
At 00.59 on 26 June 2019, accompanied by his mother, Greg Chalker presented at University Hospital Geelong’s 
Emergency Department experiencing suspected compartment syndrome in his right arm. 
 

Greg was treated for suspected sepsis with four-hourly infusions of antibiotics through an IV cannula. At 11am he 
advised the nurse he needed to leave the hospital for 30 minutes to attend a specialist appointment. He was told 
the IV cannula would need to be removed. 
 

“I questioned why they would do this when I would be back in less than 30 minutes. My objection was 
escalated to the charge nurse on duty, and she informed me that it was hospital policy. I told her that I did 
not consent to it being removed as it made no sense to remove it then insert another so shortly thereafter. 
The nurse referred the issue to my doctor,” – Greg Chalker. 
 

Greg describes the scenario that ensued with Dr Rhiannon Baldwin entering the room shortly after, where he told 
her he would be back from the appointment in time for the next infusion. 
 

“She said that that was fine, but the cannula would need to come out. I asked what the rationale for that 
was, given that a new cannula would need to be reinserted on my return and that each piercing of the skin 
represents a risk of infection. She said that it was hospital policy” - Greg Chalker. 
 

Greg’s mother noted to Dr Baldwin the double standard of her decision as she had seen patients in hospital gowns, 
wheeling IV poles around the hospital grounds, to smoke.  
Dr Baldwin dismissed her rebuttable by saying those people were not leaving the hospital, yet it was, and still is, a 
policy of University Hospital Geelong that smoking is not permitted anywhere on the premises.  
 

“For the second time, I told the doctor that I did not consent to the cannula being removed. She repeated 
that it was hospital policy. I told her that no organisation's policies can overrule statutory Acts. I reminded 
her of the Crimes Act (Vic) that says performing a medical intervention without consent is assault. I also 
reminded her of the Medical Treatment Act. She admitted to not being familiar with those laws, and 
instead insisted that it is hospital policy” – Greg Chalker. 
 

A doctor in a public hospital not familiar with Australia’s laws regarding patients’ rights with medical intervention? 
 

“I asked her if she was familiar with the High Court case, Rogers V Whitaker, 1992? She said no. I asked if 
she considered me to be suicidal. Again, the answer was no. I summarised my position once again saying: I 
am only leaving for 30 minutes for an appointment. I have had a peripherally inserted central catheter 
(PICC) in my right arm for the past 30 days that I have been self-managing, so what is the issue with me 
leaving for 30 minutes for a specialist appointment?” – Greg Chalker. 
 

After the discussion went ‘around in circles’ with the doctor not willing to listen and accept that her understanding 
of the law and patient rights was inadequate; conceding it was not a ‘life or death’ situation as Greg was not 
suicidal or threatening self-harm; and given every opportunity to review the legislation Greg had referenced – Dr 
Baldwin declined to re-familiarise herself with the laws protecting a patient’s right to refuse autonomy and 
proceeded to assault Greg Chalker by threatening to have security officers come, hold him down and forcibly 
remove the device. 



 
Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 23 of 351 
 

 

 

Dr Baldwin had access to medical information stating that Greg was predisposed to tremendous injury if his 
autonomy or statutory rights are impinged upon. 
 

“She left the room and returned a short time later with a colleague who weighed in on the issue. In no 
uncertain terms, he told me (in the presence of my mother) that if I tried to leave, he would have police 
officers, who were outside, come in and restrain me while medical staff removed the device. Both doctors 
left the room leaving me distressed and my mother in tears, - Greg Chalker. 
 

Greg made the decision that the best thing to do was to go home and die a slow and agonising death. So he pulled 
the cannula out of his hand, left it on the table and walked out of the facility. 
 

When he complained about the incident to the facility, they responded with not an apology but an accusation. 
Wrongly accusing Greg of telling staff that he had injected Acetone! 

 

“This did not happen. At no time in my life have I, or have I allowed any other person to, inject Acetone into 
my body, it was a ridiculous statement, adding insult to injury” – Greg Chalker. 
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Entitlements Denied –  
Serious Effects, PTSD and Lifelong Outcomes 
 
The breach of the duty of care by Dr Baldwin in committing assault on Greg Chalker has left Greg with permanent 
injury and other serious effects. With his medical autonomy breached, Greg’s life spiralled downward. 

Reading Greg’s own words can help others capture the true severity that the assault through denial of his basic 
entitlements, has had on his life. 

“After the incident, I struggled with daily life, every single day for more than a year. I turned to 
pharmacology, both street and prescribed, as well as alcohol, in a desperate and continued effort to stop 
my brain from concentrating on this incident where I went to a doctor for help. She ignored my refused 
consent, refused to verify the legal citations I quoted her and instead went out and got a buddy to join in 
her assault. This traumatic event plays on constant repeat in my head – and I do anything I can to turn it 
off. 

I have been warned about damage to my liver and prescribed B12 supplements. 

My blood is assessed on a monthly basis. This is also a traumatic experience where pathology collectors 
frequently have to deal with my PTSD symptoms. To counter this, I draw my own sample at home so that I 
only have to leave the house to drop it off then I can quickly return home. 

I avoid showering. The shower was always my ‘thinking room’ but now I avoid going in there. I do have 
techniques to help me get through a shower, such as playing music at full volume or drinking heavily first. 

When I try to go out socialising, I have ended up unconscious in an ambulance through trying to ‘switch off’ 
my brain with illicit substances. 

I have attempted joining social groups, such as going camping. The one time I tried this, I developed an 
urgent need to get back home. 

The same happens when I try to visit friends. I end up panicking and must get home. 

My psychiatrist, Professor Harvey offers little hope in the way of a complete psychiatric recovery. I am 
unlikely to ever hold down a job again” – Greg Chalker. 
 

Following the assault incident, Greg was formally diagnosed with Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Diagnosis (PTSD). 
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Deciding to File Assault Charges 
 
The reaction by most people to such an incident would be, why don’t you go to the police? But from past 
experiences with VicPol Greg had little confidence they would assist him with the criminal act committed against 
him. 

With a sharp mind, high intelligence, and a keen interest in the law, he did his research and learned of the private 
prosecution option. Discovering there is no impediment to a private individual charging another person with a 
criminal offence. 

“Half my brain fully recognises how minimal the actual event/assault was. No hands were laid upon me. It 
was a grown woman threatening a grown man. The problem is this was not the first time that I had been in 
this situation in a medical setting. But it was this incident that pushed my brain over the proverbial edge 
leading to full blown PTSD. For months, the incident played on a continual loop in my head, debilitating my 
ability to function on a day-to-day basis.” – Greg Chalker. 

Greg proceeded and filed a charge sheet and summons against Baldwin in the Magistrates’ Court. These charges 
were accepted by the court and a court date was scheduled – initially. What ensued is covered in following sections 
of this expose. 

 

Support from a Separate Court Decision 
 
Greg’s decision about refusing consent under the law was supported and validated through another event he 
encountered around the same time when he was called to the hospital bed of an ex-partner at St Vincents Hospital. 
The ex-partner also had an PICC (Peripherally Inserted Central Catheter) inserted his arm for treatment, but staff 
refused to leave it in to allow him to go outside for a cigarette. 

Greg stepped in to advocate for him, rang the Supreme Court and requested an emergency hearing seeking an 
injunction; was granted the request and headed directly from the hospital to the Court. En-route, he wrote out a 
basic overview of the situation and the order(s) sought. 

An ex-parte hearing before Justice Garde was held where Greg was accepted as the ex-partner’s guardian and the 
court was willing to hear arguments on his behalf. 

“I made the same arguments to His Honour as I did with Dr Baldwin. Crimes Act (Pg 314 - CRIMES ACT 1958 
- SECT 31 Assaults) and Medical Treatment and Planning Decisions Act (Pg 315 - MEDICAL TREATMENT 
PLANNING AND DECISIONS ACT 2016 - SECT 58 Consent to medical treatment),” Greg Chalker.  

Justice Garde said, “Your partner doesn’t need this order, but I will grant it anyway”. 

The quote underpinned Greg’s conviction that both he and his ex-partner had the right to refuse any treatment and 
that a court order was not necessary. But His Honour’s statement validated and supported what Greg already knew 
- the injunction was completely superfluous and unnecessary. 

A copy of the order is included (Pg 322 - Reference 147: Supreme Court Injunction)
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Section 2. 

Doesn’t the OPP defend and support victims 
and accusers? 
 
Wrongly assuming the DPP was an ally. 
 

In the justice system the role of the Office of Public Prosecution (OPP) is to prosecute charges laid by police and 
others, essentially defending victims and accusers. After filing his private prosecution charges against Dr Baldwin, 
Greg was heartened to receive communications from the OPP. 

 

Greg received a letter from Jennifer Combes from the Office of Public Prosecution (OPP) on 13 July 2020 (Pg 91  
Letter to G. Chalker) stating “we might take over”. 

 

Heartened by this level of support, Greg was quick to cooperate with the OPP and sent Ms Combes a response on 
20 July 2020 with five documents containing supporting evidence. In one of those documents, he stated that this 
was not all the evidence he intended to present at court. 

 

He did not receive a response from Combes at that stage, regarding the information sent. 

 

“I realised after that I had wrongly assumed that the OPP was an ally. I sent them most of what evidence I 
had but given that I do not have the powers of police and the hospital was not interested in cooperating, 
my evidence brief against Baldwin was incomplete. My intention was to source additional evidence by way 
a subpoena. When I did submit my evidence to the OPP I wrote “this is most of what I have, please let me 
know if it is insufficient and I will furnish you with the rest!”- Greg Chalker 

 

On 3 August 2020, Greg received an email from Ms Combes notifying him of her intention to withdraw all three 
charges because there was no prospect of a reasonable conviction (Pg 91 - Letter to G. Chalker, RE: Private 
Prosecution against Dr. R. Baldwin). 

 

Instead, the OPP scheduled a court hearing without informing Greg of the court hearing. Only through monitoring 
the Court’s Court Case Status website did Greg learn when the matter was listed. 
Greg attended and requested that the matter be reheard as he was the listed informant and thus was a listed 
stakeholder in the matter. 

 
The court agreed to rehear the matter but claimed that its hands were tied as the DPP had the statutory right to 
withdraw the charges, dismissing Greg’s arguments of the DPP’s other obligations under the act. 

 

The OPP exercised their powers under their Act (Pg Error! Bookmark not defined. - PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS ACT 
1994 - SECT 25 Power to discontinue criminal proceedings) to withdraw any matter as they seem fit. There is 
another section of the act that states “matters to which the director must have regard” (Pg Error! Bookmark not 
defined. - PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS ACT 1994 - SECT 24 Matters to which Director must have regard). 
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“Given that the OPP heard the case in my absence I asked the court to rehear the matter as I was the 
informant. I argued that although the OPP had the right under the Act, they were still required to conform 
to s24 – Public Prosecutions Act (VIC) 1994. The magistrate disagreed due to their hands being tied by s25. 
The charges were withdrawn,” – Greg Chalker. 

 

Greg filed an appeal in the Supreme Court (Pg 87 - Appeal - amended filing - 23 November 2020). The appeal 
arguing that an Act must be considered in its entirety. Yes, the director has the right to pull the criminal proceeding 
under s24. However, they have obligations under s25. The Supreme Court ultimately disagreed, and Greg lost the 
appeal. 

“I managed to expose a loophole in filing my appeal. An appeal can only be lodged in response to a final 
order. However, the charges were withdrawn by the OPP before the allegations were adjudicated. In what 
was to become typical behaviour, the court ignored my queries about the case,” Greg Chalker. 

 

After losing the appeal at the Supreme Court, he refiled the charges with the Magistrates’ Court. 

 

There was confusion about where to send the approved charges and it turned out that they were sitting in Greg’s 
post office box but he did not know they were there as he hadn’t cleared his PO BOX since it had arrived. But the 
OPP did know. 

 

Without even asking a single question, such as, what new evidence did I have, the OPP had declared the charges 
had no merit and argued that Greg had failed to comply with the Criminal Procedure Rules which means failure to 
serve the charges within the prescribed time - (he cannot serve charges he did not know I possessed). 

The court asked that the charges be returned, and they would reissue them. 

 

“The OPP is just waiting to pull them, despite hearing my testimony in the Supreme Court about how much 
damage Baldwin did, and this is just totally disheartening, from the body that most expect will support 
victims and accusers,” Greg Chalker. 

 

“I’m intentionally leaving them in limbo as a strategy. I should not have to be strategic. A crime was 
committed, and I should not have to pussy foot around the personality nuances of the court,” Greg Chalker. 

 

Greg’s long time treating psychiatrist, Professor Richard Harvey, when asked of the likelihood of Greg’s PTSD 
reverting if Baldwin faced consequences for her actions, said there was a reasonable chance of some recovery but 
to what extent is not certain. 

 

“Whether an outcome still remains a possibility, who is to say. What I can say for sure, is that the supreme 
court outcome was therapeutic, despite losing”, Greg Chalker. 
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Section 3. 

What cooperation would you expect from the 
Office of Public Prosecutions? 
 
Attempts to get information – silence, stonewalled, expectations obliterated. 

‘Public’? More a private ‘club’ where outsiders were not welcome was the impression Greg Chalker’s was given 
when he attempted to engage with the OPP in regard to his private prosecution for assault against Dr Baldwin. That 
impression was formed from the multiple correspondence that Greg sent to various individuals in the OPP in his 
attempt to gain information about his matter, and the interactions that followed. Much of this correspondence with 
questions, still remains unanswered. 

Requests Ignored 

Greg has a keen interest in legal proceedings and a sharp mind. He had carried out copious research on the 
requirements of a private prosecution, especially the hard evidence and details he would need to present the 
matter in the courts. 

Based on his research, Greg already held a significant amount of compelling evidence against Dr Baldwin to warrant 
the charge of “recklessly causing permanent injury”.   

Evidence which included: 

• Medical records and history which Dr Baldwin had access to which included notes from Professor Harvey 
(Greg’s treating psychiatrist), who also worked for Barwon Health. 

• Witnesses included Beverley Chalker, Greg’s mother and a colleague of Dr Baldwin’s. 

• Witness reports to confirm that Dr Balwin was reminded of the applicable laws and proceeded with her 
course of action anyway. 

• The Hospital’s written justification for the threats being that Greg had supposedly told Baldwin that he had 
injected Acetone. 

• Baldwin’s superior entered the room at her request. 

Even if his opinion on sufficient evidence deviated from that of the OPP, Greg knew that the fact remained that the 
OPP declined the opportunity to review all available evidence before issuing a decree that there was insufficient 
evidence to support a conviction. This is based on the correspondence from the DPP as detailed in Section 2. (Pg 
91). 

Greg sought information from the OPP in regard to their previous correspondence and decision. Greg sent a letter 
to Ms Coombes (OPP) on 17 August 2020 (Pg 95 - Chalker to Combes) seeking clarification on her decision to 
withdraw the charges. He also indicated his intention to counter her motion to withdraw the charges at the 
scheduled hearing on 28 October 2020. 

Ms Combes did not respond to any of the points in the email other than to say that she had brought the court date 
forward to 21 August 2020 (Pg 96 - Combes' reply to Chalker). She continued to ignore Greg’s questions and 
requests for information as to why the OPP had declined the opportunity to review all available evidence before 
issuing a decree that there was insufficient evidence to support a conviction. 
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Further Interaction with OPP with Unrealised 
Expectations and Outcomes 
 
This conduct from the OPP was not isolated to this, and the incident detailed in the previous section. This became a 
trend that Greg observed and was subjected to in numerous interactions with the OPP over the past 4.5 years. An 
Office which he came to understand was not for the general public - at least not those individuals seeking to 
proceed with a private prosecution which had been well-researched and prepared. 

As part of his diligence in strengthening his evidence for the assault prosecution against Dr Baldwin, Greg needed to 
source certain details which were not readily available to him. Actions to source this information required 
interacting with Victoria Police in order to get a search warrant to source the name of Baldwin’s accomplice. 

As is described in Section 4 (Pg 33), Greg sought the assistance from Victoria Police Sargeant Mark Thompson. 

Sergeant Mark Thompson at Geelong Police Station refused to issue Greg with the required search warrant. 
Therefore, Greg charged Sgt Thompson with perverting the court of justice pursuant to section 320 of the Crimes 
Act, (Pg  121 - Charge Sheet and Summons for Sgt. Mark Thompson) 

As a result of the OPP failing to consider all evidence before pulling the case, (Pg 114 - OPP Letter to Greg Chalker) 
letter to Greg Chalker, stating charges are being pulled), Greg also charged Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan. 

Both these charges then required interaction with the OPP. 

On 26 May 2021, the OPP wrote to Greg, asking for details of the cases against both Sergeant Mark Thompson and 
Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan. The letter had no contact name on it, so Greg presumed he was to collaborate with 
the OPP on these serious charges. To clarify the sender of the letter to enable the communication to continue 
professionally, Greg wrote back asking who he was communicating with. A natural response from anyone receiving 
an official letter from such an Office with no sender. 

“Looking back on the one-way (from me with no reply) email exchanges (Pg 97- Chalker to Kerri Judd) I now 
recognise that I probably should have sent the OPP all the information as requested on my cases against the 
two”, Greg Chalker. “However, the very injury that the OPP declared not to exist (or that there was 
no/insufficient evidence of) was a key factor in this scenario.” 

“This battle, for anyone would be a challenge. For me, there is an additional penalty. I already have the 
primary injury caused by Dr Baldwin, with salt being rubbed in by the DPP pulling the valid charges against 
her, going through the appeal against the DPP, being devastated by Sgt Thompson’s actions, and again the 
OPP will not engage with me. That is not just a stressor, but an exacerbation of a diagnosed injury,” – Greg 
Chalker. 

Talking about all this and supplying the evidence is not an easy task for Greg with his injury. It takes an incredible 
amount of effort on his part to address the task of dealing with the OPP. His impression of his interaction was 
already that they cared more about not allowing an outsider to proceed with a private prosecution, regardless of 
the validity, than they did about the pursuit of justice. 

Greg understood that private prosecution was an uncommon approach. He reached this conclusion after instructing 
an assistant to review the Magistrates’ Court of Victoria (MCV) court list, specifically to identify the informants in 
each case. Among approximately 3000 listings, there was not a single instance where the informant was non-
governmental. This observation led him to deduce that either private prosecutions are rare, or they are consistently 
quashed before reaching this stage.  

“I was brought up to ‘treat others how you wish to be treated’ drilled into me. I politely asked a question to 
a group of civil servants who are duty-bound to serve the public, including me. And yet I was ignored. If 
they did not want to provide a specific name, there was nothing stopping them from saying so, but they 
said nothing,” – Greg Chalker.  
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Who is at fault in the Magistrates Court of 
Victoria? 
 
When filing charges against Sgt Thompson, Greg interacted with the Magistrates Court of Victoria (MCV). Further 
experiences which strengthened his impression and suspicions of a ‘private club’ at best, and corruption at worst, in 
this area of the Victorian judicial system. 
 

The charges against Sgt Thompson appear to have “fallen behind a filing cabinet”. 
 

Jake Warren, Mark Baker and Siobhan Mansfield are all employed by MCV and were involved in Greg’s experience. 
 

Who is at fault? This occurred in 2021 and a clear pattern emerges:- 
 

• The charges against Victoria Police Sergeant Mark Thompson were filed with Senior Registrar Mr 
Baker at Geelong Court House. 

• Mr Baker was to send them to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan. 

• When no response was received, Greg followed up with Mr Baker but was advised that he had not 
received a response from Ms Hannan’s office. 

• Greg contacted Ms Hannan’s office directly and spoke with her executive assistant Jake Warren. 

• Mr Warren claims that he never received them from Mr Baker, and states that Greg is welcome to 
send them direct to him. 

• Mr Warren confirms receipt of the documents, replying “I’ll put them under chief’s nose.” 

• Nothing is heard from Mr Warren or Ms Hannan about the charges against Thompson. 
 

From these events, Greg deduced five possible scenarios: 
 

1. Mr Baker did not send them on. 

2. Mr Baker sends them on to Mr Warren who ignores them. 

3. Mr Warren receives them and does nothing/deletes them. 

4. Mr Warren receives them, gives them to the Chief and the Chief does nothing/deletes them. 

5. Chief Hannan receives them and is instructed by a superior, with no action. 
 

This inaction is why Greg filed charges against the Chief Magistrate. Given that he did not have investigative powers 
like VicPol, his avenue for exposing the truth was via the courts. This seems like a paradox because he was trying to 
avail himself of court processes to prosecute the people running the court after they had failed to approve charges 
against another person who has failed to uphold the right/law. 
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Voluntary Examinations Issued 
 

What is commonly referred to in popular media as a deposition, in Victorian law is known as an examination. 
Voluntary examinations are the first step in extracting answers from a (potential) witness. Voluntary Examinations 
cannot be sought without an active court case. 
If the witness is noncompliant, then one can seek a compulsory examination order from the court, whereby the 
witness must attend to be examined. 

After the charges against Sgt Thompson and Ms Hannan were approved, several ‘Voluntary Examination’ requests 
were sent out to—Jake Warren, Siobhan Mansfield, Lisa Hannan, Mark Thompson. (Pg 134 - Voluntary Examination 
- Siobhan Mansfield; Pg 131 - Voluntary Examination - Jake Warren; Pg 132 - Voluntary Examination - Lisa Hannan; 
Pg 133 - Voluntary Examination - Mark Baker). 

One would think that all these people on the Department of Justice payroll, would be forthcoming with their 
statements about alleged crimes, alas, they were not. 

These are relevant as these witnesses held crucial knowledge about the alleged offences. 

An examination of Mr Baker would reveal HOW he forwarded the charges to Mr Warren/Ms Hannan (Mr Warren 
being Ms Hannan’s Executive Assistant). It is unlikely that Mr Baker would send correspondence directly to Ms 
Hannan. Mr Warren would be the intermediary. If he did so at all, if he did not, then he has serious questions to 
answer. 

A subpoena of the Department of Justice’s email server would prove/disprove the examinees’ statements. 

Chief Hannan, under examination, would have to declare whether she received the charges sent by Mr Baker, and 
whether she commissioned a response to Mr Baker or Mr Warran or instructed that no response be sent. 

The charges against Sgt Thompson were ultimately authorised, rendering the alternative possibility — that the 
charges did not comply with the Act and were therefore dismissed — invalid.  
Moreover, even if this had been the case, Greg received no notification to this effect from Mr. Baker Mr. Warren or 
Ms Hannan herself. 
 

So, what happened? Did Mr Warren give the charges to the Chief? What did she do then? Did she not approve them 
and leave them in limbo. Did she not see them? Is Mr Warren the culprit? 

It was only after the charges were issued against Chief Hannan did Greg receive a response from the MCV. 

Chief Magistrate Hannan’s strategic advisor (Siobhan Mansfield) wrote to Greg saying that Ms Hannan had recused 
herself and that the Deputy Chief would be assessing the submitted charges. 

Now, with that, the process at this point was that charges went to the chief magistrate for approval. However, as 
described in a later section, this becomes a ‘hot potato’ of ‘who is in charge of approving private prosecutions?’ 

Greg presumed that this was just MCV policy rather than a statutory rule, but ‘lost count’ of the number of times 
that he asked for a copy of this policy - it fell on deaf ears. No one was willing to talk to him. 
 

“I sent out requests for voluntary examinations in court to Warren, Hannan, Baker and Mansfield.   
However, the case was pulled by the OPP so I was not given an opportunity to examine these witnesses. 
None of them even acknowledged receipt of these requests,” – Greg Chalker. 
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Follow-up with Director of Public Prosecutions 
 

On 8 June 2021 Greg sent a letter to Kerri Judd, Director of Public Prosecutions (Pg 97). It was very detailed, 
containing everything the OPP had put him through since his initial contact following brining charges against Dr 
Baldwin for assault in hospital. 

 

The letter contained concerning details about how staff members had treated him and the performance of her 
department. 

 

“I asked several questions and yet there was no response,” – Greg Chalker. 

 

When considered, it is not surprising that Greg experienced the Office of PUBLIC Prosecutions as a private ‘club’ and 
questioned the integrity of the MCV and other parties. Is this happening all time? Are Victorians happy to see such 
conduct from what is supposed to be an esteemed system and body? 
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Section 4. 

Why didn’t you go to police? 
 
Interactions with VICPOL results in perverting course of justice charges. 
 

The police have a key role in the justice system. So many may wonder why Greg Chalker didn’t simply go to police 
following his assault by Dr Baldwin. He had his reasons which stemmed from previous interactions with the 
Victorian Police. Reasons which led to his filing a private prosecution. He really did not want to involve VicPol in the 
proceedings and his reasons were validated with the response he experienced when he did require their 
involvement. 
 

Necessity to Source Information from Barwon Health 
 

In order to fully complete his evidence in his private prosecution, Greg diligently followed up on every detail. This 
involved issuing all documents with complete details, both for Dr Baldwin and another doctor present at the time of 
the assault. After threatening to call security on Greg, Dr Baldwin left the room and summoned her attending 
doctor who came into the room and said that there were two police in the foyer and that he would call them in, and 
they would do the attending’s bidding. 

When it came time to serving the charges on Dr Baldwin, Greg not knowing her home address (as expected), 
elected for the next option in the Criminal Procedure Rules, serve her at her place of employment. 

He proceeded to go to Ms McNamara’s (General Counsel at Barwon Health) office, used the intercom to gain access 
as required. By the time he was face-to-face with Ms McNamara she had already called security. She was 
immediately hostile, despite Greg being there to fulfil an act he was required by law to perform. 

Greg considered that Dr Baldwin’s attending doctor had also committed assault and he needed to source this other 
doctor’s details. Given Ms McNamara’s unwillingness to cooperate he did not like his chances sourcing the name of 
the other doctor and Dr Baldwin’s address from her. As such, he went to police to have a search warrant initiated. 

Unlike court processes spoken about thus far, search warrants are not the purview of the general public.  

 

The Search for a Search Warrant - Interaction with Sergeant Mark Thompson, VicPol 
 

Greg dreaded the thought of having to interact with Victoria Police, but knew it was a necessary next step. To 
minimise the possibility of being misunderstood, Greg compiled a collection of documents to present. 
 

Upon entering the Geelong Police Station, Greg was confronted by a Senior Constable who insisted that his support 
animal, Riley, wait outside. Riley was wearing his vest depicting that he is a service animal.  Asking for the dog to 
wait outside is a violation of the Disability Discrimination Act (Cth) 1992  Greg reminds this uninformed law 
enforcement office of the provisions within the Disability Discrimination Act (Cth) 2008.  

Greg asked to speak to the ranking officer. The senior constable asserted that it was him. Greg knew this to be 
untrue and called the officer out on his deception.  The officer sought the presence of his superior. 
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“We’re in a 24 hour police station, it’s 1am, you are not the most senior officer here – go get your boss” 

Victoria Police Sgt Mark Thompson arrived at reception.  Mr Thompson repeats the direction for Riley to be taken 
outside and again Greg reminds yet another law enforcement officer about the law. 

 

Greg handed the Sgt a packet of documents (Pg 127 Reference 20: Letter presented to Sgt Thompson) that detailed 
the offences allegedly committed against him by Dr Baldwin, confirmation that the charges against her had been 
approved for private prosecution by the Chief Magistrate of Victoria along with correspondence between Greg and 
Senior Court Registrar Mark Baker. 
 

The packet of information handed to Mr Thompson included: 

• A letter explaining the situation and a request for a name to authorise issuing a search warrant (Pg 
127- Letter presented to Sgt Thompson). 

• A copy of the charge sheet and summons stamped by the court (Baldwin) (Pg 82- Charge Sheet and 
Summons for Dr. Baldwin). 

• Copy of an email between Greg and Mark Baker (Snr Registrar Geelong Magistrates Court) (Pg 123 - 
Mark Baker - Snr Registrar). 

•        A search warrant application. 

 

Thompson read the document and said he could not help Greg because it was not a police matter as he deemed 
that Dr Baldwin’s accomplice’s actions were not assault.  
Greg considered this as an extraordinary claim, given the documentation in front of the Sergeant.  
 

Greg clarified that, according to official processes, he did not need the Sgt’s signature on the search warrant, only 
his name.  
Sgt Thompson’s response was to tell Greg to engage a civil litigation lawyer because it was not a criminal matter. 
 

Greg advised him that he did have approval of the Chief Magistrate of Victoria to file criminal charges against the 
first alleged offender and that it was a criminal matter. The response he received from Sgt Thompson was that only 
the police can file criminal charges and he asked who drew up the charges. Greg told him that he had. Sgt 
Thompson asked what Greg wanted from VicPol.  Greg asked if he had read the document that had just been 
provided to him.  The response?  Refusal to assist with the warrant. 
 

Greg then asked to make a statement about the crimes committed against him by Dr Baldwin and this was refused 
by Sgt Thompson who began to walk away. Greg then asked him if he would hear his complaint about the officer 
who had breached the Disability Discrimination Act (Cth) 1992 – he ignored Greg and continued to walk out. 
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Charging Sgt Thompson with Perverting the Course of Justice 
 

Following the interaction at Geelong Police Station, Greg proceeded to charge Sgt Thompson with perverting the 
court of justice pursuant to section 320 of the Crimes Act. 
 

“Going into a police station and asking for help only for a Sergeant to walk out of the room as you are asking 
them to take your statement about a crime committed against you would be a real kick in the teeth for 
anyone,” Greg Chalker. 

“As a VicPol officer, Sergeant Thompson demonstrated his lack of awareness of the very laws he is tasked to 
uphold. This could be excused. It was his arrogance toward me despite there being clear evidence that is so 
offensive,” Greg Chalker. 
 

Sgt Thompson did not take the content of my written statement into consideration, or express that he would seek 
advice on the matter. 
 

“I consider the sheer rudeness of his (misguided) declaration that it was not a crime and then to walk out of 
the room is nothing short of reprehensible,” Greg Chalker. “His statements such as not being aware that a 
member of the public can perform private prosecutions, his indifference to the discrimination exhibited by 
himself and his subordinate and declaring that an action is not a crime after examining documents 
endorsed by the Chief Magistrate of Victoria indicating the opposite, further underpinned his ignorance of 
the law.” 
 

Greg considered Sgt Thompson’s act an interference in the carriage of Justice. Greg could not get a search warrant 
himself. Although he did not have to help Greg, the mere act of walking out, midsentence is a conscious act. Greg 
considered Sgt Thompson’s behaviour was indicative of his opinion on the matter. It is not a part of the Sergeant’s 
role to determine the validity of the charges. 
 

There were no pressing matters for him to attend to as part of his role at that time. There were no emergency 
incidents he needed to attend to. His action to simply walk out of the room is a clear and undeniable display of 
perverting the course of justice, which is why Greg considered it appropriate to file charges against Sgt Thompson. 
 

Maybe police officers should be held to this high standard? 

 
While there would be a wide variety of people coming through the police station with various irrelevant issues, the 
fact that detailed documentation was presented to Sgt Thompson is indictive that this was not a frivolous matter 
and was indeed serious in its nature. 

 

Greg, aware of his tendency to speak rapidly and the potential for being misunderstood, took the precaution of 

documenting everything in a clear, straightforward written format. It would be logical for any reasonable person to 

infer that if Person A is facing active criminal charges for a specific act, and there is a concurrent effort to identify 

Person B alleged to have committed the same act, then it cannot be that one case is civil and the other criminal. 

This situation raises questions about the decision-making within Victoria Police, particularly regarding the 

promotion of someone like Mark Thompson to the rank of sergeant, given his apparent basic misunderstanding of 

legal principles. Was this decision a deliberate attempt to sidestep a criminal issue? 
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How did he ascend to the rank of Sergeant (Constable -> First Constable -> Senior Constable -> Leading Senior 

Constable -> Sergeant) without fully grasping the distinction between civil and criminal matters? If true, what does 

this imply?  

Is this an isolated lapse, or does it point to a wider issue within the professional development protocols of Victoria 

Police? 

How many Victorians might have been adversely affected by Mr. Thompson’s deficient understanding of legal 

distinctions? 

Additional questions to consider: 

 

a) Are there adequate checks and balances in Victoria Police to ensure that officers at every level have a 

comprehensive understanding of legal matters? 

b) What are the implications for the justice system if key law enforcement personnel lack crucial legal 

knowledge? 

c) How does Victoria Police address and rectify gaps in legal knowledge among its ranks? 

d) Does the current training program for police officers in Victoria adequately cover the nuances between 

civil and criminal law? 

 

In Victoria, it's a well-known adage that "ignorance of the law is not an excuse," a standard often cited during police 

interventions. This principle should equally apply to Sergeant Thompson.  

In the situation with Thompson, instead of opting to leave the room, he could have sought clarification on the 

relevant laws. At the very least, he should have taken Greg’s statement or instructed a subordinate to do so, 

thereby ensuring he heard all the facts directly. His decision to walk out raises serious concerns. 

This incident begs a critical question for the public:- 

What is the appropriate course of action in such scenarios? Unlike a restaurant with unsatisfactory service 

where one can simply choose another establishment, what are Victorians supposed to do? 

Is it expected that they drive from one police station to another, searching for a (sworn) Victoria Police 

Officer who won’t disregard someone attempting to report an indictable offense? 

 

Additional considerations:  

 

1. How are Victoria Police officers trained to handle situations where the legal implications are complex or 

uncertain? 

2. What support systems are in place for officers like Thompson when faced with legal ambiguities? 

3. If an officer is unsure of the law, what are the recommended procedures to ensure justice is not 

compromised, does it include walking out on the victim? 

4. What options does the public have when they feel an officer, through ignorance or otherwise, fails to 

perform their duty? 
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In light of the Victoria Police Code of Conduct (Pg 323- Victoria Police Code of Conduct), it appears that Sergeant 

Thompson's actions may contravene several key sections:- 

 

1. Page 5 – Chief Commissioner Shane Patton’s Forward 

Our mission as an organisation is founded on our relationship with the community, who willingly give 

permission for us to serve and protect. At its core, this permission involves community trust and 

confidence in Victoria Police.  

 

2. Page 6 – Our Mission 

Helping those in need of assistance 

 

3. Page 7 – Our Values 

Integrity 

Acting with honour, being fair and respectful of both the law and human rights 

Professionalism 

Being accountable, transparent and committed to maintaining the highest standards of conduct.  

Support  

Having empathy and being genuinely committed to responding to the needs and wellbeing of others. 

 

4. Page 8 – Applying Our Values 

Scrutiny 

Will your decision withstand scrutiny by the community, the Independent Broad-based Anticorruption 

Commission and other relevant parties? 

Lawful 

Is your decision lawful having regard to the law, regulations and Victoria Police instructions? 

Does your decision properly consider human rights? 

Fair 

Is your decision fair on the community, your colleagues, your family, yourself and others? 

Does it support the community’s expectation of the individual’s right to equality? 

 

5. Page 10 – Respect 

What does this look like at Victoria Police? 

Treating each other and every community member with respect and understanding 

Preventing discrimination and harassment  

Victoria Police employees adhere to the provisions of the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 and create an 

environment that is free of discrimination, harassment, bullying and victimisation. Demonstrating respect 

and promoting diversity and inclusion are of the highest importance to Victoria Police. 

 

6. Page 11 – Integrity 

What does this look like in Victoria Police? 

Respecting and championing human rights and being committed to lawful and fair processes. 

Understanding Human Rights 

What is the reason for Acting? Under what law or authorisation are you acting? 

What is the Impact? Which human right is relevant, and will your actions protect or limit that right?  

Is it Reasonable? Is your action to limit a human right reasonable and justifiable? 

Is it Necessary? Is the limitation necessary and proportionate to the goal sought to be achieved? 
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7. Page 12 - Leadership 

What does this look like in Victoria Police? 

Being trustworthy, approachable, and treating everyone with compassion. 

Making decisions that reflect our Values and build community trust and confidence. 

Being inclusive, progressive, and prepared to acknowledge and learn from mistakes 

 

8. Page 13 – Professionalism 

Duty Obligation 

Victoria Police employees are committed to fulfilling the obligations of their role when called 

upon, or when circumstances demand. 

 

9. Page 14 - Support 

Supporting others 

All Victoria Police employees are committed to helping those in need. To do this, we listen to the 

community, and understand and respect different opinions to ensure our service reflects this commitment. 

 

Reflecting on these sections of the Victoria Police Code of Conduct, one can't help but question deeply:  
Did Sergeant Thompson genuinely misunderstand the law, or is this indicative of deeper systemic issues like 
corruption?  
 
The implications are profound and disturbing. If he, as a sergeant responsible for training others, is either unaware 
of the law or chooses to blatantly disregard it, what does this mean for the officers he mentors?  
This scenario echoes the troubling pattern seen in cycles of abuse where flawed practices and beliefs are passed 
down, perpetuating a cycle of harm. What then there is the ripple effect on the community, on every individual who 
encounters officers shaped by such an example. 

 
These questions are not just about one man’s actions on one evening. They echo through every rank of the police 
force and every corner of our community. 
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What more does an ordinary citizen do to get 
justice? 
 
The majority of the general public most probably perceive doctors as gods that can do no wrong. However, patients 
do have a right to autonomy. Greg had the right to say “no” and this was affirmed by the injunction granted by 
Supreme Court Justice Garde in the matter referring to Greg’s former partner. 
 

On 29 May 2020, a Charge Sheet and Summons was drawn up bearing Sergeant Mark Thompon’s name. This 
document was sent to Mark Baker (Senior Registrar Geelong Magistrates Court). On the same day, these documents 
were filed at Geelong Magistrates Court Victoria. 

 

On 1 July 2020, 21 days later, Greg followed up with Mark Baker, Snr Registrar at MCV (Pg 123) regarding the status 
of these charges. Mr Baker claimed he was still waiting an outcome. When no outcome was received, Greg 
contacted the Chief of the Magistrates Courts Executive Assistant, Jake Warren. 

 

Mr Warren claimed he had not seen the charges. Greg asked if he could send them directly to him and he provided 
his email address to do so. (Pg 124 - Email - Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan)  
Mr Warren confirmed receipt, saying he would follow up with Mr Baker about why they were not sent.  
No response from Mr Warren was ever received by Greg Chalker concerning the breakdown in communications 
between Mr Baker and Chief Magistrate Hannan. 
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Going Higher Up to the MCV Chief Magistrate, 
Lisa Hannan 
 
In the matter of the charges against Sgt Thompson, the only intervention required of Chief Hannan was to approve 
or deny to charges as specified. She does not need to adjudicate any evidence. It is simply a clerical task to ensure 
that the charges comply with the criminal procedure rules. 

In isolation these matters may seem trivial. However, when viewed in total, it can be as strategic actions by different 
individuals in the justice system hierarchy. 

“This is where the integrity starts to come into question and I accumulate more and more contacts 
involved, and where systemic corruption is made abundantly clear through the actions and inactions of 
individuals working in the system,” Greg Chalker. 

Mr Warren received the charges on 1 July 2020. Greg gave Chief Hannan’s office another month to either approve 
or deny them. All Greg heard was a deafening silence. Greg is aware that he cannot prove that these charges did not 
go up the hierarchy. What he does know to be absolute truth is that he gave the justice system two months for a 
simple Yes or No and received NOTHING. 

Sergeant Thompson was approached about a crime and just walked out of the room. This deliberate impudence to 
the process of law is a perversion of justice. This action potentially contravenes Victorian crime legislation and 
should be addressed by the judiciary just like any other questionable act that impacts the community. 

The Chief Magistrate (Hannan) refused all requests for a meeting. There is no explanation from her office for the 
delay in actioning such a simple request. In fact, there is zero forthcoming communication from the court 
whatsoever, despite Greg forever pounding on their door(s) for answers. 

Greg finally managed to get acknowledgement from Chief Hannan’s office by filing charges against her. As there was 
no reason given for not approving or rejecting the charges, the inference appeared to be a deliberate inaction to 
not allow the charges against a police officer to proceed. 

On 5 August 2020, a charge sheet and summons was drafted (Pg 127 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Lisa Hannan). A 
copy was sent to the Chief’s Executive Assistant (Pg 129 - Email to Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief 
Magistrate Lisa Hannan) on the same day. 

Siobahn Mansfield wrote back on 12 April 2021. (Pg 128 - Siobhan Mansfield to Greg Chalker). In the letter Ms 
Mansfield said the Chief Magistrate had only received copies of my correspondence in March 2021 and had recused 
herself from making any decision. 

So, where did the charge sheet and summons go? 

This is a charge sheet and summons filed against Sgt Thompson and Greg received the message - “we cannot find 
it.” 

“To me, this screams corruption or at best a cover up,” Greg Chalker 

Summary of key points: 

• Charges are filed with the Geelong Magistrates Court seeking approval (Sergeant Thompson) 29 
May 2020 

• It takes a year almost to the day for the charges to be approved. 

• Why does it take a year for these charges to be approved? 

• Then the charges were served 26 May 2021 at 13:00. 

• The OPP sends Greg a letter stating 14 days to justify the charges (Pg 114) 
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Section 5. 

What happens if you go to the Supreme Court? 
 
Supreme Court incident – G4S Security Guards 
 

Naively thinking that surely the Director of Public Prosecutions cannot have the final say on what is and is not a 
crime, Greg appealed the director (QC Kerri Judd’s) decision to withdraw the charges tabled against Dr. Rhiannon 
Baldwin who through her arrogance and ignorance of the law, left him with a permanent injury. 

Part of this process included filing paperwork at the Supreme Court of Victoria. 
 

Incident at Supreme Court 
 

Greg arrived at the Supreme Court building in Victoria on 1 October 2020 at 13:55 with his support animal. 
However, the court security (outsourced to G4S Australia and New Zealand) refused him entry, citing court policy. 
Greg reminded them that his support animal, Riley, had the right to enter this building under the Disability 
Discrimination Act (Commonwealth) 1992 which takes precedence over any court policy. 
 

Security then demanded to see Riley’s certification. Greg informed the G4S staff that there was no legal 
requirement to produce such certification and asked them for a copy of the court policy. The G4S security could not 
produce the policy. 
 

Greg then informed the security staff that they were interfering with his human rights and asked to see their 
identification as he intended to file a complaint with the Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission about 
the mistreatment, he had received from G4S Australia & NZ – court security guards – contracted by Court Services 
Victoria. 
  
They produced proof of identity and Greg photographed each one using his mobile phone. (Pg 152 – Images of G4S 
security guards’ IDs captured by Greg “without their permission”) 
  

They then asked Greg to produce proof of his identity. Initially he refused, but after they cited legislation that 
required him to do so when asked, he duly presented them with his government issued Disability Support Pension 
card. Still security would not allow him to pass and enter the Supreme Court building with his support animal. 
 

“I was unlawfully forced to separate from my support animal Riley. I had to tie him up to a tree outside,” 
Greg Chalker. “I went up to the second floor of the court building and asked a clerk to print off a copy s8 of 
the Disability Discrimination Act (Cth) 1992, then proceeded to go back downstairs intending to show 
security the law they had violated.” 
 

On route back downstairs, Greg was intercepted by a number of protective services officers (PSOs) whom he 
advised that he had been unlawfully separated from his service animal. The security guards had told the PSOs that 
he had taken photos of their IDs and they were not comfortable with it. The PSOs instructed Greg to produce and 
delete the photos. 

 
“I refused, as they had voluntarily provided me with their IDs for me to take photos.” Greg Chalker 
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Greg can’t recall exactly how many there were due to the distress, but he recalls being at the base of the stairs with 
about 7 of them standing in a semi-circle around him, with PSO Mohinder Paul holding onto his firearm with his 
right hand. 
 

The PSOs claimed that it was against the law to take photographs within a court. Greg knowing that this was a lie, 
pushed back on this fallacy. 

 

Greg was given an ultimatum, either delete the photos or be arrested. 

Greg was there at the courthouse in pursuit of consequences for the last person who had interfered with his rights 
(Dr Rhiannon Baldwin threatening physical consequences if he didn’t provide consent) and so he was not about to 
be pushed around by this group of ill-informed thugs with guns. 

Greg asked them, what law precluded him from taking photos – to which no answer was received. 

Greg reminded them that the photos he had taken were evidence to an alleged crime and that they must be 
preserved.  The threat of (unlawful) arrest was repeated. 

The easy option would have been to take the phone out of his pocket and delete the three photographs and go on 
with his day. 
 

“A PSO handcuffed me and placed me under arrest for failing to comply,” Greg Chalker. 
 

The PSOs repeatedly asked Greg where his phone was. 
 

“I told them that I had PTSD and that there was a medical antecedent on my police file they needed to 
observe. One PSO told me that the police were coming, I was going to a cell and the council would come 
and collect Riley and he would be put down. The PSOs told me that it was illegal to take photos and that I 
had to delete them. They asked me where my phone was, and they would delete the photos themselves. 
Knowing that my phone would lock after a certain amount of time, I lied and told them that it was upstairs.” 
 

One PSO then went upstairs to level 2 to search for the phone. He then returned to the foyer empty handed.  This is 
when Greg’s person was searched, and his phone was taken from his right pocket.  No other pockets were searched 
for weapons or sharps – all they were interested in was destroying the evidence of alleged criminality by their 
colleagues from G4S. 
 

By this time, Greg’s phone had locked and could only be accessed through entry of a PIN. 

The PSOs demanded that Greg provide it; once he did, he would be released.  Greg refused. 

The PSOs ignored this information and read Greg his rights. Greg asked them if “wasn’t it also my right to be 
promptly taken before a magistrate?” 
 

“No” they answered. 

“I repeatedly asked for Riley to be brought in as I was in distress. This was ignored,” Greg Chalker. 
 

The PSOs realised that the phone was in his pocket and removed it. None of his other pockets were searched. 
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A PSO attempted to access the phone, but it was locked, and Greg refused to provide the code. He was repeatedly 
told that if agreed to deleting the photos, he would be let go. He responded, 
 

“If you write down all of your names and IDs, I will delete the photos.” 
 

They refused, saying that he needed to write them down. Greg asked how this was possible as he was in handcuffs? 
He told the PSOs it did not matter anyway as he was recording the entire event on his (smart) watch. The watch was 
inspected to see if this was possible, and their tone then changed. 
 

“I repeatedly refused their extortion attempts and reminded them that the photos were evidence of a 
crime and deleting them would be destruction of evidence,” Greg Chalker. 
 

The PSOs were requested, over and over again, to write down their names given that Greg was in handcuffs and 
was in no position to record their details himself.  
Only three of the possibly seven (Greg believes that some PSOs came and went during the interaction) PSOs wrote 
down their names. 
 

“Approximately 15 minutes later, the handcuffs were removed. Two of the, I think seven, PSOs had written 
down their names and badge numbers. I wrote down the name of the third who I saw trying to access my 
phone,” Greg Chalker. 
 

Following this incident, Greg went outside the Court building and immediately began experiencing symptoms of 
PTSD (hyperventilation, distress, panic etc). A police officer was outside and listened to Greg’s complaint. 
 

“He told me that the instructions from his superior were that I could complete my business with the court 
but Riley would have to remain outside. I reminded him that this was interfering with my human rights and 
that the policy of the court was irrelevant as there is a federal legislative instrument protecting my rights as 
a person with a disability,” Greg Chalker. 
 

The officer said there was nothing he could do as they were his instructions. He did offer to stay and wait with Riley. 
Greg asked if  he would allow him to park in front of the court so Riley could wait in my car. He agreed. 
 

“Where I parked the car outside the court was a no stopping zone. This officer was willing to allow me to 
break the law as a consequence of his commanding officer also breaking the law,” Greg Chalker. “I went 
back up to the second floor of the court building to try to continue from where I had left off, but I was far 
too distressed. I ran back downstairs, spoke to no one and got in my car.” 
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The Aftermath – G4S Security Guards – Making False Reports to Police 
 

After the incident, Greg contacted the Department of Justice to advise that they are required to sequester the video 
surveillance footage from the court on that day (Pg 153- Department of Justice Sequestration of Video Footage). 
They confirmed receipt of this request. 
 

Greg also wrote to VicPol (Pg 163 - Gmail - Incident at 436 Lonsdale St. Melbourne) to advise that he wanted certain 
evidence from that day sequestered. 
 

On 21 October 2020 he received a letter from Corri McKenzie, Deputy Secretary, Dep of Justice (Pg 320 - Response - 
Dep Sec - Mail incident at 436 Lonsdale Street), describing the incident as “so sad”. Greg responded angrily to 
McKenzie. No further response was ever received. 
 

Greg proceeded to lay charges against the three security guards for making a false report to police. These charges 
were submitted to the court to the Manager of Registrars, Damien Capobianco (Pg 150 - Damien Capobianco - 
Request for approval for charges) on 9 June 2021. 
 

Mr Capobianco confirmed that the charges had been approved. With previous experiences with communications 
with authorities, Greg advised that he shouldn’t post them out, but Greg would collect them in person (Pg 151 - 
Damien Capobianco - Charges approved, don't post. I'll pick up the changes) on 15 June 2021. 
 

On 15 June 2021, Greg travelled to the court to collect the charges and pay the required fees. He met with Mr 
Capobianco and did just that. Three copies of the charges were signed by Greg and Mr Capobianco. 
 

The court issued charges against the three accused security guards: 

• Kyle Roberts (Pg 157 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Roberts, Kyle) 

• George Sarikizis (Pg 159 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Sarikizis, George 

• Sabine Joha-Meade (Pg 161 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Joha-Meade, Sabine) 
 

Greg made arrangements with the G4S inhouse counsel, Andrew Dewsnap (Pg 154- Andrew Dewsnap confirming 
time to receive service) to meet in person at the G4S office. The two met, and Greg served the charges. 
 

Mr Dewsnap asked Greg about his intentions. 
 

Greg advised him that of his intentions:- 

• Prosecute the three guards for lying to police. 

• Take civil action against G4S for their involvement in the events that transpired on that day. 

• Write to Court Services Victoria (the body that oversees all the courts in Victoria) and recommend 
that the G4S contract be terminated. 
 

Mr Dewsnap confirmed receipt of the charges and Greg returned to the court to provide the affidavits of service. He 
had already prepared and printed the necessary forms (Pg 155 - Affidavit of Service) ahead of time, which is why Mr 
Capobianco’s name appears on them. 
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At the court at this time, is where Greg met and was attended to by Anna Gleeson – Court Registrar. Mr Capobianco 
was unavailable and so Ms Gleeson received the affidavits on behalf of the court. She duly signed and stamped the 
forms and took a copy for the court. 

 
A court date was set for 29 June 2021. (Pg 163 - Email to Andrew advising court date) 

“I showed up in person on 29 June 2021 and walked into an empty court room. I asked a clerk about the 
hearing scheduled, and they have no idea what I am talking about. The court reference did not exist. The 
charges were not scheduled for a hearing,” Greg Chalker. 
 

This was the start of a long process of chasing a ghost. 
 

“For the first month, one could reasonably believe that things get lost, files are misplaced; after all, the 
courts are just a sea of paperwork. Ok, no problem, just tappy tappy on the keyboard, refile the charges, 
generate a new case number, set a date and I will inform the accused’s’ counsel,” Greg Chalker. 
 

Here we are nearly 3 years later, and these three simple Summary Offences Act matters have eluded justice. 

 

Is this ineptness in our judicial system? 
 

Is it a cover up? 
 

How would you feel if you were treated in such a way and then denied your entitlement for justice under 
this fair and just system? 

 

 

 
 

This is unfortunately not the end of this incident. Greg continued to chase up and follow-up as is described in detail 
in a later Section. 
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Section 6. 

How many obstacles should you have to tackle 
to have those responsible held to account? 
 
Seeking justice and entitlements with Supreme Court Incident – Protective Services 
Officers 
 

When a private citizen takes action against an individual for wrongdoing, there is a clear process in the law to be 
followed. A process that Greg Chalker thoroughly researched and followed. But in order to source details and 
progress his actions, Greg was continuously and constantly presented with obstacles by individuals in the judicial 
system. 
 

This conduct was experienced early on when seeking details for the private prosecution of Dr Baldwin and was 
again experienced with the incident at the Supreme Court with the PSOs. 
 

The incident with the PSO was the subject of Section 5. To recap, Greg sent an email to the Department of Justice 
requesting that the footage of the incident be sequestered (Pg 153) A reply was confirming sequestration of the 
footage. 
 

On 6 Oct 20220, Greg sent another email to Victoria Police (Subpoena Management Unit) advising of evidence that 
he required sequestrated pursuant to s254 of the Crimes Act (Pg 316 - CRIMES ACT 1958 - SECT 254 Destruction of 
evidence).  

On 7 October 2020, the Subpoena Management Unit replied (Pg 170- Sequester Evidence Supreme Court Incident). 
 

“My colourful language is atypical, and regrettable, but emotions were running high at the time. 
Nonetheless, VicPol acknowledged my request,” Greg Chalker. 
 

Under the Court Security Act 1980 (Vic), Section 4A explicitly prohibits unauthorised recordings of court 
proceedings. Notably, this section does not extend to other areas of the court building, including the Supreme Court 
Administrative Building's foyer, which is pertinent to this case.  
 

The photographs in question were indeed taken in the foyer, a significant distinction from court proceedings. The 
inference is that the security guards assumed that Greg, dressed as casually as he was, caught them off guard and 
now had evidence of their discrimination. They then called on others to come and support their actions. 
 
 
These ‘others’ also underestimated Greg and overestimated his willingness to back down and concede.  

 

“When you make a threat of (an unlawful) arrest and someone does not back down, it seems as though you 
must follow through and commit a raft of indictable crimes,” Greg Chalker. 
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In another section of this document, it is outlined how woefully undertrained Sergent Mark Thompson was in  
regards to criminal statute in the state of Victoria. In this other instance, there were three security guards with 
authorisation under the Court Security Act (Vic) 1980, along with seven (exact number is not known to Greg) sworn 
officers from Victoria Police armed with guns, tasers and handcuffs. One officer resting his hand on his gun – a 
default position or an intimidation tactic?  Another willing to use their handcuffs on a person with who had not 
committed an offence, was not a threat to himself or anyone else, and was not due to appear before any court. 

 

Greg was arrested. With no basis for the arrest, this now constitutes False Imprisonment. 
Just because someone is under arrest, does not necessitate the application of handcuffs, but these seven guards 
and police surrounding Greg, armed with tasers, batons and guns, feel that it is necessary to restrain Greg when the 
only thing he had been waving around is a printout of a section the Disability Discrimination Act (Cth) 1992. 
 
To place your hands on another without consent or lawful purpose is assault. When there are multiple people 
involved, this is Aggravated Assault (Pg 316 - s24 Summary Offenses Act) 

When there are weapons involved (“or instrument whatsoever assaults another person”) the punishment increases 
from 12 months imprisonment to two years. 

The Victorian Crimes Act 1958, particularly Section 321M, establishes that attempting to commit an indictable 
offense is legally treated as committing the offense itself.  

 
This section underscores the principle that the attempt to commit a crime holds significant legal weight, reflecting 
the seriousness with which such actions are viewed under Victorian law.  In this instance, the Victoria Police 
Protective Services Officers (PSOs) attempted to destroy evidence of an alleged crime. This is undeniable as Greg 
had conveyed this to them. 
 

Greg was now in handcuffs within the court; Riley was tied up to a tree outside. One PSO tells Greg that Victoria 
Police are on their way to take him to jail, and his dog would be collected by Melbourne City Council where they 
would put him down.  Unfortunately, as a consequence of a young boy named Brody, an amendment (Brody’s Law) 
was made to the Crimes Act that made bullying (intimidation) a crime. 
There was no basis or need for this statement, other than to try and provoke a response from an innocent and 
disabled Victorian who was arrested, and needlessly placed in handcuffs. 
An additional criminal charge awaits these persons as Greg proceeds with his course of action. 
 

The individual acts committed on this day by the PSOs responding to the erroneous reports by the G4S each carry 
lengthy custodial sentences.  When considered in concert, it becomes more obvious why Victoria Police has not 
acknowledged any of these actions having taken place, let alone issuing an apology. 
 

Greg filed the following charges against the three PSOs who had the integrity to identify themselves. 
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A quick analysis of each charge:- 

Crimes Act – section 321m & s254 – Attempting to Destroy Evidence 
 

Greg made it abundantly clear that the photographs he had (lawfully) taken of the security guards who 
had provided consent (by way of holding their lanyard-attached IDs out for Greg to take a photo) had 

evidentiary value and must be preserved. 
 

Even in the scenario that Greg had taken them unlawfully, the consequence of arrest and destruction of 
the unlawful photographs, would be for Greg to be fined and/or charged for committing an offence. The 

photographs would need to be preserved for evidence in the prosecution of Greg. 
 
However this was not the case. These sworn Victoria Police (Protective Services) officers collectively 

believed that the correct course of action was arrest, handcuff, search him, seize personal property and 

then attempt to search the phone with the intention of destroying the evidence of an alleged crime, that 
he had collected. 

The reader is reminded that there was a senior officer on scene. The officer did not speak up to say,  

“I don’t think we should do this”. 
 

These officers obviously felt it appropriate to destroy evidence. 

 

Crimes Act - s320 False Imprisonment 

An arrest is generally justified under specific circumstances, including: 

▪ The individual is scheduled to appear in court. 
▪ The individual is disrupting public order. 
▪ The individual is actively involved in a crime, and their arrest is necessary to halt the 

crime's continuation. 

▪ The individual poses a risk to their own safety or to community safety. 

 

In this instance, Greg did not meet any of these established criteria for arrest. He was not scheduled for a 

court appearance, was not disrupting public order, was not actively involved in a crime requiring 

immediate intervention and did not pose a safety risk to himself or the community. The inability of the 

trained and sworn Protective Services Officers to cite a specific law that Greg had breached, coupled with 
the fact that the photographic evidence was not destroyed as instructed, further suggests that the arrest 

and detainment may have been unlawful. Detaining someone against their will without legal justification 
constitutes a crime. 

 

Crimes Act – s31 Assault 

 

Section 31 of the Crimes Act, which deals with assault, becomes relevant in Greg's case due to the use of 

handcuffs during his arrest. The video evidence is expected to show Greg's non-aggressive behaviour, 
underscoring that he was neither a threat nor hostile, which questions the necessity of handcuffing. 

Furthermore, the absence of a lawful basis for his arrest adds to the contention that the use of handcuffs 
by the trained and sworn Protective Services Officers, including a senior officer, from Victoria Police, 

could potentially be considered an unlawful assault. This scenario highlights the critical need to 

differentiate between an arrest and the application of restraints like handcuffs, especially when the arrest 
itself appears to lack legal justification. 
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Crimes Act – s18 - Causing Injury intentionally or recklessly 

 

Greg told the officers that he had a service animal that he had been separated from.  The PSOs did nothing to 
correct this situation. 

Greg informed the PSOs that there was a medical antecedent on the Victoria Police LEAP database.  To Greg’s 

knowledge, this was not accessed. 

Greg invited the PSOs to review the paperwork that he had come to the court to file, which contained details 
about the injuries suffered at the hands of another authority figure (Dr Rhiannon Baldwin) who has abused their 
power, to Greg’s detriment.  One Victoria Police PSO did review the documents.  Still, the handcuffs remained, 

constraining Greg’s freedom and liberties.  

These officers of the law had yet to provide Greg with any answers as the justification for his arrest and 
detainment. 

 

Under Section 18 of the Crimes Act, which addresses causing injury intentionally or recklessly, the actions of the 
PSOs in Greg's case warrant scrutiny. Despite being informed of Greg's need for his service animal and the 
existence of a relevant medical antecedent on the Victoria Police LEAP database, the PSOs did not take steps to 
address these issues. Greg's attempt to provide context through his paperwork, detailing injuries inflicted by 

another authority figure, was only partially acknowledged by one PSO. Despite this, Greg remained handcuffed, 

impinging on his liberties, without clear justification for his arrest and continued detainment. This lack of 
response and the continued restraint raise concerns under the context of Section 18, especially considering the 

potential impact on Greg's well-being. 
 

Summary Offences Act – s24 Aggravated Assault 

 

As described above, aggravated assault is where there is two or more people involved in an assault.  If the arrest 
was unjustified then so was the application of handcuffs.   

The fact that there were a pack of armed thugs who held no regard for the law, arguably qualifies them for the 
criminal charge of aggravated assault.  Given that weapons were involved, Greg argues that the court should 

consider the greater punishment available to it, under the statute. 

 

Bullying 

 
Greg was in handcuffs, distressed, his rights yet again impinged by actors for the state of Victoria. 

An officer from Victoria Police – Protective Services Unit deemed it was appropriate to tell Greg that Melbourne 

City Council was on its way to take his dog, and they would likely put him down. 
 

One really has to question what kind of sadistic individuals Victoria Police is recruiting? Individuals that would say 
that about a service support animal to someone in custody.  What was he hoping for?  Greg to react? 

 
Was he hoping to beat up on someone in handcuffs? 
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Ms McKenzie made aware of the alleged criminality - what did she do? 

 

On 21 October 2020 – 20 days after the incident, Greg received an unsolicited email from Deputy 

Secretary – Department of Justice, Corri McKenzie (Page 320 Response – Dep. Sec. – Supreme Court 

incident) where she writes: 

I am very sorry to hear of your experience with members of Victoria Police. Whilst I cannot 
comment on the conduct of the security staff, I can confirm that, as a community, we rightly 
expect the highest standards from Victoria Police personnel. Those who fail to live up to these 

standards are held to account through processes established by Victoria Police’s Professional 

Standards Command (PSC). 

 

This confirms that Ms McKenzie is aware of the incident.  Arguably she knows who was involved.  

But other than suggesting that Greg call Lifeline, what does Ms. McKenzie do? Nothing! 

In the 1,294 days (at the time of writing) since her letter, Greg has not heard from her office, the Attorney 
General, the Office of Public Prosecutions, Court Services Victoria or Victoria Police in relation to the 
illegal conduct of the persons involved who are employed and contracted by the State of Victoria. 

This is despite the court confirming that they had sequestered the footage of the incident.  

Greg sent an email to Victoria Police with a very broad request for evidence he wanted to preserve.  There 
is plenty of evidence to support each of the charges described above. 

The situation, as described, suggests a gap in the response from the authorities involved, particularly 
given the serious nature of the allegations and the availability of potential evidence. This lack of follow-

up might raise concerns about the accountability and response mechanisms within these organisations. 

 

VicPol made aware of the alleged criminality – what did they do? (Spoiler – Nothing!) 
 

Upon becoming aware of the alleged misconduct within its organisation, Victoria Police bears the duty to 

diligently investigate and rectify such allegations, particularly when substantiated by tangible evidence. Despite 
the passage of 3+ years since the reported incident, there has been a conspicuous absence of action or 
communication from Victoria Police regarding these serious claims. Given the nature of the allegations, one 

would anticipate that Greg, as both a victim and a witness to the purported crimes committed by these PSOs and 

G4S security personnel, would have been approached at the very least for a comprehensive statement. 

 

Moreover, the gravity of the alleged offenses, potentially warranting penalties exceeding 12 years of 

imprisonment, underscores the expectation for Greg to be summoned as a key witness in any forthcoming 
prosecution. Regrettably, such anticipations have remained unfulfilled, underscoring a worrying inaction. 
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This scenario raises profound concerns within the community, especially considering Greg's proactive measures, 
which include: 

 

a) Highlighting the breadth of evidence available for the prosecution against the accused PSOs and 

G4S security guards, 
 

b) Engaging with the Department of Justice and receiving pertinent correspondence concerning the 
incident, 

 

c) Seeking guidance from the Office of Public Prosecutions (OPP) on proceeding with the 
prosecution, 

 

d) Providing Victoria Police with preliminary drafts of the Charge Sheets & Summons intended for 
court submission, 
 

e) Engaging in recorded discussions with several Victoria Police officers, who are bound by both the 

department's Code of Conduct and relevant legislative frameworks, including the Crimes Act (Vic) 

1958, the Wrongs Act (Vic) 1958, and the Victims’ Charter Act (Vic) 2006. 

 

Despite these efforts, Greg has yet to be solicited by Victoria Police for any formal statement, affidavit, or court 
testimony regarding the unlawful conduct on 1 October 2020. The lack of engagement from Victoria Police's 

Professional Standards Command further compounds the perplexity surrounding the organization's stance on 

misconduct allegations, particularly those implicating its members in attempts to compromise evidence integrity. 

 

This situation prompts critical inquiries about Victoria Police's stance on the intimidation of the public, especially 

those with severe disabilities, and the alleged threats made to individuals under their custody. The integrity of an 

institution is measured by its willingness to address and rectify internal failings, not by the burdens unjustly 

placed on individuals like Greg to seek justice independently. 
 

Furthermore, questions regarding the ongoing employment of the individuals implicated in these allegations and 

the potential for repeated rights violations due to inadequate training and oversight highlight a pressing need for 

systemic review and accountability within Victoria Police. The potential for civil litigation arising from such 
inadequacies further accentuates the urgency for comprehensive reform and proactive measures to safeguard 

public trust and uphold the law equitably. 
 

Negligence (Part III – Wrongs Act (Vic) 1958) has three elements:- 

a) The existence of a duty of care, 

b) A breach of this duty, and 

c) Harm resulting from the breach. 

 

In this context, the specifics of the arrest's legality are secondary to the fact that, upon taking Greg into custody 
and informing him of his arrest, Victoria Police and its personnel were unequivocally obligated to provide a duty 

of care. The failure to consult and adhere to the medical information available on Greg’s police record constitutes 

a clear breach of this duty. Furthermore, the act of intimidating an individual by threatening the destruction of 
their pet without just cause further violates this owed duty of care.
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Documents present on Greg's police file, as well as those he carried and voluntarily presented to the court 

personnel, were indicative of his vulnerability to additional harm if his rights and liberties were disregarded. 
Regrettably, this is precisely what transpired in the incident's aftermath.  

 

Greg's well-being was seemingly disregarded, with priority instead given to efforts that could be perceived as 
aimed at obfuscating evidence of alleged misconduct. Essential inquiries regarding his right to a timely judicial 
review were overlooked, leading to further detriment to an individual already experiencing considerable 
hardship. 

 

This sequence of events aligns with the criteria for negligence as outlined by the Wrongs Act, showcasing a failure 
to uphold the duty of care, resulting in additional harm to an individual already in a precarious state of well-

being. 
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A quick analysis: 
 

i. Greg is diagnosed with a permeant injury – PTSD. 

ii. Greg is prevented from entering the court in order to file paperwork pertaining to the person who 

caused his disability. 
iii. Greg is surrounded by a group of armed thugs with an elementary understanding of the law; one of 

them holds their hand on their gun while engaging with Greg. 

iv. Greg is arrested without legal basis. 

v. Greg informs his captors of his disability; they fail to take reasonable steps to mitigate predicably 
detrimental impact to Greg nor do they avail themselves of the Medical Antecedent that was added to 
Greg’s police record at the PSO’s employer’s request) 

vi. His captors ignore Greg’s questions about his rights as a person now in custody. 

vii. Greg, despite the irregularities and illegal nature of the encounter, maintains his composure. 
viii. These individuals further add to their list of wrongdoings with their illegal searches, threats and 

intimidations. 

ix. Greg ignores the obvious yet cruel ‘bait’ by not reacting when being told that Melbourne City Council 

is coming to put his dog down.  Does that PSO like getting into fights?  Was that his motivation?  To 
beat up on someone in handcuffs after ripping their heart out?  Is that who Victoria Police is 
recruiting? 

 

As detailed from this point onwards, many individuals at Victoria Police were made aware of the incident. 

 

Interaction with Senior Sergeant Brendon Oehme 
 

On 8 Oct 2020, Greg sought out the identity of the PSOs involved in the incident at the Supreme Court to complete 
the legal documentation required for the Charge Sheet & Summons he was intending to file against all of the 
officers involved (Pg 164 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Paul, Mohinder).  
He left a message for PSO Senior Sgt Brendon Oehme, who responded via email (Pg 172 - Email - Brendon Oehme 
08102020). 
 

On 9 Oct 2020, Greg replied, saying that a phone interaction was not necessary as he had just three questions:- (Pg 
173 - Email - Brendon Oehme) 
 

1. Can you please confirm that you have received notification from your colleagues in the Subpoena 
Management regarding the evidence that is to be preserved? 

2. Can you please provide a complete list of Police members and PSOs who were present at the 
incident? 

3. Can you please provide an address where notice (Charge Sheet & Summons) can be served for your 
colleagues? 
 

Sgt Oehme never replied. 
 

This is yet another instance where Greg’s efforts to receive what he is entitled to under the law is obstructed by 
requests for information ignored by individuals in the judicial system. 
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Follow-up from Deputy Secretary of Justice Corri McKenzie 
 

On 21 October 2020, Greg received an email from Deputy Secretary of Justice Corri McKenzie (Pg 320) in relation to 
the incident. In the email Ms McKenzie mentions that the officers will be held to account by the Professional 
Standards Command. 
 

No further communication has been received. 
 

It is now well over three years since Greg received that email. The charges tabled against the PSOs are well known 
now to the Department of Justice and its subsidiaries. The acts committed by the PSOs against Greg on the day are 
(allegedly) very serious contraventions of the Crimes Act. 
 

Despite the severity of these acts and the proper process of charges, Greg has never been called to appear as a 
witness in any court or Professional Standards Tribunal or other arena. Understandably, Greg has serious questions 
as to how exactly these PSOs have been ‘held to account’? 
 

Is this a further cover-up or smooth-over of misconduct? 
 

Are Greg’s rights to seek justice once again denied? 
 

Not content to leave the situation unresolved, Greg replied to Ms McKenzie on 21 Oct 2020 (Pg 321 - Attachment 10 
- Gmail - Response to your correspondence of 2 October 2020). 
 

No response has ever been received to this email. A trend of behaviour and conduct that Greg has by now realised 
is systemic and typical across the judicial process. 
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Persistence Without Progress 
 

How would you feel and/or act if you were continually ignored by those in roles of authority? 
 

Would you just walk away, or would you hold to an expectation that you were entitled to better? 
 

Wanting justice and what he considers his rightful entitlement under the law, Greg Chalker was definitely not going 
to just let this slide. Not going to be ignored and deterred with obstacles placed by those who he considered had 
the role and responsibility to provide necessary information. 
 

On 21 June 2022, Greg followed-up with Snr Sgt Oehme with another email (Pg 174 - Email - Brendan Oehme) 
seeking answers. It appears Snr Sgt Oehme is no longer with the force. 
 

With the departure of Snr Sgt Oehme, Greg had a conversation (recorded) with Acting Snr Sgt Conrad Downs on the 
same day and sent him an email (Pg 176 - Conrad Downs - Email 2). 
 

Acting Snr Sgt Downs replied on 5 July 2022 (Pg 175 - Conrad Downs - Email 1) without answering any of the 
questions put to him or the outstanding questions put to the non-longer-on the force, Snr Sgt Oehme. On the same 
day Greg replied to Acting Sgt Conrad Downs to point out issues in his response (Pg 177- Conrad Downs - Email 3). 
He does not reply. 
 

Some 7 months after the contact with Sgt Downs, on 13 February 2023 Greg finds out that the issue has been 
passed from Mr. Downs to Protective Services Officer Acting Senior Sergeant Katrina Spackman. The PSO Acting 
Sergeant who manages PSOs stationed at the courts. 
 

Greg had a conversation with her about the difficulty getting straight, or even any answers from VicPol in relation to 
service of charges against the PSO officers involved in the Supreme Court incident. Her email (Pg 178 - Katrina 
Spackman, PSO Acting Sergeant) shows the address for the PSO unit that provides security to the courts is 
Government House and Shrine of Remembrance DX: 210676. The same address that is denoted on the Charge 
Sheet & Summons (Pg 164 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Paul, Mohinder). tabled against the offending PSOs, that 
was later rejected as not being valid. Yet another obstacle. 
 

In the Criminal Procedure Act 2009 - Sect 394 (Pg 317 - CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 394 Ordinary 
service) ‘ordinary service’ states that documents can be served on the last known place of business. 
 

“Given my extraordinary attempts to seek answers from many people at the Department of Justice 
(McKenzie to Oehme to Downs to Spackman) and none have been forthcoming, I think it is reasonable that, 
short of following sworn VicPol members to ascertain their home addresses, that serving them at their 
place of business is reasonable,” Greg Chalker. 

 

“As their superiors have been asked about the service of documents and they half-quoted legislation that 
does nothing to absolve the officers involved in the situation of their alleged actions, these people are just 
putting roadblocks in my way.”. 
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Section 7. 

Does IBAC offer a way forward? 
 
Escalating the issues to the Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission 
 

While Greg Chalker’s legal issue may have started with a private prosecution of assault against a doctor in a public 
hospital, with the treatment and responses he received from numerous individuals and government bodies 
throughout the process of prosecuting his case, it became so much more. Greg had issued charges against multiple 
persons, was constantly presented with roadblocks in his way and suspicions of corruption in the system were 
aroused. It was time to address the situation in its entirety, view it from a different perspective and escalate it to a 
higher authority – the Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission (IBAC). 

IBAC is the anti-corruption integrity agency in Victoria, with jurisdiction over the public sector. The sector which 
Greg had been dealing with and constantly being obstructed by. 

On 11 February 2022, now approaching 2 years since the assault by Dr Baldwin and justice still not realised, Greg 
submitted an initial complaint for ‘IBAC Round One’ using the Commission’s prescribed form (Pg 179 - Initial 
Complaint with IBAC). 

This initial complaint focussed on Mr Capobianco of the Magistrates’ Court (Pg 200 - Complaint Capobianco). An 
official response from IBAC, acknowledging receipt of the submission was received on February 22 2022. 

IBAC allocated a case officer, Sophia (a last name was never provided). Greg corresponded with Sophia about the 
complaint through a series of emails and phone calls over several months. 

The scope of the ‘Round 1’ complaint ended up being quite broad.   
IBAC was being cc’d into all email exchanges with the court and other entities, including OPP.    
The conversations between Greg, his assistant Richard and Sophia were frequent, lengthy and ongoing as the saga 
dragged on. 

Sophia was an assessment officer, and her role was to write a report on the evidence presented to her which would 
be submitted to the Assistant Commissioner who would make a decision on whether to progress the complaint 
from the assessment stage to an investigation.  

In one call, Sophia remarked (paraphrased) “each time that you provide me with more information, I must factor 
that into my report” and so Greg decided to draw a line in the sand in late August 2022 regarding providing any 
further information and documents. This was to allow Sophia the opportunity to assess the information Greg had 
provided. She needed an opportunity to go through it all so she could write a report for the Deputy Commissioner’s 
consideration whether to escalate the matter from assessment to investigation. 

Originally the complaint focused on the behaviour of the people Greg was dealing with at the OPP. However, due to 
the connections between the various bodies he had been dealing with, the scope was expanded to include the 
conduct of the security guards at the MCV, VicPol (the PSOs) and McKenzie (Deputy Secretary of the Department of 
Justice).  

As the complexity of the complaint increased, Sophie requested a list of all the people (Pg 189) and their 
connection. Greg needed to provide IBAC with the full story even, including people who were outside of IBAC’s 
jurisdiction. 

With his experience of lack of responses and being ignored, Greg included IBAC as a cc on all emails   he sent from 
that point to officials at the various agencies. In addition, he requested that they ‘reply all’ when replying. This 
would ensure IBAC would get a copy of their response and it would alert the addressee to the fact that IBAC was 
now involved. 
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“The purpose of this strategy was in the hope that these people would start treating me better if they knew 
IBAC was involved. However, it did not seem to make any difference to their behaviour. The disrespectful 
and hurtful ignoring and lack of responses continued,” Greg Chalker. 

Following a phone appointment with Sophia on 6 June 2022, Greg sent a follow up letter with additional 
information the next day (Pg 195- IBAC - 2nd round of info). Further information was sent from Greg to Sophia over 
the following months. 

One of the emails in this additional information included a recording of a phone call with the MCV staff where they 
just pass the buck from one person to another. Then on 11 July 2022, Greg sent an email to Sophia, agreeing that ‘a 
line in the sand’ would be drawn. But not before Greg sent some last-minute information about a procedural 
change in the Court System. Greg had noted that since he filed his initial private prosecutions, the Victorian Court 
System had changed its process for filing private prosecutions (Pg 199- Email to Sophia - Change in court's processes 
(private prosecutions)). 

To Greg, this was an alarming development as he feared it could be a way to annul his earlier private prosecution 
submissions, forcing him to start from scratch – over 2 years after this all started. 

 

IBAC Makes a Decision 
 

On 7 December 2022, IBAC makes a decision—they decline to investigate any further (Pg 193 - Assessment 
Outcome - Gregory Chalker).  

A devastating outcome for Greg, but not the end of the matter. 

Greg followed-up the decision, by sending Paul Lucas, IBAC Manager Assessment & Review, a written response 
expressing his views on the decision. (Pg 190 - Response to Paul Lucas). 

This response did unveil a possible way forward for Greg. 

IBAC’s refusal to investigate the complaint further was based on their assessment that Greg had not crossed their 
threshold for proof. This aspect was discussed further in a phone conversation between Greg and Mr Lucas, in 
which Mr Lucas said that these people could just be “bad”, and that corruption is a deliberate act. He told Greg to 
“bring us a body/smoking gun”. Further, Lucas said that “IBAC’s door is always open. When you have it/when YOU 
have done the leg work come back to us.” 

“After speaking with Paul Lucas, I could see where he was coming from—everything I said about all these 
people could easily be interpreted as either incompetence or just delaying an uncomfortable task,” Greg 
Chalker. 

“But I was living it and how they treated me influenced my views and strengthened my determination to 
receive the justice I expected and felt entitled to in the Victorian Judicial System,” Greg Chalker 
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Section 8:  
 

Is there a smoking gun? 
 
Facing obstacles with Magistrates Court 
Victoria and Children’s Court in the search for 
the ‘smoking gun’ 
 
In Greg's extensive 4+ year journey to seek justice for what he perceives as an assault by Dr. Baldwin, he has 
encountered various challenges across multiple institutions, including the Magistrates Court Victoria and the 
Children’s Court. Among these experiences, the Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission (IBAC) 
initially appeared as a beacon of support. 
 

Paul Lucas of IBAC, in a conversation that was recorded, provided a nuanced explanation for the decision not to 
proceed with an investigation into Greg's complaint. Mr. Lucas articulated that incompetence does not necessarily 
equate to corruption, which requires a deliberate intent. He advised Greg that a more substantial piece of 
evidence—a "smoking gun"—would be necessary to substantiate claims of corruption. This conversation left Greg 
with the impression that the door to IBAC's intervention might not be entirely closed, should he be able to uncover 
more compelling evidence in support of his allegations. 
 

This guidance from IBAC underscores the complex nature of distinguishing between negligence and corruption 
within the realms of public service and judicial processes. It highlights the significant hurdles individuals like Greg 
face in their pursuit of accountability and justice. Despite these challenges, the advice to seek a definitive piece of 
evidence provides a clear, albeit daunting, path forward in the quest for justice. This interaction with IBAC, while 
initially seeming promising, ultimately adds another layer to the intricate maze of legal and bureaucratic processes 
that individuals must navigate when addressing grievances of this nature. 
 

This insight from IBAC provided Greg with a tangible direction for his continued efforts. Despite the newfound 
clarity, Greg's previous attempts to navigate the process of filing charges against public servants had been fraught 
with challenges. He encountered a range of responses that spanned from noncommittal offers of assistance, which 
ultimately failed to materialize, to outright avoidance and obstruction. 
 

“The attitude and treatment I received led me to believe that they think the harder it is made for me, the 
more likely I am to just walk away. Unfortunately, treating me like this made me all the more determined 
and defiant to exercise my rights as a Victorian to get the answers,” Greg Chalker. 
 

The journey thus far can be best understood through a detailed examination of Greg's interactions with various 
individuals and entities. These encounters are pivotal in illustrating the sequence of events and the 
interconnectedness of each interaction, which collectively steered Greg towards his subsequent course of action.  
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Interaction with Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan 
 

Greg’s first interaction with Mr Jake Warren was in the private prosecution of Victoria Police Sgt Mark Thompson in 
2020 as related in Section 4. 
 

In mid-2022, Greg sent follow-up emails with the charge sheets for the PSOs attached (Pg 204 - Charge Sheet & 
Summons, Brown, John).  
 

The same questions were asked in each of the three emails sent:- 
 

• For approval from her honour for the charges against Paul Mohinder. 

• A request to provide an invoice upon request within 28 days for payments made to the court for the 
filing of charges. 

• What does the leader of the organisation intend to do to ensure compliance with a statute (A New Tax 
System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999) (“GST Act”) that has been in effect for almost 23 years? 
 

By the time Greg received the IBAC response in late 2022 and through 2023, no further word from the Chief 
Magistrate’s Office had been received and the requested invoices never provided. 

 

Interaction with Alicia Fitzgerald – Judicial Support Office 
 

Greg’s attempts to follow-up led to interactions with Ms Alicia Fitzgerald, the assistant to the Deputy Chief 
Magistrate, Lisa Broughton, in relation to the missing charges against the G4S Security guards. 
 

The interactions covered:- 
 

• 21 April 2021, initial contact (Pg 210 - Email - Alicia Fitzgerald, Magistrate's Court) by phone and then email. 

• 23 April 2021, Ms Fitzgerald responds saying she will discuss my request with Ms Broughton and respond 
later. 

• 28 April 2021 Greg sends letter, (Pg 211 - Letter to A. Fitzgerald) requesting a meeting with the Deputy Chief 
Magistrate to discuss issues within her court. 

• 29 April 2021, with no response from Ms Fitzgerald, Greg emails her superior Damien Capobianco (Pg 214 - 
Gmail - Damien Capobianco), asking ‘what’s up with Alicia not responding’ – this is also ignored. 
 

With no response from Ms Fitzgerald or Mr Capobianco, on 23 May 2022 Greg follows-up with another individual in 
the Court, Laura Message – Judicial Support Officer with an email (Pg 214- Gmail to Laura Message).  
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Interaction with Laura Message – Judicial Support Officer 
 

The first interaction with Ms Message was on 4 March 2022 when Greg’s assistant spoke to Ms Message on the 
same issues discussed with Ms Fitzgerald and Mr Capobianco. In that conversation she asks him to send an email 
outlining the issue of the missing charges, which he duly does immediately (Pg 216 - Letter to Deputy Chief 
Magistrate regarding missing Charges). 
 

• 23 May 2022 - With no response to the 4 March 2022 communications, Richard (Greg’s assistant) makes a 
follow up call to Ms Message where she asks him to send a follow up email.  
After 80 days of waiting, they (MCV) requested yet another email to be sent. This was duly done (Pg 217- 
Laura, MCV, Dep Chief's Office).  

• A further 35 days of no response from Ms Message follows. 

• 7 June 2022, Greg calls Ms Message to follow-up on the missing charges. She confirmed that she had sent 
all the information through to the Acting Principal Registrar to make a decision. When Greg asked if the 
complaint involving the conduct of Mr Jake Warren would also be investigated, Ms Message said she was 
not aware of that issue. 
 

“I let Ms Message know the complaint was about requesting from Mr Warren was that there was 
proof that Mark Baker had sent it through to the Chief Magistrate. When speaking to Mr Warren, 
this proved not to be the case. Mr Warren said he would investigate such a discrepancy and get 
back to me. And this never occurred. So I wanted to know where there was a break down in the 
MCV’s internal system,” Greg Chalker.  
 

• Ms Message said she could not find any correspondence about that matter, so Greg reminded her that she 
had confirmed receipt of his correspondence. Ms Message said that was in relation to Mohinder. 

• Regarding the charges for the G4S security guards, Ms Message said the court was still determining if the 
Acting Principal Registrar was the right person to handle the matter. 

• Greg asked Ms Message if the court intended to comply with the GST Act in issuing him with the required 
receipts. Ms Message said she did not know who the best person to contact was in that regard, and then 
claimed the information had been sent to the appropriate person(s). 
 

What? Definitely reason to consider if this is incompetence in our Court systems or cover-ups and corruption? 
Either way, are we as Victorians content to have one of the most powerful bodies in the State, an organisation 
which determines the fate of individuals, operating in such a way? 
 

Ms Message said she would get back to Greg and hung up in the middle of him asking her a question. 
 

Following this phone exchange, Greg emailed his contact at IBAC summarising the contents of the call (Pg 218 - 
Email to IBAC about Laura Message).  
 

Greg keeps pushing the court for approval of these charges and following the unsatisfactory treatment/response 
from Ms Message, he calls Ms Tanya Turner – Acting Principal Registrar. 
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Interaction with Tanya Turner – Acting Principal Registrar 
 

The interaction with Ms Tanya Turner, Acting Principal Registrar, follows uncovering an apparent change in Court 
process. When Greg first submitted his private prosecution filings, now 2 years prior, the process was for the 
charges to go to the Chief Magistrate’s office for approval. By June 2022, he discovered that now it appeared the 
charges went to the (Acting) Principal Registrar. Previously, Damien Capobianco was the Principal Registrar and 
when requests were submitted to him, he said he needed to ‘send them upstairs’. 

• With information on this updated process, Greg contacts Acting Principal Registrar, Tanya Turner, sending 
his request for approval for charges against Mohinder. 

• 27 June 2022, in an email interaction between Greg and Ms Turner (Pg 215 - Tanya Turner) she states that 
she will consider them. 

• 12 minutes after receiving Ms Turner’s email on 27 June 2022, Greg responds with follow-up questions. As 
of the end of 2023, these questions remain to be answered.  
 
 

Interaction with Matthew Dalton – Registrar 
 

With no progress with Ms Turner, Greg escalated his attempts to the Registrar, Matthew Dalton. 
 

• The first contact with Mr Dalton was an email on 25 August 2022 outlining all of Greg’s attempts to track 
down the missing charges (Pg 220 - Matthew Dalton) 
 

• Mr Dalton responded (Pg 232 - Dalton Email #2), confirming that the private prosecutions of Roberts, 
Sarikizis and Joha-Meade (G4S Security Guards) were not listed on the Magistrates’ Court Case 
Management System. (A matter is only listed when the execution copy of the charge and summons is filed 
together with an affidavit of service.) Mr Dalton asked Greg to send him a copy of the affidavit for each of 
the prosecutions. 
 

• Mr Dalton’s response (Pg 232) casts doubt on the validity of the cases as he can find no record of the 
affidavits of service being served and filed. Greg had filed them correctly and paid the required fees for that 
service. 
 

“In respect to Brown and Mohinder (PSOs), Mr Dalton said he would follow up with Ms Turner 
when she returned from leave in a few days’ time and expected to give me an update then. I sent a 
reply (Pg 233 - Dalton Email #3) with a link to the documents on my private server and copies of the 
affidavits co-signed and stamped by Ms Gleeson (Pg 226- Affidavit of Service (Fronts); Pg 229 - 
Affidavit of Service (Backs)),” Greg Chalker. 

“Possibly it was naïve or over-trusting to send a public servant in an organisation I was issuing 
official complaints access to my private server, but it raised alarm bells. I discovered persons other 
than Mr Dalton were accessing my private server,” Greg Chalker. 
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Alarmed by this development, Greg sent an email to Mr. Dalton (Pg 234 - Missing charges follow up, who is 
accessing these files?), inquiring why files shared with Mr. Dalton, which were not on the public record due to the 
court's refusal to issue the charges, were being downloaded by individuals across the country using different 
devices. This occurred even though there was an implicit understanding that the access to these files was to be 
limited to Mr. Dalton. 
 

Greg, monitoring his private server, has a detailed log of every instance someone accesses and downloads a file, 
providing clear evidence of these unauthorized accesses.  
Despite raising this issue with Mr. Dalton, Greg did not receive any response. 
 

• September 12 2022, Mr Dalton said (Pg 236 - Missing charges follow up) he could not find any documents 
relating to Roberts, Sarikizis and Joha-Meade and this could be because the execution copy of the charge 
and summons together with an affidavit of service was not filed or the documents were misplaced by court 
staff. 
 

• Mr Dalton asked Greg to send a pdf copy of the documents and, once he had them, he would seek advice 
about what options were available to him. 
 

• 14 September 2022, Greg replies to Mr Dalton (Pg 237 - Missing charges follow up, Greg to Dalton) saying 
that this is obviously not a failure to file on his part as he set out the chronology of the events in the August 
25 letter. Greg’s reply includes a video of the affidavits bearing Anna Gleeson’s signature and stamp. 
 

What this interaction does, is to raise a series of questions about how the court conducts its proceedings, 
including:- 
 

• Is Ms Gleeson still in the employ of the Department of Justice? 
 

• How often do court registrars lose paperwork? 
 

• How confidently can the court provide assurance that other criminal matters have not been lost by the 
court? 
 

• The matter of these 'misplaced' filings has been raised with a range of individuals from MCV over the past 
year since they were filed. These parties included Tanya Turner, Laura Message, Jessica Wallace, Damien 
Capobianco, Felicity Broughton and Jake Warren. Yet only on 12 September 2022 does Greg hear back from 
the MCV with a response that its best analysis of the situation is a failure to file these charges per the MCV 
procedure - why is this? 

• Is the only reason Greg is hearing of this now because he alerted Mr Dalton’s colleagues that all phone 
conversations and emails relating to these missing charges had been forwarded to IBAC for their 
consideration? 
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• A request had been put to the MCV on multiple occasions for tax invoices for the services it has received 
payment to be issued. Each time this request had been ignored. Greg sought VCAT's intervention on this 
point to force the MCV to comply with the A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) (Cth) Act 1999.  
Case reference C4117/2022. Mr Dalton was asked to please advise the details of who the best person is to 
serve notice regarding this matter and their preferred service medium. 

“In the interests of transparency and disclosure, I let Mr Dalton know that IBAC had advised that I 
should keep them in the loop which is why they are copied into the email sent to him,” Greg 
Chalker. 
 

The actions and/or inactions by MCV Registrar Gleeson are concerning and compounded by the fact that everyone 
in the aftermath of interacting with Ms Gleeson ignored this issue for as long as possible. Even after providing proof 
that the charges were correctly filed in accordance with the Criminal Procedure Act (Vic) 2009, the best the MCV 
could offer was to seek "options available to" Greg. 
 

“I don't seek options. I seek the same thing I did from the moment that these guards lied to 
emergency services, I require them to stand before a court and explain their conduct with the 
evidence tendered against them. No one answers,” Greg Chalker. 

 

• Six months later, on 21 March 2023, Greg writes to Mr Dalton (Pg 240 - Matt Dalton, MCV, follow up on un-
responded email) expressing his disappointment at the lack of response. He receives a reply 20 minutes 
later saying, “I am not satisfied by your supporting documentation that the charges were filed with the 
court. I do not intend to respond to your questions which are irrelevant to the question of whether you filed 
the charges.” (Pg 241 - Matt Dalton, Response). 

• On March 29 2023, Greg updated IBAC on the current situation in an email noting that the response from 
Dalton was to say, “A search was conducted for the charges you alleged were filed. They were unable to be 
located. I am not satisfied from the documents you provided that the documents were filed with the court. I 
suggest you seek legal advice if you are seeking to proceed with the charges.” 

• On 6 April 2023 Greg sent a follow up email (Pg 238 - Email to Dalton) to Mr Dalton and his superior, 
Eleanor Sim reiterating the filing of the charges. Emphasising that he had proof through an email exchange 
between himself and the Legal Director for the accused's employer, G4S Australia & NZ, Mr. Andrew 
Dewsnap, who confirmed a suitable time to receive service of the charges on his employees’ behalf. 
 

“The charges were provided to and approved by the court, and I paid $168.80 for filing these 
charges on 10 June 2021. I have paid for a service that has not been provided. I do not want a 
refund. I simply want the charges to be properly filed and processed. I copied IBAC into this email,” 
Greg Chalker. 
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Interaction with Rachel Davie, Registry Manager, Criminal Division – Children’s Court 
 

In the process of following up on the interactions with Mr Dalton et al, Greg learned that Ms. Anna Gleeson had 
transferred to the Children’s Court. Armed with vital contact detail, after attempts to contact her at MCV failed, 
Greg calls the Children’s Court to speak with Ms Gleeson. Ms Rachel Davie, Registry Manager, Criminal Division, 
took the call and refused to allow Greg to speak to Ms Gleeson directly.  Ms Davie told Greg to email her with his 
request which is done on 23 May 2023 (Pg 242 Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleeson). 

“It was, what I considered, a most straightforward issue to resolve. Mr Dalton was claiming that what I had 
sent him is invalid.  He wouldn’t approach Ms Gleeson for verification, so I proceeded to attempt to do so,” 
Greg Chalker.  

“The request was simple - “Is this your signature?”. 
 

A series of emails was exchanged between Ms Davie and Greg (Pg 243 - Response from Rachel Davie; Pg 244  - 
Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleeson (2); Pg 244 - Response Gmail - Attempts to contact registrar Anna 
Gleesons;   Pg 245 - Copy of Charge Sheet and Summons) 
 

“Recently, Registrar Matthew Dalton suggested that the court documents affiliated with this case may not 
have been filed appropriately. This allegation implies either forgery on my part or significant procedural 
errors within the court. Despite the gravity of these implications, I am not aware of any investigations or 
corrective measures being undertaken. These complications have caused significant delays in the case, and 
unanswered questions have created an atmosphere of uncertainty. Given that Ms Gleeson has now been 
reassigned to the Melbourne Children's Court, and considering our conversation in which you requested 
that I direct my queries through you, I kindly ask for your assistance with the following: 
 

1. Could you facilitate a response from Ms. Gleeson to confirm the authenticity of her signature and 
court stamp on the documents in question? 

2. Has Mr. Dalton sought Ms. Gleeson's insight or made any attempts to confirm the integrity of these 
documents directly with her? If not, why not? 

3. If the court suspects forgery – a serious crime – why hasn't this case been referred to the Office of 
Public Prosecutions?” 
 

Ms Davie sent a response (Pg 243) on the same day acknowledging receipt of the email and directing Greg to take 
up the matter with Mr Dalton or Ms Sim at MCV by following the process on the Court’s website. 
 

Ms Davie told Greg that the Children’s Court could not help any further. Greg responded, letting her know that 
neither Mr Dalton nor Ms Sim were forthcoming with answering his queries (Pg 244Reference 90: Attempts to 
contact registrar Anna Gleeson ) 
 

“All I wanted to ask Gleeson was what no one else was willing to do—is this your signature (Pg 245) on 
these affidavits? Surely Dalton would ask her this question if he believed they are inauthentic. If the 
documents are forged, he should be referring the matter to the Director of Public Prosecutions for 
prosecution. Why doesn’t he? We know why. They are valid,” Greg Chalker. 
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Interaction with Eleanor Sim, Acting Operations Manager/Registrar, Melbourne 
Magistrates Court 

While attempting to find the ‘smoking gun’ for IBAC, Tanya Turner was replaced by Ms Eleanor Sim as Acting 
Operations Manager/Registrar, Melbourne Magistrates Court. Presenting Greg with yet another MCV employee to 
interact with. Greg understands that Mr Dalton reported to Ms Sim and was cc’d in several emails Greg exchanged 
with Mr Dalton. 

The interaction with Ms Sim commences in early 2023 and continues over several months and does something few 
if any of the other MCV contacts have done so far – she actually responds with answers. Many of the responses still 
contain the same attitude and approach of others, present additional hurdles, and what Greg perceives as time-
wasting and stonewalling and efforts to force him to ‘go away’. 
 

Timeline of these important interactions:- 

• 30 January 2023 (Pg 251 - Sim to Greg) In an early exchange relating to the charges against the PSOs, Ms 
Sim rejected one of the charges, ‘Aggravated Assault’ based on charges under the Summary Offenses Act 
have a 12 month statute of limitations. 
 

• As noted (Pg 204 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Brown, John) these charges relate to an incident on 1 
October 2020 with charges originally submitted to the Court 12 June 2021, which is well within the 12 
month time limit. The reason it had taken until January 2023 to be brought to her attention, was due to the 
obstacles, stonewalling and other behaviours by court employees over the ensuing years. It was abundantly 
clear from Greg’s wealth of documentation that he had taken a lot of time and multiple contacts across 
multiple individuals to progress the charges. But, as is also clear from email responses, was met with 
indifference, ignored or phone calls were terminated prematurely. 
 

• The problem for Greg in proving this, is the claim by those in the court system that the charges were never 
filed. Even though Greg has Ms Gleeson’s signature and stamp and paid the fees required. 
 

“What more could I do? For Ms Sim to tell me 623 days after I initially filed the charges that I have missed 
the deadline absolutely sickened me. These matters were handballed from person to person and, while I 
have no proof, I suspect it is an attempt to shield the Department of Justice from embarrassment from the 
fact that nine individuals employed to protect the courts, face a raft of charges is going to cause outrage 
with the Victorian public, as it rightly should. Who at the court is perverting the course justice?,” Greg 
Chalker. 
 

• 30 January 2023: Greg writes back to Ms Sim (Pg 258- Greg to Sim) and includes an attachment (Pg 259 - 
Greg Chalker - Elenore Sim), the copy of an email sent to Damien Capobianco on 12 June 2021 (Pg 261 - 
Email to Damien Capobianco seeking approval for charges). 
Being Mr Dalton’s superior, Greg also sends her a copy of an email he had sent Mr Dalton (Pg 220) which 
remained unanswered. 
 

• 01 February 2023: Ms Sim sends what he considered a ‘perfunctory answer’,  saying that one of the charges 
was out of time and he could now consider how I want to proceed (Pg 262 - Sim to Greg ) No answers to 
Greg’s questions in the previous letter were addressed and other information was ignored including the 
difficulties Greg mentioned in dealing with her subordinate Mr Dalton. 
 

• 6 February 2023: Greg is made aware of a key difference between a registrar and a judicial registrar.  The 
former is able to appeal their decision to the court and have a Magistrate weigh in. Ms Sim is not a judicial 
registrar and hence her rejection. 
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• 13 March 2023: Greg supplies Ms Sim with a revised charge sheet against Mohinder by removing the 
aggravated assault. (Pg 262 - Revised Charge Sheets; Pg 264 - Charge Sheet & Summons - Mohinder, Paul) 
 

• 14 March 2023: Ms Sim replies saying she has” provided your revised charge and summons to the office of 
the Principal Registrar for consideration.” (Pg 263 - Eleanor to Greg) 
 

• 20 March 2023: Ms Sim advises that the charges are refused due to lack of physical address for the 
informant, (Pg 269 - Charges are refused - physical address) so the proceeding has been returned unissued. 
Greg mistook the rejection as Ms Sim wanting the defendant’s physical address. 
 

• 23 March 2023: Greg re-submits the charges with the correct details. 
 

• 24 March 2023: Ms Sim lets me know the charges have been submitted to the Registrar for consideration. 
(Pg 269 - Charges are being considered). 
 

• 17 April 2023: Greg is advised that the charges are again rejected. (Pg 270 - Sim rejects charges again) on 
the premise that these forms now require a residential street address instead of the organisation’s address. 
Never before had this been a requirement and previous charges that Greg had submitted included his PO 
Box address. 
 

• 27 April 2023: Greg writes back to Ms Sim, (Pg 270 - Email to Sim - calling out these delay tactics) noting 
that changing policy requirements are concerning as they are causing unnecessary delays and requesting 
clear guidance on the changing policy. 
 

• 5 May 2023: Ms Sim replies, saying the “Criminal Procedure Act 2009 outlines the requirements for 
personal service to be effected on the accused person by the informant.” She quotes several sections of the 
Act and, once again, says there must be a physical address and that Greg must nominate for the service 
because the charge and summons cannot be lodged under a business. (Pg 271- Sim’s reply) 
 

• 15 May 2023: Greg issues a ‘rebuttal’ to Ms Sim (Pg 272 - My rebuttal) which includes the following key 
points:-- 
1.The charges he is trying to file are indictable in nature, not summary offences and that s17 of the Act does 
not apply. Also, the court is not privy to whether he has been in contact with their solicitor and whether 
arrangements were made which does not need the court’s intervention.  
2.How he affects service is his responsibility, not the responsibility of the court and he complies fully with 
s391 and s394 of the Act and that minor errors do not invalidate the changes or obstruct the pursuit of 
justice. 
 

• 22 May 2023: Ms Sim replies, saying the charges will not be filed unless I make the changes. (Pg 273 Sim's 
reply) 
 

• 30 May 2023: Greg puts further requests to Ms Sim, which are ignored (Pg 274- Charge Sheet - Gleeson, 
Anna) and submits a Charge Sheet & Summons for Ms Gleeson. (Pg 275 - Charge Sheet - Gleeson, Anna) 
 

• 30 May 2023: Greg requests that another Registrar be assigned to handle the matters and raised a number 
of concerns that required clarification, including:-  
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1. While he understood what Ms Sim said about filing individual charges with a residential address, 
previously the court accepted service at a post office box address for Kyle and Roberts. It should be no 
different and would be consistent if the court did the same for the Mohinder charges.  
 
 
2. It is unclear why the issue of providing an email address was brought up at this point because all 
charge sheets submitted to the court included an email address, and in accordance with the Electronic 
Transactions Act, Greg gave consent for electronic service. This was also communicated with the employer 
of the accused.  
 
 
3. In relation to s16 of the Criminal Procedure Act 2009, while Greg understood its stipulation, he 
challenged the interpretation that it required a physical address for service.  
 
 
4. There were serious issues in the way the charges against the G4S security guards were handled 
which Greg raised with Mr Dalton and copied Ms Sim into the emails. So she was aware of the matter. It 
was a surprise to Greg that Mr Dalton inferred that the documents were forgeries but did not check with 
Ms Gleeson and ask if it was her signature on the documents. Ms Gleeson was the Registrar who handled 
them. If there was truly any suspicion of forgery such a serious matter should already be referred to the 
Office of Public Prosecutions. As a result of all this, Greg submitted a complaint to the Judicial Commission 
of Victoria, which included Ms Sim’s non-intervention on this issue. He attached the recently filed charge 
sheet and summons against Ms Gleeson for an alleged violation of s320 of the Crimes Act (Vic)—Perverting 
the Course of Justice. (Pg 275) and said he trusted there would be no problem with the service of these 
documents to her.  
 
 
5. Greg noted his repeated requests for tax invoices for the fees paid to the court. According to s29.7 
of A New Tax System (Goods and Services) Act1999, the court is required to fulfill this request within 28 
days. As Greg had still not received the tax invoices, he noted that it appeared the court was in breach of 
this Commonwealth tax legislation. 
 

• 31 May 2023: Ms Sim replies (Pg 277 - Half-assed reply from Sim) saying, “Your request for charges 
to be issued against Anna Gleeson has been received, and once considered you will receive a 
response. If you seek to refile the charges against Paul Mohinder based on my previous advice, you 
may do so.” That is it. Nothing more. Not a word to address the other matters that Greg raised. 
 

• 26 June 2023: After not hearing anything further from Ms Sim on the raft of issues raised in May, 
Greg sends her a follow-up email. (Pg 277 - Half-assed reply from Sim) 
 

• 27 June 2023: Ms Sim, now the ‘Operations Manager’, replies the following day saying she is 
seeking further advice about the issue of the address and will get back to Greg in the next week. (Pg 
278- Sim interim reply). Worth noting that this is the Operations Manager of the MCV, who ignores 
multiple issues and presents Greg with the clear impression that this Operations Manager has little 
concern for the issue that filed charges have gone missing within her court. 
 

• 3 July 2023: Greg sends follow up email (Pg 278 - Another follow up email to sim) to Ms Sim, 
inviting the MCV to answer his questions in regard to the missing charges against Mr Mohinder and 
the charges against Ms Gleeson (Pg 274 - Perverting the course of justice). 
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• 5 July 203: Ms Sim replies (Pg 281 - Sim Excels at her job) stating in answer to the charges against 

Gleeson:- “The court has received your documents in the form of a charge sheet and summons. You 

have requested that the court issue the proceeding.  

The Registrar should not issue this proceeding as it may amount to an abuse of process. The 

information does not on its face disclose particulars which may support a charge of attempt to 

pervert the course of justice. The charge if issued may amount to an abuse of process. In the 

circumstances the documents are returned unissued.” 

 

“I was at least pleased that Ms Sim responded to every point I had ever raised with her, but the replies 
were, from my requirements point of view, unacceptable. The level of scrutiny the court applied to the 
Charge Sheet and Summons was not warranted. Minor information being slightly off does not invalidate 
the information as stipulated in the Criminal Procedure Act 2009, Sect 9 (Pg 316 - CRIMINAL 
PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 9 Errors etc. in charge-sheet).  
Specifically, the address of service is not the court’s concern. It is up to the informant to serve the 
charges on the accused, whether that be their home or work or address, or their legal counsel,” Greg 
Chalker. 

 

Is any of this the elusive smoking gun? 
 

The key purpose of this Section is to provide a broad-based account of Greg Chalker’s experience in dealing with the 
MCV in pursuing his private prosecutions over several years. Some of the content is provided in greater depth in 
earlier Sections of this document. But by following this summation, the trends that emerged should be more easily 
captured. 

In regard to the search for the smoking gun, IBAC was already made aware of all the interactions up to the end of 
2022. The new ‘information’ lies in the interactions which occurred in 2023. The same trends appear in the 
responses or lack of responses as have defined this entire process, since 2020. 

In many ways, the question over whether or not this is corrupt activity or incompetence remained unanswered as 
far as identifying that ‘smoking gun’. 

But regardless, do Victorians have an expectation of higher standards from their Magistrates Court? 

Legal arguments and Greg’s issues aside, is this type of behaviour acceptable? 

After being presented with even more obstacles by Court employees throughout 2023, Greg Chalker was defiant 
and determined to continue with the further actions – the Victorian Ombudsman and follow-up engagement with 
IBAC. 
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Section 9. 
 

Will IBAC act with updated information on 
MCV? 
 
IBAC Stage Two 
 

After two years of negative treatment and experiences trying to affect a private prosecution against a doctor in 
public hospital and only receiving obstacles and stonewalling from the Court system, Greg Chalker decided to once 
again take his issue to IBAC (Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission). As recounted in an earlier 
section, he first approached IBAC in February 2022 with interactions continuing through that year. 
 

Greg was extremely grateful for the positive attitude and assistance received from IBAC. On 7 December 2022, IBAC 
advised Greg of their decision—they decline to investigate any further. (Pg 193 – Assessment Outcome). While this 
was a set-back, Greg was encouraged by the explanation for the decision given by IBAC’s Paul Lucas. That 
explanation being that the evidence he had been provided could be circumstantial and interpreted as incompetence 
on the part of the individuals cited, rather than system corruption. Greg was especially encouraged by Mr Lucas’s 
comments that Greg needed to find ‘a smoking gun’ and his door was always open. 
 

Taking heed of IBAC’s comments, for his next course of action – to find that ‘smoking gun’, Greg narrowed his focus. 
He focussed on following up on just a number of key issues at MCV – the ‘missing’ charges against the G4S security 
guards which also included the issues involving Ms Gleeson. This was the key focus with the 2023 interactions and 
follow-up with MCV employees. Greg also took Mr Lucas’s advice to submit a complaint to the Judicial Commission. 

 

 
Approaches to the Judicial Commission 
 

In a discussion with Mr Lucas, Greg was advised to run the complaint through the Judicial Commission first. 
 

Greg did proceed to prepare an extremely detailed and lengthy submission to the Judicial Commission (Pg 299 
Complaint to Judicial Commission). The submission was rejected by the Commission on the basis that Ms Anna 
Gleeson, being a registrar, was not within their charter – they declined to investigate. Greg accepted the 
Commission’s decision with gratitude for their consideration and timely action. 
 

On 5 June 2023 Greg updated IBAC (Pg 283 - IBAC - Paul Lucas) that he had submitted to the Judicial Commission 
and on 20 June 2023 advised that the Judicial Commission declined to investigate. (Pg 285 - Greg to Paul Lucas – 
Judicial Commission has declined the matter). 



 
Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 70 of 351 
 

 

 

IBAC Follow-up 
 

Greg commenced ‘Stage Two’ of his interaction with IBAC with a long phone conversation with Paul Lucas on 22 
June 2023.  

In this communication with Paul Lucas, Greg also covered off on a number of salient points including:- 
 

• Since the initial complaint to IBAC he had made a concerted effort to contact Ms Gleeson directly to verify 
whether the documents I hold bear her signature and court stamp. This was met with consistently with 
roadblocks and as such, he had not been successful in reaching an outcome for that simple request. 
 

• The Department of Justice IT support team confirmed that Ms Gleeson appears to be the only registrar 
without an email address. Which Greg found out of the ordinary. 
 

• Greg requested that IBAC consider this as a separate issue, with a more focused scope than the initial 
complaint and he intended to provide concrete evidence. 
 

• Twenty-two days prior he had filed charges against Ms Gleeson for perverting the course of justice. The 
point of this was to seek a voluntary examination order, followed by a compulsory examination order, to 
facilitate an interview with Ms. Gleeson to ask the question that nobody thought to ask, “does this 
document contain your signature?”. 
 

• Greg advised Mr Lucas that he felt he had no other choice as it appeared that there were no other avenues 
open to him for simply asking her one straightforward question—do these documents contain your 
signature and court stamp? To date these charges have not yet been approved by the court. 
 

• If this matter were as simple as a Registrar forgetting to file paperwork, a quick apology and system 
correction from the court could have resolved it quickly in the last 754 days. Yet, no such action has been 
taken. Instead, the court seems to be shielding Ms. Gleeson from scrutiny. 
 

• “This situation and the roadblocks I have encountered for transparency make me question the possibility of 
corruption. If this does not fit within the realm of “corruption”, what would meet IBAC's criteria?”, Greg 
Chalker. 
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Going Public 
 

After much deliberation and in the light of the roadblocks and stonewalling he had received over a 4.5 year period 
from the Victorian Court system, at the start of July 2023, Greg reluctantly made the decision to ‘go public’ with his 
experience and ask the question publicly - ‘Is there corruption in the Victorian Court System?” 

In the light of the assistance and positive treatment he had received from IBAC, out of respect, Greg advised Paul 
Lucas on 5 July 2023, (Pg 282 - Attn. Paul Lucas, intention to release details of complaint to the public) of his 
intention to expose everything he had experienced to the public. Feeling he had exhausted every legal avenue after 
trying to get justice for just over two years only to be met with insurmountable roadblocks. 
This offer was made as a token of respect for IBAC and its processes.  The last thing Greg wanted was to 
compromise any active or potential IBAC act/action. 

“The email from Ms Sim (Pg 281) was the tipping point in this ordeal. In this email she clearly demonstrated 
the court's lack of interest in resolving the matter of the missing charges and underscored an apparent 
intention to suppress any action aimed at answering my questions surrounding these charges,” Greg 
Chalker. “I felt I was left with no choice and believed it was in the public’s interest to know what sort of 
obstacles I encountered in the pursuit of justice. To know what was really happening within their Court 
system, to decide if their performance met public expectations.” 

Greg extended IBAC the courtesy of asking if there was anything that they do not want published and if so, he 
would exclude it. IBAC does not respond to the alert of the public exposure. 
 

New IBAC Case to be Opened 
 

On 6 July 2023, the day after advising IBAC of the decision to ‘go public’, Greg received an email from Mr Lucas (Pg 
286 - Opening a new case) advising that IBAC was opening a new case based on his “concerted effort to contact Ms. 
Gleeson directly to verify whether the documents I hold indeed bear her signature and court stamp. Notably, the 
Department of Justice's IT support team confirmed that Ms. Gleeson appears to be the only registrar without an 
email address. This seems odd, considering that all other registrars have one. In light of these facts, I am requesting 
that IBAC consider this a separate issue, with a more focused scope than my initial complaint’.” 

Greg was invited to submit supporting documentation and submitted the information he had amassed in addition 
to an 8-page outline. (Pg 287 - IBAC Submission - Anna Gleeson of Magistrates' Court Victoria & Children's Court of 
Victoria; Pg 294 - Further new information). 

On 16 August 2023, Greg called to follow-up, leaving a message for Mr Lucas. No call back was received. 

On 21 August 2023, Greg called again and leaves another message for Mr Lucas. 

On 21 August 2023, Greg received an email from Mr Lucas (Pg 295 - Email from Paul Lucas) saying he had requested 
that the case be allocated a case officer straight away and a priority assessment. He also apologised for the delay as 
they were experiencing a high volume of complaints that needed prioritising. 

2 October 2023, having not heard anything further, Greg sent a follow up email (Pg 294- Follow Up).  

10 October 2023, Greg receives a call from IBAC advising that his case was still in the assessment stage. 

March 2024, at time of preparing this document, that remains the state of interactions with IBAC. Greg awaits word 
as to if his complaint will progress further through the IBAC process. 
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IBAC Round Two: IBAC Ignores Greg 
 

On 6 July 2023, the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission (IBAC) acknowledged Greg's complaint 

regarding the conduct of MCV court registrar, Anna Gleeson, by agreeing to open a new case file. This subsequent 

complaint was significantly more focused and streamlined compared to the initial submission, supported by a 

smaller yet more compelling set of documents. IBAC was provided 242 days from August 2023 to conduct an 

assessment of the materials submitted. 

 

Despite this ample timeframe, Greg was met with a concerning lack of communication from IBAC. Seeking to 

address this silence, Greg contacted The Victorian Inspectorate (VI), the oversight agency responsible for 

supervising IBAC, to express his concerns regarding the lack of progress on his case. 

 

At 15:55 on 5 March 2024, Greg received a call from a VI officer regarding his complaint about IBAC. The officer  

documented the essential details of the complaint, including the date it was lodged and the case number. The initial 

action proposed by VI was to initiate a dialogue with IBAC to understand the delay. 

 

On 3 April 2024, Greg received a letter (Page 340 - IBAC Round Two – Outcome) from IBAC stating that they are 

declining to investigate.  This is despite them having a gun that was still smoking, a dead body and a signed 

confession. 

 

One would think that at an absolute minimum, they would contact Anna Gleeson and ask one simple question “Can 

you confirm whether this Affidavit of Service presented to the court, was co-signed by you?” 
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Section 10. 

What role can the Victorian Ombudsman play? 
 

 
Interaction with the Office of the Victorian Ombudsman 
 

The Office of the Victorian Ombudsman is the official body tasked with dealing with complaints about government, 
Victorian public organisations. The Office’s website clearly sets out the process for making complaints, including 
who can make a complaint and what areas it can and cannot look into. While the website states it cannot look into 
Victorian Police or decisions made by courts and tribunals, Greg Chalker sees the Office as a possible channel for his 
matters. After all, he is not complaining about a decision by a court but about the process of a court and others. 

Greg contacted the Ombudsman’s Office to initially ask if his complaint that the Judicial Commission had rejected 
was something they could look into. The Ombudsman’s office did check but advised that Greg first follow the MCV’s 
official complaint process first. 
 

 

Magistrates’ Court of Victoria Complaint 
 

While dreading what this path held for him – complaining to the MCV about the MCV, in the light of his experience 
to date, Greg took the advice of the Ombudsman’s Office and submitted the same complaint to the MCV that he 
had made to the Judicial Commission on 20 June 2023. (Pg 296 - Complaint - Magistrates' Court of Victoria) 

The automated response advised a 20-business day timeframe for a response. (Pg 297 - Complaint Receipt) 

4 August 2023 –33 business days since the 20 June 2023 submission, Greg sent a follow up email and letter on 4 
August asking for a response (Pg 297- Complaint - Magistrates' Court of Victoria; Pg 298 - MCV Complaints Dep 
follow up letter).  

 
The content of letter was a reminder that he had filed the complaint about serious conduct occurring in the court 
on 20 June 2023. Highlighting that the court had allowed criminal behaviour of its contractors to go unchecked for 
780 days, that he had been ignored by many people he had interacted with about this complaint and now the MCV 
complaints department was doing the same thing. Noting how frustrating it was to have a court’s actions to 
contribute to obstruction and the delay in seeking justice. Greg advised that IBAC had been sent this email as a cc 
because it is time someone looked at what is going on. 

1 September 2023 - still no response. 
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Ombudsman’s Office 
 

Greg followed the Ombudsman’s advice and lodged a complaint with the MCV and gave them plenty of time, within 
their own established response timeframe. With no response from MCV complaints by August, Greg considered it 
appropriate to re-engage with the Ombudsman’s Office. 

• 7 August 2023: Greg sent an email to the Ombudsman’s Office seeking their assistance. (Pg 308 - Email to 
Vic Ombudsman). The email advises them that it did take their advice to seek resolution about the 
concerning events at the MCV and Victorian Children’s Court but was not successful in receiving a response. 
Reiterating that the core of the complaint is the alleged misconduct of a group of people at these courts. He 
had specifically tried to find out why the private prosecutions he had filed against three security guards 
disappeared.  Access to the relevant information and documentation was provided, including the Judicial 
Commission submission. (Pg 299). 
 

• 16 August 2023: Greg spoke with his case manager at the Ombudsman’s Office, Alexa, who advises that she 
will write to the MCV to ask them for a ‘please explain’ and that Greg would hear back from her early the 
next week. 
 

• 29 August 2023 and 1 September 2023: With no ‘hear back’ from Alexa, Greg rang and left messages for her 
to return the calls. 
 

• 8 September 2023: This was the deadline for an answer from the MCV, so Greg once again tried to connect 
with Alexa by phone without success. 
 

• 13 September 2023: Finally Greg spoke to Alexa, who told him that the court had asked for a 24 hour 
extension. 
 

• 14 September 2023: The MCV’s in-house counsel tells the Ombudsman’s Office that they need more time 
and would reply to me directly by the close of business on 22 September. 
 

• 22 September 2023: No response received. 
 

• 27 September 2023: Greg tells Alexa that no response has been received and requests a meeting with the 
Ombudsman given the gravity of the matter. Request denied. 
 
 

“I then considered issuing charges to every member of the court staff who I considered had dirty 
hands and ask the Ombudsman’s Office if it would supervise the request for approval of these 
charges. They refused.” Greg Chalker 
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Response from Melbourne Magistrates’ Court 
 

2 October 2023, finally, Greg receives a response to his complaint from the MCV (Pg 309- Response G. Chalker) with 
no mention or response to Ms Gleeson who was central to the whole issue. 

23 October 2023: Greg responds in a long email, once again asking all the questions that he had been asking all 
along (Pg 344): 

1. In the course of investigating his complaint, was a discussion held with Ms. Anna Gleeson? 

2. What is the usual process for time-stamping or otherwise recording the receipt of legal documents? 

3. Does Ms. Gleeson deny the interaction with Mr Chalker on the 15th of June 2021, at the Melbourne 
Magistrates’ Court between 14:16 and 14:22? 

4. Can you confirm that the process from (3) was followed in my case? 

5. What is your policy for the retention and deletion of case-related electronic communications and 
documents? Was this policy adhered to in my case? 

6. What is the standard procedure for notifying informants about the status or developments in their 
cases? Was this followed in my case? 

7. The files forwarded to Mr. Dalton encompassed a video recording of me, showcasing each of the 
three affidavits of service (co-signed by Ms. Gleeson), to affirm their physical existence. This video 
was subsequently disseminated by Mr. Dalton to several individuals nationwide. Are there any 
disputes from Mr. Dalton or any other recipients regarding the contents of the video as described? 

8. Was there any communication initiated by you or any of your associates with Mr. Andrew Dewsnap 
(the in-house counsel of the accused’s employer) to substantiate that a meeting between him and 
myself occurred, and that he was served with the charges? 

9. My complaint was submitted to mcv.feedback@courts.vic.gov.au on the 20th of June 2023. The 
court professes to address complaints within a span of 20 business days, equating to the 19th of 
July 2023. A subsequent email was dispatched on the 4th of August 2023, yet no response was 
elicited from the court. On the 7th of August 2023, in the absence of any communication, I engaged 
with the Victorian Ombudsman. What necessitated the intervention of the Ombudsman to elicit a 
response to my complaint? 

10. Over the past three years, I have asked on numerous occasions about who is responsible for 
approving private prosecutions and if the court could share any policies around this issue as the 
position title involved in making this decision seems to constantly evolve – never an answer was 
received. Can you confirm who is tasked with the responsibility of ultimate approval? 

11. Were any third parties consulted or informed about my case, such as the police or legal advisors, 
without my explicit consent? If so, for what purpose? And if, they were, given that the documents 
were not yet in the public domain, was state and federal privacy legislation complied with? 

12. What would be the standard course of action if it was found that the court staff did not, in fact, act 
appropriately? And who would be responsible for implementing this action? 

13. Are there plans to have an independent third-party review the handling of my case to ensure 
impartiality and thoroughness in the investigation? 

14. Are any steps taken to identify and mitigate potential conflicts of interest among court staff who are 
assigned to handle sensitive or contentious cases? 
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Greg received a response the following day from the MCV Feedback and Complaints Team (Pg 343 Reference: 150 – 
MCV Reply 24 October 2023). 

 

A response that Greg interpreted as passing him off to yet another department. They acknowledged receipt of the 
previous day’s email and stated that if he was dissatisfied with the result of the decision then the Office of the CEO 
would undertake a review of the decision. “Please confirm if you would like a review to be undertaken.” 

 

Greg confirmed that YES if does want a review undertaken (Page 348)  

 

In December 2023, Greg received a reply from the CEO of the MCV which readers are urged to read in full.  (Page 
351 - MCV CEO Response) 

 

Greg has interpreted this response as yet another ‘brush off’ and denial of his rights for legal action against certain 
individuals. The CEO does not provide any support for Greg’s cases nor provides any reasons for the denial of 
further assistance. Again, Greg has failed to receive the support and action he considers he is entitled to. 
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Section 11. 

Corruption, incompetence or something else? 
Concluding Statement 

 

The assault in the hospital occurred in June 2019. It is now May 2024. Nearly 5 years has passed during which Greg 
Chalker has clearly made considerable effort to pursue the outcome he feels entitled to in the Victorian Health, 
Courts and legal system. 

With no outcome, acceptable or otherwise, achieved, Greg has proceeded to produce this extensive, detail 
document and distribute it through the Victorian community to make others aware of the reality in their systems 
and to address questions of possible incompetence or corruption. 

Releasing this document to the public is a step that Greg has taken with great deliberation and reluctance. His 
intention has never been to seek fame or notoriety or financial gain, but to shed light on the truths that have 
remained obscured through his arduous journey within the Victorian judicial system.  

Greg’s experience at University Hospital Geelong, where he asserted his autonomy and legal right by refusing a 
medical intervention, was but a part of the larger, intricate web of issues that compelled him to pursue justice. 

This entire saga all stems from a 50c piece of plastic – a single-use IV cannula. Greg didn't see the point in removing 
it for 30 mins as another one would have to be reinserted later. A scenario which posed an infection risk. So he 
exercised his autonomy and refused consent to have it removed. This was met with threats of assault – he would 
be held down by security and it would be removed by force. This seemingly minor incident served as a catalyst, 
unearthing a world of corruption and misconduct that extended far beyond the walls and wards of that hospital. 

The incident itself was not the first instance of Greg’s rights as a patient in a Victorian hospital being impinged 
upon, but it was the straw that broke the camel’s back. 
From that incident he was diagnosed with PTSD with the incident playing on a constant loop in his brain. 

“Even noting that comment, I feel incredibly inadequate.  People get PTSD from sexual assault, war, 
witnessing incredibly violent acts and I developed it from a verbal threat of violence. I constantly have this 
argument with my brain, I tell it “It’s no big deal!”  It doesn’t listen.  Instead, it interferes with in so much of 
my daily life – I could easily add another 10 pages describing my daily challenges over the past five years,” 
Greg Chalker.  

Fundamentally, Greg had a right to say ‘no’. This was affirmed by way of the emergency injunction he was granted 
by the Supreme Court of Victoria on behalf of a friend who was facing an almost identical issue.  Justice Garde 
declaring that he didn’t need the order (as the patient had the right to say ‘no’) but he’ll grant it anyway.  This 
affirmed his understanding of his rights as a patient. 

Greg needed this wrong act to have a consequence and so after learning of private prosecutions, he filed criminal 
charges in the Magistrates’ Court of Victoria. The outcome of that decision is detailed in this document and the 
details – the obstruction, the roadblocks, the maltreatment, the ignoring, will be seen by many as they are by Greg 
– shocking.  

 
A shocking indictment on the Victorian system that so many trust, must be fair, just, respectful and deliver under 
the law. Greg is putting the question out there for others to consider – is this incompetence or corruption? If either, 
are we prepared to accept it? 
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CALL TO ACTION 
(Written by Greg) 

 

You’ve reached the end of the account of the events.  For those with the full print, from hereon, there are 270 

pages of reference material.  For those reading the condensed version, those 270 pages affirming everything 

claimed here, are available online - AccountabilityInJustice.Fail 

In either case, this is the part where I tell you what I expect you to do with the vast troves of information you have 

read about me and my experiences in what started out as a very straightforward matter. 

 

DEMAND ANSWERS FROM THE MAGISTRATES’ COURT 

They claim that I never filed the affidavit of service, which is their reason why the charges against the G4S security 

guards for making a false report to the police never, went through. Court Registrar Anna Gleeson stamped and 

signed those forms. Each time I ask court officials to ask Ms. Gleeson about this, I am ignored.  

Any reasonable person would conclude that this would be the most straightforward method to resolve the issue. 

I assert that the forms contain both my signature and hers. Court Registrar Mr. Matthew Dalton claims the 

signature is inauthentic. Then let's hear from Ms. Gleeson! If she claims it isn't her signature, I should be charged for 

falsifying court documents. If she tells the truth, the charges against the three G4S security guards who lied to the 

police should proceed without delay. 

This coverup to inhibit persons working for a Court Services Victoria contractor is straight up corruption.   

All those who’s fingerprints have been left on this matter, at a minimum, should be investigated by an independent 

body, but ideally prosecuted. 

 

This cover-up to inhibit persons working for Court Services Victoria contractors from being prosecuted is straight-up 

corruption. All those whose fingerprints have been left on this matter should, at a minimum, be investigated by an 

independent body, but ideally prosecuted. 

 

A clear chain of events suggests intentional interference: 

1. Affidavit of Service Ignored: The affidavit of service was filed, with forms signed and stamped by Court 

Registrar Anna Gleeson and the fees were paid. Despite this, charges against the G4S security guards for 

lying to the police just disappeared. 

2. Court Registrar Dalton’s Claims: When Court Registrar Mr. Dalton claims the signature on the affidavit is 

inauthentic, requests to follow up with Ms. Gleeson go ignored, raising questions about internal handling. 

3. Obstruction of Due Process: This sequence of events reveals an obstruction of due process, suggesting 

potential deliberate interference to shield a Court Services Victoria contractor. 

Action Needed: This matter warrants immediate investigation by an independent body, with all individuals involved 

being scrutinized. Furthermore, if evidence of intentional interference is found, those responsible should be 

prosecuted to ensure justice is upheld and to restore faith in the Victorian judicial system. 
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DEMAND ANSWERS FROM THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS 

Why is Kerri Judd’s office pulling charges without availing herself or her office of all available evidence?  

The assault by Dr. Rhiannon Baldwin was witnessed by two other individuals, with medical records and evidence 

from the hospital justifying her actions. Treating doctors, Centrelink, and the NDIS all recognise the serious and 

permanent injury resulting from Baldwin’s illegal actions. Consider how high the bar is set by Centrelink for 

Disability Pension applicants; I was accepted on a single application. 

The Office of Public Prosecutions didn't just withdraw the charges, but refused to engage with the informant, 

seeking court orders without any consultation. They continued to turn the knife by opposing my appeal.  

Why so determined to undermine the rights of patients? 

If Supreme Court Justice Garde, in the days before Baldwin’s assault, affirmed a patient’s statutory right to refuse or 

withdraw consent by way of an unnecessary injunction, what does it say about Ms. Judd that she has demonstrated 

a wilful disregard for this right? 

It exposes a troubling double standard in Victoria's justice system, where on one hand, a patient's autonomy and 

right to consent are recognised by the courts, but on the other hand, prosecutorial decisions seem to disregard 

these very rights. The refusal to engage fully with the available evidence, coupled with a lack of consultation and an 

active opposition to appeals, reveals an alarming inconsistency in how justice is administered. 

This must change. The rights of patients must be upheld consistently and without exception, especially when their 

autonomy has been violated. The judicial system’s role is to protect these rights and to prosecute those who 

infringe upon them, regardless of their position or affiliation. 

 

 

 

DEMAND ANSWERS FROM VICTORIA POLICE 

I contend that there are serious issues with the organisation as a whole, including its training program. In the case 

of Mark Thompson, he could not differentiate between what constitutes a criminal offense and what is a civil 

matter. There was no care or perhaps understanding of Federal discrimination laws, nor respect for his own 

organization’s Code of Conduct. He even ignored opportunities to avail himself of current legislation, choosing 

instead to walk out of the room on a victim of crime as they were requesting that their statement be taken. 

 

The same organization gives guns, handcuffs, and pepper spray to PSO officers, who also have negligible 

understanding of the laws of the state in which they’ve been empowered. Officers of the law who make threats if a 

person does not destroy evidence of a crime. This same organization has taken no criminal action against these 

officers, despite the overwhelming evidence available. Even Deputy Secretary of Justice Corrie McKenzie is aware of 

the incident – her cries for justice of the incident are remarkably quiet. 

I seek the public’s intolerance for this double standard. The Victorian Police, an organization entrusted to uphold 

the law, cannot allow such blatant contradictions to persist. If officers are unaware or unwilling to enforce the laws 

they are sworn to uphold, they not only fail in their duty but also erode public trust in the justice system. 

Action Needed: The public must demand accountability from Victoria Police, pushing for comprehensive reforms in 

training, conduct, and oversight. The organization must ensure its officers are properly educated on state and 

federal laws, are held to the same legal standards they enforce, and act with integrity, avoiding any appearance of 

bias or double standards. 
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Section 12 - Reference Material 

 
 

  

Reference 1: Email to Geelong Hospital’s in-house counsel 
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Reference 2: Charge Sheet and Summons for Dr. Baldwin 
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Reference 3 – Affidavit – Geelong Hospital Incident 
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Reference 4:  Appeal - amended filing - 23 November 2020 
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Reference 5: Letter to G. Chalker, RE: to take over charges. 
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Reference 5a - Letter to G. Chalker 
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Reference 6: Private Prosecution against Dr. R. Baldwin  
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Reference 7: - Chalker’s Letter to Combes (OPP)  
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Reference 8: Combes' reply to Chalker 
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Reference 9: Chalker to Kerri Judd (Director of Public Prosecutions) 
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Reference 10: Jenny Combes   
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Reference 11: OPP Letter to Greg Chalker   
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Reference 12:  We might take over the prosecution 
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Reference: 14 - Response 

Reference 13: Follow Up 
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Reference 15: Affidavit 
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Reference 16: Charge Sheet and Summons for Sgt. Mark Thompson   
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Reference 17: Mark Baker - Snr Registrar 
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Reference 18: Email - Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa 
Hannan 
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Reference 19: Charges have been issued 
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Reference 20: Letter presented to Sgt Thompson 
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Reference 21: Siobhan Mansfield to Greg Chalker   
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Reference 22: Charge Sheet & Summons - Lisa Hannan   
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Reference 23: Email to Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan   
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Reference 24: Charges have been issued 
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Reference 25: Voluntary Examination - Jake Warren   
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Reference 26: Voluntary Examination - Lisa Hannan   
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Reference 27: Voluntary Examination - Mark Baker   
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Reference 28: Voluntary Examination - Siobhan Mansfield 
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Reference 29: Form 27 Compulsory Examination - Jake Warren   
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Reference 30: Form 27 Compulsory Examination – Lisa Hannan 
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Reference 31: Form 27 Compulsory Examination - Mark Baker   
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Reference 32: Form 27 Compulsory Examination - Siobhan Mansfield   
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Reference 33: Affidavit - Greg Chalker - Supreme Court Incident 
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Reference 34: Damien Capobianco - Request for approval for charges 
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Reference 35:Damien Capobianco - Charges approved, don't post. I'll pick up the 
changes. 
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Reference 38: G4S Security –  
Joha-Meade 

Reference 37: G4S Security  
 Roberts 

Reference 36: G4S Security 
Sarikizis 
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Reference 39: Department of Justice Sequestation of Video Footage   
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Reference 41: Andrew Dewsnap confirming time to receive service. 

Reference 40: SMS with G4S In-House Counsel 
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Reference 42: Affidavit of Service – Charges against G4S Security Guard 
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Reference 43: Charge Sheet & Summons - Roberts, Kyle  
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Reference 44: Charge Sheet & Summons - Sarikizis, George  
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Reference 45: Charge Sheet & Summons - Joha-Meade, Sabine 
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Reference 46: Incident at 436 Lonsdale St. Melbourne 

Reference 47: Email to Andrew advising court date 
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Reference 48: Charge Sheet & Summons – PSO - Paul, Mohinder 
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Reference 49: Sequester Evidence Supreme Court Incident 
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Reference 50: Email - Brendon Oehme  
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Reference 52: Email - Brendon Oehme  

Reference 51: Conrad Downs  
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Reference 53: Email - Brendan Oehme  
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Reference 54: Conrad Downs - Email 1 
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Reference 55: Conrad Downs - Email 2  
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Reference 56: Conrad Downs - Email 3 
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Reference 57: Katrina Spackman, PSO Acting Sergeant 
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Reference 58: Initial Complaint with IBAC 
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Reference 60: Response to Paul Lucas  
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Reference 61:  Initial Complaint to IBAC 
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Reference 62: Assessment Outcome    
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Reference 63: IBAC - 2nd round of info 
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Reference 64: Email to Sophia (IBAC) - Change in court's processes (private prosecutions) 
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Reference 65: Complaint - Capobianco 
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Reference 66: Chalker to Sophia (IBAC) 
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Reference 67: Charge Sheet & Summons, (PSO) Brown, John 
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Reference 68: Email - Alicia Fitzgerald, Magistrate's Court   
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Reference 69: Letter to A. Fitzgerald  
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Reference 70: Email to Damien Capobianco 

Reference 71: Email to Laura Message 
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Reference 72: Tanya Turner  
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Reference 73: Laura, MCV, Dep Chief's Office 
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Reference 74: Letter to Deputy Chief Magistrate regarding missing charges 
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Reference 75: Email to IBAC about Laura Message:  
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Reference 76: Matthew Dalton  
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Reference 77:  Affidavit of Service (Fronts)  
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Reference 78: Affidavit of Service (Backs)  
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Reference 79: Dalton Email #2 
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Reference 80: Dalton Email #3  

  

sss 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 234 of 351 
 

 

  

 

Reference 81:  Missing charges follow up, who is accessing these files? 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 235 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 236 of 351 
 

Reference 82: Missing charges follow up 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 237 of 351 
 

Reference 83: Missing charges follow up 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 238 of 351 
 

Reference 84: Email to Dalton 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 239 of 351 
 

 

  

 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 240 of 351 
 

Reference 85: Matt Dalton, MCV, Follow up on unanswered email 

 

  

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 241 of 351 
 

Reference 86: Matt Dalton, Response 

Reference 87: Response from Dalton 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 242 of 351 
 

Reference 88: Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleeson   

 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 243 of 351 
 

Reference 89: Response from Rachel Davie 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 244 of 351 
 

Reference 90: Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleeson  

Reference 91: Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleesons 

 

 

  

 

 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 245 of 351 
 

Reference 92: Copy of Charge Sheet and Summons 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 246 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 247 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 248 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 249 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 250 of 351 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 251 of 351 
 

Reference 93: Sim to Greg 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 252 of 351 
 

Reference 94: Charge Sheet & Summons - Brown, John 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 253 of 351 
 

  

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 254 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 255 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 256 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 257 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 258 of 351 
 

Reference 95: Greg to Sim 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 259 of 351 
 

Reference 96: Greg Chalker - Elenore Sim 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 260 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 261 of 351 
 

Reference 97: Email to Damien Capobianco seeking approval for charges 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 262 of 351 
 

Reference 98:  Sim to Greg (2) 

Reference 99: Revised Charge Sheets 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 263 of 351 
 

Reference 100:  Eleanor to Greg  

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 264 of 351 
 

Reference 101: Charge Sheet & Summons - Mohinder, Paul 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 265 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 266 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 267 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 268 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 269 of 351 
 

Reference 102: Charges are refused - physical address 

Reference 103: Charges are being considered 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 270 of 351 
 

Reference 104: Sim rejects charges again 

Reference 105: Email to Sim - calling out these delay tactics 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 271 of 351 
 

Reference 106: Sim’s reply 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 272 of 351 
 

Reference 107: My rebuttal 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 273 of 351 
 

Reference 108: Sim's reply  

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 274 of 351 
 

Reference 109:  Charge Sheet - Gleeson, Anna  

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 275 of 351 
 

Reference 110:  Charge Sheet & Summons - Gleeson, Anna 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 276 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 277 of 351 
 

Reference 111: Half-assed reply from Sim 

Reference 112: Follow up email to Sim 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 278 of 351 
 

Reference 113:  Sim interim reply 

Reference 114: Another follow up email to Sim 

 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 279 of 351 
 

Reference 115: Perverting the course of justice  

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 280 of 351 
 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 281 of 351 
 

Reference 116: Sim Excels at her job 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 282 of 351 
 

Reference 117: Att. Paul Lucas (IBAC) intention to release details of complaint to the public 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 283 of 351 
 

Reference 118: IBAC - Paul Lucas 

  

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 284 of 351 
 

Reference 119: Greg to IBAC 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 285 of 351 
 

Reference 120: Greg to Paul Lucas – Judicial Commission declined the matter 

 

 

 

 

ss 

ss  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 286 of 351 
 

Reference 121: Opening a new case  

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 287 of 351 
 

Reference 122: IBAC Submission - Anna Gleeson of Magistrates' Court Victoria & 
Children's Court of Victoria 

 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 288 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 289 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 290 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 291 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 292 of 351 
 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 293 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 294 of 351 
 

Reference 123: Further new information 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 295 of 351 
 

Reference 124: Email from Paul Lucas s 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 296 of 351 
 

Reference 125: Follow Up 

Reference 126:  Complaint - Magistrates' Court of Victoria 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 297 of 351 
 

Reference 127: Complaint Receipt 

Reference 128: Complaint - Magistrates' Court of Victoria 

 

 

 

4  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 298 of 351 
 

Reference 129: MCV Complaints Dep follow up letter 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 299 of 351 
 

Reference 130:  Complaint to Judicial Commission 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 300 of 351 
 

 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 301 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 302 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 303 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 304 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 305 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 306 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 307 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 308 of 351 
 

Reference 131:  Email to Vic Ombudsman 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 309 of 351 
 

Reference 132:  MCV - Response G. Chalker 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 310 of 351 
 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 311 of 351 
 

Reference 133: CHECK 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 312 of 351 
 

Reference 134: - PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS ACT 1994 - SECT 25 Power to 
discontinue criminal proceedings 

Reference 135: PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS ACT 1994 - SECT 24 Matters to 
which Director must have regard 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 313 of 351 
 

Reference 136: MAGISTRATES' COURT (CRIMINAL PROCEDURE) RULES 2006 (SR NO 55 OF 
2006) - SCHEDULE 3 Form 6 

  

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 314 of 351 
 

Reference 137: CRIMES ACT 1958 - SECT 31 Assaults  

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 315 of 351 
 

Reference 138: MEDICAL TREATMENT PLANNING AND DECISIONS ACT 2016 - 
SECT 58 Consent to medical treatment 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 316 of 351 
 

Reference 140: CRIMES ACT 1958 - SECT 254 Destruction of evidence 

Reference 139: CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 9 Errors etc. in charge-sheet  

 

 

 

 

  
Reference 141: Summary Offences Act (1966) s24 Aggravated Assault 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 317 of 351 
 

Reference 143: CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 106 Compulsory examination hearing 

Reference 142: - CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 394 Ordinary service 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 318 of 351 
 

Reference 144: Mr. D. Andrews - Demand for meeting 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 319 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 320 of 351 
 

Reference 145: Response – Dep. Sec. – Supreme Court incident 
  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 321 of 351 
 

Reference 146: Corrie McKenzie - Response to your correspondence of 2 October 2020  
 

 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 322 of 351 
 

Reference 147: Supreme Court Injunction   



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 323 of 351 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Reference 148: Victoria Police Code of Conduct 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 324 of 351 
 

 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 325 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 326 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 327 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 328 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 329 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 330 of 351 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 331 of 351 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 332 of 351 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 333 of 351 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 334 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 335 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 336 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 337 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 338 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 339 of 351 
 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 340 of 351 
 

  
Reference: 149 – IBAC Round Two - Outcome 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 341 of 351 
 

  

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 342 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 343 of 351 
 

 

 

 

 

  

Reference: 150 – MCV Reply 24 October 2023 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 344 of 351 
 

 

  
Reference 151: Chalker to MCV CEO 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 345 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 346 of 351 
 

 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 347 of 351 
 

  



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 348 of 351 
 

Reference: 152: Response to MCV Complaint Dept 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 349 of 351 
 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 350 of 351 
 

 



Greg Chalker – g00rb4u@gmail.com – https://AccountabilityInjustice.Fail   

Page 351 of 351 
 

 

 
Reference: 153 – MCV CEO’s response 


	Is the Victorian court system corrupt?
	Preface
	Why am I persisting with this?
	Table of Contents
	How would you expect to be treated in the Victorian hospital and court system?
	The catalyst.
	Key Points

	Incident Details
	Entitlements Denied –  Serious Effects, PTSD and Lifelong Outcomes
	Deciding to File Assault Charges
	Support from a Separate Court Decision
	Section 2.
	Doesn’t the OPP defend and support victims and accusers?
	What cooperation would you expect from the Office of Public Prosecutions?
	Further Interaction with OPP with Unrealised Expectations and Outcomes
	Who is at fault in the Magistrates Court of Victoria?
	Voluntary Examinations Issued
	Follow-up with Director of Public Prosecutions


	Section 4. Why didn’t you go to police?
	Interactions with VICPOL results in perverting course of justice charges.
	Necessity to Source Information from Barwon Health
	The Search for a Search Warrant - Interaction with Sergeant Mark Thompson, VicPol
	Charging Sgt Thompson with Perverting the Course of Justice
	What more does an ordinary citizen do to get justice?
	Going Higher Up to the MCV Chief Magistrate, Lisa Hannan

	Section 5.
	What happens if you go to the Supreme Court?
	Supreme Court incident – G4S Security Guards
	Incident at Supreme Court
	The Aftermath – G4S Security Guards – Making False Reports to Police


	Section 6.
	How many obstacles should you have to tackle to have those responsible held to account?
	Seeking justice and entitlements with Supreme Court Incident – Protective Services Officers
	Crimes Act – section 321m & s254 – Attempting to Destroy Evidence
	Crimes Act - s320 False Imprisonment
	Crimes Act – s18 - Causing Injury intentionally or recklessly
	Summary Offences Act – s24 Aggravated Assault
	Bullying
	Ms McKenzie made aware of the alleged criminality - what did she do?
	VicPol made aware of the alleged criminality – what did they do? (Spoiler – Nothing!)
	A quick analysis:
	Interaction with Senior Sergeant Brendon Oehme
	Follow-up from Deputy Secretary of Justice Corri McKenzie
	Persistence Without Progress


	Section 7.
	Does IBAC offer a way forward?
	Escalating the issues to the Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission
	IBAC Makes a Decision


	Section 8:
	Is there a smoking gun?  Facing obstacles with Magistrates Court Victoria and Children’s Court in the search for the ‘smoking gun’
	Interaction with Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan
	Interaction with Alicia Fitzgerald – Judicial Support Office
	Interaction with Laura Message – Judicial Support Officer
	Interaction with Tanya Turner – Acting Principal Registrar
	Interaction with Matthew Dalton – Registrar
	Interaction with Rachel Davie, Registry Manager, Criminal Division – Children’s Court
	Interaction with Eleanor Sim, Acting Operations Manager/Registrar, Melbourne Magistrates Court
	Is any of this the elusive smoking gun?

	Section 9.
	Will IBAC act with updated information on MCV?
	IBAC Stage Two
	Approaches to the Judicial Commission
	IBAC Follow-up
	Going Public
	New IBAC Case to be Opened
	IBAC Round Two: IBAC Ignores Greg


	Section 10.
	What role can the Victorian Ombudsman play?
	Interaction with the Office of the Victorian Ombudsman
	Magistrates’ Court of Victoria Complaint
	Ombudsman’s Office
	Response from Melbourne Magistrates’ Court


	Section 11.
	Corruption, incompetence or something else?
	Concluding Statement


	CALL TO ACTION
	Reference 73: Laura, MCV, Dep Chief's Office

	Reference 1: Email to Geelong Hospital’s in-house counsel
	Reference 2: Charge Sheet and Summons for Dr. Baldwin
	Reference 3 – Affidavit – Geelong Hospital Incident
	Reference 4:  Appeal - amended filing - 23 November 2020
	Reference 5: Letter to G. Chalker, RE: to take over charges.
	Reference 5a - Letter to G. Chalker
	Reference 6: Private Prosecution against Dr. R. Baldwin
	Reference 7: - Chalker’s Letter to Combes (OPP)
	Reference 8: Combes' reply to Chalker
	Reference 9: Chalker to Kerri Judd (Director of Public Prosecutions)
	Reference 10: Jenny Combes
	Reference 11: OPP Letter to Greg Chalker
	Reference 12:  We might take over the prosecution
	Reference 13: Follow Up
	Reference: 14 - Response
	Reference 15: Affidavit
	Reference 16: Charge Sheet and Summons for Sgt. Mark Thompson
	Reference 17: Mark Baker - Snr Registrar
	Reference 18: Email - Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan
	Reference 19: Charges have been issued
	Reference 20: Letter presented to Sgt Thompson
	Reference 21: Siobhan Mansfield to Greg Chalker
	Reference 22: Charge Sheet & Summons - Lisa Hannan
	Reference 23: Email to Jake Warren, Executive Assistant to Chief Magistrate Lisa Hannan
	Reference 24: Charges have been issued
	Reference 25: Voluntary Examination - Jake Warren
	Reference 26: Voluntary Examination - Lisa Hannan
	Reference 27: Voluntary Examination - Mark Baker
	Reference 28: Voluntary Examination - Siobhan Mansfield
	Reference 29: Form 27 Compulsory Examination - Jake Warren
	Reference 30: Form 27 Compulsory Examination – Lisa Hannan
	Reference 31: Form 27 Compulsory Examination - Mark Baker
	Reference 32: Form 27 Compulsory Examination - Siobhan Mansfield
	Reference 33: Affidavit - Greg Chalker - Supreme Court Incident
	Reference 34: Damien Capobianco - Request for approval for charges
	Reference 35:Damien Capobianco - Charges approved, don't post. I'll pick up the changes.
	Reference 36: G4S Security Sarikizis
	Reference 37: G4S Security   Roberts
	Reference 38: G4S Security –  Joha-Meade
	Reference 39: Department of Justice Sequestation of Video Footage
	Reference 40: SMS with G4S In-House Counsel
	Reference 41: Andrew Dewsnap confirming time to receive service.
	Reference 42: Affidavit of Service – Charges against G4S Security Guard
	Reference 43: Charge Sheet & Summons - Roberts, Kyle
	Reference 44: Charge Sheet & Summons - Sarikizis, George
	Reference 45: Charge Sheet & Summons - Joha-Meade, Sabine
	Reference 46: Incident at 436 Lonsdale St. Melbourne
	Reference 47: Email to Andrew advising court date
	Reference 48: Charge Sheet & Summons – PSO - Paul, Mohinder
	Reference 49: Sequester Evidence Supreme Court Incident
	Reference 50: Email - Brendon Oehme
	Reference 51: Conrad Downs
	Reference 52: Email - Brendon Oehme
	Reference 53: Email - Brendan Oehme
	Reference 54: Conrad Downs - Email 1
	Reference 55: Conrad Downs - Email 2
	Reference 56: Conrad Downs - Email 3
	Reference 57: Katrina Spackman, PSO Acting Sergeant
	Reference 58: Initial Complaint with IBAC
	Reference 59: List of interesting people
	Reference 60: Response to Paul Lucas
	Reference 61:  Initial Complaint to IBAC
	Reference 62: Assessment Outcome
	Reference 63: IBAC - 2nd round of info
	Reference 64: Email to Sophia (IBAC) - Change in court's processes (private prosecutions)
	Reference 65: Complaint - Capobianco
	Reference 66: Chalker to Sophia (IBAC)
	Reference 67: Charge Sheet & Summons, (PSO) Brown, John
	Reference 68: Email - Alicia Fitzgerald, Magistrate's Court
	Reference 69: Letter to A. Fitzgerald
	Reference 70: Email to Damien Capobianco
	Reference 71: Email to Laura Message
	Reference 72: Tanya Turner
	Reference 74: Letter to Deputy Chief Magistrate regarding missing charges
	Reference 75: Email to IBAC about Laura Message:
	Reference 76: Matthew Dalton
	Reference 77:  Affidavit of Service (Fronts)
	Reference 78: Affidavit of Service (Backs)
	Reference 79: Dalton Email #2
	Reference 80: Dalton Email #3
	Reference 81:  Missing charges follow up, who is accessing these files?
	Reference 82: Missing charges follow up
	Reference 83: Missing charges follow up
	Reference 84: Email to Dalton
	Reference 85: Matt Dalton, MCV, Follow up on unanswered email
	Reference 86: Matt Dalton, Response
	Reference 87: Response from Dalton
	Reference 88: Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleeson
	Reference 89: Response from Rachel Davie
	Reference 90: Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleeson
	Reference 91: Attempts to contact registrar Anna Gleesons
	Reference 92: Copy of Charge Sheet and Summons
	Reference 93: Sim to Greg
	Reference 94: Charge Sheet & Summons - Brown, John
	Reference 95: Greg to Sim
	Reference 96: Greg Chalker - Elenore Sim
	Reference 97: Email to Damien Capobianco seeking approval for charges
	Reference 98:  Sim to Greg (2)
	Reference 99: Revised Charge Sheets
	Reference 100:  Eleanor to Greg
	Reference 101: Charge Sheet & Summons - Mohinder, Paul
	Reference 102: Charges are refused - physical address
	Reference 103: Charges are being considered
	Reference 104: Sim rejects charges again
	Reference 105: Email to Sim - calling out these delay tactics
	Reference 106: Sim’s reply
	Reference 107: My rebuttal
	Reference 108: Sim's reply
	Reference 109:  Charge Sheet - Gleeson, Anna
	Reference 110:  Charge Sheet & Summons - Gleeson, Anna
	Reference 111: Half-assed reply from Sim
	Reference 112: Follow up email to Sim
	Reference 113:  Sim interim reply
	Reference 114: Another follow up email to Sim
	Reference 115: Perverting the course of justice
	Reference 116: Sim Excels at her job
	Reference 117: Att. Paul Lucas (IBAC) intention to release details of complaint to the public
	Reference 118: IBAC - Paul Lucas
	Reference 119: Greg to IBAC
	Reference 120: Greg to Paul Lucas – Judicial Commission declined the matter
	Reference 121: Opening a new case
	Reference 122: IBAC Submission - Anna Gleeson of Magistrates' Court Victoria & Children's Court of Victoria
	Reference 123: Further new information
	Reference 124: Email from Paul Lucas
	Reference 125: Follow Up
	Reference 126:  Complaint - Magistrates' Court of Victoria
	Reference 127: Complaint Receipt
	Reference 128: Complaint - Magistrates' Court of Victoria
	Reference 129: MCV Complaints Dep follow up letter
	Reference 130:  Complaint to Judicial Commission
	Reference 131:  Email to Vic Ombudsman
	Reference 132:  MCV - Response G. Chalker
	Reference 133: CHECK
	Reference 134: - PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS ACT 1994 - SECT 25 Power to discontinue criminal proceedings
	Reference 135: PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS ACT 1994 - SECT 24 Matters to which Director must have regard
	Reference 136: MAGISTRATES' COURT (CRIMINAL PROCEDURE) RULES 2006 (SR NO 55 OF 2006) - SCHEDULE 3 Form 6
	Reference 137: CRIMES ACT 1958 - SECT 31 Assaults
	Reference 138: MEDICAL TREATMENT PLANNING AND DECISIONS ACT 2016 - SECT 58 Consent to medical treatment
	Reference 139: CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 9 Errors etc. in charge-sheet
	Reference 140: CRIMES ACT 1958 - SECT 254 Destruction of evidence
	Reference 141: Summary Offences Act (1966) s24 Aggravated Assault
	Reference 141: C11D10 - CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 106 Compulsory examination hearing
	Reference 142: - CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 394 Ordinary service
	Reference 143: CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ACT 2009 - SECT 106 Compulsory examination hearing
	Reference 144: Mr. D. Andrews - Demand for meeting
	Reference 145: Response – Dep. Sec. – Supreme Court incident
	Reference 146: Corrie McKenzie - Response to your correspondence of 2 October 2020
	Reference 147: Supreme Court Injunction
	Reference 148: Victoria Police Code of Conduct
	Reference: 149 – IBAC Round Two - Outcome
	Reference: 150 – MCV Reply 24 October 2023
	Reference 151: Chalker to MCV CEO
	Reference: 152: Response to MCV Complaint Dept
	Reference: 153 – MCV CEO’s response

