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in respect aof
irreguiarities relating tc the initial stages of the election process
far the 2004 Federal fHeneral Election, the effect of which is
to invalidate, legally, the entire election,

Synopsis: In this presentation a rationale is detailed toc show that, as a
conseguence of the abject failure of the Court authorities of the Commonwealth
to bring to a proper conclusion, legally, a challenge which was initisted by
Election Petition against the 2001 Federal General Election, certain matters
which were of vital impertance, constitutionslly, to the legal validity of that
Federal General Election were never determined, The consequence of that
*failure of legal process? was that the constitutional illegzlities coatinued,
and as & rasult the 2004 Federal General Election is alse now brought intc
question. Documentation necessary te substantiate these contentions is provided,

Background to the presentation of this Submission

This precentztion has been prompted by the abject failure of my most concerted
endeavours, sustained over many years, to get any satisfaction at zi] from, ‘the
suthorities® of this nation at all levels of the hierarchy, be that Commonwealth
or Gtate, amd both 'lepal’ and ‘political?, to have properly redressed by ‘due
legal process?, as traditionally known in this country, some major miscarriages
of legal process which occurred in proceedings initiated against myself under
the Femily lew dct 1975 and brought in the #agistrates Court of Bueensland at
Ipswich on 28 February 1990, which proceedings were then followed up in the
Family Court of Australia in Brisbane im 1993,

Although my imitizl approach was to use the orthodox approach of ‘appeal’ of
these latter proceedings tec a higher court in the judicial fieravchy, this
*failed’, as I gee all ton tlearly now, as a conseguence of what czn now but be
zeen as being ‘general incompetence’, partly on the part of the lawyers 1 had
retained to conduct my case and partly on the part of the Judges who heard the
matters.

Being none too impressed with that outcome, I then opted for = *enlitical? type
approach whereby 1 made & "not insuhstantial’ crlaim against the Commonwezlth -
through my then reprecentative in the House of Representatives, one Mr L.Scott
the Member for Oxley, and who at that time was also the Chairman of the Public
Accounts Coemittee - for acnetary compensation for the enormpus damage which had
keen done me perssnally as a direct ronszquence of the miscarriage of those
procerdings, This alsn, sad to have to say, had no impact either inscfar as
producing & ‘useful result® from ay perspective was concerned.

Witk the failure of both of those approaches I thes opted to seek relief from
the imposts made adainst me in the Family Court proceedings by recourse to the
prerogatlve writs brought in the High Court of Austrzlia pursuant to #CR 0.55.
Here again these efforts alsp were to be very effectively thwarted utterly right
fram the cutset by the invocation by the Court authorities of the ‘vexatious
litigation® provisions af HCR 0.58 v. 4033, The upshot of that ondeavour was
that it waes indicated to me, in mid 1336, by the Registry personnel thats

« I could not use the approach I had opted for to challeage legislation ~ which
I had come to vealise by that time was the ‘ultimate cavse’ of my preblems ~ but
rather to do that I must stzrt a new Proceedings by the orthodex writ of summons
= that was how the Msbe Case started - and

~ insofar as the Family Court proceedings were concerned I could bring ‘out of
time’®, an application for Leave tpo Appexzl the judgments initially given.

Although [ did both in the latter part of 1976, again neither produced a
*useful? outcome from my perspective, in thatj



ay applicatien for Leave to Appeal effectively was ‘dismissed out of hand?
after a hearing ‘on the documents’ without my appearance in Court hy Judgment
handed down on 23 December 1996 - the came day, incidentally, that judgment was
delivered on the Wik Case. A copy of that judgment, together with the index to
the Appeal Fook which gave z listing of the matevial upon whick the Judgment was
based, in provided as 'Attachment 1' hereto, all copies beinp in reduced fore,

- my writ of suamons, although filed as B 112 of 199, immediately also drew the
‘vexatious litigation treataent' which had ‘dogged® my earlier approaches.
Although I sought to challenge that direction by the orthodow approach of
*fappeal’ to the Full High Court, that approach was also very effectively stvmied
by the Registry, who flatly refused to even accept my appeal documenstation, on
the basis that a divection under #CR .58 r.4¢3) cannot be appezied.

Mot to be ‘put off' by that response, after having tried a vaviety of other
approaches during 1997 to try to have my writ actioned “in the normal manner! —
Wwnicn aiso ralled ubbkarly 4o -produce a ‘'useful result’ from ay perspective -~ I
noted at the end of the year a provision on the face of the writ itself which
indicated that if it had not been served within 12 calender monthe from time af
filing it could be ‘renewed!'. T therefore promptly renewed it in precizsely the
same form as it had beens initially filed. Yet again. however. that ‘renewed’
writ also drew the same response as had my initial endeavour, whereupon I again
sought to appeal it. but that approach too was "fended of+’ by the Registry a2z
tad been my initial response.

While this writ could also be ‘renewed’ the time period was reduced to & months.
There being no option that I could see but to venew it, this I duly did.
flithough it =gain alseo immediately drew the 'wexatious litigation treatment’,
but also with my having ‘got the message! at last that I could not appezl such a
direction - but nevertheless being “very firmly? of the view that the invocation
of such a provision was highly improper in the circumstances and so I filatly
refused to zbide it - & *stand-off’ developed whereby I renew my writ every sis
wonths.and the Registry responds with the imposition on me of the ‘vexatious
litigatior -requirvements. That situation prevails to thie day, the last renswal
having beenr made in November 2004. A copy of that writ as inpitially submitted,
the response it drew and the wmost recent ‘renewsl’ of it ac presented for Ffiling
- and to which, curipusly, this tise there has been no response whatsoever - are
appended hereto as “Attacheent 2°, all copies zpain being in veduced form.

In the meantime, and as a cansequence of the State authorities having become
“thoroughiy fed up® with the way I had been *helding at bay*- by invocaticn of
*Tudicial Review' proceedings in the State Supreme Court ~ action to enforce the
pryment of Yines igpoced on me, also by the Ipswich Magietrates Court, in a
saries of three actions brought against me by the State authorities in the
*eriminal? Jurisdiction of that Court for violation of provisions aof the State
Traffic Acts over the period 1995-1997, the State Crown Solicitor topk some very
contentious action - INVOLVING COMTEMPT BY HIN OF SUPREME COURT ORDERS MADE OM
MY JUDICIAL REVIEW APPLICATIONS, THE UPSHOT OF WHICH WAS MY JATLING, eventually
for the full sentences of over 100 days - which, though it ‘broke the stzlemate’
then prevailing, was to precipitate a series of legal actions which ultimately
led to an appeal to the High Court of dustraliz uherehy it was hoped that a
determination could be made on a wital matter that had bean centrally issue in
my Wwrit of suamons, but had not been able to be determined as a result of the
tnvocation of the “vexatious litigation’ provisions, as referved to above.

As events were to twrn, however, that critical guestion was effectively avoided
by that Court. Since it seemed to me, upon reflection or what had otcurved,
that that stance was based on the “unstated? view of the Higtr Court that it did
net have Jurisdiction on the matter - zince the “fundamental law’ under the
Componwealth Conséitudion i3 3 State matter to bhe dealt with by the State Courts
and pot by it - I promptly moved to have the previcus Judgeents re-opened with
a wview to having these matters determined by it. Suffice to say here that, as
that endeavour also failed utterly to produce any resolution of the matter at
all, 1% becams very Clear to we that if that was EVER to be zchieved, then some
*wery drastic’ action was qoing to have to be taken which involved a *legal
action’ brought in respect of ‘suspect activities' in the ®nolitical? AYEna.,



3

It was against this background that my Election Petition was brought in respech
of the 2001 Federal General Election, the motivation to bripg it being provided
largely by abject failure of the updated claims made against the Commonwealth
for compensation, which 1 commenced in 1994, to draw any response at all from
the Fublic Accounts Committee.

the Constitutional irregularities under the current ‘order of things®

Although there seems to be z view held very widely across the community, and at
all ‘levels! of the social hierarchy that the ‘conventioral! way in which the
*Affaire of State! nf the nation are conducted at both the Commonwealth and
State levels of the administration are ‘proper and correct in every way’
constitutionally, when a t‘very close losk' is taken at the wording of the
relevant provisions of both the Commonwealth and State Constitation Acts
relating to the Executive Govermment, and this wording is interpreted in
accovdance with the Plsip Meaning Rule - wherein every word and the entire
assesblage is given its ‘everyday meaning' as understoocd by the community at
large - them some very sharp discrepancies imsediately become apparent.

In this context the observation once made by a former Chief Justicre of the High
Gourt-of Australia, the now late Sir Garfield Barwick, becomes of particular
importance, viz (to the effect) that;

‘Wher *push comes to shove™ in respect of whether ‘corvention! or 'statute’
rules regarding any ‘governmental’ practice, statute prevails’.

That being the case, then serious guestions must not only be asked - but also
answeved in a very comprehensive way by the protagonists for the current ‘order
of things® - as to what the “justification’ is for present practice relating to
the ‘Executive Government® at both the Coemonwealth and State levels of the
administration - whereby that function seems to be discharged by a ‘coterie’ of
*Ministers of the Crown’ known as ‘Cabinet’, headed by & *Friwe Minister?
(Premier), a1l of whom get to be in this position by virtue of being elected
members of either the House of Representatives or the Senate (or their
counterparts at State Level) - notwithstanding that the wording of the
respective lonstitution Acts require that thic function be discharged by an
Executive Council presided pver by the Governovr-General (Governor3d.

In short, as I have now come to realise, all of the mary ‘difficulties’ I have
encguntered over the last 15 years or so now, as neted abaove, in having legal
process discharged in what I understand to be the ‘torrect’ way, traditionally,
seem to have their origins in the abject failure of those 'at the very top of
the adeinistrative tree’ - and who clearly veckon they *run the show’ by virtue
af that “social position' - to conduct their own affairs in accordance with
these *fundamental’ requirements legally. ie. since they don't abide those vital
CONSTITUTICHAL requirements — either for wznt of Wwit' to retegnise that what
they are doing is plainly in error, or for want of ‘"integrity’ to take the
necessary action to correct the current situation, notwithstanding that they
know they are not acting correctly in the discharge of their official duties -
they seemingly fail to see why any other such provisions should apply to them-
either, zn as & consequence a ‘whole raft’ of statutes of sajor tonsequence
socially are either bypassed or ignored, the direct corsequence of which is that
we now have the utter chaos we do in respect of the basis upon which the
*affairs of State? are conducted these days and of which sustained ‘abuse of
process’ I heve become a very unwilling wictim,

While the view in such circles seeas to be that they are ‘above’ being made
subject to remedial action whereby this very sad state of affairs may be
corrected by the formal processes of the law -~ the view seemingly being that the
‘fonly™ way they can be *displaced’ is ‘through the ballot box’ - the reality is
very such otherwise - as they would surely realise, had they the *wit’ and
*inteqrity’ to comprehend what the true legal situation is in respect of a very
vital matter which gees to the very heart of process whereby they gain their
position as ‘Members of the Legizlature’ in the first place, and regardless of
which House thereof to which they were ostensibly ‘elected’.
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That matter of course relates to legality, constitutionally, of the means to
which they had recourse to make their ‘noaination deposit’ and thereby wvalidate
theiyr candidacy for election in the first place. fie all such members are no
doubt aware, if their nominations are not accospanied by suck a ‘nosination
deposit’, sade in a manner and form which satisfies the ‘monetary value’
vequiresents prescribed by s5.170 of the Flectorel Act 1918, then their
nominations are invalid and they are not capable of being so elected, even if
evary other requireeent for the pomination process has been met ‘in full’ and
the election process itself which foliows has been carried out ‘impeccably
correctly’ at every stage. v

That ‘considerable doubt’ must be reparded as ewisting in respect the legal
validity of ‘just about all' such nominations for election to the legislature
CAM but be concluded from the mamner in whick ‘just sbout everyone'! speaks on a
topic which comes upon in one way or another in respect of 'Jjust about
everything' with which they hazve to deal once in ‘*pffice’, ie. the ‘maney’
necessary to fund the vavious activities covered by the legisiation they
*enact’. Of particular note in this context is the cosment that ‘Just about
everybody’ makes concerning such matter ie. the spending ot ‘taxpayer’s money?,
surely a *hot topic® in public debate at the time of writimg of this submission,

The inference to be drawn froa such comments is that ALL of that ‘soney? itself
is “lawfully current’ in strict constitutional terms, znd therefore that that is
the *leqgally correct’ way to refer to such furds?. The reality again, however,
is *very much otherwise’- ag those who have closely studied such matters know
all too well - in that such ‘money’ can he broadly classified as being the
*Bueen’s proper aoney’ - ie ‘legal tender® money which complies in every respect
with constitutional requirements and so may be properly accepted when tendered
for the discharge of cbligations by menetary means, in accordance with the legal
inteypretation of those words, but of which, curiously, there is virtually HDHE
IN CIRCULATION IN THIS COUMNTRY CURRENTLY - or ‘*private banker’s funny mpney’
which satisfies none of those requireasnts, but which sezems to be generally
*faccepted’ and is used practically exrlusively as the basis for commerce anvway.

It necessarily follows, therefore - from the fact that this ‘discrepancy’ having
major social consequences is HEVER aentioned by those fparliamentarians' - that
this indicates that thase amitiing to mention this vital fact either have no
comprenension at all of Jjust what is inveolved here - ie. they 'lack the wit?! to
he able to grasp the nature of the problem ~ or if they do, and so realise what
is otcurring, then, worse stili, they clearly ‘lack the integrity’ to bring this
matter foarward for public debate, to the end that the whole very sad situation
might be corrected by proper and lawful means, tonstitutionally. Clearly
either way the whole sitwation CAN bet be regarded as being “highly
unacceptable’ generally, and therefore that drastic action sust now be tzken to
rectify it, in the real common interest of the community at large.

Approaches whereby these sight be corrected and
the official response to such efforts on sy part

This then bring us to how this might be done, my endeavours since 2001 to this
general end, and the responses from ‘officialdom’ gererally - but the *Courts of
the Commonwealth’ in parvticular - whichk ay endeavours have drawn.

Cigarly, sosme manrner of formal legal process through the Courts must be resorted
to and this must be followed through on correctly, legally, at every stage.
while it would seew that a range of processes are available for this purpose,
*conventional’ thinking in *informed legal circles’ seems to be that the ‘only?
way in which this can be properly done is by a challenge brought in the High
Court of Australia, sitting as the Commonwealth Court of Disputed Returns.

At became very clear, however, froe the proceedings in the matter #Mwldownsy -v-
Australian Electoral Comwission (19333 17B CLR 34, which were brought in that
Court in respect of the 1993 Federal Generzl Election, such anm approach has
*limitations®, in that inthat case it was held that the Court of Disputed
Returns does not have the jurisdiction to declare an entire election invalid as
Muldowney sought to have done - although the point was made that it had not been
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detersined whether the High Court of Australia had.

Although Muldowney subsequently sought ‘hy other means? to have that judgment
per Brennan J. set aside - inm that instance by invocation of the prerogative
writs of certiorari and mandames pursuant to FCR 0.55 - that application was
eventually refused, essentially on the same basis that his initial application
before the Court of Disputed Returns was refused, ie. that as his name was not
on the Electoral Roll in the Electoral Mvision in which he brought his
challenge, he did not have the necessary ‘legal standing” to bring his challenge
and accordingly it could not be upheld, even if it was otherwise *leqally sound'
in svery respect.. Copies of the Law Reports of both ef those actions are
appended hereto as ‘Attachaent 3'. :

Although the basis upon which I brought my challenge to the 2001t Federal General
Electicn was clearly legally sound and my name was on the rell at the time - and
s0 on that basis undeniably hag the requisite legal standing to bring the action
- ecsentially ay petition was refused on the basis of the point made in
Muldowney ie. that I sought effectively to challenge the whole plection and
therefore that was beyond the jurisdiction of the Court. 4s Auldowney did, I
top then sought to have the judgment at first instance on my patition set aside
by certiorari and further actien on that Judgment preciuded by prohibition on
the basis set out in my documentation.

1t was at this stage that the whole process ‘hung up’ again, in that, as has
occurred in all previous applications I have made to the Court, the ‘vexatious
litigation® provisions of the #igh Court Rules were invohked and on the basis of
these oy documentation was not even accepted for filing. In this inctance,
however, a particularly insidious approach was adepted, in that the ‘second
stage’ of the ‘vexatious litigation’ provisions ie. #C8 0.66 r.&. were inveoked
against myself but on the basis of the presence of another person who hiad also
raized these 'currency’ matiers previously and had hecome a party to the
proceedings on my Election petition.

Suffice to say here that although that stance by the High Court Registry
precipitated a ‘hot response’ from myself and resulted in correspordence ukich
ensued for many months after that follow-up application was made, in the end,
yet again my endeavours were to be of no avail whatsoever. Copies of cardinal
items of documentation from that action - starting with my Election Petition as
filed and concluding with ‘the tast word omr the matter’ from the Registry - are
appended hereto as “‘Attachment 47.

Concurrent with the very effective ‘thwarting® by the Registry, by the aforesaid
means, of my very concerted endeavours to have the such wider issues having
major social consequence raised by me Petition brought forward for determination
by the High Court of Australia ‘in the normal panner’, a ‘second front’ was then
opened against me by the Commonwealth zuthorities whereby they then moved for
payment of the ‘costs’ order made against me at the conclusion nf initial
proceedings on my Petition.

Meedless to say this alsc precipitated a ‘very hot' response from myself,
whereby I vehemently ohjected to the stance adopted. 0f what subsequently
happened, suffice to say here that the sequel was yet further proceegings in the
Federal Court of Australia in Briskane and when this also *failed utterly’ to
produce 2 ‘useful’ outcome from my perspective, I made a further ‘very
comprehensive’ application %o the High Court of Adustralia pursuant to ACR 0.53
for guo warranto, certioreri, prohibition and mendamus to bave the whole topic
dealt with in what ! saw as being the ‘tappropriate’ manner. Agqrin this was met
with the now ‘stanbard response’ whereby it was regarded as being ‘vexatious
litigation', and as a rasult the matier did not proceed further. Copies of the
cardinal items of documentation pertinent to these matiers is appended herelo a5
‘Attacheent 5°.

Th next step in the process was taken at the time the 2004 Federal General
Election was called in August 2004. Immediately I heard the news reports that
there was to be a election I made contact with the party to the proceedings on
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my 2001 Fetition to see what he theought of the situation apd what could be daone
about it. Ag I then found out, he too was ‘*not at all impressed? with what had
occurved and had already taken some action eof his cwn. After z spot of
discussion about what action I could take, an approach was settled upon of my
bringing am application to have my previous applications referred to ahove -
whick had ‘lain dormant’ in the meantime - brought on for hearing immediately,
whareupon 3 set of documentation was framed accordingly.

Althowrgh made in the form of a Chasbers Summons with brief supporting affidavit,
when this was presented for filing on 30 August 2004 - ie. in the ‘gap’
following the calling of the election but before the House of Representatives
had been dissolved and the Senate prorogued - the immediate response from the
Brishane Office of the Repistry - after having fared it to the Frincipal
Registry in Canberra for ‘review' - was that the format was ‘not corvect?
although they did not say where it was ‘in error. Upon reflection on what could
possibly he wrong, it occurred te me that the other ocption wss to make it in the
form of a Notice of Motion. A revised set of documentation wae framed and
re-presented to the Erisbane Office for filing later that day, whereupon ¥ was
afvised that it would be forwarded to Canberra by internal mail that evening.

f what subsequently happened, suffice to say here that the outcome was ‘'not at
all satisfactery' from my perspective. The upshot was that I then took the
matter up by ’‘phone with the Sovernor-General's Office withra-view to seeing
what could be done from that quarter to try to ‘bring some order to the chmos?,
since my application had been brought as a ¢ur ¢amw action. Here again, howaver,
although the response I drew did not provide any immediate relief, it did give
e a basis upon which I eould pursue the topic with a view to ultimately
ohtzining same. Rlthough I did follow through on that approach, the response
which I ultimately drew, while it did ‘clarify’ for se one matter which had teen
centrally in issue in my proceedings, it was not sufficiert to ‘call a halt’ to
the election proceedings, as, in my view, the situation surely required if
anything like ‘Justice according to the law’ was to be achieved in anything like
a truly credible aanner in the circumstances. Copies of documentation
pertinent to these matters are appended bereto as ‘Attachment 67.

With all endeavours to try to have these matters properly adjudicated before the
2004 Federal General Election was held, having effectively failed by that point,
there was no option but to wait till the process had heen carried through o
completion and mount a completely new challenge against it by Petition 'after
the event'’ as I had done in respect af the 2001 Election. With a view to being
veady to move immediately the time came, during the run up period to the
election ¥ framed the Petition itself and sll pecessary supporting documentation
in the light of information which I became aware of progressively as the process
proceeded. The result was that by 10 November 2004, when I was advised - in
the course of a 'phone call I made te the lawyer at the A.E.0’s Head Office in
Canberra - that the writ for the Senate Flection for Buesnsland had been
returned, I had my Fetition executed in the prescribed manner and presented it
for filing at the Brisbane Dffice of the High Court Registry the following day.

As with my previous endeavours, however, 'difficulties® immediately arcse -
albeit in a slightly different fora this time from what had previously accurred
- which, as svents weve to turn over the following weeks, were to be harbingers
of *the shape of things to come’. The immediate rospense of the leputy
Registrar from the Canberrz Office having carriage pf these matters - who
happened te be at the Brisbane 0ffice at the time of ay initizl presentation on
11 Hovemheyr 2004 - after reviewinp my petition was that she

‘... Would not accept it till the Court had teen advised by the Speaker of the
House that the writ (for the House of Representatives) had beern returned.

In the face of that response - which established for me the vital point that the
forsat was generally ‘rorrect’ - there was therefore no option but to wait till
the requisite conditians had been met. Accordingly, after ohserving the TV
Mews Repovte of the opening of Farliamert on 16 Movember 2005 at whick the Chief
Justice presided over the swearipg ceremony of the new members, I attended at
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the Brishape Office of the Registry that afternoon with my Fetition to again
present it for filirg. On this occasipn the vesponse was that they could not
file it as there was no Registrav present to again revieu it hefpre such filing.
When T acked when one would be available, znd was advised that one would be
available the following morning, the matter was left that I would attend mgain
at the Registry 2t that time with a view to having it filed.

accordingly the following morning, circa 16.00 am I again presented my Petition
for filing - together Wwith my application for waiver of fees zpplicable to
Health Card holders-as I am but with the required % 300.00 deposit in Australian
notes for “security for cosis’. After being ‘reviewed' yet zgain by 2
Registrar and having 'passed muster', the filipg process was bequn at the
counter by the counter clerk uwho attended me, whereby an entry was mmsde manually
in the Ragister recarding that the Fetition had been filed, the original and
“each of the service and my file copy were then given the number BEE of Z004, my
500,00 cash payment for ‘security for costs’ was accepted and a receipt written
out. At the conclusion of these steps, when I asked very specifically if this
Office rould seal each of the copies with the Court seal as had been done by the
Canberra Office with my previous petitian in 2001, I was advised that

talthough this ig a practice insisted upon by lawyers in Oueensland, it is not
generally necessary and is not done in other States; the fact that it has a
number on it is sufficient to indicate that it has been filed.’

When T pursued this matter further and asked whether it would be OK to serve
these copies pn the respondents even though they were not ‘sealed’ and to start
the process for publication in both the State and Commonwealth Gzzeftes as
vequired by XCR 0.6 and was advised that it was, 1 promptly went shead and did
that later that day. Having done so I then completed my affidavit of service
and took in ipto the Brisbane @ffice of the Registry where 1 had it executed.
When it came to having it filed, however, ‘strange things started to hapgen' in
that, unlike when 1 took the corvesponding step in respect of my 2001 Petition
when they were immediately stamped *filed®, on this occasion the Registry staff
would net so stamp thes. when I insisted that they at least be stamped =%
having been ‘received’, this was dene, if very reluctantly.

although I thought no more about it at the time, when 1 came to coeplets the
next stage, events were to take a turn which really aiarmed me and gave me very
serious cause to wonder just what was going on in vespect of my petition.

in particular, the first firm indication I had that ‘something was awry! came
when I collected my mail fram the Mt Crosby Post Office on 24 MNovembsw 2004 when
I noticed there was some corvespandence for me from the High Couwrt in Ganberra.
Although my immediate response when [ cnllected it was to open it and see what
was in it, after second thoughts I concluded from its size that it would sost
likely contain documentation like all previous correspondence sent on this Basis
to mp had - ie. that the matter was to be dealt with under HCR 0.58 r.4(3) the
'wexatious litigation* provisions, and that if I wanted €o pursue the matter
further then I had %o fill in the form provided seeking leave to =0 gdo. After
much heartburn 1 concluded the only thing I could properly do was to rebturn it
te the High Court of éAustralia unopened, so after marking the envelope

*Improperly directed to addressee - Return to sendey?’

1 put it back in the mazil box outside the Post 0ffice for veturn to Canberra.

Further-like things atcurred later that day when I fronted at the Registry to
tave executed and then filed my “second stage' affidavit of service - to comnfivrm
that I had served the respondents and that I had also published the full text of
my Petition in both the Commorwealth and State Szrettes. The first thing the
counter clerk did when swecubing my affidavit uwas to strike out the number BEG
of 2004. When I asked in a very agitated manner why that was bring dore T was
advised that they had ‘been instructed frum Canberva to take that action’.

Upor being told this I promptly withdrew ay file copy of &y affidavit and
exhibits from her to prevent its execution and then demanded zn explanation from
the Deputy High Court Registrar based in Brisbane why this action was being
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taken. I was then mentionsd to a side counter adjacent, where a gent soon
appeared who indicated he was the ‘Registvy Director’ and enquived of ae what
the problem was. -1 outlined briefly what had occurved whereupon he then went
back inzide the Registry, presumably to check out with the relevant staff
members their view of things. Both he and the [/Registrar duly re-appeared
whereupen she advised me directly that 2 letter was being sent to me directly by
mail from Canberra which would explain what the basis for this action was.

When I indicated that such an approach was highly wracceptable insofar as I was
concerned, I was then advised that they had been further instructed from
Canberva not to accept any further documentation from me. That was ‘the last
straw’ so far as [ was concerned, whereupen 1 immediately indicated that I would
not zccept back, when groffered to me, the affidavit T had Jjust presented for
filing and then demanded that it and the exhibits to it be forwarded to Canherva
anywzy. I then walked away fros the counter and exited the building by the lift.

Having been 'primed? by that ‘exchange’, I was left with no optien but to
conclude that there were indeed some ‘highly improper thingz' now being done ‘by
thoze wha should know better’ in respect of my Petition and that further
*difficulties? could be expected in the ‘processing’ of ay Petition. That this
was 3 correct view of the situation 1 was soon to have confirmed when I received
a few days later from the Australian Government Selicitor on behalf of the
Electoral Officer for Gueansland a letter which indicated that they had been in
touch with the High Court Registry im Canberva ip respect of the ‘legal
standipg’ of the Petition I had served on that Respondent and had established
tfor sure’ what ! had suspected ie. that my Petition was being denlt by the
High Court of Australia as ‘vexatious litigation’ and accordingly theve was
nothing more they could do re zame.

A 'time was up! under-HCR 0.83 r.& for thé entry of appearances by aill
interested parties to my Fetition by the time I received that letter, I went in
to the Reqistry on the afternncn of 3 December 2004 and profferved it as an
opening gambit to asceriain if there had been any other appearvances entered, as
I had not received any formal Hetice of same. The advice I received was that
an atteapt had been sade by the State Crown Solicitor to enter appearance an
bebalf aof the First and Second pamed Respondents, but when the Repistry advised
that the matter was effectively %not proceeding’ documentation for those
appearances Was withdrawn. When I asked if theve were any others, I was advised
that there had been a couple but she could not recollect who they were.

Being none too impressed with that turn of events, I nevertheless opted to
proceed with ay endeavours so over the weekend following T eodified slightly -
to reflect accurately the situation as it had developed - the introductior to,
and otherwise completed, the affidavit in support and the Motice of Motion T had
heenn working on ever the intervering couple of weeks with a view to presenting
it for filing the folleowing Monday morning. gfter having it executed locally
and taken off the requisite copies for service and my files I presented it for
filing at the Registry late morning of & December 2005. Again the response I
drew did not impress me at all, being to the general effect that although my
documentation would be forwarded by the Brisbape Office to Eanberra...

'So far as the High Court of Australia is concerned, the acton Ne. B 66 of 2004
is no longer entered in sy namej that Hp. has been assigned to soseone elsej
There is no petition afoot under that number”.

Having hecome ‘acutely aware' by thic time that ‘something of the iike? could
well occur when I presented my documentation for filing, I had pyepared
teforehand a draft of 2 letter which I had in mind to send to the President of
the Senate o thring him up to speed’ on the ‘niceties of the nasties’ which
were now being perpetrated ‘elsewhere around the island’ in respect of my
challenge to the 2004 General Electien. With the details having by this time
‘firmed up?!, appropriate modifications were made to that draft to reflect what
had occurred, whereupan it was printed out copied and sent.

glthough I did not get - nor expected %o, as the Ehristmas recess was then about
to ‘"overtake everything’ - any immediate response, over tha following weeks, as
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the whole place 'slowly returned to life’, I not only followsd wp on that
correspondence but also extended it in other directions. Rather than go intao
detail here of all that has subsequently ensued, I refer you te “Attachment 77
appended hereto which gives the detail of all developments up to the time of my
presentation of this submission to this Parliamentary Losmittee.

ke same shall [ conclude this section by saying that while *the whole placef
ceems to be of the view that the 2004 General Electipn was carvied through
tippeccably corvectly’ and so may be properly %censigned %o history' - with the
a conseguence that ‘social interest' now rightly turms to the By-Election to be
held this coming weekend in the Division of Warriwa in Mew South Wales and that
it top will have been properly put ip seotien when the Speaker of the House
issued the writ whirch started that process — as I trust will be readily
apprehended when the documentation herewith is perused and the message contained
therein ‘sinks in’, it is by no eeans clear that that is indeed an acrurate
acsessment of the true legal situwation overall.

While no doubt it will come to sany &% ‘quite a shock! to vemslise that there is
even B ‘possibility? that such a state of affairs could come to pass, that this
is indeed the 'cold hard legal veality’ will be for most, surely, a notion that
truly is ‘quite out of this world’. %e that as it may, nevertheless, these
satters must be pursued - indeed, in my situation T now DEMAND that that not
only occurs but alse happens in a proper, forazl and “thoroughly legal® way
constitutionally FORTHWITH — and hopefully it pow will..

Apainst the backaground gprovided by the foregoing material - and with a view to
ensuring that Jjust that not only comes to pass but also does so ‘in very short
arder?, having due regqard for the thighly unsatisfactory’ responses which I have
consistently drawn for “the authorities' collectively to all of my endeavours to
date - it ceeas to me appropriate that I also now state the following points
very specificallys;

. You ALL mave a particular dubty of care to administer my complaints against
tghe system' correctly as a mabtter of law, given not only the circumstances
under which they came to be made but also the social importance of the matters
in icsue in thie instance which have given rise to themj

. You are ALL ‘Officers of the Crewn in right of the Commonwealbh of Australia?
and as such -are duty bound to serve the public faithfully in the discharge of
the duties of those Officesy

.- Your -Bffices requiveyou -#tt—to properly administer matters which come before
vou, howsoever that may occury :

. Fros what I can discern of what has pccurred since I first made rcontact
formally with the High Court of Australia in mid 1994 ~ with a view to having
*finally determined’ as matters of law by that Eourt, the matters which
initiatly brought me into the legal systea in Queensland in early 1994, pursuant
tn an action brought, and then conducted, against me, in ay view quite
improperly, under he Femily [ew Act 1975 - that has just not occurred; the
sequel to that tahject failure' on the part of all Courts of this land with
which I have become smbroiled over the years since, as I have tried to have
those matters properly determined as matters of law, is the action I have now
taken and in respect of which, sadly, I continue to draw effectively the sase
*tptally unacceptable’ responses;

. As a consequence I now take the whole matter up directly with your goocdselves,
a5 ‘Afficers of the Comspawezlth’ who are in a position to be able to take such
action as is necessary to properly resedy, legally, the present ‘aost
unsatisfactory situation' FROM EVERYONE'S PBINT OF VIEN;

. Having had these matters brought to your attention in this way - my aim in s0
doing bheing to have the requisite action taken to have this guite appalling
situation resadizd by proper and lawful means - IF you ALL do not now act in a
proapt and proper mannar, as properly befits your respective *nffices?, .to have
thiz situation remedied, then you too shall be in breach of your duties of your
offices by so acking. . P .
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ACCDRDINGLY I hereby serve notice on ALL MENMBERS OF THIS CORMITTEE that;

. IF, WITHIH SEVEM ¢7) DAYS DF THE RECEIPT OF THIS SUBMISSION it has not been
tagsessed’ and forsal advice given to ae in writing, to the oeneral effect that:

I am to be called before it at i¥s sittings in Brichane - to he held at the end
of March 2005, as I was advised when I made contact with it on 9 March 2005 - to
be guestioned on the matters vaised herein, thereby allowing me to establish,
tyeyy publicly?®, the veracity of amy cantentiops: and also that

All officers of the Brisbane and Canberra Dffices of the Registry of the High
Court of Australia who have been involwved in =any capacity in the ‘processing® of
my various applitcations veferred to above are alsp to be cazlled hefore it then
and at subsequent sittings in Canberra to be questioned on their role in these
praceedings and in the process to "give account of themselves’ as to their
justification of the stante they have seen fit to take to same over the years

- THERERY SETTING & PROCESS TN TRATIM WHWICH WILL ULTIMATELY ALLOW THE SERIES OF
TORTS WHICH HAVE BEEN FERPETRATED AGAINST MYBELF, AMONG MANY OTHERS,
UMCONSEIONABLY ANB OVER MANY YEARS RY THE COMMCOMWEALTH AUTHORITIER, AMONG
OTHERS, TG BE PROPERLY RENEDIED AT LAW - IT WILL BFE TAKEN THAT.YOU ALL ACERr)
THAT COLLECTIVELY YOif ARE ALL ACTIMG INCORRECTLY IM RESPECT OF THE DISCHARGE OF
YOUR OFFICIAL DUTIES;:

. IF, WITHIB & FURTHER SEVEN (7) DAYS OF THAT BATE, THE REDUISITE ACTION HAS MOT
BEEN TAKEM TO COMPLY COMPLETELY, IT WILL HE TAXEH THAT YDU ALL ACCEPT THAT YDU
AUST RESIGN FROM OFFICE OR BE SUMMARILY REMOVEDR FROM OFFICE BY FROPER AMB
MERUFKLAIE MEANS LEGALLY;

Az a concluding item ~ touchina briefly on why it is that I have seen fit to
take such & stance towards vour qoodszelves as 1 now have - I dvaw wour attention
to the endorsement put on all of my Cowrt decumentation. in the format indicated
in Form 57 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Quepnsland - which I uszed in v
previcus actions in that Court from 1996 onwards immediately I became aware of
that appraach and Before those Ruler were superseded by the UCP Rulps which
pstensibly came into force in that Court on 1 July 1999 - znd repeated below,
thereby indicating that this one also, like each of them, iz a ¢ul Z2» action.

*The Petitioner’s claims, and actior sought based thereon, are

as well for the Bueen as for hiaself, and are made with a view to
instituting formal process to vemedy long-standing defects in
respect of the manner in which the State and Commonwealth’s affairs
generally, but the political, legal and financial aspects therecf in
particular, are conducted?’.

& history of the developwent of this aperuwacn over the cepturies, firstly in
England and then in the LL.G.of A. ig given in the item appended hereto ss
*Attachment B’, this ites having been forwarded to me by the author of szame ip
the late 1990's, following 2 contazet I made with him after seeing an item "about
this approach on the Internsi.

fie is my woent, I shall await your response in due course with interest, and
particulavly so in this instance, giver tne nrture cf the matters in issue, the
action souaht keveby and what is 'at stake® for us all....

Tated this 18th day of March, 2005.

by order of:
RICHARD STEFPHEN GUNTER &

by:£§§2‘;zﬁiﬁahmumm"m

authorised sentative
Compiainant/Petitioner



