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Royal Commissioners Bourke, Walter, Hunter and Lovett
Yoorrook Justice Commission
34 Wellington St, Collingwood VIC 3066

enquiries@yoorrook.org.au

Friday 24 November 2023

Dear Commissioners,

Summons for Chief Justice of Australia and other High Court employees.

| attach a copy of my complaint today to Commissioner Allen of the Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission and to Racial Discrimination Commissioner
Croucher about the blockage of my injunction application to the High Court concerning the
criminalisation of ecocide.

| refer to the relevant supporting documentation already delivered to the Commission
earlier today in Evidence 6 of Robert Thorpe at pages 39-111 [Section 5: “Attachments”].

| refer the Commission to Evidence 2 of Robert Thorpe, 27.10.23 at pages 14-15 where he
outlined witnesses that ought be called to this Royal Commission and provided a copy of
the relevant summons at page 19-20 (excerpt reproduced on the following page).

You will see from my Request for Data and Info (also reproduced) that the Commission
would benefit from hearing the explanations of the three complaints officers and the deputy
registrar in question as a case study in discrimination and abuse of process.

Would Commissioners consider issuing summons to Stephen Gageler, Philippa Lynch,
Carolyn Rogers and Stuart Young to produce answers to my requests for data and info
and if the information is not supplied or only partially supplied their personal attendance be
required.

| would respectfully request to schedule an appointment with Commissioners to make
further submissions on the relevance of this matter to the Commission’s work program and
terms of reference.

Thanks.

Marji Thorpe


mailto:enquiries@yoorrook.org.au
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Inquiries Regulations 2015
S.R. No. 22/2015
Schedule 1—Forms

Schedule 1—Forms
FORM 1

NOTICE TO ATTEND AND/OR NOTICE TO PRODUCE
DOCUMENTS ETC TO A ROYAL COMMISSION

Regulation 11

TO: [insert name of person to whom notice is directed)
AT: [insert address]
A Royal Commission is being held into [insert details of the inquiry).

What you must do
You must*—
O produce the document/s or other thing/s specified below; or

O attend the Royal Commission and produce the document/s or other
thing/s specified below; or

C attend the Royal Commission to give evidence until excused; or

C attend the Royal Commission to give evidence until excused and
produce the document/s or other thing/s specified below.

* Select only one of the four options

Where you must *attend and/or *produce documents and/or things

[insert details of where and when (including date and time) a person must
attend, and/or insert details of where, when and how a person must produce
the documents and/or things)
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FROM: Marji Thorpe, complainant

TO

1. Complaints Officer One:

Chief Justice Gageler as Administrative Head of High Court (s 17, High Court Act)

2. Complaints Officer Two:

Chief Executive Officer Lynch, Clerk (ss 18, 19 High Court Act)

3. Complaints Officer Three:

Senior Registrar Rogers

Friday 24 November 2023

REQUEST FOR DATA, INFORMATION AND EXPLANATION

| refer to my letter to officers Gageler and Lynch this morning by email at 9.35am.

No response has been received as requested by close of business today.

| refer to an email at 2.20 pm from officer S Young which amounts to further victimisation in
the circumstances where Young is the very subject of my complaint. | note the earlier act
of victimisation when Young mistakenly— see 4.(ii), (iii) & (iv) below—referred my
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application for an injunction to get action towards criminalising ecocide to a judicial officer
for stamping “leave required”.

| refer to my written complaints today to Racial Discrimination Croucher and Equal
Opportunity Commissioner Allen (copies attached).

| refer to my request to the Royal Commission known as Yoorrook Justice Commission for
summonses to officers Gageler, Lynch, Rogers and Young (copy attached).

| refer to my notification (copy attached) to the National Anti-Corruption Commission (for
recommendations to amend the legislation to include the High Court within its jurisdiction)
and to Attorney-General Dreyfus and officers in AGD tasked with progressing the Judicial
Commission proposal (copy attached).

| refer to the Coalition Calling For A Royal Commission Into Conduct Of Officers Of High
Court Of Commonwealth Of Australia. https://crimesceneaustralia.com/coalition-calling-for-
a-royal-commission-into-high-court-registry-and-judicial-officers/

| refer to a possible application for leave to file and issue my injunction application (should
judicial officer Gleeson’s direction not be withdrawn or overruled by the Court after a
finding on Young’s mistakes— see 4.(ii), (iii) & (iv) below— or as a result of the complaint
resolution process or both).

REQUEST FOR DATA, INFORMATION AND EXPLANATION

1. High Court Annual Report by officer Lynch dated 8 November 2021.

(i) Are there more recent reports, possibly dated November 2022 and November 20237

(if) The most recent Annual Report of the High Court on the High Court website at https://
content.legislation.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2022-12/10-16aa030%20authorised.pdf is
dated 8 November 2021 and at “Part 4: The Work Of The Court” on page 22 states that
“the Full Court published seven judgments dealing with eight cases filed in the original
jurisdiction. Another three matters were determined without an oral hearing”. It also states
that “Some cases are remitted to another Court for trial”.

(iii) So there were only 11 cases accepted for filing? Plus how many other cases filed but
remitted to another court for trial. If “some” means at least three then it seems as few as
14 cases were accepted for filing.

(iv) Please confirm how many cases were accepted for filing in the original jurisdiction of
the court in 2020-1.
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(v) Please state how many cases were accepted for filing in the original jurisdiction of the
court in (a) 2021-2 and (b) 2022-3 and (c) 2023 to date.

(vi) Please state how many cases were not accepted for filing in the original jurisdiction of
the court in those same years 2020-1, 2021-2, 2022-3, 2023-date.

(vii) Of those lodgements not accepted for filing, how many were by self-represented
lodgers in those same years as in (vi)?

(viii) How many self-represented lodgements were accepted for filing and issue in those
same years as in (vi). Is the correct answer zero?

(ix) Of the unsuccessful self-represented lodgements, how many simply gave up and how
many were referred to a judicial officer for stamping not to be filed without leave in those
same years as in (vi)?

(x) Of the lodgements stamped not to be filed without leave, how many simply gave up and
how many applied for leave in those same years as in (vi)?

(xi) Of the leave applications in those same years as in (vi), how many were successful. Is
the correct answer zero?

(xii) The most recent Annual Report of the High Court on the High Court website at https://
content.legislation.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2022-12/10-16aa030%20authorised.pdf
dated 8 November 2021 and in “Part 2: Chief Justice’s Overview” at page 4, column 2.4
Chief Justice Kiel notes (with apparent satisfaction?) that “There was a decrease in the
number of unrepresented litigants seeking special leave to appeal, with such litigants
constituting 35 per cent of applicants, compared to 47 per cent in 2019-20".

(xiii) Was there pressure direct or indirect from any judicial officers to court employees to
decrease the number of unrepresented litigants seeking relief in the original jurisdiction of
the court in the same years as in (vi)?

(xiv) During that entire period of the same years as in (vi),

(a) did any of the self-represented lodgers attempt to complain to officers Rogers, Lynch
or Kiefel or Gageler? and

(b) were any of those complaints progressed above Senior Registrar Rogers to officer
Lynch? and

(c) were any that reached officer Lynch progressed above to Kiefel CJ or Gageler CJ?

2. Senior Registrar Rogers
(i) Of the lodgements in the original jurisdiction in the same years as in 1(vi), was officer
Rogers at all times the supervisor of employees dealing with lodgements by self-

represented lodgers? If not, who else was?

(ii) Were there any employees designated as dealing with lodgements from self-
represented lodgers as part of their duties in the same years as in 1(vi)?

(iif) What were there names?
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3. Deputy Registrar Stuart Young.

(i) On what date did officer Young begin responding to lodgements from self-represented
lodgers seeking relief in the original jurisdiction of the court?

(i) How many lodgers handled by officer Young made more than two lodgements (more
than one re-lodgment)?

(iii) How many lodgers handled by officer Young received the “leave required” stamp from
a judicial officer on their third lodgement (a re-re-lodgment)?

(iv) How many such lodgers successfully applied for leave? Is the correct answer zero.

(v) How many complaints have been made to officers Young and Rogers by lodgers
handled by Young?

(vi) Have judicial officers been aware of this process in 3(ii)-(v) and tacitly authorised its
continuance?

(vii) How many lodgements referred to a judicial officer by officer Young were NOT
stamped “leave required”? Is the correct answer zero?

4. Lodgement of Marji Thorpe

(i) Did Stuart Young know from the moment Marji Thorpe lodged her application for an

urgent interim ex parte interlocutory injunction that

(a) no such hearing would ever occur; and

(b) Mariji’s application would never be filed and issued; and

(c) Marji would be assisted to make three lodgements (re-lodgement and re-re-lodgment);
and

(d) then the file would be referred to a judicial officer who would stamp “leave required”?

(i) “verbatim” requirement—

(a) was officer Young mistaken when he stated that Marji’s first lodgement did not
reproduce the relevant part of the International Criminal Court Act verbatim?

(b) was officer Young again mistaken when he continued to require verbatim quoting again
on Marji’'s second lodgement?

(c) was the consequence of officer Young’s two mistakes that Marji’'s lodgements were
rejected and stamped “leave required”?

(iii) “source” requirement—

(a) what is officer Young referring to when he asks on two lodgements for “source” but the
url of the federal register of legislation? what does he mean by “source”?

(b) did officer Young himself know what “source” meant or was it suggested to him by
another or others?

(c) why did he not raise “source” at the first lodgement, especially as it seemed to emerge
in the two subsequent lodgements as a major issue of substantial compliance with the
Rules.
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(iv) "titles” of Marji/Marjorie and Chris Bowen—

(a) why did officer Young wait until after the second lodgement to raise these trivial matters
which were obvious on the face of the documents at the first lodgement when he was
raising several other trivial matters on the face of the documents?

(b) the simple answer to these title queries (obvious that Marji/Marjorie same person,
obvious that politician Chris Bowen actually wants and prefers to be referred to as plain
Chris Bowen) had no effect on Young because that was not the point, the point was to
find more trivial “reasons” to reject Marji’s lodgements was it not?

5. ”Clerk” Lynch.

(i) Did officers Rogers and/or Young not forward Marji’s letters addressed to officer Lynch
to officer Lynch?

(i) Did officer Lynch opt not to carry out duties as complaints officer when complaint was
obviously being made about Young and Rogers?

(iii) Has officer Lynch ever responded to any complaints ever by anyone?

(iv) Can officer Lynch provide any information as to how it was that the High Court was
excluded from the jurisdiction of the National Anti-Corruption Commission— and was
officer Lynch involved in or aware of lobbying of key politicians including Attorney-General
Dreyfus to ensure this result?

6. “Administrator” Gageler

(i) Did officers Roger and/or Lynch and/or Young not forward Mariji’s letters addressed to
officer Gageler to officer Gageler?

(i) Did officer Gageler opt not to carry out duties as senior complaints officer in the
circumstances?

(iii) Does s 17 of the High Court Act mean that officers Young and Rogers are wrong to
warn Marji off complaining to officer Gageler and seeking data and info from officer
Gageler.

(iv) Would there be a formalised complaints process if there was a Judicial Commission?

(v) Would there be a formalised complaints process if the High Court was subject to the
jurisdiction of the Ombudsman and the National Anti-Corruption Commission?

(vi) Would there also be a more honest and ethical approach to what judicial officers
clearly see as a problem of self-represented applicants for relief in the original jurisdiction
of the Court?

(vii) Is it not scandalous that only a Royal Commission into the conduct of officers of the
Court can get straight answers and a change of culture at the peak court of
Commonwealth of Australia?
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Marji Thorpe

marjinoolert@gmail.com

A copy of this letter appears in my complaints to Racial Discrimination Commissioner
Croucher and Equal Opportunity Commissioner Allen also copied to Yoorrook Justice
Commission, NACC, AG Dreyfus and AGD Judicial Commission section.
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