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I, Uncle Robbie Thorpe, Truth-Teller Fire-Keeper and Elder, of Camp Sovereignty, “Kings
Domain” near “Government House” and Shrine of Remembrance, affirm:

1. Rule 9.07(2) of the Supreme Court (General Civil Procedure) Rules requires that this affidavit
shows “the interest” of the Attorney-General of Australia and the Prosecutor of the International
Criminal Court in the proceeding “or the question to be determined as between” them “and any
party to the proceeding”.

2.1 refer to the questions set out in my application filed 27 April 2025 including the attachment
dated 20 March 2025 which demonstrate the interest of both of them in the proceedings.

3. In this context does the Attorney-General of Australia has criminal responsibility:
(1) for the current ongoing Aboriginal Genocide here? (i e is the A-G a perpetrator?)

(i) to stop, prevent and punish perpetrators of Aboriginal Genocide here by referring them to the
Prosecutor of the International Criminal Court?

(ii1) for being “unwilling and unable” to investigate and prosecute perpetrators of the current
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4. Further, in this context does the Attorney-General has legally enforceable non-criminal
responsibilities (such as civil laws of negligence and duty of care) as in (i)(ii)(iii) above on criminal
responsibility?

5. Moreover, there is a clear “interest” here via the role and responsibility of the people of so-called
Australia, their elected representatives and the executive government and judicial arm of
government all of whom the Attorney-General speaks for, and to, on behalf of so-called Australia in
legal proceedings involving the entity “Commonwealth of Australia”.

6. The Prosecutor of the International Criminal Court has been served with all documents in these
proceedings to date either by registered post or by email and must now be aware that so-called
Australia is “unwilling and unable” to investigate and prosecute the current ongoing Aboriginal
Genocide such that the office of the prosecutor now has jurisdiction here to arrest perpetrators here
whatever their official position and regardless of any claimed immunity under domestic law or any
other international law.

7.1t may be that the United Nations organisation including the International Court of Justice and the
member states, especially the states who signed the statute of the International Criminal Court,
ought also be joined on the related issue of their power to refer so-called Australia to the
International Court of Justice (e.g. in the absence of a treaty, is all land here Aboriginal Land and is
the only true governing law Our Aboriginal Law?) and to refer residents here to the International
Criminal Court for arrest and prosecution.
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