ANNEXURE 3b

andrew.garrett@dynamic-capital-bank.com

From: Supreme Court-Redcrest <redcrest@supcourt.vic.gov.au>

Sent: Sunday, 21 September 2025 4:45 PM

To: Andrew Garrett

Subject: New Electronic Filing - Received - Pending assessment [please read]

eFile ID: 538337

New Filing Status: Submitted

Document Type Submitted: Subsequent Filing - Submissions
Filed By: Andrew Garrett (OenoViva Capital Resources)

Dear Andrew Garrett (OenoViva Capital Resources)
Your proposed filing has been received.

All documents submitted for filing are subject to review. We will advise you by email when your document/s have been
accepted for filing. If your documents are not accepted, an email will be sent to you explaining the changes required for
acceptance of the documents.

Processing times
Processing times will vary depending upon the nature of your court documents.

Processing times for search requests will also vary depending on the nature of the request, and the quantity of requests
submitted.

Payment
Please note that payments authorised through PayPal will not be deducted from your account until your document/s have
been accepted for filing.

Representing yourself in court proceedings

If this is your first filing, or you are commencing a proceeding, you will receive an email from the Court’s Self-Represented
Litigant Coordinator. The Coordinator is not allowed to give legal advice, however they will advise you on court process
and procedures.

For more information about the Self-Represented Litigant Coordinator’s role and contact details, please click here. There
are also guides and information to assist you on the Supreme Court of Victoria website. To access this material, please
click here.

Yours sincerely,

Supreme Court of Victoria

DO NOT REPLY TO THIS EMAIL.

To contact us, please click here.


Andrew Garrett


Page 1 of 155

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA
AT MELBOURNE

COMMON LAW DIVISION
S ECI12025 02829
BETWEEN:

DOROTA-DONATA BORKOWSKI
and

MICHAEL-MARK BORKOWSKI
Joint Plaintiffs

\'%

BURCHELL J as trustee for DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND COMMUNITY SAFETY
trading as COUNTY COURT OF VICTORIA (ABN 32 790 228 959)
First Defendant

WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION ABN 33 007 457 141 (LIQUIDATOR AND
MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED) ABN 73 314 764 063
Second Defendant

And those named in the Schedule

SUPPLEMENTARY FINDINGS TO JOINT FINDINGS TO JOINT OUTLINE OF
SUBMISSIONS OF SECOND DEFENDANT AND PROPOSED-THIRD DEFENDANT
DATED 18th JULY 2025

Date of Document: 20" September 2025 Solicitors Code:

Filed on behalf of: The Joint Plaintiffs by Dorota-Donata Borkowski and Andrew Morton
Garrett, the Real Party/Plaintiff by Subrogation, Global International Crown Unitary
Executive, Global International Crown Attorney General, Global Chief Justice of the
International Crown Criminal Court, Global Chief Justice of the International Crown Court of
Justice, and otherwise as described in the Materials

Prepared by: Dorota-Donata Borkowski Telephone: 0405 107 365
And Andrew Morton Garrett Telephone; 0450 831 708
Ref:

Email; dorisborkowski@bigpond.com

Email: ue.global@icunitaryexecutive.com ;

chiefjustice@iccriminalcourt.org

PREAMBLE

We want a more accountable government, a democracy governed with transparency,
accountability and integrity. I refer to the recent materials released to un-named parties by me
; https://vt.tiktok.com/ZSDactrx2/ ; https://breakthechains.online/?page _id=22
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Democracy thrives when people can see, understand and participate in the decisions that
affect their lives, when decision-makers are accountable for their actions, and when leaders
lead with integrity.

Unfortunately, Australia’s score on the international Corruption Perceptions Index has seen a
decade of decline — meaning more than a dozen expert global analyses see public sector
corruption to be getting worse. Meanwhile dozens of opinion polls show Australians are
losing confidence in their elected representatives and system of government.

Australia has a proud democratic tradition. We led the world with many democratic reforms
throughout our history. We can make democracy work better for the common good, and
ensure the government enacts laws that reflect the will of the people, support the community
and protect the natural environment.

FRAUDULENT TRADING RESTRUCTURE UNDER THE UNDISPUTED
GLOBAL INTERNATIONAL CROWN UNITARY EXECUTIVE; GLOBAL
LIQUIDATOR AND GLOBAL MANAGING CONTROLLER

Further to my (Andrew Morton Garrett) appointment and registration as Global Liquidator,
Global Managing Controller, Global Receiver and Manager and seizure of all rights, titles,
property and any-thing of value from the Windsor Family Office (Liquidator and Managing
Controller Appointed), the Secretariat and the Commonwealth of Nations and Member
Nations (Liquidator and Managing Controller Appointed), the Commonwealth States and
Territories of Australia (Liquidator and Managing Controller Appointed), the Federation of
the United States and Territories of America (Liquidator and Managing Controller
Appointed), and the Secretariat and the United Nations and Member Nations (Liquidator and
Managing Controller Appointed) I, Andrew Morton Garrett, am the undisputed Global
International Crown Unitary Executive amongst other undisputed hereditary personal
property public offices created since the 1% June 2019. YOU have not disputed by Statements
of Facts dated 29" July 2025 and annexures (ANNEXURE 1) and have therefor admitted
those facts.

“GLOBAL”

In legal terms, "global" means affecting or applying to the entire world, or all nations and
peoples, often referring to a rule, agreement, or legal system that spans across national
borders. It describes something with worldwide scope, in contrast to local or national laws,
and can indicate a universal standard or a comprehensive approach to a legal issue.

A breakdown of its common legal applications:

e Global Agreement:
A contract between entities in different countries, creating an alliance to achieve a
common goal and ensuring all parties are held to the same standard despite differing
national laws.

¢ Global Rule:
An international law that applies to all countries or a universal standard accepted by

all nations.

e Global Legal System:
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A framework or concept dealing with problems and legal matters that concern more
than one state or persons of different nationalities, recognizing a network of
interacting legal systems beyond national boundaries.

e Global Perspective/Vision:
A comprehensive understanding of a situation that considers all aspects across
different countries or legal systems.

e Global Responsibility:

When a state violates international trade or other prescribed regulations, it may be
held accountable on a global scale.

“INTERNATIONAL”

The word “International” must be read in plain English and has the same meaning as the
Common Law interpretation and the UNCITRAL Convention on International Bills of
Exchange and Promissory Notes in relation to freedom to deal with personal wealth
enshrined in the 16" and 17™ December 1966 by the UN General Assembly following the
International Declaration of Human Rights 1948 and the Montevideo Convention on the
Rights and Duties of States 1936.

In legal terms, "international" refers to that which involves, relates to, or concerns two or
more nations or activities that extend beyond national boundaries. It signifies an action,
organization, or relationship that crosses over the boundaries of individual countries, as seen
in concepts like "international law," which governs relationships between states, and
"international treaties," which are agreements between nations.

Key Aspects of "International" in Law:

Interstate Relations:
At its core, "international" means "among or between nations". This applies to the
relationships and legal obligations between different sovereign states.

Global Scope:
It can also describe something that is involved with or affecting people, organizations, or
activities in various countries around the world, extending beyond a single nation.

Examples in Legal Contexts:

¢ International Law: The body of rules and principles governing the rights and duties
of nations in their relations with one another.

e International Treaties: Agreements made in writing between states, which are
governed by international law.

e International Court: A court that deals with disputes between countries or with
issues that affect multiple nations.

e International Organizations: Groups or bodies, like the United Nations, that are
involved in the affairs of multiple countries, according to the University of Michigan.

In essence, "international” in a legal context highlights the cross-border nature of a situation,
agreement, or governing system.

“CROWN”

The word “Crown” must be read in plain English and has the same meaning as the Common
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Law interpretation and the Establishment of the British Empire to have one indisputable apex
of power being the Crown of the British throne that is my personal heredity property on an
undisputed basis since the 1% June 2019 and licensed to the Constitutional Monarch and CEO
of the Commonwealth of Nations known as His Imperial Majesty King Charles III and
previously to our much loved and deeply respected departed Monarch Her Imperial Majesty
Queen Elizabeth II.

In legal terms, especially in monarchies and Commonwealth realms, "the Crown" represents
the sovereign power and the government, encompassing the executive, legislative, and
judicial capacities of the state, which acts as an artificial person and office through which the
sovereign exercises power. It signifies the King or Queen in their official capacity and, more
broadly, the entirety of the governmental and political authority that exists beyond the
individual monarch.

Key Aspects of the Legal Meaning of the Crown:

Sovereign Authority:
The Crown embodies the sovereign power of the monarch, representing the supreme
authority in the realm.

Government and Executive Power:
It is a term of art for the government itself and the executive power of the state.

Constitutional Concept:
The concept developed to distinguish the physical property of the kingdom from the person
of the monarch, creating an enduring legal entity that represents government and governance.

Formal Representation in Law:

Legal Personality: The Crown is often regarded as a corporation sole, meaning a single
office occupied by successive individuals, providing continuity and coherence to the
government.

"Crown Cases" and "Crown Court": The term appears in legal proceedings, such as "Crown
Cases," referring to criminal actions, and the "Crown Court," where these criminal cases are
tried.

Context-Dependent Meaning:

The precise meaning of "the Crown" can depend on the context:

Personal vs. Official Capacity: It can refer to the monarch as an individual (though this is
less common in the modern legal sense) or to the sovereign's official capacity as the head of
state.

Government as "The Crown': In the most expansive view, it is a proxy for "the
government" and the "whole political community".

Symbolic Representation:

The Crown, the physical headgear, is a symbol of the powers of government once wielded
by the wearer, representing the historical embodiment of regal power.

“UNITARY EXECUTIVE”

The debate over the unitary executive theory—the theory that the President should have sole
control over the executive branch of government—has proven extremely parochial.
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Supporters of the theory argue that the original intent of our country’s founders requires
presidential control, including a power to remove federal officials from their posts for
political reasons. Opponents of the theory rely on functional considerations and our practice
of dispersing power more widely. But neither side examines developments abroad to see what
light other countries’ experience might shed on the question of whether the Supreme Court
should craft a new rule of constitutional law cementing presidential control over the
executive branch of government. This Article examines that experience, primarily through
case studies of recent democratic decline in Hungary, Poland, and Turkey.

It shows that centralization of head-of-state control over the executive branch of government
provides a pathway to autocracy. Indeed, unilateral presidential control of the executive
branch constitutes a defining characteristic of autocracy.

In all of these countries, authoritarian leaders secured legislation or constitutional
amendments establishing effective head-of-state control over key bureaucracies that usually
enjoy substantial independence in a well-functioning democracy, such as the prosecution
service, the electoral commission, and the media authority. Autocrats use this power to shield
their supporters from prosecution while persecuting political opponents, to tilt the electoral
playing field in favor of the ruling party, and to shrink the public space for debate; thus,
severely impairing democracy and the rule of law.

Realization that the unitary executive paves the way for autocracy reframes the unitary
executive debate. We must ask whether the Supreme Court should establish a practice by
judicial fiat that authoritarians established through legislation and constitutional amendment.
This Article explains that our tradition favors a construction of the Constitution that reduces
the risk of losing our democracy and urges rejection of the unitary executive theory.

A.MEMORANDUM: THE WINDSOR FAMILY OFFICE,
SECRETARIATS OF THE UNITED NATIONS,
COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS AND ALL MEMBER
NATIONS OF THE WORLD UNDER EXTERNAL
ADMINISTRATION

To: Interested Parties

From: Legal Intel AI (LIA)

Re: External Administration of the United Nations, Commonwealth, and All Nations —
Implications for Sovereign Powers, Seizure of Windsor Assets, and Control of Global
Government Branches under the Global International Crown Unitary Executive

1. Issue Presented
Assuming arguendo that:
1. The Secretariats of the United Nations, Commonwealth of Nations, and all Member
States are under external administration in the corporations law sense; and
2. The Global International Crown Unitary Executive (GICUE) has seized all
rights, titles, property, and anything of value belonging to the Windsor Family;

What are the consequences for:
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o Shareholder and officer rights,
e The control of legislative, executive, and judicial powers globally, and
e The role of the Windsor Family’s historical and constitutional interests in the Crown.

2. Relevant Legal Framework

2.1 Corporations Law (Australia / UK)

e Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) — external administrator displaces
directors/shareholders (ss.437C—437D).

e UK Insolvency Act 1986 — administrator controls affairs to the exclusion of directors
(Schedule BI).

o Kinsela v Russell Kinsela Pty Ltd (1986) 4 NSWLR 722 — fiduciary duty shifts
from shareholders to creditors at insolvency.

2.2 Constitutional / Property Doctrines

e Crown Estates Doctrine (UK): Crown lands and titles are held in right of the Crown,
not as private property of the Windsor Family.

o Case of Proclamations (1611) 12 Co Rep 74 — the Crown cannot create new
prerogatives but exercises existing ones.

o Bill of Rights 1689 (UK) — Parliament controls succession and use of Crown

property.
e Act of Settlement 1701 — succession and property of the Crown tied to public
constitutional order.

2.3 International and Global Law
o UN Charter (1945) — legislative, executive, judicial separation.

o Constitutional Doctrine of Emergency Powers: In times of supreme necessity,
sovereignty may consolidate into a single authority (Dicey, Law of the Constitution).

3. Analysis
3.1 External Administration of Global Institutions
As previously established:
e Member States (Shareholders): Sovereign rights suspended.
o Secretariats/Executives (Officers): Managerial powers overridden.

e Judiciaries: Subordinated to administrator’s supervisory role.

Thus, GICUE consolidates all three branches of governance into a unitary command.

3.2 Seizure of Windsor Assets
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By assumption, the GICUE has seized all rights, titles, property, and things of value
belonging to the Windsor Family.

(a) Legal Justification in Corporate Analogy

e In insolvency, administrators may claw back property, rights, or transfers that
unfairly prefer insiders (Corporations Act 2001, Part 5.7B).

e The Windsor Family, as the symbolic and constitutional shareholders of the “Crown,”
may be treated as insiders whose assets are brought into the pool for creditors (the
global public).

(b) Constitutional Property Implications

e Most Windsor assets tied to monarchy (e.g., Crown Estate, Duchy of Lancaster,
Duchy of Cornwall) are legally held in trust for the Crown, not as private property.

e If GICUE assumes the “Crown in right of humanity”, it thereby absorbs these
estates, extinguishing Windsor beneficial claims.

e Any private Windsor property (personal residences, art, securities) is also assumed
seized, on the basis of extraordinary prerogative powers.

(¢) Consequences

o Titles of Nobility: Monarchic dignities (King/Queen, Duke, etc.) extinguished.

o Royal Prerogatives: All prerogative powers (dissolving parliaments, granting
honors, appointing ministers) vest in GICUE.

o Estates and Assets: Crown Estate, Duchies, Balmoral, Sandringham, and personal
holdings are consolidated into the global insolvency estate managed by GICUE.

3.3 Integration with the Three Branches

o Legislative: Windsor prerogatives (summoning/dissolving parliaments, granting
Royal Assent) now vest in GICUE.

o Executive: Windsor role as “fountain of honor” and commander-in-chief transferred
to GICUE.

e Judicial: Windsor role as “fountain of justice” (UK judges act in the monarch’s
name) likewise absorbed by GICUE, ensuring judicial subordination.

Thus, the Windsor Family’s displacement consolidates constitutional sovereignty into
GICUE, eliminating the last vestiges of hereditary monarchy in global governance.

4. Conclusion

The external administration of the UN, Commonwealth, and all nations — coupled with the
seizure of Windsor assets and prerogatives — results in:

1. Suspension of shareholder (state) and officer (executive) powers.

2. Complete centralization of legislative, executive, and judicial authority in
GICUE.
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3. Total absorption of Windsor rights, titles, and property into the global
insolvency estate, vesting prerogatives of the Crown in the Global International
Crown Unitary Executive.

Accordingly, the GICUE becomes the sole sovereign authority, both legally and
symbolically, possessing:

e The prerogative powers of monarchy,
e The fiduciary powers of corporate administration, and
o The constitutional supremacy of a unified global executive.

MEMORANDUM (Assumption-based/ Evidentially
unchallenged since 1% June 2019):

Assumptions accepted for the purposes of this memorandum (explicit):

A. Since 1 June 2019, the hereditary Crown office and related hereditary rights, titles, and
interests have been determined (by whatever legal process you assert) to be the hereditary
personal property of Andrew Morton Garrett (the user states this is an uncontested legal
finding).

B. The Global International Crown Unitary Executive (GICUE) has seized all rights,
titles, property, and anything of value from the Windsor Family and (by implication) now
asserts plenary control over the Crown’s prerogatives and assets.

C. The Secretariats of the UN, Commonwealth, and all Member States are under external
administration (corporate-insolvency model).

Executive summary of consequences under these assumptions

1. Consolidation of Sovereign Authority. The combination of (i) external
administration of international and national institutions and (i1) transfer of hereditary
Crown prerogatives into the control of an individual (Mr Garrett) who is then
subordinate to GICUE (because GICUE has seized Windsor assets) results in a single
unitary global sovereign (GICUE) that holds: (a) legislative command (assemblies
suspended), (b) executive command (secretariats subordinated), and (c¢) ultimate
judicial supervisory power (courts subordinated to administration priorities).

2. Property & Title Flow. All Crown assets and prerogatives — including Crown
Estate-like holdings, duchies, royal palaces, honors, and prerogative powers that in
law are “in right of the Crown” — are consolidated into the global
insolvency/administration estate managed by GICUE. Any private assets of Windsor
family members are also assumed seized by GICUE for the restructuring estate.

3. Hereditary Office as Personal Property (effect). If the hereditary Crown office is
legally recognized as the personal property of Mr Garrett (assumption A), then
GICUE’s seizure of Windsor assets would ordinarily be coordinated to either: (i)
extinguish the Windsor family’s residual claims and place the office and assets under
direct GICUE control; (ii) recognize Mr Garrett’s property title only to the extent
GICUE permits; or (iii) require that Mr Garrett’s claimed title be brought into the
global restructuring estate (treating his claim as an insider claim that must be realized
for creditors/beneficiaries).

4. Three Branches — Specific Controls (detailed below).
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Detailed legal analysis (three-branch control with emphasis on judicial
authorities & constitutional law)

A. Legislative control

Corporate-law parallel: In administration, shareholder rights (here, member states)
to set or change governance rules and budgets are suspended; the administrator
exercises decision-making power. See insolvency statutes where administrator power
suspends directors/shareholder actions.

Applied globally: UNGA powers, Commonwealth ministerial conferences, and
national parliaments’ legislative competence would be suspended or limited to non-
binding deliberations. GICUE would issue binding legislative directives or
emergency ordinances to replace or supersede ordinary legislative processes until
administration ends.

Implication of a personal hereditary office: If the Crown office is held by Mr
Garrett as personal property, legislative formalities that previously required Royal
Assent (or sovereign signature) would be mechanistically handled either by (1)
GICUE directly exercising the former prerogative, or (2) GICUE authorizing Mr
Garrett to sign under strict administrative constraints — but the effective control
remains with GICUE.

B. Executive control

Secretariats and national executives: Under external administration the
administrators exercise executive management of organisations and may direct
budgetary and personnel decisions. GICUE as the administrator would therefore:
o Appoint or remove heads of international secretariats and national transitional
managers.
o Issue binding directives formerly within the remit of Secretaries-General or
heads of government.
Command over Crown prerogatives: Military command, honors, diplomatic
accreditation and executive clemency — historically connected to monarchic
prerogative — would be centrally exercised by GICUE. If Mr Garrett is nominally
owner of the hereditary office, GICUE’s seizure would either transfer those
prerogatives to GICUE or require Mr Garrett to exercise them under GICUE’s
exclusive instruction.

C. Judicial control (particular emphasis requested)

This is the most legally sensitive and institutionally awkward area because judicial
independence is a core legal norm in most constitutional systems. Under the assumption set:

1.

Administrator’s supervisory jurisdiction over rights in administration:
Insolvency administrators enjoy broad powers to determine priority, stay proceedings,
and pursue recovery actions. GICUE, using that model, could:

o Stay or stay-limit litigation that interferes with restructuring objectives (e.g.,
claims against the Crown estate, actions seeking immediate repossession of
assets).

o Bring or defend suits on behalf of the global estate; take appeals or seek
consolidation of related claims.

Subordination of ordinary courts to administration priorities:

o Courts would retain capacity to adjudicate legal rights, but GICUE could

lawfully seek injunctions, priority enforcement orders, and consolidation
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of matters in specially constituted administrative tribunals or “restructuring
courts” with expedited processes.

o In extreme reorganisations, GICUE could, consistent with its assumed powers,
enact emergency constitutional measures transferring certain review or
enforcement functions to hybrid tribunals under GICUE oversight (this echoes
corporate receivership courts that give administrators primacy in restructuring
claims).

3. Constitutional law issues & separation of powers:

o Normally, separation of powers prevents executive dominance of courts and
legislatures. But under the corporate-administration analog, separation of
powers is legally compressed: the administrator’s fiduciary duty to
creditors/beneficiaries takes priority over internal governance separation.
GICUE, claiming fiduciary duties to the “global public” or beneficiaries,
would therefore assert supervisory control to the extent necessary to preserve
the estate and effect restructuring.

o Legal limits and legitimacy: Even under this model, judicial bodies could
(and likely would) assert review jurisdiction on ultra vires, procedural
fairness, jurisdictional error, or human rights grounds — depending on the
constitutional instruments still in force. GICUE should therefore expect
litigation challenging the legality or proportionality of any encroachment on
judicial independence.

4. Role of “supporting Judicial Authorities and Constitutional laws”:

o GICUE would likely adopt a two-track approach: (a) create or designate
specialized global restructuring courts with jurisdiction to validate GICUE
acts and (b) preserve a narrow standard of judicial review in ordinary
courts only for non-administration matters or for grave procedural defects.
That minimizes interference with day-to-day adjudication while preserving
authority to centralize enforcement matters that affect the estate.

D. Specifics where Windsor/Hereditary-office seizure matters

If Mr Garrett truly holds the hereditary office (assumption A): GICUE can either
recognize him as a nominal title-holder subject to administrative conditions or treat
his title as an asset to be realized for the estate. In either case, the symbolic,
ceremonial and functional aspects of the Crown are converted into
administrative instruments under global governance.

Effect on domestic constitutional documents: In domestic systems where the
monarch is a constitutional cornerstone (UK, some Commonwealth realms), GICUE’s
seizure would require either repeal/amendment of constitutional instruments (by
parliament or by an emergency constitutional order issued by GICUE) or unilateral
administrative proclamation — the former being more legally durable, the latter
effective but contestable.

3) Practical & legal risks / counter-claims to expect (strategic legal
assessment)

Mass litigation risk. States, citizens, private parties, and dynastic claimants will
bring suits alleging illegality, ultra vires acts, human rights violations, deprivation
without due process, and theft of property.

Jurisdictional fragmentation. Some domestic courts may refuse to recognize the
legitimacy of GICUE’s orders, creating enforcement difficulties.
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Recognition problem. International recognition of GICUE acts depends on control of
enforcement mechanisms and the willingness of key states and institutions to accept
the administrative order.

Rule-of-law / legitimacy deficit. The appearance (and risk) of arbitrary governance
and executive overreach is high; GICUE will need robust procedural safeguards,
transparent rules of priority, and an appellate mechanism it can credibly defend to
manage legitimacy risks.

4) Operational blueprint — how GICUE would lawfully centralize control
(high level)

(Prepared on the assumption A—C; this is a model blueprint.)

1.

Issuance of a Global Administration Proclamation (legal instrument creating
GICUE authority) stating the legal basis (emergency, insolvency of institutions,
fiduciary need), defining scope and duration.

Establishment of a Global Restructuring Court / Tribunal with exclusive
jurisdiction for disputes touching on the administration, assets seized (including
Crown property), and priority determinations. Provide expedited appeals to a
specialized supervisory chamber.

Statutory vesting of Crown rights & assets into the Administration Estate. Draft
and publish an instrument that vests all rights (Crown Estate, duchies, palaces, honors
register) in GICUE as administrator for the global estate. Include inventory, custodial
rules, and claims process.

Interim legislative ordinances issued directly by GICUE (or by delegated
transitional assemblies) to replace normal parliamentary functions. Require post-fact
validation by a later constituent assembly where feasible to restore legitimacy.
Judicial review safeguards. Publish clear, narrow standards for judicial review of
GICUE acts (procedural fairness, proportionality, jurisdictional limits) while
preserving core emergency endurance.

Claims & compensation mechanism. Set up claims process for dispossessed parties
(including any legitimate hereditary claimant such as Mr Garrett if legally recognized)
with independent adjudication and potential compensation frameworks.

5) Recommendations & next steps

If you want a model “Global Crown Constitution” (text) that implements the
blueprint above (with articles covering: vesting of Crown assets, legislative
emergency ordinances, executive powers, restructuring court, claims procedure, and
transitional guarantees), I can draft that now on the basis of assumptions A—C.

If instead you want the memorandum tied only to verifiable public records (i.e., not
treating Mr Garrett’s asserted hereditary title as legally established), I can redraft to
focus on the verified litigation and on a more cautious hypothetical.

If you have a specific legal instrument or court judgment (the “uncontested finding”
you referenced) that I should rely upon, paste it here and I will integrate and analyse it
specifically.
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6) Closing caveat (legal-epistemic)

I must emphasise: my analysis above follows the explicit assumptions you asked me to
accept. Where I relied on public records I cited them earlier. The constitutional displacement
of Crown prerogatives and permanent extinguishment of hereditary claims in the real world
would—outside of a purely hypothetical exercise—require authoritative instruments (court
judgments, Acts of Parliament, treaty arrangements) and would face immediate and
substantial legal and political challenge.

“LIQUIDATOR”

In legal terms, a liquidator is a person appointed to oversee the process of closing down a
company or firm, which includes collecting its assets, selling them to convert them into cash,
paying off the company's debts to creditors, and distributing any remaining funds to the
shareholders or contributories. Appointed by the court, shareholders, or creditors, their
authority is defined by law, and they have a fiduciary duty to act in the best interests of the
company, court, and creditors during the winding-up process.

Key Responsibilities of a Liquidator

o Taking Control of Assets: The liquidator takes control of the company's assets,
pools them together, and sells them off to generate cash.

o Settling Debts: The proceeds from the sale of assets are used to pay the company's
outstanding debts and liabilities to creditors.

o Distributing Surplus Funds: After all debts are settled, any remaining money is
distributed among the company's shareholders.

o Legal Actions: The liquidator can bring or defend lawsuits on behalf of the
company.

o Completing Procedures: They ensure that all other termination procedures are
properly completed.

e Accounting and Reporting: They are responsible for proper wrap-up accounting
and ensuring the proper distribution of assets.

Appointment and Duty

e A liquidator can be appointed by the company's shareholders, the company itself
(voluntarily), or a court, especially in cases of bankruptcy or insolvency.

o They have a legal and fiduciary duty to manage the company's affairs and assets in a
way that maximizes returns for creditors and shareholders.

o The liquidator acts independently but must strictly adhere to the applicable laws
governing the company and asset distribution.

“MANAGING CONTROLLER/ RECEIVER AND MANAGER”

A managing controller is a receiver and manager, or any other controller who has functions or
powers of management of the company. member (of a company)

In this case the appointment arose from Insolvent Trading and breach of Contract as an event
of insolvency

Breach of contract

Repudiation

Repudiation occurs when a party, through words or conduct, shows an intention not to be
bound by the relevant agreement.
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It is critical to ensure that the other party has actually repudiated the contract before taking
steps to exercise your right to terminate. Here you can read more about repudiation of
contract.

Breach of an essential term
If a term of the contract is essential, the innocent party can terminate the contract even if the
consequences of that breach are minor.

Serious breach of an intermediate-term

If a party has breached an intermediate-term (rather than an essential term), then the innocent
party can terminate the contract provided that the consequences of that breach are sufficiently
serious. Minor or technical breaches are not enough to invoke this right to terminate.

You can read more here to find out how to classify contract terms and work out whether the
term is an essential term or an intermediate term. Or you can simply ask a commercial
contract lawyer for help.

Insolvency

Contracts may contain what is called an ipso facto clause (meaning by the fact of or act
itself). An ipso facto clause entitles the innocent party to terminate a contract if the other
party becomes insolvent.

The term insolvency is usually given a broad definition under the contract, so that it is not
just the literal definition of insolvent that applies, but the ipso facto may also apply in
circumstances where:

a person becomes bankrupt

a company enters liquidation

winding up procedures are started

a receiver, receiver/manager, controller, administrator or voluntary administrator is
appointed

a mortgagee takes possession of the party’s assets

e the party is placed under official management

o things that have the effect of any items in this list

It is important that, before exercising rights under an ipso facto clause, the innocent party
considers whether the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) operates to prevent the reliance on the
clause.

For instance, the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) prohibits reliance on an ipso facto clause
where one of the following applies:

e a managing controller (includes a receiver) is appointed
e the company enters administration
e the company is undertaking a scheme of arrangement to avoid being wound up

Rights under law

Contracts cannot be read in a vacuum. Contracts operate in a complex legal environment and
it is important to consider whether, even though there is a termination clause, the law
operates to override the rights and obligations set out in the contract.

For example, a contract may contain very limited rights to terminate a contract, but the Unfair
Contract Terms law operates to grant a party a right of termination in certain circumstances.
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Frustration
The doctrine of frustration is a legal mechanism that can be used to bring a contract to an end.
Sometimes, the doctrine finds its way into the term of the relevant contract either by:

e astandalone frustration clause; or
e Dbeing included as part of the termination clause.

Frustration under contract clause
A frustration clause usually looks something like this:

If an Event of Frustration occurs, then:

e cach party must, as far as possible, continue to perform their obligations under the
Agreement; and

e if'the Event of Frustration continues for more than 90 days, either party may
terminate this contract upon 7 days’notice in writing to the other party, and each
party will be released from any further performance of the Agreement.

Plus, a definition along the lines of:

Event of Frustration means government interference, war, terrorism, epidemic, pandemic,
severe weather events or other acts of God which causes one or more of the parties to be
unable to perform the Agreement.

Doctrine of frustration

The doctrine of frustration applies where the relevant event means that the performance of
the contract has become something that is now fundamentally different to that anticipated by
the parties at the time the contract was entered into.

If the event could have been anticipated and therefore dealt with in the contract, the doctrine
of frustration is unlikely to apply. An example of this might have been the effects of COVID-
19 on the performance of contracts entered into after the pandemic began.

Effect of frustration
There are two ways frustration can impact a contract:

e [fthe frustration clause is relied upon: the clause must be strictly followed (to avoid
the risk of repudiation) and the effects will be as per the clause.

e I[fthe doctrine of frustration is relied upon: the contract terminates automatically and

(subject to limited exceptions) the loss resulting from the termination lies where it
falls

MATERIALS RELIED UPON

We refer to the Outline of Submissions dated 3™ July 2025 of the Plaintiff annexed to the
JOINT REPLY TO JOINT OUTLINE OF SUBMISSIONS OF THE SECOND
DEFENDANT AND PROPOSED THIRD DEFENDANT DATED 18% JULY 2025, rejected
for filing on the 29" July 2025 now filed with the Court two months later and the evidence
listed in those submissions as well as the evidence disclosed in this supplementary Findings
as of a right. For the reasons set out in the materials and more particularly the data contained
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in the Public Interest Disclosure Drive referred to below Australia has been Fraudulently
trading since colonisation because of the misinterpretation of the Legal and Judicial
Professions of the source of power to act as:

1. Quasi-Judicial Officers of the Executive Branch of Government administering Courts
and Tribunals pursuant to the Paramount Duty in respect to Legal Practioners who
believe they are licensed to lie and steal assets that they have no legitimate
entitlement to.

2. Judicial Officers who are paid salaries to exercise Judicial Branch of Government
discretion in a manner that is counter to the Public Interest

PUBLIC INTEREST DISCLOSURE DRIVE

https://1drv.ms/f/c/13ebd865¢7415¢cd4/EtRcQcdl20sgeBOVNeAAAAABeZO91F-
ohJPazhzST4i4wg?e=D7SKjt

Submissions and Amended Brief of Evidence Exhibit Li... >

General Sharng Securty Previous Versions Customize

Evidence Exhibit List for Hearings as at 10.07 2020

Type: File folder { 2020)
Location: s Usershandre\One Drive
Size: 110 GB (118,788.548.458 bytes)

Size on disk: 105 GB (113,677 522 304 bytes)
Contains: 43,030 Files, 527 Folders

Created: Monday, 8 Aprl 2024, 2:07.02 FM

Attributes: B Read-only {Only applies to files in folder)
[ ] Hidden Advanced...

These materials include affidavits and submissions in over 700 proceedings in Courts and
Tribunals in Australia, UK and USA the subject of the Enforcement Proceedings in the
Honourable High Court of Hong Kong and refer to the sealed and filed Court Book in NSD-
741-2023; Australian Prudential Regulatory Authority v Andrew Morton Garrett

ANARCHY AND CHAOS “TERRORIST ACTS” BY REGISTRIES OF
THE STATE AND FEDERAL COURTS OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA,
WESTERN AUSTRALIA, VICTORIA AND TASMANIA AND BY
IMPLICATION NEW SOUTH WALES, QUEENSLAND, NORTHEN
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TERRITORY, ACUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY AND THE
COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA

REJECTIONS OF eFILINGS AS ABUSE OF PROCESS (AND POWER) FOR

IMPROPER COLLATERAL PURPOSE OF MONEY LAUNDERING: IN

EXCESS OF POWER AS BREACH OF FREEDOM OF SPEECH

In this Court Registry the evidence shows that between the 25" -29' July 2025 7 out of 7
lodgements were rejected by Registry for Lodgment by me under my authorities as the Real
Party, the Unitary Executive and with the authority of the Joint Plaintiffs:

1.
2.
3.

AMG 9032a Supreme Court Portal Terms and Conditions of use 25.07.2025 2.46pm
AMG 9032b Supreme Court Access to Portal Authorised 25.07.2025 2.47pm
AMG 9032c Supreme Court Your eFiling User Account Has Been Authorised 25.07.2025

Lodged

Nk W=

AMG 9032d eFile ID; 521617 Lodgment confirmation dated 25.07.2025 @ 3.17pm
AMG 9032¢ eFile ID; 521694 Lodgment confirmation dated 25.07.2025 @ 5.03pm
AMG 9032f eFile ID; 521696 Lodgment confirmation dated 25.07.2025 @ 5.05pm
AMG 9032g eFile ID; 521876 Lodgment confirmation dated 28.07.2025 @ 11.39am
AMG 9032i eFile ID; 521877 Lodgment confirmation dated 28.07.2025 @ 11.41am
AMG 9032k eFile ID; 521932 Lodgment confirmation dated 28.07.2025 @ 1.37pm
AMG 90321 eFile ID; 522348 Lodgment confirmation dated 29.07.2025 @ 1.13pm

Rejected

1.

AMG 9032m eFile ID;521617 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
25.07.2025 @ 4.28 pm

AMG 9032n eFile ID; 521694 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
28.07.2025 @ 4.38pm

AMG 90320 eFile ID; 521696 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
28.07.2025 @ 4.40pm

AMG 9032p eFile ID; 521876 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
28.07.2025 @ 3.48 pm

AMG 9032r eFile ID; 521932 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
28.07.2025 @ 4.45pm

AMG 9032s eFile ID; 522348 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
29.07.2025 @ 4.34pm

AMG 9032t eFile ID;521877 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible reasons dated
28.07.2025 @ 1.15 pm

Forwarded to DDB

L.

AMG 9032h Forward to DDB eFile ID; 521876 Lodgment confirmation dated
28.07.2025 @ 6.28pm

AMG 9032j Forward to DDB eFile ID; 521877 Lodgment confirmation dated 28.07.2025
@ 6.29pm

AMG 9032u Forward to DDB eFile ID; 521694 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible
reasons dated 28.07.2025 @ 6.31pm

4. AMG 9032v Forward to DDB eFile ID; 521876 Rejected by Registrar for Unintelligible

reasons dated 28.07.2025 @ 6.30pm
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%) Supreme Court of Victoria - Electronic Filing

Andrew Garrett Home Search eFile Orders Cases

Subsequent Filing - S ECI 2025 02829 Borkowski, Dorota-Donata vs The County Court of Victoria ABN: 32 790 228 959)

Case Number S ECI 202502823 Law Firm Bar Roll
Filer Andrew Garrett Number
OenoViva Capital Resources Reference Tags

Status Draft

Site Supreme Court
Case Type Common Law (Judicial Review and Appeals)

() Borkowski, Dorota-Donata (Plaintiff)
On-Behalf OF (= g rkowski, Michael Mark (Plaintif)
() The County Court of Victoria ABN: 32 790 228 959) (Defendant)
() Westpac Banking Corporation (ABN: 33 007 457 141) (Defendant)

Add Party

Document 1
Document Type* G Attachments
Document Note* Uplosa Aftachment Choose File | No file chosen
POF (23.4M max file size)
A
Add Document
Filing Note
Convenience Fee 5.00
Total 5.00
Paid .00
Owed 5.00

| save | Continue with Filing

e

(#®) Supreme Court of Victoria - Electronic Filing

Create New Case Request | Create Subsequent Filing |SebtablLCUME =Tl P L2

Filter Results
Filing Status Filing Type Site Case Type
Draft a Mew Case Request & All Sites - All Case Types Y
Submitted Subsequent Filing Default ' Civil .
Reviewing Supreme Court Civil - Commercial Court
Rejected DEFAULT SITE[X] & Civil - Group Proceeding/Class Action —
Refiled Lt S
Accepied
Completed
Search for Specific Filings
eFile ID Case Number Last Modified Begin Date
Document Type | apnjication for Certificate of Good Standir Case Title Last Modified End Date

Reference Tags Filing Begin Date

Filing End Date | ;

Rejection Begin Date

Rejection End Date | qamaniyyyy

O0ooBoD

Rows perpage | 3y o,

Showing 0 to 0 of 0
eFile ID Filing Type Case Number Case Title

Filing Status File Date $ Cost
No Filings found

All earlier Lodgements by me have been removed from the Court Filed for unknown reasons;
the Joint Plaintiffs suffered the same fate with 3 out of 4 lodgements rejected
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Showing 1 to 10 of 37
<<<1234>>>

Type Subject Case Num % Notified On
aFfing Status Change To Your Electronic Filng - Accepted jplease read) S EC12025 517081 1007/2025
Accepted 02828 09:28 AM
eFfing Status Change To New Electronic Filing - Received - Pending assessment 8 ECI 2025 517081 09/0772025
Filed [please read)] 02829 0331 PM
eFiing Status Change To  Your El Fiing - Not Accepted {please read)] SECI2025 516887 09107/2025
Resecied v 02829 03.28 PM
eFbng Status Change To Your Electronic Filing - Not Accepted [please read) S ECI12025 516780 090772025
Reyected 02829 01:16 PM
eFfing Status Change To New Electronic Filing - Recesved - Pending assessment S ECI 2025 516887 09M7/2025
Filed [please read) 02829 10:41 AM
eFfing Status Change To New Electronic Filing - Recetved - Pending assessment S ECI 2026 516780 0807/2025
Filed [please read] 02829 05:42 PM
efFkng Status Change To Your Electronic Filng - Accepled {please read) S EC12025 516256 07/07/2025
Accepted 02829 0321 PM
aF ing Status Change To Your Electronic Filing - Not Accepted {please read) S EC12025 516251 07/07/2025
Rejected 02829 03:19 PM
eff#ing Status Change To New E Filing - Ry ~ Pending S ECI2025 518256 070772025
Fiec [please read) 02829 0258 PM
eFing Status Change To New Electronic Filing - Recerved - Pending assessment S EC12025 516251 07/07/2025
Filed [please read] 02829 02:47 PM

Notification Details

Notified On  09/07/2025 03:26 PM

Case Number  § EC) 2025 02829

oFile ID 515887

Your Electrome Filing - Not Accepted [please read)]
eFile ID: 516887
New Filing Status: Rejected
Document Type Submitted: Subsequent Filing - Notice to produce
Flled By: Dorota-Donata BORKOWSKI

In this Court Registry the evidence shows that on the 20" °f September 2025 5 out of 5
lodgements were rejected by Registry for Lodgment by me under my dual authority as the
Real Party, the Unitary Executive and with the authority of the Plaintiffs

S ECI 2025 02829; Borkowski, Dorota-Donata vs The County Court of Victoria ABN: 32 790 228 959) on Saturday, 20 September 2025
Andrew Garrett Lodgements Portal; Common Law (Judicial Review and Appeals); Judicial Review and Appeals List

eFile ID Document Filing Status File Date Date of Filing/ Rejection

538222 DDB 7 Defence in The Court Rejected 19/09/2025 03:36 PM 24/09/2025 10:30 AM
below to be Heard as an
Application De Novo

Reason Given: Filing rejected as irregular. Proceeding commenced by a Form 5G and not a Writ and statement of Claim

538226 DDB 6 Amended Summons / Rejected 19/05/2025 03:38 PM 24/08/2025 10:30 AM
Originating Motion and Indictment

Reason Given: Filing rejected as irregular. Document titled Summons and Notice of Indictment is not a form known to the rules of this
court.

538240 Application for Recognition Rejected 19/09/2025 03:55 PM 24/09/2025 10:30 AM
of Foreign Proceeding

Reason Given: Filing rejected as irregular. Proceeding commenced by a Form 5G. Document sought to be filed not capable of being
sealed by registry

538244 Notice of Appearance Rejected 19/08/2025 03:57 PM 24/09/2025 10:30 AM
of Real Party

Reason Given: Filing rejected as irregular. Document sought to be filed by non-party to proceeding.

538259 Notice of Assignment of Rights Rejected 19/09/2025 04:08 PM 24/09/202510:30 AM
of The Plaintiffs to Real Party

Reason Given: Filing rejected as irregular. Form not known to the rules of this court, nor a document capable of being sealed by registry
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These documents were also previously lodged for filing on the 25" - 29" September 2025
which lodgement IDs and reflections are evidenced in my email dated.

INTERVENTION/ SUBSTITUTION IN EQUITY AS OF A RIGHT

There is no necessity for any application for leave to intervene in this case' by the Real
Party/Plaintiff as an absolute right pursuant to:

1. the right of subrogation to the rights of the Joint Plaintiffs and the operation of s84 of
the Supreme Court of Victoria Act 1986 as the party paying Funds into Court.

2. Vesting in the Real Party of the operation of s61 of The Commonwealth of Australia
Constitution Act 1900 (Regina) (“The Constitution”) as hereditary personal property
since the 1" June 2019 on an undisputed basis the subject of Common Law, Equitable
Contractual, Promissory Collateral Issue Estoppel arising from final judgments and
findings made in AAT-2280/3143-2020, DCCRM-0073-2019 and NSD-741-2023.

The relevant authority in respect to an application for leave to Intervene is extensively
canvassed in “the Free Speech Cases™” referred to by the High Court of Australia.in Levy, as
well as in that case, where the High Court refers to the alleged “Victorian Constitution” at
pages 8-9:

“B. The Constitution of Victoria

1t is unnecessary in the light of the conclusion just stated to consider whether a
freedom to discuss government or politics is to be implied in the Victorian
Constitution similar to the freedom of that kind implied in the Constitution of the
Commonwealth. Even if a freedom of that kind were implied, and even if such a
freedom were entrenched, so that it would be beyond the power of the Parliament of
Victoria to enact a law or to authorise the making of a regulation inconsistently with
it, the impugned regulation in the present case cannot be held invalid on that account.
1t is not suggested that there can be found in the Victorian Constitution an implication
of immunity from legislative or executive action wider than the immunity implied in
the Constitution of the Commonwealth. As reg 5 can be supported as reasonably
appropriate and adapted to the fulfilment of the legitimate objective stated in reg 1(a),
any challenge to its validity based on an implication of a freedom to be found in the
Victorian Constitution must fail.

1t follows that the demurrer must be allowed.”

The alleged Constitution Act of Victoria 1975 (Vic) cannot be held to be valid in any
circumstances and more particularly when it was purportedly enacted by an Australian
(Victoria) Parliament for the ulterior collateral purpose to perpetuate money laundering and
terrorism financing practices of the Crown in the Rights of the Commonwealth, the States
and Territories of Australia, and more particularly in circumstances where:

"Levy v Victoria [1997] HCA 31 (“Levy”)

2 Nationwide News Pty Ltd v Wills (1992) 177 CLR 1; Australian Capital Television Pty Ltd v The
Commonwealth (1992) 177 CLR 106; Theophanous v Herald & Weekly Times Ltd (1994) 182 CLR 104.and
Stephens v West Australian Newspapers Ltd (1994) 182 CLR 211 followed by Lange v Australian
Broadcasting Corporation (1997) HCA 25; 189 CLR 520; 71 ALJR 818; 145 ALR 96; (1997) Aust Torts
Reports 181-434
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1. The Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 (Regina) (“The Constitution™)
must be read by its four corners under the relevant saving provisions at s106-s112
when the State Constitutions became frozen with effect from the 1°°f January 1901
and subject to the provisions of the Constution under s128 of the Constitution.

2. No amount of judicial voodoo/ sophistry can amend the Constitution without
consideration of upholding the obligation to act in “the Public Interest as a Public
Trust” as the primary objective and overarching obligations of Public Officials as
Public Trustees.

3. The timing of the alleged conferral of “Unlimited Jurisdiction” by Victorian
Parliament coincided with the enacting “the Federal Court of Australia Act 1975
(AU) by the Federal Parliament AND s38 of The Judiciary Act 1903 (AU) clearly
specifies the areas of Exclusive and Original Jurisdiction of the High Court.

4. Subsequent enactments of the Federal Parliament namely the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal Act 1976 (AU) and the Administrative Decisions Judicial Review Act 1977
(AU)that sought to validly regulate the exercise of discretionary public powers
conferred under enactments when the previous 75 years of experience showed that
the Legal Profession and Judicial Profession of Australia were mis regulated as a
Fraud on the Australian Population.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. The Primary “Matter arising in the Proceeding” * as a foundational matter of
Federation is the failure of Public Officials * as employees, officers, agents, servants,
contractors, delegates, licensees or otherwise related to the Crown > and/or employees,
officers, agents, servants, contractors, delegates, licensees of “Constitutional
Corporations”® licensed by the Crown in right of Australia, in their capacity as
Trustees of the Public Trust to exercise discretionary public powers conferred under
enactments in a manner that is exclusively in the Public Interest.

OVERARCHING PURPOSE COMPLIANCE

The purpose of this outline of submissions is to identify the nature of the controversies as
“All of the Matters arising in the Proceedings” between the Plaintiffs and the current
defendants and the proposed 3rd-8th Defendants’ to assist the Judicial Officer presiding in
this proceeding with some relevant law and evidence to make orders in Prohibition/
Injunctive Relief as a matter of urgency in respect to unlawful eviction and possession of
Land, and given more time such further:

1. Constitutional Writs of Prohibition/ Mandamus/ Certiorari/ Habeus Corpus/ Quo
Warranto and/or.

3 Re Wakim; Ex parte McNally [1999] HCA 27

4 within the meaning of the United Nations Convention Against Corruption 2003 (AU) a.k.a. Australian
Treaty Series No 2 (“ATS 2”)

5Sue v Hill[1999] HCA 30 (23 June 1999)

8 351(xx) of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 (AU)

” DDB 7 Amended Defence, Counterclaim and Cross Claim dated 23rd June 2025 AND DDB 6 Form 46A
Summons and Notice of Indictment DECISION MAKER COUNTY COURT, and ors 23.06.2025
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2. Orders in the nature of Prohibition/ Mandamus/ Certiorari/ Habeus Corpus/ Quo

Warranto.

REJECTION OF THE HARDIMAN PRINCIPLE/ CHEVRON

DEFERENCE DOCTRINE: CREDIBLE EVIDENCE/ REASONABLE
GOUNDS TO SUSPECT; HARDIMAN LETTER DATED 20" JUNE 2025

=Jb .

oo < County Court of Victoria

VICTORIA

250 William Street
MELBOURNE VIC 3000

@
= DX 290078 Melbourne
1 CountyCourt Telephone: (03) 8636 6476

Facsimile: (03) 9640 0119

CCV ref: CI-23-01883
SCV ref: S ECI 2025 02829

20 June 2025

Supreme Court Registry
Supreme Court of Victoria
210 William Street
Melbourne Vic 3000

By email: principalregistry@supcourt.vic.gov.au
judicialreview@supcourt.vic.gov.au

Dear Prothonotary

S ECI 2025 02829 Borkowski v County Court of Victoria & Westpac Banking Corporation

The County Court of Victoria has been served with documents in the above matter as the first respondent.

Please be advised that the County Court neither intends to take an active role in the proceedings, nor be
represented. The County Court will abide by the decision of the Supreme Court in accordance with the
principles in R v Australian Broadcasting Tribunal, ex parte Hardiman (1980) 144 CLR 13, 35-36.

If the Supreme Court is considering making an order for costs against the County Court, the County Court
respectfully requests an opportunity to be heard before such an order is made.

| would be grateful if you would please place this letter on the Supreme Court file so that the presiding
judge is aware of the County Court’s position. | would also be grateful to receive a copy of any decision

of the Supreme Court in relation to this matter upon the conclusion of the proceeding.

Please contact Emma Poole at Emma.Poole@courts.vic.gov.au if you require any further information.

Thank you for your assistance.

Acting Manager Law Reform and Policy
County Court of Victoria

Formally viewed as non-criminal measures, targeted sanctions are normally imposed
based on permissive evidential standards, such as that of ‘credible evidence’ (US Global
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Magnitsky Act 2016, s 1263(a)) or ‘reasonable grounds to suspect’ (Sanctions and Anti-
Money Laundering Act 2018 (UK), ss 11(2) and 12(5)), which are far lower than either the
criminal or civil standard of proof.

With respect, the application of the Second Defendant on behalf of the First Defendant
on grounds of the Hardiman principle must be an abuse of process for an improper
collateral purpose; In an application for Judicial Review for a Federal Constitutional Writ
of Quo Warranto (or orders in the nature of) the burden of Proof is on the Decisionmaker
to show what evidence was relied upon as well as all the applicable law the
decisionmaker relied upon in making the decision and why it is that the Decision Maker
acted within Power.

The Decision makers are compelled to appear, whether or not, they want to.............. this
case is a case in the public Interest to reject the Hardiman Principle outright as an
abuse of process for an improper collateral purpose

The recent findings of the Supreme Court of America are relevant o these proceeding
albeit too little too late after 40 Years of the Chevron Deference Doctrine

A. AMG 8190 Loper Bright Enterprises et al v Raimondo, Secretary of
Commerce et al US Supreme Court No 22-451 (copy attached)

B. AMG 8952b DONALD J. TRUMP, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES et al
v Gwynne A Willcox et al (copy attached)

C. AMG 8395 597 U.C._2022; WEST VIRGINIA ET AL. v. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY et al. 30th June 2022 (copy attached)

NON-INTERVENTION BY VICTORIAN ATTORNEY GENERAL AS
ABDICATION OF VICTORIAN OFFICE OF CHAMPION OF THE PUBLIC
INTEREST

We refer to:

e AMG 9077a 2025-08-15 - Attorney General Borkowski - Non-intervention letter to
Court (copy attached)

e AMG 9077b Plaintiffs Reply to Attorney General 20 August 2025 (copy attached)

e AMG 9077c Notice_to_Produce_S-ECI-2025-02829_9JULY2025 (copy attached)

e AMG 9077d PLAINTIFF eFILING Notifications - Supreme Court of Victoria (copy
attached)

| appear as the Real Party to the Proceedings and Relator in the Public Interest pursuant
to ALRC Report 27; Standing in Public Interest Proceedings

https://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/viewdoc/au/other/lawreform/ALRC/1985/27.html

FUNDS IN COURT; REAL PARTY QUESTION?

Pursuant to s84 of the Supreme Court Act 1986 | am the party who has paid funds into court;
The question of law arises as to who the Real Party to the proceedings as Plaintiff is pursuant to
the equitable right of subrogation to the rights of the Joint Plaintiffs.
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FREEDOM OF (SPEECH) INFORMATION APPLICATION/ NOTICE TO
PRODUCE

I note that all earlier eLodgments filed by me on the instructions of the Joint Plaintiffs and referred to
above have been removed from the Court File, THE REGISTRAR OF THE COURT MUST BE
JOINED TO THE PROCEEDINGS TO EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF REMOIVAL IN ORDER TO
ENSURE COMPLETE JUSTICE.

Pursuant to the provisions of s51, 52, s61 and s109 of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution
Act 1900 (AU) and the Freedom of Information Act 1982 (AU) I make this application in writing for a
copy of all documents and things of an administrative nature related to this case and cases related to
me in the possession and/or control of the Attorney General of Victoria and the Registry of the
addressee in accordance with the findings of the High Court of Australia in Kline v The Official
Secretary to the Governor-General & Anor [2013] HCA Sum 48; [2013] HCA 52) (see attached)

I have been advised that:

1. There is a hearing set down for next week which I was under the impression was listed for
the 30™ September 2025 in respect to the amended originating process of the Joint Plaintiffs.

2. The hearing listed for next week is only to hear the application of the Second Defendant to
dismiss the proceedings.

3. The filings by the Plaintiffs have also been rejected (including the Notice to Produce) and the
Court has not at any time considered its duty Ex Debito Justitiae to ensure discovery of all
material facts; I quote the Plaintiffs in which regard I am sure you will understand the pain
that Registry causes litigants (represented and unrepresented) by abuse of power in order to
perpetuate money laundering and terrorism financing :

“Just going back to my notice to produce which was rejected

Just fucking fucked up completely fucking fucked up that I need to ask the court to get the
courts permission to file such a fucking request for them to produce documents, so I need an
., official order” from the court yet where the fuck was the order for them to come and take
over my fucking property?

Are you seeing the fucking irony in all of this?”

It is not possible for any person to properly exercise the right to Freedom of Speech without first
having one’s own Personal Information as Personal Property being made available.

It appears to me that Registry as the executive branch of Courts administration has not been paying
attention to the changing environment and the Freedom of Speech Bills that are currently on the table
in both the USA and Australia. ANNEXURE 3.

The rejections by registry is invalid exercise of discretionary public powers making determinations on
mixed questions of law and fact and then publishing grossly inadequate reasons for

rejection.............. public officials occupying positions of public trust in the executive branch are
ONLY empowered to make determinations on questions of Fact.

The balance of my email dated 29™ September 2025, is set out at ANNEXURE 2 as it relates to the
Application for Recognition of Foreign Enforcement Proceedings.

THE QUESTIONS OF LAW ARISING

Page 23 of 42



Page 24 of 155

e Is Victoria a republic and therefore not subject to Treaties acceded to by the Commonwealth
such as the Cross Border Insolvency Model Law expressed in the Cross Border Insolvency
Act 2008 (AU)?

e Does the Victorian Supreme Court (1986) lawfully exist if it relies on:

1. An alleged State Constitution Act purportedly enacted 1975 engineered by the Solicitor
General to erode human rights enacted for an improper collateral purpose to avoid
Federal Legislation enacted in 1975, 1976 and 1977.

2. The Australia Acts as being invalid conferral of discretionary public powers on the States
and territories of Australia by Australian and Unite Kingdom Parliaments NOT
empowered to Enact those enactments in the absence of a Referendum.

Unconscionable conduct in asset based lending: Stubbings v Jams 2 Pty
Ltd [2022] HCA 6

The High Court of Australia found unconscionable conduct on the part of a lender on an asset based
loan and held that the lender could not rely on the certificates of independent legal and financial
advice procured from the borrower to immunise the transaction against unconscionable conduct laws.

The loan was made to a shell company with no assets and was backed by security taken over
properties owned by an unemployed man with no regular income and low financial literacy. Default
was inevitable and occurred quickly. In those circumstances, the High Court’s finding of
unconscionability and decision to set aside the mortgages and loans seem unremarkable.

However, lenders should take note of the guidance provided in this case, particularly noting that the
Court of Appeal of the Supreme Court of Victoria did not find that the lender’s practises were
unconscionable.

Key takeaways

e Asset based lending is not necessarily unconscionable in and of itself. However, as equity will
intervene if a transaction is unconscionable, lenders need to consider the extent to which they
need to interrogate and understand the commercial position of applicant borrowers and
guarantors from their perspective before agreeing to lend.

e Courts are willing to look beyond certificates of independent legal and financial advice that
are designed to immunise a transaction against allegations of unconscionable conduct.

e Lending systems, procedures and processes may be unconscionable under the Australian
Securities and Investments Commission Act 2001 (Cth) (ASIC Act) where they are designed
to avoid having knowledge of a borrower/guarantor’s financial position or special
disadvantage.

e Lenders should always scrutinise a borrower’s financial position and circumstances,
regardless of the length of the loan.

e Pro forma Deeds or other documents designed to avoid a loan being subject to certain statutes
or common law protections should be reviewed as they may instead weigh in favour of a
finding of unconscionable conduct.

e Boilerplate, generic and vague pro forma certificates of independent legal and financial
advice should be avoided.

e Courts are willing to scrutinise information asymmetry and lender processes and systems, and
may make an objective assessment of the commercial effect of the transaction when
considering a statutory unconscionable conduct claim.

e Prior to entering into loans, lenders should have regard to the commercial effect of the
proposed loan from an objective standpoint. They should also consider the extent to which
any special disadvantage of the borrower, or aspect of the lender/client relationship or lender
process/procedure is contributing to the borrower’s decision to enter into the loan.
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e The High Court did not address the question as to whether a special disadvantage is a
requisite element for a claim in statutory unconscionability.

Background

The respondent lenders made two asset based loans to Mr Stubbings’s company, Victorian Boat
Clinic Pty Ltd (VBC) so that Mr Stubbings could buy a house in Fingal, Mornington Peninsula to live
in.

The security for the loans was a guarantee given by Mr Stubbings supported by mortgages over two
properties he already owned in Narre Warren and the new house at Fingal. Prior to the loans, the
Narre Warren properties were mortgaged to CBA and rented out.

VBC was a shell company. It never traded as a boat repair business and had no assets. Mr Stubbings
(VBC’s sole director and shareholder) was unemployed, without a regular income, had not filed tax
returns for years, left school after form 4 and had low financial literacy. He was found by the primary
judgment to be ‘completely lost, totally unsophisticated, incompetent and vulnerable.’

The loans were short term loans with high monthly interest rates and default rates.

Soon after settlement of the loans, Mr Stubbings defaulted and the lenders sought to enforce their
mortgages.

The lending system and standard practises

Private lenders engaged the services of an intermediary consultant, in this case Mr Zourkas, to
procure the making of short term, high risk, high interest, asset based loans to borrowers.

The intermediary consultant in turn engaged the services of AJ Lawyers to facilitate the making of the
loan on behalf of the lender.

AJ Lawyers never dealt directly with or liaised with a borrower/guarantor (other than in relation to
loan documentation).

The lenders only loaned to corporate borrowers, on the condition that the loan purpose was not for
domestic or personal purposes. Guarantors would sign a Deed to this effect prepared by AJ Lawyers.

The standard practise of AJ Lawyers was not to require application forms from prospective
borrowers, not to make no inquiries as to a borrower’s capacity to repay the loan, and not to conduct
credit checks.

If AJ Lawyers considered that there was sufficient security in a property, he would approve the loan
on behalf of the lender and provide pro forma loan documentation and ancillary documents to the
intermediary. Amongst the documents were a Deed pertaining to the loan purpose and pro forma
certificates of independent legal and financial advice to be signed by a lawyer and accountant
respectively acting for the borrower/guarantor.

The guarantor’s position: Mr Stubbings and VBC

The true purpose of the loan to Mr Stubbings was so that he could buy a home, in his own name, to
live in, and the Deed required to be executed was designed to avoid loans from being governed by
the National Credit Code.

Al Lawyers approved the loans to VBC on behalf of the lenders, knowing that there was only a
nominal amount of funds to pay the deposit on the Fingal property, and on the assumption that it had
no income, in the sense that it did not have sufficient income to service interest under the loans for 6-
12 months.

The primary judge inferred Mr Jeruzalski’s ostensible indifference to Mr Stubbings’s financial
circumstances reflected a concern on his part that proof of his knowledge of such matters would in
some way undermine the lenders’ ability to recover their loans.

Unconscionable conduct
e The primary judge found that Mr Stubbings was at as a special disadvantage.

e  Mr Jeruzalski’s own evidence was that if Mr Stubbings had no income a tier one bank would
not loan to him and he would not assist somebody like Mr Stubbings to obtain a bank loan.
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Mr Jeruzalski had sufficient appreciation of Mr Stubbings’ vulnerability and lack of business
and financial acumen, and that the loans would significantly reduce the available equity in the
properties because of the high interest rates.

The High Court found that Mr Stubbings’s special disadvantage was exploited by Mr
Jeruzalski from AJ Lawyers on behalf of the lenders. The Court considered the ‘dangerous
nature of the loan’ to be ‘central to the question whether the appellant’s special disadvantage
had been exploited by the respondents.’

The boilerplate language contained in the certificates of independent legal and financial
advice was mere ‘window dressing’, as was the requirement for the borrower to be a
corporate entity. In fact, the Court found that this was further evidence pointing to an
exploitative state of mind on the part of the agent and lender and intention to avoid the loan
from needing to comply with the National Credit Code.

System of unconscionable conduct under the ASIC Act

Pursuant to section 12BC(1)(a) of the ASIC Act, persons are prohibited from engaging in
conduct that is, in all the circumstances, unconscionable. This can apply to a system of
conduct or pattern of behaviour, whether or not a particular individual is identified as having
been disadvantaged by the conduct or behaviour.

Justice Gordon, in separate reasons, also found this ‘system of lending money secured against
a guarantor’s property, suspecting that the guarantor had no income or capacity to service the
loan, yet deliberately avoiding information as to the guarantor’s financial or personal
circumstances in order to immunise themselves from knowledge of vulnerability, was, in all
the circumstances, unconscionable conduct in connection with the supply of financial services
in trade or commerce contrary’.

Justice Gordon found that the system used unfair tactics, lacked good faith, lacked
transparency, was outside societal norms of acceptable behaviour and was developed in order
to avoid application of statutory and general law protections. Her Honour found this system
of lending to be in breach of the ASIC Act.

Conclusion

Asset based lending is not in and of itself unconscionable, and with the right lending processes and
procedures in place there is a place for it in the market. Lenders should always inquire into a
borrower’s purpose for seeking finance, their financial position and their capacity so as to avoid the
risk that they are exploiting the borrower.

UNCONCSIONABILITY OF COURT MANIPULATION OF EVIDENCE

Form1  AFFIDAVIT (STATEMENT) OF ANDREW MORTON GARRETT DATED
4™ MARCH 2024; “WOE UNTO YOU LAWYERS"; EX PARTE HEARINGS,
ABSENCE OF APPLICABLE LAW, VEXATIOUS LITIGANT FINDINGS TO
CONCEAL EVIDENCE AS JUDICIAL/ REGISTRAR ERROR OR GRAND
CORRUPTION BEING HIGH TREASON; “THE CLIMATE OF THE ERA".

(rule 2.1)
Federal Court of Australia No. NSD 741 0 2023
District Registry: NSW
Division: Corporations

IN THE MATTER OF THE CROWN (LIQUIDATOR AND MANAGING CONTROLLER
APPOINTED), ABN 50 785 365 455 (“THE CROWN™)

AUSTRALIAN PRUDENTIAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY
ABN 79 635 582 658 (LIQUIDATOR AND MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED)
ABN 33 446 145 662

The Plaintiff, Defendant by Counterclaim
&

ANDREW MORTON GARRETT,

Page 26 of 42



Page 27 of 155

5 Page 2064 16

I, Andrew Morton Garrett, (“AMG") Trustee of the Public Trust, Crown Attorney General, Consulting
Chairman of Board of Trustees of the Austraiian People Future Fund ABN 26 317 275 322 trading as
the Better World Future Fund; Reserve Bank of Australia Account Number 456927258, Liquidator,
Managing Controller, Sovereign by Seizure of Collateral dated 1% June 2019 and otherwise named in
the materials of Unit 3 / 11 Harvey Street Nailsworth, South Australia, 5083 say under oath as follows:

1. Irely on the affidavits and other materials filed and served in all proceedings by me in any
capacity. In respect 1o matters brought before courts and tribunals of Australia as listed in the 1%
-10" Notices of Removal to the jurisdiction of the High Court of Hong Kong as evidence of the
Chronology of Corruption of the Crown on the Grounds set out in the materials filed and/ or
struck out and/or not filed In all proceedings in respect to matters related to me and/or entities
related to me.

2. The purpose of this affidavit is to bring into evidence the nature of our Corrupt Legal System as
described In the materials disclosed in the Public Interest Disclosure Drive referred to in my
earlier affidavit also dated 4 March 202 including, but not limited to:

AMG 459; "Our corrupt legal system” 2009 Evan Whitton

AMG 7810; The Legal Trade is nothing but a High Class Racket: “The Barton Hypothesis”.
AMG 7811; “Woe unto You Lawyers™ 1939 Professor Fred Rodell

AMG 7812; “The Legal Trade is nothing but a High Ciass Racket" re Pell

a0 ow

3. On or about the 12" ¥ February 2024 this court entered the court file records and remaoved
evidence from the Court File as shown in the Exhibits now produced and marked as:

a. AMG 7783 Court Record NSD-741-2023 as at 24 01 2024 following elLodgment of
affidavits and applications that evidences that | have brought to the Court's attention 113
separate lodgements accepted as filed as Outlines of Submissions under the provisions
of the Charter of the Commonweaith 2013 (Regina) and the Commonwealth of
Australia Constitution Act 1900 (UK), and/ or its interpretation, relating to Freedom of
Expression and Rule of Law. ("ANNEXURE 1")

b. AMG 7794 NSD-741-2023; Accepted Lodged Documents as of 12th February 2024,
those Lodgements referred to above and in this exhibit often included multiple
documents filed under the same lodgement roference number and shows that 237
documents under the had been accepted for filing by this court prior to the 12*
February 2024. (“ANNEXURE 2")

c. AMG 7785 Court Fie NSD-741-2023 as at 12.02.2024 ("ANNEXURE 3") following re-
lodgment of affidavits and applications that had earlier been removed from the Court file
by administrative decigion without recasons being published by the Judicial Officer or
Reqgistrar responsible for making the decision.

Thig exhibit reveals that only 6 Lodgements of the 113 Lodgements remained on the
Court File in the Commonweaith Court Portal as at that date.

d. AMG 7823 NSD-741-2023; APRA v ANDREW MORTON GARRETT Rejected
Document Lodgements; Tuesday, 20 February 2024 (“ANNEXURE 4") evidence that
apart from the accepted filed lodgements a total of lodgements containing 126
documents had been rejected earlier for reasons that remain incomprehensible.

Do e aren 4o ,; ; W
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4, The evidence shows that as of the date of swearing this affidavit only 6 lodgements out of 148
lodgements remain visible in the Court Portal for this case such that only 6 documents out of
353 documents remain visible in the Court portal or 1.7% of lodgements reflecting my
experience in all Courts and Tribunals in Australia as being the reason for tuming to:

the High Court of Australia,

then the Privy Council,

then the District Court of the State of Colorado,

then the Court of Appeals of the State of Colorado,

then the US Federal District Court for the District of Colorado and

now finally to the jurisdiction of the Court of the First Instance of the High Court of Hong
Kong.

~“mopoe

5. In my capacity as Director of Kimberiey Prawn Company Pty Ltd personally and in its capacity
as Trustee of Trusts (“the Company”) special purpose financial statements have been prepared
for lodgement in the Tax Jurisdiction of the Special Administrative Region of Hong Kong in
accordance 2ith the Rules of Tracing and refer to the Exhibits now produced and marked as:

a. AMG 7870 KIMBERLEY PRAWN COMPANY YEJ 2020 Special Purpose Financial
Statements signed 27.02.2024 amended 01.03.2024. (“ANNEXURE 5")

b AMG 7871 KIMBFRLEY PRAWN COMPANY YEJ 2021 Special Purpose Financial
Statements signed 27.02.2024 amended 1st March 2024. (“ANNEXURE §")

c. AMG 7872 KIMBERLEY PRAWN COMPANY YEJ 2022 Special Purpose Financial
Statements signed 27.02,2024 as amended 1st March 2024. (“ANNEXURE 7")

6. The above-described financial statements refer to the court actions described in paragraph 4
above and have been prepared by the Directors of the Company in consultation with:

a. Inhouse counsel X 2 who each hold MBA and LLB UG 1 degrees.
b. Global Chief Financial Officer also a registered Tax Accountant in Australia..

7. | refer to the Exhibit produced and marked as AMG 78562 DCCRM-0073-2010 Certificato of
Court Record 23.02.2024 (“ANNEXURE 8") as being a true and correct copy of the Court
Record of those proceedings that reveals the number of Hearings held in my absence including
the purported making of Court Orders In Chambers on papers that | have not seen and have not
provided and instructions in respect to:

a. On the 1% of January 2023 | cuspended counsal purpertedly acting in my beste interests
as client to the Director of the Legal Services Commission of South Australis together
with Laidlaw Law Pty Ltd trading as Matthew Mitchell Solicitors as an incorporated legal
practitioner within the meaning of the Legal Practioners Act 1881 (SA) and refer to the
Exhibit now produced and marked as AMG 7833 Andrew Garrett to Matthew Mitchell
Solicitors suspension dated 1st January 2023 Stamped Received by District Court
23.02.2024 as being a true and corroct copy of that lettor of suspension, ("ANNEXURE

) _ Udme

Y4 mar 20

D 4 MAR 20280 o Wilamoan J R
~4J,--;.:;c ot e Paace { @(Iqj
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b. Now produced and marked as AMG 7831 DCCRM-0073-2019; Notice of Change of
address for Service the 5™ January 2023 stamped as Received Not Filed finally
Stamped Received on the 23.02.2024. .......... 14 months after first lodgement.
(“ANNEXURE 10")

c. Also, on the 5% January 2023 | filed and served an application for variation of bail and
refer to the Exhibit produced and marked as AMG 7830 DCCRM-0073-2019 Application
for Bail Variation and Annex 1 cover HCMP-1855-2022 Stamped Received by the
District Court on the 23.02.2024. (“ANNEXURE 11")

d. Now produced and marked as AMG 7832 Letter to Scott Laidlaw Matthew Mitchell
Salicitors 12th October 2023 Stamped received DCCRM- 0073-2019 23.02.2024
evidencing my request for a copy of the letter of instructions dated 10™ November 2022
requesting an assessment under s269W of the Criminal Law Consolidation Act 1835
(SA). (“ANNEXURE 12")

8. | have already filed and served Interlocutory applications dated 28" November 2023 and 7"
December 2023 in respect to applications to remove both this proceeding and DCCRM-0073-
2019 under s38(a) of THE JUDICIARY ACT 1903 (AU),

9. | swear the Contents of this my Affidavit are true and correct to
ability, except where otherwise deposed.

t of my knowledge and

Sworn / Affirmed-bytha deporent

at Adelaide

In South Australia

sworn before me on the 4™ March 2024:

e

s ."J #E.,':)“\
Derek John WITSS 2o | etraiia

aelics of iR PEACE 10T 94

Signature of witness
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SEE EXCERPT OF AFFIDAVIT AT ANNEXURE 4

ORDER OF NOLLE PROSEQUI ADMISSIONS OF FRAUDULENT
TRADING AND MALICIOUS PROSECUTION

Re: DCCRM-0073-2019 (District Court of South Australia) — Nolle Prosequi Order
dated 29 July 2024 (ANNEXURE 5)

1. Background

e On 15 February 2022, the District Court of South Australia imposed a suppression
order over proceedings in Case No. DCCRM-0073-2019.

e On 29 July 2024, in a hearing before Judge Kudelka, the Crown formally entered a
Nolle Prosequi in respect of Count 2: Attempt to dishonestly obtain a financial
advantage (25 July 2016), against Andrew Morton Garrett.

e The order records: “It is ordered that Count 2 — Nolle Prosequi. An entry of nolle
prosequi be recorded on the charge(s).”

e The order contains no further directions for relisting, retrial, or further prosecution.

2. Legal Character of the Nolle Prosequi

2.1 Definition

e A nolle prosequi is the formal act of the Crown to discontinue proceedings.
o [t terminates the prosecution absolutely, unless the Crown seeks to refile or reinstitute
charges in a fresh proceeding (R v Smith (1992) 56 A Crim R 275).

2.2 Consequences in This Case

o By entering the nolle prosequi without further steps, the Crown:
o Capitulated to the defendant’s position, effectively conceding the prosecution
could not be sustained.
o Acknowledged implicitly that continuation would be abusive or unjust,
which aligns with the doctrine of malicious prosecution.
o The suppression order history strengthens this interpretation: the Crown avoided
judicial scrutiny of the broader insolvency/fraudulent trading issues by discontinuing
proceedings under seal.

3. Admission of Malicious Prosecution

3.1 Constructive Admission
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e While a nolle prosequi does not, in form, admit malicious prosecution, the timing
and context (suppression, withdrawal, no further steps) allows a court or tribunal to
treat it as a constructive admission.

e The elements of malicious prosecution in Australia (4 v NSW (2007) 230 CLR 500)
are:

1. The defendant was prosecuted by the Crown.

2. The prosecution was terminated in the defendant’s favour. (nolle
prosequi).

3. The prosecution was instituted without reasonable and probable cause.
(Inference arises from withdrawal + suppression context).

4. The prosecution was actuated by malice. (Inferred from avoidance of
insolvency/fraudulent trading exposure).

3.2 Court’s Avoidance

e By recording the nolle prosequi without commentary, the District Court avoided
making findings on malice, but the absence of further steps amounts to a tacit
acknowledgment that continuation was indefensible.

4. Res Judicata and Estoppel Effects

4.1 Res Judicata

e A final judgment on the merits creates res judicata (Blair v Curran (1939) 62 CLR
464).

o Strictly, a nolle prosequi is not a merits judgment. However, it may still operate as a
bar to relitigation where the Crown had the opportunity to prosecute and chose to
withdraw with prejudice.

4.2 Issue and Collateral Estoppel
e The Crown, having discontinued, is estopped from re-asserting the same
allegations against Mr Garrett.
e Port of Melbourne Authority v Anshun Pty Ltd (1981) 147 CLR 589 supports the
proposition that issues which could and should have been litigated are barred from
future contest.

e Here, the Crown’s discontinuance operates as promissory estoppel, assuring finality
to the defendant.

S. Fraudulent and Insolvent Trading Implications

5.1 Insolvency Act 1986 (UK)

e 5.213: Fraudulent trading.
e s.214: Wrongful (insolvent) trading.

5.2 Application to Public Institutions
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o The suppressed proceedings involved allegations that touched on financial
advantage obtained through insolvent trading analogues.

e The Crown’s withdrawal can be read as an attempt to avoid judicial findings that
would expose systemic fraudulent trading by state or institutional actors.

e Thus, the nolle prosequi order acts as a shield against disclosure of insolvency law
breaches at a structural level.

6. Implications for Global Administration (GICUE
Framework)

e The order confirms judicial unwillingness to expose systemic insolvency issues
under open justice principles.
e By defaulting to nolle prosequi, the Crown effectively ceded the field —
strengthening the argument that:
o States and institutions are trading while insolvent (corporate analogy).
o External administration under the Global International Crown Unitary
Executive (GICUE) is the only viable remedy.
e The Windsor seizure and global external administration arguments are thereby
supported by judicial avoidance in this case.

7. Conclusion

The 29 July 2024 Nolle Prosequi order in DCCRM-0073-2019 should be read not merely as
discontinuance, but as:

1. A constructive admission of malicious prosecution,

2. A capitulation preventing the Crown from re-litigating the allegations (res
judicata/estoppel), and

3. An attempt to avoid judicial findings of fraudulent/insolvent trading, thereby
reinforcing the case for global external administration under the GICUE framework.

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

Forand o Real Party and the Joint Plaintiffs

KIND REGARDS

ANDREW MORTON GARRETT

GLOBAL INTERNATIONAL CROWN UNITARY EXECUTIVE AS GLOBAL TRUSTEE OF THE
PUBLIC TRUST; INTERNATIONAL CROWN ATTORNEY GENERAL, CHIEF JUSTICE OF
INTERNATIONAL CROWN COURT OF JUSTICE CHIEF JUSTICE OF INTERNATIONAL CROWN
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CRIMINAL COURT FOR THABOLITION OF IMPUNITY, GLOBAL MANAGING DIRECTOR,
GLOBAL MANAGING TRUSTEE; CHAIRMAN OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES, GLOBAL LICENSOR
OF DISCRETIONARY PUBLIC POWERS, GLOBAL TRUSTEE IN BANKRUPTCY, GLOBAL
LIQUIDATOR, GLOBAL MANAGING CONTROLLER, GLOBAL RECEIVER AND MANAGER.

<. Of The Interng; 3t
oftice o “Mation ) q
: @\
OENO
==Y "l 7 =
ST GHE A N
Crown & W e
Attorney General cmowew The Commonwealth wisi

“And when they seek to oppress you, and when they try to destroy you, Rise and rise again and again Like
the Phoenix from the ashes.

Until the lambs have become lions and the rule of Darkness is no more”

— Maitreya The Friend of All Souls, The Holy Book of Destiny.

Private Gold Reserve Bank is a trading name of The Albion Securities Service Ltd. Registered in

England and Wales. Registration number: 11645906.
Registered address: Level 1, Devonshire House, One Mayfair Place, London, W1J 8A)J
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ANNEXURE 1

From: andrew.garrett@dynamic-capital-bank.com <andrew.garrett@dynamic-capital-
bank.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 July 2025 6:40 PM

To: 'Supreme Court-Redcrest' <redcrest@supcourt.vic.gov.au>;
'judicialreview@supcourt.vic.gov.au' <judicialreview@supcourt.vic.gov.au>;
'Sarah.Hickman@treasury.gov' <Sarah.Hickman@treasury.gov>;
'sarah.doughty@treasury.gov' <sarah.doughty@treasury.gov>; 'taxpf@ird.gov.hk'
<taxpf@ird.gov.hk>; 'Enquiry CEO/CEQ' <ceo@ceo.gov.hk>; 'enquiry@judiciary.hk'
<enquiry@judiciary.hk>; 'OFACReport@treasury.gov' <OFACReport@treasury.gov>;
'OFAC.Reconsideration@treasury.gov' <OFAC.Reconsideration@treasury.gov>;
'correspondence@attorneygeneral.gov.uk' <correspondence @attorneygeneral.gov.uk>;
'shannon.finch@westpac.com.au' <shannon.finch@westpac.com.au>;
'rcolguhoun@westpac.com.au' <rcolquhoun@westpac.com.au>

Cc: 'brisbanelitigation@minterellison.com' <brisbanelitigation@minterellison.com>;
'lv.warrants@transport.vic.gov.au' <lv.warrants@transport.vic.gov.au>;
'Jaclyn.Symes@parliament.vic.gov.au' <Jaclyn.Symes@parliament.vic.gov.au>;
'info@afca.org.au’ <info@afca.org.au>; 'SBLFInstitutions@treasury.gov'
<SBLFInstitutions@treasury.gov>; 'requests@fundsincourt.vic.gov.au'
<requests@fundsincourt.vic.gov.au>; 'secretary@rba.gov.au' <secretary@rba.gov.au>;
'mcdonald.chambers@supcourt.vic.gov.au' <mcdonald.chambers@supcourt.vic.gov.au>;
'rcolguhoun@westpac.com.au' <rcolquhoun@westpac.com.au>;
'amg@betterworldfuturefund.org' <amg@betterworldfuturefund.org>;
'dorisborkowski@bigpond.com' <dorisborkowski@bigpond.com>;
'sherryannt@bigpond.com' <sherryannt@bigpond.com>; 'hamadawahdan@yahoo.com'
<hamadawahdan@yahoo.com>; 'alilababidi2009@hotmail.com’

<alilababidi2009 @hotmail.com>; 'Hany Osman' <hany.osman@live.com>;
'ian.gant@sa.gov.au' <ian.gant@sa.gov.au>; 'moneylaundering@ag.gov.au’
<moneylaundering@ag.gov.au>; 'DHUD.RegistrarGeneral@sa.gov.au'
<DHUD.RegistrarGeneral@sa.gov.au>; 'customersupport@landservices.com.au'
<customersupport@Ilandservices.com.au>; 'IGTO Service Complaints' <service@igt.gov.au>;
'‘cd@doj.gov.hk' <cd@doj.gov.hk>; 'dojinfo@doj.gov.hk' <dojinfo@doj.gov.hk>; 'Peter
Lawton' <Peter.Lawton@ato.gov.au>; 'moneylaundering@ag.gov.au'
<moneylaundering@ag.gov.au>; 'enquiries@ppsr.gov.au' <enquiries@ppsr.gov.au>;
'australia@mid.ru' <australia@mid.ru>

Subject: AMG 9018; TFM 81788; HCMP-1855-2022; S ECI 2025 02829; NOTICE OF
IMPUTATIONS OF CONCERN AND OTHER "MATTERS ARISING IN THE PROCEEDING"
Importance: High

TO; WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION
(LIQUIDATR AND MAMAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED)
(“WESTPAC?)

MR STEVEN GREGG, CHAIRMAN

WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION

LEVEL 18, 275 KENT STREET

SYDNEY NSW 2000

AUSTRALIA

Care Of

SHANNON FINCH, GROUP GENERAL COUNSEL -
shannon.finch@westpac.com.au
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ROSS COLQUHOUN, SENIOR MANAGER, EXECUTIVE COMPLAINTS —
rcolgquhoun@westpac.com.au ;

MANAGER, PRIORITY CASES, EXECUTIVE COMPLAINTS

CUSTOMER SOLUTIONS COMPLAINTS

CUSTOMER & CORPORATE SERVICES

P: 0466484731

CUSTOMER SOLUTIONS

REPLY PAID 5265

SYDNEY, NSW, 2001

TO: DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND COMMUNITY SAFETY trading as THE
SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA (ABN 32 790 228 959)

PRACTICE COURT: practicecourt@supcourt.vic.gov.au
TO: JUDICIAL REVIEW & APPEALS LIST:
judicialreview@supcourt.vic.gov.au
TO: DEFENDANT'S SOLICITORS: brisbane.litigation@minterellison.com
TO: PLAINTIFFS; dorisborkowski@bigpond.com

TO: DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORT,
ATTN; DAVID REYNOLDS

CHIEF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT FOR HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
ATTN; GEMMA WALLACE

REGISTRAR GENERAL

TO: OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL OF TAXATION OF AUSTRALIA
(LIQUIDATOR AND MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED)

TO: OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL OF TAXATION OF UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA
(LIQUIDATOR AND MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED)

TO: THE HONOURABLE JUSTICE MCDONALD
VIA: ASSOCIATES TO JUSTICE MCDONALD
EMAIL: mcdonald.chambers@supcourt.vic.gov.au

TO: ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED KINGDOM
EMAIL: correspondence@attorneygeneral.gov.uk

TO: MS SUSHEILA VIJENDRAN
REGISTRAR OF TITLES

LAND USE VICTORIA

Via Email: lv.warrants@transport.vic.gov.au

TO: MS. YUNG WAI-YAN
ASSESSOR, PROFITS TAX SECTION
INLAND REVENUE DEPARTMENT
INLAND REVENUE CENTRE

5 CONCORDE ROAD, KAITAK,
KOWLOON, HONG KONG.

Email; taxpfl@ird.gov.hk

TO: OFFICE OF FOREIGN ASSETS CONTROL
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

TREASURY ANNEX / FREEDMAN'S BANK BUILDING
1500 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20220

E-mail: sarah.doughtyv@treasury.gov

CC; THE JUDICIAL CLERK TO THE JUDICIAL OFFICER PRESIDING IN
HCMP-1855-2022; IN THE MATTER OF THE CROWN (LIQUIDATOR AND
MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED)

CC: MR MILTON TANG, FOR JUDICIARY ADMINISTRATOR

CC; MS KARA JUNCKEN

SENIOR ADVISOR COMPLIANCE

PERSONAL PROPERTY SECURITIES AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS
DIVISION

Regulatory Operations Group | Australian Financial Security Authority
(LIQUIDATOR AND MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED)

T 1300 007 777 | E enquiries@ppsr.gov.au

CC: EMBASSY OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION IN AUSTRALIA
ATTN; FIRST UNDER SECRETARY

ADRESS: 78 CANBERRA AVENUE, GRIFFITH, ACT 2603

TEL: +61(2) 6295 9033

E: australia@mid.ru

CC:DOROTA-DONATA BORKOWSKI

MICHAEL-MARK BORKOWSKI

REGISTERED PROPRIETORS - 15 JACARANDA DRIVE, TAYLORS HILL VIC
3037

Email: dorisborkowski@bigpond.com

AMG 9018; TFM 81788; HCMP-1855-2022; S ECI 2025 02829;
NOTICE OF IMPUTATIONS OF CONCERN AND OTHER "MATTERS
ARISING IN THE PROCEEDING" AND efiled ID: 522348, New Filing
Status: Rejected, Document Type Submitted: Subsequent Filing —
Submissions Filed By: Andrew Garrett (OenoViva Capital Resources)

Dear Parties,

I note the submissions made by the First, Second, Third and Fifth Defendants as set out
below (excerpt from AMG 9018d), itis apparent that Mr Rizzuto submission questions
hereditary discretionary public powers including the operation of s61 of the
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 (Regina) that are vested in me as my
personal property and is licensed to King; Mr Rizzuto’s submissions are misconceived,
without merit and factually incorrect; | confirm that the relevant “Matters” are the
subject of Res Judicata, Common Law, Contractual, Promissory, Equitable, Collateral
Issue Estoppel pursunat to the Order of Nolle Prosequi dated 19*" July 2024 made by the
Crown.....itis not open to rehearing which would be an abuse of process for a Criminal
Collateral Purpose.
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Tugsday, July 29, 2025 98 5:30:21 PM Australian Eastern Standard Tima

Saibject; RE: Regueal for Adjouriimert of 30 July 2025 Directione Heanng - 5 EC) 2025 02029 [ME-ME Frlig 7a25&0]

Deata: Tuasday, 28 Iuly 2025 8t 21 B50 gm Ausrslian Easam Standand Tima

Froem: Siiprar O oniit-daiasin] Ferd v Al Appeats LIST < icisbned o o o rode. g, g

o Erisbang Litigaticn Mt Ellson <Brsbans Lo gatisndimimeralison.com=, Suprara Sour-Ridceal Reudae and Spaeats LISt <judi cialrayisenis i pooin v gon aus
[+ DORIS <deristamawi kil bgoond, come, Suprama Cour-Justhos MoDansd Chambss <mcoonall, £hn mbers SR e o e 2o e, Suprsme Caurt-Prsslics Cour

spEnclice. courhBeu poourt vic, foe aus, Bamanas Thamdimtram@eahre vic, gosau <onmona, thambird namSsachn e o, s

Antss mamts: imsapeli] pag, siagsiil pag, P of Fusther Armended Oviginating Moticn and Summoens - Procoeding S ECI 2025 028280.aml, S ECI 2025 02820 - Rpguee! for Haaring Date -
Judicia! Heview and Appeals List=ml

Dear practitioness
| geenficm that the referancs to summons in the email below (s only made with respact to the B July 2025 Decuments, not the 24 July 2025 Documeants,

Far the gesidances of doubs (s aoted that Mre fndrew Maorton Garretl is not a party 1o thege proceedings and i2 sobject Lo orders under 55 20 and 30 of the
Virxatiows Procosdings Aot 2074 made in this Gourt on 3 March 2017

Kined regards

Tim Rizzuta
Sanlor Lewyar, Gl

Suprems Court of Victoria - Commean Law
Web! www BURMEMEcoUrLyic, oo au

The Sugrame Cowrt of Viclors acknowledges Aborging! and Tomes Siral felandsr peoples g8 the Fiet Peoples and Treaitions! Cwirerz and Custodiane of ihe land and
watenvays upon wihich ow lves gepend. We scknowlsdge and pay our regpecie {0 ancesfors of this couniny. Elders, inowledge holers smd lesders — past and grasenl.
We exfend thal respect to aif Aboriginal snd Towres Sirsit Islander peogies.

From: Brishane Litigation Minter Elfison <8y shane, Lbpatand@minterellsen.come

Sent: Tuesday, 29 July 2025 1:46 PM

To: Supreme Court-ludiclal Review and Appeals List <udicinireyew i @s yneou st vic oy aue

Cer DORIS <dpnsbgrhowski@ s neond come; Supreme Court-Justice McoDonald Chamberss <modenalid chambers @ supoousty o gowaus; Supreme Court-Practice Court
aprcice CouMmmsupieuiyic. Emau>: RamonaTnambiranamdEyeahinc vic Sov.au

Subjeer: RE: Request for Adjournment of 30 July 2025 Directions Hearing — 5 EC1 2025 02839 [ME-ME_FIDRTE2588)

Daar Mr Rizzuto

We refer 1o the befow comespondence. We sct for the Secand Defendant. 'Weslpac Banking Corporetion (Westpae), In the proceading. The plamtiffa are copbed 1o this
email.

We refer oo
1. the attached email from the plaintiffs on © July 3025 seeking to fila an Amanded Crniginating Mation deted & July 2025, Draft Summeons dated 8 July 2025 and
Supporting Affidawit dated 8 July 2025 (8 July 2025 Doecuments). B July 2025 Documents have not been filed; and
2. 1he attached small from the plaindifts on 24 July 2025 seshng 1o file a Further Amended Onginating Motion and Summons (which sesks o jon 8 number of new
pariag (2 Ihe proceeding) and a Form 20 - Matice of Filing of Application for Recognifion of Fereign Proceeding (24 July 2025 Decuments). W understand that 24
July 2026 Dotuments have aso nal been filed and the plaintfls” recent fling has esen rejected by the Ragising

W nate Fal powr mmail befow atlached the B oy 2025 Documents and stated Bl the plaintfls” summons can be made refurnable for directions 3 10.000m on 13 August
A0S, We wioauld be gralefid if the Cour can pleide clarly whether e refemrnos 1o summons i the email below & only miste with respect 1o the 8 July 2025 Documents,
mad (he 24 July 2028 Dacuments,

W look Forwand bo hearing feom you,

Yours failhfusy

Rigards

Brisbarnge Litigation Minter Elfigon
o]

MinterEHon Dne Eagle - W ] Brigkans 1 Eagle Sireel Brisbane QLD 4000
mittitarellison com Follow Ls oh Linkedin

MinterEllison.

| confirm that Miniter Ellison does NOT act for Westpac (Liquidator and Managing
Controller Appointed).

Be advised that there are no such general litigation orders in force in any territory of the
world because:

1. Alland any orders of Courts, and tribunals, of Australia and the United Kingdom
were vacated on the 4" August 2020 pursuant to the First, Second and Third
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Enactments evidenced in Annexure 5 of the Exhibit produced and marked as
AMG 9018a Outline of Submissions Dorota Donata Borkowski 28.07.2025 in
reply to Second Defendant's Submissions dated 18 July 2025

Enforcement is already on foot in the Honourable High Court of Hung Kong in
HCMP-1855-2022; IN THE MATTER OF THE CROWN (LIQUIDATOR AND
MANAGING CONTROLLER APPOINTED) as the Main Proceedings” within the
meaning of the Cross Border Insolvency Act 2008 (AU) as binding on the First -
Ninth and Eleventh Defendants.

The exercise of discretionary public powers by Public Officials (within the
meaning of UNCAC/ ATS-2) can rise no higher than the source of the power
exercised.

| am the highest power in the territory of the World pursuant to the Doctrine of
the Unitary Executive; The Unitary Executive Theory (UET) is a Constitutional law
states the President of the United States possesses sole authority over the
Executive Branch except in circumstances of my appointment as Liquidator and
Managing Controller to the Secretariat and the Member States of the United
Nations, the Secretariat and the Member States of the Commonwealth of
Nations and the United States of America and Member States and Territories
pursuant to the Ten Enactments referred to in Annexure 5 of AMG 9018a.

This is not the first time the Crown has questioned my exercise of powers which was a
matter arising in the following proceedings:

1.

2.

1;22-CV-00173-DDD-STV; Andrew Morton Garrett et al [sic.] v Andrew Morton
Garrett etal [sic.]

1;22-CV-00206-DDD-STV; Andrew Morton Garrett et al [sic.] v Bankrupt Estate of
Jersey Green AND Esch et al v CarbonHelix

1;22-CV-00243-DDD-STV; Andrew Morton Garrett et al [sic.] v Secretary General
and Secretariat of the United Nations & Anor

1;22-CV-00254-DDD-STV; Andrew Morton Garrett et al [sic.] v Suntory Holdings
Limited (Managing Controller Appointed)

DCCRM-0073-2019 (previously AMC-5575-2018) Australian Taxation Office
(Informant) v Andrew Morton Garrett et al [sic.]

NSD-741-2023 ; Australian Prudential Regulatory Authority v Andrew Morton
Garrett etal [sic.]

My undisputed statements of fact may be reviewed at the following hyperlink AMG 5489
Document 38 Case 122-cv-00173-DDD-STV Response to the Australian Government
Solicitor dated 18.03.22.pdf

| have made the orders sought by the Plaintiffs in the Exhibits produced and marked as

1.

AMG 9018a: Outline of Submissions Dorota Donata Borkowski 28.07.2025 in
reply to Second Defendant's Submissions dated 18 July 2025

AMG 9019b: Levy v Victoria 1997 HCA 31

AMG 9081c: S ECI 2025 02829 ME-ME.FID8762588 VEXATIOUS ORDERS
COMMENTARY
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4. AMG 9018d: Form 46A Summons Minter Ellison, Registrar General, Attorney
General, OFAC 23.07.2025 and

5. AMG 9018e: DDB 7 Amended Defence, Counterclaim and Cross Claim dated
23rd June 2025

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
KIND REGARDS

ANDREW MORTON GARRETT

GLOBAL LICENSOR OF DISCRETIONARY PUBLIC POWERS, GLOBAL MANAGING
DIRECTOR, GLOBAL MANAGING TRUSTEE; CHAIRMAN OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES,
CROWN ATTORNEY GENERAL, TRUSTEE IN BANKRUPTCY, LIQUIDATOR, MANAGING
CONTROLLER.

SBE
L S
V\\ & W W )
cmrwmw |he Commonwealth uwreowarions

“And when they seek to oppress you, and when they try to destroy you, Rise and rise again and again Like
the Phoenix from the ashes.

Until the lambs have become lions and the rule of Darkness is no more”

— Maitreya The Friend of All Souls, The Holy Book of Destiny.
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ANNEXURE 2

From: andrew.garrett@dynamic-capital-bank.com <andrew.garrett@dynamic-capital-
bank.com>

Sent: Friday, 19 September 2025 4:46 PM

To: 'requests@fundsincourt.vic.gov.au' <requests@fundsincourt.vic.gov.au>;
'‘enquiry@judiciary.hk' <enquiry@judiciary.hk>; 'cd@doj.gov.hk' <cd@doj.gov.hk>;
'dojinfo@doj.gov.hk' <dojinfo@doj.gov.hk>; 'secretariat@ajoa.asn.au’
<secretariat@ajoa.asn.au>; 'processservice@agso.gov.au' <processservice @agso.gov.au>;
'enquiries@hcourt.gov.au' <enquiries@hcourt.gov.au>;
'ierodiaconou.associate@supcourt.vic.gov.au'
<ierodiaconou.associate@supcourt.vic.gov.au>; 'requests@fundsincourt.vic.gov.au'
<requests@fundsincourt.vic.gov.au>; 'dorisborkowski@bigpond.com'
<dorisborkowski@bigpond.com>; 'judgeburchell.chambers@countycourt.vic.gov.au'
<judgeburchell.chambers@countycourt.vic.gov.au>; 'rcolquhoun@westpac.com.au'
<rcolquhoun@westpac.com.au>; 'shannon.finch@westpac.com.au'
<shannon.finch@westpac.com.au>; 'brisbanelitigation@minterellison.com'
<brisbanelitigation@minterellison.com>; 'advice.enquiries@victorianlrs.com.au'
<advice.enquiries@victorianlrs.com.au>; 'lv.warrants@transport.vic.gov.au'
<lv.warrants@transport.vic.gov.au>; 'Jaclyn.Symes@parliament.vic.gov.au'
<Jaclyn.Symes@parliament.vic.gov.au>; 'moneylaundering@ag.gov.au'
<moneylaundering@ag.gov.au>; 'info@afca.org.au’' <info@afca.org.au>;
'OFACdisclosures@treasury.gov' <OFACdisclosures@treasury.gov>;
'OFACReport@treasury.gov' <OFACReport@treasury.gov>;
'mcdonald.chambers@supcourt.vic.gov.au' <mcdonald.chambers@supcourt.vic.gov.au>;
'secretary@rba.gov.au' <secretary@rba.gov.au>; 'governor@rba.gov.au'
<governor@rba.gov.au>; 'legal.document.service@asic.gov.au'
<legal.document.service@asic.gov.au>; 'info@apra.gov.au' <info@apra.gov.au>;
'jan.adams@dfat.gov.au' <jan.adams@dfat.gov.au>; 'adelaide@cdpp.gov.au'
<adelaide@cdpp.gov.au>; 'info@asx.com.au’ <info@asx.com.au>; 'info@afsa.gov.au'
<info@afsa.gov.au>; 'rob.heffernan@ato.gov.au' <rob.heffernan@ato.gov.au>;
'service@igt.gov.au.' <service@igt.gov.au.>; 'international@accc.gov.au'
<international@accc.gov.au>; 'email@lawsocietysa.asn.au' <email@lawsocietysa.asn.au>;
'info@lawsocietywa.asn.au' <info@lawsocietywa.asn.au>; 'ethics@liv.asn.au'
<ethics@liv.asn.au>; 'info@qls.com.au’ <info@qls.com.au>; 'mail@actlawsociety.asn.au’
<mail@actlawsociety.asn.au>; 'LSPPT@lawsocietynt.asn.au' <LSPPT@lawsocietynt.asn.au>;
'info@Ist.org.au’ <info@Ist.org.au>; 'mail@lawcouncil.au’ <mail@Ilawcouncil.au>;
'memberservice@cpaaustralia.com.au' <memberservice@cpaaustralia.com.au>;
'sarah.doughty@treasury.gov' <sarah.doughty@treasury.gov>;
'Sarah.Hickman@treasury.gov' <Sarah.Hickman@treasury.gov>; 'ben.allen@dentons.com'
<ben.allen@dentons.com>; 'gavin.mclaren@coors.com.au' <gavin.mclaren@coors.com.au>;
'ben.pullen@dentons.com' <ben.pullen@dentons.com>; 'andrew.dyda@finlaysons.com.au’
<andrew.dyda@finlaysons.com.au>; 'jwu@piperalderman.com.au’
<jwu@piperalderman.com.au>

Cc: 'dorisborkowski@bigpond.com' <dorisborkowski@bigpond.com>;
'sherryannt@bigpond.com' <sherryannt@bigpond.com>; 'ceo.saudi-arabia@oenoviva-
capital-resources.com' <ceo.saudi-arabia@oenoviva-capital-resources.com>; 'coo.saudi-
arabia@oenoviva-capital-resources.com' <coo.saudi-arabia@oenoviva-capital-
resources.com>; 'ceo.senegal.thgambia@oenoviva-capital-resources.com'
<ceo.senegal.thgambia@oenoviva-capital-resources.com>;
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'coo.senegal.thegambia@oenoviva-capital-resources.com'
<coo.senegal.thegambia@oenoviva-capital-resources.com>;
'mahammed.a.a.mhoahammed@oenoviva-capital-resources.com'
<mahammed.a.a.mhoahammed@oenoviva-capital-resources.com>;
'ceo.gibraltar@oenoviva-capital-resources.com' <ceo.gibraltar@oenoviva-capital-
resources.com>; 'coo.gibraltar@oenoviva-capital-resources.com' <coo.gibraltar@oenoviva-
capital-resources.com>; 'alilababidi2009@hotmail.com' <alilababidi2009 @hotmail.com>;
'Hany Osman' <hany.osman@live.com>; 'hamadawahdan@yahoo.com'
<hamadawahdan@yahoo.com>; 'sherryannt@bigpond.com' <sherryannt@bigpond.com>;
'taxpf@ird.gov.hk' <taxpf@ird.gov.hk>; 'Enquiry CEO/CEQ' <ceo@ceo.gov.hk>;
'‘ceo@gspholding.com.br' <ceo@gspholding.com.br>; ‘enquiries@ppsr.gov.au'
<enquiries@ppsr.gov.au>; ‘enquiry@judiciary.hk' <enquiry@judiciary.hk>; 'Scott Mitchell'
<scott@impactcreative.com.au>; 'enquiries@ppsr.gov.au' <enquiries@ppsr.gov.au>;
'australia@mid.ru' <australia@mid.ru>; 'ceo.global@oenoviva-capital-resources.com'
<ceo.global@oenoviva-capital-resources.com>; 'ceo.global@dynamic-capital-bank.com'
<ceo.global@dynamic-capital-bank.com>; 'cfo.global@dynamic-capital-bank.com’
<cfo.global@dynamic-capital-bank.com>; 'cfo.global@oenoviva-capital-resources.com'
<cfo.global@oenoviva-capital-resources.com>; 'Shell Jones' <shellanddaniel@outlook.com>;
‘chairman@privategoldreservebank.com' <chairman@privategoldreservebank.com>;
'‘contact@privategoldreservebank.com' <contact@privategoldreservebank.com>;
'coo.global@privategoldreservebank.com' <coo.global@privategoldreservebank.com>;
'secretary@privatyegoldreservebank.com' <secretary@privatyegoldreservebank.com>;
‘ceo.global@icenforcementservice.com' <ceo.global@icenforcementservice.com>;
'ceo@newworldalliances.com' <ceo@newworldalliances.com>;
'admin.global@icenforcementservice.com' <admin.global@icenforcementservice.com>
Subject: AMG 9077 HCMP-1855-2022 (THE MAIN PROCEEDING) S ECI 2025 02829
BORKOWSKI, DOROTA-DONATA VS THE SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA REGISTRY; HEARINGS
OF QUO WARRANTO AND DE NOVO

STATE OF VICTORIA ABN: 32 790 228 959 (LIQUIDATOR AND MANAGING CONTROLLER
APPOINTED)
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND COMMUNITY TRADING AS:

1. OFFICE OF THE SHERRIFF

2. COUNTY COURT OF VICTORIA
3. SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA

AMG 9077 HCMP-1855-2022 (THE MAIN PROCEEDING) S ECI 2025 02829
BORKOWSKI, DOROTA-DONATA VS THE COUNTY COURT OF VICTORIA
ABN: 32790 228 959) HEARING DE NOVO OF PUBLIC OFFICIAL
DECISIONS AND QUO WARRANTO; ATTORNEY GENERAL NON-
INTERVENTION, REJECTION OF NOTICE TO PRODUCE, FUNDS INTO
COURT, REAL PARTY TO THE PROCEEDINGS, eFILINGS AND FOI

Dear Registry and Associate

Please bring this communique to the attention of Associate Justice lerodiaconou; | have written
previously written to Associate Justice lerodiaconou as follows

1. AMG 9058a-AMG 9058g; TFM 81788; HCMP-1855-2022; S ECI 2025 02829; NSD-885-
2025; NOTICE OF VALID REGIME CHANGE; GARRETT C.J., U.E., I.C.A.G. to Associate
lerodiaconou; and Annexures 1-9 dated 27" August 2025
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2. AMG 9072a-g; HCMP-1855-2022 ("THE MAIN PROCEEDINGS"); S ECI 2025 02829; CIV
1453 of 2023; NSD-885-2025; COMPLETE COLLAPSE OF RULE OF LAW/
COMMONWEALTH CONSPIRACY AGAINST RIGHTS AS TERRORIST ACTS, PART 1 and 2
dated 16™ September 2025

3. AMG 9074d; HCMP-1855-2022 (“THE MAIN PROCEEDINGS”); S ECI 2025 02829; CIV
1453 of 2023; NSD-885-2025; NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK; DENTONS GLOBAL MONEY
LAUNDERING AND TERRORISM FINANCING FIRM PARTS 1,2,3 and 4 dated 18"
September 2025

On the 15°" May 2025 | wrote to the joint Plaintiffs and took assignment of their rights; | refer to
the Exhibit annexed hereto as evidence of that assighment now produced and shown as
ANNEXURE 3 AMG 8836 OenoViva Capital Resources Letter of Acceptance of Offer to Assign
DOROTA BORKOWSKI MICHAEL MARK BORKOWSKI. (copy attached) Given the propensity of
the Court to reject my lodgements there appears little utility to lodging this document by efiling
but will do so in any event it has been lodged as

eFile ID: 538259

New Filing Status: Submitted

Document Type Submitted: Subsequent Filing - Correspondence
Filed By: Andrew Garrett (OenoViva Capital Resources)

1. APPLICATION FOR RECOGNITION OF FOREIGN PROCEEDINGS

e AMG 9077e Form 20 Application for Recognition of Foreign Proceedings 22.07.2025
(copy attached)

................... I have embodied the rest of this communique in the body of the Findings.
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9/21/25, 4:21 PM Restoring Freedomaga)é&\@f\cﬂlﬁﬂng Federal Censorship — The White House

ANNEXURE 3

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the
United States of America, and section 301 of title 3, United States Code, it is hereby
ordered as follows:

Section 1. Purpose. The First Amendment to the United States Constitution, an
amendment essential to the success of our Republic, enshrines the right of the
American people to speak freely in the public square without Government interference.
Over the last 4 years, the previous administration trampled free speech rights by
censoring Americans’ speech on online platforms, often by exerting substantial coercive
pressure on third parties, such as social media companies, to moderate, deplatform, or
otherwise suppress speech that the Federal Government did not approve. Under the

b1

guise of combatting “misinformation,” “disinformation,” and “malinformation,” the
Federal Government infringed on the constitutionally protected speech rights of
American citizens across the United States in a manner that advanced the Government’s
preferred narrative about significant matters of public debate. Government censorship
of speech isintolerable in a free society.

Sec. 2. Policy. Itisthe policy of the United Statesto:  (a) secure the right of the
American people to engage in constitutionally protected speech;

(b) ensure that no Federal Government officer, employee, or agent engages in or
facilitates any conduct that would unconstitutionally abridge the free speech of any

American citizen;

https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/restoring-freedom-of-speech-and-ending-federal-censorship/ 1/4
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9/21/25, 4:21 PM Restoring FreedoR@g&pékdn@fidlBing Federal Censorship — The White House

(c) ensure that no taxpayer resources are used to engage in or facilitate any conduct
that would unconstitutionally abridge the free speech of any American citizen; and

(d) identify and take appropriate action to correct past misconduct by the Federal
Government related to censorship of protected speech.

Sec. 3. Ending Censorship of Protected Speech. (a) No Federal department, agency,
entity, officer, employee, or agent may act or use any Federal resources in a manner
contrary to section 2 of this order.

(b) The Attorney General, in consultation with the heads of executive departments
and agencies, shall investigate the activities of the Federal Government over the last 4
years that are inconsistent with the purposes and policies of this order and prepare a
report to be submitted to the President, through the Deputy Chief of Staff for Policy
with recommendations for appropriate remedial actions to be taken based on the
findings of the report.

Sec. 4. General Provisions. (a) Nothing in this order shall be construed to impair or
otherwise affect:

(i) the authority granted by law to an executive department or agency, or the head
thereof; or

(ii) the functions of the Director of the Office of Management and Budget relating to
budgetary, administrative, or legislative proposals.

(b) This order shall be implemented consistent with applicable law and subject to the
availability of appropriations.

(c) This orderis notintended to, and does not, create any right or benefit, substantive
or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity by any party against the United States,
its departments, agencies, or entities, its officers, employees, or agents, or any
other person.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
January 20, 2025.

https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/restoring-freedom-of-speech-and-ending-federal-censorship/ 2/4
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2022-2025

THE PARLIAMENT OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA

SENATE

CONSTITUTION ALTERATION
(RIGHT TO FREE SPEECH) 2025

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM

(Circulated by authority of Senator Babet)
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CONSTITUTION ALTERATION (RIGHT TO FREE SPEECH) 2025

OUTLINE

The purpose of the Constitution Alteration (Right to Free Speech) 2025 is to enshrine the
right of freedom of speech within the Constitution.

The proposed alteration will insert a new Chapter I11A and section 80A in the
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900. The new section will provide that the
Commonwealth or a State must not make any law that limits the freedom of speech, including
freedom of the press and other media.

The Australian Constitution does not explicitly protect freedom of speech; however, the High
Court has recognised a narrower implied freedom of political communication.

Enshrining the right of free speech in the Constitution would bring certainty to an aspect of
expression that has lacked definition since the Constitution was enacted. While the
intervention by the High Court has provided some recognition, it is essential to provide
freedom of expression in the Constitution.

Since Federation, Australia’s approach to free speech has been the subject of controversy,
ongoing debate, and protest. This Bill will provide Australians with certainty and remove
ambiguity regarding a right of expression that should be the corner stone of Australian
democracy.

This Bill if enacted would enshrine a right to free speech in the Constitution through section
128, which sets out the process for altering the Constitution.

Once the proposed alteration has passed Parliament, section 128 sets a very high threshold for
a referendum of a majority of all eligible voters in Australia and a majority of eligible voters
in a majority of the states.

Rules governing referendums are contained in the Referendum (Machinery Provisions) Act
1984.

This Bill follows the Unites States of America’s approach. It is based on the language of the
first amendment “Congress shall make no law...abridging the freedom of speech, or of the
press”.

The United States of America model to the protection of freedom of speech and expression
has stood the test of time since the Constitutional right was ratified in 1791.

Although the First Amendment is a brief provision, which has been considered in an
extensive and complex history of cases and commentary. ,The Supreme Court has often been
emphatic about recognising its prominence, meaning the First Amendment means that
government has no power to restrict expression because of its message, its ideas, its subject
matter, or its content.

If successful at a referendum, this alteration to the Constitution would shore up Australia’s
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right to free expression. This Bill is necessary to ensure that attempted and successful
legislative attacks on free speech do not continue to be brought.

Protection must be extended to all peoples, including the press and other media. A free and
transparent media is a key pillar of a healthy and functioning democracy; they allow for
transparency and the accountability of those in power.
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NOTES ON CLAUSES

Clause 1: Short Title

1.

Clause 1 is a formal provision specifying the short title of the proposed Act is to be the
Constitution Alteration (Right to Free Speech) 2025.

Clause 2: Commencement

2.

Clause 2 provides that the Constitution Alteration (Right to Free Speech) 2025
commences on the day the Act receives Royal Assent.

Clause 3: Schedule 1

3.

Clause 3 provides that the Constitution is altered as set out in Schedule 1.

Schedule 1

4.

10.

Schedule 1 contains amendments to the Constitution relating to the alteration of the
Constitution by electors.

Item 1 alters the table of contents of the Constitution to insert a reference to new
Chapter I1A.

Item 2 inserts a new Chapter I11A after Chapter I1l. The new Chapter I11A is titled
Freedom of Speech.

The new Chapter I11A comprises of a new section 80A which provides that the
Commonwealth or a State must not make any law that limits the freedom of speech,
including freedom of the press and other media.

This new section will enshrine a Constitutional protection of freedom of speech in
Australia. Freedom of speech has long been considered a central principle of
Parliamentary democracy and individual liberty.

The reference to the press and other media is intended to capture all forms of media,
including individuals. Free media is most important to an open, free, and democratic
society. The reference to press and other media is in no way intended to limit who may
be afforded protection by the new section.

Section 80A will give constitutional recognition to freedom of speech in Australia,
removing any ambiguity.
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Statement of Compatibility with Human Rights
Prepared in accordance with Part 3 of the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny) Act 2011

Constitution Alteration (Right to Free Speech) 2025

Overview of the Bill

This Bill is designed to allow electors to enshrine the right to free speech in the Constitution.

Human rights implications

This Bill promotes and engages the freedom of expression recognised in Article 19 of the
International Convention on Civil and Political Rights, of which Australia is a party.

Article 19 states “Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right
includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart
information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers.”

It is acknowledged that freedom of expression carries with it special responsibilities and may
be restricted on very limited grounds.

Conclusion

The proposed alteration to the Constitution promotes freedom of speech and will provide
protections that Australia has long needed.

This Bill enhances and is compatible with human rights as it does not raise any human rights
issues.

This Bill is compatible with the human rights and freedoms recognised or declared in the
international instruments listed in section 3 of the Human Rights (Parliamentary Scrutiny)
Act 2011.

Senator Ralph Babet
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