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Senator BRANDIS: I was asking when we adjourned last night about the appointment of Ms Suzanne 

Jones as a judge of the Federal Circuit Court. What was the particular specialisation that Ms Jones, 

now Judge Jones, brought to the court?  

Mr Wilkins: I will refer to Ms Glanville.  

Ms Glanville: In appointments to the Federal Circuit Court, the panel looks for generic dispositions—  

Senator BRANDIS: What does 'dispositions' mean?  

Ms Glanville: Expertise, in other words. Essentially, because the jurisdiction of the Federal Circuit 

Court is quite broad and perhaps will become broader into the future, the panel looks for a range of 

areas of expertise. It could be family law, it could be migration law, it could be some taxation law—a 

variety of those sorts of matters. So, in relation to Ms Jones, that candidate—I do not have her CV 

with me—comes with a background I think that relates to the general federal law side rather than 

family law.  

Senator BRANDIS: General federal law, really? Does Her Honour have any expertise beyond 

industrial law?  

Ms Glanville: Without having access to her CV and other documentation, I could not comment on 

that.  

Senator BRANDIS: You said that the court deals with a range of matters across the whole of federal 

law, which of course is true. But it is also true, as we heard from Mr Foster yesterday afternoon, that 

more than 80 per cent—closer to 85 per cent—of matters are family law matters, and the much 

smaller proportion of Federal Circuit Court matters are what are called general federal law matters. 

Does Ms Jones have any expertise in family law?  

Ms Glanville: Once again, I would need to look at her CV to give you an answer to that specifically—  

Senator BRANDIS: I can tell you, according to the Attorney-General’s press release of 16 May, to 

which he has attached a brief CV of Ms Jones, there is no suggestion that she has any experience in 

family law matters at all.  

Ms Glanville: I accept what you say.  

Senator BRANDIS: It is the case, is it not, that, for that particular appointment for that particular 

position on the court, the court was looking for another specialist family lawyer? 
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Ms Glanville: Well, the court looks for, as I said, generalists. That is the reality. The court looks for 

people who can work across the jurisdictions—  

Senator BRANDIS: Really? Even though up to 85 per cent of its work is in one specialisation, it looks 

for generalists? That does not sound right to me.  

Ms Glanville: Well, it looks for people who can work across the jurisdictions and, importantly, as part 

of that, it would also look for people who have the capacity to quickly pick up on new jurisdictions. 

The Darwin court is a good example of where there is only a single judge, so that person is required 

to be working across the range of matters of the jurisdictions that would be possible for applicants 

to have brought in that sense.  

Senator BRANDIS: I am sure, at a court in a relatively small population centre like Darwin, there 

would be a greater premium placed on somebody being a generalist, but we are talking about the 

Melbourne registry of the court, the second largest registry, where the judges—I can tell you; I know 

many of them—are quite clearly specialised between the family law judges, who do the family law 

work, and the general federal law judges. And while, Ms Glanville, what you say is true of the 

general federal law judges—because they are either people with a specialisation within one of the 

fields of general federal law or people with familiarity across a number of general federal law 

areas—in Melbourne, at the Melbourne registry, there are a reasonably large number of family law 

specialists who do the family law matters and then a relatively small number of federal law or 

general federal law judges who do the rest. That breaks up, as Mr Foster said to us yesterday, 

roughly in proportion to the caseload of the court. You do not dispute that, do you?  

Ms Glanville: No, I do not.  

Senator BRANDIS: And what I am putting to you is that, in relation to the particular position on the 

court that Ms Jones, Judge Jones, was appointed to fill, the court was looking for a family law 

specialist to replace a family law spot.  

Ms Glanville: As I said, in the panel and the convening of the panel, what the panel looks for are 

applicants who can work across the jurisdictions of the court, and the importance of having the chief 

judge, John Pascoe, on the panel is to advise on exactly those sorts of issues.  

Senator BRANDIS: So is it your evidence to the committee that Chief Judge Pascoe did not acquaint 

the panel with the fact that the position to which Ms Jones was being appointed was a position in 

which the court was looking for a family law specialist?  

Ms Glanville: No, that is not my evidence. My evidence is that, in looking for suitable applicants for 

Federal Circuit Court positions, the panel considers the breadth of jurisdiction of the court and, given 

that the chief judge is part of the panel, that provides an immediate ability to tap into those sorts of 

issues. As I indicated previously, with the diversity of candidates before the panel what is also 

considered is an ability to adapt quickly to new areas of law, perhaps. That is an important part of 

what a judicial officer needs to be able to do and to demonstrate. In fact, often, when candidates are 

presented with several scenarios where they must choose one to give a decision in, candidates will 

often pick the area that they are not familiar with, or the area that is not as much part of their 

everyday practice, in order to demonstrate their ability to work across the jurisdictions of the court.  



Senator BRANDIS: Does Ms Jones have any family law experience at all?  

Ms Glanville: As I said, without looking at her full CV I could not answer that question.  

Senator BRANDIS: Well, the answer is 'no'. She was an industrial lawyer and she had been recruited 

from the Fair Work Commission—  

CHAIR: Senator Brandis, I think that maybe you might want to rephrase that. In your opinion, that is 

not correct, but Ms Glanville has said that she cannot provide you with that answer; she does not 

have the range of CVs in front of her.  

Senator BRANDIS: Would you like to see the Attorney-General's press release, to which a brief CV is 

appended?  

CHAIR: I just want to make sure that you are not correcting Ms Glanville by saying 'no', that is all. 

She gave you an answer and I think that you should accept it.  

Senator BRANDIS: Okay. I was not in fact correcting Ms Glanville—I am putting a proposition to a 

witness based upon the Attorney-General's press release, which appends Ms Jones's CV. I should say 

that I do not doubt Ms Jones was an experienced industrial law specialist. I am sure the fact that she 

was a commissioner of the Fair Work Commission at the time of her appointment to the Federal 

Circuit Court, as it was called by the time she was appointed, demonstrates that her experience in 

industrial law should not be criticised—could not be criticised.  
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What strikes me as surprising about this appointment is that I know from conversations I have had 

with many senior figures in the court that the court was looking in this particular case for a family 

law specialist to handle the family law list, which comprises upwards of 80 per cent of its work, and 

instead, from the large number of applicants for the position it received, it ended up with an 

industrial law specialist with no background in family law matters at all. Can you explain how that 

could have happened, Ms Glanville?  

Ms Glanville: Firstly, as I said, the panel looks for applicants who can work across all the jurisdictions 

of the court. I accept that there are applicants who often come with a preferred area of expertise, or 

one that they have practiced in for some time. But the process the panel is engaged with is finding 

applicants who can act in all jurisdictions of the Federal Circuit Court.  

In addition to that, the legal expertise—the ability to deliver judgements and decisions and to 

understand and apply the law—is one part of the interview. There is a broader range of questions 

and issues that are captured not only in the expression-of-interest advertisements but that are the 

subject of questions as part of the interview process. So this would include matters such as the 

ability of candidates to contribute to the overall health and wellbeing of the organisation; the ability 

of candidates to contribute to a collegiate environment, given the very difficult and comprehensive 

nature of the work that the Federal Circuit Court, as the trial court, does; the ability to understand 

and deal with people who are particularly disadvantaged because, often in a lot of the lists before 

the Federal Circuit Court, that is the nature of the work that comes before it; their own interests in 



learning and self-development; how they manage stress; and what issues they think would be 

confronting the court into the future. So, while their legal expertise and their ability to undertake 

the core function of a judge of the Federal Circuit Court is clearly very central, there are a range of 

other issues that are explored as part of the interview process.  

Senator BRANDIS: Would their political values be relevant?  

Ms Glanville: No.  

Senator BRANDIS: I can understand, because this is not a perfect science, that it might be able to be 

explained that a person who, from a very large number of applicants, did not make the shortlist on 

its first iteration might have ended up getting the job. I can understand, perhaps, how when the 

court was looking for a specialist family lawyer it ended up with a specialist industrial lawyer with no 

experience in family law. Each of those circumstances is anomalous but, nevertheless, they might 

each be able to be explained away. But when both of those sets of circumstances operate in the case 

of a particular selection—a person is chosen with no expertise or experience in the field where the 

court is looking to find a replacement, and the person who is chosen is somebody who did not even 

make the shortlist in its first iteration—and then we learn that the person happens to be married to 

the president of the ACTU, do not you think, Ms Glanville, that that raises suspicions that perhaps 

this was not a purely meritocratic process?  

CHAIR: I think you are asking the public servant for an opinion.  

Mr Wilkins: I think Ms Glanville has been trying to give her evidence, but if now the suggestion is 

that there were some corruption involved—  

Senator BRANDIS: No, I am not suggesting corruption.  

Mr Wilkins: If somebody is suggesting that, particularly if the chief judge was involved—  

Senator BRANDIS: I am asking whether it was a purely meritocratic process.  

Mr Wilkins: I think she has explained the process.  

CHAIR: Senator Brandis, you are asking Ms Glanville for her opinion, and we know that that is not 

what you should be doing.  

Senator BRANDIS: Let me tackle you, Mr Wilkins. I think it was quite inappropriate for you to 

characterise my questions as suggesting corruption. There is a world of difference between 

corruption—  

Mr Wilkins: You said suspicious.  

Senator BRANDIS: and favouritism.  

Mr Wilkins: Not necessarily in the public sector, where meritocracy is actually the key value. So to 

say to a public servant that they are presiding over a process which is being bodgied in that sense, I 

think, is—  

Senator BRANDIS: That is what I am asking. Are you satisfied with this person?  



Mr Wilkins: The chief judge was on the process as well. I was not in the process, but I have listened. 

From what I have heard, it seems to have been done by people with immaculate qualifications in the 

sense that they have acted in good faith and they have gone through a process. I just do not know 

what we could say to you, Senator.  
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Senator BRANDIS: I am exploring this, Mr Wilkins; hence my question to Ms Glanville. Let us 

disregard Judge Jones's political connections. Where you have what you say is a competitive process, 

and the court is looking for a family law specialist—  

Mr Wilkins: That was not conceded. I was listening to the answer; that was not what Ms Glanville 

said.  

Senator BRANDIS: It was, Mr Wilkins. When the court is looking for a person with a specialisation 

and expertise in a particular area of the law, which is of course the lion's share of its work, and it 

appoints somebody with no expertise or experience in that field and that person is a person who did 

not make the first iteration of the shortlist, surely it raises at least a question about whether this was 

a purely meritocratic selection process or whether other considerations may have intruded 

themselves. What do you say about that?  

Ms Glanville: I say that is entirely inaccurate. I say that the panel, which was comprised of myself, 

the Chief Judge of the Federal Circuit Court and the Hon. Susan Morgan—a former Family Court 

judge—participated in this process and participated in it according to all the principles of meritorious 

selection. That is what I would say in response to your question.  

Senator BRANDIS: Even though we know from the evidence night last that the first iteration of the 

shortlist went to the Attorney-General's office?  

Ms Glanville: Yes. 


