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RE: Currency (Restrictions on the Use of Cash Bill 2019)
Dear Sir/Madam,
I want to express my abhorrence at the proposed restrictions on cash transactions.
I’m a 46 year old engineer. I have three children in school. I am the founder, owner and manager of a business which manufactures technology equipment. I employ around 40 engineers, technicians, accountants, warehousing and service staff here in Sydney. More than 98% of our output is exported and each year we pay substantial taxes. I’m proudly Australian and choose to manufacture locally despite having alternatives. It hasn’t been easy. I’ve lived hand-to-mouth for the past 11 years. I don’t own property. Banks wouldn’t lend me or my business a dollar. There have been enough times when I wasn’t sure how I’d pay the wages next week. I borrowed extensively from my family. Financial pressures contributed to a painful divorce. I have no regrets. I believe there is good in what I’m doing. It has never been about the money.
What’s the point of personal sacrifice and doing your bit for your country when our leaders actively seek to erode our fundamental liberties?
This proposed law is a threat to the freedom of all Australians. The nominal cash transaction limit is $10,000, but at the stroke of a pen it could be reduced to $1000, $100, or $1. It is the first step in ending our birthright to cash as legal tender. As a consequence, the consent of a non-elected third party (i.e. a bank) would be required in every substantial financial transaction between citizens. The bank and government would monitor every transaction we make from donations to churches, purchases of books, clothes or condoms.
The characteristics of money are durability, portability, divisibility, uniformity, limited supply, and acceptability. Removing the acceptability of cash in any amount nullifies this fundamental property of money. Electronic dollars cannot be money because they are not portable, requiring the user to have access to a networked computer system. What happens in a blackout, or when one is in the outback, or doesn’t have a phone or computer? Under the proposed law, Australia would no longer have real money.
What would be the fate of a citizen who is excluded from the banking system?

On 22 June 2019 Westpac initiated termination of banking services to Blair Cottrell for unspecified “commercial imperatives” [source: https://www.news.com.au/finance/business/banking/major-bank-cuts-off-blair-cottrell-for-commercial-reasons-prompting-a-bizarre-response/news-story/a052ccd88159c5d31fd7cc8ee9762398]. As no reason was given or required, the publisher presumed that the bank did not like the politics of Mr Cottrell because he is a right-wing activist. What could Mr Cottrell do in an Australia after the proposed cash limit laws are implemented if he is orphaned from every banking institution? How would he pay a lawyer to represent him in a legal matter? $10,000 doesn’t purchase much legal justice. If he paid in cash would he be jailed for 2 years and/or fined $25,000 as the proposed law requires? How would he pay his taxes? Would he go to jail for that too? Is this really Australia we’re talking about?

Evidently citizens can be banned from banks for their political views. What about citizens who have unfashionable opinions on religion, abortion, climate change, gender, homosexuality, or race? Well, there is evidence they can be excluded too.
At least 57 Australian banks and banking institutions have published written policy positions to not lend to fossil fuel companies [source: https://www.marketforces.org.au/info/compare-bank-table/ retrieved on 4 August 2019]. For example, Bank Australia states on their website “For several years, we’ve had a strong position on not lending to the fossil fuel industry.” [source: https://bankaust.com.au/responsible-banking/prosperity/responsible-banking-policy/what-we-do-and-dont-lend-to/fossil-fuels/ retrieved 4 August 2019]. Evidently, some banks feel it’s appropriate to exclude some businesses from their services if they have a moral objection to their activities. What, for example, would be the stance of a bank be if one decided to invent or sell a new type of diesel engine, dress, or dildo that the banks decided was too environmentally unfriendly, immoral or risqué? Could one be excluded from the banking system, and by extension, from any meaningful engagement with society? Could an employer pay for your services if you didn’t have a bank account?
I have personal experience of this. Last year NAB terminated my business and personal banking services. They wouldn’t give me a reason, said they didn’t have to. I contacted the banking ombudsman to complain, and the state (Ron Hoenig) and federal (Tanya Plibersek) MPs for my business location. They all did nothing. When pressed, NAB implied that I might be at risk of infringing the export sanctions of a foreign country, even though I have written affirmation from the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade that my company activities do not infringe any Australian sanction. The NAB said it didn’t matter, nor would it matter if I had written approval from any country whose sanctions they claimed to be enforcing. For the record, no alleged transaction ever took place. I could have made more noise about it at the time, but I have a business to run and nobody in power cared, so what was the point? My accounts were terminated and I moved on.
My personal experience is evidence that Australian banks can exclude any customer for any reason or no reason, and may be agents for enforcing the laws of foreign powers on Australian citizens in preference to those of our own government.

I will never endorse a government who seeks to remove our fundamental freedoms and impose 1984-like oversight of our daily lives. I’ve explained the proposed laws to my daughter and why it’s is a sorry day for our nation. There are no excuses, like preventing money laundering, tax evasion and organised crime. These are issues with people, not legal tender. Ban illegal activities, not the instruments of free commerce. After such a freedom is lost it’s a short step to losing our freedom of association, religion and expression. In fact, passing this law provides the establishment with a mechanism for doing just that. World history is replete with examples of what happens when governments or companies garner too much control over everyday citizens. Passing this law is unconscionable.
One final word on money laundering and tax evasion: What would happen if I lost faith in the Australian way, manufactured my company’s products offshore, setup a sister company in Ireland, established some “intellectual property” asset there, and transfer-priced my products so that all the profit was booked in that lower-tax jurisdiction? How many drug dealers, bikies and gamblers would the Government have to sting via the proposed law to make up for potentially losing the tax revenue on my single business? I mentioned earlier that I manufacture locally because I believe in Australia. Our country is only as good as the freedoms of the everyman, and freedom is a state of mind. I would not feel free knowing that the Aussie dollar was no longer real money and that someone in banking and government was monitoring everything I did.

Yours sincerely,

Justin Elsey.

