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Brett Alan Wilson
PO Box 356

ALBANY CREEK

QLD 4053
For the urgent attention of:

Manager
Black Economy Division
Langton Cres
Parkes ACT 2600










06 August 2019
Dear Manager Black Economy Division,






For the attention of:  Members of Parliament and Treasury.

Subject: Submission: Exposure Draft—Currency (Restrictions on the Use of Cash) Bill 2019

I reside in the Moreton Bay electorate and am enrolled to vote in the State of Queensland.

It is requested that you consider the points outlined in this submission and make the parliament and Treasury aware of my relevant concerns regarding the intent to legislate: The Currency (Restrictions on the Use of Cash) Bill 2019. 
It is my will as a concerned subject of this Commonwealth, that the parliament block this proposed draft Bill, as this proposed draft Bill has not been framed in the best welfare, well being and interests of the Australian people, but rather framed in the best interests of foreign bankers and their major foreign shareholders.
The report of the Black Economy Taskforce, 1.9 The Final Report of the Black Economy Taskforce recommended the Government legislate the following:

a.
 introduce a $10,000 cash payment limit for transactions between businesses and individuals; and

The EXPOSURE DRAFT EXPLANATORY MATERIALS titled ""Detailed explanation of new law'' explains the following proposed clause at 1.14: 

b.
This Bill establishes the cash payment limit of $10,000. [Clause 7] 1.15 To give effect to this limit it also establishes new offences for entities that make or accept cash payments that equal or exceed the cash payment limit. It is my interpretation that this clause places a RESTRICTION on trade and commerce, being the exchange and selling of goods using cash AKA legal tender and limiting the amount used to transact or do trade and commerce, restricting or prohibiting trade and commerce within this Commonwealth among the States and restricting economic and monetary freedom and trade from taking place between individuals and businesses among the States for items or commodities above $10,000 AUD in value.
It is also my understanding that this proposed legislation discriminates and assumes every cash transaction made by a subject or citizen over $10,000 may be an immoral or criminal transaction or that the funds may have been ill gotten gains or not subjected to federal taxation and criminalises subjects or citizens.

Constitutional Limitations - Beyond the Legislative Power of the Parliament

The committee should consider the above proposed legislation listed at sub para's a. and b. may be repugnant to SECT 92 of the Constitution of the Australian Commonwealth as they RESTRICT ''Trade and Commerce'' within the Commonwealth where it is my understanding, the Federal Parliament has the power to make laws regarding Trade and Commerce as in accordance with SECT 98 of the Constitution of the Australian Commonwealth. 

Section 92 states (in part) that:

On the imposition of uniform duties of customs, trade, commerce, and intercourse among the States, whether by means of internal carriage or ocean navigation, shall be absolutely free.[1]
In the case of James v Commonwealth,[2] which expanded on the previous ruling of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in James v Cowan,[3] the High Court decided that this requirement restricted the Commonwealth Parliament as well as State Parliaments, thus greatly affecting the Parliament's authority under s. 51(i). In their judgement, Evatt and McTiernan JJ stated:

We are definitely of opinion that sec. 92 lays down a general rule of economic freedom, and necessarily binds all parties and authorities within the Commonwealth, including the Commonwealth itself, because, as was pointed out by the Privy Council itself, it establishes a "system based on the absolute freedom of trade among the States" (Colonial Sugar Refining Co v Irving[4]).[2]:at p. 602
It has been held by the Privy Council that the power of the Parliament of Canada to regulate trade does not imply the power to prohibit trade. (att.-Gen. for Ontario v. Att.-Gen. for Canada [1896], App. Ca. 363;
The Federal power over commerce is not absolute or universal or unrestricted; it is subject to certain limitations and prohibitions. Commerce is said to be the interchange of goods between nations or individuals.  
The Preamble to The Constitution Of The Commonwealth of Australia Founded On The Will Of The People And Not The Private Foreign Banking Cartel
The opening words of the preamble proclaim that the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia is founded on the will of the people whom it is designed to unite and govern. It does not say it was founded on the will of the bankers and individual politicians, political parties or the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to unite and govern. The question must be asked, is this proposed Bill and its radical laws, the implementation of IMF global monetary policy? 

The IMF or any other foreign power or entity must not interfere in the legislative branch of government regarding policy and law, or political decision making process of the Parliament, our democracy. Such interference or subversion would be a breach of SECT 44 of the Commonwealth Constitution, and those under their influence, would be in breach of SECT 44 and Covering Clause 5 of the Commonwealth Constitution.
I this another ill-advised, ill-conceived Law That Criminalises We the People and Restricts Commerce and Economic Freedom?
It seems obvious now; that we the people have been criminalised by an overabundance of laws and now a new proposed draconian law regarding cash discrimination that unconstitutionally restricts trade and commerce. The current Liberal Government and seemingly the entire parliament, has learned that laws can be used as revenue and control measures by criminalising more and more of human activity within Australia.  In many instances the term “criminal” is now meaningless as it seems that law enforcement and parliamentary legislatures have become a greater threat to ordinary people than actual criminals in many cases.


History has proven that Governments only criminalise behavior for revenue purposes and in order to create a slave prison population to be exploited by private industries and private banks in this case. Every day governments define the word “criminal” more and more broadly through the introduction of highly questionable laws, many of those laws ultra vires.  Eventually, by existence alone, we the people will all be criminals. We could argue that police prosecutors can charge any Australian with several crimes every day of the year because there are so many laws and regulations in this country.

This new proposed Currency Restriction Bill, appears to be nothing more than evidence of banker orchestrated and government facilitated tyranny. Such a Bill can be seen as being nothing more than the prohibitions on freedom, the elimination of rights and the suppression of liberty regarding we the peoples monetary rights, economic freedoms and personal sovereignty. 

It is quite clear; the goal of the financial sector has always been to convert all income, from corporate profits to government tax revenues, to the service of debt. From the bankers standpoint, the more debt in the economy, the richer the bankers.
Democracy Usurping Bankers Writing the Laws and Controlling the Legislature in Their Bests Interests to the Detriment of We the People
What we are seeing here, could be seen by many as ''The Mark of the Beast.'' People without cash are under the total control of the State and the banks. Under the Commonwealth Constitution, we the people are the ''Supreme Absolute and Uncontrollable Authority'' (not the private banks). Reference: The Quick and Garran Annotated Constitution of the Australian Commonwealth page 285. 

According to an article written on 8 Jun 2019 by business reporter David Taylor from the ABC, he wrote that the The Reserve Bank (RBA) itself has mentioned the possibility of quantitative easing as an option if cutting interest rates no longer has the desired effects of boosting inflation and economic growth.

The RBA will most probably describe Quantitative Easing (QE) — the creation of new money with which the RBA will allegedly purchase Treasury debt and mortgage backed securities — as a low interest rate policy in order to stimulate employment and economic growth. Economists and the financial media have parroted this type of cover story.

In contrast, QE is a scheme for pumping profits into the banks and boosting their balance sheets. The real purpose of QE is to drive up the prices of the debt-related derivatives on the banks’ books, thus keeping the banks with solvent balance sheets.

Many Australians have lost faith and trust in our major banks, these financial institutions have a proven history of criminality that still requires further investigating and prosecuting. Due to the fragile nature of the global economy and the people rightly bringing into question the solvency of our banks, they might choose to keep large amounts of cash at home in a safe place to reduce counter party risk, which is their inalienable right. 
With the alleged planned low and negative interest rate strategy to be initiated by the RBA going forward, and instead of we the people being paid interest on our bank deposits, people will be penalised for keeping their money in banks under negative interest rates, instead of spending it. 
My question to the committee is why should people be obligated to keep money in the bank when they are going to be penalised with negative interest rates? To my knowledge, no financial text book in history has ever discussed the possibility of negative interest rates ever being possible.    
It also makes no financial sense for any sane person, to allow a bank to hold large amounts of their cash and be penalised for it with negative interest rates. Yet these people, may be wrongly or arbitrarily considered criminals by your government and authorities, if they don't keep their large amounts of cash in the bank and then attempt to make a large cash transaction into the economy, to purchase an expensive item i.e. a secondhand car, a motorbike, a small boat, a share in a race horse, gold or silver bullion, the list of trade and commerce restriction goes on.
Reckless Keynesian Fiscal and Monetary Policies.
The crude and discredited Keynesianism economists of the 1940s explained the Great Depression as a problem caused by too much savings. Instead of spending their money, people hoarded it, thus causing aggregate demand and employment to fall.

One of these Keynesianism economists is the former US Treasury Secretary Larry Summers. Summers says that today the problem of too much saving has reappeared. The centerpiece of his argument is “the natural interest rate,” defined as the interest rate at which full employment is established by the equality of saving with investment. If people save more than investors invest, the saved money will not find its way back into the economy, and output and employment will fall.

Summers notes that despite a zero real rate of interest, there is still substantial unemployment. In other words, not even a zero rate of interest can reduce saving to the level of investment, thus frustrating a full employment recovery. Summers concludes that the natural rate of interest has become negative and is stuck below zero.

How to fix this? The way to fix it, Summers says, is to charge people for saving money. To avoid the charges, people would spend the money, thus reducing savings to the level of investment and restoring full employment.

Summers acknowledges that the problem with his solution is that people would take their money out of banks and hoard it in cash holdings. In other words, the cash form of money provides consumers with a freedom to save that holds down consumption and prevents full employment.

Summers has a fix for this seemingly along the same lines as the Banker infected Liberal Party: eliminate the freedom by imposing a cashless society where the only money is electronic?  As electronic money cannot be hoarded except in bank deposits, penalties can be imposed that force unproductive savings into consumption.

Summers’ scheme like the ideas of this Liberal Government, of course, is a harebrained one. With governments running huge deficits, who would purchase bonds at negative interest rates? How would pension and retirement funds operate? Would they also be subject to an annual percentage confiscation?

We know that the response of consumers to the long term decline in real median family income, to the loss of jobs from labor arbitrage across national borders (jobs offshoring), to rising homelessness, to cuts in the social safety net, to the transformation of their full time jobs to part time has been to reduce their savings rate. 
These comments regarding Larry Summers first appeared as a Trend Alert, from the Trends Research Institute and also in published articles of Dr Paul Craig Roberts, former Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Economic Policy for the United States of America.

Negative Interest Rates - Why should We the People keep Cash in The Bank that We can’t afford to lose?

There are few Australians who have any cash savings at all in the bank and their are many Retired people, unable to earn any interest on their savings kept in the bank, and with a possible RBA zero interest rate policy, these people will be doing it tough and are even now, being forced to draw down their low interest rate savings in order to pay their bills. 
With negative rates, why would a pensioner leave their i.e. large amounts of cash money in the bank who will charge them for keeping it every month? Their cash being kept at home won’t lose value like it will sitting in the bank, which could eventually confiscate the lot. Keeping cash in the bank is no longer the safest option and the banks cannot guarantee its security.
We can thank the Australian parliament for recklessly passing the infamous ''Bank Bail in Bill'' against the best interests, welfare and well being of the people of this Commonwealth. But rather, the Bill was passed into law, in the best interests, welfare and well being of the international private bankers which can be seen as an act of treason, passing a Bill into law to benefit a foreign corporate power to the detriment of Australian residents and electors. 
Australian Politicians and Their Political Parties in Lock Step with the Bankers
It is my observation, that a many Australian Politicians in particular form the Liberal and Labor Parties are too closely associated or allied with private bankers and or their financial institutions, and if they don't support these institutions directly, they offer support through lobbying or other large listed companies owned by the banks. 
These Politicians - members of parliament either don't understand how unconstitutionally manipulated they are by these bankers, or they are well aware of what they are doing, not acting in the best interests, welfare and well being of their electors, the people of the Australian Commonwealth. 

This war on cash is proposed by lunatics and this proposed Bill to criminalise cash transactions over $10,000 AUD is an attack on the monetary sovereignty of individual Australians and will restrain or restrict trade and commerce and economic growth. Any politician that votes ''Yes'' for this Bill, should be placed in a straight jacket and locked up in the asylum, never to vote on any Bill again, as doing so would be an attack on we the peoples monetary sovereignty and the financial and economic security and the sovereignty of the Commonwealth. 

We object to any law that removes our right to use or restrict the amounts of cash or legal tender to conduct trade and commerce within the Commonwealth, and demand the Executive Government and the Parliament restore we the peoples confidence in the banking system, by properly reforming the system, not by trapping people in the system so we the people are captured and enslaved to policies like bail-in, which is a form of modern slavery, enslaving Australian residents to the Australian banking and financial system. 

For your consideration and action.

Sincerely

Brett Alan Wilson

1. Constitution (Cth) s 92 Trade within the Commonwealth to be free.
2.  James v Commonwealth [1935] HCA 38, (1935) 52 CLR 570 (11 June 1935), High Court (Australia).
3. ^ James v Cowan [1932] UKPC 43, [1932] AC 542; [1932] UKPCHCA 2, (1932) 47 CLR 386 (21 June 1932), Privy Council (on appeal from Australia).
4. ^ Colonial Sugar Refining Co Ltd v Irving [1906] UKPC 20, [1906] AC 360 at p. 367, Privy Council (on appeal from Qld).
