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The process that I’ve embarked on
almost two years ago came as the result of
various people contacting me and saying
Senator Harris we’ve complied with what
we thought were the laws been given per-
mits, licenses or what ever we needed to
carry out the management of our properties
and then three or four years later find our-
selves in court being charged with various
things, breaching the vegetation act, or the
water act, or the integrated planning act.
Now I began to make some investigations
and over a period of two years, after having
some wonderful help by a lot of very, very
knowledgable people, not only Queensland
people, but people all around Australia
became very aware that ever so gradually
our property rights have been diminished a

little bit by a little bit so it voiced the state-
ment that was made, “the inevitability of
gradualism”.

And to explain that in plain Aussie it
means that when things are changed so
very, very slowly and in only very small
increments people are not even aware that
things are being changed. 

When I started to have a real good look
at where our original property rights came
from I was trying to explain what I thought
was the origin to a group of legal people
and they could not grasp the concept of
what I was saying. So, in sheer frustration I
sat down after talking to them for a couple
of hours and drew a very simple diagram, so
this diagram sets out the actual history of
where our land title originates from. We

generally have thought that
the actual power to grant
land title actually comes
from whoever is the Queen
or King of England at the
time. But, there is another
step even above that and that
is the power of the Sover-
eign. The power that the
sovereign exercises doesn’t
originate with the sovereign,
either him or herself. It actu-
ally comes from the Great
Seal of England, Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ire-
land. So that the sovereign is
actually exercising the
power of that Great Seal.
When a land title is created
by what we determine a
Royal Prerogative, so that
means that the sovereign in
his or her own right granting
to each one of us here in
Australia a title to a parcel of
land, and I’m using the ter-
minology parcel deliberate-
ly, that word relates back to the Letters
Patent that the sovereign actually gives to
the Governor. The Letters Patent contain
the instructions for either the Governor-
General of Australia or in this case the Gov-
ernor of Queensland to carry out the duty of
representing Her Majesty, Queen Elizabeth.

We need to go back to the original Let-
ters Patent that were granted to Governor
Phillip when the colony was set up at
Botany Bay, because in those Letters Patent
it sets out that Governor Phillip could only
transfer the ownership from the Crown to
one of those original settlers after nominat-
ing a ‘parcel of land’ and it had to be sur-
veyed, and then on top of that Governor
Phillip had to give it a Lot number, so the
parcel of land was identified by a Lot. And
if you look at any of our deeds today you
will still find that all of the reference to our
title contains a reference to a Lot number.

When we move forward in time to when
Queensland was separated from New South

Wales the first governor of Queensland in
1859 was Sir George Ferguson Bowen.
When we look at Sir George Ferguson
Bowen’s Letters Patent we find very, very
clear instructions as to how he was to allo-
cate unallocated or wasteland that is owned
by the Crown in the colony at that point of
time in Queensland.

The instructions are very, very clear
telling Sir George ferguson Bowen that he
must create a register and having estab-
lished the register he’s instructed to appoint
an officer or officers to make entries in the
register. And the Letters Patent then carried
these very profound words and this can only
be used fore and against us. So we have the
sovereign prompting Sir George Ferguson
Bowen that when he has established the
register and the officers make the entries in
that register of the Lots and that also carried
a Volume and Folio number, that title deed
is a document that we can actually use in 
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Two articles appeared in the August
24th edition of “The Bulletin” on our das-
tardly tax system and how it affects the 1.1
million SMEs. They are headed up System
Overload and Crush Test.

Let us deal with System Overload first:
It prominently refers to a quotation:
(The old saying is that a good tax sys-

tem takes the most feathers from the
goose with the least amount of hissing).

System Overload
This would most certainly apply to our

Debits Tax System of Taxation. Applied at
1% it produces some 2 to 3 times the
amount the current abomination of a sys-
tem produces And the only hissing (if any)
would come from the overseas based Cor-
porations.

Most of what appears in this article is in
my opinion spot on, with the, exception of
the cost of compliance as expressed by
Michael Dirkis, tax director at the Aus-
tralian Tax Institute. He claims first year
compliance costs of $7,600 with an annual
cost of $2,481. The Courier Mail in an edi-
torial on July 7th 2001 referred to an AIG
reported Tax compliance average cost of
$28,200 pa. Much more realistic.

The article also mentions the ATO deal
offer to 500,000 (?) small businesses that

were (are) in serious arrears on tax pay-
ments. (This was reported in the Courier
Mail Thursday July 1, 2004. What an
indictment on ANTS when nearly half of
small business is having serious prob-
lems with it.

Refer third last para where Dirkis states:
“tweaking around the edges of the tax
system will not fix it simply because of
its sheer size. Between June 1999 and
October 2001, there were 144 parlia-
mentary bills for tax, licensing, super
and excise. There’ll be another 64 over
the next two years,” etc.

He is right. It is way past time to throw
the whole abomination of a system on the
scrap heap!

Now let us have a look at
“Crush T est”

(Opening Paragraph States) And I quote
: Tackling the tax-compliance burden
would be a sure-fire vote winner. So when
will the major parties start listening to an
increasingly overburdened SME sector? In
an election year you would expect the
major political parties to cosy up big-time
to the small and medium sized enterprise
sector. After all, SMEs account for 96% of 
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court as our defence in any
matter. What we’ve gradu-
ally seen, particularly in
Queensland and also I
believe in New South
Wales and other states is a
gradual erosion of those
original rights that are
directly granted from the
sovereign. So if you look at
the documented diagram on
the right hand side we have
the sovereign exercising the
Royal Prerogative to grant
the actual title itself. The
Letters Patent also carried
the instructions that the
Governor is to also seal
each and every title that is
granted with the seal of
Queensland. Now again,

the seal of Queensland
derives it’s head of power
from the Great Seal of the
United Kingdom. When I
drew up the diagram it
became very, very clear
that the granting of the land
title was totally separate
from the function of the
state. Yes the state has the
power to create legislation
in relation to land and what
property rights you have in
relation to the land, but it
cannot override any of the
rights that the sovereign has
granted us in relation to our
title. 

If we look at the left
hand side of the diagram
(above) we see that the sov-
ereign exercising the Great

Seal of the
United King-
dom appoints
the Governor-
General of
A u s t r a l i a .
The Gover-
nor-General,
when the
states nomi-
nate the per-
son installs
the Governor
of the state.
There are sev-
eral functions
that the gov-
ernor must
carry out, the
two main
ones are seal-
ing the deed
with the seal
of Queens-

land. But also the governor,
what we refer to as pro-
rogue, or in plain english,
dismisses the parliament,
then swears in the new par-
liament and the parliament
then creates the legislation.

When looking down the
numbered steps we see that
the legislation that’s creat-
ed comes in at level 6 on
what we call the ‘head of
power’.

Very, very eminent peo-
ple in the past have spoken
about the heads of power
and the simplest way to
explain it is to use the
example of the river — in
the majority of cases the
river will have its headwa-
ters in a hill or a mountain
and will start out as a small
spring, as it flows down
through the countryside we
have subsequent streams
joining in, sometimes rivers
joining with rivers, but one
thing is very, very clear that
no matter where that river is
it can never ever rise higher
than the little spring where
it had its original source,
and the power to make leg-
islation is similar.

And because the legisla-
tion sits at level six it can-
not override a Royal Pre-
rogative that actually sits at
a head of power six.

In Queensland we have
the Land Act and in New
South Wales, Victoria and
South Australia there is
similar legislation and in
that legislation it has a defi-

nition of land, and when it
refers to the land it includes
the surface of the land, the
area above the surface,
that’s referring to the air,
and it also refers to the area
below the surface, that’s
talking about the volume of
the soil. So when we
receive a title to a parcel of
land we’re also receiving
the actual ownership of the
air above it, everything
that’s attached to it or
growing on the surface and
everything contained with-
in the volume of that soil
with the exception of the
minerals, coal and petrole-
um that the Crown reserves
back to itself.

The Property Law Act,
and I’ll use the Queensland
Act of 1974 then sets out
how our freehold land is
created and in section 19 it
sets out that a freehold
estate can be created in the
following manner:

a. it says fee simple;
b. which is not used

today, talks about life or
live.

What it clearly sets out
is that the legal terminology
for the title that we receive
today is not actually the
word freehold, the legal
technical definition is fee
simple.
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To the chief Musician, A Psalm <and> Song of David.
Praise waiteth for thee, O God, in Sion: and unto thee shall
the vow be performed. {2} O thou that hearest prayer,
unto thee shall all flesh come. {3} Iniquities prevail
against me: <as for> our transgressions, thou shalt purge
them away. {4} Blessed <is the man whom> thou choos-
est, and causest to approach <unto thee>, <that> he may
dwell in thy courts: we shall be satisfied with the goodness
of thy house, <even> of thy holy temple. {5} <By> terri-
ble things in righteousness wilt thou answer us, O God of
our salvation; <who art> the confidence of all the ends of
the earth, and of them that are afar off <upon> the sea: {6}
Which by his strength setteth fast the mountains; <being>
girded with power: {7} Which stilleth the noise of the
seas, the noise of their waves, and the tumult of the peo-
ple. {8} They also that dwell in the uttermost parts are
afraid at thy tokens: thou makest the outgoings of the
morning and evening to rejoice. {9} Thou visitest the
earth, and waterest it: thou greatly enrichest it with the
river of God, <which> is full of water: thou preparest
them corn, when thou hast so provided for it. {10} Thou
waterest the ridges thereof abundantly: thou settlest the
furrows thereof: thou makest it soft with showers: thou
blessest the springing thereof. {11} Thou crownest the
year with thy goodness; and thy paths drop fatness. {12}
They drop <upon> the pastures of the wilderness: and the
little hills rejoice on every side. {13} The pastures are
clothed with flocks; the valleys also are covered over with
corn; they shout for joy, they also sing. 

Psalm 65
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It then goes on to set out very clearly in

section 20 that a person who owns a parcel
of land that has fee simple is assured that
they hold that land without benefit for the
Crown... it’s clearly saying that once the
Crown agrees to create the title then that
title is registered, written into the register,
from that point there is no benefit for the
Crown other than the reservation of miner-
als etc. below the ground.

Section 21 then sets out very, very clear-
ly that a person who holds a title of fee sim-
ple is assured that they hold that title with-
out licence or fine.

So a lot of the legislation that our state
governments create conflicts with our rights
under the Property Law Act. 

They go on to say in section 29 of the
Queensland Property Law Act 1974 that a
person holding a parcel of land in fee sim-
ple is assured that all of the rights of the

‘disponor’ and that terminology the
disponor is referring to the Crown, so all the
rights of the disponor are transferred to the
disponee which is the purchaser. That is
binding on the sovereign, heirs and successors.

So when we look at that in total the Prop-

erty Law Act tells us that our freehold land
is created as fee simple, it’s created without
benefit to the Crown, other than the afore-
mentioned reservations, that as the owners
of that property we hold that property with-
out licence or fine and we’re also assured

that each time that land is transferred that all
of the rights of the previous owner are trans-
ferred to the new owner.

I know at times we’ve all complained
about paying stamp duty, but in actuality
there is another function that as well as pay-
ing a fee for the state to transfer that title,
when we look at it in the sense of a com-
mercial transaction the state is actually
accepting a fee to guarantee transferring all
of the rights of the previous owner to the
new owner.

So that’s the legal argument, that as a
benefit of Queensland that I’m going to take
into the High Court over the next couple of
weeks, is that we have a right that is grant-
ed to us directly by the sovereign that we
hold that land without benefit for the Crown
and without licence or fine.

The High Court has in the past always
ruled that the rights of the property owner
prevail.

PROPERTY RI GHTS AND FEE SI MPLE

Abridged from the volume Land Law
Emphasis, definitions and sub headings

added by “The Strategy”
At page 65:
[435] The system of free tenures, with its

services and incidents, was mainly embed-
ded in the law by the beginning of the 13th
century. Its subsequent history is one of
decay, distorted and prolonged by the con-
flict of competing interests. We will make
no attempt to follow that history, except to

illustrate its effects on the main body of the
land law.

[436] We begin with the statute Quia
Emptores1290. Given a chain of tenures
such as then existed, alienation could take
either of two forms. In one the grantee
could be made the tenant of the grantor,
thus by the process of subinfeudation
adding another rung to the feudal ladder. In
the other, the grantee could take the place of
the grantor in the feudal ladder: that is, the

grantor would drop out altogether, the
grantee being substituted as tenant of the
original overlord. This latter method (“sub-
stitution”) ran counter to the personal ele-
ment of feudalism; but by now the financial
aspects of the tenurial incidents were
becoming more important than the fidelity
of the tenant.

Quia Emptoresprohibited all future
alienation by subinfeudation. The statute
empowered all free tenants to alienate the
whole or part of their land by substitution,
without the lord’s consent, the new tenant
to hold by the same services as the old. If
part only of the land was alienated by sub-
stitution, then the feudal services were to be
apportioned.

[437] There were several important lim-
itations on the statute’s operation. First, it
applied only to grants in fee simple,so that
there was nothing to prevent a tenant in fee
simple from granting a life estate or a fee
tail to another to hold of him as lord. Sec-
ondly, the statute did not bind the Crown, w
hich meant that it conferred no right of free
alienation upon tenants-in-chief. This latter
limitation was removed in 1327 by a statute
which gave tenants-in-chief the right of free
alienation.

[438] As a result of Quia Emptores,ever
since 1290 it has been legally impossible to
convey a fee simple interest in such a way
as to create tenure between grantor and
grantee. The grantee must take the place of
the grantor, so that the grantee holds the
land “of” the grantor’s lord. The inevitable
result, when combine with the operation of
the doctrine of escheat, was to simplify the
tenures upon which land was held. Every
escheat brought the land nearer to the King,
since it reduced the number of intervening
mesne tenants; and as no new subinfeuda-
tion could occur, more and more land came
to be held by tenants-in-chief directly of
the King.

(Editor’s note: Quia Emptores Lat —
because the purchasers. The first words of
the Statute Quia Emptores 1290.

Escheat Fr — to expire. In feudal times,
the reversion of real property to either the
lord of the fee or the Crown where the
owner died intestate without heirs or forfei-
ture of property upon a gross breach of the
feudal bond. End TS)

[439] The simplification of tenures was
further assisted by the gradual disappear-
ance of most of the tenurial services. Knight
service, due directly to the King, generally
was commuted (at the King’s discretion) as
early as the 12th century for a money pay-
ment known as “scutage” (“shield-
money”). From the beginning, scutage was

considered to be a form of taxation under
the control of Parliament, and by the end of
the Middle Ages its original connection
with tenure had been forgotten.

As to services due from socage tenants,
those which consisted of labour services
were quickly affected by the economic
changes of the 14th century. Those changes
eventually led to the consolidation of hold-
ings and the enclosure of common fields.
The large landholders preferred to rely on
hired labour rather than tenurial obligations.
By the 16th century these obligations had
generally been commuted for a fixed money
rent. Then, in the inflationary conditions of
the 16th and 17th centuries, these rents
became of little value — so much so that
they were not worth the trouble of collect-
ing and were allowed to sink into oblivion.
As a result, there was little incentive to pre-
serve claims to the mesne lordship of land
held by socage tenure. Even the possibility
of escheat was diminished by the Statute of
Wills 1540, which permitted land to be
devised by will.

(Editor’s note: Mesne estate — In the
feudal system, an estate which is not held
directly from the king but from a tenant in
capite or mesne lord, and which is itself
subinfeudated in part or whole to another. 

Mesne lord — A lord in the feudal sys-
tem who had vassals who held land from
him, but who was himself the vassal of a
higher lord. A mesne lord did not hold land
directly of the king. End TS)

Socage tenants, too, tended to become
tenants-in-chief, a process assisted by the
legal rule that in the absence of evidence to
the contrary a tenant is deemed to hold
directly of the King.

[440] In the case of the military tenures,
however, a similar development was con-
siderably delayed by the continuing value
of the incidents of wardship and marriage.
These were not so affected by the fall in the
value of money, because they gave control
over the actual land or its equivalent on the
marriage market. Nonetheless, here too the
position eventually changed. The mesne
lord not only gained, but in turn suffered, by
the burden of these incidents. Many
seigniories had escheated to the Crown; and
by the end of the Middle Ages the King was
the only person really concerned to preserve
tenure by knight service and its incidents.
The King was always lord and never tenant.
The incidents were finally abolished after
the Parliamentary interregnum of the 17th
century, when the restored King was com-
pensated for their loss by the grant of an
hereditary excise on beer, cider and spirits.
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Abridged
High Court judge Michael Kirby has

made an impassioned plea for Australians
to be vigilant about their constitutional
rights — rights he said were denied prison-
ers held by US authorities at Cuba’s Guan-
tanamo Bay.

Justice Kirby said Australia’s constitu-
tion included an “escalator to the High
Court”, giving any citizen the right to go
straight to the High Court if they felt the

Commonwealth had violated their constitu-
tional rights.

This was a vital legal protection, yet
Justice Kirby expected only one Australian
in 100 knew they were entitled to it.

“Keep your eye on the constitution...
because these are great protections,” he
said. “The protection of our liberties does
not ultimately depend on parliaments or
even courts. It depends on the love of the
people for liberty.”

Guard your rights, Judge exhorts
Report by David W ren, NEWS 7 June 2003

The Australian Patriot Movement
has had an interesting ruling made in
the local court hearing, Davis v Port
Stephens Council, over land rates.

Mr Davis has been informed that
he will have another ‘mention’ date,
the third ‘mention’ date, to be fol -
lowed by a fourth ‘mention’ date.

His refusal to pay land rates will
never be heard in a court of law,

because of “fee simple” on property
title, also the Uniform Commercial
Code ruling - HCA/88 and the Feder -
al Referendum 1988.

This is a victory for the movement,
stand up and be counted, join the
fight, ring Kevin Thompson (02) 6685
1719.

Kevin W.D. Thompson
National Coordinator

Reproduction of Document
USER ID/DOC NO. CC104/49834
Local Court,
COHN STREET
EAST MAITLAND 2323 i
Telephone no: 02 4931 6333
09/09/2004

Dear Sir/ Madam
Civil Claims File No: 5101/04
Plaintiff: PORT STEPHENS COUNCIL
Ref:
Defendant: ALAN DAVIS
Ref:

*********
I refer to the above matter. Please note that the following orders have been
made by magistrate Jackson, this date, regarding this matter:

Matter to remain in the list For Mention Only on 17/9/2004 at Maitland
Court.
All parties, except the defendant, are excused from attending on
17/9/2004.
Parties will be notified after 17/9/04 of a further mention date and, of
any further directions given.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to
contact this office.
Your faithfully 
Registrar

ALAN DAVIS
20 OCEAN AVENUE
ANNA BAY 2316

STOP PRESS
Fee Simple victory

The Subsequent History of Free T enures in England
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Def ence Debi l i t y
THE Reasons why our government cannot attract the best recruits with the ‘right stuff ’

By Bob Doring

1. According to a recent Editorial in
“Blues Country Magazine”. Army Recruit-
ing Officers have stated that for the last 100
years or more over 90% of the best recruits
have come from the country. The Ameri-
cans have also found that the 10% they
accept from the cities are from what they
term the (Gun or Hunting Culture), and the
only reason they live in the cities is because
that is where their jobs are.

2. Army recruiting requires those
who have initiative, good health, physical
fitness are experienced in the use and safety
and proficiency with firearms, can live in
the bush or under extreme conditions and
most important will obey orders. They are
not getting these any more despite a
multi-million dollar advertising campaign
by the Govt. and their new employment
agent “Man Power Services”. 

Proof of this was evident in recent news
articles which stated that most of our best
Army personnel including the SAS are all
overseas and they are finding that only a
very small number of persons are joining
the Army. The SAS, our Elite forces, nor-
mally would only accept applicants to join
the SAS from the best the Regular Army
could supply. The SAS psychological and
physical test program is so severe that only
10% of these are finally accepted. The Govt
is now calling for civilians to apply to join
the SAS and according to recent news
reports; out of 800 applicants only 48 were
able to pass the initial psychiatric and psy-
chological test. These 48 will now undergo
the extremely rigorous six weeks physical
trials and only 4 or 5 are expected to pass.

3. Why has this extremely dangerous
situation developed? Well rather than spec-
ulate, myself and other groups concerned
about freedom and national security have
asked the country boys and girls and the gun
culture why they won’t join anymore and
the many replies are as follows.

They are only interested in joining an
AUSTRALIAN DEFENCE FORCE as I
also did when I was in National Service 45
years ago. They do not want to be part of a
UNITED NATIONS PEACE KEEPING
FORCE and have to wear the Blue Hat and
be subject to all the restrictive rules and reg-
ulations of a Peace Keeping Force. Also
they can be ordered to go to remote areas of
the world and risk life and limb in conflicts
which we should not be part of. Many can
still remember how our soldiers, both regu-
lar and conscripts were abused and vilified
by the public and media and ignored by our
Govt, even their leader General Cosgrove
has stated that a peace keeping force is no
good as a defence force.

Our National Health Schemes are failing
mainly due to lack of funds, and legal lia-
bilities. Many defence personnel who are
suffering from numerous war related health
problems are being denied help or told to
wait years for treatment like everyone else.
The Govts’ claim they are short of funds,
yet can find hundreds of millions of dollars
for new gun laws; buy backs, registration
and licensing etc. It is estimated that at least
1 billion dollars or more has been wasted so
far, with millions each year also wasted on
licensing and registration. It was claimed
that crime rates would fall and we would be
safer. However, even the official police
reports show otherwise. In Queensland the
armed robbery rates alone have increased
from 3 per year, 20 years ago, with hardly
any gun laws, to now over 4 per day, or
1460 per year, a 400 times increase.

After the Chinese student shot 2 other
Chinese students over a year ago which
resulted in another of John Howard’s Unit-
ed Nations directed enforced gun laws cost-
ing us another 100 million dollars. This did
not gain any illegal pistols and revolvers,
only those from licensed pistol club mem-
bers. They were paid full market value of up

to $2,000 or more for their old pistols and
revolvers. Most chose to buy new pistols
and continue in their sport.

We believe that he will never come to
trial, as was also the case with Martin
Bryant, the so-called Port Arthur Killer.

This leads to yet another reason, as coun-
try people and the gun culture are the ones
who are mainly punished and inconve-
nienced under the new gun laws. They have
to comply daily with the safe storage laws
and other severe restrictions. Many have
already been fined or lost their licenses for
failure to comply.

There is continuing outrage since they
have been forced to take the blame for the
Port Arthur Massacre when 35 people were
killed by a terrorist action.

John Howard and the Attorney-General,
maintain that there will not be a trial or even
a Coronial Enquiry and have placed a 30
year embargo on all the evidence. This
alone was bad enough, that all shooters
were vilified and demonised by the media
and the Govt, who claimed that they and the
public were outraged by any calls to have
all the new evidence examined, which can
all be viewed on the internet (www.shooters
news.addr.com), solely on the grounds that
this would be too upsetting for the surviving
victims or their families. Yet all were
denied any financial compensation. Most of
them are now demanding an investigation
as was done with the Bali Bombings when
82 Australians were killed, plus 120 more
and many others were injured. How can
they justify this excuse now, they can’t.

It has been claimed that John Howard
urged the New Zealand Prime Minister
Helen Clarke to also enforce our United
Nations Gun Laws, she flatly refused on the
grounds that N.Z. abandoned licensing and
gun registration 30 years ago as it was a
total waste of time and money. But more
importantly the armed N.Z. citizens are now
the only real defence they have. This is
based on a Russian Govt. report that N.Z.
was one of the few countries they would
never invade as too many citizens had
firearms, like Switzerland and the USA, and
knew how to use them and would be too
hard to find and kill in the N.Z. rugged envi-
ronment. 60 years ago the Japanese Military
had the same fear for Australia and did not
launch a full-scale invasion, we were also
once a Nation of Riflemen, but not any-
more.

Another serious concern is the lowering
of minimum standards and the lack of prop-
er Army training and equipment. There are
reports that some Army Reserve Soldiers
have not fired a live round for 3 years or
more. Most of the rifle training is now done
with an air operated Steyer Rifle shot at a
Video generated picture on a screen. The
.22 cal or 5.56mm Steyer Rifle has been
plagued with Major faults, mainly acciden-
tal discharges; believed to be caused by its
plastic trigger and sear mechanism. An
army directive has been issued that the rifle
must not be fired continuously for 100
rounds or 90 seconds, otherwise total melt
down can occur. An American report stated
that each rifle has cost the taxpayer $7500
each. Many other major faults have also
been reported. The SAS have totally refused
to use it and now have the American Colt
rifle or the 7.62mm M14 rifle. 

On watching a TV report on Army train-
ing recently I was shocked to see that two
female reserve soldiers on a recent training
exercise had their eyes closed tightly and
their heads turned sideways, as they blasted
off at full auto in the general direction of the
supposed enemy. If this is the standard of
training, then God help us all. I have read
reports that claim that the Police personnel
are even worse. A Korean and Vietnam vet-
eran stated that the only time he really
feared for his life was when he was

employed to train the police. I believe that I
was mainly responsible in getting the
Queensland Police their bulletproof vests
and also the setting up of an obstacle course
so that at least a minimum height and
strength standard was established on new
recruits. What did I get for my trouble, only
a viscous vendetta from certain members of
Police Hierarchy who do not like my politi-
cal beliefs.

It is a very sad situation we now have,
where many people now fear the Police or
our Govt. more than they fear the criminals
or an enemy. We hopefully have not
reached the full Police State yet, but we
seem to be heading that way. All the Aus-
tralian Police hierarchies still agree to fol-
low the 1977 Channel Island Policy as they
were ordered to do in the last war, and that
is total collaboration with an invading force
if they are deemed to be in control of Aus-
tralia. This was shown on the ABC TV pro-
gram titled “When The War Came to Aus-
tralia”.

Many full time defence career officers
and retired Generals have expressed deep
concerns about our lack of Defences, espe-
cially ground forces, that are our only final
defence. Some are resigning and others
state that if Australia becomes a republic
they will definitely resign, as they will lose
the protection they have under our present
Constitutional Monarchy, where the Queen
and Governor-General are the head of all
our armed forces and not the Prime Minis-
ter, as presently assumed by him.

Years ago our Governments were
ordered by the United Nations to implement
a law which would allow any Aust. Govt.
now or in the future, the power to order
Australian Regular Army Troops to shoot
Australian Citizens they deemed to be a
threat, the same laws which the Chinese
Govt. ordered at Tianamen Square. There

has been a recent amendment to that law
which now allows them to include Army
Reserve Forces. This fact alone would pre-
vent myself and, any of my family from
joining the Army and many others once
they are aware of it.

All democracies only have an average
life of 200 years as they finally sink into
bondage and slavery. When the people are
willing to give up their rights and freedoms
for only a promise of safety and security, as
we have done, then they will deserve or
receive neither.

We once had what is known as the
“Social Contract” whereby we elected peo-
ple to run our country and respect our rights
and freedoms. We in turn promised to obey
all just laws, pay our taxes and defend the
country. That does not apply anymore,
where will it all end. Well I have come to
support the scientific principle agreed to by
1650 World famous scientists of many
fields and they unanimously agreed that all
of our present problems such as disease,
poverty, crime, wars and violence, starva-
tion, slums and the destruction of our envi-
ronment are all human related and that we
have ignored what they call the “Golden
Rule” which states that no species especial-
ly humans should exceed in total number
one fifth of the maximum.

They estimate that the total world popu-
lation should not exceed 500,000,000 or 5
hundred million, if we don’t then we are
genetically programmed to violence and
wars. See the “GEORGIA GUIDE
STONES” on the Internet. We should be
replenishing the earth and not filling the
earth as altered in later bibles. It appears
that only wars, disease and catastrophes can
sort out the strong from the weak and the
smart from the stupid. Nothing else seems
to work, we are heading down this path, are
you prepared?

• From Page 1
Australian companies, they directly

involve 3.5 million business ownersand
their families — according to the Council
of Small Business Organisations of Aus-
tralia (COSBOA) — and they directly
affect another 3.5 million who are either
employed or contracted.And about half
of all non-government jobs are provided by
small businesses.

But neither of the major parties is
tempting this huge constituency with the
one thing it wants: a reduction in the bur-
den of red tape. Unquote. 

COSBOA executive director Tony
Steven sums it all up in the final para-
graph when he states: “we’re a big sector
and we’re very important but most busi-
ness people are focused on their business,
not on politics. Either the politicians are
going to realise we are up for grabs and
come out with important policies, or small
business people are going to realise that
they have to organise and mobilise in
order to get what they want”.

Neville Black
My Contact details are as follows:
P.O. Box 386 Beaudesert, QLD. 4285

The Abominable T ax System

So The Melbourne Institute of Applied
Economic and Social Research has esti-
mated that the ALP’s Tax Reforms will
boost labour supply by 72,000 people
(funny, but I thought there was a million
plus looking for work) and cut jobless fam-
ilies by 49,000 with further improvements
in these numbers due to family payment
reforms. And that over a 4 year period 85%
will find jobs.

And interestingly the Melbourne Insti-
tute compares the results of these reforms
much more favourably, than with the
2004/05 Costello budget which proved vir-
tually neutral. Either way, it is a very poor
result for the majority of families contain-
ing those 900,000 children locked in the
poverty trap.

My challenge to the Courier Mail is to
obtain an assessment from the Melbourne

Institute of the result of scrapping the
whole abomination of current useless and
unworkable tax acts and replacing them
with a simple 1% debits tax paid by every-
body (individuals and Corporations) as
money is withdrawn from their financial
Institutions. Research has shown this sys-
tem would produce painlessly, automati-
cally and continuously 2 to 3 times the cur-
rent revenue. Now if this simple 21st cen-
tury system won’t work, then tell us all,
including those 900,000 children and their
families, why it won’t work.

Neville B. Black 
My Contact details are as follows:
P.O. Box 386 Beaudesert QLD 4285
Phones work 07 5544 6160 Fax 07 5544

6781 email nblack35@ozsell.com 
Mobile 0407 755 435
Home phone  07 5544 6168

ALP back to work T ax Reform
— Courier Mail 1 1th Sept 2004

By N Black 
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Shades of the last Federal Election. I
believe the following should be widely circu-
lated.

Our lives have many more issues then just
money and Tax, but here are plenty of good
reasons just on this issue alone to vote for your
One Nation Candidate. 

The Introduction of this Policy will influ-
ence, change, modify or remove the follow-
ing:-

For Businesses
You will never ever need to fill in another

Tax return or BAS Form of any description.
Vote for the E-Tax.
You will not have the Tax Office big broth-

er looking over your shoulder all the time. 
Vote for the E-Tax.
Government involvement in your business

will be zero (assistance is always available if
requested as it is planned that Government and
Business will work closely together for the
benefit of all.) 

Vote for the E-Tax
You will never ever need to worry about

the dollars you take from the till to relieve the
Tax stress caused headache. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
You will not have to work longer hours just

to keep the ship afloat. 
Vote for the E-Tax.
All of the money that you earn/make is

yours to spend as you wish without worry
about Tax. 

Vote for the E-tax.
You do not have to junk up your office

with 7 years Tax records just in case. 
Vote for the E-Tax.
No more unexpected Tax Audits to waste

your time and resources and raise your stress
levels. 

Vote for the E-tax.
Lower costs will mean that the cost of

employment will come down (no the workers
do not get less wages) so businesses can afford
to put on more staff. Within 12 months, the
dole queue will consist of only those who do
not want jobs. 

Vote for the E-tax.
You can sack your Accountant for Taxa-

tion reasons and put him to work managing
your finances. 

Vote for the E-tax.
You will have more money available for

research and development — and you can
then produce your product in this Country and
Export it — more manufacture means more
jobs. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
For Workers
You will never again have to tell the Taxa-

tion department, as we know it now, how
much you earn. All of the money you earn is
white (whether from 1, 2 or 10 jobs) and yours
to spend freely as you wish. 

Vote for the E-tax.
You will have more choice of jobs as busi-

nesses and industry will be re-vitalised and
re-started in Australia with the lower costs. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
You will have more scope for promotion as

our industries once again start manufacturing
and producing. 

Vote for the E-tax. 
For Pensioners
BECAUSE NOBODY NEEDS TO SUB-

MIT A TAX RETURN ANYMORE, IT
AUTOMATICALLY MEANS THAT AGE
PENSIONERS OVER 65 CAN EARN AS
MUCH AS THEY LIKE WITHOUT LOS-
ING PENSION OR BENEFITS. WE WILL
PUT THE DIGNITY BACK INTO OLD
AGE AND GAIN THE ADDED BENEFIT
OF YOUR EXPERIENCE. ALL SAVINGS
ARE TAXFREE AND CAN EARN COM-
POUNDING INTEREST TAXFREE
UNTIL THEY ARE SPENT. 

Vote for the E-Tax. 
For the Greenies
The Introduction of Electronic Tax will

save the forests as a million tonnes of paper
will be saved yearly. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
Our revitalised Industries will be bigger

users of re-cycled products instead of the
ground fill that is still the fate of many. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
More funds will be available for research

into fossil fuel alternatives — help save the
planet.  

Vote for the E-Tax. 
For Students
Assured jobs upon graduation. 
Vote for the E-tax.
Funds for a free education for all — an

educated nation is a Leader Nation. 
Vote for the E-Tax.
Equal education opportunities for all. 
Vote for the E-Tax.
For All
Less tax means less cost — means lower

prices for everything (groceries, houses, fuel,
clothes etc etc). 

Vote for the E-Tax.
Funds will be available for the greatest lit-

tle Army, Navy and Air Force in the World
— Australian made. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
Funds will be available to better address

the refugee and asylum seekers problem. 
Vote for the E-Tax.

There will never ever be a need for Gov-
ernment deception or backflips after a Policy
is set — this will create much better rapport
between the elected representatives and the
people. 

Vote for the E-Tax.
All of the above are genuine benefits that

will be possible with The 21st Century Elec-
tronic Tax (E.Tax). And be aware that this
21ST CENTURY ELECTRONIC TAX (E
Tax.) could be introduced virtually overnight
as it requires little lead-time before implemen-
tation. 

All of the Pre-implementation work will be
done by the Government and that is simply to
ensure that correct Computerisation by the
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS correctly cal-

culates the 1% ($1 IN $100) of what is with-
drawn each day as N.D.T. This is then remit-
ted by Electronic Funds Transfer to The
National Treasury. 

One Nation will proudly and promptly
introduce this most important Tax Concept
into Law. 

You may believe that the points raised
above are to difficult for you to fix or are not
important enough to you to do anything about
or you just do not care enough. That is your
view and that is fine — so if it does not really
make any difference to you — then just give it
your vote anyhow.  

PLEASE SHARE THIS GOOD
NEWS WITH YOUR FRIENDS AND
FAMILY

If you don’t know the REAL truth of this issue — 
this book can fill in many blank spots
RECOMMENDED READING — Ed.

Deadl y Dece ption a t P or t Ar thur
This book sweeps aside emotional media rubbish about the mass
murder, leaving only hard scientific evidence proving that Martin
Bryant did not kill any one at Port Arthur , but was merely lured to

Seascape as a “Patsy”.
Essential reading for those who care about Australian national

security.

Perfect as Birthday or Christmas Presents
Thankfully , anonymous sponsorship provided to increase public

knowledge of the port Arthur atr ocity is to be continued, allowing
packs of ten of the Fourth Edition to be continued at the reduced
price of $60 including express post with the cost of a single copy

remaining the same.

The Subsequent History of Free T enures in England

Ten Copies
$60.00

Including
Express

Post

One Copy
$10.00

Including
Postage

Please send payment to “J. Vialls” at 45 Merlin Drive, Carine, WA. 6020

Donations to the ongoing investigation are also welcome

• From Page 3
[441] The end of the strictly feudal peri-

od of English land law came in 1660, when
Tenures Abolition Act 1660 abolished most
of the remaining incidents of tenure. The
Act converted all tenures into free and com-
mon socage, and prohibited other types of
tenure being created in future. It also abol-
ished all incidents of value, except forfei-
ture and escheat. Socage tenure was not
affected, except by the abolition of inci-
dents (of which aids had been the only one
in any way burdensome).

At page 67
Tenure in New South Wales

[442] At the date when English land law
was introduced into New South Wales, the
feudal organisation of society in England
had long since passed into history.

Australian society was never organised
along feudal lines. From the outset, the
colonists’ land titles originated in express
documentary grant from the Crown.

And since there were no “manors” in
New South Wales, copyhold tenure was
also unknown.

[443] Nevertheless, ever since the birth
of the colony the ghost of feudalism has

been present. It was early established that
land in New South Wales is held of the
Crown in accordance with the feudal con-
cept of tenure. In the landmark case of
Attorney-General v Brown (1847) 2 SCR
App 30) an attempt was made to exorcise
the ghost by contending that the Crown had
no property in the unalienated “waste
lands” of the colony, nor any right to grant
them unless the legislature had expressly
conferred that right. But the argument
failed. The Full Supreme Court of New
`South Wales held that the feudal system of
land tenure, and with it the principle that
land is held “of the Crown”, was part of the
law of New South Wales. Even today, a per-
son who “owns” land is properly described
as “holding” the land “of the Crown in the
right of the State of New South Wales”.

[444] Quia Emptores1290 and the
Tenures Abolition Act1660 were part of the
English law received into New South
Wales. It follows that subinfeudation exist-
ed in this country.48 The two statutes were
formally repealed, in so far as they applied
to New South Wales, by the Imperial Acts
Application Act 1969 (NSW). However,
their substance has been preserved by the
same Act. Section 36 provides:

“Land held of the Crown in fee simple
may be assured in fee simple without
licence and without fine and the person tak-
ing under the assurance shall hold the land
of the Crown in the same manner as the land
was held before the assurance took effect.”

Section 37 provides:
“All tenures created by the Crown upon any

grant in fee simple made after the commence-
ment of this Act shall be taken to be in free and
common socage without any incident of tenure
for the benefit of the Crown.”

[445] In New South Wales, only two inci-
dents of socage tenure have been of any impor-
tance. The first was a rental payment in the
form of a “quit rent” reserved to the Crown in
early Crown grants. It has long ceased to exist.
In 1846, all lands on which 20 years’ quit rent
had been paid were freed from further charge;
where over 20 years’ quit rent had been paid,
the excess was refunded; and quit rents not
extinguished could be redeemed by paying a
lump sum. All remaining quit rents were
released in 1964.

[446] The second incident was escheat,
by which land would revert to the Crown if
the tenancy came to an end. 

(Editor’s note: Of interest is the follow-
ing footnote:

48 But cf Taylor, “The Enlargement of
Leaseholds to Freeholds” (1958) 22 Conv
(NS) 101 at 109, suggesting that the grant of
a long term lease which is later enlarged
into a fee simple under S. 134 of the Con-
veyancing Act 1919 (NSW) — as to which,
see (1529) and (1708) — effects a subinfeu-
dation, since Quia Emptoresonly applied
where land was “sold to be holden in fee
simple”, and the grant of a lease which is
later enlarged is not a sale of fee simple.

A variant of subinfeudation may still
exist in New South Wales, in respect of land
held by certain colleges of the University of
Sydney. Crown grant dated 18 January,
1855 (registered Ser 198 Page 72) granted
land to the University of Sydney upon trust
to “subgrant” part to Colleges to be estab-
lished within the University. Deeds of sub-
grant were later executed by the University
in favour of certain Colleges, by the terms
of which the land subgranted was to revest
in the University should the Colleges fail to
meet stipulated conditions; see, eg. deeds
registered No 265 Book 137 and No 960
Book 1380. (I am indebted to the Hon. Mr
Justice Young of the New South Wales
Supreme Court for bringing these docu-
ments to my attention.) 

A MESSAGE TO ALL AUSTRALIAN PEOPLE
THE MANY BENEFITS OF THE 21st century E- TAX


