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THE PRESERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT OF IND IVIDUALS RIGHTS AND FREEOOKS: 
SHOULD QUEENSLAND ADOPT A BILL OF RIGHTS? 

May I begin this Submission by drawing your attention to Inherited 
Liberties that we already have, IIf FORCE in Quee nsland <a nd Australi a ), 
Please r efer to doc ume nt T. p, 1 . I f s ti ll i n doubt verif y by contacting 
the At tor ney General , Liberties " IH FORCE" in Queensland; 

The BI LL OF RIGHTS 1688. William & Mary. 
Magna Charta 1215. (now pr onounced Magna Carta 1215). 
The Coronation Oath. 
Habeas Corpus. 
The Commonlaw. 

Plus others, and we must not overlook the Commonwealth Constitution, 
which is a document of RESTRICTIOU, and rightful l y so. 
I was very disappointed to note that during the Committees (L.C.A.R . C. 
e:{hdusti ve research, that the Committee failed to d i scover ou r I NHERITED 
BILL OF RIG HTS 1688, cont inu i ng IN FORCE, or fo r that mat ter any of t he 
others hereinbefore listed. I an fur t he r astounded that the Committ ee 
appears unaware of the fact that it is the same Bi l l of Ri ghts 1688 that 
bestows Parl i amentary Privi l ege upon the Commit t ee, for the ir betterment 
and a s i t shou l d be, I f any Members of the Commit tee would like to read 
up on their li berti es, t he annot ated , s i mplifi ed a nd explained paper , 
Fr eedom 1; Your I nherited Bil l of Rights 1688, i s availabl e :rom the 
above Au t hor , at a cost of $2.00 each, postage inc Luded. 
11 A Bill of Ri ghts is a peoples document. it i s presented by the people 
(when the people deem that desirable) t o the Administrati on, a nd t he 
Administration i s i nstruc ted t o to abide by it 's pr oviss ions, or el se. 
Therefore ownership and cont rol is vested tn the people, i nclu1!ng any 
amendments or demise entire l y of the document is the peopl es perogat i ve, 
as has alway~ been recogni zed and established. 
21 The Queensla nd Legislat ive Assembly (or any ot he r ) has no authority 
or pe roga t lve to propose or bestow a B11 1 of Right s onto the i r 
Co nsti t uent~. When (and if) the Queens l and peopl e dec ide that their Bi l l 
of Rights is 1n need o f amendmP.nt or rep l acement, J have no doubt tha t 
t hey (the people) will instruct their respect i ve Representatives 
ao:o:ord ingly , as has always bee n done . 
:31 The re 1s no universa ll y r ec ognized det'tnlt1on of hurean r i~hts as such 
because; AI That would be extremely hazardou·5. 

DJ Thf;!:il- Is no universal Jur1sd l o:tlon on th13 planet, thank 
goodness, every SOl/ereign Nati on L:; SOl/r::reign, and 1'; no t to 
be i nte rfered wi th by another , e':;pecidlly i nc lud ing the U. H, 

Th~re is no tnte rnatioTlal Bi 11 of Right s , bs<::aus8 the peopl e have not 
cant; page 2. 
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commi ssioned one, and any such concocked instrumen t holds no !orc~ or 
valld!ty i n any Sovereign Rat ion (or anywhere) un l ess and until the 
people of th."t rlat ion accept 1 t enroasse, e . g. by democratic referendum. 
For your gui deance, the only behavlor that comes close to an 
internat ional behavlor, and there ' s nnthi.ng wrong with it on a vol untary 
basis. is the RULE OF GOD, THE TEN COKXANDXENTS and CHRISTIAN BEHAVIOR, 
and perhaps the British Commonlaw. 
41 May I ques ti on your "negative rights" assertion. the purpose of any 
Bill ot Rights LB to r'::Bt1' ic t "AdMl i nLstra tl<;e" contt' ol ot a. free peopl~. 
that's not negative , that's POSITIVE, peoples liberties are positive and 
prot~ction of liberties is POSITIVE action. This ent ire sec 2 of your 
Iss ues Paper has a bad image of 1]. N. infl uence with i nit, an i nfl uence 
that has WO place in this Sovereign Nation of Australia (HOT STATE). 
51 Your 3.1, Australia doesn't need a replacement Bill of Rights because 
Australia a l ready has an Inherited Sil l of Rights. and yes, we also have 
the British Comroon law, which implies the Christian pri nciple that an 
individu~l may do whatever they like providing it does not infringe upon 
anotbers (persons) freedoms or enjoyment, the original intent of the 
Briti sh Co mmonlaw had no connect ion with "prohibited by law", law has 
only bp.en a progresi ve deterioration of t he or i ginal Britisb Commonlaw 
and e nt wined Christian Law, perpetrated on our peopl e by vested 
interests who can gain by such deteri oration. Your for example is 
noth i ng short of a nonsense. 
61 Your 3.2 , the Commonwealth Constitut ion was NOT intended to be a Bill 
of Rights, becaus e the writers where well aware that we already had an 
exce ll ent Bill of Rights, unlike the L.e.A.R.e., however I dispute your 
statement that Sec's 116 - 80 - 51 and 24 do not apply t o the States, i f 
they do not apply to the collective States t hen who do they appl y to? I 
recommend reading Se c 's 5 and 109 of the Commonwealth Constitution. 
I note your reference to "REPRESElfTATlVE GOVERNKEIrT". I congratulate you 
on the r eference to tha t word "Representative" , and I suggest tha t we 
are a long way away from that Constitutional provission. as a matter of 
fac t, [ suggest that we have not had "REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT" fo r at 
least t he last twenty years and grading back to about fifty years ago, 
furthermore I would suggest that almost every piece of Legislation 
passed during the last forty years is Unconstitutional on the grounds of 
being passed on sa called "Party Lines", and therefore it is invali d. 
Clas:3ic ~xample woul d have to be t he 5 0 called "gun laws", certa in 
M.L.A. ' 5 s poke on t he i r Constitue nts opposition to the Bill, and then 
they vot~d an "Party Lines" contra.ry to their Constituents inst r uct ions . 
The "gun laws" a re a l so invalid because the y llre repugnant to our only 
Bi tt of Rights, the 1688 Bilt of Rights . 
71 Your ;J.3 , a. ll 1J.~t. treaties and/or conventions are of NO force or 
effe~t in Australia, or any otbe r Sove reign Nation. 
81 Mlly I que'3tian the usefullness of 11 Bill of Rights, as discussed in 
th~ s~.:;o nd paragraph of your sec 5, this 1:3 a pandora 's box, not a Bill 
of Rights, Cl. Bi 11 of Ri ghts i s wri tten by the people, the 
Admi ni st.rations are told to abide by t he pr ovisslons, or else. wha t is 
propos~d in Sec 5 , second paragraph is a nonsense , and we Taxpayers paid 
them t o propose this nonsense. 
91 Your 6. 1, this entire secti on ,should be t reated with t he conte mpt 

cant; page 3 . 
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that it deserves to be treated wi th, however I wi 11 briefly comment; 
A/ We already have a Bill of Rights (1688). 
BI If the existing protections are not adequate, then they haven't been 
for a long time. 
Cl The only reason our existing rights hav~ been overriden by the 
Parliament is because our apathetic people have (so far) allowed that to 
happen, a reckoning will eventually come, as it did in 1215 and 1688. 
DI Your admission in the forth paragraph is a disgrace, it proves the 
level to which our Parliaments have deteriorated. 
E/ The Commonlaw is NOT becoming increasingly "internationalized", it's 
being deliberately led in that direction by our so called 
"Representatives", whilst our people allow it, 
FI Queensland has NO international obligations, 
10/ Your 6.2, in responce to this Sec, I advise the following; 
AI We already have a Bill of Rights. 
P·I We already have a Magna Carta. 
Cl We already have the British Commonlaw. 

and many others. 
DI Your third paragraph; 
(a) The first statement is rather curious, the people (not 
Administration) did effectively "Legislate" in 1688, and that has been 
effective for three hundred years, if you mean Administration (govt), 
then you are correct. 
(b) Yes, that is why defining is limited to a minimum number of broad 
statements covering all aspects of the subject matter. In this way 
rights do not remain unwritten, a further example, one could say, "do 
only unto others as you would have done unto yourself", thereupon you 
have a mO:3t comprehen::,ive Bill of Rights, which is impossible to 
miSinterpret, as is the common practice these days when a 
person/organization wishes to do the opposite to what has just been 
said. 
El Parliamentary Sovereignty!!! If the Parliament had integrity it would 
not Legislate outside of the peoples established Commonlaw, including 
the Great Charters hereinbefore mentioned. I will be glad when we can 
return to a Representative Legislature!! 
FI 18'3, a Bill of Rights does tend to frustrate the Administration, as 
explained ir. El last above, as does our Commonwealth Constitution, this 
fact demonstrates the retrograde and repugnant state of our so called 
"Representatives" who would even circumvent our Constitution, or ignore 
it, what would it be like if they were not restricted by su::::h a safe 
system. 
G/ I \,,111 treat the rest of this Sec with the contempt that it deserves. 
III No other method'3 are neces'3.3.ry, we'll stick with our current "IN 
FORCE" li berties. 

Table 2. 
E.A R.C.'3 Bill of Rights is an impotent document, indeed it's a 
dangerous document, it is full of rights containing cancellation 
mechani:5ms; e.g. 
AI What,:; the use of a right that depends upon, quote "except on a ground 
e'3ti:\blish,?d by law". 
BI Ta take "rea:30nable steps" to defend the per'30ns life, liberty or 

cont; page 4. 
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security"; 
i ~hat about a persons property? There's no mention of property . 
.. Who interprets the meaning of the ward " REASONABLE"'? 
Compare t his with aur real Bill of Rights, whi ch states quote; 
"THAT THE SUBJECTS VHICH ARE PROTESTANTS KAY HAVE ARMS FOR THEIR DEFENCE 
SUITABLE TO THEIR CONDITIONS AND AS ALLOWED BY LAW" E.Q. as allowed by 
law does UOT mean If allowed. If you are confused about the use of the 
word "protestants", you need to read the document for cl arification. 
No te; This section invalidates the so called "gun laws". 
Cl The words "ARBITRARILY" "REASONABLE" " JUST IFIED LIMITATIONS" 
"ACORDlNG TO LAY" act, have NO PLACE in a genuine Bill of Right::;. And 
whats t he use of rights that are NOT enforceable. 

In closing . I inst uct that it is not 
appropri3t~ tor the Legislative Assembly to offer the people a Bill of 
Rights . i n particular i f it should be assumed that such Bil l of Rights 
will invalidate our real Bill of Rights, sucb assumption being repugnant 
a nd a pi pe d~eam of unreality. 

I hereby seek the Committees authorization t o 
publ i sh or p~ovide this submission to other pe r sons. 

I trust that the Comm1ttp.p. wi l l consider the 
legi timate rights of their Constituents during t heir deliberations, and 
wish edch Member the very best of luck and health for t he future. 

Signed by my hand this 8 day of November 1997. () ill'id I 
Y/t41 (p!. (Jt?, 

ran Mcleod 
"Suroark Lodge" 
Maryvale QLD. 
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