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Copyright in the High Court of Australia

 

MR B.C. FYFFE appeared in person.

 

MR G.L. MEEHAN:  May it please the Court, I appear for the respondent.  (instructed by the Victorian Govern
ment Solicitor)

 

GAUDRON J:   Mr Fyffe, I was handed today a document which you purported to file in the Registry, or I thin
k you handed to the Registry this morning.  There are some words in that that are clearly objectionable and I d
o not see can be supported by way of affidavit.  Unless you have something to say which would put them into p
roper non‑objectionable form, I propose to strike out the words in capital in the third paragraph and the last w
ords of paragraph 4 and then paragraphs 5 and 6.  Do you understand?

 

MR FYFFE:   I understand that, your Honour.

 

GAUDRON J:   Yes, very well.  They will be struck out.  They are clearly not in proper form.

 

MR FYFFE:  Beg your pardon?

 

GAUDRON J:   I said they are not in proper form.  Anyway, we will hear you now on your application for speci
al leave.

 

MR FYFFE:   May I approach the Bench with a question?  I wish to know who I am appearing before.
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GAUDRON J:   You are appearing before the High Court of Australia.

 

MR FYFFE:   Judges?

 

GAUDRON J:   You are appearing before the High Court of Australia.  Please make your submissions.

 

MR FYFFE:   Before I start I wish to make it clear to the Court that I would like to use the 20 minutes allocated
to me without any undue interference from the Bench.  If the Court wishes to ask me any questions you are qu
ite welcome to write them down and ask me at the end of my allocated time.

 

KIRBY J:   I do not accept that for a minute.

 

MR FYFFE:   Concerning Masonic disclosures from the sitting members of the Bench, I will work on the assu
mption that members of this Bench may have made or may have secret Masonic oaths.  This assumption must
exist until any sitting member states otherwise.

 

GAUDRON J:   I beg your pardon?

 

MR FYFFE:   Would you like me to repeat that?

 

GAUDRON J:   I did not quite hear what you said.

 

MR FYFFE:   Concerning Masonic disclosure from the sitting members of the Bench, I will work on the assum
ption that members of this Bench may have ‑ ‑ ‑

 

GAUDRON J:   Now, what do you know about Masonic lodges, or of clubs or organisations?  Have you ever see
n a woman member of the Masonic lodge?  So do not talk nonsense, Mr Fyffe.

 

MR FYFFE:   Your Honour, I wish to carry on with my application.  This is an application for special leave to a
ppeal the decision of the Court of Appeal in Victoria on 18 November 1999 before Justices Batt, Charles and Ch
ernov.  Prior to that hearing Justice Charles, the senior Justice, intimidated and threatened my solicitor, Keit
h Hoban, by informing him that if he represented me at the hearing the appeal would be dismissed and he wo
uld wear the costs of the appeal.  My solicitor felt that he had no option but to accede to the threat and he aske
d me to dismiss him by way of letter to terminate his services.  This submission will concentrate on only two gr
ounds of my application.
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This application arises from a decision made summarily by the Supreme Court of Victoria in 19
86, and it was in that affidavit that you were speaking about before, your Honour.  The decision
gave possession of my property, “the property” as it will be called, to the ANZ Bank through its t
rustees.  It was this decision that led to the following actions and involvement with the judiciary,
police and sheriffs officers.

 

In May 1998, the police arrested me on 18 criminal charges and I was imprisoned for 10 months,
during which time the bank put my property up for auction without my consent and sold it to t
he DNRE, the department.  All but one of these charges was dropped or dismissed and I am in t
he process of clearing my name in relation to that also.

 

In June of 1989 I returned to the property with my family on an oral agreement to pay $40 per w
eek for the home plus agistment for the stock.  This agreement continued for approximately thr
ee years and then the agistment was summarily increased by 300 per cent.  This I objected to an
d I refused to pay anything until the matter was resolved.  In 1996 I received the first notice to qu
it from the Government Solicitor.  This resulted in many court appearances:  two before Justic
e Byrne, two before Master Evans, one before Justice Mandie, one in the appeal court before Ch
arles, Batt and Chernov, one before Buchanan and Orminston, one in the High Court before Ha
yne and one before Justice Beach in the practice court.  During these times my family and I wer
e under extreme threats and stress of eviction from the property.

 

In October 2000 I was arrested by the police on a criminal charge and I was held in custody for 1
4 months and 2 days.  I was released after a jury trial found me not guilty on 12/12/2001.  While I
was in custody sheriffs officers removed all my family belongings from the property and stole e
quipment belonging to my son, and in a mirror image of 1989, the property was illegally sold by
the government.  During the intervening years the titles of the property had reverted to “Quee
n Elizabeth II of the UK” who is the Queen of a foreign power according to the High Court judg
ment in the Senator Heather Hill Case.  The Queen of Australia is an alias for the Queen of the U
nited Kingdom.

 

During my incarceration I appeared on four occasions before magistrates for bail applications a
nd was refused on each.  All my appearances emanated from a summary decision.  So I have ne
ver had the opportunity for due process of law, and to present the facts to a jury of my peers, acc
ording to my legal rights, in accordance with the Imperial Acts Application Acts of Victoria 1922
and 1980, of justice, liberty and the Magna Carta.  Justice Kirby in Newcrest Mining (WA) Ltd v Co
mmonwealth (1997) 190 CLR 513 to 659 referred to Art 52 of the Magna Carta 1215 as the basis for t
he prohibition against arbitrary deprivation of property. Justice Kirby got it right. Would you lik
e me to read what he said?

 

KIRBY J:   I am very familiar with it, and you were here, I think, during the hearing of Mr Knight’s case.

 

MR FYFFE:   I will read it just in case:
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2.  No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his property.

 

Whilst this article contains propositions which are unremarkable to those familiar with the Aus
tralian legal system, the prohibition on the arbitrary deprivation of property expresses an essent
ial idea which is both basic and virtually uniform in civilised legal systems.  Historically, its root
s may be traced as far back as the Magna Carta 1215, Art 52 of which provided

 

“To any man whom we have deprived or disposed of lands, castles, liberties or rights, without th
e lawful judgment of his equals, we will at once restore these.”

 

The heads of the argument I propose to present have three major branches:  constitutional auth
ority; number (2) Masonic conspiracy and, number (3) the city of London involvement and corp
orate law.

 

The constitutional authority: My submission is that Victoria does not have plenary powers. Beca
use the abovementioned orders by the courts were made subsequent to 1975, they avoid ab initio
and of no effect at law. When the Victorian Legislative Council passed the 1854 Victorian Consti
tution Bill and sent it to the Imperial Parliament for the Royal Assent, eight of the clauses were r
emoved from the Bill including the clause dealing with the Royal Assent authority passing to th
e State. This authority was not granted and the clauses were removed. The resulting Constitutio
n was the 1855 Constitution Act, which passed through the Imperial Parliament but no original
of the Royal Assent document has ever been produced in the State of Victoria.

 

The Constitution Act of 1855, an Imperial Parliament Act, is still in full force today with no ment
ion of even a partial repeal or amendment. In 1975 the Victorian Parliament passed an Act, No 87
50/1975 known as the Constitution Act 1975. This Act purportedly repealed the 1855 Constitution A
ct and amended the Supreme Court Act and the Solicitor‑General Act. Sir Henry Winneke, the th
en Governor of Victoria, unlawfully gave the Royal Assent to this Act by using powers that had b
een removed from the 1854 Bill. My submission is that the 1957 Victorian Constitution Act is there
fore unlawful. A Parliament operating with an unlawful Constitution cannot pass valid legislati
on. Therefore, all the judicial decisions that have been made against me in the Victorian courts i
n relation to the property are illegal including all warrants.

 

Justice Byrne, during an application from Carmen Walter, in the matter of 5877 of 2001 between 
Handberg v Walter, said:

 

to the suggestion that the Act of the British Parliament of 1854 under which the Colony of Victor
ia obtained self‑government was or might be invalid.  As to this, I express no views at all.  But, ev
en if it were demonstrated that the statute was in some way defective, it was never explained to
my satisfaction how this affects this case.  The statute under which the Court is presently asked
to act is one of the Parliament of the State of Victoria, the State of Victoria being established un
der the Constitution of the Commonwealth.
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On 4 September 2002, during an appeal from the Magistrates Court in Geelong, County Court J
udge Wash told Allan Knight that Victoria had no Constitution and that he only works on the a
uthorities of the Australian Constitution.

 

The Australia Act 1986: 1984 Bob Hawke signed letters patent; 1986 Australia Act signed by Bob Ha
wke; 1986 no referendum. Implied jurisdiction out of section 51. Hawke was a citizen of Israel, u
nder section 44 of the federal Constitution. You cannot owe allegiance to a foreign power. The r
esult of the above facts is that the Australian Constitution 1986 contravenes section 128 of the fed
eral Constitution and is unlawful because of the signatures of Bob Hawke.

 

During a Senate Standing Committee enquiry into section 44 of the Australian Constitution in 1
996, Professor Blackshield said that Bob Hawke, former Prime Minister, had a case to answer be
cause of his honorary citizenship of Israel. Before he vacated the Prime Minister’s office he was
given a full citizenship of Australia, that is owing an oath of allegiance to a foreign power. The fo
rmalities for constitutional amendment or repeal as prescribed by the written Constitution have
to be complied with. Section 128 and those Acts were not complied with.

 

The legal heritage of the Australian people comes from many centuries of entrenched English l
aw based on Christian law.  The law is concerned with the truth, the whole truth and nothing b
ut the truth.  Freemasonry and its oaths are concerned with heal, conceal and never reveal.  Up t
o 30 to 40 per cent of the members of the State and Commonwealth Parliaments may be involve
d in Freemasonry.

 

KIRBY J:   How do you know that?

 

MR FYFFE:   These Masonic politicians are breaching section 44 of the Australian Constitution ‑ ‑ ‑

 

KIRBY J:   How do you know that.  See, you will not communicate with me.  You cannot expect me to commun
icate with you.

 

MR FYFFE:   I beg your pardon?

 

KIRBY J:   You will not communicate with the Court.  You cannot expect the Court to communicate with you. 
How can you say that 40 or 60 per cent of the Parliaments ‑ ‑ ‑

 

MR FYFFE:   I cannot hear what you are saying, your Honour.

 

KIRBY J:   How can you say that 40 or 60 per cent of the Parliaments of Australia?  Where is the evidence of th
at?
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MR FYFFE:   Statistics.

 

KIRBY J:   It sounds very, very unlikely to me.

 

MR FYFFE:   They are statistics, your Honour, and I can prove them at the appropriate time, thank you.  State
Parliamentarians are also bound by this section because of section 109 of the Australian Constitution.  If legisl
ation ‑ ‑ ‑

 

KIRBY J:   What is your reference to the Roman Empire?

 

MR FYFFE:   I beg your pardon?

 

KIRBY J:   What is your reference to the Roman Empire?

 

MR FYFFE:   That was the laws going back to the Roman law, not our inherited British Christian law.  If legisla
tion is passed by Parliaments which consist of members unlawfully sitting, then that piece of legislation is ope
n to challenge.  Because the judiciary is there to uphold the laws of the land they are also bound by the same p
rovision.  The judiciary is bound also by section 44(ii) of the Australian Constitution which deals with breach
of office and treason.

 

Victorian judiciary who take extra judicial oaths are breaching section 151 of the Evidence Act 195
8 Victoria and section 316 of the Crimes Act 1958 Victoria which are indictable offences. All indict
able offences must be prosecuted. These provisions also apply to other officers of the court, incl
uding police and sheriff personnel. Two of the sheriff officers involved in my matter have had in
formation laid and face the Melbourne Magistrates Court for a hearing of these matters on 11 O
ctober 2002.

 

The most important argument against Freemasonry is that not only is the Masonic threat again
st Christianity on a State and national level but internationally.  The undisclosed Masonic agen
da is to do away with its Christian law and replace it with Masonic law.  The issue alone deserve
s a State trial.  Masonic law is contrary to Crimes Act Victoria 1958, section 316 Unlawful Oaths, C
riminal Code 1913 Western Australia, section 48 Unlawful Oaths, the Australia Constitution, secti
on 118. The Masonic agenda is being achieved by resurrection of the Roman Empire in Europe.

 

Already our English legal heritage has been violated and eroded by Britain’s involvement with t
he Single European Act of 1986 and the overriding of its judicial power.  All our inherited law is
turning into European law without any consultation with us.  Our legal heritage, which is Imper
ial Christian law, was inherited from England.
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In matter No 457 of 1997, Randall John Bell and Peter Clifford Falconer v Allan Robert Knight, Maste
r Wheeler gave summary judgment to the plaintiffs and all the appeals by Allan Knight since ha
ve been unsuccessful.  Master Wheeler has admitted in an open court that he is a high ranking
Freemason.

 

City of London and Corporation Law:  research has shown that the prime moving force behind t
hese changes originates from the City of London.  The city of London I am referring to is the in
dependent State within the city limits of London itself.  This comprises one square mile in the c
entral business district of London and which includes the Bank of England and the national pu
blishing houses.  The city of London has worldwide connections with Freemasonry and interna
tional financial cartels.  The international agenda of the financial institutions does practice fract
ional reserve banking.  Fractional reserve banking has been described as a banking fraud.  All in
dictable offences must be prosecuted.  The city of London will be shown to be a corporation, th
at is, the corporation of the city of London.

 

It would appear that we are being ruled by Corporation Law under the Trade Practices Act and A
ustralian Securities.  In the light of the 1975 Constitution Act, which was created unlawfully, all or
ders made by the courts and actions by its officers in my matters must be considered unlawful. 
Master Evans made an order on 8 May 1998 that the plaintiff, the State of Victoria, recover posse
ssion from the defendant, myself, of the whole of the property, the farm.  Master Evan’s decision
in 1998 changed the complexion of my defence.  On two separate occasions, when asked directl
y, Master Evans has never denied being a member of Freemasonry.  He has declined disclosure.

 

The conclusion of this legal dilemma, constitutional illegality and Masonic indictability, is that
Master Evans, a long‑serving Master of the Supreme Court of Victoria ‑ ‑ ‑

 

GAUDRON J:   I am now going to not hear you on what you now say, and I direct that no transcript be taken of
what is about to be said.

 

MR FYFFE:  I beg your pardon?

 

GAUDRON J:   I am directing that there will be no transcript of what is said down to the words “unlawful oath
s”.  There is no evidence and I direct that if you say it, it not be recorded, and I direct that it not be published.

 

MR FYFFE:   With respect, your Honour, there is plenty of ‑ ‑ ‑

 

GAUDRON J:   That is my direction.  I have done it.  Continue please.

 

MR FYFFE:   You are going against the law that says all ‑ ‑ ‑
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GAUDRON J:   Continue please.  There is no evidence.  What you are about to say is irrelevant to any issue bef
ore this Court raised by your application.  It is unsupported by evidence.  It is an allegation without any eviden
tiary support, and it is scandalous and it will not be recorded in transcript.  If it is said in this Court I prohibit it
s further publication as a statement in this Court.

 

MR FYFFE:   Very well, your Honour.

 

GAUDRON J:   You can start recording again at this stage.

 

MR FYFFE: The correct decision this Court can make is to send the whole matter back to the State of Victoria
for a new jury trial in accordance with section 35A, 36 and 77B and 77C of the Judiciary Act 1903. After the legal s
ituation concerning the Constitution Act 1975 has been laid to rest, I seek leave to appeal the decisions. I have thr
ee areas I wish to deal with in my immediate matters. They are: The Constitution is under challenge. The peo
ple involved in decisions and court judgments, law enforcement and my imprisonment may be involved in ind
ictable offences against section 316 of the Crimes Act 1958. The matters should be separated and dealt with acco
rding to law.

 

GAUDRON J:   I will direct that then next sentence not be recorded.

 

MR FYFFE:   Very well, your Honour. 

 

GAUDRON J:   Do you wish to say anything, Mr Meehan?

 

MR MEEHAN:   No, your Honour.

 

GAUDRON J:   Mr Fyfe, no error is to be detected in the approach of the Court of Appeal, Victoria, to the ques
tions raised by your appeal to that Court from the decision and order of Justice Mandie on 15 June 1998.

 

Other issues raised by you are either irrelevant to that question or entirely without merit.  Speci
al leave is refused with costs. 

 

Consider yourself very lucky that you have not been dealt with for scandalising the Court and t
he legal system.

 

The Court will adjourn for a brief period to determine what course will be taken.
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AT 12.59 PM THE MATTER WAS CONCLUDED

?
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