
 
        

102 – 132 Hilltop Drive 
OAKDEN  SA  5086 

E: kaconder@gmail.com 

 
 

19th April 2013 

 
Mr Ben Williams 

Mr Rod Linquist 

Hunt & Hunt Lawyers  
Via email:  bwilliams@hunthunt.com.au & rlindquist@hunthunt.com.au 

 
Dear Sirs, 

 

WITHOUT PREJUDICE 
Re: District Court Case 2407  of 2010 -  DCT vs Rocco Leo et al 

 
I write this day to request you treat this letter with the utmost importance and convey it to your contact(s) within 

the ATO urgently. 
 

In order to simplify the contents of this document it is divided into a preamble, key points that have been raised by 

the ATO and a series of attachments supporting the main letter. Some of the attachments will be sent under 
separate emails because of their size. 

 
Preamble:  
 

1. The Law of a Foreign Country (United Kingdom) cannot be imposed on a Member state of the 
United Nations (Australia, a sovereign state). According to International law it is an act of aggression. 

 

Excerpts taken from Sir Harry Gibbs, Justice of High Court of Australia Explanatory Statement1: 
 

1. "The Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 (UK) is an act of the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom. It did not contain any substance of sovereignty and was a colonial act centralising self-
government of the six Australian Colonies. Australia remained a colony of the United Kingdom."  
 
1a......“The international definition of sovereignty has been espoused at length and the above mentioned 
Act, although important in the development of Australia, did not have the authority of sovereignty. The 
historical evidence that Australia remained a British Colony post 1901 is overwhelming.” 
 

2.  “Australia made an international declaration of its intention to become a sovereign nation when Prime 
Minister Hughes and his deputy, Sir Joseph Cook signed the Treaty of Versailles on June 28, 1919......... 
The League of Nations became part of International Law on 10 January 1920 with Article X of the Covenant 
of League of Nations guaranteeing the sovereignty of each member,” 
 

2a. ................Prime Minister Hughes address to the Commonwealth Parliament on 10 
September 1919, “Australia has now entered into a family of nations on a footing of equality. Australia has 
been born in a blood sacrifice." demonstrates the politicians of the day were only too well aware of the 
change of status from a colony to that of sovereign nation while attempting to remain within the Empire.  
 
 3a. .........Article X of the Covenant of the League of Nations states:  “The members of the League 
undertake to respect and preserve against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political 
independence of all Members of the League. In case of any such aggression or in case of any threat or 
danger of such aggression, the Council shall advise upon the means by which this obligation shall be 
fulfilled."  
 
"It is arguable that this article is the Covenant's most significant single measure. By it the British Dominions, 
namely New Zealand, Australia, South Africa, and Canada, have their independent nationhood established 
for the first time….the Dominions will always look to the League of Nations Covenant as their Declaration of 
Independence.  
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Article 2 paragraph 1 of the United Nation‟s Charter states "The Organisation is based on the principle of 
the sovereign equality of all its Members."  
 
In view of the above, the historical evidence for Australian Independence by 10 January 1920 when the 
League of Nations became part of International Law is overwhelming. When this evidence is reinforced with 
the contents of the Charter of the United Nations, the continued usage of any legislation (Constitution et al) 
that owes its very legitimacy to the parliament of an acknowledged foreign power (UK) cannot be 
supported by either legal opinion or indeed historical evidence.  
 
I therefore have come to the conclusion that the current legal and political system in use in 
Australia and its States and Territories has no basis in law.  Following discussions with 
members of the British Government relating to the Letters Patent for the Governor General 
and State Governors I find that these documents no longer have any authority.  
 
Indeed, the Queen of the United Kingdom is excluded from any position of power in Australia by the United 
Nations Charter and is excluded under UK law from the issue of a Letters Patent to other than a British 
Subject. A Letters Patent must refer to an action to be taken with regard to British Citizens. The 
Immigration Act 1972 UK defines Australian Citizen as aliens. .... 
 
Regardless of the validity of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 UK, if the authority of 
Governor General and the State Governors is invalid then so is the entire political and legal system of 
government.  
 
When advised the War Crimes Commission was taking an interest in this issue I called them in Geneva. 
Under the 1947 Geneva Convention, they are empowered to look into cases here in Australia where it is 
alleged the law of a foreign country was enforced against a citizen of a member state of the United 
Nations..... If found guilty, the penalties are horrific and include the death penalty!  
 
..... how could a colony now acknowledged by all world nations to be a sovereign Nation retain exactly the 
same legal and political system it enjoyed as a colony without any change whatsoever to the basis for law. 

 

I, Pastor Rocco Leo hereby say: 
 

It is an act of aggression to force the sovereign nation of Australia to continue to adopt the Commonwealth of 
Australia Constitution Act 1900 UK and not have the rights to its own democratically formulated document. This 

point alone requires an answer from the Commonwealth of Australia.  

 
Your letter states Agape Ministries International, myself, and Assistant Pastor Joseph Veneziano are in covenant 

with, and supposedly subject to the Commonwealth of Australia and therefore its governing instruments.  We have 
yet to recognize your authority (ATO, Commissioner, Deputy Commissioners et al) conclusively.  

 

Please respond to the above facts. In particular, please confirm by what proper authority you make a statement of 
claim for moneys.  A satisfactory answer has not been obtained in recognition of your so called proper authority. 

 
In the letter from the ATO2 to Mr O‟Bryan, the ATO confirms it is not a legal entity, and further, is not a legal 

personality, but claims to be a debt collector, on behalf of the Government of Australia.  
 

I beg to differ. The ATO has not been formed using a proper democratic basis, let alone the level of governance 

expected by the people of Australia. To state that „it does not matter that an illegal party is acting as a government 
debt collector‟ indicates an inveterate spirit of utter contempt for proper accountability to the people of Australia.  

 
According to Sir Harry Gibbs Explanatory Statement the High Court has already answered with regard to the 

position held by treaties signed by the Commonwealth Government in the Teoh case of 1994.  
 

"Ordinary people have the right to expect government officials to consider Australia's international 

obligations even if those obligations are not reflected in specific Acts of Parliament: the rights recognised in 
international treaties are an implied limit on executive processes."  

 

Sir Harry Gibbs further states  
 

“Under no circumstances hear a case that challenges the validity of a State or the Federal Constitution…” 
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And thus, given the invalidity of the law and the judiciary (Australian Constitution and all its subsequent Acts from 
10th January 1920 are effectively no longer the governing instrument, nor so-called legal laws applicable), we, the 

people, and you, supposedly representing (claiming to be public servants and enjoying the public servant 
employment benefits)  the Government of Australia, and thereby being the servants of the people, thus render the 

actions of the Commonwealth Government, Commissioner of Taxation and Deputy Commissioners of Taxation, not 

only null and void; but subject to immediate redress. 
 

2. Even under the Australian Constitution (which we do not admit as a governing instrument), the 
Australian Taxation Office, Commissioner of Taxation, and Deputy Commissioners are illegitimate.  

 
This fact is comprehensively covered by the attached letters, affidavit and statements and is further substantiated 

by the references to the Letters Patent (which are supposed to provide authority to appoint the various Members of 

Parliament, Ministers of the Australian Government, Commissioner of Taxation etc. etc.) being incorrect as referred 
to by Sir Harry Gibbs (explanatory statement, page 3) where he states:  
 

The Governor General‟s Letters Patent is a comedy of errors 
 

Further, your correspondence3 to me states that AMI must have a Constitution you judge as suitable for a Religious 

Institution. Since 1998 when AMI‟s communications about its charitable / religious status began with the ATO, at no 

time prior to revoking AMI‟s status as a Charity has anyone from the ATO ever questioned this. In fact the last 
letter from the ATO was in 1999 when Thomas Mousley of the ATO‟s Adelaide office agreed to AMI‟s status and the 

information that I had provided was deemed suitable.  
 

In late May 2010 John Finegan, on behalf of Deputy Commissioner Mark Konza wrote to AMI stating AMI‟s 

charitable status was revoked. Even in this letter there was no mention of AMI‟s Constitution. More recently during 
the ATO‟s audit of AMI there has been significant comment about this it as mentioned above. The ATO has placed 

considerable emphasis on it in „reasons why‟ its the ATO‟s opinion that AMI does not have characteristics of a 
Religious Institution. 

 
However, the ATO‟s own actions demonstrate that it does not operate in compliance with the Constitution it claims 

to be its own guide, the Australian Constitution.  Words such as „hypocrisy‟ and „double standards‟ come to mind, 

and sayings such as „do as I say, don‟t do as I do‟.  Your high handed actions appear to be well outside of the 
Taxpayers Charter. Or does the ATO have its own Constitution?  If so, please provide me with a copy.  

 
As is ably described in the Holy Scriptures: „Matthew, Chapter 7: 2 With what judgement you judge, you will be 
judged „. 
 
3. That ATO is not a legal entity is a fundamentally relevant fact.  

 
This vital point has not been answered properly by the Australian Tax Office. To quote from an Aussie Post article:4  
 

“It‟s fine for the Australian Taxation Office to say that its part of the Commonwealth and therefore doesn‟t have 
to be a legal personality to collect taxes, but the fact of the matter is, that it is unable to provide any evidence 
confirming it is a part of the Commonwealth.”.... 
 
“Whether the ATO is separate from the Commonwealth, or a part of it, they still have to follow legislative 
procedures to formally register a tax collection agency. 
 
The Government knows these procedures have been blatantly neglected.” 
a) Even if the Constitution were to be relevant past 10th January 1920 (which is not admitted), in 

accordance with proper processes the ATO was not correctly formulated. Under the terms of the Australian 

Taxation legislation the Australian Government is required by law to publish any changes to the 
bureaucratic system which affects how people will pay their taxes.  

 

In other words it needs to be Government gazetted. There is no evidence of any government gazette 
publication of the ATO‟s establishment.    

 
b) Proof of legitimacy is required for us to submit to any Order from the ATO.  Anthony Wallace, a 

Commonwealth public servant, an officer in the Legal Policy section of the ATO, executed an affadavit5.   
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According to this affidavit Mr Wallace stated on oath that he has undertaken an exhaustive search by 
searching and causing searches to be done by other public servants in 11  Government departments in an 

effort to find the documents setting up the ATO (evidence of an Order). To no avail.   
 

c) No proof of its legitimacy has been established by the Government according to its OWN PROCESSES. Much 

evidence continues to be presented by many parties as to the illegitimacy of the ATO. The question of it‟s 
legality has not been satisfactorily answered.  Until this is rectified the Australian people will continue to 

demand it be addressed. Case after case will be prosecuted.  
 

d) How can the Australian people submit to the rule of law that, when convenient, the ATO serves itself6 and 
not the people. It is in confusion and disregards major faults in due diligence by brushing it aside, 

effectively saying „we deem through all these judgements that we are illegitimately legitimate‟.  

 
e) With reference to the ATO‟s so called Comprehensive Review (CR) of AMI‟s charitable status, it is 

completely implausible that a complete (full / broad / wide-ranging) review could be done in just 3 days. 
According to ATO documents, provided under FOI, the CR was started on May 25th and the 5-page letter 

advising AMI of the revocation was dated 28th May 2010.  

 
f) In this letter points 9, 10, and 12 refer to third party records. These records (bank records etc) take time to 

source (according to Section 264 of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 a formal notice7 to the source 
requesting they provide these records is required). More than just 3 days.  

 
g) Given the short time frame for this CR was it instead based on unsubstantiated media reports and íntell‟ 

that later proved to be false? According to documents provided by the ATO under FOI Martin Penney was 

the provider of most of this intell. The same Martin Penney who withdrew his spurious civil court claim 
against Ps Leo et al. He withdrew his court action because it was unsubstantiated, and would have had to 

perjure himself in court. If his claim was based on evidence, he would not have withdrawn it. It was not. 
Rather it was completely false. 

 

h) The ATO‟s investigation into AMI was based on Martin Penney‟s flawed intell and spurious media reports. 
Martin Penney has proven to be an unreliable witness8. Much of the media coverage was based on this and 

other flawed intell, such as that provided by the recently deceased Phillip Arbon, who had known bikie gang 
connections and a drug problem that caused his death. 

 

i) Further in this same letter it was stated that an audit would be done for the past 10 years. And this audit 
produced significant penalties for non payment of taxes dating back more than 5 years! Yet the ATO‟s own 

requirements state that taxpayers need only keep records for the past 5 years. Is this malicious behaviour? 
 

j) So blatant a deception by those who purport to serve (the people of Australia), the lack of accountability, is 
legitimizing this distorted nature, against the true intent of the fundamentals of democratic processes.  

 

k) Even basic flaws on the establishment of the Constitution (ie. in 1901, only land holders, comprising 6% of 
the total population voted in the referendum, the other 94% did not vote for Constitution ). The foundation 

of the rule of law and judiciary is crumbling because it is not democratic. It was, and is, effectively imposed 
by a foreign power. According to the UN Charter (international law) it is an illegal Act. 

 

l) The ATO states that according to the TAA it has delegated authority from Commonwealth to the 
Commissioner and DCTs to sue and collect on its behalf. In the letter from the ATO (ref: Attach # 2) to Mr 

O‟Bryan, the ATO confirms it is not a legal entity, and further, is not a legal personality, but claims to be a 
debt collector, on behalf of the Government of Australia. 
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In the High Court, Brisbane, case B87 of 1999, Mr Ivan Gorshkov vs Stephen Chapman, DCT, in its defence 

submitted February 1st 20009, the ATO claims it is able to sue, on behalf of the Government of Australia 
and the Commissioner of Taxation. In the same document it is further stated that Stephen Chapman can 

himself be sued.  

 
Effectively it is claiming to be a debt collection agency, yet it also admits to NOT being either a legal entity 

or a legal personality. How is that something that is NOT a legal entity or a legal personality, meaning it 
cannot itself be sued, can sue? 

 
The ATO was never established by proper process as stipulated in the same Commonwealth‟s own 

„procedure manual‟. It should be noted that the ATO operates as much more than a debt collector. It firstly 

makes a decision that there is a debt, calculates the debt, and decides if penalties are to be applied, and 
the value of a penalty before becoming the debt collector. It also decides how much of the collected debt it 

will keep to pay its own costs. A number of clearly conflicting interests. 
 

Further Comments: The ATO says it has a „delegated authority‟ to take anyone to court on the 
Government‟s behalf.  Judicial processes (governance) are not adhered to whatsoever.  
 
It is no different to AMI (Commonwealth), with Ps Leo (Commissioner), and Assistant Ps Veneziano (DCT) 
saying they delegate authority to a debt collection agency (eg ATO) to sue the Commonwealth of Australia 
because the debt collection agency has done its research and assessment. And this research, on the 
government processes deems that the Commonwealth has acted to defraud AMI (Charity/ Religious 
Institution) of its money, on behalf of the people.  
 
Can AMI et al lawfully use a Third Party company not properly registered by law to sue in a court of law?  
 
And if not, why can the ATO, as a government‟s private debt collection agency (but non legal) do it to AMI? 
Is this fraud? And are there not penalties for committing a crime10 (In the Criminal Code Act 1899, 48 (c) (v) 

„to obey orders or commands of any committee or body of people not lawfully constituted‟..... ‟is guilty of a 
crime, and liable to imprisonment for 7 years‟). 
 
Servant of the people: 
 
Government exists as a SERVANT of the people. Why is it that you oppress through illegitimate Taxation 
so-called law. The ATO, in attempting to immobilize a Christian organization by unjustifiably freezing its 
assets for nearly 3 years, is performing an act of aggression against those whom it claims to exist so as to 
serve. Is it not a spirit of greed that has possessed the organization? What is the motivation?  
 
Religious Institution: 
 

AMI requires PROOF that the ATO has credible authority (as claimed by the ATO) to judge or assess a 
Religious institution as to whether or not it is indeed a Religious institution.  
 
By what authority are you basing the assessment of AMI? 
 
Is it Judeo-Christian scriptures which provide the foundation of the rule of law/common law that the even 
the Constitution was framed upon? (ie Coronation oath, Constitution, common law etc..)..Or is it Muslim 
(sharia) law? Or Satanic law? Which one?  
 
If it is Judeo-Christian law, then please prove, scripturally, that we are not fulfilling the scriptures. If you 
purport to be an authority able to assess that allegedly AMI is not a religious institution,  refer to report on 
South Pacific activities that ably demonstrates AMI‟s office holders are continuing to fulfil the Great 
Commission (Matthew 10:8), as laid down in the Holy Judeo Christian scriptures, NKJV Bible.  
 

The ATO has not established that AMI and its office bearers are not executing the scriptures its foundation 
and Constitution for existence the Holy Bible, of which the Queen, your acknowledged Head of State, has 
based her Oath upon to govern her States and Territories. [ref: Coronation Oath Extract below point two on 
following page] 
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Therefore its decision to act against this Religious Institution is inappropriate. Further the ATO is, not being 
a legitimate entity (at its own admission11), wrongly pursuing AMI and its office holders. The ATO has no 
authority. The Commissioner of Taxation has no authority. The Deputy Commissioners have no authority. 
 
Soley based upon this admission by the ATO; AMI and its office holders are justified in not recognising the 
ATO as a legitimate authority. Let alone hand over the (post tax) dollars donated by Australian people to 
help the sick, poor, and needy. Just because one says one has the right to assess and collect, does not 
legally bestow such a right.  
 

Good governance, particularly in a country claiming to be „first world‟ requires that due process be followed. 
The Government of Australia claims to be first world.  The ATO admits that it was never gazetted, a core 
component of due process according to Australian law. It is not a legal entity. The onus remains to provide 
proof of one‟s legitimate authority.  
 
Further, as a non legal entity, the ATO is attempting to defraud the people of Australia. The people whom 
the Australian government is supposed to serve.  
 
As office bearers of AMI, before Almighty God, we are custodians to carefully administer entrusted funds. 

Until proper authority is deemed to be established, beyond a shadow of a doubt, then the ATO is not 
recognised by AMI. 
 

4. IMPORTANT NOTE: We thus cordially wish to ask what is the true nature of the ATO and hence The 
Commissioner and DCT? 

 

Please differentiate how it is any different to the organization of the Mafia or a motorcycle gang?  
Does it not bully, and immorally try to starve its citizens whom it is supposed to serve? This may seem to be an 

exaggerated statement.  
 

It is not. It requires taxpayers to keep records for the past 5 years, yet audits and taxes AMI and its office bearers 
for the past 10 years, imposing massive penalties for not paying these past so-called taxes. Further the ATO, 

knowing these taxpayers are overseas and have no income in Australia, generates ridiculously huge Quarterly PAYG 

statements for them. 
 

By „tying their hands behind their backs‟ in freezing AMI‟s assets (nearly 3 years without any relief), and then 
saying „now try and fight‟, is not that an act of aggression? This behaviour is oppression of the sovereign people of 

Australia (let alone a group of Australian Religious ministers and volunteers).  

 
AMI and its followers are outworking the Great Commission of the Lord, in true servitude unto the peoples. Their 

actions12 of continuing to heal the sick, cleanse the lepers, and raise the dead… in hardship imposed upon them, by 
people who have sworn to serve as public servants, is testament to their legitimacy and genuineness.  

 

This is in direct contrast to the Australian Government that is supposed to protect its people, not dominate them.  
 

Not unlike the Mafia, does the Commissioner, DCT et al impose exorbitant interest rates on any so-called 
outstanding amounts they deem are due?  

 
Without any accountability or fair methods of redress is this not tyranny? For by not answering your sovereign 

people (whom you serve), by what proper authority do you, the ATO claim the debt?   

 
We respectfully wish to ask the former Commissioner Mr Michael D’Ascenzo, Commissioner of 

Taxation, Mr Chris Jordan, and Deputy Commissioners Mr Paul Duffus, Mr Robert Ravanello, Mr Mark 
Konza, Ms Jane King and Ms Erin Holland, what is the motivation for doing so?  

 

We, as representatives of the people of Australia demand to know, are these following statements 
true or false? Please answer a simple Yes or No … 

 
1. Are any or all of the following public servants, being the Commissioner, Deputy Commissioners 

and senior hierarchy of the Taxation Office rewarded with bonuses (over and above their base 
salaries), on a sliding scale or percentage of the Debt recovered from so-called Income Tax 

assessments issued to the peoples of Australia?  
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Do they THEMSELVES profit from the peoples of Australia, in the collection of all debt recovery (of 
taxes) collected on behalf of the Commonwealth of Australian peoples? 

 
2. As claimed in your responses to AMI et al., and assuming you are relying on this argument that 

you are acting for the Government of Australia (regardless of the question of authority or lack 

thereof) are you not subject to the authority of your Queen in fulfilling your duties?  
 

[This includes to execute your roles in diligently serving the people of Australia (and not 
yourselves). To govern as Queen Elizabeth II stated in her Coronation Oath in 1952, based upon 

the Law and the Gospel of God.] 
 

Extract from Coronation Oath: 
 

Archbishop: Will you solemnly promise and swear to govern the Peoples of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the Union of South Africa, Pakistan and Ceylon, and of 
your Possessions and other Territories to any of them belonging or pertaining, according to their respective 
laws and customs?  
Queen:  I solemnly promise so to do.  
Archbishop: Will you to your power cause Law and Justice, in Mercy, to be executed in all your judgements?  
Queen:  I will.  
Archbishop: Will you to the utmost of your power maintain the Laws of God and the true profession of the 
Gospel?  
Queen:  All this I promise to do.  
Archbishop  Our gracious Queen: 
to keep your Majesty ever mindful of the law and the Gospel of God as the Rule for the whole life and 
government of Christian Princes, we present you with this Book (The Holy Bible) the most valuable thing that 
this world affords.  
 
And the Moderator shall continue:  
Here is Wisdom; 
This is the royal Law; 
These are the lively Oracles of God. 

 

The Laws of the Almighty Omnipotent God (of which the Queen and Government public servants are subject 
to) state in the Holy Scriptures NKJV Bible, Book of Matthew, Chapter 7: 2 With what judgement you judge, 
you will be judged and with what measure you use , it will be measured back to you. 

 
3. Former Commissioner Mr Michael D’Ascenzo, Commissioner of Taxation, Mr Chris Jordan, and 

Deputy Commissioners Mr Paul Duffus, Mr Robert Ravanello, Mr Mark Konza, Ms Jane King and Ms 
Erin Holland, as public servants; do not your public roles in and of themselves require 

transparency to the government’s subjects, the peoples of Australia?  

 
4. We require a copy of the personal financials, official tax returns, private bank accounts and the budgets (for the 

last 5 years) required of your respective departments (of the Commissioner, DCT, individuals in the hierarchy of 
the ATO) that are officially bringing the actions against AMI and our persons.  

 
a) As a Religious Minister appointed by the Almighty God (Lord Jesus Christ) by virtue of the Bible‟s book of 

Matthew, Chapter 7: 16 „You shall know them by their fruit..a good tree cannot bear bad fruit nor a bad 
tree bear good fruit‟ I, Ps Leo say that, if you claim that you are a public servant, declared to serve the 
peoples of Australia, via the Queens Oath, to serve Almighty God (if you maintain that the Constitution is 

legal and that which you say you are bound by- see point c) below) then you are hindering the work13 of 
the Great Commission (Bible NKJV Matthew 10:8) for your personal gain. 
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b) The ATO quotes the cases that have so called been “tested” in courts of law in favour of the Commissioner, 

DCT etc... Any blind man can see that any such judgments would fly in the face of convention if they were 
ruled righteously (based on the undeniable facts presented time and again). So that to not maintain the 

status quo would open up the flood gates of recrimination against the government. But deception cannot 
be condoned any longer. Lives are being sacrificed in this “blood sacrifice” of oppression by the Australian 

government via the ATO. 

 
c) A Minister, appointed by Almighty God, with evidence of good fruit for the Kingdom of God has as his 

mantle what the Lord stated whilst on this earth. The Lord Jesus Christ said in the Bible, book of John, 
Chapter 10: 37 If I do not do the works of My Father then do not believe Me, but if I do, though you do not 
believe Me, believe the works.  

 
d) As a Minister of the Most High God, I say that you are on notice as representative servants of 

the peoples of Australia, to right the wrongs herewithin presented before man and before God.  
 

Otherwise, I declare to you, as it will henceforth be recorded in the Chronicles of Earth as in 
Heaven, how can the hand of the Lord God Almighty not be against you... with more plagues 

bestowed upon the nation, hardship and further turmoil in coming against the Spirit of God 

and His Mercy.  
 

You have abandoned the true spirit of what your Coronated leader swore on Oath (maintain the 
Laws of God and the true profession of the Gospel  to uphold the true and Holy Spirit of God, to 

guide and righteously judge the land and its inhabitants.  

 
Instead you have chosen to follow the dictates of your own minds.  

 
You have a duty of care to act immediately to correct the wrongs against our persons, this, 

and for the innocent peoples of Australia. So help you God.  
 

May the Lord have Mercy upon your souls. 

 
Points raised by ATO and responses: 

 
1. Tax is a debt due to the Commonwealth of Australia (s255-5(1)(a) schedule 1 to the Taxation 

Administration Act (TAA). 

 
TAA – is null and void as per first subject matter of point 1 of our preamble, AND it does matter that the 

ATO is not a legal entity because in the Criminal Code Act 189914 it states penalties for obeying a command 
not lawfully constituted … 

 
The Australian Taxation Office (ATO) is stating that according to the TAA it has delegated authority from 

the Commonwealth of Australia. This authority is supposedly given to the Commissioner for Taxation and 

Deputy Commissioners of Taxation (DCT) to sue and collect on behalf of the Commonwealth. It decides 
how much tax it will levy, if and how much any penalties will be. It then collects money from the Australian 

people. It keeps some of this money and passes some on to the Australian Government Treasury. 
Effectively the ATO is a debt collection agency and more.  

 

However, not having been established by proper processes, how can it legitimately act?  
It is effectively uncontrollable. The fact that is has not, as yet, acted uncontrollably does not mean it will 

not. 
 

2. It is payable to the Commissioner of Taxation (Commissioner) (s255-5(1)(b) of schedule 1 to the TAA). 

As above (point # 1) 
 

3. The Governor General appoints the Commissioner (s4 TAA). 
As above (point # 1) and the fact that the Governor General is appointed using Letters Patent which, 

according to Sir Harry Gibbs “the Letters Patent for the Governor General and State Governors I find that 
these documents no longer have any authority." The Governor General‟s documents no longer have any 

authority. The Governor General cannot legitimately appoint the Commissioner or anyone. 

 
4. The positions of Deputy Commissioners of Taxation (DCTs) are created under s7 TAA. 

As above (point # 1) 
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5. The Commissioner can delegate functions to DCTs, including the function to sue to obtain payment of tax (s8 
TAA). 

As above (point # 1) 

 
6. Whether the ATO exists as a legal entity is irrelevant. 

TAA is null and void as per first subject matter point 1 of our preamble.  
 

AND it does matter that the ATO is not a legal entity. In the Criminal Code Act 1899, 48 (c) (v) „to obey 
orders or commands of any committee or body of people not lawfully constituted‟..... ‟is guilty of a crime, 
and liable to imprisonment for 7 years‟. 

 
7.  Any argument that the TAA, or other relevant tax law is invalid (whether based on the signing of the Treaty of            

Versailles or otherwise) is rejected in accordance with the principles in the cases Ben Williams sent Stephen Voss or 
Thomsons Lawyers.   

 

In this regard they said that there were further cases that had dealt with other similar issues, and the 
courts had rejected all such arguments.  That is, the cases Ben sent are only a sample of relevant cases 

judged, based on prejudicial notions of the legitimacy of their system, as: 
 

TAA is null and void as per first subject matter point 1 of the preamble.  
  

AND it does matter that the ATO is not a legal entity. In the Criminal Code Act 1899, 48, part (c), 

part (v) states: „to obey orders or commands of any committee or body of people not lawfully 
constituted‟..... ‟is guilty of a crime, and liable to imprisonment for 7 years‟.  
 
Additionally, it is our opinion the above mentioned cases are not relevant. The judiciary are 

avoiding an issue they consider to be political rather than legal. As Sir Harry Gibbs stated:  
 

“Under no circumstances hear a case that challenges the validity of a State or the Federal 
Constitution…” 

 

Further, any ruling that sets a precedent of finding in favour of a taxpayer would also demonstrate that the 

judiciary themselves are acting without the proper authority (as they too are appointed using Letters 
Patent). This would be evidenced by any appeal to a court where the judiciary are not appointed by the 

flawed processes currently being used in Australia.  
 

Note: It is not really a matter for the courts, but rather for the people and their elected representatives to 
correct past omissions through referendum.  
 

8. The Commissioner, DCTs and ATO have no concerns in relation to any publicity about any arguments   
challenging the validity of the tax system being made public. 

 
Is this because they‟re confident no one is taking any notice (Sir Harry Gibbs commented that the media 

appear to be ignoring this)?  

 
This is a risky strategy because social media (websites / blogs / facebook / twitter / YouTube) is a growing 

medium to spread the truth. Currently within this sphere articles go „viral‟ and suddenly everyone knows!  
 

In closing, I urgently request that the contents of this document and the supporting materials are given serious 
consideration and acted upon immediately by yourselves and the relevant ATO officers, to act to correct the wrongs 

against our persons. 

 
 

In Christ, 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Rocco Leo 

Pastor 
Agape Ministries International 


