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Regi stered U. S. Mail c/o Street/P. O Box
Return Recei pt Requested Cty, State
Postal Serial # zi p code exenpt
(DVM 122. 32)
Dat e

District Director

I nt ernal Revenue Service
Agents of Foreign Principals
City [ZI P code exenpt]

STATE

Re: Constructive Notice, Demand, and Statenent
Regardi ng | RS Request for Form 1040 Tax Return

Dear M. Director:
This correspondence addresses your agency's request that | file a Form

1040 tax return and pay a tax for which | am not nmde liable. Enclosed with
your agency's request was |IRS Notice 557, entitled "Who Must File a Federal

I ncone Tax Return". Because you are in the initial stages of naking a
serious error with nme regarding your lawful jurisdiction and authority in
this "1040" matter, | hereby issue this constructive notice, denand and
st at enent .

This constructive notice is to advise you of ny lawful status as a
Sovereign natural born free State Citizen under the U S Constitution (see
2:1:5), that is, a "non-taxpayer" under the law, and to demand that you
comply with all due process requirenents of the law and permanently curtail
any further information collection requests and proceedi ngs agai nst ny person
and ny property.

Be advised that | amnot a "citizen of the United States" and | am not
a "resident of the United States". | am and have al ways been a "nonresident
alien" from birth (ny legal status), as that term is now defined in the
Internal Revenue Code (IRC) and its regul ations. Among its other purposes,
this letter now explicitly rebuts, retroactively to nmy date of birth, any
erroneous presunptions and ternmnates any erroneous elections of "US.
resi dence" which were established as a consequence of denonstrable nistakes,
by ne and others, which resulted in part from the vagueness that is evident
in the IRC and its regulations, and in part from the actual and constructive
frauds which have been perpetrated upon all Anericans by the Congress and
other federal officials at |east since the year 1913.

To denonstrate the vagueness to which |I refer, after an honest and a
diligent search which now stretches over several years, | amstill unable to
find in the IRC any statute which defines the "intent" of that Code (see IRC
7701(a) et seq.), nor have | been able to find any statutory definition of
the term "inconme", even though "gross incone", "earned inconme" and "ordinary
i ncone" are defined. (For proof, see U.S. v. Ballard, 535 F.2d 400, 404,
(1976)). My family obligations now denand that | stop searching for
definitions which evidently do not exist, and shift to you, M. Director, the
burden of finding and exhibiting these definitions. | stand on ny rights to
substantive due process, as guaranteed by the Bill of Rights, which nullify
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any and all actions you and others in your agency nay take under the presuned
"authority" of vague and arbitrary statutes and their associated regul ati ons.

To denonstrate the fraud to which | refer, there are now literally
t housands of certified docunents which constitute material evidence proving,
beyond any reasonable doubt, that the so-called 16th Anmendnent was never
ratified. Your agency can no longer rely on it as law, as was done by
Conmi ssioner Donald C. Al exander in The Federal Register of March 29, 1974,
Volume 39, No. 62, page 11572. At that time, M. Al exander published his
of ficial statenment about the IRS as foll ows:

Since 1862, the Internal Revenue Service has undergone a period of
steady growth as the nmeans for financing Governnent operations shifted
fromthe levying of inport duties to internal taxation. |Its expansion
received considerable inpetus in 1913 with the ratification of the
Si xteenth Anendnent to the Constitution under which Congress received
constitutional authority to |levy taxes on the incone of individuals and
corporations.

[ enphasi s added]

Contrast this statenment with the ruling of an Illinois State Court: "It is
as much a nullity as if it had been the act or declaration of an unauthorized
assenbl age of individuals," (Ryan v. Lynch, 68 IIll. 160). Several District

Courts of Appeal have been presented with the question of whether or not the
so-cal l ed 16th Amendnent was properly ratified. See:

Mller v. United States, 868 F.2d 236 (1989, 7th Circuit)
US. v. Sitka, 845 F. 2d 43 (1988, 2nd Circuit)
St ubbs v. Conmi ssi oner, 797 F.2d 936 (1986, 11th Circuit)
United States v. Stahl, 792 F.2d 1438 (1986, 9th Circuit)
United States v. Ferguson, 793 F.2d 828 (1986, 7th Circuit)
Si sk v. Conmmi ssi oner, 791 F. 2d 58 (1986, 6th Circuit)

It has been well docunmented that Philander C.Knox knew that the so-
called 16th Anmendment had not been properly ratified by the 48 States in
1913, yet he certified its ratification anyway. This is fraud. The courts,
when presented with this overwhel ming problem have decided that the fraud
perpetrated upon the people was in the nature of a "political" question and,
therefore, not proper for judicial review The sole exception to this
pattern has been the case of People v. Boxer, California Suprene Court No.
S030016, Decenber 1992, a petition for a Wit of Mndanus to which Senator
Boxer failed to respond in any way; the meaning of her silence has been
explained in U.S. v. Tweel, infra).

Since the so-called 16th Anendnent has now been declared a "political"
gquestion, my "political" actions are deserving of the protection guaranteed
by the First Amendnent to the Constitution for the United States of America.
Boycotting the Internal Revenue Service and the income tax, under the
protection of the First Amendnent, is definitely a part of our denocratic
political process, until such tine as Congress (or the federal Courts) decide
to resolve this political question once and for all.
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Moreover, the federal governnent has conmitted further fraud, duress
and coercion, exercised undue influence, and evidenced unlawful nmenace
agai nst the American people by representing the so-called 14th Anendrment as a
lawfully ratified anmendnment in the U S. Constitution, when contrary proof,
published court authorities and other conpetent |egal scholars have now
established that it was NOT lawfully ratified. (For concl usive proof, see
State v. Phillips, 540 P.2d 936 (1975); Dyett v. Turner, 439 P.2d 266
(1968); 28 Tul ane Law Review 22; 11 South Carolina Law Quarterly 484;
House Congressional Record June 13, 1967, page 15641 et seq.)

This constructive notice to you is based upon |egal advice which | have
received from a nunmber of attorneys, CPA's, incone tax professionals, and
upon in-depth research into the Internal Revenue Code, applicable
regul ations, court cases, the laws concerning "Delegation of Authority"
(i.e., the Federal Register Act and the Admi nistrative Procedure Act), the
Privacy Act, and the U S. Constitution (the suprene |aw of the |and).

One particularly revealing docunent (which | wll enphasize herein)
that proves ny legal position is the Privacy Act Notice (Publication #609)
which | obtained from the IRS, and which is also published in the IRS
I nstructions for Form 1040.

You are hereby advised that, as a Sovereign natural born free State
Citizen under the U 'S. Constitution (see 2:1:5), | explicitly reserve all ny
rights and wai ve none. | demand that you, in your capacities as a public
servant and as an individual, conply with the law and afford ne substantive
and procedural due process at all tines. In order for you to afford ne all
due process in this matter, | now demand the foll ow ng:

DELEGATI ON OF AUTHORI TY ORDERS

| hereby denmand that you send ne copies of the Del egations of Authority
from the Secretary of the Treasury, all the way down to your position as
District Director, which create and set forth your full and conplete
authority to function and act in your present capacity as an enployee of the
I nternal Revenue Service.

| also denmand to receive copies of the Delegations of Authority that
have been handed down to any other case agent(s) who have assisted you in
i ssuing the above nentioned docunents. | also demand the full nanmes of said
agents.

Essentially, | demand to see the "chain" of authority del egati ons above
yours, to determine if they are properly set forth and to deternmine if they
have all been properly published in the Federal Register as required by the
law (the Act of July 26, 1935, 49 Stat. 500) which created the Federal
Regi ster, and by the Administrative Procedure Act, Section 3.

Section 3 of the Administrative Procedure Act clearly commands that the
followi ng types of agency rules are to be published in the Federal Register:
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Every agency shall separately state and currently publish in the
Federal Register:

(1) descriptions of its central and field organization including
del egations by the agency of final authority and the established
pl aces at which, and the nethods whereby the public nmay secure
i nfornati on or nake submittals or requests;

(2) statenents of the general course and nethod by which its
functions are channeled and deternined, including the nature and
requi renents of all formal or informal procedures available as
well as forns and instructions as to the scope and content of al
papers, reports, or exanm nations; and

(3) substantive rules adopted as authorized by |law and statenents of
general policy or interpretations fornulated and adopted by the
agency for guidance of the public, but not rules addressed to and
served upon naned persons in accordance with law ...

Both Sections 3 and 9 of the Act protect the public from an agency's failure
to publish this required infornmation:

No person shall in any manner be required to resort to
organi zation or procedure not so published.

No sanction shall be inposed or substantive rule or order be
i ssued except within jurisdiction delegated to the agency and as
aut hori zed by | aw.

Al so, Section 7 of the Federal Register Act states:
No docunent required under section 5(a) to be published in the Federa

Regi ster shall be valid as against any person who has not had actual
know edge t hereof.

M. District Director, the point here is due process of |aw | demand
full conpliance. Do not send me any copies of delegation orders unless you
can satisfy the entire request. A partial response by you will evidence your
failure to satisfy this request and will fail to prove your lawful authority

by any neans.

It has cone to ny attention that the Ofice of the Federal Register has
i ssued a statenent indicating that Treasury Departnent Orders 150-10 and 150-
37 (regarding taxation) were not published in the Federal Register.
Evidently, there are no published orders from the Secretary of the Treasury
giving the Commissioner of Internal Revenue the requisite authority to
enforce the Internal Revenue Code wthin the 50 States of the Union
Furt hernmore, under Title 3, Section 103, the President of the United States
by neans of Presidential Executive Oder, has not delegated authority to
enforce the Internal Revenue Code within the 50 States of the Union
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Very sinply, M. District Director, you are required to present proof
that the above nentioned orders have been published in the Federal Register
prior to the date of your initial request for infornmation, and prior to the
i ssuance of any unilateral determninations, by you and/or your case agent(s),
of my status as a "taxpayer" or a "nontaxpayer"

As proof that my request is valid and lawfully on point, | refer you to
the following statutes and authorities that nake it necessary for the
Secretary of the Treasury to delegate authority to the Conmi ssioner of
Internal Revenue. First, by authority of the Internal Revenue Code, Section
7602, the Secretary is authorized to issue a sunmons. This section nust be
read in conjunction with Section 7701: "Definitions". Note, in particular,
definitions (11) and (12) in order to identify individuals properly:

Section 7602. Exam nation of books and wi t nesses.

(a) Authority to Sumon, Etc. -- For the purpose of ascertaining the
correctness of any return, naking a return where none has been
nmade, determining the liability of any person for any internal
revenue tax or the liability at law or in equity of any
transferee or fiduciary of any person in respect of any interna
revenue tax, or collecting any such liability, the Secretary is
aut horized . ...

Section 7701(a)(11) Secretary of the Treasury and Secretary.

(A Secretary of the Treasury. The term "Secretary of the Treasury"
neans the Secretary of the Treasury, personally, and shall not
i ncl ude any del egate of his.

Section 7701(12) Del egate
(A In General. The term"or his del egate"

(i) when used with reference to the Secretary of the Treasury,
neans any officer, enployee, or agency of the Treasury
Department duly authorized by the Secretary of the Treasury
directly, or indirectly by one or nore redelegations of
authority, to perform the function nentioned or described
in the context; and

(ii) when used with reference to any other official of the
United States, shall be sinmilarly construed.

(B) Performance of Certain Functions in Guam or Anerican Sampa. The
term "delegate," in relation to the performance of functions in
Guam or Anerican Sanpa with respect to taxes inposed by Chapters
1, 2, and 21, also includes any officer or enployee of any other
department or agency of the United States, or of any possession
t her eof, duly authorized by the Secretary (directly, or
indirectly by one or nore redelegations of authority) to perform
such functions.
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Further, Treasury Departnment Oder No. 150-10 can be found in Comerce

Cl eari nghouse Paragraph 6585 (unofficial publication). Section 5 reads as
fol | ows:
U S Territories and Insular Possessions. The Conmi ssioner shall, to

the extent of authority otherwise vested in him provide for the
admnistration of the United States internal revenue laws in the U S
Territories and insular possessions and other authorized areas of the
wor | d.

Thus, the evidence available to me indicates that the only authority
del egated to the Internal Revenue Service is to enforce tax treaties with
foreign territories, US. territories and possessions, and Puerto Rico. To
be consistent with the law, Treasury Departnent Oders, particularly TDO s
150-10 and 150-37, were deened necessary to be published in the Federal
Regi ster. Thus, given the absence of published authority del egations wthin
the 50 States of the Union, the obvious conclusion is that the various
Treasury Departnent orders found in Internal Revenue Manual 1229 have
absolutely no legal bearing, force or effect on Sovereign Citizens of these
50 States, such as nyself.

Again, the Secretary of the Treasury delegates his authority to the
different departnent heads by Treasury Departnment Orders, which require
publication in the Federal Register pursuant to 44 U S.C. 1501 et seq. Only
when the Secretary of the Treasury properly delegates authority to the
Commi ssioner of Internal Revenue, and said orders are duly published in the
Federal Register, then and only then does the Comm ssioner have authority to
re-del egate authority to his subordinates by issuing Comissioner's
Del egation Orders, which becone a part of Internal Revenue Manual 1229.

Al orders affecting the rights and obligations of "citizens of the
United States" and "residents of the United States" nust be published in
accordance with the proper authorities. Pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.,
no one can be adversely affected or bound by an unpublished order, and anyone
my lawfully and safely ignore such an order with inpunity. O course, no
one anywhere in the world can be affected if the proper and relevant
del egation orders are not duly published.

Wthout |awful delegation of authority to issue, anbng other things,
your "Request for Tax Return", to determne correctness of any return, to
make a return where none has been made, to nake and issue determ nations of
deficiencies for any internal revenue tax, and/or to file tax liens and
institute levies, M. District Director, you cannot proceed further against
me in this matter, particularly with your intent to collect information and,
ultimately, to collect taxes.

M. District Director, if you are unable to conply with the demands in
this letter on or before [date exactly 30 days hence], | wll correctly
concl ude under |law that you have absolutely no del egated authority, that you
are acting under a covert, secret jurisdiction and, as such, that you are
operating unlawfully under color of |law and cannot proceed further in this
matter, period. Mor eover, after this deadline, your failure to conply wll
nmean that you are forever barred by the doctrine of estoppel by acqui escence
from proceeding any further against me in this regard.
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JURI SDI CTION | S REQUI RED TO BE PROVEN

Your delegated authority nust include, but not be linmted to
Constitutional, Statutory, Contract and/or  Merchant Law(s), i ncl udi ng
treaties if any. If you claim the jurisdiction of statutory |aw as your
authority, | denmand that you disclose to ne, in witing, how and in what

preci se manner | becane the subject and/or the object of said statute.

If you claimthe jurisdiction of contract and/or nerchant |aw as your

authority, | demand that you disclose to ne, in witing, what contract or
conmercial agreenment granted this jurisdiction to you, including but not
limted to the title, date, wtnesses thereto, and all parties thereto,
whereby | have knowingly, intentionally, and voluntarily entered into a
contract or conmercial agreement which provides the legal basis for any such
al l eged jurisdiction. In equity, you can be conpelled by a court of law to

di sclose fully, wunder oath, what contract or conmmercial agreenent granted
this jurisdiction to you.

M. District Director, the issue of whether |, as a Sovereign natural
born free State Citizen under the Constitution (see 2:1:5), am liable by
statute to file a 1040 Form and to pay a tax under sone alleged "blanket tax
law' is secondary to the issue of jurisdiction, because you nust first prove
that you have lawful jurisdiction over ne. | am not aware of any facts on
record upon which you could have nmade a valid determination that | am a
"taxpayer/subject" pursuant to IRC Section 7701(a)(14), or to any other |aws
cited above, or that | have granted you jurisdiction. | subnit that there
are no conclusive facts nor any conclusive presunptions on the admnistrative
record which have conferred jurisdiction to you upon nyself or the subject
matter.

Therefore, and pursuant to | RC Section 6110, you are hereby required to
furnish nme copies of the all docunents upon which you have based your
presunptive deternination that | am a "taxpayer/subject" who is in a
particular "taxable class" that lawfully authorizes you to issue your
"Request (s) for a 1040 Tax Return" to ne and to institute collection efforts
agai nst ne.

There are numerous cases that speak to the status of a "nontaxpayer" as
opposed to the status of a "taxpayer". The following are just a few rel evant
citations (see also Exhibit A for other relevant cases):

The term "taxpayer" in this opinion is used in the strict or narrow
sense contenplated by the Internal Revenue Code and neans a person who
pays, overpays, or is subject to pay his own personal income tax. (See
Section 7701(a)(14) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.) A
"nont axpayer" is a person who does not possess the foregoing requisites
of a taxpayer.

[ Econony Plunbing and Heating Co. v. U S.]
[470 F.2d 585, note 3 at 590]
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The revenue |laws are a code or system in regulation of tax assessment
and collection. They relate to taxpayers and not to nontaxpayers.

[ Econony Pl unmbi ng and Heating Co. v. U S.]
[470 F.2d 585, at 589]

Persons who are not taxpayers are not within the system and can obtain
no benefit by following the procedures prescribed for taxpayers, such
as the filing of clainms or refunds.

[ Econony Plunbing and Heating Co. v. U S.]
[470 F.2d 585, at 589]

The income tax is, therefore, not a tax on income as such. It is an
excise tax with respect to certain activities and privileges which is
neasured by reference to the income which they produce. The incone is
not the subject of the tax: it is the basis for determining the anmount
of the tax.

[ House Congressional Record, March 27, 1943, at 2580]

It is a principle of law that, once challenged, the person asserting
jurisdiction nust prove that jurisdiction exists as a matter of |aw For
judicial support of this principle, see in particular the follow ng cases:

Giffin v. Matthews, 310 F.Supp. 341; 423 F.2d 272

McNutt v.. G M, 56 S.Ct. 780; 80 L.Ed 1135
Basso v.. U.P. L., 495 F. 2d 906
Thonmson v. Gaski el 62 S.Ct. 673; 873 L.Ed 111

To deny nme know edge of jurisdiction and equal protection is to deny ne
due process of law. Such is a violation by you of 42 U S.C. 1983, and/or 18
U S.C 241 and 242, under which section | may sue you, should you wllfully
deny ne any right to due process and unlawfully move forward to collect
information, to assess, to collect nonies, and/or to institute a lien or |evy
action upon any of ny property. M. District Director, | do hope that you
understand the extreme liability and punishment that you face under the |aw
in the event of such violations.

NOTI CE OF PERSONAL LI ABILITY

As you are aware, M. District Director, if you, as an individual or as
a governnent enployee/public servant, act outside your lawful capacity, wth
no del egated authority, you can be held personally liable for each and every
violation that you conmt. However, at this point, you need sinmply conply
with the law. The burden is now rightfully and |lawfully upon you to produce.

However, be further advised that ny possible future renmedies wll
include the filing of a conplaint against you and your superior(s) with a
U S. Mgistrate and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and/or a fornal
conplaint with a US. Mgistrate under Rule 3 of the Federal Rules of
Crimnal Procedure demandi ng that a Sunmons be issued upon you to show cause
why you should not be formally charged with a violation of IRC Sections
7214(a) (1), (3), (6), and (7), for starters.
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There could be charges filed against you for unauthorized and unl awf ul
di scl osure wunder the Internal Revenue Code (IRC 6103) as well for your
failure to provide due process. See, for exanple, Husby v. United States,
672 F. Supp. 442, and Rorex v. Traynor, 771 F.2d 383. |IRC Section 7431(a) (1)
states as foll ows:

Di sclosure by Enployee of the United States. If any officer or
enpl oyee of the United States knowi ngly, or by reason of negligence,
di scl oses any return or return information with respect to a taxpayer
in violation of any provision of section 6103, such taxpayer nay bring
a civil action for danmages against the United States in a district
court of the United States.

| RC Section 7431(c) provides for damages:

Danmages. In any action brought under subsection (a), upon a finding of
liability on the part of the defendant, the defendant shall be liable
to the plaintiff in an anbunt equal to the sumof ---

(1) the greater of --

(A $1,000.00 for each act of wunauthorized disclosure of a
return or return information with respect to which such
defendant is found liable, or

(B) the sum of --

(1) the actual danages sustained by the plaintiff as a
result of such unauthorized disclosure, plus

(ii) in the case of a wllful disclosure or a disclosure
which is the result of gross negligence, punitive
damages, plus

(2) the costs of the action.

A lawsuit for unlawful disclosure against you personally can be extrenely
damagi ng and costly to you and your agency, because the $1,000 fine can be
nmul tiplied a thousand-fold under certain conditions.

O her charges can include fraud, theft and crimnal conspiracy to
deprive a Sovereign State Citizen of rights guaranteed to him by the U. S
Constitution. Keep in mind that you personally enjoy absolutely no personal
imunity for acts conmitted outside your capacity as a public servant.
Furthernore, the Anti-Injunction Act will not protect you as long as there is
no valid information request, no valid notice, or no valid assessnent wth
respect to nme, in addition to your |lack of del egated authority.

Pl ease note well the ruling in the following court case, particularly
as it affects agents who are unaware of the linmitations upon their authority:
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VWhat ever the form in which the Governnent functions, anyone entering
into an arrangenent wth the Governnent takes the risk of having
accurately ascertained that he who purports to act for the Governnent
stays within the bounds of his authority ... and this is so even though
as here, the agent hinself nmay have been unaware of the limtations
upon his authority.

[Federal Crop Ins. Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U S. 380]

LEGAL ADVI CE RELI ED UPON

During the past years, | have conducted diligent research and have
received and relied upon |egal advice from i ndependent tax professionals who
all advised ne in witing that the | aw does not make ne liable to file incone
tax returns, no matter how nuch noney | nake. Sone of nmy counsel also
advised ne of your agency's violations wth regard to Delegations of
Aut hority, and have pointed out and proven many other serious problens and
vi ol ati ons. Thus, in a prudent sense, | have every reason to rely fully on
the |l egal advice |I have received fromtax professionals.

Al'so, Article 1, Section 10 of the U S. Constitution secures ny right
to contract. Qoviously, | enjoy the unalienable right to free association
t hrough contract. My relationship with all those with whom | choose to
associate is by private contract which cannot be inmpaired by you or anyone
el se. "Unalienable" rights are rights that cannot be surrendered or
transferred without my consent. (See Exhibit A for relevant court cases.)

I RS PRI VACY ACT NOTI CE SUPPCRTS
MY NON- FI LER STATUS

Furthernore, the IRS Privacy Act Notice #609 which your agency sent to

nme supports nmy legal position that | am not liable for sending you
i nformati on on a Form 1040. I am advised by professionals that your Notice
is deceptively witten to trick all individuals into believing that they are
"l'iable", and therefore it is a shanmeful and vicious fraud. Careful |egal

anal ysis has brought forth the real explanation and proof. Your Notice first
refers to | RC Section 6001, which states in part:

Whenever in the judgenent of the Secretary it is necessary, he may
require any person, by notice served upon such person or by
regul ati ons, to make such returns, render such statements, or keep such
records, as the Secretary deens sufficient to show whether or not such
person is liable for tax under this title.

[ enphasi s added]

Your Notice 609 continues to Section 6011, which states in part:

When required by regulations prescribed by the Secretary any person
made liable for any tax inposed by this title, or with respect to the
collection thereof, shall nake a return or statenent according to the
forns and regul ati ons prescribed by the Secretary.

[ enphasi s added]
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I am advised that to be "liable" for a tax means that one is
responsible to provide information relative to such taxes on the appropriate
"information collection request” form Neither of the above Code sections
states that all individuals are liable to nake a return, and no specific
forns are nentioned either. This defect is in sharp contrast to other types
of taxes enunerated in the Code, all of which clearly have a Code section
specifically describing who is liable to fill out the return, to submt it
and to pay any tax that is owed. In this latter regard, the law is crystal
clear to me; but with regard to "inconme" taxes, the law and its regul ations
are anyt hing but crystal clear.

| must first be an individual who is subject to, and nade liable for, a
particular type of tax under the IRC, e.g., inconme tax. Since | am neither
subject to, nor liable for, any particular type of tax under the IRC, there
is absolutely no requirenent to conmply with your request for information, for
the filing of a Form 1040, or even for paynment of any incone tax.

Finally, ny tax professionals all advise me that Section 6012 of your
Privacy Act Notice does not apply to ne; it only applies to those who are
made |iable or subject to, either by statute or by having volunteered to be
liable for, the filing of your tax form

However, notw thstanding the facts that Sections 6001 and 6011 of your
Privacy Act Notice do not nmake ne liable for the tax, and fail to even cross-
reference a Code section in Subtitle A that would make ne liable to file, as
a purely voluntary act on ny part and to prove ny good faith in resolving
this matter, here is ny "statement":

In good faith, | have deternmined from witten, reliable, |Iegal
advice fromtax professionals and further research into the law, that |
amnot |iable or subject to or for any tax under the IRC, and nothing I
receive is subject to tax under Subtitle A I am not a "taxpayer" as
defined in Section 7701(a)(14), and as defined in Section 1313(b). Nor
am | that "person" as defined in Section 7343. And, | am not engaged
in any revenue taxable activity under the IRC, and | have no valid
contracts with your agency, direct or quasi. Thus, you have no | awf ul
jurisdiction to proceed further in this matter.

| have unalienable, God-given rights which | wll not waive at
any tinme, and you are prohibited from violating my absolute right to
due process by instituting unlawful assessnments, |evies or seizures.
Essential ly, your "income tax" and the Internal Revenue Code sinply do
not apply to nme, as an individual with free Sovereign natural born
Citizen status, inhabiting a Sovereign State of the Union.

In addition, your Privacy Act Notice constitutes a "Mranda Warning" to
nme, because it states that "the information nmay be given to the Departnent of
Justice and to other federal agencies, as provided by law" The 5th
Amendnent protects ne from revealing any and all information which you may
give to the Justice Department and other federal agencies, because this
anmendnment provides that NO PERSON SHALL BE COVPELLED TO BE A W TNESS AGAI NST
HI MSELF. Pl ease be advised that this right of mine is not negotiable under
any circunstances. I  have never waived any of ny rights know ngly,
intentionally, or voluntarily. I have never conmitted any know ngly
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intelligent acts which, to ny know edge, could or would be construed as
wai vi ng any of ny rights.

Again, M. District Drector, you have asked ne for information,
including a 1040 Incone Tax Return, and it appears inpossible for me to give
you any information whatsoever wi thout waiving one or nmore of ny God-given
unal ienable rights, which rights are explicitly guaranteed by the
Constitution for the United States of Anerica. In further support of ny
right to claim the protection of the 5th Anendnent, | refer specifically to
your own | RS Special Agent's Handbook, Section 342.11(2), which states as
fol | ows:

The right to refuse to answer incrimnating questions applies not only
to court trials, but to all kinds of crimnal or civil proceedings,
i ncl udi ng admini strative investigations.

[George Smith v. U S., 337 S.Ct. 1000]
[US. v. Harold Gross, 276 F.2d 816]

[ Council man v. Hitchcock]

[McCarthy v. Arndstein]

Further, the 4th Anendnent right is likew se relevant here, because it
follows that a violation of the 5th Amendnent, and any forcible extraction of
information or property against my wll, constitute an illegal search and
sei zure. There is no "probable cause", as required by the 4th Anendnent,
because jurisdiction has not been proven.

The fanpbus case of Mranda v. Arizona suns up the relevant strength of
ny rights as a Sovereign State Citizen, as follows:

Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no
rul e maki ng or |egislation which would abrogate them

You al so conpound your fraud upon the inhabitants of the 50 States of
the Union by inmplying that all individuals (w thout exception) are required
to file a tax return, when it is well settled that federal income taxes are
conpletely and totally voluntary for nonresident aliens who live and work
outside areas of exclusive federal legislative jurisdiction, unless their
income derives from a source that is inside a federal area (see the
authorities at 1:8:17 and 4:3:2 in the United States Constitution, Treasury
Deci si on 2313 and the case cited therein).

Your ADP and | DRS document 6209 classifies the W2 and W4 in a nunber
five (#5) tax class. This indicates that the formis only for a gift tax.
This also confirms that the tax is a voluntary tax; when individuals fill
out these fornms, they are voluntarily giving a gift. There is also a problem
with your W4 in that there nust first be a tax inmposed upon an individual
before that individual can incur a tax liability. For nost individuals, no
section of the Code can be found which inposes an incone tax on them and
therefore makes themliable, hence they "incurred no liability for incone tax
i mposed under subtitle A of the Code ...."
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Anot her problem with the W4 form is that it does not allow you to
claim exenptions, but only allowances. Therefore, whenever you attenpt to
claim exenptions, you are automatically falsifying the form Yet anot her
problem with the W4 form is its title. It does not purport to be an
Enpl oyee's W thholding Exenmption Certificate. It purports to be an
Enpl oyee' s Wt hhol di ng Al l owance Certificate.

The end result of what the Internal Revenue Service has acconplished is
the pronulgation of a plethora of regulations to govern a form which sinply
does not exi st (see 26 CFR Secs. 31.3402(f)(1)-1(e)(2), 3402(n),
31.3402(f)(5)-1(b)(1).)

In summary, for a Sovereign State Citizen such as nyself, providing
i nformati on and proceeding to pay taxes pursuant to a 1040 formis entirely
vol untary. The voluntary nature of the tax systemis clearly proven by the
followi ng statenent by the U S. Suprene Court:

Qur system of taxation is based on voluntary assessment and paynent,
not upon distraint.

[US. v. Flora, 362 U S 176]

[ enphasi s added]

CONCLUSI ONS

The above jurisdictional challenge and constructive notice are nade in
good faith. M sincere intent is to uphold the Suprene Law of the Land, the
U S. Constitution, and all relevant laws that are consistent with the
Constitution, and to sinply resolve this matter quickly by getting to the
truth of the law and the facts as outlined above for the record. And you,
M. District Director, in your capacity as a public servant and as an
i ndividual as well, also have a clear obligation to uphold the United States
Constitution and the relevant |aws as stated above. | dermand that you follow
all the rules and afford ne all due process. In the case of Robinson v.
U S., 920 F.2d 1157, the Appellate Court stated that this is an I RS gane that
is being played and, therefore, the IRS nust play according to the rules:

The procedural provisions of the Code appear to be the creation of a
schol astic, but whinsical nind. In general, however, the Courts take
them literally; the ganme must be played according to the rules. In
the factual situation here, the IRS broke the rules.

[Johnson, An Inquiry into the Assessnent Process]
[35 Tax L. Rev. 285, 286 (1980)]

The burden of proof is now entirely upon you, M. District Director.
As time is of the essence, do not ignore this notice and demand. In regard
to your decision to reply or not, please bear in mnd the follow ng quote
fromthe U S. Court of Appeals:

Page O - 15 of 20



The Federal Zone:

Silence can only be equated with fraud where there is a legal or noral
duty to speak or where an inquiry left unanswered would be
intentionally msleading. ... W cannot condone this shocking conduct
by the IRS. Qur revenue system is based upon the good faith of the
taxpayers and the taxpayers should be able to expect the sane from
government in its enforcenment and collection activities.... This sort
of deception will not be tolerated and if this is the "routine" it
shoul d be corrected i medi ately.

[U S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d 297, 299 (1977), enphasis added]
[quoting U.S. v. Prudden, 424 F.2d 1021, 1032 (1970)]

Silence is a species of conduct, and constitutes an inplied
representation of the existence of the state of facts in question, and
the estoppel is accordingly a species of estoppel by msrepresentation.
[cite onmitted] When silence is of such a character and under such
circunstances that it would becone a fraud upon the other party to
permit the party who has kept silent to deny what his silence has
i nduced the other to believe and act wupon, it wll operate as an
est oppel .

[Carmine v. Bowen, 64 A 932 (1906), enphasis added]

Oobviously, M. District Director, your response must be in witing. To
be sure that | receive it, | require you to send it via either Certified or
Regi stered Mail, return receipt requested. There is abundant case |aw that
sets forth the follow ng axi omof |aw

When jurisdiction is challenged in witing, it nmust be answered in
writing.
[ enphasi s added]

| hereby denand that you conply with this constructive notice and
demand, and that you take corrective actions by sinply curtailing any and all
"information collection actions" that you currently have in process relative
to ne. Your failure to take this action will prove bad faith, that is, a
willful intent on your part to violate the | aw

You have hereby been given ny constructive notice and demands under
law. You now have full personal know edge of ny |lawful status as a Sovereign
nont axpayer. Therefore, M. District Director, | expect to receive your
witten response on or before [date exactly 30 days hence] to resolve and
formally terminate this case and to permanently close ny file for lack of
agency jurisdiction and for ranpant violations of the | aw

For your information, | am now obliged to forward copies of this
letter, with substantial documentation, including |egal opinions, to higher
officials within your agency, including the Secretary of the Treasury and the
Conmi ssi oner of Internal Revenue, as well as ny Representatives in the House

and Senate. | will do this so as to exhaust all ny adm nistrative renedies.
Over the years, our community has become very interested in the subject of
I RS abuses and violations of due process, and | will not hesitate to print
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cogent letters about these |IRS abuses and violations of due process in any
and all publication nedia available to ne.

Lastly, as mentioned above, | have |egal opinions which have advi sed ne
that I am not liable or subject to, or for, the "incone tax", and none of
your Notices, including Notice 557, applies to me. Again, Notice 557 applies
only to those who are subject to, or liable for, the tax. In order to
"reduce paper", | am not sending you copies of these legal opinions at this
time, since | believe it is unnecessary to do so. As | nentioned above, this
is a two-part matter. You nust first satisfy the issues of jurisdiction and
del egation of authority.

Thank you very much for your pronpt attention to this inmportant matter.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ John Q Doe

All R ghts Reserved Wthout Prejudice

encl osures: copy of IRS |letter dated [/ _ [/

attachnent: Exhibit A: Supreme Court decisions

California All-Purpose Acknow edgenent

CALI FORNI A STATE/ REPUBLI C )

)

COUNTY OF MARI N )
On the day of , 199 Anno Domini, before nme

personal |y appeared John Q Doe, personally known to nme (or proved to nme on
the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the Person whose nane is subscribed
to the within instrument and acknow edged to ne that he executed the sane in
His authorized capacity, and that by His signature on this instrument the
Person, or the entity upon behalf of which the Person acted, executed the
instrument. Purpose of Notary Public is for identification only, and not for
entrance into any foreign jurisdiction

W TNESS ny hand and of ficial seal

Not ary Public
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Exhibit A

Deci si ons of the Suprenme Court
of the United States

"There is a clear distinction in this particular case between an individual
and a corporation, and that the latter has no right to refuse to submt its
books and papers for an exam nation at the suit of the State. The individual

may stand upon his constitutional right as a citizen. He is entitled to
carry on his private business in his own way. H's power to contract is
unlimted. He owes no such duty to the State, since he receives nothing
therefrom beyond the protection of his life and property. H's rights are

such as existed by the law of the |land |ong antecedent to the organi zati on of
the State, and can only be taken from him by due process of law, and in
accordance wth the Constitution. Anong his rights are refusal to
incrimnate hinself, and the inmunity of hinself and his property from arrest
or seizure except under a warrant of |aw He owes nothing to the public so
| ong as he does not trespass upon their rights."

[Hale v. Henkel, 201 U. S. 43]

"The individual, wunlike the corporation, cannot be taxed for the nere
privilege of existing. The corporation is an artificial entity which owes
its existence and charter powers to the state; but, the individual's rights
to live and own property are natural rights for the enjoynent of which an
exci se cannot be inposed."

[Redfield v. Fisher, 292 P. 813, at 819]

"I'ncluded in the right of personal liberty and the right of private property
-- partaking of the nature of each -- is the right to nake contracts for the
acquisition of property. Chi ef anmobng such contracts is that of personal
enpl oyment, by which |abor and other services are exchanged for noney or
other forms of property."”

[ Coppage v. Kansas, 236 U.S. 1, at 14]

"The common business and callings of life, the ordinary trades and pursuits,
which are innocuous in thenselves, and which have been followed in all
communities fromtine inmenorial, nust, therefore, be free in this country to
all alike upon the sanme conditions. The right to pursue them without I|et
nor hindrance, except that which is applied to all persons of the sane age,
sex, and condition, is a distinguishing privilege of citizens of the United
States, and an essential element of that freedom which they claim as their
birthright."

[Butchers Union Co. v. Crescent City Co.]
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NOTE: The above Supreme Court decisions have never been overturned.
Further, Kenneth W Starr, Solicitor General, on February 1, 1990, nade the

following statenent in a letter to a United States Senator:

It is well established that the decisions of the United States Suprene
Court interpreting federal law are binding on |ower courts, both state
and federal, wuntil such tinme as the Suprene Court overrules its
decision, or federal statutory provision in question is anmended or

repeal ed.

[see generally Cooper v. Aaron, 358 U S. 1]

Page O - 19 of 20



The Federal Zone:

Reader's Not es:
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