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(Feb. 22, 2012, P. L. 112 96, Title VI, Subtitle E, §6507 126 Stat 243 )
LINTTED STATES Yot an

TITLE 48 TERRITORIES AND INSULAR POSSESSIONS

CHAPTER 1. The Bureau of Insular Affairs [Repealed or Omitted]

CHAPTER 2. Alaska

CHAPTER 3. Hawaii

CHAPTER 4. Puerto Rico

CHAPTER 5. The Philippine Islands [Repealed, Omitted, or Transferred]

CHAPTER 6. Canal Zone [Repealed, Omitted, or Transferred]

CHAPTER 7. The Virgin Islands

CHAPTER 8. Guano Islands

CHAPTER 8A. Guam

CHAPTER 9. Samoa, Tutuila, Manua, Swains Island, and Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
[Transferred]

CHAPTER 10. Territorial Provisions of a General Nature
CHAPTER 11. Alien Owners of Land

CHAPTER 12. The Virgin Islands

CHAPTER 13. Eastern Samoa

CHAPTER 14. Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
CHAPTER 15. Conveyance of Submerged Lands to Territories
CHAPTER 16. Delegates to Congress

CHAPTER 17. Northern Mariana Islands

CHAPTER 18. Micronesia, Marshall, and Palau

CHAPTER 19. Pacific Policy Reports

CHAPTER 20. Puerto Rico Oversight, Management, and Economic Stability

CHAPTER 1. THE BUREAU OF INSULAR AFFAIRS [Repealed or

Omitted]
§ 1. [Omitted]
§ 2. [Repealed]
§ 3. [Repealed]
§ 4, 5. [Repealed]
§ 1. [Omitted]
uscs % i
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Tax— V o\umaﬂj
FROM: Cote, Sandra
TO: 03923049 ‘
SUBJECT: doesn't fraud vitiate judgments?
DATE: 05/28/2013 04:29:58 PM

Steve Miller, former Director of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), admitted at a
Congressional hearing that the taxes collected by the IRS are not mandatory but
voluntary..

When questioned at the House Ways and Means Committee (WMC) hearing

( May 2013) , Miller told House Representative Devin Nunes that "America s tax
system is voluntary ". When Nunes remarked for clarification that the US tax code is a
"voluntary system", Miller said, "Agreed." '

House Representative Xavier Becerra commented that the ruse of the IRS is kept as a
public confidence in the system scheme to keep Americans paying money to the IRS.
Miller confirmed this is so.

This testimony of Steve Miller is in direct opposition to testimony given by the irs and the doj in your case.
Isn't that fraud?

.y
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Type or use ball-point pen. If attachments are needed, submit four copies. Additional instructions on reverse.

From: s EOWARE  LRWT ©392 3 ~CH4Y R-2 GlLpeR-FOL
UNIT

LAST NAME, FIRST, MIDDLE INITIAL REG. NO. - ¢ - INSTITUTION

Part A- INMATE REQUEST
Dea? JenniPey $aadiwardent , . ,

As B Lnited states Qonshitulion Ranger foteed into Drison ynder
wiopaFol Prosecition by the cotPoTaTe U.S AThaaey's office 3o UNITED
STATES DISTRLT CovRTEaad 3$ 3 nen-Yesidedt alien %o the uniTEn GTEES
ok Amemg:_ﬁteg@e\",a‘l‘\'cn T havé fe Xecouvrge bul 1o ex®ateiaTe vades
Lawful ~due ~Plecess ;| Fom The defacto, CotPorste UNITED STATES of AmERICA.
Please see enciesed ) on back o€ thig Feom duther 15 not 2 ez oFthe CUNITED .5'7,\»-5\;;5‘

CotPe cation; therfore T 2 obligated To notify Yo oF my Living Seul Qolifical gratug

THIS IS B fon-peligevedt neTcethot Tam 5 con-Cegided-alien Tothe UnTEn
STATRS of AMERTCA (Jemocgaay) Trem crestion o If\-?’(n'\‘ﬂj Q\eav&«xc‘j UR INY MmisT
undetstandiag of ruy Palitigal’ stetus 200 Nl\fS eACe o Sod . il

e S s A Gty B, s
Authetized Repye sedive A et

Al R Va'\18 Re <o SIGNATURE OF REQUESTER &/ &k s 6t Recoucy
b -

Felwuar:@ 4y 2o(8

DATE
Part B- RESPONSE

DATE WARDEN OR REGIONAL DIRECTOR
If dissatisfied with this response, you may appeal to the Regional Director. Your appeal must be received in the Regional Office within 20 calendar days of the date of this response.

ORIGINAL: RETURN TO INMATE CASE NUMBER:

CASE NUMBER:

Part C- RECEIPT

Return to: » -
° - 77 ¥ LAST NAME, FIRST, MIDDLE INITIAL REG. NO. UNIT INSTITUTION
SUBJECT:
DATE @ RECIPIENT’S SIGNATURE (STAFF MEMBER) BP-229(13)
USP I VN PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER APRIL 1982



Robin-Tag Blue

R ,Ej.c_\f.s‘rﬁﬁ*ltai Deed Poll

Pey Cociam Oiing -

sl Seiack exprocced in Teudk. Fathe L ng A
Anfey the Davine Tameste! Spuwih) expressed in Toogh, fafhe liviag Blesn

- Krows 350 Bdwded L‘w%s of the claan Beowe ‘hara‘mjswe life and

Qefbo{lbu 2 to T s2eted Acveoealle deed thecugh Qux seal vableed and
areeme s’ fothe cod \\g_%w\cﬁj-\u fecms Poreunc s &\unu\ < e

[ \Mhite We hve expressed ta Truf,'f Coer te E!,@E‘cﬁ@:tq aad wWhile no ch\%eﬁ't‘L\a,g
been &\vux’ AL Peotegth cthecwise mace oihecwis: ""n"\'aae T Such CoAvedace (&
\)’\L..u(ly\ A/e a"n\q éPeanu t: C‘;. M\hﬁﬁ‘(( [“2 rec_ oljfm‘ J%Jﬁ, %\\Jc P\u.q?Uu E).';LL

S::ﬂ,AC?u_\‘ VJ!’\(‘\ statog, ana -

2. Ag cor dctiens 2ne T\us .r\sh»muxf Mewe. Qvf FrUs cled; 3oy fempuevany
.Tea_é)'ner\‘\‘a“j) Cestuy Cf-L Vie ot denwative thefeof fotmed d(\u.\. Sueh evTels ol

}F[ Lw‘pheﬁ 35 Qus :x..,aauc,.\mer\.) \csg Jeath =1y u\'\\-c-f\QQ. eace Mmost be \mmemsﬂj
L\.QJL%&?JQQ!VQL_:,_A_LU__‘LL(QUV\ \E'Isa.u,% to Us withodt c\.uvhju\g)#__,

e ——

3. Te engaie o further mi ﬁe\cc; are. ,\\«"d«m_\}_@-f ,-,”5&”;&&_’:#\&( aetice

}rf\’-# S i Cawmmiit e o5 XQW\NLQMM»E%Q—fm LKA i o OV\TA“UJ*_E.W '_“___E}___' e
Lewu,s:
Qi,ana,*,rjrow(\ , and Kin&\j B9 aes ~ v da e Lﬁr:u'? (‘eo;':a;\;) dae _

L iz s SN, B 2 o —

4 Fuoctheomete | we gealeluily oeching day 0FFPec of Coerne Acz;_gm;m:ﬂeuﬁs

‘Q‘@u,‘(\ auvﬁ Cl\(,’ \“ «g . :\Ws "‘J\(\\L)r\ v} ol ,a “ﬁ"“"r Cu\ 9’3:}“ (X Ba_).;."_,{ L;»\p?,'f'- "\5 “C\u\'\’
&\%_dr\_am}x_\._.&s;&_tu_bg_ .\Jmui?& will ke J\.\\j ety & to Yoo By c)\sg\;’ Ge

";,a_3.&;.&1:&_?.&(1‘&1_'.ikn't\me_j'é_vi_:,*,B g — ———t .
. As \dv-‘r?zvc grven proPed mo‘m.g_ﬂ\af We b y:,i;?_ﬁgs_%;ﬁ Iy &«H\ec

XJ\JUTU\ ‘OC"' ag\&“wdse that no ?ar’r\er c)eima\‘:,q Jdekts or ég*]ur\& jh“l\
Le 15§ ued agjmat‘u,smm L\@.mms ||’\J g‘! s s-dscf\.: te }%e\lﬁaee\h\__

ue:u Ad parasst <X, ded

b_ RQ(—E-_‘PT ‘ot 'H.\._g Bené OQ“ tS ac‘ﬂ\cw\ﬁv%e m€n+ Aand EC‘—iQYQ‘J

In hc.—:.\" Petsonal Cepacity, "QRQ&
Jenniger Saad | Warden, F.c 126G ilwmer ©0.Box booo
Gleaville, Wwegt _VLS%.L&“a__*LgL ”ig;i




N@"fe /,

TRULINCS 03923049 - BROWN, EDWARD - Unit: MAR-X-A

FROM: Cote, Sandra ‘
TO: 03923049 -
SUBJECT: case law up to the present time BQ,LE \:
DATE: 06/06/2013 03:02:38 PM '

1922: Bailey v. Drexel Furniture Co., 259 U.S. 20. :

Prohibited Congress from legislating or controlling benefits that employers provide to their employees. A major blow against
socialism in America! "Out of a proper respect for the acts of a co-ordinate branch of the government, this court has gone far to
sustain taxing acts as such, even though there has been ground for suspecting, from the weight of the tax, it was intended to
destroy its subject. But in the act before [259 U.S. 20, 38] us the presumption of validity cannot prevail, because the proof of the
contrary is found on the very face of its provisions. Grant the validity of this law, and all that Congress would need to do,
hereafter, in seeking to take over to its control any one of the great number of subjects of public interest, jurisdiction of which
the states have never parted with, and which are reserved to them by the Tenth Amendment, would be to enact a detailed
measure of complete regulation of the subject and enforce it by a socalled tax upon departures from it. To give such magic to
the word 'tax' would be to break down all constitutional limitation of the powers of Congress and completely wipe out the
sovereignty of the states. "

1924: Cook v. Tait, 265 U.S. 47.

The Supreme Court ruled that Congress has the power to tax the income received by a native citizen of the United States
domiciled abroad from property situated abroad and that the constitutional prohibition of unapportioned direct taxes within the
states of the union does not apply in foreign countries.

Xe1930; Lucas v. Earl, 281 U.S. 111.
Y The Supreme Court ruled that wages and compensation for personal services were not to be taxed in their entirety, but instead,
%the gain or profit derived indirectly from them.
1935: Railroad Retirement Board v. Alton Railroad Company, 295 U.S. 330. . s - ’
ol RS * Sociz| Seeufity gendd

The Supreme Court ruled that Congress 14t has no constitutional authority whatsoever to legislate for the social welfare of
the worker. The result was that when Sacial Security was instituted, it had to be treated as strictfy voluntary. "The catalog of
means and actions which might be imposed upon an employer in any business, tending to the comfort and satisfaction of his
employees, seems endless.

Provisions for free medical attendance and nursing, for clothing, for food, for housing, for the education of children, and a
hundred other matters might with equal propriety be proposed as tending to relieve the employee of mental strain and worry.

Can it fairly be said that the power of Congress to regulate interstate commerce extends to the prescription of any or all of these
things?

Is it not apparent that they are really and essentially related solely to social welfare of the worker, and therefore remote from
any regulation of commerce as such? We think the answer is plain. These matters obviously lie outside the orbit of
Congressional power."

1938: Hassett v. Welch, 303 U.S. 303.

Ruled that disputes over uncertainties in the tax code should be resolved in favor of the taxpayer. "In view of other settled rules
of statutory construction, which teach that... if doubt exists as to the construction of a taxing statute, the doubt should be
resolved in favor of the taxpayer..."

1939: O'Malley v. Woodrough, 307 U.S. 277.
Overturned portions of Evens v. Gore, 253 U.S. 245, but not the part about the 16th Amendment. "However, the meaning which
Evans v. Gore, supra, imputed to the history which explains Article Ill, 1 was contrary to the way in which it was read by other
English-speaking courts.[1] The decision met wide and steadily growing disfavor from legal scholarship and professional

) opinion. Evans v. Gore, supra, itself was rejected by most of the courts before whom the matter came after that decision [2]"

21945: Hooven & Allison Co. v. Evatt, 324 US 652.
Ruled that there are three distinct and separate definitions for the term "United States". The income tax only applies to one of
the three definitions! "The term 'United States' may be used in any one of several senses. It may be merely the name of a
sovereign occupying the position analogous to that of other sovereigns in the family of nations. It may designate the territory
over which the sovereignty of the United States ex- [324 U.S. 652, 672] tends, or it may be the collective name of the states
which are united by and under the Constitution."
i T . l
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controversy. The government, although basing its argument upon the definition as quoted, placed chief emphasis upon the
word 'gain,' which was extended to include a variety of meanings; while the
significance of the next three words was either overlooked or misconceived. 'Derived-from- capital’; 'the gain-derived-from-
capital,’ etc. Here we have the essential matter: not a gain accruing to capital; not a growth or increment of value in the
investment; but a gain, a profit, something of exchangeable value, proceeding from the property, severed from the capital,
however invested or employed, and coming in, being 'derived'-that is, received or drawn by the recipient (the taxpayer) for his
separate use, benefit and disposal- that is income derived from property. Nothing else answers the description. [.]

No New Powed v +2y
Thus, from every point of view we are brought irresistibly to the conclusion that neither under the Sixteenth Amendment nor
otherwise has Congress power to tax without apportionment a true stock dividend made lawfully and in good faith, or the
accumulated profits behind it, as income of the stockholder. The Revenue Act of 1916, in so far as it imposes a tax upon the
stockholder because of such dividend, contravenes the provisions of article 1, 2, cl. 3, and article 1, 9, cl. 4, of the Constitution,
and to this extent is invalid, notwithstanding the Sixteenth Amendment.
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1959: Flora v. United, 362 US 145, Volox1204
Ruled that our tax system is based on voluntary assessment and payment, not on force or coercion. "Our system of taxation is
based upon voluntary assessment and payment, not upon distraint.”

1961: James v. United States, 366 US 213, p. 213, 6L Ed 2d 246.

Income that is taxed under the 16th Amendment must derive from a "source". Also established that embezzled money is
taxable as income. "...the Sixteenth Amendment, which grants Congress the power "to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from
whatever source derived."

Helvering v. Clifford, 309 US 331, 334; Douglas v. Willcuts, 296 US 1,9. It has long been settled that Congress' broad statutory
definitions of taxable income were intended "to use the full measure of taxing power." The Sixteenth Amendment is to be taken
as written and is not to be extended beyond the meaning clearly indicated by the language used." Edwards v. Cuba R. Co. 268
US 628, 631 [From separate opinion by Whittaker, Black, and Douglas, JJ.] (Emphasis added)

1970: Brady v. U.S., 397 U.S. 742 at 748. _
Supreme Court ruled that: "Waivers of Constitutional Rights not only must be voluntary, they must be knowingly intelligent acts,
done with sufficient awareness of the relevant circumstances and consequences.”

1975: Garner v. United States, 424 U.S.. 648. -

Supreme Court ruled that income taxes constitute the compelled testimony of a witness: "The information revealed in the
preparation and filing of an income tax return is, for the purposes of Fifth Amendment analysis, the testimony of a witness."
"Government compels the filing of a return much as it compels, for example, the appearance of a "witness' before a grand jury."

& 1978: Central lllinois Public Service Co. v. United States, 435 U.S.. 21.

Established that wages and income are NOT equivalent as far as taxes on income are concerned.

* "Decided cases have made the distinction between wages and income and have refused to equate the two in withholding or

similar controversies.

> Peoples Life Ins. Co. v. United States, 179 Ct. Cl. 318, 332, 373

o«

©

F.2d 924, 932 (1967);
Humble Pipe Line Co. v. United States, 194 Ct. Cl. 944, 950, 442 F.2d 1353, 1356 (1971);

Humble Oil & Refihing Co. v. United States, 194 Ct. Cl. 920, 442 F.2d 1362 (1971);

* Stubbs, Overbeck & Associates v. United States, 445 F.2d 1142 (CA5 1971);

'Royster Co. v. United States, 479 F.2d, at 390; Acacia

" Mutual Life Ins. Co. v. United States, 272 F. Supp. 188 (Md. 1967)."

1985: U.S. v. Doe, 465 U.S. 605. ,

The production of evidence or subpoenaed tax documents cannot be compelled. "We conclude that the Court of Appeals erred
in holding that the contents of the subpoenaed documents were privileged under the Fifth Amendment. The act of producing the
documents at issue in this case is privileged and cannot be compelled without a statutory grant of use immunity pursuant to 18
U.S.C. 6002 and 6003." ( 4

| en-e vtiaee ~ 2l len =W den]

1991: Cheek v. United States, 498 U.S. 192. ™~ & -
Held that if the defendant has a subjective good faith belief no matter how unreasonable, that he or she was not required to file
a tax return, the government cannot establish that the defendant acted willfully in not filing an income tax return. In other words,

that the defendant shirked a legal duty that he knew existed.

1992: United States v. Burke, 504 U.S. 229, 119 L Ed 2d 34, 112 S Ct. 1867.

Court held that income that is taxed under the 16th Amendment must come from a "source". Congress's intent through 61 of the
Internal Revenue Code [26 USCS 61(a)]--which provides that gross income means all income from whatever source derived,
subject to only the exclusions specifically enumerated elsewhere in the Code... and 61(a)'s statutory precursors..."

2.
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1995: U.S. v. Lopez, 000 U.S. U10287.
Establishes strict limits on the constitutional power and jurisdiction of the federal government inside the 50 States. "We start
with first principles. The Constitution creates a Federal Government of enumerated powers. See U.S. Const., Art. |, 8. As
James Madison wrote, "[t|he powers delegated by the proposed Constitution to the federal government are few and defined.
Those which are to remain in the State governments are numerous and indefinite." The Federalist No. 45, pp. 292-293 (C.
Rossiter ed. 1961). This constitutionally mandated division of authority "was adopted by the Framers to ensure protection of our
fundamental liberties. QSTEEUS}W& Tg(‘af\f\% L ohere s Fed 3ry E%?}&éf:;
Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. 452, 458 (1991) (internal quotation marks omitted).
"Just as the separation and independence of the coordinate branches of the Federal Government serves to prevent the
accumulation of excessive power in any one branch, a healthy balance of power between the States and the Federal
Government will reduce the risk of tyranny and abuse from either front." Ibid.

Comm eSte bt §43%e v, state,
The Constitution delegates to Congress the power "[tlo regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States,
and with the Indian Tribes." U.S. Const., Art. |, 8, cl. 3. The Court, through Chief Justice Marshall, first defined the nature of
Congress' commerce power in Gibbons v.. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 1, 189-190 (1824): "Commerce, undoubtedly, is traffic, but it is
something more: it is intercourse. It describes the commercial intercourse between nations, and parts of nations, in all its
branches, and is regulated by prescribing rules for carrying on that intercourse."

The commerce power "is the power to regulate; that is, to prescribe the rule by which commerce is to be governed. This power,
like all others vested in Congress, is complete in itself, may be exercised to its utmost extent, and acknowledges no limitations,
other than are prescribed in the constitution." Id., at 196. The Gibbons Court, however, acknowledged that limitations on the
commerce power are inherent in the very language of the Commerce Clause.

cor~m eSce wthinr Qame ctata
"It is not intended to say that these words comprehend that commerce, which is completely~Nnternal, which is carried on
between man and man in a State, or between different parts of the same State, and which does not extend to or affect other
States. Such a power would be inconvenient, and is certainly unnecessary.

"Comprehensive as the word “among' is, it may very properly be restricted to that commerce which concerns more States than
one. ..

... The enumeration presupposes something not enumerated; and that something, if we regard the language or the subject of
the sentence, must be the exclusively internal commerce of a State." Id., at 194-195.

bJ
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* FEDERAL CIRCUIT COURT CASES:”

U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d 297, 299-300 (1977) E ,\e hLE

"Silence can only be equated with fraud when there is a legal or moral duty to speak, or when an inquiry left unanswered would
be intentionally misleading... We cannot condone this shocking conduct...If that is the case we hope our message is clear. This
sort of deception will not be tolerated and if this is routine it should be AR U cUen

corrected immediately" Cof}H ! 5. SRY Suleys

, e ‘
Lavin v. Marsh, 644 F.2nd 1378, 9th Gir., (1981) Fo0 aovr EMPloyees
"Persons dealing with government are charged with knowing government statutes and regulations, and they assume the risk
that government agents may exceed their authority and provide misinformation”

Bollow v. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, 650 F.2d 1093, Sth Cir., (1981)

"All persons in the United States are chargeable with knowledge of the Statutes-at-Large.. It is well established that anyone who
deals with the government assumes the risk that the agent acting in the government's behalf has exceeded the bounds of his
authority” Ve

* Economy Plumbing and Heating v. U.S., 470 F.2d 585 (Ct. CI. 1972) Qe ¥ und [claims of non towpeder
"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 claims for refunds." . 3 _t_v %

! " METLL2 B RIS
Long v. Rasmussen, 281 F. 236, at 238 non TaX Basel & A

"The revenue laws are a code or a system in regulation of tax assessment and collection. They relate to taxpayers, and not to

non-taxpayers. The latter are without their scope. No procedures are prescribed for non-taxpayers, and no attempt is made to

annul any of their rights and remedies in due course of law. With them Congress does not assume to deal, and they are neither
the subject nor the object of the revenue laws." b L Toaxb2zuel |
g el

Redfield v. Fisher, 292 P. 813, 135 Or. 180, 294 P.461, 73 A.L.R. 721 (1931) non - ¢ oRE SEAREA

"The individual, unlike the corporation, cannot be taxed for the mere privilege of existing. The corporation is an artificial entity

which owes its existence and charter powers to the state; but the individuals' rights to live and own property are natural rights

for the enjoyment of which an excise cannot be imposed.”

U.S. v. Ballard, 535 F2d 400, cert denied, 429 U.S. 918, 50 L.Ed.2d 283, 97 S.Ct. 310 (1976)
"income" is not defined in the Internal Revenue Code , .
Cormpontation Foc \onot Not Tax ghkles

_"Congress has taxed INCOME, not compensation." Conner v US 303 F Supp. 1187 (1969) "There is a clear distinction between
“profit' and wages', or a compensation for labor. Compensation for labor (wages) cannot be regarded as profit within the

* meaning of the law. The word “profit', as ordinarily used, means the gain made upon any business or investment- - - a different
thing altogether from the mere compensation for labor.", _ i

thu\.:\\b,g‘(—a‘\' e Not Buthonized For U'S, Pussecgiad
Treasury Order 150-1, Paragraph 5 States: "US Territories and Insular Possessions. "The commissioner shall, to the extent of
authority otherwise vested in him, provide for the administration of the United States internal revenue law [ small i ] in the U.S.
territories and insular possessions and OTHER AUTHORIZED AREAS OF THE WORLD.", . / ,
\RE. N T suthenited 10 sAeTel/Repuslites

TO's 150-1 thru 150- 29 are the Delegation of authority orders for the IRS from the Dept. Of Treasury. No section or paragraph
is found in any of these which authorize the Commissioner to administer the internal revenue laws anywhere other than the

above paragraph. Mmoot e ¢ ed 3

Bente v. Bugbee 137 A. 552, 553, 103 N. J. Law 608 . In that case the court held: Show e The 120
A tax is a legal imposition exclusively of statutory origin (37 Cyc.724, 725), and, naturally, liability to taxation must be read in the
statute, or it does not exist. (Emphasis added).

In State v. Chicago & N.W.R. Co., 112 N.W. 515, 520; 132 Wis. 345, quoting and adopting the definition in State v. Certain
Lands in Redwood County, 42 N.W. 473, 40 Minn. 512, the court held: N
i
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' That a tax is a liability created by statute we think admits of no doubt, either upon principle or authority. (Emphasis added)

"The taxpayer must be liable for the tax. Tax liability is a condition precedent to the demand. Merely demanding payment, even
repeatedly, does not cause liability". [Boathe v. Terry, 713 F.2d 1405, at 1414 (1983).]

~ US Supreme Court. So. Pacific v. Lowe, 247 U.S. 330 (1918)
“"income: as used in the statute should be given a meaning so as not to include everything that comes in."

House Congressional Record March 27th 1943, page 2580, by F. Morse Hubbard, Treasury Dept. legislative draftsman: "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
measured by reference to the income which they produce. The income is not the subject of the tax."

ProPepty
C.R.S. Report Congress 92-303A (1992) by John R. Lackey, Legislative attorney with the library of Congress: "When a court
refers to an income tax as being in the nature of an excise, it is merely stating that the tax is not on the property itself, but rather
it is a fee for the privilege of receiving gain from the property. The tax is based upon the amount of the gain, not the value of the
property."

% Murdock v. Pennsylvania 319 U.S. 105 480-487 (1943) "It could hardly be denied that a tax laid specifically on the exercise of
those freedoms would be unconstitutional.” Eycise Tax ! 15 B 42y op Cowmeditu- le, oéoaag

ﬁmerican Airways v. Wallace 57 F.2d 877, 880; "The terms "excise tax" and "privilege tax™ are synonyous. The two are often
“used interchangeably."

Nicol v. Ames 173 U.S. 509 (1899): "A tax upon the privilege of selling property at the exchange,differs radically from a tax upon
every sale made in any place." "A sale at an exchange differs from a sale made at a man's private office or on his farm, or by a
partnership, because, although the subject-matter of the sale may be the same in each case, there are at an exchange certain
advantages, in the way of finding a market, obtaining a price, the saving of time, and in the security of payment, and other
matters, which are more easily obtained there than at an office or a farm."

26 CFR §39.22(b)-1 (1956): "No other items may be excluded from gross income except (a) those items of income which are,
under the Constitution, not taxable by the Federal Government." e e il b

PeCsonol | 2ot nat TEXERVE.
Coppage v. Kansas 236 U.S. 1 (1915): "Included in the right of personal liberty and the right of private property- partaking of the
nature of each- is the right to make contracts for the acquisition of property. Chief among such contracts is that of personal
employment, by which labor and other services are exchanged for money or other forms of property.”

" Jack Cole Company v. Alfred T. MacFarland, Commissioner, 206 Tenn, 694, 337 S.W.2d 453 Supreme Court of Tennessee
(1960): "Since the right to receive income or earnings is a right belonging to every person, this right cannot be taxed as
\privilege."

Simms v. Ahrens, 271 SW 720 (1925): "An income tax is neither a property tax nor a tax on occupations of common right, but is
an excise taxThe legislature may declare as 'privileged' and tax as such for state revenue, those pursuits not matters of

* common right, but it has no power to declare as a 'privilege' and tax for revenue purposes, occupations that are of common
right."

Pollock v. Farmers Loan & Trust, 157 U.S. 429 and 158 U.S. 601 (1895): "The power to tax real and personal property and the
income from both, there being an apportionment, is conceded: that such a tax is a direct tax in the meaning of the Constitution
has not been, and, in our judgment, cannot be successfully deniedOrdinarily, all taxes paid primarily by persons who can shift
the burden upon some one else, or who are under no legal compulsion to pay them, are considered indirect [excise] taxes
taxation on income is in its nature an excise entitled to be enforced as such.”

powledqe
~STIX od g
o5 o onze Taxpey ¢l
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1916: Brushaber vs. Union Pacific Railroad, 240 U.S. 1.
Established that the 16th Amendment had no affect on the constitution, and that income taxes could only be sustained as

’ excise taxes and not as direct taxes.

would ¢Buse Qreat constefotion condlict:

s © "...the proposition and the contentions under [the 16th Amendment]...would cause one provision of the Constitution to destroy
another; That is, they would result in bringing the provisions of the Amendment exempting a direct tax from apportionment into
irreconcilable conflict with the general requirement that all direct taxes be apportioned;

@ % This result, instead of simplifying the situation and making clear the limitations of the taxing power, which obviously the
Amendment must have intended to accomplish, would create radical and destructive changes in our constitutional system and
multiply confusion.

3 ® Moreover in addition the Conclusion reached in the Pollock Case did not in any degree involve holding that income taxes
generically and necessarily came within the class of direct taxes on property, but on the contrary recognized the fact that
taxation on income was in its nature an excise entitled to be enforced as such unless and until it was concluded that to enforce
it would amount to accomplishing the result which the requirement as to apportionment of direct taxation was adopted to
prevent, in which case the duty would arise to disregard form and consider substance alone and hence subject the tax to the
regulation as to apportionment which otherwise as an excise would not apply to it. ’

® & the Amendment demonstrates that no such purpose was intended and on the contrary shows that it was drawn with the
object of maintaining the limitations of the Constitution and harmonizing their operation.”

¥ ¥ the [16th] Amendment contains nothing repudiating or challenging the ruling in the Pollock Case that the word direct had a
broader significance since it embraced also taxes levied directly on personal property because of its ownership, and therefore
the Amendment at least impliedly makes such wider significance a part of the Constitution -- a condition which clearly
demonstrates that the purpose was not to change the existing interpretation except to the extent necessary to accomplish the
result intended, that is, the prevention of the resort to the sources from which a taxed income was derived in order'to cause a
direct tax on the income to be a direct tax on the source itself and thereby to take an income tax out of the class of excises,
duties and imposts and place it in the class of direct taxes..¢

?9 Indeed in the light of the history which we have given and of the decision in the Pollock Case and the ground upon which the
ruling in that case was based, there is no escape from the Conclusion that the Amendment was drawn for the purpose of doing
away for the future with the principle upon which the Pollock Case was decided, that is, of determining whether a tax on income
was direct not by a consideration of the burden placed on the taxed income upon which it directly operated, but by taking into
view the burden which resulted on the property from which the income was derived, since in express terms the Amendment
provides that income taxes, from whatever source the income may be derived, shall not be subject to the regulation of

apportionment.
> Tavel TemdiN 05 Zn excisy T
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1916: Stanton v. Baltic Mining, 240 U.S. 103.
Declared that the 16th Amendment conferred no. new powers of taxation to the U.S. government, but simply prevented income
taxes from being taken out of the category of indirect (excise) taxes to which they
inherently belonged. "..by the previous ruling it was settled that the provisions of the Sixteenth Amendment conferred no new
power of taxation but simply prohibited the previous complete and plenary power of income taxation possessed by Congress

~ from the beginning from being taken out of the category of indirect taxation to which it inherently belonged and being placed in
the category of direct taxation subject to apportionment by a consideration of the sources from which the income was derived,
that is by testing the tax not by what it was -- a
tax on income, but by a mistaken theory deduced from the origin or source of the income taxed. "

1918: Peck v. Lowe, 247 U.S. 165.
Stated that the 16th Amendment does not extend the taxing power to new or excepted subjects, but removed the need to
apportion direct taxes on income.

The plaintiff is a domestic corporation chiefly engaged in buying goods in the several states, shipping them to foreign countries
and there selling them. In 1914 its net income from this business was $30,173.66, and from other sources $12,436.24. An

b.
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income tax for that year, computed on the aggregate of these sums, was assessed against it and paid under compulsion. It is
conceded that so much of the tax as was based on the income from other sources was valid, and the controversy is over so
much of it as was attributable to the income from shipping goods to foreign countries and there selling them. -

Yoot 2V PP NOWMe T 3 Qov Qlexted ¢ eSPetaTion ,
The tax was levied under the Act of October 3, 1913, c. 16, 11, 38 Stat. 166, 172, which provided for annually subjecting every
domestic corporation to the payment of a tax of a specified per centum of its 'entire net income arising or accruing from all
sources during the preceding calendar year.' Certain fraternal and other corporations, as also income from certain enumerated
sources, were specifically excepted, but none of the exceptions included the plaintiff or any part of its income. So, tested merely
by the terms of the act, the tax collected from the plaintiff was rightly computed on its total net income. But as the act obviously
could not impose a tax forbidden by the Constitution, we proceed to consider whether the tax, or rather the part in question, was
forbidden by the constitutional provision on which the plaintiff relies.

#% The Sixteenth Amendment, although referred to in argument, has no real bearing and may be put out of view. As pointed out in
recent decisions, it does not extend the taxing power to new or excepted subjects, but merely removes all occasion, which
otherwise might exist, for an apportionment among the states of taxes [247 U.S. 165, 173] laid on income, whether it be derived
from one source or another. Brushaber v. Union Pacific R. R. Co., 240 U.S. 1, 17-19, 36 Sup. Ct. 236, Ann. Cas. 1917B, 713, L.
R. A. 1917D, 414; Stanton v. Baltic Mining Co., 240 U.S. 103, 112-113, 36 Sup. Ct. 278..

1920: Evens v. Gore, 253 U.S. 245.

Overturned by O'Malley v. Woodrough (307 U.S. 277). Court ruled that income taxes on federal judges were unconstitutional.
"After further consideration, we adhere to that view and accordingly hold that the Sixteenth Amendment does not authorize or
support the tax in question. " [A direct tax on salary income of a federal judge]

1920: Eisner v. Macomber, 252 U.S. 189. .

Defined income within the meaning of the 16th Amendment as "profit". Prohibited direct, unapportioned taxation of income of a
stockholder. The Sixteenth Amendment must be construed in connection with the taxing clauses of the original Constitution and
the effect attributed to them before the amendment was adopted.

In Pollock v. Farmers' Loan & Trust Co.., 158 U.S. 601, 15 Sup. Ct. 912, under the Act of August 27, 1894 (28 Stat. 509, 553,
c. 349, 27), it was held that taxes upon rents and profits of real estate and upon returns from investments of personal property
were in effect direct taxes upon the property from which such income arose, imposed by reason of ownership; and that
Congress could not impose such taxes without apportioning them among the states according to population, as required by
article 1, 2, cl. 3, and section 9, cl. 4, of the original Constitution.

Afterwards, and evidently in recognition of the limitation upon the taxing power of Congress thus determined, the Sixteenth
Amendment was adopted, in words lucidly expressing the object to be accomplished: The Congress shall have power to lay
and collect taxes on incomes, from whatever source derived, without apportionment among [252 U.S. 189, 206] the several
states, and without regard to any census or enumeration.’

As repeatedly held, this did not extend the taxing power to new subjects, but merely removed the necessity which otherwise
might exist for an apportionment among the states of taxes laid on income.

Brushaber v. Union Pacific R. R. Co., 240 U.S. 1, 17-19, 36 Sup. Ct. 236, Ann. Cas. 1917B, 713, L. R. A. 1917D, 414;
Stanton v. Baltic Mining Co., 240 U.S. 103, 112 et seq., 36 Sup. Ct. 278;

Peck & Co. v. Lowe, 247 U.S. 165,172,173 S., 38 Sup. Ct. 432.

A proper regard for its genesis, as well as its very clear language, requires also that this amendment shall not be extended by
loose construction, so as to repeal or modify, except as applied to income, those provisions of the Constitution that require an
apportionment according to population for direct taxes upon property, real and

personal. This limitation still has an appropriate and important function, and is not to be overridden by Congress or disregarded
by the courts. []

\\- After examining dictionaries in common use (Bouv. L. D.; Standard Dict.; Webster's Internat. Dict.; Century Dict.), we find little
¥ to add to the succinct definition adopted in two cases arising under the Corporation Tax Act of 1909 (Stratton’s Independence v.
Howbert, 231 U.S. 399, 415, 34 S.. Sup. Ct. 136, 140 [58 L. Ed. 285]; Doyle v. Mitchell Bros. Co., 247 U.S. 179, 185, 38 S.

Sup. Ct. 467, 469 [62 L. Ed. 1054]), 'Income may be defined as the gain derived from capital, from labor, or from both
combined,’ provided it be understood to include profit gained through a sale or conversion of capital assets, to which it was
applied in the Doyle Case, 247 U.S. 183, 185, 38 S. Sup. Ct. 467, 469 (62 L. Ed. 1054).

Brief as it is, it indicates the characteristic and distinguishing attribute of income essential for a correct solution of the present

s
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FROM: Cote, Sandra

TO: 03923049 .
SUBJECT: compensation for labor isn't income
DATE: 06/06/2013 03:03:52 PM

% Cohgress has taxed INCOME, not compensation."
- [Conner v. U.S., 303 F Supp. 1187 (1969)]

"Income within the meaning of the 16th Amendment and the Revenue Act means, gain ... and, in such connection, gain means
profit... proceeding from property severed from capital, however invested or employed and coming in, received or drawn by the
taxpayer for his separate use, benefit and disposal." - [Staples v. U.S., 21 F Supp 737 U.S. Dist. Ct. ED PA, 1937] -

"There is a clear distinction between "profit' and "wages', or a compensation for labor. Compensation for labor (wages) cannot
53‘,_be regarded as profit within the meaning of the law. The word "profit', as ordinarily used, means the gain made upon any
“business or investment -- a different thing altogether from the mere compensation for labor." [Oliver v. Halstead, 86 S.E. Rep
2nd 85e9 (1955)] -

- "The claim that salaries, wages, and compensation for personal services are to be taxed as an entirety and therefore must be
returned by the individual who has performed the services which produce the gain is without support, either in the language of
the Act or in the decisions of the courts construing it. Not only this, but it is directly opposed to provisions of the Act and to
regulations of the U.S. Treasury Department, which either prescribed or permits that compensations for personal services not
be taxed as a entirety and not be returned by the individual performing the services. It is to be noted that, by the language of the

. - Act, it is not salaries, wages, or compensation for personal services that are to be included in gains, profits, and income derived
from salaries, wages, or compensation for personal services."- [Lucas v. Earl, 281 U.S. 111 (1930)] -

+ "...whatever may constitute income, therefore, must have the essential feature of gain to the recipient. This was true when the
16th Amendment became effective, it was true at the time of Eisner v. Macomber Supra, it was true under Section 22(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1938, and it is likewise true under Section 61(a) of the 1.R.S. Code of 1954. If there is not gain, there
is not income ®.. Congress has taxed income not compensation."- [Conner v. U.S., 303 F Supp. 1187 (1969)]

Edwards (vs) Keith, 231 F110, 113 (1916) ,

»  Stated: "The phraseology of form 1040 is somewhat obscure .... But it matters little what it does mean; the statute and the
statute alone determines what is income to be taxed. It taxes only income "derived" from many different sources; one does not
"derive income" by rendering services and charging for them... IRS cannot enlarge the scope of the statute." °

State court rulings coincide with the Federal courts. "... reasonable compensation for labor or services rendered is not profit."-
[Lauderdale Cemetary Assoc. v. Mathews, 345 PA 239; 47 A. 2d 277, 280 (1946)] - ,

& ‘'There is a clear distinction between profit and wages, or compensation for labor. Compensation for labor cannot be regarded
as profit within the meaning of the law." - [Oliver v. Halstead, 196 VA 992; 86 S.E. 2d 853 (1955

Cox (vs) Louisiana, 379 US 559, 85 S Ct. 476 (1965)
States that an American Citizen such as the Defendant has a right to rely upon representations and statements made by the
government and appearing in official publications.
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FROM: Cote, Sandra

TO: 03923049

SUBJECT: case law
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Economy Plumbing & Heating (vs) U.S., 456 F.2d. 713
Stated that the revenue laws apply to taxpayers, and NOT to nontaxpayers. No procedure is prescribed for nontaxpayers.
Congress does not assume to deal with nontaxpayers, neither are they the subject of nor object of revenue laws.

. Silence can only be equated with fraud where there is a legal or moral duty to speak, or where an inquiry left unanswered would
be intentionally misleading. . . We cannot c‘gndone this shocking behavior by the IRS. Our revenue system is based on the
good faith of the taxpayer and the taxpayers should be able to expect the same from the government in its enforcement and
collection activities." U.S. v. Tweel, 550 F.2d 297, 299. See also U.S. v. Prudden, 424 F.2d 1021, 1032; Carmine v. Bowen, 64
A.932.

"Keeping in mind the well settled rule, that the citizen is exempt from taxation, unless the same is imposed by clear and

~unequivocal language, and that where the construction of a tax is doubtful, the doubt is to be resolved in favor of those upon

whom the tax is sought to be laid." Spreckles Sugar Refining Co. vs. McLain: 192 US 397 oMl 2nd Comblede
disclosuld |

(Discussing the 16th Amendment) .

"It is clear on the face of this text that it does not purport to confer power to levy income taxes in a generic sense an authority

already possessed and never questioned or to limit and distinguish between one kind of income taxes and another, but that the

whole purpose of the Amendment was to relieve all income taxes when imposed from apportionment from a consideration of

the source whence the income was derived"

Brushaber vs. Union Pacific RR 240 US 1

"for 'income' may be defined as the gain derived from capital, from labor, or from both combined, and here we have combined
operations of capital and labor." Stratton's Independence vs. Howbert 231 US 406

Emanuel J. Doyle vs. Mitchell Brothers Company 247 US 179

"Yet it is plain, we think, that by the true intent and meaning of the Act the entire proceeds of a mere conversion of capital
assets were not to be treated as income. Whatever difficulty there may be about a precise and scientific definition of 'income’ it
imports, as used here, something entirely distinct from principal or capital either as a subject of taxation or as a measure of the
tax; conveying rather the idea of gain or increase arising from corporate activities. As was said in Stratton's Independence vs.
Howbert, 231 U.S. 399, 415: 'Income may be defined as the gain derived from capital, from labor, or from both combined.™

Southern Pacific Company vs. John Z. Lowe, Jr: 247 US 330

"We must reject in this case, as we have rejected in cases arising under the Corporation Excise Tax Act of 1909 (Doyle v.
Mitchell Brothers Co., ante, 179 and Hays v. Gauley Mountain Coal Co., ante, 189) the broad contention submitted in behalf of
the Government that all receipts everything that comes in are income within the proper definition of the term 'gross income,' and
that the entire proceeds of a conversion of capital assets, in whatever form and under whatever circumstances accomplished
should be treated as gross income. Certainly the term 'income' has no broader meaning in the 1913 Act than in that of 1909

* (see Stratton's Independence v. Howbert, 231 U.S. 399, 416, 417), and for the present purpose we assume there is no
difference in its meaning as used in the two acts." ;
Mark Eisner vs. Myrtle H. Macomber 252 US 189 ¥ ' '

"After examining dictionaries in common use (Bouv. L.D.; Standard Dict.; Webster's Internat. Dict.; Century Dict..), we find little
to add to the succinct definition adopted in two cases arising under the Corporation Tax Act of 1909 (Stratton's Independence v.
Howbert, 231 U.S. 399, 415; Doyle v. Mitchell Bros. Co, 247 U.S. 179, 185) "Income may be defined as the gain derived from
capital, from labor, or from both combined,” provided it be understood to include profit gained through a sale or conversion of
capital assets, to which it was applied in the Doyle Case (pp. 183, 185)

Merchant's Loan & Trust Company vs. Smietanka 255 US 509

"It is obvious that these decisions in principle rule the case at bar if the word 'income' has the same meaning as the Income Tax
Act of 1913 that it had in the Corporation Excise Tax Act of 1909, and that it has the same scope of meaning was in effect
decided in Southern Pacific Co. v. Lowe, 247 U.S. 330, 335, where it was assumed for the purposes of decision that there was
no difference in its meaning as used in the Act of 1909 and in the Income Tax Act of 1913. There can be no doubt that the word
must be given the same meaning and content in the Income Tax Acts of 1916 and 1917 that it had in the Act of 1913. When to
this we add that in Eisner v. Macomber, Supra, arising under the Corporation Excise Tax Act of 1909, with the addition that it

a
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should include 'profit gained through a sale or conversion of capital assets,' there would seem to be no room to doubt that the
word must be given the same meaning in all of the Income Tax Acts of Congress that was given to it in the Corporation Excise
Tax Act and that what that meaning is has now become definitely settled by decisions of this court.

Burnet vs. Harmel 287 US 103

"hefore the 1921 Act this Court had indicated (see Eisner v. Macomber, 252 U.S. 189, 207, 64L.ed 521, 9 A.L.R. 1570, 40 S.
Ct. 189), what it later held, that 'income,' as used in the revenue acts taxing income, adopted since the 16th Amendment, has
the same meaning that it had in the Act of 1909. Merchants; Loan & T. Co. v. Smietanka, 255 U.S. 509, 519, 65 L.ed. 751, 755,
15 A.L.R. 1305, 41 S. Ct. 386; see Southern Pacific Co. v. Lowe. 247 U.S. 330, 335, 62 L.ed. 114, 1147, 38 S. Ct. 540."
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ExPateiaTion

By Anna Von Reitz: How to Correct Your PolittedlSStatus

1. Withdraw and rescind any and all applications and enrollments as a "registered voter."
2. Ditch the federél MUNICIPAL PERSON that is the All Caps name on your Birth Certificate
and the responsibilities and obligations associated with it.and make the Secretary of
the Treasury the Fiduciary responsible for IT.

3. File an IRS form 56 "Notice of Fiduciary Relationship." making the Secretary of the
Treasury the Trustee with Fiduciary responsiblities.
Section A(f)---"Other" -- Public Commercial Trust Administration

Sectioﬁ B(4) —- Check (a)(b) and (h) "other" and just say, "al1l forms that may be
necessary."

on the back, Part II, 7(C) "Other" -—- Surrender of federal "PERSON" to U.S. Treasury

On the back, Part III "Court and Administrative Proceedings" -—- enter the name and
address of the agency issuing the BC. The "date proceeding initiat " will be the File
Date which is never your birthday, but a few days or weeks later. The "docket number"
will be the State File Number on the BC. The time will be the time you were actually
born, and the place of "other" proceedings will be "usa".

On the back, Part IV, "Signature" --- you write the word "by" and your name (Upper and
Lower Case), Authorized Representative, and the date.

Underneath the Signature is a blank space. It is appropriate to say that you wish to bg
indemnified against claims or losses under the sovereign usa Private Registered Indemnity
ond AMRI00001 RA393427640US.

This i$ basically a bond posted in behalf of all states of the Union and all people
living in those states insuring them against any further claims related to the MUNICIPAL
PERSON(S) they have surrendered back to the Secretary of the Treasury.

4. Send these to the Secretary of the Treasury via Registered mail with a brief letter
instructing him that you are going to operate exclusively under 100% commercial liability
without the benefit of the Public Charitable Trust.

5. Notify the Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Service and the Internal Revenue
Office of the commissioner that you have retired from all presumed federal service and
you are revoking your election to pay federal income taxes effective immediately.

6. You also have to rebut and return the allegation of Territorial United States Citizen-
ship. You do this by recording an Act of Expatriation.

This is as simple as saying that your allegiance is to the soil of your native birth
state, say, (state), and that you act only as a private American state tradign vessel
and birthright member of the unicorporated private trade association doing business as
The United States of America.
« You have declared that at home you are living on the land and at sea your Name is
an American vessel engaged in international trade---not subject to federal regulation
of commerce and owed all the protection of the actual Constitution and treaties backing it.

File a UCC-1-and lien the Debtofs name N

. V/M,' , i ) ; 5
O\ Present /the Setretary 6f State's Offcié with a Gopy of our 'Authent{saéed" Bi Certijycat
(| 4 4 . . s A . 4
T ' say: This prima /facie eyidence gf a Publi. Trust...'/ "and also/prima facié evidence

infent to défraud"/’




