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This questionnaire provides questions required in order to:
A. Facilitate further voluntary compliance by third party owners responsible for the Family Guardian Website (http://famguardian.org) and SEDM Website (http:sedm.org), and who are not and never have been party to this proceeding.
B. Satisfy the requirements of the Strict Scrutiny Standard for Constitutional review, in which any order relating to Constitutionally protected activities such as First Amendment speech:
i. Must specify the document web address, version number, page number, and line number on any websites affected of any speech which is FACTUAL, ACTIONABLE, and COMMERCIAL which is suggestive of “imminent lawless activity” or which is misleading and therefore inurious.
ii. Cannot enjoin ALL speech or even a class of speech, but only very specific speech that demonstrably meets all the criteria identified in the Central Hudson test.  See the following for further details:
http://sedm.org/Forms/MemLaw/CommercialSpeech.pdf
C. Clarify ambiguous terms used in the courts opinions, Doc. 91 and 105.
D. Clarify exactly what conduct is expected that has not yet been rendered by Alleged Defendant.
E. Clarify the criteria used by the Plaintiff in measuring the extent of alleged “compliance” in order to facilitate further compliance.
F. Avoid enforcement of private law such as the I.R.C. against parties who are not subject to it because nontaxpayers not engaged in a “trade or business” who are nonresident to the “United States”.
G. To prevent any party from cooperating with unlawful activities on the part of the de facto agents of the Plaintiff, in violation of both the Constitution and the laws passed in furtherance of it.
The reasons for this request are documented in Section 7.3 of the associated Mem. of Law.
Plaintiff is reminded that:
H. Alleged Defendant is compelled to face the untenable prospect of either committing perjury under penalty of perjury by admitting or implying by his actions there are “customers” or “false speech” when he knows this is simply not true, or going to jail because of his exclusively religious and political beliefs that are NONfactual, and thereby becoming the equivalent of a political prisoner in the federal “Gulag archipelago”.  Therefore, answers to these questions are of utmost importance to any future JUST advancement of this proceeding in good faith.
I. Alleged Defendant is in a state of cognitive dissonance, because the court’s ruling is completely inconsistent with stare decisis documented here and appears to be unlawful.  Alleged Defendant cannot and will not comply with perjury and other illegal activities of the parties until all conflicts of law raised therein are properly and completely dealt with.
J. Alleged Defendant’s own discovery was interfered with by the Magistrate justice at the 30NOV2005 deposition, because she refused to allow me an equal number of questions of the Plaintiff therein.  NO DISCOVERY on the part of the Alleged Defendant has been permitted or allowed so far, leaving him in vacuum of information about what the Plaintiff thinks the law requires in this case as far as compliance.  Magistrate also further interfered with my discovery by imposing sanctions that made him unable to afford his own discovery. 
________________________________________________________
[bookmark: _Toc163693502][bookmark: _Toc167497410]Interrogatories relating to compliance
The Plaintiff is specifically asked to remain silent on any question in this section that he has no information to satisfy and agrees is true.
1. Provide the registration of “tax shelters” in the case of the Alleged Defendant required by 26 U.S.C. §461(i)(3), 26 U.S.C. §6111(c ), 26 U.S.C. §6112(b), and 26 U.S.C. §6662(d)(C )(iii) signed in the name of the Alleged Defendant or by representatives of any of the websites, SEDM (http://sedm.org) or Family Guardian (http://famguardian.org).
1. Explain why neither the Plaintiff nor the court has ever insisted that registration of alleged “tax shelters” by the Alleged Defendant was ever required.
1. Provide an itemized list signed under penalty of perjury identifying any and all speech currently existing on the Sovereignty Education and Defense Ministry Website (SEDM, http://sedm.org) or Family Guardian Website (http://famguardian.org), or spoken or written by the Alleged Defendant which contains the following language found in the court’s order, Doc. 105:
A.	"Only federal workers are subject to the Internal Revenue Code"
B.	"Workers need not submit accurate W-4 forms"
C.	"United States citizens are not liable for federal income taxes."
All legal arguments must be consistent with what the courts, the IRS, and the government says about what constitutes a reasonable belief as identified in the pamphlet below, or the questions at the end of the pamphlet must be rebutted if you disagree with the pamphlet:
Reasonable Belief About Income Tax Liability, Form #05.007
http://sedm.org/Forms/MemLaw/ReasonableBelief.pdf
1. Provide an itemized list signed under penalty of perjury identifying any and all speech currently existing on the Sovereignty Education and Defense Ministry Website (SEDM, http://sedm.org) or Family Guardian Website (http://famguardian.org) , or spoken or written by the Alleged Defendant which contains the following language found in the court’s order, Doc. 105.   
1.  Organizing, promoting, advertising, marketing, or selling (or assisting therein) any tax shelter, plan or arrangement that advises or encourages customers to attempt to violate the internal revenue laws or unlawfully evade the assessment or collection of their federal tax liabilities;
2.  Making false or fraudulent statements about the securing of any tax benefit by the reason of participating in any plan or arrangement, including the false statements that only federal workers are subject to the Internal Revenue Code, workers need not submit accurate W-4 forms, and that United States citizens are not liable for federal income taxes.
3.  Encouraging, instructing, advising, and assisting others to violate the tax laws, including the evasion of assessment and payment of taxes;
4.  Engaging in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6700, i.e., making or furnishing, in connection with the organization or sale of a shelter, plan, or arrangement, a statement the Defendant knows or has reason to know to be false or fraudulent as to any material matter under the federal tax laws;
5.  Engaging in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. § 6701, i.e., preparing or assisting others in the preparation of any tax forms or other documents to be used in connection with any material matter arising under the internal revenue laws and which the 6.  Defendant knows (or has reason to believe) will (if so used) result in the understatement of tax liability; and
7.  Engaging in any conduct that interferes with the administration and enforcement of the internal revenue laws, including encouraging and assisting customers in disrupting or delaying IRS examination of their tax liabilities.

All legal arguments must be consistent with what the courts, the IRS, and the government says about what constitutes a reasonable belief as identified in the pamphlet below, or the questions at the end of the pamphlet must be rebutted if you disagree with the pamphlet:
Reasonable Belief About Income Tax Liability, Form #05.007
http://sedm.org/Forms/MemLaw/ReasonableBelief.pdf
1. Provide an itemized list signed under penalty of perjury identifying any and all speech currently existing on the Sovereignty Education and Defense Ministry Website (SEDM, http://sedm.org) or Family Guardian Website (http://famguardian.org) , or spoken by the Alleged Defendant which guarantees or infers or implies any specific result by virtue of reading or using any of the information or speech that is the subject of this proceeding.  Your answers must be consistent with:
6. SEDM Member Agreement, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 2
6. SEDM Disclaimer, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 3
6. Family Guardian Disclaimer, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 4
1. The government of the United States has emphatically been described by the courts as a government of “delegated, enumerated powers”.  Yick Wo. v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356 (1886).  Those delegated powers come from We the People, who are the sovereigns.  Boyd v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390 (1923).  The United States possesses sovereign immunity in its own courts and cannot be sued without its consent.  See Alden v. Maine, 527 U.S. 706 (1999).  
“Quod meum est sine me auferri non potest.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Jenk. Cent. 251.] 

What is mine [sovereignty in this case] cannot be taken away without my consent”
[Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, pg. 2159]

“Derivativa potestas non potest esse major primitive.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Wing. Max. 36: Pinch. Law, b. 1. c. 3, p. 11.] 

The power [sovereign immunity in this case] which is derived cannot be greater than that from which it is derived.”
[Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, pg. 2131]

“Nemo potest facere per obliquum quod non potest facere per directum.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  1 Eden 512] 

No one can do that indirectly which cannot be done directly.”
[Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, pg. 2147]

“Quod per me non possum, nec per alium..[footnoteRef:4] [4:  4 Co. 24 b: 11 id. 87 a.] 

What I cannot do in person, I cannot do through the agency of another.”
[Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Unabridged, 8th Edition, pg. 2159]
Provide legally admissible evidence consistent with the above described Reasonable Belief About Income Tax Liability pamphlet proving:
7. That the United States can possess any power that the people themselves do not have.
7. That the Alleged Defendant is not entitled to the SAME sovereign immunity in courts of the United States as his creation and servant, the United States government.
7. That the Alleged Defendant ever consented to be sued by the United States in the context of this matter.
7. That the Alleged Defendant ever surrendered any of his inherent sovereign immunity under any provision of 28 U.S.C. §1605.
7. That the Alleged Defendant voluntarily maintains a domicile on federal territory within the exterior limits of the judicial district and thereby consented or contracted to procure the protection of this tribunal.
1. Provide the enactment of Congress that expressly delegates Article III powers to the United States District Court for the Southern District of California.
1. Provide evidence under penalty of perjury proving that any part of the judicial district within which the proceeding is occurring is part of any remaining internal revenue ENFORCEMENT district as identified in 26 U.S.C. §7601.
1. Explain how Congress, through 26 U.S.C. §7621, can delegate the authority to establish internal revenue districts on land under exclusive state jurisdiction which is not within any federal territory or possession.
“It is no longer open to question that the general government, unlike the states, Hammer v. Dagenhart, 307H247 U.S. 251, 275 , 38 S.Ct. 529, 3 A.L.R. 649, Ann.Cas.1918E 724, possesses no inherent power in respect of the internal affairs of the states; and emphatically not with regard to legislation.“  
[Carter v. Carter Coal Co., 308H298 U.S. 238, 56 S.Ct. 855 (1936)]

"The difficulties arising out of our dual form of government and the opportunities for differing opinions concerning the relative rights of state and national governments are many; but for a very long time this court has steadfastly adhered to the doctrine that the taxing power of Congress does not extend to the states or their political subdivisions. The same basic reasoning which leads to that conclusion, we think, requires like limitation upon the power which springs from the bankruptcy clause. United States v. Butler, supra." 
[Ashton v. Cameron County Water Improvement District No. 1, 298 U.S. 513; 56 S.Ct. 892 (1936)] 

1. Provide the positive law enactment of Congress that creates the “public offices” that are the subject of the tax upon a “trade or business” (see 26 U.S.C. §7701(a)(26)) within this judicial district, as required by 4 U.S.C. §72.  Note that Article III courts are NOT legislative bodies and therefore no court ruling will answer this question.
1. Define exactly what speech identified in the order, Doc. 105, fits the description of “his fraudulent tax programs”.
1. Describe how speech can rationally be classified as “fraudulent” that identifies itself as NONfactual religious beliefs and statements.
1. Provide the web address, page number, line number, and version number of all documents, speech or otherwise which satisfies the following statement in the instant motion by the Plaintiff.  Alleged defendant has been able to find no such speech:
“. . .products that are designed to encourage and assist customers to violate the tax laws. . .”
[bookmark: _Toc163693503][bookmark: _Toc167497411]Admissions relating to compliance
The Plaintiff is specifically asked to remain silent on any question that it wishes to provide an “Admit” answer to.
1. Admit that Congress has never expressly delegated, through any one of its enactments within the Statutes At Large, Article III powers upon this court.
1. Admit that in the absence of express delegation of Article III powers, it must be presumed that this is a legislative Court that is in the Executive rather than Judicial branch of the federal government described in the Constitution of the United States.
Admit that if this court is acting as an extension of the Executive Branch, any penalty it might attempt to invoke constitutes an unlawful “Bill of Attainder” by an Executive Branch agency masquerading as a constitutional “Court”.
Bill of attainder.  Legislative acts, no matter what their form, that apply either to named individuals or to easily ascertainable members of a group in such a way as to inflict punishment on them without a judicial trial.  United States v. Brown, 381 U.S. 437, 448-49, 85 S.Ct. 1707, 1715, 14 L.Ed. 484, 492; United States v. Lovett, 328 U.S. 303, 315, 66 S.Ct. 1073, 1079, 90 L.Ed. 1252.  An act is a "bill of attainder" when the punishment is death and a "bill of pains and penalties" when the punishment is less severe; both kinds of punishment fall within the scope of the constitutional prohibition.  U.S.Const.  Art. I, Sect 9, Cl. 3 (as to Congress);' Art. I, Sec, 10 (as to state legislatures).
[Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, page 165]
Admit that the Constitution, Article 1, Section 10 FORBIDS any kind of Bill of Attainder.
Admit that the Constitutional prohibition against Bills of Attainder applies even in the case of penalties instituted through the force of judge-made law in a legislative court in the context of a person not domiciled on federal territory.
Admit that the Internal Revenue Code Subtitle A only applies to “taxpayers”.
"The revenue laws are a code or system in regulation of tax assessment and collection. They relate to taxpayers, and not to nontaxpayers. The latter are without their scope. No procedure is prescribed for nontaxpayers, 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 of the subject nor of the object of the revenue laws..." 
[Long v. Rasmussen, 281 F. 236 (1922)]

“Revenue Laws relate to taxpayers [officers, employees, and elected officials of the Federal Government] and not to non-taxpayers [American Citizens/American Nationals not subject to the exclusive jurisdiction of the Federal Government].  The latter are without their scope.  No procedures are prescribed for non-taxpayers and no attempt is made to annul any of their Rights or Remedies in due course of law.  With them[non-taxpayers] Congress does not assume to deal and they are neither of the subject nor of the object of federal revenue laws.”  
[Economy Plumbing & Heating v. U.S., 470 F2d. 585 (1972)]
Admit that the court’s order may only lawfully apply to persons subject to the Internal Revenue Code as “taxpayers”.
Admit that the term “customers” as used in the court’s order, Doc. 105, implies ONLY “taxpayers” and may not lawfully include or imply “nontaxpayers”.
Admit that “taxpayers” are not authorized to read or especially use the information or materials that are the subject of this proceeding, pursuant to:
SEDM Member Agreement, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 2.
SEDM Disclaimer, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 3
Family Guardian Disclaimer, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 4
Admit that a “tax shelter” is defined as an investment registered with the state or federal government.  See:
A. 26 U.S.C. §461(i)(3)
B. 26 U.S.C. §6111(c )
C. 26 U.S.C. §6112(b)
D. 26 U.S.C. §6662(d)(C )(iii)
Admit that the only proper audience for a “tax shelter” are “taxpayers”:
Tax shelter.  A device used by a taxpayer to reduce or defer payment of taxes.  Common forms of tax shelters include:  limited partnership interests, real estate investments which have deductions such as depreciation, interest, taxes, etc.  The Tax Reform Act of 1986 limited the benefits of tax shelters significantly by classifying losses from such shelters as passive and ruling that passive losses can only offset passive income in arriving at taxable income (with a few exceptions).  Any excess losses are suspended and may be deducted in the year the investment is sold or otherwise disposed of.
[Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, page 1462-1463]
Admit that the term “abusive” means or implies advocating or executing unlawful activities.  See
U.S. v. Raymond, E.D.Wis.1999, 78 F.Supp.2d 856, affirmed 228 F.3d 804, certiorari denied 121 S.Ct. 2242, 533 U.S. 902, 150 L.Ed.2d 230
Admit that there is no evidence on the record which proves that the Alleged Defendant has ever offered any investments or registered any investments to any third party.
Admit that there is no place on SEDM website which promises any specific result by virtue of using the materials offered there.
Admit that “advertising” is “factual speech intended to induce a strictly commercial transaction”.
Admit that “advertising” is impossible if it is conveyed with speech that identifies itself as a NONfactual religious belief or opinion that is inadmissible as evidence pursuant to Fed.R.Ev. 610.
Admit that there is no place anywhere on the SEDM website where factual speech can be found that advises, condones, or allows any third party to engage in any unlawful activity in the context of income taxation.
Admit that the SEDM Disclaimer, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 3 says that all information available on the SEDM website and all communications with, to, or about the authors constitute religious and political beliefs and opinions that are NONfactual, NONactionable, and not admissible as evidence in any court of law.
Admit that the Family Guardian Disclaimer, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 4 says that all information available on the Family Guardian website and all communications with, to, or about the authors constitute religious and political beliefs and opinions that are NONfactual, NONactionable, and not admissible as evidence in any court of law.
Admit the classification of speech is as NONfactual, NONactionable, religious and political beliefs and opinions is ONLY up to the speaker and that it may only lawfully be classified otherwise if the speaker himself or herself does not classify the speech.
Admit that the First Amendment prohibits reclassifying religious and political beliefs and speech so as to make them FACTUAL or commercial and therefore enjoinable.
Admit that the court perjured the record by implying that the Alleged Defendant ever identified any of the speech in question as “Factual”.  See:
E. Doc. 91, p. 17, line 21.
F. Doc. 105, p. 20, lines 18-19.
Admit that the court was informed of the above perjury in Doc. 95, Section 3.1 and Doc. 94, Section 4.2 and willfully refused to remedy its malicious perjury, to the prejudice of the Alleged Defendant.
Admit that any evidence which derives from willful illegal activity, such as perjury, especially on the part of the court, constitutes “fruit of a poisonous tree” and MUST be excluded from evidence.
Admit that any court order, ruling, or judgment which relies on “fruit of a poisonous tree” is void ab initio and may especially may not be used or admitted as evidence of any obligation on the part of anyone.
Admit that for a person physically present within a state of the Union and outside of exclusive federal jurisdiction, one of the following two requirements must be met in order to lawfully enforce any provision of law against the party
G. There must be an implementing regulation for the statutes cited as authority which has been published in the Federal Register.
H. The moving party must prove that the target of the enforcement action is a member of any of the groups specifically exempted from the requirement for implementing regulations as described in 44 U.S.C. §1505(a) and 5 U.S.C. §553(a).
Admit that there are no implementing regulations for the statutes cited as authority by the Plaintiff, such as 26 U.S.C. §§6700, 6701, 7402, and 7408.
Admit that Alleged Defendant is not a member of any of the groups specifically exempted from the requirement for implementing regulations as described in 44 U.S.C. §1505(a) and 5 U.S.C. §553(a).
Admit that the term “person” as used in 26 U.S.C. §6671(b) means the following:
TITLE 26 > Subtitle F > CHAPTER 68 > Subchapter B > PART I > § 6671
§ 6671. Rules for application of assessable penalties

 (b) Person defined 

The term “person”, as used in this subchapter, includes an officer or employee of a corporation, or a member or employee of a partnership, who as such officer, employee, or member is under a duty to perform the act in respect of which the violation occurs

Admit that the rules of statutory construction FORBID expanding the above definition of “person” to include any other thing than what is specifically listed.
“Expressio unius est exclusio alterius.  A maxim of statutory interpretation meaning that the expression of one thing is the exclusion of another.  Burgin v. Forbes, 293 Ky. 456, 169 S.W.2d 321, 325; Newblock v. Bowles, 170 Okl. 487, 40 P.2d 1097, 1100.  Mention of one thing implies exclusion of another.  When certain persons or things are specified in a law, contract, or will, an intention to exclude all others from its operation may be inferred.  Under this maxim, if statute specifies one exception to a general rule or assumes to specify the effects of a certain provision, other exceptions or effects are excluded.” 
[Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, page 581]

"When a statute includes an explicit definition, we must follow that definition, even if it varies from that term's ordinary meaning. Meese v. Keene, 481 U.S. 465, 484-485 (1987) ("It is axiomatic that the statutory definition of the term excludes unstated meanings of that term"); Colautti v. Franklin, 439 U.S. at 392-393, n. 10 ("As a rule, `a definition which declares what a term "means" . . . excludes any meaning that is not stated'"); Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Lenroot, 323 U.S. 490, 502 (1945); Fox v. Standard Oil Co. of N.J., 294 U.S. 87, 95-96 (1935) (Cardozo, J.); see also 2A N. Singer, Sutherland on Statutes and Statutory Construction § 47.07, p. 152, and n. 10 (5th ed. 1992) (collecting cases). That is to say, the statute, read "as a whole," post at 998 [530 U.S. 943] (THOMAS, J., dissenting), leads the reader to a definition. That definition does not include the Attorney General's restriction -- "the child up to the head." Its words, "substantial portion," indicate the contrary."  
[Stenberg v. Carhart, 530 U.S. 914 (2000)]

"It is axiomatic that the statutory definition of the term excludes unstated meanings of that term.  Colautti v. Franklin, 439 U.S. 379, 392, and n. 10 (1979). Congress' use of the term "propaganda" in this statute, as indeed in other legislation, has no pejorative connotation.{19} As judges, it is our duty to [481 U.S. 485] construe legislation as it is written, not as it might be read by a layman, or as it might be understood by someone who has not even read it." 
[Meese v. Keene, 481 U.S. 465, 484 (1987)]
Admit that a law which fails to give “reasonable notice” of ALL the things that are included in its definitions is “void for vagueness” and unenforceable.
Admit that the term “person” as used in 26 U.S.C. §6671(b) supersedes, not enlarges, the definition of “person” found in 26 U.S.C. §7701(a)(1) and the common meaning of the term.
Admit that there are no internal revenue districts which encompass any part of the judicial district in which this proceeding is being held.
Admit that the only remaining internal revenue district is in the District of Columbia, pursuant to Treasury Order 150-02.
Admit that it is unlawful to move the effective domicile of the alleged defendant to the District of Columbia pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §7408(d) and 26 U.S.C. §7701(a)(39) if he has no legal domicile on federal territory and is a “nonresident alien” and a “nontaxpayer”.
[bookmark: _Toc163693504][bookmark: _Toc167497412]Cert. of Compliance, Doc. 95, Exhibit 2
1. Please answer the questions contained in Doc. 95, Exhibit 2, Section 4, Item 6, pp. 12-13.
[bookmark: _Toc163693505][bookmark: _Toc167497413]Doc. 95, Exhibit 8: Issues Requiring More Definite Statement
1. Doc. 95, Exhibit 8 included an 83 page list of issues requiring a more definite statement from the court.  It was entitled “Exhibit 8: Issues Requiring More Definite Statement”.
1. Please answer all these questions.
[bookmark: _Toc167497414]EXHIBIT 2: DECLARATION OF ALLEGED DEFENDANT
1. Court’s opinion of June 1, 2006, Doc. 91 and that of Dec. 12, 2006, Doc. 105 are substantially the same in terms of what they command.  Therefore, the remainder of this section will deal only with Doc. 105.
Court’s opinion of Dec. 12, 2006, Doc. #105 required the following specific actions by Defendant:
A. “The Court will therefore order Defendant to remove from his websites all advertising for his fraudulent tax programs”.  Doc. 105, p. 21.
B. Doc. #105, pp. 21-22.  Defendant is ordered to enjoined from directly or indirectly:
i. Organizing, promoting, advertising, marketing, or selling (or assisting therein) any tax shelter, plan or arrangement that advises or encourages customers to attempt to violate the internal revenue laws or unlawfully evade the assessment or collection of their tax liabilities.
ii. Making false or fraudulent statements about the securing of any tax benefit by the reason of participating in any plan or arrangement, including the false statements that only federal workers are subject to the Internal Revenue Code, workers need not submit accurate W-4 forms, and that United States citizens are not liable for federal income taxes.
iii. Encouraging, instructing, advising, and assisting others to violate the tax laws, including the evasion of assessment and payment of taxes.
iv. Engaging in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. §6700, i.e. making or furnishing in connection with the organization or sale of a shelter, plan, or arrangement, a statement the Defendant knows or has reason to know to be false or fraudulent as to any material matter under the federal tax laws.
v. Engaging in conduct subject to penalty under 26 U.S.C. §6701, i.e. preparing or assisting others in the preparation of any tax forms or other documents to be use din connection with any material matter arising under the internal revenue laws and which the Defendant knows (or has reason to believe) will (if so used) result in the understatement of tax liability; and
vi. Engaging in any conduct that interferes with the administration and enforcement of the internal revenue laws, including encouraging and assisting customers in disrupting or delaying IRS examination of their tax liabilities.
C. Within 21 days of date of filing of order, produce records in possession, custody, or control or to which he has access that identify names, addresses, e-mail addresses, phone numbers, and social security numbers (or employer identification number) of persons or entities who purchased any of the Defendant’s products.  See Doc. 105, p. 22.
D. Within 21 days of date of filing of order, post order “on his websites www.famguardian.org and www.sedm.org.”, Doc. 105, pp. 22-23.
E. Within 21 days of date of filing of order, Defendant shall provide a copy of the order to his current and former customers for which he has contact information.  Doc. 105, p. 23.
Appeal was filed with the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals for the court’s opinion, Doc. 105.  The Opening Brief in that matter was filed March 14, 2007.
Plaintiff <<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> filed the instant motion on March 3, 2007 alleging that Alleged Defendant is in willful contempt of the court’s order.  The motion falsely alleges of the Alleged Defendant in Doc. 112-2, p. 3 the following:
F. “He has failed to provide customer lists to the United States.”
G. “He has failed to provide a copy of the order to his customers.”
H. “He is continuing to offer and sell products that are designed to encourage and assist customers to violate the tax laws and that interfere with the administration and enforcement of those laws.”
Alleged Defendant contends all of the Plaintiff’s charges are false and that:
I. The court has perjured both of its orders relating to this matter by characterizing the speech in question as “factual” and stating that the Alleged Defendant indicated it was “factual”, when Alleged Defendant has stated repeatedly under penalty of perjury in Doc. 71-73 the contrary at least thirty different times.  Even after the Court was noticed of this perjury in Doc. 93-95, it refused to correct this very serious and prejudicial violation of law by the Court, leading to a criminal complaint being filed against <<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> and the presiding justice.
J. He is being railroaded because he is a sui juris litigant, and that this court appears to HATE sui juris litigants so much it won’t even read any of the Alleged Defendant’s pleadings, much less deal with any of the substantive and legitimate issues raised.
K. That the court of violating the Federal Rules of Evidence by relying exclusively upon:
i. Prejudicial and inadmissible presumption of biased witnesses.
ii. Opinions of biased witnesses inadmissible under Fed.Rul.Civ.Proc. 610 in violation of due process of law.  There is no evidence before this court of anything:  Only ex parte opinions of biases witnesses without foundation.
L. That there is no evidence on the record that the Alleged Defendant has the authority or ability to comply with the orders of the court in respect to the websites in question and that the Alleged Defendant has repeatedly stated under penalty of perjury that he does not.
M. That the Plaintiff and the court are depriving him of constitutionally protected rights by attempting to enjoin or interfere with speech that identifies itself as NONfactual, NONactionable, and exclusively religious and political beliefs that are inadmissible as evidence pursuant to Fed.Rul.Ev. 610.
N. That the Plaintiff is willfully interfering with compliance with the order by willfully and repeatedly refusing to:
i. Recognize that the speech in question is NONfactual and beyond the jurisdiction of the court.
ii. Identify upon what evidence he relies in claiming that there is factual speech in question.
iii. Answer the questions needed to ensure complete compliance documented in Exhibit 1, leaving the Alleged Defendant in a state of cognitive dissonance about what exactly is expected of him.
O. That the Plaintiff and the court are depriving Alleged Defendant of Constitutionally guaranteed rights by omitting repeatedly to address issues legitimately raised before the court relating to:
i. The requirement for implementing regulations:  Plaintiff must either produce an implementing regulation for 26 U.S.C. §§6700, 6701, and 7402 or provide proof that Alleged Defendant is in one of the exempted groups found in 44 U.S.C. §1505(a) and 5 U.S.C. §553(a).
ii. The definition of “person” in 26 U.S.C. §6671(b):  Plaintiff and court are violating the rules of statutory construction and stare decisis of the Supreme Court by construing Alleged Defendant as a person under this statute.
P. That the Court is violating due process of law by failing to properly apply the criteria of the Minimum Contacts Doctrine to an Alleged Defendant who is a nonresident party.  International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945).
Q. That the Plaintiff and the court are willfully failing to recognize that Alleged Defendant, according to stare decisis found in the Reasonable Belief About Income Tax Liability pamphlet, Doc. 72, Exhibit 11 has no reason to believe that Plaintiff or court have any lawful demonstrated authority to proceed because he is not citing an source of reasonable belief. 
Alleged Defendant’s repeated efforts to cooperate to the limited extent he is able have been clearly and repeatedly demonstrated to the Plaintiff and this court.  He is a friend of the law and of justice and a protector of the public.
[bookmark: _Ref162668374][bookmark: _Toc163119417][bookmark: _Toc167497415]History of Full Compliance with Amended Opinion, Doc. 105
1. “Substantial compliance” is the standard of proof in this proceeding.  Go-Video, Inc. v. Motion Picture Ass’n of America (9th Cir. 1993) 10 F3d 693, 695
1. Following issuance of both the Court’s orders, Alleged Defendant filed Certificates of Compliance documenting efforts to comply:
22. In response to the first order of June 1, 2006, Doc. 91, he provided the Certificate of Compliance attached to Doc. 95 as Exhibit 2.
22. In response to the amended order of Dec. 12, 2006, Doc. 105, he provided a Certificate of Unlawfully Compelled Compliance to the Plaintiff on 1-2.2007.  A portion of that certificate is attached to Doc. 112-4, Gov. Exhibit A.  This certificate is 216 pages and the Gov. Exhibit A omits most of it, being only 15 pages.  It is attached in its entirety on a CD-ROM as part of Exhibit 5.
A summary of efforts to comply follows, extracted from the Certificates of Compliance identified above:
B. A Customer Disclosure Declaration was sent to Plaintiff Counsel <<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> on April 9, 2007.  That disclosure contained a 10 page affidavit accompanied by an 83 page Acrobat file on CD.  It is not included here because it contains private and sensitive information that Alleged Defendant does not want to become a public record in these proceedings.  In compliance with the court’s order, the disclosure contains EVERYTHING in the care, custody, control, or within the access of Alleged Defendant that might possibly be related to “customers”.
C. Court’s first opinion, Doc. 91, was posted by the website administrator of Family Guardian (http://famguardian.org) sometime  during the latter portion of June 2006 at the following address:
http://famguardian.org/Subjects/Taxes/News/CHRuling-060615.htm
This posting was accomplished by an unidentified third party who Alleged Defendant has no knowledge of or control over.  The exact date of posting is unknown because Alleged Defendant did not post the item.  However, he received email notification of the posting on June 25, 2006 from the Family Guardian website administrator, who did not identify himself or herself.
D. Court’s second opinion, Doc. #105 was again posted by the website administrator(s) of Family Guardian (http://famguardian.org) sometime  during the first half of January 2006 at the following address:
http://famguardian.org/Subjects/Taxes/News/CHRuling-060615.htm
This posting was accomplished by an unidentified third party who Alleged Defendant has no knowledge of or control over.  The exact date of posting is unknown because Alleged Defendant did not post the item.  However, he received email notification of the posting on June 25, 2006 from the Family Guardian website administrator, who did not identify himself or herself.
E. Since approximately the latter part of June 2006, a link to the above address on Family Guardian has appeared on the SEDM About Us page in section 10 at the address below:
http://sedm.org/AboutUs.htm
This posting was accomplished by an unidentified third party who Alleged Defendant has no knowledge of or control over.  Alleged Defendant found out about this posting by receiving an email from the SEDM administrator.  The content of that email is contained in Doc. 95, Ex. 2, pp. 15-16.
F. In early January 2007, Alleged Defendant was viewing the SEDM Member Forums and also noticed another link while searching the SEDM website via search engines and later, by examining the SEDM Member Forums (http://sedm.org/forums/).  The article is only available to SEDM Members, and so the Plaintiff may not have seen it.  The content of that posting reads as follows:
Please read the following Member Notice posted on 1/5/2007 following the final decision in the injunction litigation against one of our Members. Readers are cautioned that reading the following notice or especially using as evidence in litigation constitutes perpetual consent to our Member Agreement:

Member Notice, 1/1/2007

NOTE: We do not have a member mailing list or member accounts. This forum is the ONLY method we have of communicating with our Members about important issues. Therefore, it is very important that you frequently read this forum.
[SOURCE:  http://sedm.org/forums/index.php?showtopic=173]
The following email was sent to Plaintiff <<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> on 3/28/2007 and I never got a response, further interfering with compliance and leaving Alleged Defendant in a state of “cognitive dissonance” about what is expected of him:
From: <<YOUR NAME>>
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2007 11:55 AM
Subject: Compliance

Martin,

More information about compliance you may be interested in.

1.  Since early January, 2007 a Private Member Notice has been posted on the SEDM website.  It is only available to members:
http://sedm.org/forums/

Look under "Events and Announcements" in the topic entitled "Official PRIVATE Member Notices and Announcements".  

2.  Since you are probably not a member, you may not be able to read these notices.  This may also explain why you think that "customers" have not been notified.  Therefore, I have attached a screen capture.  The order does not command me to notify you, but I am doing this as a courtesy.  I did not post this item, but I believe the attached satisfies the requirement to notify members of the order.  There are no "customers" among the members because the Member Agreement says no one may become a member as a "taxpayer", but I guess the above post should suffice.

3.  Other compliance information that is useful:
3.1  About us page, section 10, end has a link to a member notice associated with the order.
3.2  About Us page, section 3 says the following:
  1.  We do not have a member mailing list or member accounts in our online store.  
      Instead, if you want to receive our correspondence, then simply get an account on our Forums with a bogus name.
  2.  Information about our members is considered copyrighted, and a trade secret, and protected contractually from disclosure.
  3.  We cannot and will not maintain any records about our members.  All information that might produce 
      an audit trail will be destroyed immediately.
  4.  We cannot and will not ask for, use, or maintain information or records about people's 
      interactions with the Internal Revenue Service or state taxing authorities, including information about Social Security Numbers, Taxpayer Identification Numbers, etc.
  5.  If disclosure is ordered by any third party, we are obligated to:
     5.1.  Demand evidence and probable cause of wrongdoing and to not disclose any information without demonstrated probable cause.  
           Such information must be provided by a third party who does not work for the government, receive any government benefit 
           based on income taxes, or receive employment wages derived from income taxes.
     5.2.  Demand payment of $2 Million dollars from the inquiring party prior to disclosure, and to give you the proceeds of any penalties paid.
3.3  I asked them via email for their member list on December 30, 2006, and they said that they have none and that if I want to communicate with members, the best means is their forums.  Subsequent to that inquiry, they appear to have posted the notices attached.
3.4  The reason I did not send you further information about the above, is because the order never required me to.
3.5  You will note that the mechanism for notifying "customers" was not defined in the order.

If you can think of any other ways to improve compliance that I can accomplish, as a person who is not an officer or decision maker of SEDM, please let me know and I will relay it to the SEDM folks.  If you communicate with them directly, please ensure that you cc me.  The last email address which I have for them is sedmorders@sedm.org.

If you think the word "customers" includes "nontaxpayers", please kindly show me evidence upon which you base such a belief.  Until such time as I receive such evidence, I would be committing perjury under penalty of perjury to declare anyone a "customer" without first seeing a definition, and second, seeing evidence that the I.R.C. can impose a duty upon "nontaxpayers" who are not the subject of it.

"Revenue Laws 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 or Remedies in due course of law.  With them[non-taxpayers] Congress does not assume to deal and they are neither of the subject nor of the object of federal revenue laws."  [Economy Plumbing & Heating v. U.S., 470 F2d. 585 (1972)]

"The revenue laws are a code or system in regulation of tax assessment and collection. They relate to taxpayers, and not to nontaxpayers. The latter are without their scope. No procedure is prescribed for nontaxpayers, 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 of the subject nor of the object of the revenue laws..." [Long v. Rasmussen, 281 F.
236 (1922)]

To facilitate further compliance by the interested third parties, I would also appreciate a list of specific things on either of the websites you seek to enjoin which:
1.  Is inconsistent with reality.
2.  Falls in the list of the three things the court identified could not be said to people:
  A.	"Only federal workers are subject to the Internal Revenue Code"
  B.	"Workers need not submit accurate W-4 forms"
  C.	"United States citizens are not liable for federal income taxes."
3.  Indicates or promises any specific result.
4.  Condones or advocates illegal activities.
5.  Is inconsistent with any provision of the order.

I also ask you to specifically identify where it is on the SEDM website that the "Great IRS Hoax" or the "Federal and State Withholding Options for Private Employers" books are offered "for sale".  Your paralegal suggested this in her affidavit and I have not been able to locate it.  I have never seen such a thing. 

Respectfully,

C. Hansen

From the beginning of this proceeding in May 2005, Plaintiff has never contacted toe Alleged Defendant at any time in order to:
G. Notify him of any content on either the Family Guardian Website or SEDM Website are inconsistent with the order or contain anything that is BOTH factual AND false.
H. Respond to repeated requests by the Alleged Defendant to answer questions about how to comply with the order.
I. Complement or encourage Alleged Defendant for any degree of cooperation exhibited to date.
Alleged Defendant searched the SEDM website using Google and could find nothing available on that website which  relates to taxes that lists him as an author.  None of the publications attributed to him by the Plaintiff in the Motion for Summary Judgment, Doc. 67 and 68, are even available on the SEDM Website.  This search also revealed that  neither the Nontaxpayer’s Audit Defense Manual nor Federal Response letters list him as the author or even identify an author.  He states now under penalty of perjury from without the United States that he did not write these documents..
Alleged Defendant continues to have serious questions as follows which require resolution by the Plaintiff and/or court that are substantially interfering with the possibility of any further discovery:
J. Answering the questions contained in Exhibit 1.
K. About court’s authority to reclassify protected religious and political beliefs and opinions so as to make the factual commercial speech subject to regulation by the court.
L. About the Plaintiff’s criteria and authority for classifying a person as a “taxpayer” or a “customer”.
M. About the legality of admitting beliefs and opinions of biased witnesses without foundation as the only basis to act in this case.  This approach violates due process, causes the government to engaged in “political questions”, and appears to unlawfully establish the equivalent of a state-sponsored religion in violation of the First Amendment.
Alleged Defendant has diligently searched all the websites in question and found no evidence of advertising, which is defined here as factual speech intended only to induce a commercial transaction involving OTHER than religious and political beliefs and opinions.  Advertising, as a matter of fact, is specifically prohibited by:
i. The SEDM Member Agreement, Exhibit 5, Subexhibit 2, Section 5, item 10.
ii. SEDM About Us page, section 8, item 10.
iii. Family Guardian About Us page, section 12, item 10.
Alleged Defendant has diligently searched all the websites in question and found no evidence of:
N. Factual speech.
O. Commercial speech.
P. Business activity.
Q. Anything other than protected First Amendment religious and political speech, opinions, and beliefs.
In any injunction involving First Amendment speech such as all of the religious and political beliefs and opinions found on the websites in question, the moving party has burden of proof to show that the specific speech sought to be enjoined is beyond the protections of the First Amendment.  The responding party has NO DUTY to prove that his speech is protected by the First Amendment, because that presumption is presumed by the strict scrutiny standard of constitutional review.  U.S. v. Dellinger, 472 F.2d 340, (1972).  Since the Plaintiff never did that, then no speech can be out of compliance with the courts order and he is barred from raising any new issues of fact in his Reply Brief.
Since the court’s order, Doc. 105, did not identify any specific speech that was beyond the protections of the First Amendment, it must be presumed that the order did not enjoin any specific speech other than the three things below, and that even these things must be presented as FACTUAL speech in order to be violative of the order:
R. “Only federal workers are subject to the Internal Revenue Code"
S. “Workers need not submit accurate W-4 forms"
T. "United States citizens are not liable for federal income taxes."
The Plaintiff and the court are reminded that:
U. None of the speech in question identifies itself as factual.
V. The SEDM Member Agreement, the Family Guardian Website Disclaimer, and the SEDM Disclaimer all identify all speech on the websites in questions as NONfactual, NONactionable, religious and political beliefs and opinions that are not admissible as evidence in any legal proceeding pursuant to F.R.E. 610.
Alleged Defendant continues to seek feedback:
W. Through the questions in Exhibit 1, which remains unanswered.
X. By email from the Plaintiff, who has remained silent
Y. By correspondence with the IRS, who has remained silent.
Z. By pleadings before this court to the justice, who has remained silent.
From his very first contact with the IRS in July 2003 to the present day, Alleged Defendant has yet to find any responsible person in the government who is willing to appear in person, present lawful ID, who identifies the address where they can be served with legal process, and who will answer the questions needed to facilitate compliance found in Exhibit 1.  Obviously, the government does not want compliance because they have been entirely unwilling to do anything to make it possible up to this point, and deliberately vague orders that appear beyond the jurisdiction of the court for reasons set forth in the attached Memorandum of law do nothing but exacerbate that problem.
[bookmark: _Toc163119418][bookmark: _Toc167497416]False Statements in Barbara Cantrell Declaration
1. The Second Cantrell Declaration attached to the Plaintiff’s instant motion contains the following false statement:
“Most of the documents mentioned in my earlier declaration are still posted or offered for sale on the websites, including ‘The Great IRS Hoax’, ‘Federal and State Tax Withholding Options for Private Employers,’ and the IRS response letters.”
1. I have been reading and studying the two website that she refers to, www.famguardian.org and www.sedm.org, for over six years and three years respectively and have never seen “The Great IRS Hoax” nor the “Federal and State Tax Withholding Options for Private Employers” documents available for sale anywhere.
1. The Great IRS Hoax and Federal and State Tax Withholding Options for Private Employers books both state in the preface, as part of the Disclaimer, the following, as of the date of this writing, as I personally witnessed myself:
2. Great IRS Hoax:
“All information contained in this book in its entirety, along with any communications with, to, or about the author(s), website administrator, and owner(s) constitute religious and political beliefs, and not facts.  As such, nothing on this website is susceptible to being truthful, true, or false, or legally "actionable" in any manner.  Nothing here can be classified as fact without violating the First Amendment rights of the author(s).  It is provided for worship, education, enlightenment, and entertainment and for no other purpose.  Any other use is an unauthorized use for which the author(s), website administrator, and owner(s) assume no responsibility or liability.  Users assume full, exclusive and complete responsibility for any use beyond reading, education, and entertainment.”
[Great IRS Hoax, Version 4.31, Acrobat p. 6
SOURCE:  http://famguardian.org/Publications/GreatIRSHoax/GreatIRSHoax.htm]

2. Federal and State Tax Withholding Options for Private Employers:
“All information contained in this book in its entirety, along with any communications with, to, or about the author(s), website administrator, and owner(s) constitute religious and political beliefs, and not facts.  As such, nothing on this website is susceptible to being truthful, true, or false, or legally "actionable" in any manner.  Nothing here can be classified as fact without violating the First Amendment rights of the author(s).  It is provided for worship, education, enlightenment, and entertainment and for no other purpose.  Any other use is an unauthorized use for which the author(s), website administrator, and owner(s) assume no responsibility or liability.  Users assume full, exclusive and complete responsibility for any use beyond reading, education, and entertainment.”
[Federal and State Withholding Options for Private Employers, Version 1.89,  p. 4;
SOURCE:  http://famguardian.org/Publications/FedStateWHOptions/FedStateWHOptions.pdf]

1. Everything on the Family Guardian Website, including the two items mentioned above, is covered by the Family Guardian Disclaimer, which says that everything on the Family Guardian Website is:
3. NONfactual
3. NONactionable.
3. Religious and political statements that are not admissible as evidence pursuant to Fed.Rul.Ev. 610.
See Exhibit 5, Certificate of Unlawfully Compelled Compliance in the associated Affidavit of Material Facts, SubExhibit 4.
1. Ms. Cantrell’s affidavit is not relevant or material to any of the terms of the court’s order.  Specifically, the court recognized only three things that the Alleged Defendant could not say and which were allegedly false.  Cantrell did not relate any of the speech that she allegedly examined as containing any of the three specifically prohibited allegedly false statements, which include any of the following:
4. “Only federal workers are subject to the Internal Revenue Code”
4. “Workers need ` accurate W-4 forms”
4. “United States citizens are not liable for federal income taxes.”
1. The only concern of the Alleged Defendant is FACTUAL speech that violates the above three requirements.
[bookmark: _Toc163119419][bookmark: _Toc167497417]False Statements in <<U.S. ATTORNEY FULLNAME>> Declaration
1. In the <<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> Affidavit dated January 8, 2007, Mr. <<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> made the following false statement:
“The document is basically a restatement of arguments that Hansen has previously made in this case—e.g., he is not subject to the Internal Revenue Code, the Court has no jurisdiction outside the District of Columbia.”
[<<U.S. ATTORNEY LASTNAME>> Affidavit, January 8, 2007, p. 1]
1. The above statement is simply not true.  I do not claim that the court has no jurisdiction outside the District of Columbia and I can find no such language in the Certificate of Unlawfully Compelled Compliance, Exhibit 5 attached.  Instead, I claim, as evidenced in the two most recent pleadings, that:
24. Federal district courts enjoy extraterritorial jurisdiction over domiciliaries of the federal United States, who are persons with a domicile in the District of Columbia and the territories and possessions of the United States, and federal areas within the states but NOT within the exclusive jurisdiction of any state of the Union.
24. The court enjoys extraterritorial jurisdiction abroad pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §911 over its own domiciliaries, but ONLY if they are engaged in a “trade or business” or other federal franchise.  Otherwise, a non-citizen national not engaged in a “trade or business” and domiciled with the exclusive jurisdiction of a state of the Union is a nonresident alien all of whose property is a foreign estate.  Cook v. Tait, 265 U.S. 47 (1924).
For evidence supporting the above, see Doc. 72, Aff. Matl. Facts, Section 5.3.
1. The Plaintiff has repeatedly refused to provide STATUTORY evidence of his extraterritorial jurisdiction over the Alleged Defendant by:
25. Refusing to provide proof of the existence of an Internal Revenue District within the jurisdiction of this court.
25. Refusing to provide the statute that “expressly extends” the “public offices” that are the subject of the I.R.C. Subtitle A tax to any place within the jurisdiction of a state of the Union.  4 U.S.C. §72 says all public offices MUST be exercised ONLY in the District of Columbia and not elsewhere.  Both his and the courts authorities do NOT provide the statute required to extend said public offices that are the subject of a tax upon a “trade or business” as defined in 26 U.S.C. §7701(a)(26)  to this judicial district.
1. When is the Plaintiff even going to take responsibility to even READ what he is commenting about?  The following continuing, malicious and negligent behaviors on his part are a severe threat to my liberty and that of every American that this court has a duty to prevent:
26. Perverting justice by devolving it into nothing more than an opinion poll among biased witnesses with an unlawful financial interest in the outcome:
"The very purpose of a Bill of Rights was to withdraw certain subjects from the vicissitudes of political controversy, to place them beyond the reach of majorities and officials and to establish them as legal principles to be applied by the courts. One's right to life, liberty, and property, to free speech, a free press, freedom of worship and assembly, and other fundamental rights may not be submitted to vote; they depend on the outcome of no elections." 
[West Virginia Bd. of Ed. v Barnett, 319 U.S. 624, 638 (1943)]
26. Ignoring virtually all of the pleadings and statements filed by the Alleged Defendant.
26. PERJURING himself or misquoting about what I said because he never read what I said.
26. By unlawfully abusing the authority of this court to effect a “political purpose” of suppressing and interfering with speech that identifies itself as strictly religious and political beliefs and opinions that are NONfactual and NONactionable.
26. Proceeding presumptuously and prejudicially and treating his presumptions and those of others as “evidence”.  What a joke.  A presumption is not evidence, but simply guides discovery.
26. Refusing to rebut anything the Alleged Defendant says and therefore agreeing with it but refusing to take responsibility for agreeing with it pursuant to Fed.Rul.Civ.Proc. 8(d).
26. Using inadmissible opinions of biased “tax consumer” and “taxpayer” witnesses who he employees and who have a severe conflict of interest.

In accordance with 28 U.S.C. §1746(1) form without the United States, I certify under penalty of perjury that the facts and statements contained herein are true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and ability.  This affirmation is also extended by Exhibit 6, the Federal Pleading Attachment.
Dated:


	Chris Hansen (and NOT CHRISTOPHER M. HANSEN) 

Domiciled no place on earth (and in the Kingdom of Heaven) and outside of the “United States” under 26 U.S.C. §7701(a)(10) and 28 U.S.C. §1603(c ), outside any Internal Revenue District in accordance with Treasury Order 150-02, and outside any United States Judicial district





[bookmark: _Toc167497418]EXHIBIT 3: SEDM MEMBER FORUMS POSTING
1. This document was downloaded from the SEDM Member Forums on 3/28/2007.  It says it was posted to the SEDM Website on 1/1/2007.  It provides a link to the order.  
1. The SEDM Forums are only available to “Members” of the SEDM Religious Fellowship.  Membership in the forums is optional for those using the website.
1. “Members” of a Religious Fellowship do NOT equate with “customers” and calling them “customers” and calling the religious fellowship a business amounts to disestablishing a church, which no court can lawfully do without violating the First Amendment Establishment Clause.


[bookmark: _Toc167497419]EXHIBIT 4: WHAT HAPPENED TO JUSTICE CD
1. This CD contains every judicial enactment of the United States Congress from the Statutes at Large from 1789 to the present in searchable electronic form.  Alleged Defendant has searched all of these enactments electronically for any invocation of Article III judicial powers in creating any of the United States District Courts.  There is not to be found any such enactment, and without such an enactment, it must be presumed that this court is a legislative court.
1. The CD also contains a book entitled “What Happened to Justice?”, which proves that even the United States Supreme Court was not “ordained and established” as an Article III court.


[bookmark: _Toc167497420]EXHIBIT 5: CERTIFICATE OF UNLAWFULLY COMPELLED COMPLIANCE CD
1. The attached Certificate of Unlawfully Compelled Compliance was provided to <<U.S. ATTORNEY FULLNAME>> via email on 1/2/2007 and mailed to him with a certificate of service on the same date.  It is provided in electronic form to reduce the size of this pleading.
This exhibit has also been posted by an unidentified third party on the Family Guardian website since approximately early January at the address below:
http://famguardian.org/Subjects/Taxes/News/CHRuling-060615.htm


[bookmark: _Toc167497421]EXHIBIT 6: FEDERAL PLEADING ATTACHMENT
1. This pleading attachment extends the affirmation and perjury statements at the end of each of the pleadings associated with this filing.
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