





PERSONAL ATTENTION TO:	M's Harriet Bates,   Employee I.D. Number 0260935


			ADMINISTRATOR DUE PROCESS


			AP:FE: LI-BR2: HJB


		ALSO:       Mr. Randall Weiss,  APPEALS TEAM MANAGER


			INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE


			BROOKHAVEN APPEALS


			1040 Waverly Av.


			STOP 690


			Holtsville, New York 11742


			Ph # (631- 687-8213    fax  (631) 687-8296





IN REGARDS TO: 	Mr. ;Jay-John,  ,Jacobs;


		I.D. NUMBER_____________________________ S.O.S. NUMBER





Dear Sirs,  Madam's, or TO WHOMEVER THIS MAY APPLY OR CONCERN,


	First of all I am writing to you my Employer, because I want to have a good relationship with my employer. I have worked with your firm for some considerable time and I do not desire to have an adverse relationship with you my employer. I have in fact earned a very good reputation with my employer and I desire to keep a good working relationship with my employer if at all possible!


	Secondly,  I do understand that you may not be totally informed concerning this particular subject and the actual law involved here, which I have thoroughly investigated,  and also I am seeking  to in fact act  for your protection,  as well as my protection, and  I am going to go to the serious effort to explain some facts and law to you,  so you can better protect yourselves!


	Thirdly, I wish to timely protect my all of  my basic Constitutional Rights,  especially to DUE PROCESS OF LAW and all my property rights, because if I do not defend my basic Constitutional Rights, I do not have any basic Constitutional Rights,  and I can not go there, because I  have to defend my basic Constitutional Rights, as I am a very proud American Citizen!! I will always desire to have my basic Constitutional Rights, which are priceless to me,  and to protect the great heritage and tradition of what it actually means to be a real serious American Citizen.


	Now just try and read through this letter and try and understand all the real facts and law involved and please understand I am really trying to be courteous and informative, but at the same time I have to move timely to protect my basic Constitutional rights,  or give up those basic Constitutional Rights,  and again I just can not do that. So hopefully you will learn something to better protect your basic constitutional Rights,  and at the same time you can also see my basic Constitutional Rights and appreciate and give me some due consideration for my basic Constitutional Rights and Property.  Just examine the information provided,   and put it to your best understanding,  and I pray you can benefit from all the knowledge provided.  I thank you in adance for your valueable time and or trouble,  and also your just and lawful considerations.


	Now let us get started and allow me to explain the whole facts and law concerning this Document/ Presentment by the I.R.S. , called  “ NOTICE OF LIEN”, FORM 668 (W)(c), which was sent to your firm by  Internal Revenue Service INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE. The Document above noted has a number identifing it in the upper left hand corner designating the exact purpose of the Document/ Form,  and as stated above it is a “ 668(W)(c)” , which is by definition a “ NOTICE OF LIEN” , which is just a mere NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN. IT IS NOT REALLY AND ACTUAL LIEN FORM, FACT!!   Please take do CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE that an actual “ LIEN FORM” Document would have a identifing number in the upper left hand corner of  “ 668(b)” , please see attached Exhibit COPY,  marked EXHIBIT “ A “, attached hereto and made part of this letter and the Record. Now obviously the  “FORM 668 (W)(c)” , which your firm received,   is NOT  a real LIEN!! Please examine carefully the Form 668(W)(c) “NOTICE OF LIEN” document/ PRESENTMENT you received,   and MY EXHIBIT “A” ATTACHED HERE FOR YOUR PERUSAL!!   Now the actual “668(b) LIEN” document on Exhibit marked “A” attached hereto and made part of the File Record. Look carefully at the differences. The Form 668(b) is an actual Lien while the latter From 668(W)(c) is merely a “NOTICE OF LIEN”, which is basically a mere NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN. THE LAW NEVER MEANT FOR THE NOTICE OF LIEN FOR ACTUALLY BE THE REAL LIEN, FACT!! It is just that DUE PROCESS REQUIREMENTS DO REQUIRE UNDER THE CONCURRENCE RULES, TITLE 28 U.S. Code FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, RULE # 41 FIRST REQUIRE ANY PARTY WITH A JUST AND LAWFUL CLAIM TO FIRST SEEK CONCURRENCE, BECAUSE OF DUE PROCESS OF LAW REQUIREMENTS, SO EVERYBODY GET TO TELL THEIR SIDE BEFORE ANY PENALTIES OR DAMAGES ARE TAKEN OR ASSESSED. So it is required by the Court Rules that you give an adverse Party a honest chance to explain his side of a controversey BEFORE YOU COLLATERALLY ATTACK HIS PROPERTY OR RIGHTS TO PROPERTY AND THAT IS ALL THE “ NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN” EVER WAS MEANT TO BE, A FACT!!! A TIME IS SET FOR ONE TO ANSWER THE CHARGES OR CLAIMS AND IF A PARTY REALLY DESIRES TO HONESTLY ANSWER OR PLEAD HE/SHE IS GIVEN AN HONEST CHANCE TO DO JUST THAT!!! HOWEVER IF A PARTY DOES NOT TIMELY ANSWER OR EXPLAIN BY PLEADING OR OTHER EXPLAINATION THEN AND ONLY THEN CAN YOU ACTUALLY LAWFULLY FILE THE ACTUAL LIEN AGAINST HIS/ HER PROPERTY, BECAUSE LACHES INDCURRS AND YOU FAILED TO TIMELY ANSWER OR PLEAD.  Now numjber one I have NEVER been given ANY HEARING OR CHANCE TO EXPLAIN MY SIDE OF THIS CONTROVERSY BETWEEN MYSELF AND THE I.R.S. AND THE I.R.S. CLEARLY KNOWS I HAVE FORMALLY IN WRITING REQUESTED FORMALLY A RIGHT TO A DUE PROCESS HEARING AND THE I.R.S. HAS IGNORED THIS OBVIOUS VIOLATION OF LAW AND ARE HOPING THAT YOU MY EMPLOYER WILL TAKE THE FALL FOR THEM AN YOU MY EMPLOYER WON'T KNOW ANY BETTER AND WILL BLINDLY TAKE ACTIONS AGAINST ME AND OR MY LAWFUL PROPERTY WITHOUT THE ACTUAL LAWFUL REQUIREMENTS BEING COMPLETED OR DONE!!! THEN YOU MY EMPLOYER GET'S TO TAKE ALL THE LIABILITY FOR THE DEED IF A LAW SUIT ACTUALLY TAKES PLACE!!! PLEASE DO NOT BE A PATSY AND LET THE I.R.S. GET AWAY WITH MAKING YOU THE FALL GUY BY JUST IGNORINNG MY BASIC CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS!!! THE I.R.S. KNOWS FULL WELL THERE IS NO LAW TO BACK UP THEIR UNLAWFUL ACTIONS AND THE I.R.S. HOPES THAT YOU WON'T PAY ANY ATTENTION AND YOU WILL JUST BE THEIR FLUNKY AND SEIZE MY LAWFULLY OWNED PROPERTY WITHOUT ANY COURT OR LAWFUL DUE PROCESS OF LAW AND I BESEECH YOU TO PLEASE BE SMART!!! ASK THE I.R.S. FOR THE SIGNED BY A JUDGE COURT ORDER OR GARNISHMENT AND THE I.R.S. WILL JUST WILT RIGHT IN YOUR FACE!!! YES, THE I.R.S. IS THE SAME AS ANYONE ELSE WHO WANTS TO COLLECT A REAL HONEST DEBT, THEY MUST GO TO COURT AND HAVE A REAL HEARING AND GET A JUDGE TO SIGN THE GARNISHMENT ORDER TO TAKE MY LAWFUL PROPERTY, A STONE FACT!!! JUST TELL THE I.R.S. WHERE IS THE ACTUAL LIEN ORDER??? WHERE IS IT???  TELL THE I.R.S. I ONLY SEE A NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN AND THAT IS NICE, BUT IT IS ONLY A NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN, WHERE THE HELL IS THE ACTUAL LIEN, THE FORM #668 (b), THE ONE THAT SAYS “ LIEN” ON IT AND IS SIGNED BY A G.S.-11 OR ABOVE, COLLECTION BRANCH MANAGER OR A JUDGE OF A COURT OF RECORD ALLOWING THE SEIZURE OF ACTUAL PROPERTY BELONGING TO ME???  NOW IF THE I.R.S. HAD SUCH A “LIEN” DOCUMENT, WHY THE HELL DO YOU THINK THEY WOULD NOT GIVE YOU A COPY OF THAT EXACT “LIEN” DOCUMENT???? MAKE SENSE TO YOU!!!??  NOW LET US GET REAL HERE!!! JUST TELL THE I.R.S., HEY, WHEN YOU GOT AN ACTUAL JUDGMENT OF A COURT OF RECORD OR AN ACTUAL “LIEN” DOCUMENT SIGNED BY A REAL G.S. -11 COLLECTION BRANCH MANAGER, AND IT ALL HAS TO BE ON A REAL “LIEN” DOCUMENT FORM 668(b) and NOT A FORM 668(W))c), or 668(Y)(c) “ NOTICE OF LIEN”, THEN AND ONLY THEN YOU CAN TAKE MY LAWFUL PROPERTY AND GIVE IT TO THE I.R.S. !!  Now I am giving you your sanity and your freedom here and I trust you can appreciate what I am doing for YOU, MY EMPLOYER!!!  BECAUSE THIS DATA WILL NOW HAVE THE EFFECT OF SETTING YOU FREE OF THE I.R.S. CRAP AND CONFUSION AND TORT LIABILITY FOR YOUR FIRM, WHEN THIS DOES NOT HAVE ANY.....THING TO DO WITH YOUR FIRM AND YOU REALLY DON'T NEED MORE LAWSUITS JUST TO MAKE YOUR DAY FOR THIS KIND OF CRAP THAT YOU ENDURE FOR WHAT?????? DO YOU REALLY NEED THE AGRIVATION OR WHAT????? JUST TELL THE I.R.S. GET ME A COURT ORDER SIGNED BY A JUDGE AND HEY SHOW ME THE GARNISHMENT AND YOU ARE IN BUSINESS, OTHERWISE WE CAN NOT HELP YOU HERE IN REGARDS TO THIS MATTER!!! WE ARE NOT A DEBT COLLECTOR AND WE ARE NOT LAWYERS, AND FRANKLY WE GOT BETTER THINGS TO DO THAN PRETEND TO BE AD HOC I.R.S. AGENTS, ON A VOLUNTARY BASIS I MIGHT ADD, AND ASSUME ALL THAT LIABILITY FOR YOU GUYS AT I.R.S, WHEN YOUR TRACK RECORD FOR THESE MATTERS BEFORE THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA IS 98% WRONG ASSESSMENTS, JUST ON THE MISERABLE FAILURE TO FOLLOW LAWFUL PROCEDURES TO SEIZE PROPERTY BY LAW AND CONGRESS KNOWS THIS FACT FOR SURE, BUT LET'S YOU GUYS AT I.R.S. GET AWAY WITH THIS UNLAWFUL CRAP BECAUSE THEY JUSTIFY THE END JUSTIFIES THE MEANS AND WE NEED THE DOE, SO OFF TO WORK WE GO!!!! IT IS ABSOLUTELY OBSCENE AND THE I.R.S. GET'S AWAY WITH IT BECAUSE PEOPLE DOWN ON THE BLOCK JUST DO NOT KNOW AND ASSUME YOU CAN NOT FIGHT CITY HALL!!! WE THE PEOPLE OF THESE UNITED STATES NEED TO WAKE THE HELL UP OR WE ARE GOING TO AWAKEN IN A COUNTRY WHICH IS NO LONGER FREE, GOT ME???!!! NOW JUST LOOK OVER THE FOLLOWING DATA AND PRIME DOCUMENTATION, BECAUSE THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT HAS RULED SERIOUSLY ON THIS VERY SUBJECT AND A “NOTICE OF LIEN”  IS NOT A LAWFUL “LIEN” AND YOU LEAVE YOUR COMPANY OPEN TO LITIGATION NEEDLESSLY, WHEN ALL YOU HAVE TO DO IS DEMAND THE I.R.S. PRODUCE THE ACTUAL GARNINSHMENT ORDER OR ACTUAL FORM “668(b)”, “LIEN” ACTUAL DOCUMENT AND THE I.R.S. MUST GO BACK AND GET SUEH A DOCUMENT/ SIGNED ORDER OR GO FISH!!! NOW THAT IS THE GOD'S OWN TRUTH AND WHAT YOU DO WITH IT CAN BE A BLESSING FOR YOU AND A WHOLE LOT LESS RISKY FOR UNNECESSARY LITIGATION, WHICH IS TOTALLY UNNECESSARY AND TOTALLY ABOIDABLE IF YOU JUST LISTEN AND USE YOUR HEADS!!! DEMAND TO SEE THE SIGNED COURT GARNISHMENT ORDER OR ACTUAL FORM 668(b) “LIEN” FORM AND IT IS JUST THAT SIMPLE!!! GOOD LUCK AND I HOPE I HAVE BEEN HELPFUL TO RELIEVE A LOT OF YOUR UNNECESSARY HAIR PULLING FRUSTRATIONS WITH NEEDLESS RIDICULOUSNESS JUST TRYING TO BE IN BUSINESS!!! THANK YOU FOR YOUR VALUABLE TIME AND TROUBLE!!!


	NOW PLEASE PAY CLOSE ATTENTION HERE, BECAUSE I AM GOING TO GIVE YOU THE REAL LAW CONCERNING ALL THIS HULABALLOO!!! TAKE NOTES IF YOU LIKE, BECAUSE IT IS ALL REAL LAW AND RIGHT FROM THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT!!


	


Notes: U.S.  vs. O'Dell, 180 F2d 304
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A "levy" requires that property be brought into legal custody through seizure, actual or constructive, levy being an abso�lute appropriation in law of the property levied on, and mere notice is insufficient.





Page 304


The method for accomplishing a levy on a bank account is the issuing of war�rants of distraint, the making of the bank a party, and the serving with notice of levy, copy of the warrants of distraint, and notice of lien.





Page 307=


[2] This paragraph describes a mere statement or notice of claim.  Nothing al�leged to have been done amounts to a levy, which requires that the property be brought into legal custody through seizure, actual or constructive, levy being "an absolute appropriation in law of the property levied upon."





NOTES:    46FSupp30 United States v Aetna Life Ins





46 F. Supp 30 Page 37  United States v Aetna Life Ins


I can find no statute which says that a mere notice shall constitute a "levy".  Under Section 3672, 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code








46 F. Supp 30 United States v Aetna Life Ins


UNITED STATES v. AETNA LIFE INS. CO. OF HARTFORD, CONN., et al.


No. 74.





District Court, D, Connecticut.


Jan. 8, 1942.





1.  Courts 344(6)  Internal revenue 1784


An action to enforce liability of in�surance company for refusing to surrender to collector property of delinquent taxpayer was an action to enforce a "penalty" and service of process by mail and publication on nonresident taxpayer was not authorized under section of judicial Code providing for substituted service in actions to enforce "liens". 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ? 3710; Jud.Code ? 57, 28 U.S.C.A. ? 118.





See Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition, for all other definitions of "Lien" and "Penalty".





2.  Courts 344(6)


The statute concerning orders against absent defendants in suits to enforce liens goes no further than to authorize substi�tuted service on nonresident defendants in actions brought to enforce liens upon, or to assert claims to, real or personal prop�erty within the district where action is brought. Jud.Code ? 57, 28 U.S.C.A. ? 118.





3.  Internal revenue 1784


The possibility that an adjudication against insurer in action by the United States to enforce a statutory penalty against insurer under a delinquent tax�payer's life policy might not be available to insurer as a bar to any subsequent ac�tion against it by taxpayer or beneficiary did not preclude the United States from maintaining the action against insurer alone. 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ? 3710.





4.  Courts 332


The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure manifest a prevailing policy that an entire controversy shall be dealt with in a single action thus reducing to a minimum the hazard of double recoveries and a circuity and multiplicity of actions.  Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 28 U.S.C.A. following section 723c.





5.  Internal revenue 1784


Under Federal Rule of Civil Pro�cedure concerning necessary joinder of parties, the delinquent taxpayer-insured and his beneficiary under a life policy were not "indispensable parties" to an action by the United States to enforce a statutory penalty against insurer, but relationships of taxpayer and beneficiary to subject matter of action were such that they ought to be parties if complete relief was to be accorded between the United States and insurer, although district court in its discretion might proceed in the ac�tion without making taxpayer and benefici�ary parties. 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ?3710; Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, rule 19(b, c), 28 U.S.C.A. following sec�tion 723c.





See Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition, for all other definitions of "Indispensable Party".





6.  Internal revenue 1784


Where the United States brought an action in Federal District Court for Con�necticut to enforce a statutory penalty against insurer under a delinquent taxpay�er's life policy, and taxpayer and beneficiary were residents of Pennsylvania and were not parties subject to district court's jurisdiction, and United States made no showing that it would not have been feas�ible to bring all parties before a federal court in Pennsylvania having jurisdiction over taxpayer, beneficiary, and insurer, dismissing action for lack of "necessary parties" would have been proper under 


(Page 31) district court's discretion recognized in Federal Rule of Civil Procedure concern�ing effect of failure to join parties. 26 U.S,C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ? 3710; Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, rule 19(b, c), 28 U.S.C.A. following section 723c.





See Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition, for all other definitions of "Necessary Party".





	Now I have looked into this matter most carefully and if you examine carefully I will advance your knowledge on this subject beyond light speed,  and you will learn when to act seriously with the Internal Revenue Service documents and when it is absolute FRAUD and you have no obligation or lawful requirement to participate in FRAUD for anybody.  This  will aid you and your business Firm considerably in avoiding unnecessary liabilities to you individually or for your firm.


	This sending you this “NOTICE OF  LEVY” Form 668(W)(c),  by the Internal Revenue Service  is done entirely in FRAUD and FRAUD VOIDS THE MOST SACRED CONTRACT! Please see the case of U.S.   vs. TWEEL, 550 U.S. 297-300, which case holds that FRAUD voids the most sacred contract. The attached FRAUD Exhibit marked exhibit “B” attached hereto and made part of the file Record.


	Next, if you examine the FORM 668 (W)(c) “NOTICE OF LEVY” very carefully on the back of the Form in very fine print, which is all but barely readable, it starts with Paragraph “B”! 


Did you ever see any.....thing or document start with Paragraph “B”? Obviously not!! This is because the Internal Revenue Service deliberately left off Paragraph “A”, and this was done deliberately because this Paragraph “A” tells what authority the Internal Revenue Service has to act over “INDIVIDUAL TAX PAYERS”, but they MUST  be Corporations, Officers of Corporations, or Officers of the Government residing in “THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA”,  and I am NOT ANY SUCH PERSON SO THE Internal Revenue Service would have NO LAWFUL AUTHORITY OVER , me, under any circumstances!   This is why Paragraph “A” is missing, because the Internal Revenue Service does not wish you or your Firm  to know this fact of Lawful Authority, because if you know this fact you would not take any action against me or my Lawfully owned Property, my pay check! Again the Internal Revenue Service is operating deliberately and exclusively in FRAUD!


	Next you will notice by careful examination of the Form 668(W)(c), see upper left hand corner of Form,  and it is suppose to be signed at the bottom left side by  a certified “ COLLECTION BRANCH MANAGER, STATUS G.S.-11” or above,  and it must be so designated right on the document or the document is totally voidable as not a valid LIEN or LEVY! If it is not so designated it is signed by a G.S.-9, a plain “ REVENUE AGENT”, who has no authority to sign this LIEN or LEVY!  Now this is the real Law of the Land for sure and the Internal Revenue Service is counting on you not being informed of the actual Law and hoping you will take action as if you were their paid I.R.S. AGENT, and you  just assume all legal liabilities for the correctness of the I.R.S.  actions and the Internal Revenue Service does not even want to pay you for your trouble or legal risks for doing their unlawful fraudulent  biddings. This is not right or just! Further, the names must be clearly printed with their actual TITLE, ie COLLECTION BRANCH MANAGER, G.S. -11 or above right on the Form and do notice the name is not printed clearly or their Title clearly established. Why is this? Because the I.R.S. did NOT follow the Law in processing the FORM correctly by even their own rules or requirements under their own Internal Revenue Code. This is just a fact!!Now out in California, involving the M's Beverly Sills Case,  she went out and Subpoenaed all the names on the Internal Revenue Service paperwork and when it got to Court most of the named Internal Revenue Service Officers named did not show up as originally Subpoenaed, because it was found out the Internal Revenue Service Officers DID NOT ACTUALLY EXIST IN FACT, THEY WERE ENTIRELY FICTIONAL MADE UP  NAMES FRAUDULENTLY USED, SO THE I.R.S.   COULD NOT BE SUED OR LEGALLY COLLATERALLY ATTACKED WITH LEGAL PROCESS FOR THEIR FRAUDULENT ACTIVITIES!   Now this was all documented in fact on the Court Records. Further, The United States Congress had a Congreessional Investigation on the Internal Revenue Services and their Lien and Levy Practices and in direct testimony it was discovered that in 95% of the cases where the Internal Revenue Services issued or caused to issue Liens and or Levys,  the Liens and Levys were NOT DONE CORRECTLY OR PROPERLY BY LAW,  and the Citizens Constitutional Rights were considerably violated,  especially DUE PROCESS OF LAW was  totally violated  continually in a majority of the cases cited!!   This is all a matter of the Facts right on the Congressional Record.


	Now the Internal Revenue Service is attemptinig to get you and your Business Firm  to totally  assume all legal authority and responsibility by you or your Firm   acting as their Collections Agent, and you do not even get to look over the File to see what actually occurred,  or if it was all properly done by Law,  or if there is even an actual Judge of a Court,  who held a Court hearing and signed a Lawful Judgment of any Court of Record, assuming that actual DUE PROCESS OF LAW was in fact done, and I got my day in Court to state my side of the Case.  Now I NEVER GOT ANY HEARING ON THIS ISSUE, EVEN THOUGH I DID REQUEST IN WRITING MY RIGHT TO A HEARING ON THIS CASE WITH THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE!   The Internal Revenue Service does not wish to give me a  DUE PROCESS  HEARING, because they know very clearly that I would win the Case if it went to an actual fair hearing and they know they would loose that hearing for sure!  This is why they are pulling this FRAUDULENT  “NOTICE OF LIEN” scam on you and your Firm, where you take all the legal Risks and you don't even get paid for your service or time involved, because the Internal Revenue Service can not even stand a snow balls chance in hell of winning in Court against me! This is all a stone fact and I am going to try and show you folks and your Firm how to get totally out of this legal responsibility and Jam from this Internal Revenue Service. You will thank me when I am done, because your Lawyer will not help you the way I will help you, because he knows if he got caught he would be “ SEVERELY SANCTIONED or DIS-BARRED” for daring to do so,  and he damn well knows it to be true in fact!  Now  please see the following Cases below: PLEASE, PAY VERY CLOSE ATTENTION HERE!!





332US380   FEDERAL CROP INS CORPORATION V MERRILL


Notes:  Authority





Whatever the form in which the Government functions, anyone entering into an arrangement with the Government takes the-risk of having accurately ascertained that he who purports to act for the Government stays within the bounds of his authority. ... And this is so even though as here, the agent himself may have been unaware of the limitations upon his authority.  Federal Crop Ins.  Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U S  380, at 384 (1947) (Emphasis added.)See, e.g., Utah Power & Light Co. v. United States, , 391; United States v. Stewart, , 108,





ALSO SEE:


243US389  UTAH POWER and LIGHT CO  v  U S 


Notes:  Authority





Whatever the form in which the Government functions, anyone entering into an arrangement with the Government takes the-risk of having accurately ascertained that he who purports to act for the Government stays within the bounds of his authority. ... And this is so even though as here, the agent himself may have been unaware of the limitations upon his authority.  Federal Crop Ins.  Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U S  380, at 384 (1947) 





See, e.g., Utah Power & Light Co. v. United States, 243 U.S. 389, 409, 391; United States v. Stewart, 311 U.S. 60, 70, 108,





ALSO PLEASE SEE:


407US258  FLOOD v KUHN 


Notes:


If stare decisis be one aspect of law, as it is, to disregard it in identical situations is mere caprice. 


Vocabulary of Case Law - Stare decisis = Courts are to adhere to binding judicial precedent. IT IS MANDATORY BY LAW AND JUDICIAL PRECEDENT!


When a court has formulated a principle of law for a given situation, it will apply that same principle when the same situation arises again. 


Researchers are thus expected to turn to prior cases when formulating legal arguments. 


Therefore, access to prior case law is crucial





NOW FACTUALLY YOU CAN BE SUED IN YOUR INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY AND YOU WOULD ACTUALLY HAVE LITTLE OR NO LAWFUL DEFENSES  FOR HAVING ACTED AS EXCLUSIVE AGENT FOR THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE!!! PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW YOU OR YOUR FIRM TO BE DEFRAUDED OR ABUSED LIKE THIS, BECAUSE YOU DO HAVE A LAWFUL CHOICE HERE!! JUST DEMAND TO SEE THE LAWFUL JUDGMENT, SIGNED BY A JUDGE OF A COURT OF RECORD REQUIRING A GARNISHMENT TO BE DONE PERSUANT TO MICHIGAN COURT RULE 3.101 . THEN YOU  REFUSE TO BE A PARTY TO THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICES FRAUDULENT BOGUS “ NOTICE OF LIEN” FRAUD SCAM!! YOU TELL THEM TO GO GET  FROM A REAL COURT A JUDGMENT/ GARNISHMENT ORDER,  AND GIVE YOU A COPY OF THE SIGNED JUDGMENT/ GARNISHMENT, AND YOU WILL NOT BE GARNISHING ANY PAYCHECK OF MINE UNTIL YOU GOT THAT SIGNED JUDGMENT ORDER BY AN ACTUAL JUDGE OF A COURT OF RECORD, PERIOD, AND YOU ARE TOTALLY LEGALLY OFF THE HOOK!!   WHAT AN IDEA!!  NOW HOW MUCH LEGAL HASTLE AND EXPENSE DID I JUST SAVE YOU AND OR YOUR FIRM? BINGO ONE PILE OF CASH TO BE SURE!! DO YOU HAVE THE BIG PICTURE NOW?  THIS IS ALL YOU HAVE TO DO!!


Please take  further NOTE OF THE FOLLOWING:


U.S. Supreme Court 


HAFER v. MELO, 502 U.S. 21 (1991) 


502 U.S. 21 


BARBARA HAFER, PETITIONER v. JAMES C. MELO, JR., ET AL. �CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT �			           No. 90-681 �			Argued October 15, 1991 �			Decided November 5, 1991 


After petitioner Hafer, the newly elected Auditor General of Pennsylvania, discharged respondents from their jobs in her office, they sued her for, inter alia, monetary damages under 42 U.S.C. 1983. The District Court dismissed the latter claims under Will v. Michigan Dept. of State Police, 491 U.S. 58, 71 , in which the Court held that state officials "acting in their official capacities" are outside the class of "persons" subject to liability under 1983. In reversing this ruling, the Court of Appeals found that respondents sought damages from Hafer in her personal capacity and held that, because she acted under color of state law, respondents could maintain a 1983 individual-capacity suit against her. 


This Case Held: 


State officers may be held personally liable for damages under 1983 based upon actions taken in their official capacities. Pp. 3-10. 


(a) The above-quoted language from Will does not establish that Hafer may not be held personally liable under 1983 because she "act[ed]" in her official capacity. The claims considered in Will were official-capacity claims, and the phrase "acting in their official capacities" is best understood as a reference to the capacity in which the state officer is sued, not the capacity in which the officer inflicts the alleged injury. Pp. 3-5. 


(b) State officials, sued in their individual capacities, are "persons" within the meaning of 1983. Unlike official-capacity defendants - who are not "persons" because they assume the identity of the government that employs them, Will, supra, at 71 - officers sued in their personal capacity come to the court as individuals, and thus fit comfortably within the statutory term "person," cf. 491 U.S., at 71 , n. 10. Moreover, 1983's authorization of suits to redress deprivations of civil rights by persons acting "under color of" state law means that Hafer may be liable for discharging respondents precisely because of her authority as Auditor General. Her assertion that acts that are both within the official's authority and necessary to the performance of governmental functions (including the employment decisions at issue) should be considered acts of the State that cannot give rise to a personal-capacity action is unpersuasive. That contention ignores this Court's holding that 1983 was enacted to enforce provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment against those who carry a badge of a State and represent it in some capacity, [502 U.S. 21, 22]   whether they act in accordance with their authority or misuse it. Scheuer v. Rhodes, 416 U.S. 232, 243 . Furthermore, Hafer's theory would absolutely immunize state officials from personal liability under 1983 solely by virtue of the "official" nature of their acts, in contravention of this Court's immunity decisions. See, e.g., Scheuer, supra. Pp. 27-29. 


(c) The Eleventh Amendment does not bar 1983 personal-capacity suits against state officials in federal court. Id., at 237, 238. Will's language concerning suits against state officials cannot be read as establishing the limits of liability under the Amendment, since Will arose from a suit in state court, and considered the Amendment only because the fact that Congress did not intend to override state immunity when it enacted 1983 was relevant to statutory construction. 491 U.S., at 66 . Although imposing personal liability on state officers may hamper their performance of public duties, such concerns are properly addressed within the framework of this Court's personal immunity jurisprudence. Pp. 29-31. 


912 F.2d 628 (CA3 1990), affirmed. 


O'CONNOR, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which all other Members joined, except THOMAS, J., who took no part in the consideration or decision of the case. 


Jerome R. Richter argued the cause for petitioner. With him on the briefs was Goncer M. Krestal. 


William Goldstein argued the cause for respondents. With him on the brief was Edward H. Rubenstone. *   


[ Footnote * ] Richard Ruda filed a brief for the National Association of Counties et al. as amici curiae urging reversal. 


Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the American Civil Liberties Union et al. by Andrew J. Pincus, John A. Powell, and Steven R. Shapiro; for the American Federation of Labor and Gongress of Industrial Organizations by Robert M. Weinberg, Walter Kamiat, and Laurence Gold; for Kenneth W. Fultz by Cletus P. Lyman; and for Nancy Haberstroh by Stephen R. Kaplan. 


PLEASE TAKE JUDICIAL NOTICE:   THERE IS NO IMMUNITY FOR A VIOLATION OF MY BASIC CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS PERIOD!! YOU CAN BE SUED IN YOUR INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY AS WELL AS IN YOUR FIRM'S CAPACITY!! Also see OWENS vs. THE CITY OF INDEPENDENCE Mo., 100 S. Ct. 1398 and MAINE vs. THIBITOUT, 100 S. Ct. 2502 , which Cases held that THERE IS NO IMMUNITY FOR A VIOLATION OF BASIC CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS NOT EVEN FOR A JUDGE OF A COURT!! Please see Title 18 U.S. Code Sections # 241 and #242,  as well as, Title 42 Sections #1983, #1985, and #1986


Please further take JUDICIAL NOTICE OF THE FOLLOWING:





*********


180F2d304  US v O Dell


Notes:
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A "levy" requires that property be brought into legal custody through seizure, actual or constructive, levy being an abso�lute appropriation in law of the property levied on, and mere notice is insufficient.
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The method for accomplishing a levy on a bank account is the issuing of war�rants of distraint, the making of the bank a party, and the serving with notice of levy, copy of the warrants of distraint, and notice of lien.
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[2] This paragraph describes a mere statement or notice of claim.  Nothing al�leged to have been done amounts to a levy, which requires that the property be brought into legal custody through seizure, actual or constructive, levy being "an absolute appropriation in law of the property levied upon."





180 F.2d 304  UNITED STATES v. O'DELL.


46FSupp30 United States v Aetna Life Ins


Notes:





*******





46 F. Supp 30 Page 37  United States v Aetna Life Ins


I can find no statute which says that a mere notice shall constitute a "levy".  Under Section 3672, 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code








46 F. Supp 30 United States v Aetna Life Ins


UNITED STATES v. AETNA LIFE INS. CO. OF HARTFORD, CONN., et al.


No. 74.





District Court, D, Connecticut.


Jan. 8, 1942.





1.  Courts 344(6)  Internal revenue 1784


An action to enforce liability of in�surance company for refusing to surrender to collector property of delinquent taxpayer was an action to enforce a "penalty" and service of process by mail and publication on nonresident taxpayer was not authorized under section of judicial Code providing for substituted service in actions to enforce "liens". 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ? 3710; Jud.Code ? 57, 28 U.S.C.A. ? 118.





See Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition, for all other definitions of "Lien" and "Penalty".





2.  Courts 344(6)


The statute concerning orders against absent defendants in suits to enforce liens goes no further than to authorize substi�tuted service on nonresident defendants in actions brought to enforce liens upon, or to assert claims to, real or personal prop�erty within the district where action is brought. Jud.Code ? 57, 28 U.S.C.A. ? 118.





3.  Internal revenue 1784


The possibility that an adjudication against insurer in action by the United States to enforce a statutory penalty against insurer under a delinquent tax�payer's life policy might not be available to insurer as a bar to any subsequent ac�tion against it by taxpayer or beneficiary did not preclude the United States from maintaining the action against insurer alone. 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ? 3710.





4.  Courts 332


The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure manifest a prevailing policy that an entire controversy shall be dealt with in a single action thus reducing to a minimum the hazard of double recoveries and a circuity and multiplicity of actions.  Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 28 U.S.C.A. following section 723c.





5.  Internal revenue 1784


Under Federal Rule of Civil Pro�cedure concerning necessary joinder of parties, the delinquent taxpayer-insured and his beneficiary under a life policy were not "indispensable parties" to an action by the United States to enforce a statutory penalty against insurer, but relationships of taxpayer and beneficiary to subject matter of action were such that they ought to be parties if complete relief was to be accorded between the United States and insurer, although district court in its discretion might proceed in the ac�tion without making taxpayer and benefici�ary parties. 26 U.S.C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ?3710; Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, rule 19(b, c), 28 U.S.C.A. following sec�tion 723c.





See Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition, for all other definitions of "Indispensable Party".





6.  Internal revenue 1784


Where the United States brought an action in Federal District Court for Con�necticut to enforce a statutory penalty against insurer under a delinquent taxpay�er's life policy, and taxpayer and beneficiary were residents of Pennsylvania and were not parties subject to district court's jurisdiction, and United States made no showing that it would not have been feas�ible to bring all parties before a federal court in Pennsylvania having jurisdiction over taxpayer, beneficiary, and insurer, dismissing action for lack of "necessary parties" would have been proper under 


(Page 31) district court's discretion recognized in Federal Rule of Civil Procedure concern�ing effect of failure to join parties. 26 U.S,C.A. Int.Rev.Code, ? 3710; Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, rule 19(b, c), 28 U.S.C.A. following section 723c.





See Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition, for all other definitions of "Necessary Party".
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RUFF v. ISAAC


October 17, 1997


No. 192615


ROBERT RUFF and GEORGETTE RUFF, Plaintiffs-Appellants,


v


Genesee Circuit Court


LC No. 95-039515 CH


ISAAC,


Defendant-Appellee.


Before:	Doctoroff, P.J., and Kelly and Young, JJ.  YOUNG, J.





This case involves a challenge to an Internal Revenue Service (IRS) tax sale of real property owned by plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs brought suit to quiet title following the sale and transfer of the property's title to defendant.  Plaintiffs appeal as of right from the trial court's order granting defendant's motion for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). On appeal, plaintiffs assert that, because the IRS failed to adhere to federal statutorily-prescribed procedural notice provisions, plaintiffs have superior title to the property.  We reverse and remand.


I


On January 31, 1995, the IRS seized real property (a residence) owned by plaintiffs due to their failure to pay income tax.  Defendant submitted a bid on the property at a closed-bid sale conducted by the IRS.  Defendant's was the highest bid; consequently, a certificate of sale was issued to him in May 1995.  After waiting the 180-day redemption period required by 26 USC 6337, the IRS presented defendant with a deed for the property at issue on October 24, 1995.  Plaintiffs did not attempt to redeem their property.  M Instead, on September I!, 1995, plaintiffs filed a two-count complaint to quiet title, alleging (1) that defendant failed to exercise due diligence in determining whether the IRS complied with all statutory procedures required to divest plaintiffs of their interest in the property and consummate its sale to defendant, and (2) that, because of these procedural defects, defendant possessed no valid title to plaintiffs' property.IQ Defendant filed a motion for summary disposition which, following an evidentiary hearing, the trial court granted pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). Plaintiffs then filed the present appeal.  On appeal, plaintiffs essentially argue that the trial court erred in granting defendant's motion for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10) because genuine issues of material fact remained concerning whether the IRS complied with all necessary statutory notice procedures.  We agree.


This Court reviews a motion for summary disposition de novo.  Stehlik v Johnson (On Rehearing), 206 Mich App 83, 85- 520 NW2d 633 (1994).  A motion for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(I 0) tests the factual basis underlying a plaintiff s claim.  Radtke v Everett, 442 Mich 368,


*********Williamson v Boulder Dam Credit Union


The following is part of the decision, verbatim, in the case of Peggie and Bill Williamson v. Boulder Dam Credit Union and "Bill" William G. Ference, Justice Court - Boulder Township, Case No. 97A017, filed May 19, 1998. 


Apparently, on the basis of a "Notice of Levy" (Form 668-W), the Credit Union turned Williams' property over to the IRS in the amount of $1,110.87. Williams sued and won. Hopefully the details of this case will be helpful to others who may face similar unlawful actions by financial institutions. 


JUSTICE COURT


BOULDER TOWNSHIP


PEGGIE and BILL WILLIAMSON            )                 CASE NO. 97A017 


                                      ) 


            Plaintiffs,               )                                                                                                                                                                                        


 v.                                   )


                                      )


                                      )


BOULDER DAM CREDIT UNION and          ) 


"BILL" WILLIAM G. FERENCE,            )


                                      )                 Hearing Date: 


            Defendants.               )                 Hearing Time: 


____________________________________________________________________________


DECISION


Plaintiffs brought suit against the BOULDER DAM CREDIT UNION (hereafter "Credit Union") for inappropriately turning over money in Plaintiffs’ credit union accounts to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) without court order, without legal obligation and without Plaintiffs’ permission. No evidence was presented to show that Defendant Ference was in any way personally involved in this action and consequently he is dismissed in his individual capacity from this action. 


Plaintiffs had entrusted their funds to the BOULDER DAM CREDIT UNION, a financial institute licensed under the laws of the State of Nevada. As such, the Credit Union had a fiduciary relationship with the Plaintiffs and a resulting higher, fiduciary, responsibility over the funds which they have entrusted. 


Notwithstanding this fiduciary duty, when served with a "notice of levy" from the IRS, the Credit Union sent the funds in the Plaintiffs’ accounts to the IRS. This was done even though the Plaintiffs had objected to the procedures followed by the IRS and did so via sworn affidavit delivered to the Credit Union. 


No evidence was presented that the Credit Union did anything to investigate the concerns of its depositors other than waiting twenty-one days to send the money. However, the Plaintiffs’ concerns as presented to the Credit Union merited investigation and research.* 


The Credit Union did not necessarily need to make a dispositive decision as to the merits of Plaintiffs’ objections but the Credit Union should not have released the Plaintiffs’ funds without considering their depositor’s objections and as a result of that investigation possibly even inter-pleading the funds if necessary to protect itself from the competing claims for the Plaintiffs’ funds. 


At any rate, the Credit Union owed it’s highest duty to it’s depositors with whom it has a contractual and fiduciary duty. In the instant situation, the BOULDER DAM CREDIT UNION breached that duty, to the injury of the Plaintiffs. This injury included loss of $289.04 and $577.89 (total $866.93) taken from Plaintiffs’ accounts together with return check fees and late fees of $243,94. 


The Credit Union’s claim of immunity is misplaced. Per statute (26 U.S.C. section 6332(e)) and case law cited by Defendant, a bank is provided immunity if it honors an IRS levy. However, in the instant case the Credit Union was merely sent a "Notice of Levy"; consequently, the laws providing for immunity when releasing funds pursuant to a "Levy" is not applicable. 


Therefore, the Plaintiffs are awarded judgment against the Defendant Boulder Dam Credit Union in the amount of $1,110.87 plus costs incurred and prejudgment interest. 


DATED this 19th day of May, 1998 


/s/ (signature unintelligible) 


JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 


* The Plaintiffs argue that the mere sending of a "Notice of Levy" is inadequate for the seizure of funds by the IRS pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code and case law. In Goodwin v. United States, 935 F.2d 1061 (9th Cir. 1991) our Circuit Court of Appeals held that the IRS must strictly comply with the statutory requirements when seizing a taxpayers property. At page 1065 the court stated: 


Congress has set forth precise requirements for notice of seizure and sale of property in tax deficiency situations. "[W]hen the government seeks to enforce the laws, it must follow the steps which congress has specified." 


Recca, 506 F.2d at 971. 


A mere notice of intent to levy does not meet this requirement. In Freeman v. Mayer, 152 F.Supp. 383, at 385 (D.C.,N.J. 1957) the court stated: 


The procedure of accomplishing a levy maybe spelled out from the reported cases. A "levy" requires that property be brought into legal custody through seizure, actual or constructive, levy being an absolute appropriation in law of the property levied on, and mere Notice of Intent to Levy is insufficient. United States v. O’Dell, 6th Cir.,(1947), 160 F.2d 304, 307. Accord, In re Holdsworth, D.C.,N.J. 1953, 113 F.Supp. 878, 888; United States v. Aetna Life Insurance Company of Hartford, Conn., D.C. Conn., 1942, 146 F.Supp. 30, 37, in which Judge Hincks observed that he could "find no statute which says that a mere notice shall constitute a levy." There are cases, which hold a warrant for distraint is necessary to constitute a levy. Givan v. Cripe, 7th Cir., 1951, 187 F.2d 225; United States v. O’Dell, supra. The Court of Appeals for Third Circuit stated in its opinion, 221 F.2d, at page 642, "These actions [26 U.S.C. sections 3690-3697] require that a levy by a deputy collector be accompanied by warrants of distraint." In re Brokol Manufacturing Co., supra. [Emphasis added.] 


Similarly, the court in U.S. v. O’Dell, 160 F.2d 304, at 307 (6th Cir. 1947) stated on this issue: 


This paragraph describes a mere statement or Notice of Claim. Nothing alleged to have been done amounts to a levy, which requires that the property be brought into a legal custody through seizure, actual or constructive, levy being "an absolute appropriation in law of the property levied upon." Rio Grande R. Co. v. Gomila, 132 U.S. 478, 10 S.Ct. 155, 33 L.Ed. 400; In re Weinger, Bergman and Co., D.C., 126 F. 875, 877; Smith v. Packard, 7th Cir., 98 F. 793. Levy is not effected by mere notice. Hollister v. Goodale, 8 Conn. 332, 21 Am. 674; Meyer v. Missouri Glass Co., 65 Ark. 286, 45 S.W. 1062, 67 Am.St.Rep. 927; Jones v. Howard, 99 Ga. 451, 27 S.E. 765, 59 Am.St.Rep. 231. 


Section 3692 does not prescribe any procedure for accomplishing a levy upon a bank account. The method followed in the cases is that of issuing warrants of distraint, making the bank a party, and serving with the notice of levy copy of the warrants of distraint and notice of lien. Cf. Commonwealth Bank v. United States, 6th Cir., 115 F.2d 327; United States v. Bank of United States, D.C., 5 F.Supp. 942, 944. No warrant of distraint were issued here. 


The cases relied on by the Government as supporting recovery under section 3710 arise in the main out of situations where a bank has been sued, or joined as a party to an action claiming a bank deposit. No such procedure was followed in this case. Moreover, it does not appear that notice and demand were served upon the person liable to pay the taxes, namely, the Howie Company, in accordance with sections 3670 and 3690. This being the case, query, whether the property or rights to property were within the meaning of section 3710 "subject of distraint," for under section 3690 the right to collect the taxes by distraint and sale arises only after notice and demand. 


It would seem to require not much exposition to demonstrate that when the sovereign establishes any priority in its favor, and imposes certain conditions upon the enforcement of that right, it is required to comply with the conditions which it has laid down. Since no levy was made upon the funds involved, one of the jurisdictional prerequisites for the application of section 3710 is lacking, and the complaint was rightly dismissed. Cf. United States v. Aetna Life Ins. Co. of Hartford, Conn., 46 F.Supp. 30, 37. [Emphasis added.] 


Furthermore, the parties, are referred to Kulawy v. United States, 917 F.2f 729 (2nd Cir., 1990) wherein the court addresses a similar issue and states at page 734 the following: 


The governments power to levy on and seize property for tax collection is one of the small number of "extraordinary situations" in which the government may seize property without providing the opportunity for a prior judgment hearing. [Citations omitted.] This power to proceed on a "pay first, litigate later" basis is justified by the government’s need to make tax collection expeditious. "[T]axes are the life blood of government, and their prompt and certain availability an imperious need. Time out of mind therefore, the sovereign has resorted to more drastic means of collection" Bull v. United States, 295 U.S. 247, 259-60, 55 S.Ct. 695, 699, 79 L.Ed. 1421 (1935); See also G.M. Leasing Corp, v. United States, 429 U.S. 338, 352 n.18, 97 S.Ct. 619, 628 n.18, 50 L.Ed.2d 530 (1977); Phillips v. Commissioner, 283 U.S. 589, 595-99, 51 S.Ct. 608, 611-12, 75 L.Ed. 1289 (1931). 


The legitimacy of allowing the government to seize and sell property prior to adjudication, however, has long been recognized to depend on strict compliance by government officials with the procedures prescribed by law. As Chief Justice Marshall stated: 


That no individual or public officer can sell, and convey a good title to, the land of another, unless authorized to do so by express law, is one of those self-evident propositions to which the mind assents, without hesitation; and that the person invested with such a power must pursue with precision the course prescribed by law, or his act is invalid, is a principle which has been repeatedly recognized in this court. 


Thacher v. Powell, 19 U.S. (6 Wheat.) 119, 125, 5 L.Ed. 221 (1821). Thus, "[t]he general rule is that strict compliance with statutory provisions is required to validate tax sales." Johnson v. Gartian, 470 F.2d, 1104, 1106 (4th Cir.)(Absent ratification by the taxpayer, sale is voidable where IRS has failed to comply with Section 6335), cert. Denied, 414 U.S. 865, 94 S.Ct. 122, 38 L.Ed.2d 85 (1973); See also Reece v. Scogins, 506 F.2d 967, 970-71 (5th Cir. 1975)("Section 6335 permitting the sale at public auction of a taxpayer’s land to satisfy a tax deficiency must be strictly construed"); cf Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 91, 92 S.Ct. at 2000 (a prerequisite for summary judgment seizure of property is that "the state has kept strict control over its monopoly of legitimate force" by, inter alia, providing standards in a narrowly drawn statute). In keeping with these principles, we have ruled that the government’s sale of property after giving only one days public notice instead of the ten days required by sections 3693(b) and (c)of the 1939 Code was invalid. See Margiotta v. United States, 214 F.2d 518, 522 (2d Cir. 1954)(short public notice was one of several "substantial defect[s]"). 


. . . 


A stickler for enforcing the statutory notice it is entitled to receive, the government should be no less punctilious with respect to the statutory notice it is required to give. 


NOTE******The IRS did nothing more than send "a Notice of Levy." When the Plaintiffs 	    pointed out the deficiency in the procedure for seizure of their money to their 	    financial institution no efforts were made by the financial institution to require 	    strict compliance of the Internal Revenue Code or otherwise investigate this matter 	    further. 


In other words, the Plaintiffs’ concerns stated to the BOULDER DAM CREDIT UNION merited investigation on the part of the fiduciary and received none. 


UNITED STATES CODE ANNOTATED


TITLE 5.  GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION AND EMPLOYEES


PART I--THE AGENCIES GENERALLY


CHAPTER 7--JUDICIAL REVIEW


Current through P.L. 104-98, approved 1-16-96


 


Sec. 706. Scope of review


	To the extent necessary to decision and when presented, the reviewing court shall decide all relevant questions of law, interpret constitutional and statutory provisions, and determine the meaning or applicability of the terms of an agency action.  The reviewing court shall--


	(1) compel agency action unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed;  and


	(2) hold unlawful and set aside agency action, findings, and conclusions found to be--


	(A) arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with 	law;


	(B) contrary to constitutional right, power, privilege, or immunity;


	(C) in excess of statutory jurisdiction, authority, or limitations, or short of statutory 	right;


	(D) without observance of procedure required by law;


	(E) unsupported by substantial evidence in a case subject to sections 556 and 557 of 	this title or otherwise reviewed on the record of an agency hearing provided by 	statute;  or


	(F) unwarranted by the facts to the extent that the facts are subject to trial de novo by 	the reviewing court.





In making the foregoing determinations, the court shall review the whole record or those parts of it cited by a party, and due account shall be taken of the rule of prejudicial error.





************


	Now the way I see it we got one hell of a FRAUD going on here,  and all I want to do is fix it in all our best interests, and as soon as is practicable to do so.


Let us begin with definition of what FRAUD really is.


FRAUD is defined in BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 6th Edition on page 660





               	" An intentional perversion of truth for the purpose of inducing another in


		reliance upon it to part with some valuable thing belonging to him or to 


		surrender a legal right. A false representation of a matter of fact, whether


		by words or conduct, by false or misleading allegations, or by concealment 


		of that which should have been disclosed, which deceives and is intended


		to deceive another so that he shall act upon it to his legal injury. Anything


		calculated to deceive, whether by a single act or combination, or by the


		suppression of truth, or by suggestion of what is false, whether it be by 


		direct falsehood or innuendo, by speech of silence, word of mouth, or look,


		or gesture. Delanty v. First Pennsylvania Bank, N.A., 318 Pa. Super. 90, 464


		A. 2nd 1243, 1251. A generic term, embracing all multifarious means 


		which human ingenuity can devise, and which are resorted to by one 


		Individual to get advantage over another by false suggestions or by 


		suppression of truth, and includes all surprise, trick, cunning, dissembling, 


		and UNFAIR way by which another is cheated. Johnson  v.  McDonald, 


		170 Okl. 117, 39 P.2nd 150 " BAD FAITH " and  " FRAUD " are


		synonymous, and also synonyms of dishonesty, infidelity, faithlessness,


		unfairness, ect."





An example defense argument for where FRAUD is at issue:





      I wish to point out that this explanation applies fully to my case to date. I further wish to express my serious and sincere CONSTRUCTIVE OBJECTIONS to the Arbitrary and Capricious manner in which my case has been handled to date by those who are sworn on SACRED OATH to protect me and my interests from such travesty of Justice. I am the beneficiary of " THE CONTRACT " between the Government and it's great PEOPLE,   as I am one of " THE PEOPLE ". Please see BYARS vs. UNITED STATES 273 U.S. 28 and 16th American Juris Prudence 2nd Section 97, which held the Constitution shall be liberally interpreted to include every word, phrase, and syllable, in favor of the Clearly intended and expressly designated " BENEFICIARY THE CITIZEN " for the protection of RIGHTS AND PROPERTY. MY PROPERTY HAS NOT BEEN PROTECTED IT HAS BEEN STOLEN ON A TAKING BY AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL TAKING OF A GOVERNMENT BODY POLITIC,  WHO IS CLEARLY OUT OF CONTROL IN EVERY ASPECT. 


All WE ARE trying to do is get a fair and impartial hearing on the merits of my just complaints. Now WE honestly feel that the Internal Revenue Service have perpetrated a FRAUD IN FACT AND LAW upon me and my lawfully  owned property, my pay check,  to my great injury and then knowingly continue the FRAUD when WE seek redress in the COURTS for this injury,  because WE dare to seek Justice and the protection of OUR Constitutional Rights against this FRAUDULENT OUT OF CONTROL Internal Revenue Service ,  who have repetitively sought to injure or DEFRAUD, me, one of the citizen members of the PEOPLE IN FACT AND LAW on so many, many occasions that it is Criminal NEGLECT of their sworn DUTY.... RES ipsa loquitur, WITH EXCLUSIVE CONTROL,[ The Internal Revenue Service  could choose to injure or NOT choose to injure me of their own free volition thereby having voluntary exclusive control ],  and clearly these Internal Revenue Service persons  knew or should have known and  are knowledgeable of exactly what they are doing or they clearly should know and the Internal Revenue Service  deliberately do the deed or injury voluntarily, ANY.....WAY,  AND TO HELL WITH THE LAW OR MY  CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS!!!   THIS IS A STONE FACT!!!


        Now WE give OUR CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE OF OBJECTIONS to this arbitrary and capricious deliberate administrative abuse of process and also give OUR FORMAL NOTICE OF LIS PENDENS to the Internal Revenue Servioce that you are about to BE SUED!!  WE INTEND TO SUE FOR OUR INJURIES and name every swinging joker for their unlawful or criminal deeds to injure US.    LET ALL PARTIES TAKE JUST NOTICE OF THIS FACT!!


       These so-called OFFICERS OF THE LAW, all long schooled in the art and practice of LAW, have willfully, maliciously, intentionally, and wantonly have clearly deliberately injured us and induced us to our injury or irreparable harm by a specie of misinformation, disinformation, or a SPECIE OF SILENCE OR FRAUD, wherein they have used all manner of colorable officialdom to make false and FRAUDULENT CLAIMS AND ACTIONS against us, personally or against our Lawfully owned property, my pay check, which is a total violation of  LAW and these Plaintiff(s) damn well knew exactly what was done and by whom!!





Please see U.S. vs. Prudden 424 F2d 1021, and U.S. vs. TWEEL, 550 F2d 297 AT 299-300, WHICH CASE HELD "  silence can only be equated with FRAUD when there is a legal and moral duty to speak the TRUTH or when an inquiry left unanswered would be intentionally misleading to the injury of the parties."


       


	FURTHER,.....In Re:  Dunahay  vs. Struik, 393 P 2d 930, (1964) 96 Arizona 246, which case held,...." FRAUD may be committed by a failure to speak when the DUTY, ( RES ipsa loquitur, with exclusive control), emphasis added mine,  of speaking is imposed."


        FURTHER,.....In Re:  Batty  vs. Arizona State Dental Board, 112 { 2d 870, 57 Arizona 239 (1941 case), which held,... " FRAUD may be committed by a failure to speak when the DUTY of speaking is imposed as much as by speaking falsely."


        FURTHER,..... In Re:  State vs. Coddington, 662 P 2d 115, 113 Arizona 480, Arizona App. (1983 case) which case held,.... " WHEN one conveys a false impression by disclosure of some facts and the concealment of others, such concealment is in effect a false and FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION that what is disclosed is the whole truth and nothing but the truth." and one can go on and on,...." Suppression of a material fact which a party is bound in good faith to disclose is equivalent to a false or FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, thereby inducing me to my great injury, please see Leigh vs. Loyd , 224 P 2d 356, Arizona 84 (1954 case)  and further see " WHEN one conveys a false impression by disclosure of some facts and the holding back of other facts FRAUD OR DECEIT may arise from silence where the DUTY TO SPEAK THE TRUTH, as well as prohibition from speaking an UNTRUTH  existed under the LAW, ALSO FURTHER SEE Morrison vs. Acton, 198 P 2d 590, 68 Arizona 27 , (1948 case), which also supports Leigh  v. Loyd SUPRA.


         In short these cases go on and on and on so ANY PARTY could be given sufficient NOTICE OR WARNING of activity which would or could be FRAUDULENT!!  Now  books and books of considerable collections at LAW LIBRARIES speak volumes to this very SUBJECT and clearly the  Internal Revenue Servivce  knew or should have known what they were doing to injure me was wrong, FRAUDULENT, AND UNLAWFUL IN FACT. Now when such activities of misinformation or disinformation or a specie of silence, whose clear purpose it to mis-inform, or dis-inform a party in interest of real facts and Lawful Rights then FRAUD HAS CLEARLY BEEN DONE, especially if a party has relied in GOOD FAITH on such reliances to their very great injury that means also you or your Firm,  then clear UNLAWFUL INSTITUTIONAL BAD FAITH HAS IN FACT OCCURRED AND THE GOVERNMENT ENTITY WHO PARTICIPATE IN SUCH ACTIVITY KNOWINGLY AND WILLFULLY IS IN BREACH OF THEIR ORIGINAL CIVIC PURPOSE THEY WERE IN FACT CREATED TO PROTECT AGAINST,  AND THIS IS A BREACH OF FAITH SUBJECTING THE OFFENDING PARTY TO M.C.L.A. 450.1850......TO 450.1855,  WHICH DEALS WITH VOIDING YOUR CORPORATE CHARTER/ ENFRANCHISEMENT FOR BREACH OF DUTY....DOING THE FRAUD WITH THE USE OF YOUR PRIVILEGED CORPORATE CHARTER  IS IN VIOLATION OF BOTH FEDERAL AND state of Michigan  LAW AND BUSINESS CONTRACT SUBJECTING THE OFFENDING PARTY TO.......REVOCATION OF THAT CHARTER OR CORPORATE PRIVILEGE BY AN ACTION COMMONLY  KNOWN AS......." QUO WARRANTO " OF THEIR INTENDED PRIVILEGED GOVERNMENTAL ENFRANCHISED POWER OR RIGHTS, which they were originally created under their Corporation CHARTER pursuant to Public Acts 231 of Public Acts, HOME RULE, OR CHARTER, for ALL GOVERNMENT ENTITIES and that is just a fact.


       WE CLAIM FRAUD AND WE TIMELY OBJECT TO ALL THE FRAUD IN THIS CASE AND FOR WARN THE PARTIES THAT POSSIBLE SERIOUS  LEGAL ACTION IS EMINENT,  AND WILL BE COMMENCED VERY SHORTLY IF THIS MATTER IS NOT TIMELY REPAIRED IN TOTAL TO MY COMPLETE SATISFACTION. FAIR WARNING IS FAIRLY GIVEN!





*************


	I have looked into this matter most carefully and I would like to just fix this whole mess in both  our best interests, and won't you please just work with me here and let us just fix this mess!! I'd really like to fix this and right now without having to drag this through all the Courts!!! But see below for further data of my research on FRAUDULENT TAKINGS.





MICHIGAN COMPILED LAWS ANNOTATED


CHAPTER 750.  MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


THE MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


CHAPTER XXIVA. FINANCIAL TRANSACTION DEVICES


Current through P.A. 1995, Nos. 1to 3, 5 to 8, 10 to 24, 26, 


28 to 58, and 61 to 100


 


750.157v. Making of false written statement with intent to defraud





	Sec. 157v. A person who, knowingly and with intent to defraud, makes or causes to be made, directly or indirectly, a false statement in writing regarding his or her identity or that of any other person for the purpose of procuring the issuance of a financial transaction device, is guilty of a felony.





CREDIT(S) 


1991 Main Volume





P.A.1931, No. 328, Sec. 157v, added by P.A.1987, No. 276, Sec. 1, Eff. March 30, 1988.


M.C.L.A. 750.215


 


MICHIGAN COMPILED LAWS ANNOTATED


CHAPTER 750.  MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


THE MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


CHAPTER XXXV. FALSE PERSONATION





Current through P.A. 1995, Nos. 1to 3, 5 to 8, 10 to 24, 26, 


28 to 58, and 61 to 100


 


750.215. False personation of public officer


	Sec. 215. Any person who falsely assumes or pretends to be a  sheriff, deputy sheriff, conservation officer, coroner, constable, police officer, or member of the Michigan state police, and shall take upon himself or herself to act as such, or to require any person to aid and assist him or her in any matter pertaining to the duty of a  sheriff, deputy sheriff, conservation officer, coroner, constable, police officer, or member of the Michigan state police, or shall falsely take upon himself or herself to act or officiate in any office or place of authority, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or by fine of not more than $500.00.





CREDIT(S)





1996 Interim Update


Amended by P.A.1991, No. 145, Sec. 1, Imd. Eff. Nov. 25, 1991.  





HISTORICAL NOTES





HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES


1996 Interim Update





	1991 Legislation





	The 1991 amendment deleted "justice of the peace," following "pretends to be a" and "the duty of a", inserted "or herself" and "or her" throughout, and substituted "imprisonment for not" for "imprisonment in the county jail not".





1991 Main Volume


Source:


	P.A.1931, No. 328, Sec. 215, Eff. Sept. 18.


	C.L.1948, Sec. 750.215.


	P.A.1957, No. 41, Sec. 1, Eff. Sept. 27.


	C.L.1970, Sec. 750.215.





Prior Laws:


	R.S.1846, c. 156, Sec. 18.


	C.L.1857, Sec. 5837.


	C.L.1871, Sec. 7670.


	How. Sec. 9252.


	C.L.1897, Sec. 11322.


	C.L.1915, Sec. 14989.


	P.A.1925, No. 67.


	C.L.1929, Sec. 16580.


 


REFERENCES





CROSS REFERENCES





Abolition of Michigan state police and transfer of functions to department of state police, see Sec. 16.253.


Limitation of actions, see Sec. 767.24.


Name and insignia of certain organizations, penalty for wilful unauthorized use, see Secs. 430.6, 430.55, 430.105, 430.151.





Private detective certificates, shields, or badges, unauthorized use, see Secs. 338.830, 338.836, 338.838.


Weights and measures, impersonation of officers, see Sec. 290.630.





LIBRARY REFERENCES


1991 Main Volume





	False Personation k1.


	WESTLAW Topic No. 169.


	C.J.S. False Personation Secs. 1, 2.


	M.L.P. Officers Sec. 6.


 


ANNOTATIONS





NOTES OF DECISIONS 





In general 1 


Elements of offense 2 


Indictment or information 3 





1. In general





	C.L.1857, Sec. 5837, authorizing a criminal prosecution against a person taking on himself to officiate in an office or place of authority, did not apply where in good faith and during a real controversy as to the title the accused continued to act in an office to which he had been chosen.  Hall v. People (1870) 21 Mich. 456.





2. Elements of offense


	The crime of theft is not embraced in 18 U.S.C.A. Sec. 912, defining offense of impersonating United States officer, as impersonation need not be proved to establish larceny, though both offenses may arise out of same transaction.  Laing v. U.S., 1944, 145 F.2d 111.





	18 U.S.C.A. Sec. 912, penalizing false impersonation of United States officer may be violated by mere impersonation with intent to defraud, as defined in that section, without proof that accused obtained money or property by deception.  Laing v. U.S., 1944, 145 F.2d 111.





3. Indictment or information





	Where information charged extortion and not impersonation of an officer and defendant was not misled, defendant could not for first time on appeal charge that information was duplicitous in that it charged false impersonation of an officer and a malicious threat to extort.  People v. Parker (1943) 11 N.W.2d 924, 307 Mich. 372.





	Under How. Sec. 9252, which made it a criminal offense for any person to falsely pretend to be a justice of the peace, sheriff, constable, or coroner, or falsely take upon himself to act or officiate in any office or place of authority, a conviction could not be had on an information charging defendant with assuming to be a member of the metropolitan police force of Detroit, without alleging that he undertook to act as such.  People v. Cronin (1890) 45 N.W. 479, 80 Mich. 646.








M.C.L.A. 750.218


 


MICHIGAN COMPILED LAWS ANNOTATED


CHAPTER 750.  MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


THE MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


CHAPTER XXXVI. FALSE PRETENSES AND FALSE REPRESENTATION





Current through P.A. 1995, Nos. 1to 3, 5 to 8, 10 to 24, 26, 


28 to 58, and 61 to 100


 


750.218. False pretenses with intent to defraud





	Sec. 218. Any person who, with intent to defraud or cheat, shall designedly, by color of any false token or writing or by any false or bogus check or other written, printed or engraved instrument, by spurious coin or metal in the similitude of coin, or by any other false pretense, cause any person to grant, convey, assign, demise, lease or mortgage any land or interest in land, or obtain the signature of any person to any written instrument, the making whereof would be punishable as forgery, or obtain from any person any money or personal property or the use of any instrument, facility or article or other valuable thing or service, or by means of any false weights or measures obtain a larger amount or quantity of property than was bargained for, or by means of any false weights or measures sell or dispose of a less amount or quantity of property than was bargained for, if such land or interest in land, money, personal property, use of such instrument, facility or article, valuable thing, service, larger amount obtained or less amount disposed of, shall be of the value of $100.00 or less, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor;  and if such land, interest in land, money, personal property, use of such instrument, facility or article, valuable thing, service, larger amount obtained or less amount disposed of shall be of the value of more than $100.00, such person shall be guilty of a felony, punishable by imprisonment in the state prison not more than 10 years or by a fine of not more than $5,000.00.


  


HISTORICAL NOTES





HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES





1991 Main Volume


Source:


	P.A.1931, No. 328, Sec. 218, Eff. Sept. 18.


	C.L.1948, Sec. 750.218.


	P.A.1957, No. 69, Sec. 1, Eff. Sept. 27.


	C.L.1970, Sec. 750.218.





Prior Laws:


	R.S.1846, c. 154, Sec. 39.


	C.L.1857, Sec. 5783.


	P.A.1867, No. 164.


	C.L.1871, Sec. 7590.


	P.A.1879, No. 218.


	How. Sec. 9161.


	P.A.1895, No. 234.


	C.L.1897, Sec. 11575.


	P.A.1915, No. 245.





750.279. Personal property;  fraudulent disposition





	Sec. 279. FRAUDULENT DISPOSITION OF PERSONAL PROPERTY--Whenever money, or any goods, wares or merchandise or other personal property, shall be delivered, committed or entrusted to, or put in charge of any person as agent with written instructions, or upon any written agreement signed by the party so instructed as agent, or such written instructions shall be delivered or such written agreement shall be made, at any time after delivery to such agent, of any money or goods, wares, merchandise, or other personal property, which instructions or agreements shall express the appropriation, purpose, or use to which such money shall be applied, or the terms, mode or manner of the application or employment of such money, or which shall express or direct the disposition or use to be made by such agent, of any goods, wares, merchandise or other personal property, so delivered or entrusted to such agent;  if the person to whom any such money or goods, wares, merchandise or other personal property shall be so delivered, committed or entrusted, shall purposely and intentionally apply, appropriate, dispose of, or use any such money or goods, wares, merchandise or other personal property in any other way or manner, or for any other purpose, use or intent, than such as shall be expressed in such written instrument or agreement touching the same, the person or persons so doing, shall be guilty of felony.


  





HISTORICAL NOTES





HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES





1991 Main Volume





Source:


	P.A.1931, No. 328, Sec. 279, Eff. Sept. 18.


	C.L.1948, Sec. 750.279.


	C.L.1970, Sec. 750.279.





Prior Laws:


	R.S.1846, c. 154, Sec. 36.


	C.L.1857, Sec. 5780.


	C.L.1871, Sec. 7587.


	How. Sec. 9158.


	C.L.1897, Sec. 11572.


	C.L.1915, Sec. 15317.


	C.L.1929, Sec. 16913.


 





REFERENCES





CROSS REFERENCES





Computers, use to commit violation, see Sec. 752.796.





LIBRARY REFERENCES





1991 Main Volume





	Embezzlement k11(1).





	WESTLAW Topic No. 146.


	C.J.S. Embezzlement Sec. 11.


 





ANNOTATIONS





NOTES OF DECISIONS 





Agent 2 


Jury questions 3 


Written agreements 1 





1. Written agreements





	A written instrument reciting the receipt of a sum of money "for 10 Moh.," meaning for 10 shares of stock of the Mohawk Mining Co. signed by a firm of brokers by their agent, was a sufficient written agreement to fall within C.L.1897, Sec. 11572 (now this section), which provided that whenever money should be intrusted to any person as agent on a written agreement signed by the person so intrusted as agent, expressing the appropriation to which the money shall be applied, if the person to whom the money was intrusted should intentionally appropriate it in any other manner or for any other purpose than that expressed in the agreement, he would be guilty of a felony.  People v. Ritchie (1906) 108 N.W. 747, 145 Mich. 440.





	Where a receipt for money for a particular purpose was signed in the name of a firm of brokers, "Per R.," and R. assumed to act for the firm, for which he was bookkeeper, this did not show an agreement between R. and the person from whom the money was received within C.L.1897, Sec. 11572, which provided that whenever money shall be delivered to any person on a written agreement, expressing the appropriation to which the money was to be applied, and the person should intentionally apply it to another purpose, he would be guilty of a felony.  People v. Ritchie (1906) 108 N.W. 747, 145 Mich. 440.





2. Agent





	Where C.L.1897, Sec. 11572, which provided that whenever money should be delivered to any person as agent, with written instructions as to the use to which it should be applied, and such person should intentionally appropriate the money in any other manner than directed, he would be guilty of a felony;  the term "agent" as so used, included a broker, and justified his conviction for misapplying money deposited with him to be used in the purchase of stock.  People v. Karste (1903) 93 N.W. 1081, 132 Mich. 455.





3. Jury questions





	Where prosecutor sent money to defendant, with which to purchase certain stock as soon as it could be purchased at the price named, and defendant replied that the money had been placed to prosecutor's credit, whether the intention of the parties was to create the relation of debtor and creditor, or to constitute the fund a special deposit, so as to render defendant liable for its misapplication, prohibited by C.L.1897, Sec. 11572, was a question for the jury.  People v. Karste (1903) 93 N.W. 1081, 132 Mich. 455.











M.C.L.A. 750.280 


MICHIGAN COMPILED LAWS ANNOTATED


CHAPTER 750.  MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


THE MICHIGAN PENAL CODE


CHAPTER XLIII. FRAUDS AND CHEATS





Current through P.A. 1995, Nos. 1to 3, 5 to 8, 10 to 24, 26, 


28 to 58, and 61 to 100


 


750.280. Gross frauds and cheats at common law





	Sec. 280. GROSS FRAUDS AND CHEATS AT COMMON LAW--Any person who shall be convicted of any gross fraud or cheat at common law, shall be guilty of a felony, punishable by imprisonment in the state prison not more than 10 years or by a fine of not more than 5,000 dollars.


  


HISTORICAL NOTES





HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES





1991 Main Volume


Source:


	P.A.1931, No. 328, Sec. 280, Eff. Sept. 18.


	C.L.1948, Sec. 750.280.


	C.L.1970, Sec. 750.280.


Prior Laws:


	R.S.1846, c. 154, Sec. 40.


	C.L.1857, Sec. 5784.


	C.L.1871, Sec. 7591.


	How. Sec. 9162.


	C.L.1897, Sec. 11576.


	C.L.1915, Sec. 15321.


	C.L.1929, Sec. 16917.


	Please take Judicial Notice that the Internal Revenue Service  is in total violation of all this Law!! Now does that give you some idea of what ground you are standing on if you insist on the I.R.S. Giving you a real Judgment/ Order signed by a real Judge of a Court of Record and BINGO, YOU ARE OFF THE HOOK FROM THAT POINT FORWARD, AND THE I.R.S. WILL NOT PRESS YOU FURTHER, BECAUSE THEY WILL REALIZE YOU ARE ONE OF THE SMART,  NON-VOLUNTEER TYPES,   AND THE I.R.S. HAS NO WAY TO FORCE YOU TO VOLUNTEER TO BE THEIR DUPED QUASI- AGENT ENFORCER OR COLLECTIONS OFFICER!! This is a fact and I seriously wish you and or your Firm be totally in the clear and off the hook so to speak and let me handle the Internal Revenue Service on my own! I CAN DEAL WITH THESE UNLAWFUL FRAUD ARTISTS!!


	Now like I told you already I really just want to sit down and let us just work this whole matter out  justly and fairly,   for all our best interests and please help me to just fix this mess. I  honestly do not desire an adversary relationship with you my employer, as I have worked for you some considerable time now,  and I have done good work and wish to keep a good working relationship with you my employer for the future. I think you can easily see that I have looked into this matter most thoroughly and I am very well versed on the issues and just prefer to handle my private tax issues myself without outside interference,  as I do know the Law and my basic Constitutional Rights and just respectfully  ask that you respect my Constitutional Rights and my property rights and I will return the same courtesy to you my employer. Thank you for your valuable time and or trouble in regards this important matter!! I remain;





		MOST RESPECTFULLY SUBMITED;





DATE__________      ________________________________________


		Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Jacobs;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]


		















































PERSONAL ATTENTION TO:	 			THE CLERK


			OAKLAND  COUNTY OFFICE OF RECORDS AND DEEDS


			Oakland , Michigan 48


			Ph # (    )  








IN Regards TO:	Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Johnson;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]


	


Dear Clerk,


                I am writing to you today to inform you of a serious ERROR and/ or FELONY FRAUD done to you and/or your Clerk's OFFICE OF RECORDS AND DEEDS. You see a DOCUMENT/ PRESENTMENT, labeled “ WARRANT- NOTICE OF LEVY has been circulated to various Banks, lending institutions, and to your Clerks Office and IT IS 100% A FRAUDULENT DOCUMENT/ PRESENTMENT and it is being used to DEFRAUD me, Mr. ;Garth,  , Gabriel;  and ON THE RECORD, I FORMALLY OBJECT TO IT, AS IT IS A FRAUD IN FACT!!! I ask most respectfully that you fix it RIGHT!!!


	First off this Document/ Presentment, IS NOT A REAL “LIEN” , IT IS MERELY A “NOTICE OF LEVY”, AND THERE IS A CONSIDERABLE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO IN LAW AND IN COURT. The “NOTICE OF LEVY” is merely a simple NOTICE OF INTENT,  while the actual “ LIEN” is the real actual seizure WARRANT and YOU DO NOT HAVE AN ACTUAL “LIEN” or SEIZURE WARRANT, you merely have a “ NOTICE OF INTENT TO LEVY” AND ONE DOCUMENT CAN NOT BE A PRESENTMENT FOR THE ACTUAL SEIZURE OF PROPERTY, BUT IT MERELY IS A NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEIZE PROPERTY. Now I realize that you may think I am picking fly dung out of pepper here, but in Law there is a vast difference between the two Documents. The “NOTICE OF LEVY”, merely is a constructive NOTICE OF INTENT TO IN FACT LEVY PROPERTY. WILE THE ACTUAL “LIEN” IS THE SEIZURE WARRANT TO PHYSICALLY TAKE THE PROPERTY. Do you see the big difference here? Please see my Exhibit copies attached hereto for the Record so you can clearly see the vast differences.  Now the actual “LIEN” FORM ITSELF WILL STATE FOR THE RECORD THAT IT IS A “LIEN”, while the other Document/Presentment will state that it is a “NOTICE OF LIEN” or “NOTICE OF LEVY” AND THIS IS NOT THE ACTUAL “LIEN” IN FACT!!! Can you see how the improper use of these two Documents/ Presentments could be considerably MIS-CONSTURED, and while one Document/Presentment actually seizes real Property the other is merely a NOTICE OF INTENT?? Now this is exactuly what has occurred here in this case before you now. I now must go and inform all parties that a FRAUD has in fact been done here and request that ALL parties do disregard the “NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN/ LEVY, as it is NOT the real “LIEN or Levy” in fact and NO PROTECTIONS ARE AFFORDED by those who rely upon it for any action taken, because IT IS FRAUDULENTLY DONE AND USED TO DEFRAUD ME AND YOU, where you may think that an actual “LIEN” has been in fact filed, when NO SUCH “LIEN” HAS INDEED BEEN FILED!!! So if you take ANY action using this “ NOTICE OF LEVY or LIEN” YOU DO SO AT YOUR VERY PERIL, BECAUSE IT IS NOT LAWFULLY DONE IN FACT OR LAW, AND YOU ARE LIABLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES DONE TO ME THE ACTUAL PARTY INJURED HERE,  BY YOUR FRAUDULENT TAKING OF MY LAWFULLY OWNED  PROPERTY. I trust you will understand here, as my intention is NOT to be a pain in your tail feathers, but ONLY to inform you of the ERRORS  SO YOU CAN HONESTLY FIX THOSE ERRORS AND ALSO PROTECT YOURSELF FROM THESE UNSCRUPULOUS PARTIES WHO DELIBERATELY PULL THIS KIND OF FRAUD AS A NORMAL BUSINESS PRACTICE. I trust you will honestly appreciate my serious concern that you did get involved in this obvious FRAUD and I am honestly trying to actually help you as well as get this ERROR fixed in a timely manner. Please see a copy of all my exhibits attached here to and made a part of the Record for your convenience and perusal and you can readily see I have looked into this matter most thoroughly and I AM SERIOUS AS A MASSIVE QUADRUPLE BY-PASS HEART ATTACK, AND I AM GETTING READY TO SUE THESE FRAUD ARTISTS FOR THEIR FRAUD AGAINST MY GOOD NAME!!! I do thank you most graciously for your valuable time and or trouble in regards to this important matter and please just correct the Record and my good name, and next time demand to see the real actual “LIEN” BEFORE YOU TOUCH ANY OF MY PROPERTY!! I APPRECIATE IT and  I remain;


		MOST RESPECTFULLY SUBMITED;


DATE___________     _______________________________________________


		 Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Johnson;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]





P.S.  DEAR CLERK PLEASE REMOVE ANY AND ALL LIENS, LEVIES, NOTICE OF LIENS OR LEVIES FROM MY LAWFUL PROPERTY FOR GOOD AND JUST LAWFUL LAW BEING CLEARLY SHOWN ON THE RECORD!! THANK YOU KINDLY FOR YOUR VALUABLE TIME AND OR TROUBLE. THANK YOU!!!




































































PERSONAL ATTENTION TO:	WHOMEVER THIS MAY CONCERN OR APPLY TO:


			  




















IN Regards TO:	Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Johnson;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]





Dear SIRS, MADAM'S, or TO WHOMEVER THIS MAY CONCERN,


                I am writing to you today to inform you of a serious ERROR and/ or FELONY FRAUD done to you. You see a DOCUMENT/ PRESENTMENT, labeled “ WARRANT- NOTICE OF LEVY has been circulated to various Banks, lending institutions, and to your  Office and IT IS 100% A FRAUDULENT DOCUMENT/ PRESENTMENT and it is being used to DEFRAUD me, Mr. ;Jay-John,  ,Jacobs;  ,  and ON THE RECORD, I FORMALLY OBJECT TO IT, AS IT IS A FRAUD IN FACT!!! I most respectfully ask you to fix it Right!!


	First off this Document/ Presentment, IS NOT A REAL “LIEN” , IT IS MERELY A “NOTICE OF LEVY”, AND THERE IS A CONSIDERABLE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO IN LAW AND IN COURT. The “NOTICE OF LEVY” is merely a simple NOTICE OF INTENT,  while the actual “ LIEN” is the real actual seizure WARRANT and YOU DO NOT HAVE AN ACTUAL “LIEN” or SEIZURE WARRANT, you merely have a “ NOTICE OF INTENT TO LEVY” AND ONE DOCUMENT CAN NOT BE A PRESENTMENT FOR THE ACTUAL SEIZURE OF PROPERTY, BUT IT MERELY IS A NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEIZE PROPERTY. Now I realize that you may think I am picking fly dung out of pepper here, but in Law there is a vast difference between the two Documents. The “NOTICE OF LEVY”, merely is a constructive NOTICE OF INTENT TO IN FACT LEVY PROPERTY. WILE THE ACTUAL “LIEN” IS THE SEIZURE WARRANT TO PHYSICALLY TAKE THE PROPERTY. Do you see the big difference here? Please see my Exhibit copies attached hereto for the Record so you can clearly see the vast differences.  Now the actual “LIEN” FORM ITSELF WILL STATE FOR THE RECORD THAT IT IS A “LIEN”, while the other Document/Presentment will state that it is a “NOTICE OF LIEN” or “NOTICE OF LEVY” AND THIS IS NOT THE ACTUAL “LIEN” IN FACT!!! Can you see how the improper use of these two Documents/ Presentments could be considerably MIS-CONSTURED, and while one Document/Presentment actually seizes real Property the other is merely a NOTICE OF INTENT?? Now this is exactuly what has occurred here in this case before you now. I now must go and inform all parties that a FRAUD has in fact been done here and request that ALL parties do disregard the “NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN/ LEVY, as it is NOT the real “LIEN or Levy” in fact and NO PROTECTIONS ARE AFFORDED by those who rely upon it for any action taken, because IT IS FRAUDULENTLY DONE AND USED TO DEFRAUD ME AND YOU, where you may think that an actual “LIEN” has been in fact filed, when NO SUCH “LIEN” HAS INDEED BEEN FILED!!! So if you take ANY action using this “ NOTICE OF LEVY or LIEN” YOU DO SO AT YOUR VERY PERIL, BECAUSE IT IS NOT LAWFULLY DONE IN FACT OR LAW, AND YOU ARE LIABLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES DONE TO ME THE ACTUAL PARTY INJURED HERE,  BY YOUR FRAUDULENT TAKING OF MY LAWFULLY OWNED  PROPERTY. I trust you will understand here, as my intention is NOT to be a pain in your tail feathers, but ONLY to inform you of the ERRORS  SO YOU CAN HONESTLY FIX THOSE ERRORS AND ALSO PROTECT YOURSELF FROM THESE UNSCRUPULOUS PARTIES WHO DELIBERATELY PULL THIS KIND OF FRAUD AS A NORMAL BUSINESS PRACTICE. I trust you will honestly appreciate my serious concern that you did get involved in this obvious FRAUD and I am honestly trying to actually help you as well as get this ERROR fixed in a timely manner. Please see a copy of all my exhibits attached here to and made a part of the Record for your convenience and perusal and you can readily see I have looked into this matter most thoroughly and I AM SERIOUS AS A MASSIVE QUADRUPLE BY-PASS HEART ATTACK, AND I AM GETTING READY TO SUE THESE FRAUD ARTISTS FOR THEIR FRAUD AGAINST MY GOOD NAME!!! I do thank you most graciously for your valuable time and or trouble in regards to this important matter and please just correct the Record and my good name, and next time demand to see the real actual “LIEN” BEFORE YOU TOUCH ANY OF MY PROPERTY!! I APPRECIATE IT and  I remain;


		MOST RESPECTFULLY SUBMITED;


DATE___________     _______________________________________________


		Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Johnson;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]







































































PERSONAL ATTENTION TO:	UNKNOWN AGENT, ASSIGN, ACTOR, ASSIGN, OR 


			EMPLOYEE OR ATTORNEY etc. etc. 


		or	TO WHOMEVER THIS MAY APPLY TO............








IN Regards TO:	Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Johnson;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]








Dear SIRS, MADAM'S, or TO WHOMEVER THIS MAY CONCERN,


                I am writing to you today to inform you of a serious ERROR and/ or FELONY FRAUD done to you.  see a DOCUMENT/ PRESENTMENT, labeled “ WARRANT- NOTICE OF LEVY has been circulated to various Banks, lending institutions, and to your  Office and IT IS 100% A FRAUDULENT DOCUMENT/ PRESENTMENT and it is being used to DEFRAUD me, Mr. ;Jay-John,  ,Jacobs;   ,  and ON THE RECORD, I FORMALLY OBJECT TO IT, AS IT IS A FRAUD IN FACT!!! I most respectfully ask you to fix it Right!!


	First off this Document/ Presentment, IS NOT A REAL “LIEN” , IT IS MERELY A “NOTICE OF LEVY”, AND THERE IS A CONSIDERABLE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO IN LAW AND IN COURT. The “NOTICE OF LEVY” is merely a simple NOTICE OF INTENT,  while the actual “ LIEN” is the real actual seizure WARRANT and YOU DO NOT HAVE AN ACTUAL “LIEN” or SEIZURE WARRANT, you merely have a “ NOTICE OF INTENT TO LEVY” AND ONE DOCUMENT CAN NOT BE A PRESENTMENT FOR THE ACTUAL SEIZURE OF PROPERTY, BUT IT MERELY IS A NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEIZE PROPERTY. Now I realize that you may think I am picking fly dung out of pepper here, but in Law there is a vast difference between the two Documents. The “NOTICE OF LEVY”, merely is a constructive NOTICE OF INTENT TO IN FACT LEVY PROPERTY. WILE THE ACTUAL “LIEN” IS THE SEIZURE WARRANT TO PHYSICALLY TAKE THE PROPERTY. Do you see the big difference here? Please see my Exhibit copies attached hereto for the Record so you can clearly see the vast differences.  Now the actual “LIEN” FORM ITSELF WILL STATE FOR THE RECORD THAT IT IS A “LIEN”, while the other Document/Presentment will state that it is a “NOTICE OF LIEN” or “NOTICE OF LEVY” AND THIS IS NOT THE ACTUAL “LIEN” IN FACT!!! Can you see how the improper use of these two Documents/ Presentments could be considerably MIS-CONSTURED, and while one Document/Presentment actually seizes real Property the other is merely a NOTICE OF INTENT?? Now this is exactuly what has occurred here in this case before you now. I now must go and inform all parties that a FRAUD has in fact been done here and request that ALL parties do disregard the “NOTICE OF INTENT TO LIEN/ LEVY, as it is NOT the real “LIEN or Levy” in fact and NO PROTECTIONS ARE AFFORDED by those who rely upon it for any action taken, because IT IS FRAUDULENTLY DONE AND USED TO DEFRAUD ME AND YOU, where you may think that an actual “LIEN” has been in fact filed, when NO SUCH “LIEN” HAS INDEED BEEN FILED!!! So if you take ANY action using this “ NOTICE OF LEVY or LIEN” YOU DO SO AT YOUR VERY PERIL, BECAUSE IT IS NOT LAWFULLY DONE IN FACT OR LAW, AND YOU ARE LIABLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES DONE TO ME THE ACTUAL PARTY INJURED HERE,  BY YOUR FRAUDULENT TAKING OF MY LAWFULLY OWNED  PROPERTY. I trust you will understand here, as my intention is NOT to be a pain in your tail feathers, but ONLY to inform you of the ERRORS  SO YOU CAN HONESTLY FIX THOSE ERRORS AND ALSO PROTECT YOURSELF FROM THESE UNSCRUPULOUS PARTIES WHO DELIBERATELY PULL THIS KIND OF FRAUD AS A NORMAL BUSINESS PRACTICE. I trust you will honestly appreciate my serious concern that you did get involved in this obvious FRAUD and I am honestly trying to actually help you as well as get this ERROR fixed in a timely manner. Please see a copy of all my exhibits attached here to and made a part of the Record for your convenience and perusal and you can readily see I have looked into this matter most thoroughly and I AM SERIOUS AS A MASSIVE QUADRUPLE BY-PASS HEART ATTACK, AND I AM GETTING READY TO SUE THESE FRAUD ARTISTS FOR THEIR FRAUD AGAINST MY GOOD NAME!!! I do thank you most graciously for your valuable time and or trouble in regards to this important matter and please just correct the Record and my good name, and next time demand to see the real actual “LIEN” BEFORE YOU TOUCH ANY OF MY PROPERTY!! I APPRECIATE IT and  I remain;


		MOST RESPECTFULLY SUBMITED;


DATE___________     _______________________________________________


	                   Mr. ;Jay-John, ,Johnson;


		APPEARING IN PROPRIA PERSONA AS MY OWN CHIEF COUNSEL 		ON MY OWN BEHALF


		12345  Rhode Island Street 


		Southfield, Michigan [48075 ]


		             


		         


		             


		         


		             


		         


		             


		         


