
The Liberators 11 ad hoc Steering Committee


1224 NE Walnut   Box 366


Roseburg, Oregon CF 97470 CF*


this Fourteenth day of the 4th month, AD 2008

Marilyn Kittleman, Commissioner

Douglas County Board of Commissioners

Douglas County Courthouse

1036 SE Douglas Street, Room 216

Roseburg, Oregon CF 97470 CF

Re: Notice of self-authenticating public record evidence (Rule 201), demand for certification of any        and all rebuttal thereto, demand for certain certified evidence of proof of de jure authority,            and demand for faithful performance of individual fiduciary duties owing to the sovereignty.

Commissioner Kittleman,

This letter is being directed to you because you are the only Douglas County Commissioner openly demonstrating a willingness to honor and faithfully perform your personal fiduciary duty to the benefit of the sovereignty (The People) (...to support this Constitution...( which personal obligation is mandated (as a condition to exercise of any public authority) at Article VI, para. 3 of said supreme Law of the Land (AD 1789) within the antecedent and superceding purview of the Declaration of Independence (July 4, AD 1776) and as perpetually restricted by Articles I thru X of Amendment First thereto (AD 1791).

Be advised that you are not dealing with public fool system indoctrinated teenagers.  Most of us are of an age to have been accurately and thoroughly educated in the Fundamental Law of our country and the wholesome principles upon which it is based.  On July 4, AD 1776 it was forever Declared (as (self-evident truth() to a candid world that all (wo)men are endowed by their Creator with individual authority (Rights) three of which are Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness (acquisition, enjoyment and disposition of  property) that are not subject to any form of alienation by any worldly power.

Said founding document further forever Declares that (...Governments (including this one) are instituted among Men.....to secure these rights.(  It does not take a very high IQ to comprehend that, in this country, the first, primary and superceding duty of anyone exercising public authority or power is to (secure( the said forever Declared individual Rights of The People.  That duty comes before all others.  The Preamble of said supreme Law of the Land (AD 1789) makes clear the foundational purpose ((...secure the Blessings of Liberty...()  of it(s creation.  The Preamble also makes clear the enabling authority.  It was  (ordained  and  established  for  the United States of 
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America( by (We The People of the United States,( not ordained and established by the legislative Power created thereunder, not ordained and established by the executive Power created thereunder, and not ordained and established by the judicial Power created thereunder.

Said founding document further forever Declares (That whenever any Form of Government (including this one) becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it...(
Said founding document further forever Declares that (...when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design (New World Order) to reduce them (The People) under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.(
The grievances listed in said founding document number over thirty.  What is all too often forgotten is the fact that the founders of our country, upon far less provocation than The People suffer today, Declared their independence from and took up arms against their own (until then) Lawful government (the King and Parliament of England).  Whoever might think of those of us who are vigilant in the preservation of our secured Rights  as (radical( should be thankful that we are not (yet) as (radical( as those who founded our country.

We begin this letter with the foregoing basic precepts in order to make abundantly clear the fundamental authority with which we act and the restraint we exercise in the face of treasonous provocations.  As you well know, we came peacefully and in good faith before the Douglas County Board of Commissioners to petition for redress through adoption of our proposed emergency ordinance, all the while relying on the commissioners( faithful performance of their respective aforesaid fiduciary duty to the sovereignty.  Our petition and presentations have been consistently rebuffed with insupportable syllogistic legal sophistry, perfidy and moral turpitude.

As you also well know, your fellow commissioners openly and publicly refused to perform their fiduciary duty to the benefit of we who are joint-tenants in the sovereignty and openly and publicly announced that they cannot and will not perform the Office(s) to which they were elected except as directed by a member of the Oregon State Bar who was not elected to perform the Office(s) of Douglas County Commissioner and who is not bound by Oath or Bond to do so.  This, to any reasoning mind, is an open admission of incompetency to perform the elective Office of Commissioner on the part of Doug Robertson and Joe Laurance as well as admission of usurpation of Office by Oregon State Bar member Paul Meyer, aided and abetted by Oregon State Bar members Nena Cook, Patricia A. Donahue and Catherine J. Caballero.   As you know or should know, usurpation is a capital offense very nearly as serious as treason.

All the publicly expressed protestations to our proposed emergency ordinance, without exception, rely entirely upon (the supremacy clause of the federal constitution( in relation to the Internal Revenue Service and/or Title 26 of the United States Code.  Said  reliance entirely presumes that the Internal Revenue Service is a part of or agency of the United States government.
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In AD 1972, an Internal Revenue Manual 1100 was published in both the Federal Register and Cumulative Bulletin [see: 37 Fed. Reg. 20960, 1972-2 Cum. Bul. 836].  On the very first page of this statement, which was published in the Bulletin, the following admission was made:

((3) By common parlace [sic] and understanding of the time, an office of the importance of the Office of Commissioner of Internal Revenue was a bureau.  The Secretary of the Treasury in his report at the close of the calendar year 1862 stated that (The Bureau of Internal Revenue has been organized under the Act of the last session...(  Also it can be seen that Congress had intended to establish a Bureau of Internal Revenue, or thought they had, from the act of March 3, 1863, in which provision was made for the President to appoint with Senate confirmation a Deputy Commissioner of Internal Revenue (who shall be charged with such duties in the bureau of internal revenue as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury, or as may be required by law, and who shall act as Commissioner of Internal Revenue in the absence of that officer, and exercise the privilege of franking all letters and documents pertaining to the office of internal revenue.(  In other words, (the office of internal revenue( was (the bureau of internal revenue,( and the act of July 1, 1862, is the organic act of today(s Internal Revenue Service.(
This statement, which again appears in a similar publication appearing at 39 Fed. Reg. 11572, 1974-1 Cum. Bul. 440, as well as the current IRM 1100, essentially admits that Congress never created either the Bureau of Internal Revenue or the Internal Revenue Service.  To conclude that (Congress thought it had created this agency( is an admission that even the government itself cannot find anything which created either agency.  The only office created by the act of July 1, 1862, was the Office of Commissioner.  Neither the Bureau or the Service was actually created by any of these acts.

I have no doubt that when employees of the Internal Revenue Service were researching its origins so that this statement could be included within IRM 1100, those employees must have performed a very thorough investigation.  This obviously is the best position that the IRS can develop regarding precisely how the Internal Revenue Service came into being.  Aside from the fact that these acts simply did not create either the Bureau of Internal Revenue or the Internal Revenue Service is the fact that these acts were repealed by the adoption of the Revised Statutes of 1873.  It would, therefore, appear that the Internal Revenue Service has never been created by any act of Congress, which is a serious flaw in the (supremacy clause( theory.

An act of legislative body is essential to create a public office.  At the state level, it is a well acknowledged rule that a duly constituted office of state government must be created either by the state constitution itself or by some legislative act; see: Patton v. Bd. Of Health, 127 Ca. 388, 393, 59 P. 702, 704 (1899) [(One of the requisites is that the office must be created by the constitution of the state or it must be authorized by some statute.(]; First Nat. Bank of Columbus v. State, 80 Neb. 597, 114 N.W. 772, 773 (1908); State ex rel. Peyton v. Cunningham, 39 Mont. 197, 103 P. 497, 498 (1909); State ex rel. Stage v. Mackie, 82 Conn. 398, 74 A. 759, 761 (1909); State ex rel. Key v. Bond, 94 W.Va. 255, 118 S.E. 276, 279 (1923) [(a position is a public office when it is created by law.(]; Coyne v. State, 22 Ohio App. 462, 153 N.E. 876, 877 (1926) [(Unless the office existed there could be no officer either de facto or de jure.  A de facto officer is one invested with an office; but if there
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is no office with which to invest one, there can be no officer.  An office may exist only by duly constituted law.(] State v. Quinn, 35 N.M. 62, 290 P. 786, 787 (1930); Turner v. State, 226 Ala. 269, 146 So. 601, 602 (1933); Oklahoma City v. Century Indemnity Co., 178 Okl. 212, 62 P. 2d 94, 97 (1936); State ex rel. Nagle v. Kelsey, 102 Mont. 8, 55 P. 2d 685, 689 (1936); Stapleton v. Frohmiller, 53 Ariz. 11, 85 P. 2d 49, 51 (1938); Buchholtz v. Hill, 178 Md. 280, 13 A. 2d 348, 350 (1940); Krawiec v. Industrial Comm., 372 Ill. 560, 25 N.E. 2d 27, 29 (1940); People v. Rapsey, 16 Cal. 2d 636, 107 P. 2d 388, 391 (1940); Industrial Comm. v. Arizona State Highway Comm., 61 Ariz. 59, 145 P. 2d 846, 849 (1943); State ex rel. Brown v. Blew, 20 Wash. 2d 47, 145 P. 2d 554, 556 (1944); Martin v. Smith, 239 Wis. 314, 1 N.W. 2d 163, 172 (1941); Taylor v. Commonwealth, 305 Ky 75, 202 S.W. 2d 992, 994 (1947); State ex rel. Hamblen v. Yelle, 29 Wash. 2d 68, 185 P. 2d 723, 728 (1947); Morris v. Peters, 203 Ga. 350, 46 S.E. 2d 729, 733 (1948); Weaver v. North Bergen Tp., 10 N.J.Super. 96, 76 A. 2d 701 (1950); Tomaris v. State, 71 Ariz. 147, 224 P. 2d 209, 211 (1950); Pollack v. Montoya, 55 N.M. 390, 234 P. 2d 336, 338 (1951); Schaefer v. Superior Court in and for Santa Barbara County, 248 P. 2d 450, 453 (Cal.App. 1951); Brusnigham v. State, 86 Ga.App. 340, 71 S.E. 2d 698, 703 (1952); State ex rel. Mathews v. Murray, 258 P. 2d 982, 984 (Nev. 1953); Dosker v. Andrus, 342 Mich. 548, 70 N.W. 2d 765, 767 (1955); Hetrich v. County Comm. Of Anne Arundel County, 222 Md. 304, 159 A. 2d 642, 643 (1960); Meiland v. Cody, 359 Mich. 78, 101 N.W. 2d 336, 341 (1960); Jones v. Mills, 216 Ga. 616, 118 S.E. 2d 484, 485 (1961); State v. Hord, 264 N.C. 149, 141 S.E. 2d 241, 245 (1965); Planning Bd. Of T.p. Of West Milford v. T.p. Council of T.p. Of West Milford, 123 N.J.Super. 135, 301 A. 2d 781, 784 (1973); Vander Linden v. Crews, 205 N.W. 2d 686, 688 (Iowa 1973); Kirk v. Flournoy, 36 Cap.App. 3d 553, 111 Cap.Rptr. 674, 675 (1974); Wargo v. Industrial Comm., 58 Ill. 2d 234, 317 N.E. 2d 519, 521 (1974); State v. Bailey, 220 S.E. 2d 432, 435 (W.Va. 1975); Leek v. Theis, 217 Kan. 784, 539 P. 2d 304, 323 (1975); Midwest Television, Inc. v. Champaign-Urbana Communications, Inc., 37 Ill.App. 3d 926, 347 N.E. 2d 34, 38 (1976); and State v. Pickney, 276 N.W. 2d 433, 436 (Iowa 1979).

The same rule applies at the federal level; see: United States v. Germaine, 99 U.S. 508 (1879); Norton v. Shelby County, 118 U.S. 425, 441, 6 S.Ct. 1121 (1886) [(there can be no officer, either de jure or de facto, if there be no office to fill.(]; United States v. Mount, 124 U.S. 303, 8 S.Ct. 505 (1888); United States v. Smith, 124 U.S. 525, 8 S.Ct. 595 (1888); Glavey v. United States, 182 U.S. 595, 607, 21 S.Ct. 891 (1901) [(The law creates the office, prescribes its duties.(]; Cochnower v. United States, 248 U.S. 405, 407, 39 S.Ct. 137 (1919) [(Primarily we may say that the creation offices and the assignment of their compensation is a legislative function.... And we think the delegation of such function and the extent of its delegation must have clear expression or implication.(]; Burnap v. United States, 252 U.S. 512, 516, 40 S.Ct. 374, 376 (1920); Metcalf & Eddy v. Mitchell, 269 U.S. 514, 46 S.Ct. 172, 173 (1926); N.L.R.B. v. Coca-Cola Bottling Co. of Louiseville, 350 U.S. 264, 269, 76 S.Ct. 383 (1956) [(Officers normally means those who hold defined offices.  It does not mean the boys in the back room or other agencies of invisible government, whether in politics or in the trade-union movement.(]; Crowley v. Southern Ry. Co., 139 F. 851, 853 (5th Cir. 1905); Adams v. Murphy, 165 F. 304 (8th Cir. 1908); Scully v. United States, 193 F. 185, 187 (D.Nev. 1910) [(There can be no offices of the United States, strictly speaking, except those which are created by the Constitution itself, or by an act of Congress.(]; Commissioner v. Harlan, 80 F 2d 660, 662 (9th Cir. 1935); Varden v. Ridings, 20 F.Supp. 495 (E.D.Ky. 1937); 
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Annoni v. Blas Nadal(s Heirs, 94 F. 2d 513, 515 (1st Cir. 1938); and Pope v. Commissioner, 138 F. 2d 1006, 1009 (6th Cir. 1943).

Perhaps the most compelling evidence is found in Diversified Metal Products, Inc. v. T-Bow Company Trust, Internal Revenue Service, and Steve Morgan, Case No. CV 93-4117, Complaint for Impleader in the District court of the Seventh Judicial District of The State of Idaho, In And For The County Of Bonneville, Magistrates Court wherein the attorneys for plaintiff alleged (page one, item #4) (Defendant Internal Revenue Service (IRS) is an agency of the United States government which has presented to Plaintiff a lien against monies to which Defendant Steve Morgan, or presumably Defendant T-Bow Company Trust for him, may be entitled.(
The response of the attorneys for the United States of America, prepared by Betty Richardson, United States Attorney, Box 32, Boise, Idaho (page 4, item #4) was: (Denies (the U.S. government) that the Internal Revenue Service is an agency of the United States government but admits that the United States of America would be a proper party to this action.  Admits that the IRS has served a Notice of Levy on plaintiff for funds owed to defendant Steve Morgan.(  This affirmative statement by supposed competent authority begs the question: If the Internal Revenue Service is not an agency of the United States government, from whence comes the claim of IRS authority under (the supremacy clause?(  Likewise, arises the question: What law, duly enacted by Congress, authorizes the United States Department of Justice (United States Attorneys) at public expense, to defend, prosecute or otherwise legally represent an organization/entity that, by its own admission, is not an agency of the United States government?

In further support of the veracity of the foregoing, a careful perusal of the published Federal Budget reveals that not one nickel of monies collected by the Internal Revenue Service are expended on the actual operational costs of the United States government.  It is all funneled to the Federal Reserve which, by its own public admission, is also not an organ or agency of the United States government.  It is a collection of private banks. 

While some have proposed with great energy and syllogistic sophistry that the creation of the Internal Revenue Service is solely within the bounds of the Executive Power, it would unavoidably remain within the constitutional bounds of the Legislative Power to authorize its funding and define its duties and the extent of its authority, as has been consistently and abundantly held by the courts (as shown above).

While one must wonder as to the source of authority, de facto or de jure, to do so, Treasury Order 150-01 established regional and district offices of the Internal Revenue Service throughout the 50 states.  With no provision for succession or perpetuation of said regional and district offices outside the District of Columbia, Treasury Order 150-02 cancelled Treasury Order 150-01.  This was entirely consistent with Executive Order 10289 (as amended).  Again, the question begs: how does an entity that is demonstrably non-existent outside the District of Columbia credibly claim (supreme(authority to exercise power within the jurisdiction of the 50 states and their political sub-divisions (counties)?  Is the IRS(s actual standing before the courts equally non-existent?
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It is axiomatic that, in order for any Act of Congress to be legitimately part of the supreme Law of the Land, it must be made (...in Pursuance thereof...(  In other words, Acts of Congress which do not further the fulfillment of the foundational object of its creation, as perpetually Declared AD 1776 (securing the God-given rights of the sovereignty), may be some sort of internal policy statements, but they are not part of the supreme Law of the Land.  The same qualifying criterion applies to Treaties, Executive Agreements, Executive Orders, Policy Statements as well as the making of Rules by the Judicial Power.  This is made evident by the plain language of Article VI of the supreme Law of the Land (AD 1789/1791) in all of it(s clauses, as they relate each to the other. 

It should be noted that the citations and official publications and documents referenced herein are all a matter of public record and, under the Rules of Evidence, meet the requirements of (self-authentication.(  They are incorporated herein pursuant to Article IV, Section 1 as well as Article VI, para. 2 of the supreme Law of the Land (AD 1789/1791).  In light of the evidence referenced herein above and in reliance upon the aforesaid personal fiduciary duty owing to the benefit of the sovereignty (The People), demand is made upon you and/or your counsel to produce/provide to The Liberators 11 ad hoc Steering Committee, without undue delay, the following:

1. A true and complete copy of or citation of the specific legislative act upon which the cognizable creation/existence of the Internal Revenue Service is based AND certification under pains and penalties of Perjury by competent authority that any such enabling authority which may be produced or cited is duly enacted law that is constitutionally obedient to the sovereignty and which specifically names the sovereign as the object of its application; and

2. Certification under pains and penalties of Perjury by competent authority that the Internal Revenue Code, in all of its parts, is duly enacted law that is constitutionally obedient to the sovereignty and which specifically names the sovereign as the object of its application; and

3. Certification under the pains and penalties of Perjury by competent authority that the United States Code, in any of its titles, chapters or sub-parts, is duly enacted law that is constitutionally obedient to the sovereignty and which specifically names the sovereign as the object of its application; and

4. Certification under the pains and penalties of Perjury by competent authority that, according to official archived records of the several States, the purported (16th amendment( was constitutionally ratified pursuant to and in full compliance with the requirements of Article V of the supreme Law of the Land (AD 1789/1791); and

5. Certification under the pains and penalties of Perjury by competent authority that the purported (16th amendment( is constitutionally obedient to the sovereignty and specifically names the sovereign as the object of its application within the purview of the Declaration of Independence (AD 1776) and as perpetually restricted by Articles I thru X of Amendment First (1791) to the supreme Law of the Land (AD 1789); and   
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6. In the absence of the evidence of proof specified in 1. above, a true and complete copy of or citation of the specific duly enacted law authorizing the United States Department of Justice (United States Attorneys) at public expense, to defend, prosecute or otherwise legally represent the Internal Revenue Service or any other organization/entity that is not a duly constituted department or agency of the United States government; and

7. Certification under the pains and penalties of Perjury by competent authority that the Uniform Federal Lien Registration Act, as codified in the Oregon Revised Statutes, is duly enacted  law that is constitutionally obedient to the sovereignty and specifically names the sovereign as the object of its application; and

8. A certified true and complete copy of or citation of the specific legislative act upon which the cognizable creation/existence of The National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws (NCCUSL) is based or, in the alternative, certification under the pains and penalties of Perjury that the NCCUSL is (or is not) a legitimate department or agency of the United States government or of The State of Oregon; and

9. Certification under the pains and penalties of Perjury that the NCCUSL is (or is not) licensed or otherwise registered to lobby (bribe or coerce) the Oregon legislature. 

As you also well know, our legitimate concerns and the foundational authority upon which they are based have, with apparent reckless abandon, been repeatedly rebuffed by known vested interests with naked and flippant assertions of (frivolous,( which conduct, itself, defines the term.  There is nothing (frivolous( about willful and demonstrable violations of superceding Foundational Law.  Our position in relation to the aforesaid nine demands is this: if those who challenge or otherwise seek to obstruct us in the aforesaid matter(s) upon a claim of acting under legitimate, constitutional authority, then let them place themselves at personal risk by certifying under pains and penalties of Perjury the constitutional legitimacy of the authority asserted or forever after hold their peace.  In other words, if they cannot or will not certify the (law,( it is not cognizable or enforceable  as such.  And you may be assured there is henceforth going to be personal accountability in Douglas County, Oregon for faithful service as well as any willful disobedience to or betrayal of the joint-tenants in the sovereignty.  In the case of the latter, we are vested with the authority by Foundational Law to effect a substantive and meaningful remedy and we have the means.

The aforesaid demands require immediate, straightforward and substantive performance, whether affirmative or negative in character, without excuses, justifications or syllogistic legal sophistry. In the event you are not vested with competent authority to perform any of the aforesaid nine demands, you may refer any or all of them to whoever is constitutionally vested with the authority to do so.  In such event, this notice and demand is binding upon your designee.

The Liberators 11 ad hoc Steering Committee

By:_________________________________

Loma Wharton
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By:____________________________________      By:_________________________________

Rae Copitka





Dennis Wharton

Signed sworn to before me on ______________, 2008, by _____________and_______________

and ________________

Notary Public - State of Oregon

* CF = Constructive Fraud

cc: file
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I ________________________________am in receipt of hand delivered document: Notice of self-authenticating public record evidence (Rule 201), demand for certification of any and all rebuttal thereto, demand for certain certified evidence of proof of de jure authority, and demand for faithful performance of individual fiduciary duties owing to the sovereignty, from (The Liberators 11 ad hoc Steering Committee( addressed to Marilyn Kittelman, Commissioner.  I agree to hand deliver this document to Commissioner Marilyn Kittelman.

__________________________________

4/07/2008

__________________________________

4/07/2008 Hand delivered by Loma Wharton

