During 1999 the IRS failed to properly refund the overpayment from prior years. In this letter, they refused to apply my entire
overpayment from previous years.

Image A

I had been audited many times and the auditors and I professionally shared our open dislike of each other. Maybe that’s why
the above bill was not adjusted an additional -60,000 based on revenues reported as income that became loss.

This…..

Image B

…turned into this.

Image C

And I was taxed on money that I never had. The auditors refused to make the correction because they ignored the issue until a
full 3 years had passed. Once 3 years pass the IRS can legally ignore overpayment – that’s how Jay Cochran explained it to me.
The overpayment could neither be corrected, nor applied to the current corporate tax liability because it had been just over 3
years and the IRS only allows 3 years to correct overpayment but will hunt you down without any statute of limitations on past
due taxes.
My auditors (Jay and Linda) had the same last name, they are related. The 108,282.02 from Image A should have only been
about $40,000 when corrected accounting for the full losses from previous years (partially recorded in Image B). These were
large amounts of money that neither I nor my corporation ever held as income – but paid tax on. The IRS never recognized
those losses. On the contrary the aggressive IRS added an additional $6,476.21 in interest and penalties on October 9th of
2000. They continued to add that much every few months since then.
The disputed debt divided and multiplied. I was prosecuted for “Tax Evasion” in 2006 – prosecuted for the tax year 1999. I
served almost 2 years in prison over 1999 taxes, when you also count the time I served for a federal probation violation from
this case. The disputed debt divided before each division multiplied. The last official value of the IRS part was $475,864 on
August 19 of 2014 so I expect it is over $500,000 by now.

Image D
After being imprisoned for the 1999 disputed tax debt, I was also fined. The fine is a separate debt, a division of the original
debt. The fine from 1999 has a balance of 118,857.00(Plus Interest that the US Attorney did not even calculate). The US
Attorney is just like the IRS in the respect that they inflate imaginary values then impose enforced collections – outside of any
judicial rule.

Image E

It was a difficult time back in 2001 in the wake of the Dot Com Crash

Image F and G

Paychecks were steady for the IRS agents and US Attorneys then and now. The IRS didn’t care about my current financial crisis
and they even refused my request for a payment plan to pay the money that I didn’t owe anyhow. The IRS and US Attorney
collect debts they invent with ruthless disregard for life and family like Al Capone. The IRS rejected a payment plan.

Not only had I requested a payment plan from the IRS, I also hired some private IRS help from Omni Financial in Colorado to try
to make the IRS work with me, in my case the hired experts were not able to help.
The IRS is a worthless and illegal bunch of thugs and the US Attorney is acting just like them.
During 1997 and 1998 I studied the origin and history of the IRS and the income tax laws. I wrote a treatise while I was in
maximum security federal custody in 2006 for being accused of Tax Evasion. The document cites Supreme Court case law and
explains the progressive power expansion of the IRS and government. It references testimony made before Congress and the
IRS's own IRC(Internal Revenue Code). It explains the true nature of the IRS.
https://brianaberle777.wordpress.com/2015/08/23/tax-law-treatise/

August 2016 – IRS Behavior being recognized
“These new smoking-gun documents show Obama FBI and Justice Department had plenty of evidence suggesting illegal
targeting, perjury, and obstruction of justice,” Judicial Watch President Tom Fitton said in a statement.
http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2016/07/28/documents-indicate-irs-officials-knew-tea-party-targeting-since-2011.html

August 2016 - Newly-released FBI documents reveal the IRS used bureaucratic delays to stall tax exemption
http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/judicial-watch-tea-party-tax-exemption-bids/2016/08/01/id/741594/

In April 2001 I began to act on my research of the IRS.

So….

I sent them this…

I made every effort with the IRS but they never responded to me to confirm or deny the research and
professional opinion letters that I had ask them to respond to – so I sent them this:

At that time, the Cochran family began using their bureaucratic powers to demand ancient and
irrelevant documents, even demanding the bank records from my first real estate property loan from
1992 in Aurora Colorado.

In response to the summons, first I responded on behalf of myself.

In response to the summons, I also responded for my corporation:

I also followed up with my unanswered questions.

Finally, in conclusion to my interactions with the Cochran team I sent this letter:

Internal Revenue Service

Date: July 9, 2002

Jay Cochran, Revenue Officer
185 Lennon Lane
Walnut Creek, CA 94598
Certified Mail Article # 70021000000543698164 - Return Receipt Requested
Direct Challenge to Personal Authority
PURPOSE: Verify authenticity of your authority RE: Your response to the “Failed To Reply Notice” that I set you on June 6,
2002(EXHIBIT ‘A’, attached) and your proposed examination for tax year 1999 and 2000. Dear Mr. Cochran:
You have ignored every attempt of mine to verify that your actions are in accordance to the Law of the land. Your harassment
will no longer be tolerated. I have a family that I will protect and defend if necessary from your malicious attacks on my right
to life and liberty. You MUST directly respond to each issue in this notice and my initial inquiry to you dated May 7, 2002 that
still has not been responded to but with your “I am not going to get into a legal discussion with you on these matters.”
statement you sent me. I WILL NOT accept any more pre-printed pamphlets or form letters from you. I invite you to read my
case against your tyranny, publicly at ( URL Link to website here ) As your own policy dictates for my account with you, your
account with me is on public record too. Please examine my on-line account of our proceedings and respond to the accuracy
and detail of the events of my interactions with your organization in the opening paragraph of your timely response. After
considerable review of the Internal Revenue Code, Treasury regulations and published Internal Revenue Service policy,
including the Internal Revenue Manual, it appears that the proposed examination of my financial records exceeds venue and
subject matter jurisdiction of the Internal Revenue Service and that you may be operating under color of authority of
Government of the United States. I will address the bulk of the issues giving rise to concern for your authority. I would like to
credit the wise and self-thinking legal expert who researched these findings for me for free, since I cannot currently afford
professional services. In the Internal Revenue Manual § [5.1] 11.9, which is currently posted on the Internal Revenue Service
web page, I notice that IRS personnel do not have delegated authority to execute Forms 1040, 1041 & 1120 “substitute
returns” under provisions of 26 USC § 6020(b). It follows that if IRS personnel do not have delegated authority to unilaterally
execute Forms 1040, 1041 and 1120, then these forms are not mandatory. Never were. Next, consider that the Pocket
Commission Handbook, located in Chapter 3 of Internal
Revenue Manual § 1.16.4. Exhibit [1.16.4] 3-1, Authorized Pocket Commission Holders, lists IRS personnel who are authorized
to have pocket commissions. By cross-referencing to the delegation of authority to issue summonses, it appears that all IRS
personnel authorized to issue summonses are under the Assistant Commissioner (International). That being the case, your
proposed examination is void and constitutes a sham proceeding. To the best of my knowledge, I have never received income
from sources and activities subject to jurisdiction of the Assistant Commissioner (International). Further, Part 14 of the Internal
Revenue Manual, “International”, at § 114.1, “Compliance and Customer Service Managers Handbook”, reveals that
examination, collection, criminal investigation and customer service functions of the Internal Revenue Service are all
categorized under the Assistant Commissioner (International). There is no corresponding categorization that might qualify as
“domestic” operations. If you will consult 26 CFR § 601.101, you will find that IRS personnel have jurisdiction for examination
and collection only within internal revenue districts; all other functions fall under jurisdiction of the foreign district director,
now the Assistant Commissioner (International). The Secretary of the Treasury has never established internal revenue districts
in States of the Union, as required by 26 U.S.C. § 7621 and Executive Order #10289. Therefore, you must be operating under
presumption of Assistant Commissioner (International) jurisdiction. See particulars infra. Given this evidence, all of which is
published in the public record, I have concluded that it would be wise to further investigate the extent of your authority, to

discover what, if anything, you are empowered to investigate in the examination process. The investigation that you have
initiated necessarily hinges on your personal standing and authority. Per Ryder v. United States, 115 S.Ct. 2031, 132 L.Ed.2d
136, 515 U.S. 177, I am required to initiate a direct challenge to authority of anyone representing himself or herself as a
government officer or agent prior to the finality of any proceeding in order to avoid implications of de facto officer doctrine.
When challenged, those posing as government officers and agents are required to affirmatively prove whatever authority they
claim. In the absence of proof, they may be held personally accountable for loss, injury and damages. See particularly, the
former Title 26 United States Code (herein “USC”) § 7804(b), now published in notes following § 7801. Per 26 USC § 7214(a), if
and when IRS personnel exceed authority prescribed by law, or fail to carry out duties imposed by law, they are criminally
liable. Per 31 CFR Part 1, Appendix B of Subpart C, paragraph 2, I am entitled to directly request evidence of an Internal
Revenue Service employee’s authority and/or liability: Internal Revenue Service procedures permit the examination of tax
records during the course of an investigation, audit, or collection activity. Accordingly, individuals should contact the Internal
Revenue Service employee conducting an audit or effecting the collection of tax liabilities to gain access to such records, rather
than seeking access under the provisions of the Privacy Act. Therefore I respectfully demand that you provide me with certified
copies of the following items: 1. Your precise title (“revenue officer”, “revenue agent”, “appeals officer”, “special agent”, etc.).
Cite the section of the act of Congress that created the office you
occupy; 2. Your constitutional oath of office, as required by 5 USC § 3331; 3. Your civil commission as agent or officer of
Government of the United States, as required by Article II § 3 of the Constitution of the United States and attending legislation;
4. Your affidavit declaring that you did not pay for or otherwise make or promise consideration to secure the office (5 USC §
3332); and 5. Your personal surety bond;1[1] and 6. Documentation that establishes your complete line of delegated authority,
including all intermediaries such as the Assistant Commissioner (International), beginning with the President of the United
States. These documents should all be filed as public records. See 5 USC § 2906 for requirements concerning filing oaths of
office. In the event you do not have a personal surety bond, you may provide a copy of your financial statement, which you are
required to file annually. Your financial statement will be construed as a private treaty surety bond in the event that you
exceed lawful authority. The following is a reasonably concise list of causes for challenging and requiring you to verify your
authority and bond your action. The list includes authority references sufficient to provide notice and enable you to make
inquiry reasonable under the circumstance. 1. After a review of my financial affairs and reasonably comprehensive study of the
application of internal revenue laws of the United States, I do not believe that I am subject to or liable for any federal tax that
requires me to keep books and records and to file tax returns. In spite of a diligent search, I have been unable to locate taxing
and liability statutes, with implementing regulations, applicable to my income sources and activities. See the Good Faith and
Reasonable Cause Standard at 26 CFR § 1.6664-4 and the Substantial Authority Standard at 26 CFR § 1.6662-4. 2. Court
documents and published district and circuit court decisions verify that the Internal Revenue Service is agent of the [federal]
United States and not of the Government of the United States of America (See 26 USC § 7402: “The district courts of the United
States at the instance of the United States shall have jurisdiction …”). For distinction between the “United States” and the
“United States of America” as unique and separate governmental entities, see historical and revision notes following 18 USC §
1001 and Attorney General delegation orders to the Director of the Bureau of Prisons, 28 CFR §§ 0.96 (custody of prisoners of
the United States) & 0.96b (transfer of United States of America prisoners to United States custody). Court records therefore
verify that Internal Revenue Service personnel are agents of a foreign government and all Internal Revenue Service claims are
made on behalf of a government foreign to the United States and States of the Union.
1[1] Bond requirements generally are prescribed by 26 U.S.C. § 7101, but see also, 26 U.S.C. § 7102,
31 U.S.C. § 9303 and 26 CFR § 301.7101-1.
3. The Internal Revenue Service, successor of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, was not created by Congress, as required by
Article I § 8, clause 18 of the Constitution of the United States2[2], so cannot legitimately enforce internal revenue laws of the
United States in States of the Union. (See Statement of IRS organization at 39 Fed. Reg. 11572, 1974-1 Cum. Bul. 440, 37 Fed.
Reg. 20960, and the Internal Revenue Manual 1100 through the 1997 edition3[3]; see also, United States v. Germaine, 99 U.S.
508 (1879); Norton v. Shelby County, 118 U.S. 425, 441, 6 S.Ct. 1121 (1886), and numerous other cases that reinforce the
determination “there can be no officer, either de jure or de facto, if there be no office to fill.”) 4. Internal revenue districts have

not been established in States of the Union, as required by 26 U.S.C. § 7621 and Executive Order #10289, as amended.
Therefore, Internal Revenue Service incursion into States of the Union for purposes authorized by Chapter 78 of the Internal
Revenue Code are beyond venue prescribed by law. See also, 4 U.S.C. § 72, concerning the requirement for all departments of
government to limit operations to the District of Columbia unless authorized to operate elsewhere by statute. The following
compliant IRS venue and jurisdiction statements are published in 26 CFR § 601.101: “Within an internal revenue district the
internal revenue laws are administered by a district director of internal revenue.” Otherwise, “The Director, Foreign Operations
District, [now Assistant Commissioner (International)] administers the internal revenue laws applicable to taxpayers residing or
doing business abroad, foreign taxpayers deriving income from sources within the United States, and taxpayers who are
required to withhold tax on certain payments to nonresident aliens and foreign corporations…” 5. The Internal Revenue Service
is not the “delegate” of the Secretary of the Treasury, as that term is defined at 26 USC § 7701(a)(12)(A). 6. The Internal
Revenue Service operates in an ancillary or other secondary capacity under contract, memorandum of agreement or some
comparable device to provide services under original authority vested in the Treasury Financial Management Service or some
other bureau of the Department of the Treasury, and that such services extend only to government employees and employers,
as defined at 262[2] Article I § 8, clause 18 vests Congress with complete responsibility for facilitating power of Government of
the United States via legislation: “[The Congress shall have Power] To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by the Constitution in the Government of the United
States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.” 3[3] In the historical statement, the Commissioner of Internal Revenue
admitted that Congress did not create a Bureau of Internal Revenue via the 1862 act in which the office of Commissioner of
Internal Revenue was created, but alleged that Congress intended to create a bureau. In reality, the 1862 legislation created
the offices of “assessor” and “collector”, in addition to the office of Commissioner of Internal Revenue. Assessors and collectors
were appointed for each revenue district somewhat as U.S. Attorneys are appointed today. Those appointed to these offices
continued to collect internal revenue within States of the Union until the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 was implemented. The
two offices were administratively abolished via Reorganization Plan No. 26 of 1950. The name of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue was changed to Internal Revenue Service via Treasury Order #150-27, which was not published in the Federal Register
in compliance with requirements of the Federal Register Act. (See 44 U.S.C. §§ 1501 et seq., particularly § 1505(a))
CFR §§ 3401(c) & (d). The authorization is essentially intra-governmental in nature (See 5 USC § 301 for Federal Register
publication exemption; see also, 44 USC § 1505(a)); it does not extend to private sector enterprise in States of the Union. 7.
Whenever someone subjected to examination challenges or otherwise contests fact and/or law issues, examination officers are
required to resolve contested issues or refer them to the appeals office for resolution. As an alternative, the examination
officer may request a National Office Technical Advice Memorandum that provides findings of fact and conclusions of law. See
26 CFR § 601.105 generally. 8. Income tax liabilities must be assessed in compliance with requirements of 26 U.S.C. § 6203 and
26 CFR § 301.6203-1 before there is a tax liability. On request, the taxpayer against whom income tax liabilities are assessed is
entitled to receive the assessment certificate or certificates. The law does not authorize computergenerated or other
alternatives. See Hughes v. United States of America, 953 F.2d 531 (9th Cir.1991). 9. The Secretary is required to issue 10-day
notice and demand for payment after lawful, procedurally proper assessments are made (26 U.S.C. § 6303); there is no
statutory or regulatory authorization for notice and demand for payment being issued prior to tax liabilities being assessed in
compliance with 26 CFR § 301.6203-1. 10. Prior to any adverse action to collect contested delinquent so-called “tax debts” (i.e.,
properly assessed liabilities), the current general agent of the Treasury and the Attorney General must authorize such action.
See particularly, Executive Order #6166 of June 10, 1933, as amended, 5 USC § 5512, and 26 USC § 7401. (The General
Accounting Office is listed as general agent of the Treasury in notes following Title 5 USC. § 5512, but appears to have
delegated certification of tax and other debts owed to Government of the United States, most probably to the Treasury
Financial Management Service or a subdivision thereof). 11. Any statutory lien “arising” under § 6321 of the Internal Revenue
Code is inchoate (unperfected) until there is a judgment lien secured in compliance with the Federal Debt Collection
Procedures Act (See Chapter 176 of Title 28, particularly 28 USC § 3201). Therefore, notices of federal tax lien, notices of levy
and other such instruments utilized to encumber and convert private property are uttered instruments unless perfected by a
judgment from a court of competent jurisdiction. See also, Fifth Amendment due process clause, clarified by relationback
doctrine (United States v. A Parcel of Land, Buildings, Appurtenances and Improvements, known as 92 Buena Vista Avenue,
Rumson, New Jersey (1993), 507 U.S. 111; 113 S.Ct. 1126; 122 L.Ed. 2d 469). 12. Garnishment of wages and bank accounts may

be executed only as prejudgment and post-judgment remedies in compliance with the Federal Debt Collection Procedures Act,
published as Chapter 176 of Title 28. See particularly, Fuentes v. Shevin, Attorney General of Florida, et al, (1972) 407 U.S. 67,
92 S.Ct. 1983, 32 L.Ed. 2d 556, detailed by the Supreme Court of the State of Florida decision in
Ray Lien Construction, Inc. v. Jack M. Wainwrite, (1977) 346 S.2d 1029, for particulars concerning required notice and
opportunity for hearing. 13. All Internal Revenue Service seizures where there is not a judgment lien in place are predicated on
the underlying presumption that a drug-related commercial crime specified in 26 CFR § 403.38(d)(1) has been committed and
that the seized property was being used in connection with or was the fruit of the crime. See particularly, Delegation Order
157, Rule 41 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, and 26 USC § 7302 (property used in violation of internal revenue
laws). The “in rem” action is admiralty in nature (26 USC § 7323) and presumes that there is a maritime nexus. See 26 USC §
7327 concerning customs laws. 14. Collateral issues and procedural essentials (nature and cause of action, standing of the
Internal Revenue Service, venue, subject matter jurisdiction generally, and substantive and procedural due process rights) are
matters that must be documented in record when challenged. Therefore, the mandate for disclosure falls within substantive
and procedural rights that cannot be avoided or otherwise passed over through technicalities or silence. U.S. Supreme Court
decisions verifying these requirements are too numerous to list in this context. 15. The Administrative Procedures Act and the
Federal Register Act require publication of organizational particulars and procedure in the Federal Register. See particularly, 5
U.S.C. § 552. The Internal Revenue Service appears to not be in compliance with these mandates. Therefore, IRS personnel
engaged in federal tax administration has a duty to affirmatively resolve organizational and other collateral and procedural
issues when they are raised in the administrative forum. 16. Internal Revenue Service personnel acts not authorized by law and
omission of duties imposed by law are criminal in nature (26 USC §§ 7214(a)(1), (2) & (3)), and whether knowingly or
unknowingly, IRS personnel operating in States of the Union, except with the possible exception of authority for enforcing
drug-related customs laws (26 CFR § 403), are involved in a seditious conspiracy and racketeering enterprise. Where IRS
personnel operate under color of authority of the United States, when in reality they are agents of a government foreign to the
United States, offenses may be construed as treason and conspiracy to commit treason. See also, 18 U.S.C. § 912 concerning
false impersonation of an officer of the United States. 17. There are essentials to any case or controversy, whether
administrative or judicial, arising under the Constitution and laws of the United States (Article III § 2, U.S. Constitution, “arising
under” clause). See Federal Maritime Commission v. South Carolina Ports Authority, 535 U.S. ___ (2002), decided March 28,
2002, and cases cited therein. The following elements are essential: 1) When challenged, standing, venue and all elements of
subject matter jurisdiction, including compliance with substantive and procedural due process requirements, must be
established in record; 2) Facts of the case must be established in record; 3) Unless stipulated by agreement, facts must be
verified by competent witnesses via
testimony (affidavit, deposition or direct oral examination); 4) The law of the case must affirmatively appear in record, which in
the instance of a tax controversy necessarily includes taxing and liability statutes with attending regulations (See United States
of America v. Menk, 260 F. Supp. 784 at 787 and United States of America v. Community TV, Inc., 327 F.2d 79 (10th Cir., 1964));
5) The advocate of a position must prove application of law to stipulated or otherwise provable facts; and 6) The trial court,
whether administrative or judicial, must render a written decision that includes findings of fact and conclusions of law.
Knowing your precise title and the act of Congress that created the office you occupy is essential to establishing your authority
for the same reason it is essential to establish legitimacy of the Internal Revenue Service. Per Article I § 8 clause 18 of the
Constitution of the United States, Congress is charged with responsibility for making all laws with respect to authority and
operation of Government of the United States. Per United States v. Germaine, 99 U.S. 508 (1879); Norton v. Shelby County, 118
U.S. 425, 441, 6 S.Ct. 1121 (1886), and numerous other cases that reinforce the determination “there can be no officer, either
de jure or de facto, if there be no office to fill.” The constitutional oath of office is important enough that the first official act of
Congress in 1789 set requirements for the oath in place. See 1 Stat. 23. The Constitution of the United States mandates a
constitutional oath of office in Article VI, Clause 3. The requirement for civil commissions is in Article II § 2, Clause 2 of the
Constitution. Requirements for civil commissions were particularized in Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137, 2 L.Ed. 60, 1 Cranch
137 (1803), and United States v. Le Baron, 60 U.S. 73 (1856). Requirements for surety bonds arise from common law doctrine
and statutory law. See particularly, 26 USC § 6803, 7101, 7102 & 7485, 26 CFR §§ 301.7101-1 & 301.7102-1 and 31 USC § 9303.
Collateral issues other than the above requests intended to document your personal standing will be addressed separately

from this request. You may provide the requested items within a reasonable period of twenty calendar days from receipt of
this request. See the Administrative Procedures Act for deadlines. In the alternative, you may recuse yourself from this case so
long as you provide written notice. In the event you do not formally recuse yourself, you may be considered a party to any past
or subsequent adverse action. You may withdraw any and all claims, demands and/or encumbrances issued directly or
indirectly within the scope of your alleged administrative authority. Respectfully,
_____________________________ _________________________________
Brian Aberle

Jennifer L. Aberle

Attachments: EXHIBIT ‘A’ – Copy of previous Letter dated June 6, 2002

