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Voice of the American Sovereign
(VOAS)

National *Association of American Sovereigns

(NAAS)

Mission:  The Scanned Retina; A Private Citizen Advocacy Membership Association, dedicated 
to Securing Lawful Constitutional Compliance for all sovereign Americans.

scannedretina mission statement

The current “truth” depends on — in which reality we chose to be present!

Is not a society judged on how it treats its most vulnerable 
members…those who can not speak 

and 
defend themselves…?

https://scannedretina.com/2019/05/25/national-association-of-american-sovereigns-naas/
https://scannedretina.com/2019/05/27/naas-community-chapter/
https://scannedretina.files.wordpress.com/2018/06/scannedretina-mission-statement1.pdf
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Sovereignty!

GOT HONOR?

We were supposed to fight for Willie!

Now it is official – T R E A S O N

Capital Punishment – Returns to America.

https://scannedretina.com/2015/07/22/sovereignty/
https://scannedretina.com/2017/12/14/got-honor/
https://scannedretina.com/2019/07/29/we-were-supposed-to-fight-for-willie/
https://scannedretina.com/2019/07/27/now-it-is-official-t-r-e-a-s-o-n/
https://scannedretina.com/2019/07/27/capital-punishment-returns-to-america/
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1.  Sixth Circuit Brief

1.1.  From: Bob H <bobholcomb@cox.net>
Subject: Sixth Circuit Brief
Date: December 9, 2019 at 4:31:44 PM PST
To: arnie rosner <arnie@arnierosner.com>
Reply-To: Bob H <bobholcomb@cox.net>

Dear Clerk of the Court,
I am appealing your panel's recent opinion of my pro se position to nine of your circuit 
court justices for their opinion concerning the issue of income tax in regards to private 
verses public, or more specifically, nontaxpayer verses taxpayer, and the added issues 
of the amendment process to the People's 1787 Constitution and its Bill of Attainder 
prohibition. The following are issues prior to the first indictment filed against me in 2012.
Nontaxpayer verses taxpayer.
When I presented my pro se position of "public sector" sourced funds verses "private 
sector" sourced funds to the panel, I thought I made it perfectly clear that at no time in 
my life, other than when I was drafted, have I ever voluntarily engaged in a federally 
(public) sourced privileged activity receiving public sector sourced funds subject to a 
federal excise/privilege tax. My position (belief; I (1st) Article of Amendment) as a 
nontaxpayer was officially stated to the IRS in 1999 via letter and over the years to the 
various court appointed attorneys (who were in allegiance to the Federal Government) 
all of whom ignored my position, refused to place it into the record, and continued to 
cause me severe distress via threats of receiving worse punishments than what I was 
being offered.
Additionally, I am disappointed with the recent judicial (actually administrative) verbicide 
the panel used in its attempt to reduce my nontaxpayer position to that of "frivolous" by 
providing a 1984 opinion of the meaning of the term "income" as, "gross income means 
all income from whatever source derived." Using the term "income" within its own 
meaning is circular reasoning at its finest. We are not talking about a word that could 
simply be cited from a dictionary definition, we are attempting to determine the meaning 
of a term put into play by the many revenue acts of Congress. It is Congress' duty to 
provide the meaning of their term "income", and as I cited, they did once, in sections 86 
and 90 from Congress' 1862 Revenue Act, which has never been repealed.
Section 90 is the only place in any revenue act that Congress spelled out and then 
equated "income" with "profits" and "gains" realized by an individual or company directly 
receiving public sector sourced funds for rendering services directly to the Federal 
Government. This is in sharp contrast to section 86's "salary" paid to individuals as 
compensation for their services as employees of the Federal Government. In both 
sections two criteria must be met to be transformed from a nontaxpayer (private) to a 
taxpayer (public) subject to a federal excise/privilege tax: 1) the taxpayer must be 
providing services directly to the Federal Government; and 2) must be receiving public 
sector sourced funds directly from the Federal Government for those services. The 
1913 ratification of the XVI (16th) Article of Amendment to the People's Constitution did 
not expand the class known as taxpayers, it simply required said taxpayers to treat their 
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private sector sourced funds just as they would their public sector sourced funds. Mr. 
Scalia once wrote an opinion friendly to my position, "The restrictions ... upon the 
government ... as the regulator of private conduct, are not the same as ... in its capacity 
as employer" (Rutan v. Republican Party of Illinois, 497 US 62, 95 (1990)).
At this point, I am requesting that the Federal Government state what federally sourced 
privileged activity I engaged in while providing a service to the Federal Government and 
received public sector sourced funds subject to a federal excise/privilege tax for that 
service. If the Federal Government can not state said activity then all actions taken 
against me by the Federal Government over the years must be declared null and void 
from the beginning, I must be immediately released from custody, and all harms 
remedied.
Amendment process.
Keeping within the same theme of federally sourced privileged activity, I now bring up 
the amendment process to the People's Constitution. The "People" ratified their 
Constitution in their People conventions as per Article X (10) of their 1777 Articles of 
Confederation instead of using Article XIII (13) requiring unanimous approval by the 
People's several State Legislatures in state legislature conventions. The People's 
Constitution, which expanded Article II (2) of said Articles, has itself been amended over 
the centuries only by the People's several State Legislatures in state legislature 
conventions. Why is this important? Until the People hold their own conventions, all 
amendments ratified by the several State Legislatures can only effect those classes of 
individuals under the authority (work contract, etc.) of either the People's Federal 
Government and/or the People's several State Legislatures, and never the People 
themselves, especially those outside the public sector. As a side note, the People's 
Constitution can only be dissolved by the People, or I should say their "Posterity", in 
People conventions and not by the several State Legislatures or the Federal 
Government. So even the amendment process proves who is subject to the XVI (16th) 
Amendment, those engaged in a federally sourced privileged activity. Mr. Hughes once 
wrote an opinion friendly to my position, "Congress can not invoke the sovereign power 
of the people [sic] to override their will as thus declared" (Perry v. US, 294 US 330, 354 
(1935)).
Bill of Attainder.
I now state that any enforcement of the Acts of Congress fall within the "Bill of Attainder" 
prohibition clauses of the People's Constitution due to lack of judicial review. Though 
neither the People's Constitution nor the notes of the Philadelphia Convention provide 
any details on said clauses, its modern origination begins with the Magna Charta's 
"lawful judgment of his peers" clause. King John's complete control of all legislation, 
enforcement, and adjudication in the early 13th Century enraged the Scottish Barons to 
capture John and force him to agree to an independent judiciary. For over 750 years 
this was referred to as "Due Process", "[Common] Law of the Land", "Trial by Jury", jury 
of our peers, etc., until Congress' Supreme Court subverted that precedent in 1968 by 
making judges the peers. More on the courts below.
Mr. John Marshall, chief justice, (the most logical of the Virginia junto) and his 
successors all saw the Bill of Attainder clauses as an element of the separation of 
powers between the three branches of a government as well as Congress' roles as 
State Legislature, local counsel, and employer; and further, that the People's 
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Constitution forbade Congress or any lawmaker from exercising the power and office of 
judge at any time. Unfortunately that is exactly what has happened. It may be said that 
"a bill of attainder is a legislative act which inflicts punishment without judicial trial", but a 
Bill of Attainder is much more. It consists of all actions passed/implemented by any part 
of a government and their integrated auxiliary entities that inflicts any type of 
punishment subject to only administrative review either through internal oversight 
committees, congressional Article I "Tribunals", Article III "inferior Courts", etc., which 
have all been rendered incapable of conducting judicial trials.
How does the above apply? Because Congress was to "ordain and establish" Article III 
inferior Courts and create Article I Tribunals, both operating under Article III's "judicial 
Power" (general jurisdiction), which was assigned only to the People's "one supreme 
Court" at (not of) the District of Columbia; yet Congress found a way around that 
"judicial Power". With the several State Legislatures' ratification of the XI (11th) Article of 
Amendment's "Judicial power" (limited jurisdiction), Congress had control of the 
judiciary. As evidence, the June 19, 1934 historical notes for the creation of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure describe how Congress authorized their Supreme Court to put 
the rules together and implement them only after congressional approval. Since when 
does the head of one branch of government tell the head of another what to do? When, 
in this case, the Supreme Court is not the head of another branch, but an Article I 
Tribunal (as well as those under it) created by Congress and subject to Congress' 
authority. The People were the ones who created their Article III "one supreme Court", 
implying there is at least one Clerk and one Judge still on record somewhere. It is this 
Judge, as well those under him who should answer to him alone, who was to act as a 
referee conducting judicial trials within the framework of Trial by Jury (not a jury trial) 
rendering judicial reviews and setting precedents under general jurisdiction ("judicial 
Power") for all federal civil and criminal actions. In direct contrast are the 
congressionally created and controlled Article I Tribunals staffed with judges/justices 
(chief prosecutors/inquisitors) who are congressional employees, subject to a 
congressionally mandated income tax, giving administrative opinions under limited 
jurisdiction ("Judicial power"). Mr. Hamilton (an agent of the New York magnates) once 
wrote an opinion friendly to my position, "The complete independence of the courts of 
justice is peculiarly essential in a limited Constitution" (The Federalist, No. 78); as did 
Mr. Leibell, "A United States District Court is ... a tribunal created by Congress under ... 
Article 1 ... [and] ... has only such jurisdiction as the Congress confers upon the 
court" (Eastern Metals v. Martin, 191 F.Supp 245, 249 (2nd Cir. 1960); and, as did Mr. 
Phillips, "The United States district courts are not courts of general jurisdiction" (Graves 
v. Snead, 541 F.2d 159, 162 (6th Cir. 1976)).
By way of example, Great Britain's complete control of legislation, enforcement, and 
adjudication (just like King John) was the main reason for the Revolutionary War clearly 
spelled out in the Continental Congress' 1774 Declaration and Resolves,
"[T]he British parliament ... extend[ed] the jurisdiction ... [and] ... the power of admiralty 
courts [Tribunal system] beyond their ancient limits [shoreline], ... deprived the 
American subject of trial by jury [general v. limited jurisdiction], and ... made [judges] 
dependant on the crown [bankers] alone for their salaries, ... which demonstrates a 
system formed to enslave America"; and in their 1776 Declaration of Independence,
“He [George III] has obstructed the Administration of Justice, by refusing his Assent to 
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Laws for establishing Judicial Powers [general v. limited jurisdiction] ... He has made 
Judges dependent on his Will alone, for ... the Amount and Payment of their Salaries ... 
He has erected a Multitude of new Offices [enforcers], and sent hither Swarms of 
Officers to harass our People, and eat out their Substance ... For depriving us ... of the 
Benefits of Trial by jury [VII (7th) Article of Amendment] ... A Prince whose Character is 
thus marked by every act which may define a Tyrant, is unfit to be the Ruler of a free 
People ... We have warned them [enforcers] from Time to Time of Attempts, by their 
Legislatures to extend an unwarrantable Jurisdiction over us ... They too have been 
deaf to the Voice of Justice and Consanguinity [destroying your brother].”
The irony is that the above quotes, which were at that time directed towards the crown, 
king, and parliament, must now be directed at the oppressive actions of the same body 
that originally wrote them. Congress has not only supplanted our former tyrants, but 
through deceit and massive misdirection surpassed them in every way and have 
destroyed Due Process.
People's "one supreme Court."
At this point, I am not sure if this circuit tribunal has the authority to entertain my 
position, so I am requesting that you provide me the information necessary to access 
the Judge(s) of the People's "one supreme Court" at the District of Columbia (not the 
justices sitting in Congress' Supreme Tribunal within the City of Washington), as that 
seems to be the only possible People's Article III Court that may still be in existence that 
a private Man like myself is to be interacting with when dealing with the Federal 
Government.
Conclusion.
In conclusion, I am a nontaxpayer not engaged in a federal sourced privileged activity 
receiving public sector sourced funds subject to a federal excise/privilege tax, as proven 
by Congress' 1862 Revenue Act and the amendment process to the People's 
Constitution; and if I were a taxpayer, any enforcement of an Act of Congress against 
me would be classified as a Bill of Attainder due to lack of judicial review under general 
jurisdiction, as Congress' Tribunal system is not independent of the lawmaker and is 
only authorized to render opinions via administrative review within the narrow 
parameters of limited jurisdiction.

I await your reply,
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