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Citizen Walter D. Saunders Surrender by Registered Mail #
Srkaminia County, Washington : ' [7 : '
non-resident/Domestic Delivery T - |/ '
c/6 M.P5%.R. 14 : i I/?/'C)b
Stevenson, Washington )

United American Republic

Postal Zone 98648

Department of Health & Human Services Associate General Counsel,
Social Security Acdministration Social Security Division
Comissioner, Acting: Louis D Enoff Donald Gonya
6401 Security Boulevard 6401 Secruity Boulevard
Baltimore, MD 21235 - Baltimore, MD 21235 FILED FOR RECORD
: F“' J”"' ¥YASH
PUBLIC NOTICE DIRECTIVE TO: BY Watf _Qmmﬁg
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
SECRETARY T.OUIS W. SULLIVAN, M.D. HU" FH '93
AND SOCIAL SECRUITY ADMINISTRATION
COMMISSIONER, ACTING: LOUIS D. ENOFF le

SURRENDER OF SOCIAL SECURITY CARD AND CARY M. ()Lq
USE OF REGISTRATION NUMBER

FUBLIC NOTICE OF SURRENDER BY AFFIDAVIT
“De plactio transgressionis”

State of Washington )
) Subscribed, Sworn and Sealed
County of Skamania )

PREAMBLE

I, Citizen Walter D. Saunders the undersigned affiant.and iudicial
Power jus sanguinis Citizen of one of the American Republics, keing
a Washington native natural born adult male, living on the Land within
the boundaries of Skamania County, as a judicial Power Citizen of washmgton.
as such has heen for fitty-two years hereby make this Limited appearance,
by Affidavit, in Porpna Persona, proceeding juris et de jure, in Law,
at Common Law, conferring nor consenting' to: any foreign jurlsdictlom .
except to the the de jure judicial power of Washington or the Limitations
and Prohibitions respectively ‘on all state, federal and international
government agencies or. subdivisions, quasi or not, when interacting
or dealing with them. Therefore, let it be Ynown that the undersigned,
is not a United States Government: (Federal), or State employee nor an
Officer or employee of a corporation of the "United States” or a "State",
nor a resident of Washington, nor a "citizen or (and) resident of the
“United States", nor has he ever been, and therefore proceeds without
reservation and without prejudice. Wherefore the undersigned affiant
named herein being duly sworn and upon oath under the penralty of perjury
delcares or evidences and deposes as cuch for the following course of
actions .
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AFFIDAVIT AMENDMENT PROTECTION CLAUSE

I, the undersigned sovereign State Citizen, in order to protect my
unalienable rights to life, liberty, and property, inclusive of my right
to the proper in rem and in personam jurisdictional status, state that I
have been forced to amend certain documents, instruments and affidavits
due to the continued revelation and increased discovery of the undersigned's
mistakes of Law in part due to continuous acts, past and present, of misrep-
resentation, a withholding of material facts and undue influence upon the
undersigned by the de facto governments and ultra vires agencies, both state
and federal, and therefore I declare that I am free to amend, as a matter
of substantive right, for { cannot be held liable for acts, errors or ommis-
sions by goverrnments which are out of my control, and which would/may
constitute fraud, de facto or ultra vires operation, in one form or another,
by such said governmental agencies/bodies. therefore, 1 proceed at all times
"Wwith reservation and without prejudice" to any of my unalienable rights,
inclusive of my personal right to a "due process proceeding” under the res-
pective judicial power, either within the State of Washington or of the Union
of the several united States, united for and by the Constitution for the united
States of America; and further,

1B
I, Walter D. Saunders, the undersigned, @ human male, Citizen of
the State of Washington, and ‘thereby one of the several American
Republics, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

That T am competent to testify and have standing capacity to act
as to the lawful matters herein; and further,

That T have personal, executive, recorded and documented knowledge
of my status/state and the facts and evidence stated herein for
justification of my course of action: and further,

That under the rules of evidence, all tangible evidence, facts,

presumptions, or law stated herein or attached records, are not

nearsay, but true and correct and as such are admissible a& real evidence
- of actions in fraud, concealment, withholding of material: facts, .

undue influence, threat, coercion, sedition or treason, breach of public

trust, and breach of Oath of Office, and as such if not rebutted

according to the maxim of law, "he who remains silent consents” remain © .

"res’ judicata" hy default and failure to answer. This subject

matter of fraud in factum or otherwise iz heing evidenced through-out

the pages of the confirmatory docursint and instrument per cause

and material issue as hereinafter more fully appears, and if not °

rebutted in complete ‘entirety with contrary tandible evidence

of fact and law, will by the niles of evidence then stand as real

evidence against the identified perpetrators as herein proof of

fraud or moreover materializes; and further, )
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That currently I am not a member or participant in either the Armed

_Forces of the Unjted States or military service, or that of any
other nation, country or republic. ~hat. T am not, nor have I ever
ween a state or federal employer anc /qr employee; and further,

That I, Walter D. Saunders, am ef lawful age and competent; and

as such a native, natural born Free judicial Power Citizen of Washington,
and thereby in one of the 50 united States of America, therefore by
right of heritage, jus sanquinis descending from my Family who has

roen here in Washington since the 1800's. I'm a judicial Washington
Citizen, by birth protected by the original Constitution of Washington,
the Articles of Confeceration of 1777, the Constitution for the

united States of America (1789). inclusing its Preamhle and the Bl

of Rights (1791); and therefore retains the unalienable rights

granted hy God, as found in the positive law emhodied {n the Declaration
of Indepencence of 1776, binding rights upon myself and my posterity,
this day and for all time; anc further,

waerefore and exclusively I shall not waive my right to PROFERTY, for

as securac rights within Article 1. Sec. 7. "life, liverty., and property”
in the Constitution for the State of Washington (1889) anc also secured
under the protection of Article 1V, Sec. 2. Cl. L. "citizens of the several
States”, an” the Fourth and Fifth Article of Amencment to the original
Constitution for the united States of America; and further, ‘

T have read the following Hearings, Revenue Rulings, Federal Court
Cases and IRC Regulations: 4

“Analysis of the Social Security System Hearings before a subcommittee
. of the Ways and Means, House of Representative, Eighty-Thire Congress,
' First Session on The Legal Status of OASI Benefits, Novemrer 27, 1953."
250 pages of fraud anc concealment by Social Security Board nov named
SSA. h :

~itle 76, Code section 3121{e) Definitions:

State, United States, and citizen.

For purposes of this chapter—- : :

(1) Stzte. The term “State” includes the District of Columbia, the
Coermonuealth of Puerto Rico, the Yirgin Islands, Guam, anc American
Samoa. )

26 CFR 26.2121 (L)(1)-1, . REV. RUL. 57-576

Azveements entered into by domestic corporations with respect to foreign
sv-zidiaries. : ’
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Social security coverage extended to individuals employed by a

foreign subsidiary of a domestic corporation pursuant to an agreement
under section 2121(1) of the Federal Insurance Contrihutions Act

{s 1imites to United States citizens. Accordingly , such coverage
ceases on the date that such an employee heccmes a citizen of another
country. Amounts paid under the agreement with respect to coverage
of such individual prior to the date on which he became a citizen

of another country are not refundahle.

Brcokens v. United States, 627 F .2¢ 494 at 497 note 2; Executive Order
9397 of Movemher 22, 1943 provided: ,

NUMBERING SYSTEM FOR FEDERAL ACCOUNTS
RELATING TO INDIVIDUAL PERSONS-

whereas certain Federal agencies from time to time require in
the acministration of thelr activities a system of numerical
jcentification of accounts of (individual persons;

whereas some seventy million persons have heretofore been assigned
account numhers pursuant to the Social Security Act;

i*oreas a large peticentage of Federal employees have already heen
assignod account numhers pursuant €o the Social Security Act,
et secr.

“Congress inciuded in the original Act {Sccial Security) and has
since retained, a clause reserving to it the right to alter, amend
or repeal nay provision of the act 1104, 49 Stat. 648 42°UsC 1304."
Fleming v. Nestor 363 US 603

Social Security i& not an accrued property right. Stewart Machine
Company v.Devis 201 US 548. :

IRC 26 CFR scc. 201.6109-1 (g) Identifying numbers. ‘“Nonresident
Slien exclusion. This section shall not apply to nonresident

aliens, foreign corporations, foreign partmerships, or foreign
private foundations that do not have income effectively’ connected
.7it% the conduct of a trade or husiness vithin the United States

ané co not have an office or piace of business in the United States.”
See “Trade or Business" 26 IRC sec. 864 (b),(1) & (A) for proof!

" COMFLAINT AND DECLARATION OF E‘RAUD ,
" INCULPATORY EVIDENCE OF DOLUS OR INTENT TO DEFRAUD"
Qui vi raput, fur improbior esse vicetur

Evidence of Fraud, Withholding of Material Facts,
Deception, Misinformation.

(four)




BOOK /39 pRGE 392

That the Social Security Administration personally attaches this
non-state or federal employee, State Citizen to a regional jurisdiction
by agreement and subjects me to your foreign” "ollection agent the
Internal Revenue Service and a United States court o1 regional

strict tiahility statutory power. Also, Social Security is administered
by an unauthorized reqgional venue with districts, not de jure States,
therefore there has been a false government created transition

of my personam, from State sovereignty to a regional foreign
territorialism under the unauthorized federal regional jurisdiction

of the "United States"/District of Columbia; ard further;

They, the Social Security Administration, did not inform this State
Citizen, Walter D. Saunders, that T would be defined as an artificial
person by agreement and statute (Title XT Sec.: 1101 (1] [2] s.S.

Act 1935); and thus I would become a "person" who only had privileges
and immunities ard no organic Constitutional secured rights tc

my 1ife, 1iverty and property; also see Section 1101.(a) When used

in this Act --"(3} The term "person" means an individual, a trust

or estate, a Partnership, or a corporation.” Social Security Act,

49 Stat 620 at 647 (1935); and further,

They, the Social Security Administration, did not inform this Affiant
that Social Security registraticn would reform the geographical

area of the United States into Regions and Districts within regions,
not states, repealing all State boundaries and creating a fourth
branch of government, not authorized, pursuant to the Supremacy
Clause. (Title XI Sec. 1101 [a] [2] S.S. Act 1935) also pursuant

to your Title 42 State Agreement; the term State is defined as

the District of Columbia and the term Governor is defined as the
Mayor of the District of Columbia, you had no jurisdiction to 1nv01ve

my State of ﬂgshing;gn in thls fraud; and further,

They, the Social Security Administration, did not inform th1s Affiant
that T would tecome a subject of the District of Columbia (Title

XTI Sec. 1101 [a] {1] S.8. Act 1925) nor did they instruct me that

as an infant I could not enter into such an agreement nor did they
inform me that the Social Security Application was limited to United
States citizens, which I was not. Further the appiication had

a perjury clause for those vwho are within the United States which

I was not, pursuant to Title 28, Sec. 1746 (2) which as an infant

of a Citizen of the State of Washington; and further,

They, the Social Security Administration, dld not inform this

Affiant of the Commuinist like socialist Doctrine of the scheme

of social insurance and how this form of insurance is totally opposite
of other schemes of private insurance; and further,
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They, the Social Security Administration, did not inform this
Affiant that I would not he able to personally enforce the Bi1l
of Rights against the legislation of the United States Congress;
and further,

They, the Social Security Administration, did not inform this Affiant
that they were scheming to abolish the Statute of 1776 (beclaration
of Independence) and reduce the people to slavery, via monetary
socialism by dlcatorship in the United States; and further,

13. ‘Mey, the Social Security Administration, did not {nform this Affiant
" that the definitions in the Social Security Act did not conform

to definitions in standard dictionaries; and, they used a public
office and place of trust and a superiority of knowledge to deceive
this Affiant into joining. After careful examination of the Secial
Security Act, 74th Congress, Session 1, Ch. 531, August 14, 1935,
page 636, Section 70?7, Duties of Socfal Security Board, the term
vSoclal Insufance” is used. "Social Insurance" is defined in Black's
4w Dictionary as a “a comprehensive welfare plan established by
law, generally compulsorx in nature, and based on.a program which
spreads the cost of venetilg among the entire population rather
than on individual recipients. 7The federal governmment began to
use depreciating insurance programs to raise revenue for international
operations in 1935, with the passage of the Social SEcurity Act.
The basic federal and state approaches to social insurance presently
in use are; Oi¢ Age, Survivors, and Disahility Insurance (i.e.
Social Security); Medicare and Medicaid; unemployment insurance;
and worker's compensation.” Black's Law Dict. RED. 2 724; and
further, S :

Further, in 1938 in Ashwander v. T.V.A., 297 W.S. 288, 246, 56 -

S. Ct. 466, 482, 80 L. BEd. 688, according to the Ashwander court,
“anyone who partakes of the henefits or privileges of a given statute,
or anyone who even places himself into a position where he may :
avail himself of those benefits at will, cannot reach constitutional
grounds to redress grievances in the courts against the given statue.”

They, the Social Security Administration, ¢id not inform this Affiant
when people, as State Citizens, accepted Social Security they also
accepted its definition of "person,” and they too, then, are taxed

for the prvilege of Federds® Employment and citizenship and state’
residence (Federal) through the personal income tax, state and federal.
The people of the States were deceived by this act ‘because the government
allowed the constitution to be altered outside the bounds of the

Preamble {Amendments 12-26) and thus the State Citizens fell victim

to governmenpaoﬁer man instead of man over government; and further,
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15. Social Security (FICA)} is a voluntary scclial insurance policy which,by
submission, suborns this affiant, an otherwise Free, Natural Citizen of
the State of Washington, into the Federal, corporate, jurisdiction same sald
as a Federal Employee or Employer, that has been created within regional
concepts, under the authority of the United States Constitution, 14th Amend-
ment, to divest the posterity of their birthright in the Statute of 1776
(The Declaration of Independence) and to reduce the posterity to mere subjects
of the United States, in order to raise revenue for the cause of the New World
Order, and thereby, reduce the sovereignty of the several 50 States to no effect,
as districts, in a scheme of centralized/international government through the
national socialist scheme of the Social Security Act; and further,

16. The Social Security (FICA) socfal insurance scheme is deployed to limit,

by supersedeas quasi contract, my personam of de jure sanguinis “State Citizen,"
with intent, through misrepresentation, to impair, exort and divest me of my
God-given Unalienable Rights (viz, natural unaliepable rights), otherwise prot-
ected by the limitations and prohibitions set out in the Organic Law for the
united States of America by requiring me through uninformed, implied and direct
consent (submission) to surrender or limit the affect of my peraonam of State )
Citizen, to accomplish ends wholly beyond the sphere marked out by the Declaration
of Independence {1776), the original Constitution for the United States of

America (1787), the Bill of Rights (1791) and the original Constitution for the
State of Washington, an American Republic; and further,

17. The social security scheme (FICA) is a stealthy encroachment on, and an easy
way, via government controlled media blitz propaganda, to circumvent the limitations
and guarantees provided by "We the People,” against centralized, international
_government., specifically, but not limited to, the limitations and guarantees
against abridgment and subornation of my Inalienable and Unalienable Rights

granted by God, as expressed and asserted in the original Constitution for

the State-of Washington, the Declaration of Independence(1776), as set out

in the original Constitution for the United States of America (1787) and its

Bill of Rights (1791}, and, as earlier expressed and asserted in the Déclaration

and Resolves of The First Continental Congress(1774); and further,

18. Participation in Social Security, a social insurance policy, and
the agency (power of attorney) scheme thereunder, is an attefipt °
by creatures of the government, or coparties, to compel me into
a joint adventure, with regional {interstate and international)
statutory implications, of an intragovernmental nature, in the un-
authorized jurisdiction(s) that now exist by the United States,
codified pursuant to declaratory Amendments not authorized for

Citizens of the States, in the Constitution for the United State
of America; and further,

Only as an adult and not an infant, and by my informed consent, .
with full disclosure, can the government excercise an unauthorized
intragovernmental authority over me, in the jurisdiction(s) of the
"United States" outside the limitations of the criginal Constitution
(1787) and the Bill of Rights (1791); and further.

(seven)
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All power (right) helongs within me, to accept or deny control,

in areas of law which are not within the jurisdiction of the organic
Censtitution for the united States of America (1787) and the Constitutions
for the several States of the Union, that could pertain, or attempt

to pertaln. to me, as one of "We the People" of the several States

found in the Preamble to the Constitution for the united States

of America (1787), which power (right} is protected by the limitations

and prohibitions set out in the 9th and 10th Articles in Amendment

to the Organic Constitution [Bi1l of Rights (1791)); ang further,

I was deceived, as an infant via media generated, undue influence
and government nondisclosure, due to a withholding of material
fact, therefore helieving I was required, or could be required,

to obtain a Social ‘Security account and number in order to exercise

my bhasic rights of Life, Liberty, Property and the Pursuit of Happiness,
and further,

I, the Affiant found that the application for Social Security Account
(S8-5) contains no warning of its servitude implications or conditions,
nor does it set forth that it is for Federal Employees or those

who live in federal areas under the control of Congress nor where

its servitude implications or conditions might be discovered; and
further,

~.—-— SURRENDER OF SOCIAL SECURITY CARD AND NUMBER
FOR JUST AND GCOD CAUSE

Wherefore, formal and actual notice by Affidavit is also given,

that T , Citizen Walter D. Saunders, hereby SURRENDERS the use of the
assigned Security Card and Number 537-38-6787, (I have no caré toc surrencer
“because it was 10st in 1993) and therby waive all statutory or regulatory
benefits and obligations of the aforesaid social insurance scheme; that

I abuolutely will not use your (Social Security Admoinistration) account
established thereunder, i{dentifying numbers or other identifiers, which
represent said account, except to repudiate; and, that I will not apply.
for, receive, collect, or attempt to apply for, receive or collect,

any privilege or benefits established under said social insurance scheme,
whatsoever, and that your said numberéd account will be treated as though
it never had been established as fully and completely as if same had

never been applied for or a551gned and further,

"ACQUITTANCE"&
SURRENDER OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER AND CARD
' FOR GOOD CAUSE
, CAVEAT AND GRAVAMEN
CONSTRUCTIVE PUBLIC NOTICE AND TRESPASS WARNING
"Pro Defectu jurisdictionis"

{eight)
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That I now, as before, will ‘In all ways, by right. make a special
appearance when confronted by your agency or coparties, and therefore
challenge, by right, any asserted, in rem, in personam, or subject
matter jurisdiction, as to your authority to move an administrative
or judicial proceeding against my proper person, as that of a JUDICIAL
POWER of the State of Washington or of the Union. My further notice
to you, and your agency or coparties, is that I will at all times,

be right, assert the maxim of 1law,"No sanction can be imposed absent
proof of jurisdiction,® anything less or to the contrary is trespass
and sedition to the Constitution and against this Citizen of the
State of Washington, which will be dealt with as such with full:force
and effect.

‘That I now, with self reliance, as before, will in all ways, by
right, conrol the conduct and affairs of my life, liverty, property

. and pursuit of happiness {potentiality), outside and not within

the scope and purview of the statutes of requlations which control
your functions or grant your agency or coparties authority over
“persons", for a State Citizen is not a “person”, equity jurisdiction
includes “"persons." Therefore your agency, or its coparties, are .
hereby placed on notice, that if any attempt is made upon this Affiant,
by your authority or your agency or its coparties, that would draw
my proper person into an administrative and/or judicial proceeding,
you will, prior to any proceeding, evidence documents which you

deem to grant you jurisdiction over my proper person. Therefore .

I am commanding you to make full disclosure of your proof of jur1sd1ction,
proof by real evidence and not prima facia, as such that my ‘proper
-person is "within the state of the forum" and as such you will
evidence as bona fide contract signed by me without fraud or undue
influence involved, which purports to grant- you, that jurisdiction
which you are seeking to establlsh

That I now, as before, w111 in all ways, by right, waive n6 Constitutional
secured rights, limitations or prohibitions that would grant access
to your agency cr coparites to therefore take control of my life,
liberty, property and pursuit of happiness (potentiality); nor do

T, or will T allow my proper person to be extradited to a foreign
jurisdiction by a deceptive, sub rosa, fraudulent or forc1b1e means
therehy conducted by or under the purported ‘authority of your agency
or coparties. Further, any proceeding, less than a full Jud1c1a1
Power proceeding, wiil be deeméd as'a willful act of trespass by
your agency or coparites upon this Affiant. 1 at all times past,
present or future retain my right to Assistance of Counsel in any
or:all administration or judicial proceedlngs. when confronted by
this above named agency or any coparty agencies. I reserve the
right to amend, rewrite, or alter if further discovery of fraud
surfaces, as néeld under the preamble and amendnent Section of this
Affidavit.
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That I now, as before, will. in all ways, by right, object and take exception
to your agency or coparties', continued acts of fraud, undue influence,
misrepresentation, withholdingy of material facts, threat, coercion,

an¢ denial of proper answer to my questions such as, who is the

"person" in the Statutes and regulations under and forth the authority

which your agency relies on, in order to enforce its demands, either
administratively or judicial. Your denial, along with your misinformation,
is deemed, by this Affiant, as actions of sedition and therefore

treason, this Affiant has his two witnesses who are also State Citizens,

who will testify against you and your agency or coparties.

Every Act perpetrated by any constitutionally created branch of
government while absent jurisdiction; every such act being required
to be made unlawfully under forces of arms; and every such act having
been made without probable cause; then, every such act is reguired

to have been made as a trespass, and/or other tort upon the Affiant,
and shall stitute a case to re pursued against the perpetrator in

an Action At law fér the recovery of his damages.

Cohen v. Virginia, 6 wheat 264, 5 L. Ed. 257 (1821)

"We [Courts] have no.more right to decline the exercise

of jurisdiction which is given, than to usurp that which
is not given. 'I‘HEONEOR'IHEUI‘HERWJLDBETREASONTO

THE CONSTITUTION."

(Also see: U.S. v. Will, 44Y US 200, 66 L.ED.2d 392, at

og. 406) '

'I‘HIS IS SUMMONS AND NOTICE UPON YOU that the "Extents" of the United
States, and the State of washlngton, that is, its Statues, Codes, and
Rejulations dealing with "residents or citizens of the United States",

as contemplated by the 13th,. 14th, 15th, and 16th Amendments, do not

apply to me, as I am a nonresident and alien to that citizenship and
residency, being a Citizen-Principal of the State of Washington and.

thereby in one of the several American Republics, as contemplated by
Article 1V, Section 2, of the Constitution for the United States of America.

THIS IS NOTICE UPON YOU that I am mot “fiow-nor have I ever been-a merchant,
or participated as a merchant in any transactlon with the "United States"
or any otherparty as a merchant involving the purchase-by my gift or
any other voluntary means-of me or an interest in me as goods within
the meanlngof the Unlform Gamnerc1al Code or the 13th and 14th Amendments.

THIS IS A GOOD FAITH EFFORT to correct an{ chernment created admlnistratlve ,
or publi¢ record which, in any degree, may appear to evidence the contrary;
and, to duly notice any party who believes the contrary or wishes to

make any claim against me based on a contrary belief, that you assert

‘that claim by a complaint in the nature of a JUDICIAL POWER SUMMONS,

as the law prescribes, and not by distress, i.e., seizure or distraint

of my body, labor, liberty or property in things: since, with me, being

of the status of liberty. you have not the immunity you are accustomed

" to enjoying when dealing with those of the status of resident.

(ten)-
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YOU HAVE 20 DAYS TO ANSYER IN WRITING, THIS CONFIRMATORY RESPONSE WITH

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND FINDINGS OF FACT OR BE FOUND 1IN DEFAULT WITH
PREJUDICE. -

If 1 do not hear from you within twenty (20) days, or if you fail to
address by request, the presumption will be established that you are
without authority to issue non judicial Power statutory Summons, Levies,
Seizures or charges/fees/taxes or paperworX on my proper person.

28. That I swear under penalty of perjury, under the Laws of the unfted
States of America, pursuant to Title 28, Sec. 1746{1), that the
Preamble and Sections 1 through 27 of this Affidavit, are true
and correct and so done in good ‘faith as to comply with the ' Law
to the very best of my knowledge, and further,

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT.

Suhsgribed and sworn, "nunc pro tunc" to the date of my majority,the
day of - in the year

°12
Subscribed, sworn and sedled on this Q day ofﬂam 1993. -

M@&M&eel
Walter D, Saunders, Citizen/sovereiqn,

by spectal 1imited appearance,

in Propria Persona, proceeding
Juris et de jure, with "without
Prejudice” to any of my God given
secured rights.

Jurat/Acknowledgment
State of Washington )

} Subscribed, Sworn and Sealed
County of Skamania

On this ‘i day of ZZQQCKHAIC 1993, Citlzen Walter D. Saunders,

being duly sworn, as such deposes; and did perqonally appear before
me, and is known to be the Citizen described in, and who executed,
the foregoing instrument/affidavit, and acknowledged that he executed
the same under oath as his free act and deed as a Citizen/sovereign
in the above said State and County. Subscribed ans sworn to.before

me the undersigned Notary Public in the above said County, State
and Country.

Commission expires QZZG /4( 0 . : Notary Public

o1e "TFEGGY B, LOWRY |
{eleven) : STATE OF WASHICTON
- . -
My Commission Expires 2-2395
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF OBJECTION )
“Pro defectu jurisdictionis”
Hosea: "My pevple perish for jack of knowledge.”
MEMORANDUM OF LAW UPON YOLUNTARY
NATURE OF SOCIAL SECURITY

The first inquiry vegurding the legal duty to apply for and obtain 2 SSN must involve an
examination of the U.S. Constitution and the powers granted therein to Congress. Congress can
only possess powers which are contained, expressly or by necessary implication, within the text
of the Cénstitution, particularty Art. 1, section 8. Being straightforward and to the poini, the
problem here for Social Security is that no particular clause in this or any other ariisle of the
Constitution is sufficient to sustain such power to compel a domestic, bona fide, State Citizen to
patticipate in a compuisory retirement or benefits scheme. The power to thus mandate
partfcipatlon in Social Security must therefore be one which is based upon an implied power.

To determine if this power is one arising by implication, a study of various Supreme Court
cases regarding the limits of Congressional power is essential. The States are arguably the
govemmental entities which might possess the inherent, munic:pal power to compet participation
in a retirement schemne; but, if the states might have this power, an issue which appears to not
have as yet been decided, does Congress have a corresponding power? Can Congress assume
this inherent power of the State and claim it as its own?

Pub. Agencie .t trapment v. ler, 813 F.Scbp. 558 (D.C.Cal. 1985), Chief
Judge Kariton, ibid, at Page 562 T .

“Lest this Opinion be read too broadly, | briefty pause to clarify what this case is not about.
This case does not involve mandatory participation in the SOcnal Security system by the State of
California or its public agencies. It may be assumed without déciding, that Congress could force
the State and public agencies to provide Title Il benefits to their employees, since the welfare of
all United States citizens is of concern o the entire nation.” See Garcia v. San Antonig
Metrecolitan Transit Autharity, U.S., 105 S.CL. 1005, 83 L.Ed.2d 1018 (1585). "It may be |
assumed (without deciding) that such an imposition might pass consmutional muster even
though the Agreement permits the State to withdraw from the contract. In such a éase, the-
State's contractual iight (0 withdraw would appear 6 be unaffected (thus a Just Compensation -
claim might be avoided), but the termination right would do the State no good since it would then
be under a statutory obligation to pamclpate in the Program. This is not, however, the situation
presented here. Inthe case before this court, the Congress has specifically divested the State -
and its public agencies of their contractual right to terminate their participation in the. Program;it. -
has further instructed the Secretary to effectuate that divestment by d:rectmg her to refuse (o
accept any otherwise properly tendered notifications of withdrawal. 1t is to this statutory scheme
that the lawsuits are tendered and it is only this question whtch is addressed

“Here, the will of Congress can nol ba given expression since to do so violates the just
compensation provision of the Constitution. | must conciude that the Congress acted without
Constilutional authority when it took the Plaintiffs contractual property right to withdraw from the
agreement without just compensation and that no rationai measure of damages may be awarded
consisten with Congress' purpose in passing the statute. Cun«gres;lonal action taken without
constituiional authotity being void.” ibid, at page 575 :
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF OBJECTICN
"Pro defectu jurisdictionis™ :
Hosea: "My people perish for lack of knovriedge.”
MEMORANDUM OF LAW UPON VOLUNTARY
NATURE OF SOCIAL SECURITY

The first inquiry regarding the legal duty to appiy for and obtain a SSN must involve an
examination of the U.S. Constitution and the powers granted thérein to Congress. Congress can
only possess powess which are contained, expressiy or by necessary implication, within the text
of the Constitution, particularty Art. 1, section 8. Being straightforward and to the point, tha
problem here for Social Security is that no particular clause in this or any cther article of the
Constitution is sufficient to sustain such power to compel a domestic, bona fide, State Citizen to
participate in a comnpuisory retirement or benefits scheme. The power to thus mandate
participation in Social Security must therefare be one which is based upon an implied power.

To deterniine if this power is one arising by implication, a study of various Supreme Court
cases regarding the limits of Congressional power is essential, The States are arguabty the
govemmental entities which migtt possess the inherent, municipal power to compei participation
in a retirement scheme; but, if the states migfit have this power, an issue which appears to not
have as yet been decided, does Congress have a corresponding power? Can Congress assume
this inherent power of the State and claim it as its own?

Pub. Agencies Opp. to Sog, Sec, Entrapment v. Heckler, 813 F.Supp. 558 (D.C.Cal. 1885), Chief
Judge Kariton, ibid, at Page 562.

"Lest this Opinion be read too broadly, | briefly pause to clarify what this case is not about.
This case does not involve mandatory participation in the Social Security sysiem by the State of
Caiifornia or its public agencies. It may be assumed without deciding, that Congress could force
the State and public agencies {0 provide Title Il benefits to their employees; since the welfare of
-all United States citizens is of concern {0 the entire nation.” See Gaicia v. San Antonio
Metropolitan Transit Authority, U.S., 105 S.Ct. 1005, 83 L.Ed.2d 1018 (1985). "It may be
assumed (withoul deciding) that such an imposition might pass constitutional muster even
though the Agreement permits the State to withdraw from the contract. In such a case, the
Slaie’s contractual right to withdraw would appear to be unaffected {thus a Just Compensation
claim might be avoided), but the fermination right would do the Slate no good since it would then
be under a statutory obligation to participate in the Frogram. This is not, however, the situation
presented here. In the case before this court, the Congress has specifically divested the State
and its public agencies of their coniractuai right to terminate their participation in the Program it
has further instructed the Secretary tt_) effectuate that divestment by difecting her to refuse o ~ -
accept any olherwise properly tendered notifications of withdrawal.- It is to this statutory scheme
that the lawsuits are tendered and it is only this quesiion which is addressed.”

“Here, the will of Congress can not be given axpression since to do so violates the just -
compensation provision of the Constitution. | must coﬁctude that the Congress acted without
Constitutional authority when it took the Plaintiffs contractual property right to withdraw from the
agreement without just compensation and that no ratiopal measure of damages may be awarded

_consistent with Congress' purpose in passing thi2 statute. Congressional action taken without -
constitutior.al authority being void.” ibid, at page 575 '
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“IT IS HEREBY DECLARED that the chilienged act of Congress, P L. 98-21, Section
163(1) and (b) is void and of no effect as it purports (o effect thess Plaintiffs; and the State of
Califomia and its poiitical subdivisions have the lawful right to withdraw from Title Il so long as
they have met the requirements of the agreement and the law." ibid, at page 5758

“The Secretary of Heaith and Human Services is hereby ORDERED to accept the
notifications of withdrawal property tendered to her.” ibid, at page 575

The historical record documents undeniabie proof that the confusion, ambiguity and
jurisdictional deceptions now buiit into Title 42 United States Code were deliberate. The first
internal Revenus Code was Titie 35 of the Revised Statutes of June, 1874. On Dacember
5, 1898, Mr. Justice Cox of the supreme Court of the District of Columbia delivered an

address before the Columbia Historical Society. In this address, he discussed the history of the
District of Columbia as follows:

In June 1868, an act was passed authorizing the President ic appoint three commissioners
to ravise and bring together ail the statutes...The act does not seem, in terms, to allude to
the District of Columbia, or even to embracs it...Without having any express authority to do
so, they make a separate revision and collection of the act of congress reiating to the
District, besides the collection of general statuies reiating to the whole United States. Each
coliection was reported to Congress, (o be approved and enacted into law... The whole is
enacted into law as the body of the statule law of the United States, under the title of
Revised Statutes as of 22 June 1874,

The general collection might perhaps be considered, in a limited sense as a code for the
United States, as it embraced all the laws affecting the whole United States within the
constitutional legistative jurisdiction of Congress, but there could be no complete code for
the entire United States, because the subjects which wouid be proper to be regulated by a
code in the States are entirely outside the legisiative authority of Congress. [Qistrict of
Columbia Code, Historical Section] -

Examples of Suprema Court casel which place some real fimits Uipon the power:of
Congress are manifold:.-In the License Tax Cases, 72 U.S. 462 (1986), the Supreme Court heid
that Congress could not authorize the conduct of business within the States in order 10 tax that

business. in United States v. DeWitt, 76 L.S. 41-(1870); the Court held that 3 penal regulation in

a tax act could not be enforced in a state. . in United States v, Fox, 94 U.S. 315 (1877), the Court -
heid that the United States could not receive property via a testamentary devise contrary to state
taw: In United States v.' Fox, 95 U.S. 670 (1878); a pen Sialute remotely related to bankruptcy
iaws was held inapplicable in the States.: In Pafterson v, Kéntucky. 97 U.S. 501 (1879); the
Court held (hat U.S. patent laws confested no superior rights within the States.- In United States
v. Sleffens, 100 U.S. 82 (1879); federal trademark legislation unconnected with interstate :
commerce” was heid inapplicabie Inside the States. In Baldwin v. Franks, 120 U.S. 678, 7 S.CL
656 (1387), certain penal, federal civil rights legistation was heid unenforceable “within a state™.
In Ex parte Byrrus, 136 U.S, 583, 10 S.C1.850 (1890), and Dé La Rama v. De La Rama, 201.-
U.S. 303, 26 S.Ct.485 (1906), the Court held that domestic relations matters were solely state -
concems. In Réagan v. Mercantile Trust Co., 154 U.S. 413, 14 S.C1.1080 (1894), it was held

that federally created corporations engaged in business in the Sistes were subject to state laws.
In Keller v. United States, 213 U.S. 138, 29 S.CL.470 (1909), it was held that Congress could not
exercise palice powers within the States. In'Coyle v. Smith, 221 U.S. 559,21 S.C1.688 (1911), it
was held that Congress could not dictate to a state, Oklahoma, where to locate its state capitol.
In Hammer v, Qagenhart, 247 U.S. 251, 38 5.Ct.529 (1918) and Bailey v. Drexel Fumilure Co.,
255 U.S. 20, 24 S5.C1.449 (1922), the Court held that Congressional attempts to regufate and
control manufacturing activities in the States were unconstitutional; see also Hiil v, Waliace, 259
U.5.44,425.C1.453.(1922). : ‘
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In m&ymmmwwgn 250 UsS. 344, 42 5.C1. 570 (1922).
the Court heid that Congress could not regulste coal mining in the Unitéd sates. In Linder v,

United States, 268 U.S. 5, 45 S.CL. 448 (1928), it was heid that Congress could not regulate the
practice of medicine in the Slates. In industrigl Ass'n of San Francigco v, United States, 268
U.S. 64, 46 S.C1. 403 {1925) the construction industry was deemed {6 be inherently of local
concem and beyond Congressional powers. in |ndian Motorcycle GO, v, United States. 283 U.S.
570, 51 S.C1.601 (1931), the Court heid that Congress could not impose a salés tax on items
sold 1o state and local govemnments. Beéfore the advent of Sdcial Security, a statutorily.
mandated retirement system applicabie to intarstate camriers wes heid unconstitutionat in -
Railroad Retirement Board v. Alton R, Co., 285 U.S. 330 55 S.CL.758 (1935).. The case of

Hopkins Fed S. & L. Ass'n v. Cleary, 296 U.S. 315,56 S.C1.235 (1935), stands {or the
progosiion that Congress cannot “federalize® state financial institutions over objection ffom the
State. The cases of ALLA, Schecter Poyltry Com, v, United Slates, 298 U.S; 495, 55 S.C1.837
(1935), Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan, 283 U.S. 388, 55 S.Ct.241 (1935) and Carter v. Carter
Coal CQ,, 2968 U.S, 238, 58 S.C1.855 (1938), emasculated most of (he National Industrial
Recovery Acts in part on the'grounds of invasion of teserved powers of the States. I United
Slates v. Bytler, 287 U.S. 1, 56 S.C1.312 (1938}, the Court held that Congress had no direct
power to regulate agricultural production within the Slates. Finally, in Gregon v, Mitchel], 400 -
U.S. 112, 91 S.C1.280 (1970), it was heid that Congress could not dictate voter qualifications to
the States. The above decisions; as well as others, do place severe restraints ana prohibitions
upon the powers of Congress, and the United States government or coparties.

The genesis of Social Sécurity is the govemment allowed and sanctioned iftemational
banks' interference which therefore caused and forced the united States and then the state
governments 1o bankruptcy which then caused events of the Great Depression. Whilé that era
saw extraordinary unemployment and a tremendous dacline in national production; still it was not
as cataclysmic as other events in our nation's history, such as the War Setween the States.
Further, no constitutional amendment was adopted during this era which can offér any basis for
an expansion of Congressional powers; and executive emergency orders are prohibiled by the -
suprefnacy clause in there against State Citizens: The legislation which siarted Social Secunity.
in 1935 must be viewed In iight of the various Supreme Court cases decided within a féw.
decades of that legislation and prior thereto.. When COngness adopled the Social Security Act in
1935, the Supreme Court had already heid in Raiiroad Retirement Board, supra; that Congress -
nad 1o authornity to establishi a retifement scheme through its most tremendous power, its controf
over interstate commerce. Additionally, the revolutionary acts of Cbngn_ass adopted in the two -
preceding decades had been emasculated in a series of Supreme Court decisions. Are we (0
suppose that, against this legal background, Congress decided to enact legisiation of the caliber-
which had been struck as unconstitutional in the same year? - .

In the Soclai Security Adt; Congms imposed excise taxes upcm employers and those tax-
receipts were 1o be deposited with the Treasury, The act firther provided scheryes whereby
participants could enjoy unemploytment and retirement benefits; if they would. calt themselves:
United States citizens/subjects: . When the act was adopted, partiés opposed theretdo made
challenges to the act, relying upon some, if not all, of the various cases cited above.. The major-
arguments mounted against tha act were premised upon invasion of state rights. 1n Steward
Machine Co. v. Davis 301 U.S. 548, 57'S.CL.883 (1937); an employer challenged the -
unemployment tax imposed upon it and the Court held that such tax was an excise which
Congress could impose on Slate Citizens: In reference to the confention that the subject matter
of the act was properly within the historical field reserved to the States, the Couit heid that:
Congress could enact legislation (9 aid the states in an area of great concemn. The Court placed
considerable emphasis upon the fact thaf the states are reluctant to- adopt unemployment acts
because such taxes created differentials between states whicih had such legisiation and those
which did not. By creating a national unemployment act for United States Citizens, this
difference was eliminated and a great purported benefil to the aileged American people resulled.
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-~ The Court, therefore, found nothing constitutionally objectionabile 10 the act. in Hetvering v,
Qavis, 301 U.S. 819, 57 S.Ct.904 (1937), the same rationale wes used o uphoid the retirement
‘features of the act. The importance of these two cases uphokting the Social Security Act
concemns the issues which these cases raised: neither of them addressed the issue of whether
there was a requirement for a State Citizen to join Social Security. The reason that this issue
was not raised is because there is no such requirement, uniess

govemment which has contracted into Social Security; see Pyl

m v. Heckler, 613 F.Supp. 558 (E.
106 S.C.2390 (1986).

The above review should readily demonstrate that there is indeed a real question
conceming the point of whether one must submit an application to join Social Security, The
cases which challenged the constitutionality of Social Security simply did not raise this issue, and
it appears that no cases have yet dealt with it. The reason for this absence of a challenge to
such aileged requirement can only be explained by analyzing the act itself to determine if there
is such a requirement. Because Congress lacks the constitutional authonty to compel
membership in Social Security, the Act simply imposss no such requiremaent.

The modem day. act ES codified at 42 U.S.C_ sections 301-433. if there were a
that every State Citizen join the Social Security scheme, ane would expact to find language in
the act similar to the following: i

"Every Judicial Power State Citizen of the age of 18 years or oider shall submit an
application with the Sociai Security Administration and shall provide thereon the information
required by regulations prescribed by the Secretary. Every member of Social Security shall
pay the taxes imposed herein and records of such payments shall be kept by the Secretary
for determining the amount 6f benefits to which such member is entitled hereunder”

Amazingly, no such or similar language appears within the act, and particularty there is no
section thereof which could remotely be considered as a mandate that anycne join Social
Security. The clasest ssction of the act which might relate to this point is the requirement that
one seeking benefils under the act must apply for the same. B4, this reiates to an entirely
different point than a requirement that one join. :

Since the statutory scheme fails to impose such requirements on a bona fide Citizen of
Minnesola the next quastion to be asked is whether perhaps the Social Security regulations
themselves might impose such duty, hut hese, the reguiations are na broader than the act itseif,
and duty to apply for and obtain a Social Security card or number boils down to the following
found at 20 C.F.R., section 422.103;

"(b) Appiying for a number. (1) form $S-5. An individiial needing 4 social security
number may 2pply for one by filing a signed Form $S-5, "Application for a Social Security
Card,’ at any social security office and submittjng the required evidence...

"Birth registration document. The Sccial Security Administration (SSA) may enter into
an agreement with officials of a State to estabiish, as part of the official birth registration
process, a procedure {0 assist SSA in assigning social security numbers to newbomn S
children. Where an agreement is in effect, a parent, as part of the official birth registration

- process, need not complete a Form SS-5 and may request that SSA assign a social security
fumber to the newbom child. ’ :




"Hownunbonanudgmd.(ﬂ Request on Form $8-5,
ams&s.mmuawmyamu;..mmm
the applicam to jumish documentary

the compietcd Form SS-5 is fo

The purported/aileged duty to apply for and obtain a Social Security
down to this: you get it if you need it or request it. There is no Iegai compuision to da so, for a
bona fide Citizen of the Washington' Republic.

"Sec. 7.(aK1) it shali be unlawful for afny Federal, State or local govemment agency to deny to
any individual any right, benefit, or priviiege provided by law because of such inglvidual's refusal
to disclose his social security account number. N
(2Z) The provisions of paragraph (1) of this subsection shail not appiy with respect to:
(A) any disclosurs which is required by Federal statute, or
(B) the disciosure of a social security number to any Federal, State or local

(b) Any Federal, State, or local government individual to disclose
his social security account number shail inform that individual whether that disclosure is
mandaiory or voluntary, by what Statutory or other authority such number is solicited, and
what uses will be made of it." : .

Thus, it seems perfectly logical, if having a Social Security number is not mandatory
but purely voluntary, no state can use the lzck of 3 number in any adverse way against . .
anyone. The state cannot make that which is voluntary under federal law something which
IS mandatory under state faw, anything to the contrary notwithstanding. .




