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IN THE

Supreme Court of the United States
————
No. 14-1305
————
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
v.

Petitioner,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Respondent.
————
ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT

————
PETITION FOR REHEARING

————
When plaintiff United States omits for 19 days
to enter in evidence, proof of jurisdiction over the
property of petitioner John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
(“Petitioner”) following Petitioner’s March 19, 2014,
motion to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction (Appendix,
“App.,” 1a), the district judge on April 7, 2014, sua
sponte, (a) commands the United States via written
order, that “The United States must promptly give the
court one of the objectionable tax returns” (App., 9a),
and (b) verbally instructs the United States, “I want you
just to file it [one of Petitioner’s 1040s] * * *” (App., 10a).
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Thereafter, on April 14, 2014, the United States
files a copy of Petitioner’s signed Form 1040, U.S.
Individual Income Tax Return for 1997 (the “1997 Form
1040”) (App., 14a). The court then issues on May 2,
2014, an order denying Petitioner’s March 19, 2014,
motion to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction.
As recently confirmed by Petitioner and documented
herein: The 1997 Form 1040 is the only evidence
relating to jurisdiction in the record of the case.
Notwithstanding the foregoing: The 1997 Form 1040
is reduced to mere prima facie / presumptive evidence
and shown to be insufficient as proof of jurisdiction
when reconciled with certain other material evidence
in the record of this case, infra.
For these reasons, Petitioner respectfully requests a
rehearing and reversal of the order entered by the
Court June 8, 2015, denying the Petition. Specifically:
Petitioner requests an order granting, vacating, and
remanding to (“GVR”) and instructing the Fifth
Circuit to remand to the district court for an order
reversing and dismissing, with prejudice, the
complaint for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction and
ordering the removal of all liens and payment of such
damages, compensation, and reparation to which
Petitioner may be entitled, and for such further relief
as the Court may deem proper.
PROCEDURAL SUMMARY
When the Fifth Circuit affirms on February 3, 2015,
the order of the district court, Petitioner, believing
there is no evidence of jurisdiction in the record, timely
files, on April 29, 2015, the Petition.
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Non refert quid notum sit judici, si notum non
sit in forma judici. It matters not what is known
to the judge, if it is not known to him judicially.
John Bouvier, Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, Third
Revision (Being the Eighth Edition), revised
by Francis Rawle (West Publishing Co.:
St. Paul, Minn.: 1914) (hereinafter “Bouvier’s Law
Dictionary”), p. 2150.
On or about June 8, 2015, however, Petitioner
discovers why the district judge, sua sponte, ordered
the United States to file the 1997 Form 1040 into the
record: (a) Denial of Petitioner’s March 19, 2014, motion
to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction could not be justified
without it, and (b) judgment in favor of the United
States, if appealed, could not be affirmed without it.
In light of these new grounds, this Court’s denial of
the Petition works to deprive Petitioner of use of clear
and convincing evidence that demonstrates that the
1997 Form 1040 is insufficient as proof of jurisdiction.
I.
Certain Evidence, Newly Discovered As
Overbearing That Being Used Against
Petitioner As Proof Of Jurisdiction (The 1997
Form 1040), Constitutes Substantial Grounds
Not Previously Presented That Affect The
Appeals Court’s Authority To Affirm The
District Court’s Judgment Against Petitioner.
A rehearing of denial of a petition for a writ of
certiorari is appropriate when, as in this instance,
there are “other substantial grounds not previously
presented.” Sup. Ct. R. 44.2.
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TWO DIFFERENT SOVEREIGN AUTHORITIES, EACH
WITH ITS OWN PARTICULAR GEOGRAPHIC AREA IN
WHICH IT EXERCISES SUPREME POLITICAL POWER

The author and source of law in America and creator
of Congress and the National Government, in whose
name and by whose authority Congress publish, on
July 4, 1776, The unanimous Declaration of the
thirteen united States of America, who ordain and
establish, on March 4, 1789, the Constitution for the
United States of America, and in whom all political
power inheres, i.e., the American People, are joint
tenants in the sovereignty (hereinafter the “Joint
Tenants in the Sovereignty”), in contradistinction to
Congress, who exercise sovereign authority as well,
but only in territory and other property belonging to
the United States; to wit:
The same feudal ideas run through all their
jurisprudence, and constantly remind us of the
distinction between the Prince and the subject. No
such ideas obtain here; at the Revolution, the
sovereignty devolved on the people, and they are
truly the sovereigns of the country, but they are
sovereigns without subjects * * * and have none to
govern but themselves; the citizens of America are
equal as fellow citizens, and as joint tenants in
the sovereignty. [Underline added.] Chisholm v
Georgia, 2 U.S. 419, 471 (1793).
Sovereignty itself is, of course, not subject to law,
for it is the author and source of law; but, in our
system, while sovereign powers are delegated
to the agencies of government, sovereignty itself
remains with the people, by whom and for whom
all government exists and acts. Yick Wo v.
Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 370 (1886).
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The Congress shall have Power * * * To exercise
exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever,
over such District * * * as may * * * become the
Seat of the Government of the United States,
and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased * * * for the Erection of Forts, Magazines,
Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings;— * * * U.S. Const., Article 1 § 8(17).
The Congress shall have Power to dispose of
and make all needful Rules and Regulations
respecting the Territory or other Property
belonging to the United States; * * * Id. at Article
4 § 3(2).
It is clear that Congress, as a legislative body,
exercise two species of legislative power: the one,
limited as to its objects, but extending all over
the Union: the other, an absolute, exclusive
legislative power over the District of Columbia.
Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, 434, 6 Wheat.
265, 5 L.Ed., 257, 277 (1821).
[T]here is no such thing as a power of inherent
sovereignty in the government of the United
States. It is a government of delegated powers,
supreme within its prescribed sphere but powerless outside of it. In this country, sovereignty
resides in the people, and Congress can exercise
no power which they have not, by their Constitution, entrusted to it; all else is withheld. * * *
Julliard v. Greenman, 110 U.S. 421, 467 (1884).
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CONGRESS HAVE NO AUTHORITY TO ALTER THE
CONSTITUTION BY ORDINARY ACT (STATUTE).
It is a proposition too plain to be contested, that
the constitution controls any legislative act
repugnant to it; or, that the legislature may alter
the constitution by an ordinary act. Marbury v.
Madison, 5 U. S. 137, 176 (1803).
BASIC RULES OF STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION

Understanding the statutes of Congress is not
possible without application of the same basic rules
of statutory construction (App., 35a) used by Congress
and this Court to legislate the law into existence and
pronounce it thereafter (App., 40a).
When a word is given a limited and specific meaning
within a particular branch of study or area of knowledge, its ordinary definition is forfeit and, as a term,
no longer means what the dictionary says, only what
the special definition provides (App., 35a), and in that
particular branch of study or area of knowledge there
is no discretion to take the new term to mean anything
other than that which the new definition provides
(App., 44a and 47a).
CONGRESS EFFECTIVELY ALTER
THE CONSTITUTION BY ORDINARY ACT.
As of June 30, 1864; March 9, 1878 (retroactive
to December 1, 1873); and September 8, 1916, for
purposes of internal revenue, Congress transmute
the words “state,” “State,” and “United States,” respectively, into statutory terms via specific definition
whose meaning, upon standard application of the basic
rule of statutory construction known as expressio unius
est exclusio alterius (the inclusion of the one is the
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exclusion of the other) (App., 35a), comprehends only
the District of Columbia and the territories /
Territories and excludes all of the commonwealths
united by and under authority of the Constitution and
admitted into the Union, the last of which being
Hawaii, August 21, 1959 (App., 52a). Since June 30,
1864, there is no statutory definition of “state,” “State,”
or “United States” that comprehends any aforesaid
commonwealth.
In the contemporary controlling definition of “United
States” in 26 U.S.C. 7701(a)(9), standard application
of the same aforesaid rule of statutory construction
and one other, ejusdem generis (of the same kind)
(App., 35a), reveals that Congress define “United
States” in a geographical sense to mean the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands and
no other thing (App., 64a).
ONLY CITIZENS OR RESIDENTS OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA ARE OF THE SUBJECT OF TITLE 26 U.S.C.
Whereas, the governments of the five aforesaid
insular territories impose their own income taxes and
withholding taxes on their own residents (App., 75a,
fn. 95), the only residents of the Title 26 U.S.C.
geographical United States who are of the subject of
Title 26 U.S.C. are those of the District of Columbia.
JOINT TENANTS IN THE SOVEREIGNTY: NONRESIDENT
ALIENS RE THE TITLE 26 U.S.C. GEOGRAPHICAL
UNITED STATES (DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA)
Title 26 U.S.C. 7701 provides, in pertinent part:
(a) When used in this title * * *
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(b) Definition of resident alien and nonresident
alien
(1) In general
* * * (B) Nonresident alien
An individual is a nonresident alien if such
individual is neither a citizen of the United
States [District of Columbia] nor a resident
of the United States [District of Columbia]
***
POTUS WILLIAM HOWARD TAFT REVEALS THE
LEGISLATIVE INTENT BEHIND THE 16TH AMENDMENT:
AN INCOME TAX UPON THE NATIONAL GOVERNMENT.
I therefore recommend to the Congress that both
Houses, by a two-thirds vote, shall propose an
amendment to the Constitution conferring the
power to levy an income tax upon the National
Government without apportionment among the
States in proportion to population. [Underline
added.] Message from President of the United
States William Howard Taft to both Houses of
Congress, quoted by the Secretary of the Senate
and read into the Congressional Record (Senate),
44 Stat. 3344 (June 16, 1909).
NONRESIDENT ALIENS WHO ARE NOT PART OF THE
NATIONAL GOVERNMENT ARE NOT OF THE SUBJECT
OF THE REVENUE LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES AND
HAVE NO DUTY TO MAKE AN INCOME TAX RETURN.
Our records indicate that the Internal Revenue
Service has not incorporated by reference in the
Federal Register (as that term is defined in
the Federal Register system) a requirement to
make an income tax return. Michael L. White,
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Attorney, Office of the Federal Register, letter to
Richard Durjak, May 16, 1994.
AMERICAN NONRESIDENT ALIENS (JOINT TENANTS
IN THE SOVEREIGNTY) MAY ELECT TO BE TREATED
AS A RESIDENT OF THE TITLE 26 U.S.C. UNITED
STATES (DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA) AND MAKE
THEMSELVES LIABLE TO FEDERAL INCOME TAX.
Title 26 C.F.R. 1.871-1 provides, in pertinent part:
(a) Classes of aliens. For purposes of the income
tax, alien individuals are divided generally into
two classes, namely, resident aliens and nonresident aliens [Joint Tenants in the Sovereignty].
* * * [N]onresident alien [Joint Tenant in the
Sovereignty] individuals may elect, under section
6013 (g) or (h), to be treated as U.S. residents for
purposes of determining their income tax liability
under Chapters 1, 5, and 24 of the code. * * *
Because the following statute and regulations are
prefaced with the words “In general,” the provisions
thereof apply equally to all nonresident aliens (Joint
Tenants in the Sovereignty), not just those married to
a spouse who is a citizen or resident of the Title 26
U.S.C. United States (District of Columbia):
Title 26 U.S.C. 6013 provides, in pertinent part:
(g) Election to treat nonresident alien [Joint
Tenant in the Sovereignty] individual as resident
of the United States [District of Columbia]
(1) In general
A nonresident alien [Joint Tenant in the
Sovereignty] individual with respect to whom
this subsection is in effect for the taxable year
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shall be treated as a resident of the United
States [District of Columbia]—
(A) for purposes of chapter 1 for all of such
taxable year, and
(B) for purposes of chapter 24 (relating to
wage withholding) for payments of wages
made during such taxable year.
* * * (4) Termination of election
An election under this subsection shall
terminate at the earliest of the following times:
(A) Revocation * * *
If either taxpayer revokes the election * * *
Title 26 C.F.R. 1.6013-1 provides, in pertinent part:
(a) In general.
* * * (b) Nonresident alien [Joint Tenant in the
Sovereignty]. A joint return shall not be made if
either the husband or wife at any time during the
taxable year is a nonresident alien [Joint Tenant
in the Sovereignty], unless an election is in effect
for the taxable year under section 6013 (g) or (h) *
**
Title 26 C.F.R. 1.6013-6 provides, in pertinent part:
(a) Election for special treatment
(1) In general. Two individuals who are
husband and wife * * * may make an election
under this section * * * if * * * one spouse is a
citizen or resident of the United States
[District of Columbia] and the other spouse is
a nonresident alien [Joint Tenant in the
Sovereignty]. The effect of the election is that
* * * [the nonresident alien] spouse is treated
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as a resident of the United States [District of
Columbia] for purposes of chapters 1, 5, and 24
and sections 6012, 6013, 6072, and 6091 of the
Code * * *
* * * (b) Termination of election
(1) Revocation.
* * * (ii) Revocation of the election is made by
filing a statement of revocation * * * by submitting it to the service center director with
whom was filed the most recent * * * return * * *
II.
Because Joint Tenants In The Sovereignty
(Nonresident Aliens) Are Not Inherently Liable
To Federal Income Tax But May Elect To Make
Themselves So: (A) The Duty To File A Tax
Return Is Not A Jurisdictional Obligation But A
Contractual One, And (B) Petitioner’s Apparent
Consent (Election) To Be Treated As A Resident
Of The Title 26 U.S.C. United States (District Of
Columbia) Was Given By Mistake (No Meeting
Of The Minds) And Obtained By The Internal
Revenue Service Through Fraud.
UNIVERSAL CONTRACT LAW

Universal contract law and, in pertinent part,
California Civil Code provide:
1550.
It is essential to the existence of a contract that
there should be:
1. Parties capable of contracting;
2. Their consent;
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3. Lawful object; and,
4. A sufficient cause or consideration.
* * * 1565.
The consent of the parties to a contract must be:
1. Free;
2. Mutual; and,
3. Communicated by each to the other.
* * * 1567.
An apparent consent is not real or free when
obtained through:
1. Duress;
2. Menace;
3. Fraud;
4. Undue influence; or
5. Mistake.
Petitioner’s October 15, 1998-notarized “DISCLAIMER STATEMENT DENYING ANY TAX
LIABILITY” (App., 28a-34a) (the “Disclaimer Statement”) is evidence that Petitioner’s apparent election
to be treated as a resident of the Title 26 U.S.C. United
States by way of the 1997 Form 1040 (App., 16a-17a),
was made unwittingly by mistake and obtained by the
Internal Revenue Service through fraud on the part of
Internal Revenue Agent Roy Fite.
Regarding alleged liability to Federal income taxes:
(a) Petitioner’s “Affidavit in Support of Amended
Motion to Dismiss” (App., 76a) (the “Affidavit”)
is conclusive evidence that Petitioner never freely
consented or elected to be treated as a resident of the
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Title 26 U.S.C. United States (District of Columbia) for
purposes of chapters 1 and 24 of Title 26 U.S.C. for
taxable year 1997, and (b) proof that the exclusive
object of the controlling Title 26 U.S.C. 7701(a)(9)
definition of “United States” is the District of Columbia,
appears in Petitioner’s April 29, 2014, amended objection and motion to dismiss (App., 65a-72a) appended
to the Affidavit.
NATURE OF FEDERAL INCOME TAXES

Title 31 U.S.C. 321(d) provides:
(1) The Secretary of the Treasury may accept,
hold, administer, and use gifts and bequests of
property, both real and personal, for the purpose
of aiding or facilitating the work of the
Department of the Treasury. * * *
(2) For purposes of the Federal income, estate,
and gift taxes, property accepted under paragraph
(1) shall be considered as a gift or bequest to or for
the use of the United States.
“Nemo agit in seipsum. No man acts against himself”
(Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, p. 2146), and, as shown
hereinabove, Petitioner never knowingly, willingly,
intentionally, deliberately, or voluntarily intended or
consented or elected to obligate himself to make gifts
or bequests of his property, real or personal, in perpetuity for the purpose of aiding or facilitating the work
of the Department of the Treasury.
The 1997 Form 1040, when reconciled with (a) the
Disclaimer Statement is contradicted and reduced to
mere presumptive evidence, and (b) the Affidavit
is rendered inconclusive / insufficient as evidence of
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Petitioner’s consent / election to be treated as a resident of the Title 26 U.S.C. United States (District of
Columbia).
CONCLUSION
Petitioner’s recent discovery, after 26 years of
searching, that (a) Petitioner is deemed to have elected
(consented) to be treated as a resident of the
District of Columbia, a.k.a. United States, by reason
of the making of an income tax return, and (b) the
hereinabove-cited evidence demonstrating that Petitioner never wittingly so elected (consented), are
“substantial grounds not previously presented” that
affect the authority of the Fifth Circuit to affirm the
judgment of the district court of first instance.
For these reasons, Petitioner respectfully requests
that the Court grant a rehearing and issue a GVR
order to the Fifth Circuit with instructions substantially as initially requested hereinabove.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
Pro se
9816 MEMORIAL BOULEVARD #205
HUMBLE, TEXAS

(281) 540-2255
June 30, 2015
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APPENDIX A
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: March 19, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
Defendants.
————
DEFENDANT’S OPPOSITION TO UNITED
STATES’ REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF DEFAULT;
MOTION TO DISMISS FOR LACK OF SUBJECTMATTER JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OVER
THE PROPERTY UPON WHICH THE UNITED
STATES SEEKS TO FORECLOSE ITS LIEN;
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to thank this Honorable Court for its
observance of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, re the pleadings of
those unschooled in law and the Court’s construction
of the prior submission by Defendant JOHN PARKS

2a
TROWBRIDGE, JR., (the “Defendant”) in this case,
and, pursuant to 28 USC § 3002(15)(A), the doctrine of
estoppel by matter of record, the filings and evidence
entered in the record of this case, and Rules 12(b)(1)
and (2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, to move
the Court to deny United States’ Request for Entry of
Default against Freedom Ventures UBO and dismiss
the Complaint of the Plaintiff for lack of subjectmatter jurisdiction of the Court.
In support of this Motion, Defendant would show the
Court the attached Memorandum of Points and
Authorities, made fully part hereof and included
herein by reference as though set forth in full.
WHEREFORE, Defendant prays the Court:
1. That the cause of the Plaintiff be dismissed for
lack of subject-matter jurisdiction over the
property upon which the United States seeks to
foreclose its lien;
2. That the cost of this action be taxed against the
Plaintiff; and
3. For such other and further relief that the Court
may deem just and fair.
DATE: March 19, 2014
/s/ John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
9816 Memorial Boulevard #205
Humble, Texas
(281) 540-2255

3a
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS
AND AUTHORITIES
The court, in United States of America v. William M.
Slater (D. Delaware) 545 F.Supp. 179, 182 (1982), stated,
in pertinent part:
Slater’s protestations to the effect that he derives
no benefit from the United States government have
no bearing on his legal obligation to pay income
taxes. Cook v. Tait, 265 U.S. 47, 44 S.Ct. 444,
68 L.Ed. 895 (1924); Benitez Rexach v. United
States, 390 F.2d 631 (1st Cir.), cert. denied 393
U.S. 833, 89 S.Ct. 103, 21 L.Ed.2d 103 (1968).
Unless the defendant can establish that he is not
a citizen of the United States, the IRS possesses
authority to attempt to determine his federal tax
liability.” [Emphasis added.]
Title 26 CFR provides, in pertinent part:
§ 1.1-1 Income tax on individuals.
(a) General rule.
(1) Section 1 of the [Internal Revenue] Code
imposes an income tax on the income of every
individual who is a citizen or resident of the
United States . . . [U/L emphasis added.]
Title 5 USC Government Organization and Employees
§ 552a Records maintained on individuals, provides,
in pertinent part:
(a) Definitions.—For purposes of this section— . . .
(1) the term “agency” means agency as defined
in section 552(e) [sic] [1] of this title;
To the best of Defendant’s knowledge, the definition of the
term “agency” referenced in 5 USC § 552a(a)(1) “as defined in
1

4a
(2) the term “individual” means a citizen of the
United States or an alien lawfully admitted for
permanent residence;
(3) the term “maintain” includes maintain, collect, use, or disseminate;
(4) the term “record” means any item, collection, or grouping of information about an individual that is maintained by an agency, including,
but not limited to, his education, financial transactions, medical history, and criminal or employment history and that contains his name, or the
identifying number, symbol, or other identifying
particular assigned to the individual, such as
a finger or voice print or a photograph; . . .
[Emphasis added.]
Title 5 USC Government Organization and Employees
§ 552 Public information; agency rules, opinions, orders,
records, and proceedings provides, in pertinent part:
(f) For purposes of this section, the term—
(1) “agency” as defined in section 551(1) of this
title includes any executive department, military
department, Government corporation, Government
controlled corporation, or other establishment in
the executive branch of the Government (including
the Executive Office of the President), or any
independent regulatory agency; and . . .
Wherefore, the (1) February 4, 2014, Conditional
Acceptance and Demand for Proof by Defendant
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR. (hereinafter the
“Defendant), construed by the Court as Defendant’s
section 552(e) of this title,” rather is found in section 552(f)
thereof.
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Answer to the instant lawsuit, and (2) Defendant’s
March 11, 2014, “Notice of Plaintiff’s Failure to
Demonstrate Personal Jurisdiction over Defendant or
Subject-Matter Jurisdiction over the Property upon
which the United States seeks to Foreclose its Lien,”
evidence of each of which is filed in the record of this
case, establish that Defendant is neither a citizen or
resident of the United States nor an individual nor one
with a federal tax liability.
Plaintiff United States of America (the “Plaintiff”),
in ¶ 4 of Plaintiff’s Complaint, alleges, among other
things, that “Defendant, John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.,
resides within the jurisdiction of this Court.” Title
28 USC Judiciary and Judicial Procedure Chapter
176 Federal Debt Collection Procedure provides, in
pertinent part of Subchapter A thereof:
§3002. Definitions
As used in this chapter: . . .
(15) “United States” means—
(A) a Federal corporation; . . .
(B) an agency, department, commission, board,
or other entity of the United States; or
(C) an instrumentality of the United States.
Because the meaning of the definition of the term
“United States” in parts (B) and (C) of subsection (15)
of 28 USC §3002 is ambiguous unless the definition in
part (A) is applied, the controlling definition of “United
States” in Chapter 176 Federal Debt Collection Procedure
of Title 28 is §3002(15)(A) and the jurisdiction of
the Court alleged by Plaintiff in ¶ 4 of the instant
Complaint—which is an action to collect an alleged
Federal debt—in matters pertaining to the United
States, extends only to Federal corporations, such as
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the ultimate parent Federal corporation, the District
of Columbia.2
There is no evidence that Defendant is a citizen or
resident of a Federal corporation and Plaintiff has
failed to demonstrate that Defendant resides within
the jurisdiction of the Court—despite Defendant’s offer
to discharge in full the debt alleged in this matter
upon demonstration of the factualness of Plaintiff’s
express and implied jurisdictional claims.
Regarding the subject matter of the instant action:
In ¶ 5 of Plaintiff’s Complaint, Plaintiff names Freedom
Ventures UBO (“Freedom Ventures”) as a party to
the instant action as required by 26 USC § 7403(b),
because Freedom Ventures “has or may claim an interest
in the property upon which the United States seeks to
foreclose its lien”—not because of any alleged federal
tax liability of Freedom Ventures.
Plaintiff alleges by implication in ¶¶ 15-18 of Plaintiff’s
Complaint that the contract between Defendant and
Freedom Ventures by which ownership of the property
upon which the United States seeks to foreclose its
lien, namely the real property located at 25117 Ramrock
Drive, Porter, Texas, and referred to therein and hereinafter as the “Porter property,” is spurious and that,
“An Act to provide a Government for the District of
Columbia,” Ch. 62, Sec. 18, 16 Stat. 419, February 21, 1871; later
legislated in “An Act Providing a Permanent Form of Government
for the District of Columbia,” Ch. 180, Sec. 1, 20 Stat. 102, June
11, 1878, to remain and continue as a municipal corporation
(brought forward from the Act of 1871, as provided in the Act of
March 2, 1877, amended and approved March 9, 1878, i.e., Sec. 2
of the Revised Statutes of the United States Relating to the District
of Columbia . . . 1873–’74); as amended by the Act of June 28,
1935, 49 Stat. 430, ch. 332, Sec. 1 (Title 1, Section 102, District of
Columbia Code (1940)).
2
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notwithstanding transfer of ownership of the Porter
Property from Defendant to Freedom Ventures and
registration thereof with the Montgomery County
Clerk’s Office, said transfer of property “should be set
aside as void with respect to the United States” and
“the federal tax liens against the defendant, John
Parks Trowbridge, Jr., should be foreclosed upon the
Porter property” and “the Porter property should be
sold free and clear of all rights, titles, claims, and
interests of the parties, and the proceeds of the sale
should be distributed according to law” (in satisfaction
of, or set-off against, Defendant’s alleged federal tax
liability).
“Estoppel by matter of record” is defined as:
—Estoppel by matter of record. An estoppel founded
upon matter of record; as a confession or admission
made in pleading in a court of record, which precludes the party from afterwards contesting the
same fact in the same suit. Steph. Pl. 197. [Black’s
Law Dictionary, 2nd ed., s.v. “Estoppel”]
Wherefore, Plaintiff is estopped from denying that
the Porter property is (1) the property of Defendant’s,
or (2) not the property of Freedom Ventures’ by reason
of the doctrine of estoppel by matter of record.
Whereas, there is no evidence in the record of this
case that demonstrates that Defendant is one who (1) is
a citizen or resident of the United States, (2) resides
within the jurisdiction of the Court, or (3) has a federal
tax liability, there can be no evidence of jurisdiction
over Defendant’s property, i.e., the Porter property, the
subject matter of Plaintiff’s Complaint.
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Rules 12(b)(1) and (2) of Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure authorize the Court to dismiss this case for
lack of jurisdiction; to wit:
(b) How to Present Defenses. Every defense to a
claim for relief in any pleading must be asserted
in the responsive pleading if one is required. But
a party may assert the following defenses by motion:
(1) lack of subject-matter jurisdiction;
(2) lack of personal jurisdiction;
WHEREFORE: Defendant respectfully moves the
Court to dismiss the instant action for lack of subjectmatter jurisdiction.
DATE: March 19, 2014
/s/ John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
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APPENDIX B
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
[Filed: 04/07/14]
————
Civil Action H-14-27
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
versus
JOHN P. TROWBRIDGE, JR., et al.,
Defendants.
————
Management Order
1. By April 28, 2014, John P. Trowbridge, Jr., and
Freedom Ventures, UBO, must respond to the
United States of America’s motion for judgment.
2. The United States must promptly give the court
one of the objectionable tax returns.
Signed on April 7, 2014, at Houston, Texas.
/s/

Lynn N. Hughes
Lynn N. Hughes
United States District Judge
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APPENDIX C
[1] UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
————
Civil No. H-14-0027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
versus
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
————
Houston, Texas
April 7, 2014
9:50 a.m.
————
HEARING
BEFORE THE HONORABLE LYNN N. HUGHES
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
————
For the United States:
Mr. Joshua David Smeltzer
United States Department of Justice,
Tax Division
717 N. Harwood Street
Suite 400
Dallas, Texas 75201
For the Defendant:
Mr. John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
25117 Ramrock Dr.
Porter, Texas 77365
PRO SE
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Court Reporter:
Fred Warner
Official Court Reporter
515 Rusk Avenue
Houston, Texas 77002
Proceedings recorded by mechanical stenography, produced by computer-aided transcription.
* * * *
[15] UBO? What is that?
MR. TROWBRIDGE:
organization.

Unincorporated

business

THE COURT: Ah.
MR. TROWBRIDGE: Thank you.
THE COURT: Are you supposed to put that there?
MR. SMELTZER: I don’t know.
THE COURT: I mean, it’s fine. I just wasn’t familiar
with that. “Under the benefit of,” and then there’s
nothing else.
Do you have a copy of one of these objectionable tax
returns?
MR. SMELTZER: I do not have them on me right
now, but I can get one for Your Honor.
THE COURT: So it’s the government’s position that
he reported all the taxes and then just said “it doesn’t
apply to me”?
MR. SMELTZER: I know that he reported amounts
owed and then attached a statement saying that it was
actually zero for the reasons —
THE COURT: No. I understand that.
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MR. SMELTZER: I don’t have it in front of me, so I
couldn’t tell whether or not full amounts were done or
not.
THE COURT: Well, I would like just to see an exemplar. Just pick whatever the Service thinks is the most
[16] egregious statement.
You know, your client often attacks people for writing “screw you” on a form and things like that.
MR. SMELTZER: I don’t believe that was written.
THE COURT: And there is, in the same book with
the Fourteenth Amendment, the Sixteenth Amendment.
There is a First Amendment that says we can say
anything we want to. That does not impede the collection of the tax. It hurt some clerk’s feelings.
And sometimes they write “without prejudice” under
the signature.
I had a case, a guy claimed that it wasn’t a return—
and I said it was a return—so they couldn’t get him for
failure to file a return. It was signed.
If he had written “without Thursday’s garbage”
under his signature, it doesn’t have any affect.
So I just want to make sure that your client didn’t
get thuggy on us.
MR. SMELTZER: All right, Your Honor. We didn’t
include those just because we didn’t feel we needed to,
but I can get a copy.
THE COURT: Well, just one.
MR. SMELTZER: I will.
THE COURT: And just the 1040, the first couple
of pages of it, plus whatever attachment that would
affect [17] liability.
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MR. SMELTZER: All right.
Would you like me to attach that and to reply?
THE COURT: No. I want you just to file it, and
redact his address and social security. Well, his name
is already on the case, so . . .
MR. SMELTZER: We have redacted all social security numbers but for the last four, and the street address is on the supplement.
THE COURT: Okay. Do that. Just file one as –
MR. SMELTZER: A supplement.
THE COURT: —the attachment the Court ordered.
MR. SMELTZER: Will do.
THE COURT: I just want to see what one looks like.
All right. Do you have any questions?
MR. SMELTZER: I do not, Your Honor.
THE COURT: All right. Well, you’ll hear from me
sometime after the 28th.
And if you move, please tell me, because I don’t want
to have to find you. And believe me, I had a fellow that
had not shown up as he was ordered to for the third
time. And they went by his office, and while they were
there, he called and the secretary gave the Marshals
the phone, and he explained to the fellow why they
were there.
And the man repeated, “so you’re like police;
* * * *
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APPENDIX D
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: 04/14/14]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-0027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
v.
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES, UBO, and
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
Defendants.
————
UNITED STATES’ COURT ORDERED
SUPPLEMENT
Pursuant to the Court’s April 7, 2014, Order (Dkt. #21),
the United States submits one of the objectionable tax
returns (Form 1040 for 1997) as an example of the
returns discussed by the Tax Court when upholding
deficiencies against Mr. Trowbridge for the tax years
at issue (i.e. 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997). The
objectionable return example is attached to this supplement as Government Exhibit F.1

This exhibit continues the exhibit numbers contained in the
United States’ Motion for Summary Judgment. (Dkt. #19.)
1
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As discussed by the United States in its motion for
summary judgment (Dkt. #19), the tax deficiencies
were upheld by the Tax Court for all the years at issue
in this lawsuit. (Dkt. #19 at Gov. Exs. C-1 and C-2.) As
part of both decisions, the Tax Court noted that Trowbridge filed returns containing a disclaimer indicating
zero tax liability. (Dkt. #19 at Gov. Ex. C-1 at 5 and
Gov. Ex. C-2 at 7.) The Tax Court quoted a portion of
Trowbridge’s disclaimer as follows:
[14-20333.222]
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DISCLAIMER STATEMENT DENYING
ANY TAX LIABILITY
AN ATTACHMENT TO and incorporated as part of
Form 1040 -- Calendar Year 1997
John Parks Trowbridge identifying number xxx3513
Over the past several years, I have attempted to
obtain the assistance of the agency to be certain of
(1) my compliance with any mandatory filing requirements, and of (2) their compliance with relevant
federal laws governing notice and procedural
requirements, any lack of which would prejudice my
rights to due process under original jurisdiction and
further deny me valuable administrative remedies.
Hale v. Hinkel, 201 U.S. 43; Long v. Rasmussen, 281
F2d. 236; Cole v. Arkansas, 333 U.S. 196; In re: Oliver,
333 U.S. 257; U.S. v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542; Burkes
v. Lasker, 441 U.S. 471; U.S. v. Murdock, 290 U.S. 389;
Lojeski v. IRS, 788 F2d. 196; Supervisors Rock Island
Co. V. U.S. ex rel State Bank, 71 US (4 Wall) 435.
Specifically, I have filed a number of written requests,
since August 1992, with local, district, and service
center officers, including several with the District
Director, asking for a written determination of my
filing status for tax purposes prior to filing a report or
return, pursuant to Internal Revenue Manual Policies
P-(11)-23, P-1-156, P-1-179, P-1-180, and IRM
3(17)(46)1.5(2) and (3); 26 USC 7801, 7802, and 7805;
26 CFR 601.201(a)(1)(3); 26 CFR 601.102(0(1); 26 CFR
31.3306(1)1; 5 USC 552a(e), 5 USC 556(d). U.S. v.
Tweet, 500 F2d. 299; Spreckles Sugar Refining Co. v.
McClain, 192 U.S. 397; U.S. v. James L. Tenzer, 950
FSupp 554; U.S. v. Caceres, 440 U.S. 741; Hagans v.
Lavine, 415 U.S. 528; Stanard v. Olesen, 74 S.Ct. 768;
Yench v. Stockmar, 483 F2d. 820; Lebold v. Inland
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Steel Co., 125 F2d. 369; Walling v. LaBelle SS Co., 148
F2d 198.
Mr. Roy Fite, acting as an agent, in September 1996
purported to provide to me the District Director’s
response in consideration of my circumstances: a
determination that completion and submission of
Form 1040 is mandatory for me as an American
citizen, performing as a private independent contractor in the private sector. Despite my repeated
requests, I have never received the requested written
letter that clarifies the bases for such filing being
determined as mandatory. Neither have I been
answered regarding the exact taxing statute(s) and
federal regulations for each particular tax that would
set forth the proper procedures to insure correct
completion of the ordered mandatory compliance in
my circumstances. In my many letters to the agency, I
specifically raised, under the doctrine of primary
jurisdiction, questions regarding jurisdiction and
application of statutes and regulations pertaining to
notice, filing status, and voluntary payments, as these
issues are governed by Articles Four, Five, Thirteen,
and Fourteen in Amendment (1789). I have made
every attempt to comply in good faith with my
understanding of the agent’s directive. I remain
concerned that my many attempts to request
clarification letters, and administrative hearings, and
appeals hearings have been denied in clear violation of
procedural (and substantive) due process. 26 USC
sections 7430(c)(4)(B)(ii) and (iii)(I) and (iii)(II).
[Page 1 of 3]
[14-20333.238]
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I am fearful of the very real possibility that my filing
compliance has been engineered in violation of notice
and due process through mistake or misunderstanding, mischief or menace, errors or omissions, or even
fraudulent (or missing) determinations or record
entries, missing or incomplete or even fraudulent
Form 2866 document authentications, incorrect or
invalid or inappropriate or missing entries on
computerized records (including, but not limited to,
the agency Individual Master File), unreasonable
interpretations, or inadvertent or intentional violations of statutes, regulations, policies, or procedural
requirements, all of which would be subject to judicial
review. U.S. v. Community TV Inc., 327 F2d. 797; IRM
HB 4233 (06-14-94); 26 CFR 601.106(f)(1); 26 USC
6001, 26 CFR 301.6001-1, 26 CFR 301.6011-1, 26 CFR
1.61-1; U. S. v. Mersky, 361 U.S. 431; Commissioner v.
Shapiro, 424 U.S. 614; U. S. v. Shaunessey 347 US 260
(1954); Lofeski v. Boandl, 788 F2d 196 (CA3 1986);
International House v. National Labor Relations
Board, 676 F2d 906 (CA2 1982); Vandermolen v.
Stetson, 571 F2d 617 (1977); Connecticut Lighting and
Power Co. v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 673 F2d
525, cert den 107 Sct 79 (1982); U. S. v. James L
Tenzer, 950 FSupp 544; Montilla v. INS, 926 F2d 167;
U. S. v. Caceres, 440 US 741; Lansons Inc. v. C.I.R.,
662 F2d 776 (1980); and also Botany Mills v. U. S., 73
LEd 379; U. S. v. Taylor, 305 F2d 187; IRM 3-31-83,
Part I, Chapter 4200, Section 4240(b).
Since I am neither a lawyer nor an accountant, my
studies over the years have been circuitous, frustrating, and often confusing, sometimes leading to
contradictory conclusions. I understand there are now
over 110 taxing statutes in the IRC, and over 50 of
them are under Subtitle A. I cannot be familiar with
the constantly changing scope of the applicable
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statutes, the regulations, the internal agency procedures, and the relevant court cases; thus, I must look
first to and rely upon the agency to assist and advise
me correctly and pursuant to statute, regarding my
status for mandatory filings and any tax liability,
under the doctrine of primary jurisdiction, and to
attempt to resolve any differences by requesting
administrative hearings and appeals procedures. U.S.
v. General Dynamics Corp., 828 F2d. 1356; Lansons
Inc. v. C.I.R., 662 F2d. 774; Boyd v. U.S., 116 U.S. 616;
Endecott v. Perkins, 317 U.S. 501; U.S. v. Mobil Corp.,
543 F Supp 507; Commissioner v. Shapiro, 424 US
614, 626-7.
Solely in reliance on the instruction issued by Mr.
Fite — and in the expectation that the agency has
thereby made a correct determination and directive
that filing a Form 1040 is a compelled testimony and
is not voluntary — I have made a good faith effort,
limited by my total lack of response despite repeated
requests and appeals to the agency, to order this Form
1040 prepared for my signature and submission as
compelled. In taking this action, I am without any
intention of inadvertently or erroneously (1) applying
the wrong statutes or the wrong regulations, or
(2) making an 871(d)(1)(B) election, or (3) making any
voluntary filing that is not required of me upon
demonstration of the applicable taxing statutes and
their implementing regulations, or (4) waiving or
prejudicing any of my procedural or other rights under
original jurisdiction. I am acting in good faith, and my
[Page 2 of 3] [14-20333.239] protests and requests for
administrative and appeals hearings do not reflect or
mirror any of the sections listed as a “tax protestor”
under the Internal Revenue Manual or applicable
court decisions. Without the agency having provided
me with notice of the actual taxing statute (and, thus,
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the applicable regulations for each particular tax), my
good faith effort to prepare and submit a return in a
fashion which comports to law in all respects and
without any error has been fatally compromised. Fed.
Crop. Ins. Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U.S. 380; Brady v. U.S.,
397 U.S. 742; U.S. v. Minker, 350 U.S. 179; Guardian
T & D Co. v. Fisher, 26 S.Ct. 186; 4 USC 110(e); Botta
v. Scanlon, 288 F2d. 504; Edwards v. Keith, 231 F. 100;
Wright v. U. S., 302 U.S. 583; Garner v. Fuller, 1994
US Dist LEXIS 16403, 74 AFTR 2d (P-H) 6971; Peck
v. U. S., 1995 US Dist LEXIS 17606, 76 AFTR 2d (PH) 7499; U. S. v. Gilmore, 372 U.S. 39.
My best understanding is that the assessment and
payment of income taxes is voluntary with no distraint.
Flora v. U.S., 362 U.S. 145, 4 L.Ed. 2d 623, 80 S.Ct.
630; Helvering v. Mitchell, 303 U.S. 391, 82 L.Ed. 917,
58 S.Ct. 630. I respectfully decline to volunteer
concerning assessment and payment of any tax balance
appearing to be “due” on the return, filed under protest
and without prejudice, or any redetermination of said
tax. Be it known that I hereby deny any tax liability
and do not admit that the stated amount of “tax” on
return, as calculated solely by reference to provided
tables, is due and collectible. Continental Accounting
and Audit Co., 2 BTA 761 (1925); Moir, John, 3 BTA
21 (1925); The General Explanation of the Tax Reform
Act of 1976, Staff of Joint Committee on Taxation, p.
372, Federal Tax Practice, Casey, Section 2.7. The tax
return read as a whole shows no amount as being the
tax and shows the tax to be zero and zero is the
starting point in determining a deficiency or any other
action involving this return. Kearney v. A’Hearn, 210
F. Supp. 10; 26 USC 6213, Federal Tax Practice,
Casey, Section 2.4; 26 USC 6213(a), Federal Tax
Practice, Casey, Section 2.5. (See also attached Exhibit
“A,” section 1-3618 of the Federal Tax Coordinator 2d
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8/92, p. 50,253.) I have provided payment in the
amount of $100.00 as a voluntary contribution,
without prejudice and with reservation of all my
fundamental and procedural rights, under original
jurisdiction. 26 USC sections 6213(b)(1), 6213(b)(2)(A),
6213(b)(2)(B), and 6213(b)(2)(A); Federal Tax Practice,
Casey, Section 2.7, 2.7(a); 26 USC 6213(b)(2) and
Bothke v. Fluor Engineers and Constructors, Inc., 713
F2d 1405; Texaco Inc. v. Short, 454 US 545-6; U. S. v.
Mobil Corp., 82-1 USTC 9242 at 83; IRM HB 4233 (0614-94).
John Parks Trowbridge
John Parks Trowbridge
Notary to verify
signature: Kathryn L. Krenzke

Date 10/15/98

Date 10/15/98

[Seal]
Kathryn L. Krenzke
My Commission Expires
April 20, 2002
[Page 3 of 3]
[14-20333.240]
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Exhibit A
Federal Tax Coordinator:
Taxes Reported on the Taxpayer’s Return
T-3618 Assessment of tax reported on the
taxpayer’s return.
IRS must assess all taxes determined by the taxpayer or IRS to which returns are made. (9)
However, IRS can’t assess the tax shown on a return
if taxpayer disclaims liability for the tax by a statement on the return or filed with it. In that event, the
tax liability admitted by the return is zero. Hence no
tax is assessable on the basis of the return. Any tax
claimed by IRS in excess of the liability admitted on
the return is a deficiency. (10)
Any failure by IRS to comply with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) control number requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act of ‘86 (PRA)
doesn’t preclude IRS from determining and assessing
an income tax liability, including additions to tax and
penalties against a taxpayer. Thus, the Ninth Circuit
declined to inquire into taxpayer’s argument that he
was not required to file a Form 1040 because the form
did not comply with the requirements of the PRA (specifically, that his Form 1040 allegedly displayed the
wrong OMB control number.) (11)
(9)

Code Sec. 6201(a)(1)

(10)

Continental Accounting and Audit Co. (1925) 2 BTA 761;
Moir, John, (192510) 3 BTA 21.

(11)

Lucia, Flyod v. Com., 5/7/92, CA-9, 1992 US App Lexis
10835, affg TC Memo 1991-77.

[14-20333.241]
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APPENDIX E
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: April 29, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
————

Defendants.

DEFENDANT’S AMENDED OPPOSITION TO
UNITED STATES’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT; AMENDED MOTION TO DISMISS
FOR LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTION; AND MEMORANDUM
AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to request that this Honorable Court take judicial notice of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, wherein the court
directed that the pleadings of those unschooled in law,
such as Defendant JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
(the “Defendant”), shall be held to less stringent
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standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers
and, pursuant to pertinent parts of The unanimous
Declaration of the thirteen united States of America
of July 4, 1776; that certain Constitution ordained,
established, and implemented for the United States of
America, March 4, 1789; The Public Statutes at Large
of the United States of America; Revised Statutes of the
United States; Revised Statutes of the United States
Relating to the District of Columbia; United States
Code; Code of Federal Regulations; and Bouvier’s
Law Dictionary and various other recognized law
dictionaries and dictionaries of the English language,
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation, opinions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, United States District Court
* * * *
For the next 75 years, “state” and its counterpart,
“State,” are words (common noun and proper noun,
respectively) as found in the dictionary, with a popular
and ordinary meaning that all Americans understand
as the basic building block of the United States of
America, i.e., one of the commonwealths united by and
under authority of the Constitution.
Whereas, a word is a vocal sound or combination of
vocal sounds that symbolizes and signifies an idea or
thought, a term or term of art is rather a word or group
of words, especially a technical word or expression,
with a restricted, precisely limited meaning; to wit:
word . . . A vocal sound or combination of vocal
sounds, used as a symbol to embody or signify an
idea or thought, especially a notion or conception,
and forming one of the elements of language; a
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single, independent utterance, forming usually a
constituent unit of a sentence ; vocable. . . .30
term . . . A word or expression used to express or
designate some fixed or definite thing ; a word
having a limited and specific meaning, naming
and characterizing some particular object,
quality, state, or the like ; especially, a technical
word or expression, as in the sciences, arts, trades,
and the like . . .31
—t. of art, a term of specific sense in some specific
branch of study; a technical term.32
When a word is given a limited and specific meaning
within a particular branch of study or area of
knowledge, its ordinary definition is forfeit and, as a
term or term of art, no longer means what the
dictionary says, only what the restricted definition
provides.
When legislators, such as Congress, compose
statutes or provide via statute a definition of a
particular term, they can employ certain timeless and
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation that allow them to, among
other things, provide full and comprehensive meaning
for that term in the fewest possible words, thus
making statutes more manageable for one and all. The
principal rules and principles of statutory construction
and interpretation, though found piecemeal in most
law dictionaries, appear in tandem in the Oxford
Dictionary of Law; to wit, in pertinent part:

30

Funk & Wagnalls Dictionary, 1903 ed., s.v. “Word.”

31

Ibid, s.v. “Term.”

32

Ibid.
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The principal rules of statutory interpretation are as
follows:
(1) An Act must be construed as a whole, so that
internal inconsistencies are avoided.
(2) Words that are reasonably capable of only one
meaning must be given that meaning
whatever the result. This is called the literal
rule.
(3) Ordinary words must be given their ordinary
meanings and technical words their technical
meanings, unless absurdity would result.
This is the golden rule.
(4) When an Act aims at curing a defect in the
law any ambiguity is to be resolved in such a
way as to favour that aim (the mischief rule).
(5) The rule ejusdem generis (of the same kind):
when a list of specific items belonging to the
same class is followed by general words (as in
“cats, dogs, and other animals”), the general
words are to be treated as confined to other
items of the same class (in this example, to
other domestic animals).
(6) The rule expressio unius est exclusio alterius
(the inclusion of the one is the exclusion of the
other): when a list of specific items is not
followed by general words it is to be taken as
exhaustive. For example, “weekends and
public holidays” excludes ordinary weekdays.
(7) The rule in pari materia (on the like matter):
when a prior Act is found to be “on the like
matter” it can be used as an aid in construing
the statute in question . . .
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(8) The rule noscitur a sociis (known by its
associates): when a word or phrase is of
uncertain meaning, it should be construed in
the light of the surrounding words . . .
Penal and taxing statutes are subject to
strict construction. . . .33
Regarding distinctions in the nature of states/States
of the Union vis-à-vis that of the District of Columbia
and the territories, the opinion of the Supreme Court
in Hepburn & Dundas v. Ellzey, 6 U.S. 445, 2 Cranch
445, 2 L. Ed. 332, provides:
ON CERTIFICATE OF DIVISION OF OPINION
OF THE JUDGES OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
THE UNITED STATES OF THE DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA
Syllabus
A citizen of the District of Columbia cannot
maintain an action in the circuit court of the
United States, not being a citizen of a state within
the meaning of the
* * * *

A Dictionary of Law, 7th ed., Jonathan Law and Elizabeth
Martin, eds. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), s.v.
“Interpretation, Rules and Principles of Statutory.”
33
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APPENDIX F
IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT
[Filed: Aug. 19, 2014]
————
Case No. 14-20333
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff-Appellee,
v.
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
Defendant-Appellant.
————
On Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
Houston Division, Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
BRIEF FOR APPELLANT
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
————
John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
PRO SE
9816 Memorial Blvd. #205
Humble, Texas
Telephone (281) 540-2329
Telefacsimile (281) 540-4329
* * * *
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pronounce it thereafter; e.g.: “It is presumable that
Congress legislates with knowledge of our basic rules
of statutory construction . . .”, McNary v. Haitian
Refugee Center, Inc., 498 U.S. 479, 111 S.Ct. 888,
112 L.Ed.2d 1005 (1991).
CONSTRUCTION AND INTERPRETATION OF STATUTES
Linguistic inference canons provide guidelines
about what the legislature likely meant, given its
choice of some words and not others. The linguistic inference canons include classic logical canons
such as expressio unius,42 noscitur a sociis,43 and
ejusdem generis.44 Other inferential rules encourage interpreters to follow the ordinary usage of
text unless the legislature has itself defined the
word or the phrase has acquired a technical meaning.45 Because dictionaries report common usage,
the dictionary rule supports consulting widely
used dictionary definitions of terms the legislature has not defined.46
[24. 3 NORMAN J. SINGER & J.D. SHAMBIE SINGER,
STATUTES AND STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION § 65A:13,
at 797 (7th ed. 2008) [hereinafter SUTHERLAND].]
42. The inclusion of one thing indicates exclusion of
others. See Tate v. Ogg, 195 S.E. 496, 499 (Va. 1938)
(holding that where a statute applied to “‘any horse, mule
cattle, hog, sheep or goat,’ it did not apply to turkeys); 2A
SUTHERLAND, supra note 24, § 47:23, at 404 (7th ed. 2007)
(stating that where a list of things is designated, “all
omissions should be understood as exclusions”).
43. Literally, “it is known from its associates,” but more
usefully described as outlining the inference that ambiguous
words may be illuminated by the words grouped with it in a
statute. 2A SUTHERLAND, supra note 24, § 47:16 (7th ed.
2007); see Jarecki v. G.D. Searle & Co., 367 U.S. 303, 305-07
(1961) (given the word string “‘resulting from exploration,
discovery, or prospecting,’ the Court construed “discovery”
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to mean only discovery of mineral resources and to not
include scientific discoveries).
44. Meaning “of the same kind” and the touchstone for
inferences that particular words implicitly establish a class
of objects and that provision applies to that class. 2A
SUTHERLAND, supra note 24, § 47:17 (7th ed. 2007); see
Heathman v. Giles, 374 P.2d 839, 839-40 (Utah 1962) (given
the word string “‘any sheriff, constable, peace officer, state
road officer, or any other person charged with the duty of
enforcement of the criminal laws of this state, ’” the court
held that prosecutors were not “‘other person[s] charged
with the duty of enforcement of the criminal laws’ because
“other person[s]’” is limited by the class described in the
initial word string).
45. See MCI Telecomms. Corp. v. AT&T, 512 U.S. 218,
228 (1994) (using ordinary usage canon to hold that the
Federal Communication Commission’s authority to “modify”
tariff requirements does not allow it to waive tariffs because
“‘[m]odify,’ in [the Court’s] view, connotes moderate change”
and stating that “[i]t might be good English to say that the
French Revolution ‘modified’ the status of the French
nobility—but only because there is a figure of speech called
understatement and a literary device known as sarcasm”).
46. See Muscarello v. United States, 524 U.S. 125, 128
(1998) (consulting the Oxford English Dictionary, Webster’s
Third New International Dictionary, and Random House
Dictionary of the English Language Unabridged for the
meaning of the word “carry”); 2A SUTHERLAND, supra note
24, § 46:2, at 162-64 (7th ed. 2007).9

Jacob Scott, “Codified Canons and the Common Law of
Interpretation,” The Georgetown Law Journal, Vol. 98, Issue 2,
January 2010, 352-353.]
9
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THE SUPREME COURT ON STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION
Deliberate congressional transmutation of the
words / proper nouns “State” and “United States” into
terms of art with a limited and specific meaning, however absurd in respect of the Constitution, nevertheless constitutes a clearly expressed legislative intention that the ordinary meaning, as found in the dictionary, is extrinsic to construction / interpretation of
the language of any statute in which they appear, and
that the statutory definition and meaning thereof
obtains exclusively; to wit:
As in all cases involving statutory construction,
“our starting point must be the language employed
by Congress,” Reiter v. Sonotone Corp., 442 U.S. 330,
337, 99 S.Ct. 2326, 2330, 60 L.Ed.2d 931 (1979),
and we assume “that the legislative purpose is
expressed by the ordinary meaning of the words
used.” Richards v. United States, 369 U.S. 1, 9,
82 S.Ct. 585, 591, 7 L.Ed.2d 492 (1962). Thus
“[a]bsent a clearly expressed legislative intention
to the contrary, that language must ordinarily be
regarded as conclusive.” Consumer Product Safety
Comm’n v. GTE Sylvania, Inc., 447 U.S. 102, 108,
100 S.Ct. 2051, 2055, 64 L.Ed.2d 766 (1980). . . .
American Tobacco Company v. John Patterson,
No. 80-1199, 456 U.S. 63, 102 S.Ct. 1534, 71 L.Ed.2d
748 (1982). (ROA.323).
* * * *
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APPENDIX G
IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT
[Filed: Aug. 19, 2014]
————
Case No. 14-20333
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff-Appellee,
v.
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
Defendant-Appellant.
————
On Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
Houston Division, Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
BRIEF FOR APPELLANT
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
————
John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
PRO SE
9816 Memorial Blvd. #205
Humble, Texas
Telephone (281) 540-2329
Telefacsimile (281) 540-4329
* * * *

45a
JUNE 30, 1864, MEANING OF THE TERM OF ART “STATE”
The words of a statute are to be taken in their
ordinary and popular meaning, unless they are technical terms or words of art, in which case they are
to be understood in their technical sense. . . . Henry
Campbell Black, Handbook on the Construction
and Interpretation of the Laws (St. Paul, Minn.:
West Publishing Co., 1896), § 57, 128. (ROA.308).
Table 1. Linguistic Inference Canons . . .
. . . Ordinary usage: Follow ordinary usage of terms,
unless the legislature gives them a specified or
technical meaning. . . .
Dictionary definition: Follow dictionary definitions of terms, unless the legislature has provided
a specific definition. Jacob Scott, “Codified Canons
and the Common Law of Interpretation,” The
Georgetown Law Journal, Vol. 98, Issue 2, January
2010, 357.
Because Congress transform by statute the word
“state” into a technical term / term of art, in matters
of internal revenue no one may take it in any other
than its technical sense.
The rule expressio unius est exclusio alterius (supra,
p. 26, SCOTT n. 42), applies in this instance and is
defined elsewhere, as well; to wit, in pertinent part:
§ 47:23 Expressio unius est exclusio alterius
As the maxim is applied to statutory interpretation, where . . . the persons or things to which it
refers are designated, there is an inference that
all omissions should be understood as exclusions.
The maxim does not apply to every statutory listing or grouping. It has force only when the items
expressed are members of an associated group or
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series, justifying the inference that the items not
mentioned were excluded by deliberate choice.
[Extensive footnoting of cases omitted.] Norman
J. Singer and J.D. Shambie Singer, Statutes and
Statutory Construction, 7th ed., 2007 new ed.,
vol. 2A, Thomson – West, 398–412. (ROA.306).
* * * *
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APPENDIX H
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: April 29, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
————

Defendants.

DEFENDANT’S AMENDED OPPOSITION TO
UNITED STATES’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT; AMENDED MOTION TO DISMISS
FOR LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTION; AND MEMORANDUM
AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to request that this Honorable Court take judicial notice of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, wherein the court
directed that the pleadings of those unschooled in law,
such as Defendant JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
(the “Defendant”), shall be held to less stringent
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standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers
and, pursuant to pertinent parts of The unanimous
Declaration of the thirteen united States of America
of July 4, 1776; that certain Constitution ordained,
established, and implemented for the United States of
America, March 4, 1789; The Public Statutes at Large
of the United States of America; Revised Statutes of the
United States; Revised Statutes of the United States
Relating to the District of Columbia; United States
Code; Code of Federal Regulations; and Bouvier’s
Law Dictionary and various other recognized law
dictionaries and dictionaries of the English language,
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation, opinions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, United States District Court
* * * *
All five essential elements necessary to constitute
an estoppel by conduct being present in the hereinabove-identified internal-revenue scheme, devised,
orchestrated, implemented, and perpetuated by Congress: Any American who, though politically ineligible
for enrollment and participation in the Social Security
retirement program of the Government of the United
States (“Social Security”) as a matter of law, by reason
of foreign domicil and foreign legal residence, nevertheless is induced to act upon, and relies and acts
upon, the acts, declarations, or silence of Congress
concerning Social Security, which, taken collectively,
amount to inference or representation that he or she
is eligible to participate in Social Security, and apparently assents to certain rights and duties associated
therewith and enters into a transaction with the District
of Columbia municipal corporation via its instrumentality, the United States Social Security Administration,
ultimately—by way of apparent nexus to the revenue
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laws of the United States—to his or her injury, shall
have remedy in the affirmative defense of equitable
estoppel in any action brought against him or her, or
his or her property, related thereto.
The Supreme Court on basic rules
of statutory construction.
In deciding a question of statutory construction,
we begin of course with the language of the
statute.84
It is presumable that Congress legislates with
knowledge of our basic rules of statutory
construction . . .85
When the words of a statute are unambiguous,
then, this first canon is also the last: “judicial
inquiry is complete.” Rubin v. United States,
449 U.S. 424, 430 (1981); see also Ron Pair
Enterprises, supra, at 241.86
The Court, in another context, has said pertinently: “Had Congress intended so fundamental a
distinction, it would have expressed that intent
clearly in the statutory language or the legislative
history. It did not do so, however, and it is not this
Court’s function ‘to sit as a super-legislature,’
Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479, 482, 85 S.Ct.
1678, 1680, 14 L.Ed.2d 510 (1965), and create
statutory distinctions where none were intended.”
American Tobacco Co. v. Patterson, 456 U.S. 63,
Demarest v. Manspeaker, 498 U.S. 184 (111 S.Ct. 599,
112 L.Ed.2d 608).
84

McNary v. Haitian Refugee Center, Inc., 498 U.S. 479,
111 S.Ct. 888, 112 L.Ed.2d 1005 (1991).
85

Connecticut National Bank v. Germain, 503 US 249, 254
(1992).
86
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72, n. 6, 102 S.Ct. 1534, 1539, n. 6, 71 L.Ed.2d 748
(1982).87
In a statutory construction case, the beginning
point must be the language of the statute, and when
a statute speaks with clarity to an issue judicial
inquiry into the statute’s meaning, in all but the
most extraordinary circumstance, is finished.88
As in all cases involving statutory construction,
“our starting point must be the language employed
by Congress,” Reiter v. Sonotone Corp., 442 U.S. 330,
337, 99 S.Ct. 2326, 2330, 60 L.Ed.2d 931 (1979),
and we assume “that the legislative purpose is
expressed by the ordinary meaning of the words
used.” Richards v. United States, 369 U.S. 1, 9,
82 S.Ct. 585, 591, 7 L.Ed.2d 492 (1962). Thus
“[a]bsent a clearly expressed legislative intention
to the contrary, that language must ordinarily be
regarded as conclusive.” Consumer Product Safety
Comm’n v. GTE Sylvania, Inc., 447 U.S. 102, 108,
100 S.Ct. 2051, 2055, 64 L.Ed.2d 766 (1980).89
We have held that “the construction of a statute
by those charged with its execution should be followed unless there are compelling indications that
it is wrong, especially when Congress has refused
to alter the administrative construction.” Red
Lion Broadcasting Co. v. FCC, 395 U.S. 367, 381,
89 S.Ct. 1794, 1801-1802, 23 L.Ed.2d 371 (1969)
Securities Industry Association v. Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, 468 U.S. 137, 104 S.Ct. 2979, 82 L.Ed.2d
107 (1984).
87

Estate of Floyd Cowart v. Nicklos Drilling Co., 505 U.S. 469,
112 S.Ct. 2589, 120 L.Ed.2d 379 (1992).
88

American Tobacco Company v. John Patterson, No. 80-1199,
456 U.S. 63, 102 S.Ct. 1534, 71 L.Ed.2d 748 (1982).
89
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(footnotes omitted). Accord, Columbia Broadcasting
System, Inc. v. Democratic National Committee,
412 U.S. 94, 121, 93 S.Ct. 2080, 2095-2096,
36 L.Ed.2d 772 (1973). Such deference “is particularly appropriate where, as here, an agency’s interpretation involves issues of considerable public
controversy, and Congress has not acted to correct
any misperception of its statutory objectives.”
United States v. Rutherford, 442 U.S. 544, 554,
99 S.Ct. 2470, 2476, 61 L.Ed.2d 68 (1979).90
If the statute contains an express preemption
clause, the task of statutory construction must in
the first instance focus on the plain wording of the
clause, which necessarily contains the best evidence of Congress’ preemptive intent.91
Rules of statutory construction are to be invoked
as aids to the ascertainment of the meaning or
application of words otherwise obscure or doubtful. They have no place, as this court has many
times held, except in the domain of ambiguity.
Hamilton v. Rathbone, 175 U. S. 414, 421, 20 Sup.
Ct. 155, 44 L. Ed. 219; United States v. Barnes,
222 U. S. 513, 518-519, 32 Sup. Ct. 117, 56 L. Ed. 291.
They may not be used to create but only to remove
doubt.92

CBS, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, 453 US 367,
101 S.Ct. 2813, 69 L.Ed.2d 706 (1981).
90

CSX Transportation, Inc. v. Easterwood, 507 U.S. 658, 664,
113 S.Ct. 1732, 123 L.Ed.2d 387 (1993).
91

Russell Motor Car Co. v. United States, 261 U.S. 514,
43 S.Ct. 428, 67 L.Ed. 778 (1923).
92
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APPENDIX I
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: April 29, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
————

Defendants.

DEFENDANT’S AMENDED OPPOSITION TO
UNITED STATES’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT; AMENDED MOTION TO DISMISS
FOR LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTION; AND MEMORANDUM
AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to request that this Honorable Court take judicial notice of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, wherein the court
directed that the pleadings of those unschooled in law,
such as Defendant JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
(the “Defendant”), shall be held to less stringent
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standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers
and, pursuant to pertinent parts of The unanimous
Declaration of the thirteen united States of America
of July 4, 1776; that certain Constitution ordained,
established, and implemented for the United States of
America, March 4, 1789; The Public Statutes at Large
of the United States of America; Revised Statutes of the
United States; Revised Statutes of the United States
Relating to the District of Columbia; United States
Code; Code of Federal Regulations; and Bouvier’s
Law Dictionary and various other recognized law
dictionaries and dictionaries of the English language,
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation, opinions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, United States District Court
* * * *
differ in many respects, but neither of them is a
state, in the sense in which that term is used in
the constitution. . . . 35
Second American legislative epoch.
Notwithstanding the clarity of the Court in Hepburn
and New Orleans (nn. 34–35, respectively), re the
distinction between, on the one hand, the States of the
United States and, on the other, the District of
Columbia and the territories, Congress, on June 30,
1864, in defiance of the Supreme Court and contravention of the Constitution and dozens of legal principles,
amidst the Civil War, in the 182nd of 182 sections, on
the 84th page of an 84-page statute, “to provide
Internal Revenue” (n. 36, infra), strip the word
“state” of its popular and ordinary meaning, as found
New Orleans v. Winter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 91, 4 L. Ed. 44
(1816).
35
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in the dictionary and used in all American legislative
instruments since and including July 4, 1776, and
understood by all Americans as the basic building
block of the Republic, and transmute it into a term of
art and define it to mean the same thing as its
constitutional opposite, the District of Columbia or
one of the territories; to wit:
SEC. 182. And be it further enacted, That wherever
the word state is used in this act it shall be
construed to include the territories and the
District of Columbia, where such construction is
necessary to carry out the provisions of this act.36
Wherefore, in respect of the above-referenced
internal-revenue act of Congress: Hereinafter in
this Memorandum, “state” and “State” (revealed
infra) and the plural of each, shall mean what
Congress define them to mean, not what the
dictionary provides—except when “state” or
“State” or the plural of either appears within the
text of quoted material or in the title of an
instrument first published prior to June 30,
1864, thus requiring fidelity to the meaning
thereof contemporaneous with original date of
publication.
“Statutes in derogation of common law must be
strictly construed”37—and to determine the full extent
of the meaning of the above June 30, 1864, statutory
definition of “state,” we must look to the appropriate
rule of statutory construction. Because the list of
The Statutes at Large, Treaties, and Proclamations of the
United States of America, “An Act to provide Internal Revenue to
support the Government, to pay Interest on the Public Debt, and
for other Purposes,” Ch. 173, 13 Stat. 223, 306, June 30, 1864.
36

37

Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, 3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Maxim.”
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specific items therein, i.e., “the territories and the
District of Columbia,” is not followed by general words,
the pertinent rule is expressio unius est exclusio
alterius, defined, in pertinent part, as follows:
§ 47:23 Expressio unius est exclusio alterius
As the maxim is applied to statutory interpretation, where . . . the persons or things to which it
refers are designated, there is an inference that
all omissions should be understood as exclusions.
The maxim does not apply to every statutory
listing or grouping. It has force only when the
items expressed are members of an associated
group or series, justifying the inference that the
items not mentioned were excluded by deliberate
choice.38
The most exclusive associated group of which the
territories and District of Columbia are members is
“properties other than Places purchased for the
Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards,
and other needful Buildings, over which the Constitution authorizes Congress to exercise power of exclusive
legislation,” and the list in the said § 182 is exhaustive
as given.
Wherefore, as of June 30, 1864, the full extent of the
meaning of the new statutory definition of “state” is
the District of Columbia, Arizona Territory, Colorado
Territory, Dakota Territory, Indian (Oklahoma)
Territory, Montana Territory, Nebraska Territory,
Nevada Territory, New Mexico Territory, Utah
Territory, and Washington Territory and no other
Norman J. Singer and J.D. Shambie Singer, Statutes and
Statutory Construction, 7th ed., 2007 new ed., vol. 2A, Thomson –
West, 398-412. [Extensive footnoting in Singers omitted here.]
38
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thing; and none of the 36 commonwealths united by
and under authority of the Constitution as of that date
is a state. Shortly thereafter, Congress revise “state”
to “State” (and “territories” to “Territories”); to wit:
SEC. 3140. The word “State,” when used in this
Title, shall be construed to include the Territories
and the District of Columbia where such construction is necessary to carry out its provisions.39
Wherefore, as of March 9, 1878 (retroactive to
December 1, 1873), the full extent of the meaning of
the new congressional definition of “State” is the
District of Columbia, Alaska Territory, Arizona
Territory, Dakota Territory, Indian (Oklahoma)
Territory, Midway Atoll Territory, Montana Territory,
Nevada Territory, New Mexico Territory, Utah
Territory, or Washington Territory and no other thing.
Strictly legally speaking, per the language of Section
3140 of Revised Statutes of the United States, it is
conclusive that Congress exclude every commonwealth united by and under authority of the Constitution as a State by deliberate choice.
Summary congressional transmutation of “state”
and “State” into terms of art with a constitutionally
opposite meaning to that intended by the Founding
Fathers and Framers and used in all legislative acts
since and including July 4, 1776, contravenes the
spirit of both The unanimous Declaration of the
thirteen united States of America of July 4, 1776, and
Constitution of March 4, 1789, operates to contravene
Revised Statutes of the United States, Passed at the First
Session of the Forty-third Congress, 1873–’74, Title XXXV
Internal Revenue, Chapter 1 Officers of Internal Revenue, p. 601,
approved retroactively as of the Act of March 2, 1877, amended
and approved as of the Act of March 9, 1878.
39
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the letter per se of each of those instruments, and
violates a number of rules and principles of law and
statutory construction and interpretation, among
which are (all citations from Bouvier’s Law Dictionary,
3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Maxim” unless noted otherwise):
Words that are reasonably capable of only one
meaning must be given that meaning whatever
the result. This is called the literal rule.40
Ordinary words must be given their ordinary
meanings and technical words their technical
meanings, unless absurdity would result. This is
the golden rule.41
The words of a statute are to be construed with
reference to its subject matter. If they are
susceptible to several meanings, that one is to be
adopted that best accords with the subject to
which the statute relates. . . .42
The words of a statute are to be taken in their
ordinary and popular meaning, unless they are
technical terms or words of art, in which case
they are to be understood in their technical
sense. . . .43

A Dictionary of Law, 7th ed., Jonathan Law and Elizabeth
Martin, eds. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), s.v.
“Interpretation, Rules and Principles of Statutory.”
40

41

Ibid.

Henry Campbell Black, Handbook on the Construction and
Interpretation of the Laws (St. Paul, Minn.: West Publishing Co.,
1896), § 56, 125.
42

43

Ibid, § 57, 128.
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Lex est ratio summa, quce jubet quce sunt utilia et
necessaria, et contraria prohibet. Law is the perfection of reason, which commands what is useful
and necessary and forbids the contrary.
Ex facto jus oritur. The law arises out of the fact;
that is, its application must be to facts.44
Intentio inservire debet legibus, non leges
intentioni. Intentions ought to be subservient to
the laws, not the laws to intentions.
A verbis legis non est recedendum. From the words
of the law there must be no departure.
Si nulla sit conjectura quce ducat alio, verba
intelligenda sunt ex proprietate, non grammatica
sed populari ex usu. If there be no conjecture
which leads to a different result, words are to be
understood, according to the proper meaning, not
in a grammatical, but in a popular and ordinary
sense.
Proprietates verborum observerandce sunt. The
proprieties of words (i.e. proper meanings of
words) are to be observed.
Quoties in verbis nulla est ambiguitas ibi nulla
expositio contra verba fienda est. When there is no
ambiguity in the words, then no exposition
contrary to the words is to be made.
Quce ad unum finem locuta sunt, non debent ad
alium detorqueri. Words spoken to one end, ought
not to be perverted to another.

44

Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, 6th ed., s.v. “Maxim.”
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Quando verba et mens congruent, non est
interpretationi locus. When the words and the
mind agree, there is no place for interpretation.
Sensus verborum ex causa dicendi accipiendus est,
et sermones semper accipiendi sunt secundum
subjectam materiam. The sense of words is to be
taken from the occasion of speaking them, and
discourses are always to be interpreted according
to the subject-matter.
Verba ita sunt intelligenda, ut res magis valeat
quam pereat. Words are to be so understood that
the subject-matter may be preserved rather than
destroyed.
Rerum ordo confunditur, si unicuique jurisdictio
non servatur. The order of things is confounded if
every one [sic] preserves not his jurisdiction.
Omnis definitio in jure periculosa est; parum est
enim ut non subverti possit. Every definition in
law is perilous, for there is very little that cannot
be overthrown. (There is no rule in the civil law
which is not liable to some exception; and the least
difference in the facts of the case renders its
application useless.)
Nihil quod est contra rationem est licitum.
Nothing against reason is lawful.
Nil tamere novandum. Nothing should be rashly
changed.
Sicut natura nil facit per saltum, ita nec lex. As
nature does nothing by a bound or leap, so neither
does the law.
Ubi quid generaliter conceditur, in est haec
exceptio, si non aliquid sit contra jus fasque.
Where a thing is concealed generally, this
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exception arises, that there shall be nothing
contrary to law and right.
Quicquid est contra normam recti est injuria.
Whatever is against the rule of right is a wrong.
Ubicunque est injuria, ibi damnum sequitur.
Wherever there is a wrong, there damage follows.
Verba nihil operandi melius est quam absurde. It
is better that words should have no operation,
than to operate absurdly.
Application of the universal rules and principles of
statutory construction and interpretation to American
legislative statutes subsequent to the aforementioned
Act of June 30, 1864, up to and including the present
day, reveals that, without exception, each and every
legislative act, including, without limitation, every
amendment to the Constitution, hews to the new
definition of “state” as a common noun and “State” as
a proper noun.
Between 1864 and 1916 Congress only infer or
construe the “United States” to include the “States,”
i.e., certain of the Territories and the District of
Columbia, based on the statutory meaning of “State,”
which appears within “United States.” The Revenue
Act of September 8, 1916, officially transforms “United
States” into a term of art; to wit:
TITLE I.—INCOME TAX. . . .
SEC. 15. That the word “State” or “United
States” when used in this title shall be construed
to include any Territory, the District of Columbia,
Porto Rico, and the Philippine Islands, when such
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construction is necessary to carry out its
provisions.45
Whereas, “Statutes in derogation of common law
must be strictly construed,”46 the full extent of the
meaning of the definition of “State” and “United
States” in §15 of the Act of September 8, 1916, is
determined by two factors: (1) use of the phrase “any
Territory,” which necessarily comprehends all other
Territories extant on September 8, 1916, just not listed
in the definition, and (2) the absence of general words
following the specific things listed in the definition,
requiring application of expressio unius est exclusio
alterius.
Whereas, the aforesaid rule of statutory construction does not apply to every statutory listing or
grouping, only to those where the items listed are all
“members of an associated group,” such is the case
with said § 15 because all things listed therein are
“properties other than Places purchased for the
Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards,
and other needful Buildings, over which the
Constitution authorizes Congress to exercise power of
exclusive legislation.”
Wherefore, the full extent of the meaning of the
definition in said §15 of the Revenue Act of September
8, 1916, embraces all other members of the same
associated group of properties not listed therein,
namely Alaska, Hawaii, American Samoa, Guam,
Midway Islands, and the Panama Canal Zone; and
therefore identifies the totality of the geographical
area over which the United States has territorial
“An Act To increase the revenue, and for other purposes,”
Ch. 463, 39 Stat. 756, 773, September 8, 1916.
45
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jurisdiction. In respect thereof, the said Revenue Act
also provides for which Americans, exactly, are liable
to income tax, language still substantially in use
today; to wit:
TITLE I.—INCOME TAX.
PART I.—ON INDIVIDUALS.
SEC. 1. (a) That there shall be levied, assessed,
collected, and paid annually upon the entire net
income received in the preceding calendar year
from all sources by every individual, a citizen or
resident of the United States, a tax of two per
centum upon such income; . . .
All commonwealths united by and under authority
of the Constitution are deemed excluded from the
meaning of “State” and “United States” by Congress by
deliberate choice—and therefore situate without the
territorial jurisdiction of the United States.
Presently there are no less than 75 different statutory definitions of “United States” throughout the
United States Code, all of which, however, upon strict
construction (“Statutes in derogation of common law
must be strictly construed.”), are found to consist
either of (1) the District of Columbia and certain of the
Territories, or (2) the District of Columbia (only).
Congress incorporate the District of
Columbia for political purposes.
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION. A public corporation, created by government for political purposes,
and having subordinate and local powers of
legislation : e. g. a county, town, city, etc. 2 Kent
275; Ang. & A. Corp. 9, 29; Bonaparte v. R. Co.,
Baldw. 222, Fed. Cas. No. 1,617. An incorporation
of persons, inhabitants of a particular place, or
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connected with a particular district, enabling
them to conduct its local civil government. Glover,
Mun. Corp. 1. . . .47
As of February 21, 1871, Congress, as authorized by
Article 1 § 8(17) the Constitution, incorporate the
District of Columbia and thereby create a novel
sovereign domicil—situate without the section of
territory occupied by the collective of the component
commonwealths of the Union—within the seat of the
national government and known as the District of
Columbia, and assume, in addition to their legislative
duties as the national legislature, those of the
territorial-type legislature of the new municipality; to
wit, in pertinent part:
* * * *

Bouvier’s Law Dictionaly, 3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Municipal
corporation.”
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APPENDIX J
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: April 29, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
————

Defendants.

DEFENDANT’S AMENDED OPPOSITION TO
UNITED STATES’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT; AMENDED MOTION TO DISMISS
FOR LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTION; AND MEMORANDUM
AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to request that this Honorable Court take judicial notice of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, wherein the court
directed that the pleadings of those unschooled in law,
such as Defendant JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
(the “Defendant”), shall be held to less stringent
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standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers
and, pursuant to pertinent parts of The unanimous
Declaration of the thirteen united States of America
of July 4, 1776; that certain Constitution ordained,
established, and implemented for the United States of
America, March 4, 1789; The Public Statutes at Large
of the United States of America; Revised Statutes of the
United States; Revised Statutes of the United States
Relating to the District of Columbia; United States
Code; Code of Federal Regulations; and Bouvier’s
Law Dictionary and various other recognized law
dictionaries and dictionaries of the English language,
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation, opinions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, United States District Court
* * * *
Because § 1101(a)(1) of the Social Security Act of
August 14, 1935, uses another Social Security Act
term, “includes,” within the definition of “State,” we
must ascertain the meaning of that particular term
before we can determine the full extent of the meaning
of “State.” Section 1101(b) thereof provides:
The terms includes and including when used in a
definition contained in this Act shall not be
deemed to exclude other things otherwise within
the meaning of the term defined.
The above definition of includes and including is
a hybrid composite of two of the principal rules
of statutory construction/interpretation, (1) ejusdem
generis, and (2) expressio unius est exclusio alterius,
defined, respectively and in pertinent part as follows:
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EJUSDEM GENERIS (Lat.). Of the same kind.
In the construction of laws, wills, and other
instruments, general words following an
enumeration of specific things are usually
restricted to things of the same kind (ejusdem
generis) as those specifically enumerated. . . .51
(5) The rule ejusdem generis (of the same kind):
when a list of specific items belonging to the
same class is followed by general words (as in
‘cats, dogs, and other animals’), the general
words are to be treated as confined to other
items of the same class (in this example, to
other domestic animals). 52
Expressio unius est exclusio alterius. The expression of one thing is the exclusion of the other. . . .
36 Fed. 880 ; 104 U.S. 25, 26 L. Ed. 367. It is a rule
of construction. 222 U. S. 513, 32 Sup. Ct. 117,
56 L. Ed. 291.53
(6) The rule expressio unius est exclusio alterius
(the inclusion of the one is the exclusion of
the other): when a list of specific items is not
followed by general words it is to be taken
as exhaustive. For example, ‘weekends and
public holidays’ excludes ordinary weekdays.54

Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, 3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Ejusdem
generis.”
51

A Dictionary of Law, 7th ed., Jonathan Law and Elizabeth
Martin, eds. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), s.v.
“Interpretation, Rules and Principles of Statutory.”
52

53

Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, 3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Maxim.”

A Dictionary of Law, 7th ed., Law and Martin, eds., s.v.
“Interpretation, Rules and Principles of Statutory.”
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Wherefore, whenever “includes” or “including”
is used within a definition contained in the Social
Security Act, though any such definition be exclusionary generally, said definition nevertheless shall comprehend other things of the same kind (members of the
same associated group) as those listed therein.
Section 1101(a)(1) of the Social Security Act provides that “The term State (except when used in
section 531) includes Alaska, Hawaii, and the District
of Columbia.” Wherefore, application of §1101(b) of
said Act means that the definition nevertheless
comprehends other things of the same kind (same
associated group) as Alaska, Hawaii, and the District
of Columbia, just not specifically listed therein.
Notwithstanding that the specific items listed in
§ 1101(a)(1) of the said Act (Alaska, Hawaii, and the
District of Columbia) are all members of the same
associated group identified earlier in our analysis of
the meaning of “state” in the Act of June 30, 1864
(supra, pp. 15-16), i.e., “properties other than Places
purchased for the Erection of Forts, Magazines,
Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings,
over which the Constitution authorizes Congress
to exercise power of exclusive legislation”—of which,
on August 14, 1935, there are a total of six others
(American Samoa, Guam, Midway Islands, Panama
Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands)—
these particular three have distinction in that they are
all members of a smaller, more exclusive, associated
group; specifically, they are all geographical areas
whose residents have political status of citizen of the
United States; to wit: Alaska, as of July 20, 186855;
Act of July 20, 1868, ch. 186, 107; 15 Stat. at L. 167, U. S.
Comp. Stat. 1901, p. 2277.
55
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Hawaii (retroactively), as of August 12, 189856; and
District of Columbia, circa July 16, 1790.57
On August 14, 1935, there are only two other such
geographical areas of the aforesaid other six whose
residents have political status as citizen of the United
States: (1) Puerto Rico, as of March 2, 191758; and
(2) the Virgin Islands, as of February 25, 1927.59
* * * *
Meaning of the Title 26 U.S.C. terms
“United States,” “State”
The controlling definition of the Title 26 U.S.C.
(“26 U.S.C.”) terms “United States” and “State” is
found at 26 U.S.C. § 7701, which provides, in pertinent
part:
(a) When used in this title, where not otherwise
distinctly expressed . . .
(9) United States
The term “United States” when used in a
geographical sense includes only the
States and the District of Columbia.
(10) State
The term “State” shall be construed to
include the District of Columbia, where
such construction is necessary to carry
out provisions of this title.

56

Act of April 30, 1900, Pub. L. 56-331, Ch. 339, 31 Stat 141.

57

Act of July 16, 1790, 1 Stat. 130.

58

Pub.L. 64-368, 39 Stat. 951.

[ Title 8 U.S.C. § 1406.]
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“Statutes in derogation of common law must be
strictly construed,”93 and because the controlling Title
26 U.S.C. definition of the term “includes,” found in
26 U.S.C. § 7701(c) and used in the above definition of
“United States,” is substantially identical94 to that of
§ 1101(b) of the Social Security Act of August 14, 1935
(supra, p. 23), the derivative product of such exercise
is foreknown and therefore unnecessary and is omitted
here; to wit:
(c) Includes and including
The terms “includes” and “including” when
used in a definition contained in this title
shall not be deemed to exclude other things
otherwise within the meaning of the term
defined.
Wherefore, re the full extent of the meaning of
“States,” which appears in 26 U.S.C. § 7701(a)(9),
the controlling definition of “State,” 26 U.S.C.
§ 7701(a)(10), supra, reveals very little; only that the
District of Columbia shall be construed to be a State.
The preamble to the above controlling definition
of the terms “United States” and “State” provides,
however, at 26 U.S.C. § 7701(a), an instruction as to
how to identify any other State, besides the District of
Columbia, that is embraced by the said definition of
“United States”; to wit: “When used in this title, where
not otherwise distinctly expressed . . .”

93

Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, 3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Maxim.”

Non differunt quae concordant re, tametsi non in verb is
iisdem. Those things which agree in substance, though not in the
same words, do not differ. Ibid.
94
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“State” is otherwise distinctly expressed in 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(e)(1); to wit:
The term “State” includes the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, and American Samoa.
Use of the term “includes” in the 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(e)(1) definition of “State” requires the same
application as with §1101(a)(1), “State,” of the Social
Security Act of August 14, 1935. Wherefore, we need
to identify other members of the associated group
of “States” that are of the same kind as those
enumerated in 26 U.S.C. § 3121(e)(1), just not listed.
In Title 26 U.S.C., the District of Columbia is a
State only because the controlling definition thereof
construes it to be such and makes no mention of any
other State. Wherefore, we can disregard the District
of Columbia as being a member of the same associated
group or of the same kind listed in the definition of
“State” in 26 U.S.C. § 3121(e)(1).
Searching the Secretary of the Treasury’s website,
www.irs.gov, we discover that the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa are all insular U.S. possessions that have their
own governments and tax systems; to wit, in pertinent
part:
U.S. possessions can be divided into two groups:
1. Those that have their own governments and
their own tax systems (Puerto Rico, U.S.
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands), and
2. Those that do not have their own governments
and their own tax systems . . .
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The governments of the first group of territories
impose their own income taxes and withholding
taxes on their own residents. . . .95
In addition to the four insular U.S. possessions
with their own respective government and tax system
listed in the definition of the term “State” in 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(e)(1), there is one and only one other member
of the same associated group, the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands, and the full extent
of the meaning of the Title 26 U.S.C. term “United
States” when used in a geographical sense is the
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
and no other thing.
Further, when used in a governmental sense, “United
States” means the District of Columbia; to wit:
The Congress shall have Power . . . To exercise
exclusive Legislation . . . over such District . . . as
may . . . become the Seat of the Government of the
United States . . .96
The District is created a government by the name
of the “District of Columbia” . . .97

IRS.gov, “Persons Employed In a U.S. Possession / Territory FIT,” http://www.irs.gov/Individuals/International-Taxpayers/Per
sons-Employed-In-U.S.-Possessions.
95
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Constitution, Article 1 § 8(17).

Revised Statutes of the United States Relating to the District
of Columbia . . . 1873–’74 § 2, p. 2.
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When used in a political sense “United States”
means the District of Columbia municipal corporation98;
to wit:
“‘United States’ means—(A) a Federal corporation;”99 and
Used in a commercial sense, “United States” means
the District of Columbia; to wit:
“The United States is located in the District of
Columbia.”100
Whereas: The Constitution authorizes Congress to
exercise personal legislative power and jurisdiction
only in “such District . . . as may . . . become the Seat
of the Government of the United States” and “all
Places purchased” by (Article 1 § 8(17)), and “Territory
or other Property belonging to” (Article 4 § 3(2)), the
United States; and
Whereas:
“On the part of the plaintiffs, it has been urged
that Columbia is a distinct political society, and is
therefore “a state” according to the definitions of
writers on general law.
* * * *

98

MUNICIPAL CORPORATION. A public corporation, created by government for political purposes . . . Bouvier’s Law
Dictionary, 3rd rev., 8th ed., s.v. “Municipal corporation.”

99

Title 28 U.S.C. § 3002(15).

100

Uniform Commercial Code § 9-307(h).
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APPENDIX K
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: April 29, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
————

Defendants.

DEFENDANT’S AMENDED OPPOSITION TO
UNITED STATES’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT; AMENDED MOTION TO DISMISS
FOR LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTION; AND MEMORANDUM
AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to request that this Honorable Court take judicial notice of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, wherein the court
directed that the pleadings of those unschooled in law,
such as Defendant JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
(the “Defendant”), shall be held to less stringent
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standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers
and, pursuant to pertinent parts of The unanimous
Declaration of the thirteen united States of America
of July 4, 1776; that certain Constitution ordained,
established, and implemented for the United States of
America, March 4, 1789; The Public Statutes at Large
of the United States of America; Revised Statutes of the
United States; Revised Statutes of the United States
Relating to the District of Columbia; United States
Code; Code of Federal Regulations; and Bouvier’s
Law Dictionary and various other recognized law
dictionaries and dictionaries of the English language,
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation, opinions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, United States District Court
* * * *
“State” is otherwise distinctly expressed in 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(e)(1); to wit:
The term “State” includes the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, and American Samoa.
Use of the term “includes” in the 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(e)(1) definition of “State” requires the same
application as with §1101(a)(1), “State,” of the Social
Security Act of August 14, 1935. Wherefore, we need
to identify other members of the associated group
of “States” that are of the same kind as those
enumerated in 26 U.S.C. § 3121(e)(1), just not listed.
In Title 26 U.S.C., the District of Columbia is a
State only because the controlling definition thereof
construes it to be such and makes no mention of any
other State. Wherefore, we can disregard the District
of Columbia as being a member of the same associated
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group or of the same kind listed in the definition of
“State” in 26 U.S.C. § 3121(e)(1).
Searching the Secretary of the Treasury’s website,
www.irs.gov, we discover that the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa are all insular U.S. possessions that have their
own governments and tax systems; to wit, in pertinent
part:
U.S. possessions can be divided into two groups:
1. Those that have their own governments and
their own tax systems (Puerto Rico, U.S.
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands), and
2. Those that do not have their own governments
and their own tax systems . . .
The governments of the first group of territories
impose their own income taxes and withholding
taxes on their own residents. . . .95
In addition to the four insular U.S. possessions
with their own respective government and tax system
listed in the definition of the term “State” in 26 U.S.C.
§ 3121(e)(1), there is one and only one other member
of the same associated group, the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands, and the full extent of
the meaning of the Title 26 U.S.C. term “United States”
* * * *

IRS.gov, “Persons Employed In a U.S. Possession / Territory FIT,” http://www.irs.gov/Individuals/International-Taxpayers/Per
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APPENDIX L
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION
[Filed: April 29, 2014]
————
Civil No. 4:14-cv-00027
————
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
v.

Plaintiff,

JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.,
FREEDOM VENTURES UBO, AND
MONTGOMERY COUNTY TAX OFFICE,
————

Defendants.

DEFENDANT’S AMENDED OPPOSITION TO
UNITED STATES’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY
JUDGMENT; AMENDED MOTION TO DISMISS
FOR LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER
JURISDICTION; AND MEMORANDUM
AND AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT
————
NOW COMES John Parks Trowbridge, Jr. in the
above-captioned matter, respectfully and without
attorney, to request that this Honorable Court take judicial notice of the enunciation of principles as stated
in Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, wherein the court
directed that the pleadings of those unschooled in law,
such as Defendant JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.
(the “Defendant”), shall be held to less stringent
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standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers
and, pursuant to pertinent parts of The unanimous
Declaration of the thirteen united States of America
of July 4, 1776; that certain Constitution ordained,
established, and implemented for the United States of
America, March 4, 1789; The Public Statutes at Large
of the United States of America; Revised Statutes of the
United States; Revised Statutes of the United States
Relating to the District of Columbia; United States
Code; Code of Federal Regulations; and Bouvier’s
Law Dictionary and various other recognized law
dictionaries and dictionaries of the English language,
universal rules and principles of statutory construction and interpretation, opinions of the Supreme Court
of the United States, United States District Court
* * * *
Affidavit in Support of Amended
Motion to Dismiss
Preamble
In this Affidavit in Support of Amended Motion to
Dismiss, the term “Affiant” means John Parks
Trowbridge, Jr. (and is not intended to exclude
derivative variations in the spelling thereof, such as
JOHN PARKS TROWBRIDGE, JR.).
Introductory Certification
Affiant hereby solemnly swears, declares, and states
as follows:
1. Affiant can competently state the matters set
forth herein.
2. Affiant has personal knowledge of the facts
stated herein.
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3. All the facts stated herein are true, correct, and
complete in accordance with Affiant’s best firsthand personal knowledge and belief.
Averments of John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
4. Affiant has neither seen nor been presented with
any evidence, and likewise any material fact,
that demonstrates that:
(a) Affiant is one born within the exterior limits
of that certain section of territory occupied
by the District of Columbia;
(b) Affiant is one wholly brought into separate
existence within the exterior limits of that
certain section of territory occupied by the
District of Columbia;
(c) At any point in time, Affiant intends, of
Affiant’s own free will, to:
(i)

Renounce and renounces birthright in
that certain republic (hereinafter the
“American Union”) created and established by way of confederation of those
certain component commonwealths (numbering 50 at present, the last of which
being Hawaii, August 21, 1959) united
by and under authority of that certain
Constitution ordained, established, and
implemented March 4, 1789, Independence Hall, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
and adopts the political and municipal
status involved by permanent residence
of choice, with domiciliary intent, in that
certain section of territory occupied by
the District of Columbia;
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(ii) Establish and establishes personal presence in true, fixed, and permanent home,
habitation, and principal abode, with
domiciliary intent, within the exterior
limits of that certain section of territory
occupied by the District of Columbia;
(iii) Reside and resides within the exterior
limits of that certain section of territory
occupied by the District of Columbia for
purposes of trade;
(iv) Reside and resides within the exterior
limits of that certain section of territory
occupied by the District of Columbia for
purposes of carrying on Affiant’s trade;
(v) Go into and goes into the District of
Columbia to engage in trade;
(vi) Reside and resides within the exterior
limits of that certain section of territory
occupied by the District of Columbia
for purposes of carrying on Affiant’s
business;
(vii) Go into and goes into the District of
Columbia to engage in business; or
(viii) Change and changes the country of
domicil and legal residence in which
Affiant’s true, fixed, and permanent
home, habitation, and principal abode
is situate, from the American Union to
any other sovereign jurisdiction; or
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(d) At any point in time, Affiant chooses, of
Affiant’s own free will, to establish and
establishes, for legal purposes, Affiant’s
true, fixed, and permanent home, habitation, and principal abode in that certain
section of territory occupied by the District
of Columbia;
(e) At any point in time. Affiant chooses, of
Affiant’s own free will, to establish and
establishes, as the center of Affiant’s legal
relations and business, Affiant’s true, fixed,
and permanent home, habitation, and principal abode in that certain section of territory occupied by the District of Columbia;
(f) Affiant’s country of domicil is the District of
Columbia;
(g) Affiant’s legal residence is the District of
Columbia;
(h) The sovereignty to whom Affiant owes
allegiance is the District of Columbia;
(i)

Affiant is a citizen of the District of
Columbia;

(j)

Affiant is a resident of the District of
Columbia;

(k) Affiant is a resident, for legal purposes, of
the District of Columbia;
(l)

Affiant is a resident, for purposes of
taxation, of the District of Columbia;

(m) Affiant is a resident, for purposes of
licensing, of the District of Columbia;
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(n) Affiant is domiciled in the District of
Columbia;
(o) Affiant is a citizen of the federal (United
States) government;
(p) Affiant is a United States Government
employee; or
(q) At the time of Affiant’s apparent execution
of that certain conditional (assessment)
contract with the District of Columbia
municipal corporation via said corporation’s
instrumentality, the United States Social
Security Administration, Affiant is located
within the exterior limits of that section
of territory occupied by the District of
Columbia,
and believes that none exists.
Verification and Certification
5. The Undersigned Affiant, John Parks Trowbridge, Jr., hereby solemnly swears, declares,
and states that Affiant executes this Affidavit on
Affiant’s unlimited liability, that Affiant can
competently state the matters set forth herein,
and that the facts stated herein are true, correct,
and complete in accordance with Affiant’s best
firsthand personal knowledge and belief.
Further Affiant sayeth naught.
Date: The twenty-ninth day of the fourth month in
the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen
[April 29, A.D. 2014]
/s/ John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
John Parks Trowbridge, Jr.
Affiant

04-29-14
Date
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/s/ Catherine Diane Guion
Witness: Catherine Diane Guion

04-29-14
Date

/s/ Lucrecia Taylor
Witness: Lucrecia Taylor

04-29-14
Date

/s/ Rena Jeannette Parker
Witness: Rena Jeannette Parker

