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ACCOUNTING SANCTIONS AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF REMEDY CALCULATIONS
				
1. Purpose. The purpose of these forms are to resolve tax matter issues arising from the false claims of blighted Mortgage Loan Trusts in Aggravation of the 26 USC as follows: §1250 property is subject to recapture rules with application to the cancellation of debt; §61(a)(1) like kind exchanges; §1.1031 wash sale provisions; §1.1091 timing devises conversion of income and attribution thereof, to reconstitute value of these “bad bank” non-performing assets by the enactment of wrongful foreclosures thereby violating the tax exempt status of Special Purpose Vehicles.  No third-party fiduciaries held dominion, (not incidental to the initial contract under blighted mortgage offerings). These initial contracts were placed upon Unilateral Government Election of Action and moved directly into an “accelerated recovery” process [26 US Code Sec 108 & Sec. 453 Qualified Sale] hidden in an arithmetic coding system for use to defeat taxes as elaborated upon herein. 

2. Collateralization. The act where a borrower pledges an asset as recourse to the lender in the event that the borrower defaults on the initial loan.  The (MERS) Trademark in Uniform with Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, Mortgage Electronic Registration System, MERS is the "BORROWER" who pledged on behalf of the individual and used their signature to lend back the credit they obtained.  This was done without legal consent under the presumption of Surety (obscuring the BORROWER who was responsible to pay). The GRANTOR (individual beneficiary) was the only one who held the authority as the legal beneficiary, to nominate a replacement beneficiary as evidenced upon the Trustee Deed of Sales (TDS) and NOTICES OF DEFAULT (NOD) by the individual's NOM DE JURE being used as the GRANTOR to facilitate wrongful foreclosures.  The BORROWER, MERS signed a Power of Attorney (POA) over to their NA BANK as MEMBERS of MERS, the BORROWER MERS, through their TRADEMARK system allowing BANKS free run of the individuals NOM DE JURE which is classified as a GOVERNMENT ASSET (Asset) under GAAP accounting as further described herein.  None of the MERS MEMBER NA BANKS were authorized upon the approved Treasury list. None of them held a legal power of attorney to access the Asset as no such verbiage existed upon the DEEDS OF TRUST.  These were nothing more than unilateral contracts made among Members of the Centralized Banking industry. No partnership was ever entered into by the individual, therefore, no security existed. 

The MERS trademark was established for the use of a PASS-THROUGH GRANTOR NOM DE JURE system used to comingle Government ASSETS broken down as a pooled TIER Class of performing ASSETS under a MASTER servicers who became custodians of the individual's TRUST.  The LENDERS disclosed were acting as REMICS originators, or granted privilege on behalf of the originator to transfer the collateral Asset. This falls under UCC §9-605 undisclosed DEBTOR who created a third-party security instrument against a trademark for FUTURES trade.  The PERSON became a commodity which was offered out as goods and services. The TRADEMARK was the security instrument.  

[bookmark: Securityinterest]DAMAGES. Damage incurred under UCC§9-604(d) removal of the collateral. The non-performing asset was involuntarily converted into GAAP accounting by the MERS BORROWER'S irrevocable transfer into the individual's NOM DE JURE TRUST.  This in turn treated the individual as intellectual property Chattel under UCC §9-102(A)(41).  For Clarity, under COLOR OF LAW there was the presumption of a PERSON as defined under UCC§1-201(4) that was adhered to an individual as defined under UCC§1-201(11) which is a breach of UCC§ 1-201(17) violating UCC§1-201(18) through a "banking organization" UCC§1-201(25) meaning a PERSON other than the individual. The MERS TRADEMARK by default became the UCC§ 1-201(35) "Security interest", which voided the UCC-1 filing made against the NOM DE JURE under UCC§1-201(19-20) it was neither genuine nor made in good faith. These other than ordinary activities fall under 18 USC §1961 et seq. Under this TRADEMARK system the "other than ordinary income" presented as a 1099-A was for the undisclosed partner abandoned security interest in the use of the NOM DE JURE.  

The MERS TRADEMARK was made clear to the US Department of Commerce Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) on 8-27-1998 upon form PTO-1618A and recorded as 100804608 upon the Recordation Form Coversheet for TRADEMARKS ONLY as follows:
	This SECURITY AGREEMENT (as amended, supplemented or modified from time to 	time, this "Security Agreement") is dated as of June 30, 1998 and is between 	MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, INC., a Delaware 	corporation (the "Borrower"), and NATIONSBANK, N.A., a national banking 	association (the "Bank").  The MERS BORROWER (as disclosed upon the Deed of 	Trust) and the Bank propose to enter into a Secured Credit Agreement dated as of 		June 30,1998.
It was NOT made clear to the individual, that the BORROWER MERS pledged a security disclosed to the lender as recourse in the event that the MERS BORROWER defaulted on the initial loan.  It was NOT made clear to the individual that the BORROWER MERS had issued an irrevocable power of attorney to the NA BANK.  It was not made clear to the individual that they were being used as pledged collateral. And It was NOT made clear the implications of the applications of proceeds UCC 9-504(1)(c) the realization of gains by the removal of the collateral.  What is clear within the verbiage of the undisclosed agreement is that the BORROWER MERS remained liable for any amount remaining unpaid in Section 5.10 of the MERS BORROWER AGREEMENT.
[bookmark: Remedy]The use of the Real Estate Mortgage Investment Conduit (REMIC) to bring forth a foreclosure action as a holder in due course is further outlined within the attached IRS forms. It is clear from the foregoing that DEEDS OF TRUST'S were intended to defraud consumers in pooled masses.  These are defalcations of the PUBLIC TRUST.  Meaning that UCC§1-201 (32) "Remedy" holds any remedial right to which an aggrieved party is entitled with or without resort to a tribunal. Further these "Remedies" are not limited to individuals as outlined further below.  

The Collateral being used was the undisclosed partner in receipt of the 1099-A which is an abandon partnership (individual) interest in the certificates used for trade, individual's, whose signature was usurped in hypothecated subrogation. From there they were used as intellectual property CHATTLE for use in commodity trade of goods and services. This is nothing more than intellectual slave trading cleverly disguised to generate passive income which is subject to taxation and does in fact fall under Executive Order 13818 Blocking the Property of "Persons" Involved in Serious Human Rights Abuse or Corruption Issued on: Dec. 21, 2017

These SUBJECT MATTERS are toxic Constitutional torts of involuntary servitude for the use to defraud the National Security of the United States by target class. The partnership interest of other than ordinary income being reported therefore reverts back to MERS as taxable income.  The credit that was BORROWED needs to be calculated for recompense upon the proceeds earned by fraudulent use of the NOM DE JURE. For clarity, the LENDER whom GRANTED the BENEFICIARY interests is the DISGRUNTLED GRANTOR (aka the individual). Under UCC §9-605 undisclosed DEBTOR damage incurred under UCC §9-604(d) removal of collateral as Intellectual property, Human Chattel, fixtures under UCC §9-102(a)(41) through Unlawful Detainer Courts. For which STATE GOVENORS can be held accountable for their participation upon a reverse purchase and sale leaseback under a Government Election of Action with intent to defraud. See 27 CFR 72.11.

There is no Statute of Limitation upon this level of Defalcation of the Public Trust. The public trust doctrine requires the State to hold in trust designated resources for the benefit of the people.  Such extrinsic fraud MATTERS holding collaborative unprosecuted obstructions of justice fall under 18 USC §§1581 to 1594 and 18 USC § 371-Conspiracy to Defraud. As long as the MERS TRADEMARK is in use, THE UNITED STATES owes an obligation to the individual under 31 USC §5118 (a)(2) and in turn is OWED recompense from the BORROWER MERS.  

Remedy. Whistleblower are eligible for 10% rewards. Once a determination is made of what Tier the REMIC ASSETS were pooled into, the penalty can be placed against those funds being reported to the SEC upon the last known 10D distribution report.  It can also be calculated after an approximation of the number of shares based upon the 10D valuation of the offering itself (found at the classification breakdown i.e under the 10D A3, A4, etc.)  This is an adjustment to the REMIC column for corrective purposes.  
	-Note: SEC REMIC Termination/Suspension filings evidence the money laundering for 	profit. The last known 10D and/or Distribution Filing (if not filed upon the SEC) should 	allow these agencies the ability to track where these funds were laundered to. 

Bearing in mind, DEEDS OF TRUST were nothing more than a presentment of involuntary conversions to income using GAAP accounting under a presumed irrevocable transfer for which the GRANTOR (individual) was the undisclosed pass-through unwitting LENDER who nominated MERS as the BENEFICIARY upon seizen of their own TRUST (aka GOVERNMENT PROPERTY).  The MERS Trademark issued a POA to the NA BANKS, their successors and assigns by MERS.  By this Election of Action, MERS became a UNILATERAL BORROWER whose MEMBERS proceeded to comingle PUBLIC TRUST FUNDS by pooling them into Special Purpose Vehicles (REMICS) set up specifically for abandoned property interests of other than ordinary income.  In these contexts, home ownership never existed. No actual POA was issued to MERS to act as the replacement beneficiary of the NOM DE JURE as a BENEFICIARY BORROWER.  The GRANTOR (individual) was the undisclosed partner through which MERS BORROWED credit. (Banks can't lend credit to individuals only to others Banks). A REMIC cannot act as a HOLDER IN DUE COURSE to enact a foreclosure if no majority action affidavit can be brought forth upon a termination/suspension of a REMIC. Should a majority action affidavit be brought forth, the FORM 8594 would also have to be produced to show proof that the asset (residence as opposed to Intellectual Property) was acquired. 

[bookmark: Bank]For clarity, the individual became an unwitting SECURED PARTY CREDITOR aka a LENDER of credit under the presumption of UCC §4-105(1) for which a "Bank" means a PERSON (not the individual) engaged in the business of banking, including a savings bank, savings and loan association, credit union, or trust company. There is a lack of FORM and FOUNDATION.

The following are attestations of truth:

	In our legal system, a PERSON can only own rights to use land, a PERSON can't 	directly own (that is, have complete claim to) the land itself.  Further, as the STATE 	always retains the right of eminent domain, a PERSON is limited as to the specific 	interests GRANTED by these irrevocable TESTIMONIAL TRUSTS. Land in the United 	States can only be owned by the federal government or by private individuals.  A 	PERSON is PUBLIC. 

	The individual was led to believe that 'Home Ownership' meant eventually owning 	Allodial title, but instead they were commercially entered into a reverse purchase and sale 	leaseback as a RENTER through a unilateral contract of conveyance.  Under the 	governing laws, DEEDS OF TRUSTS were nothing more than a colorable government 	election of action superimposed upon an IRS inventory FORM.  

	To Elaborate, DEEDS OF TRUSTS are Warranty Deeds of conveyance which were used 	as a divestiture for collateral (the individual's credit against the NOM DE JURE) obtained 	in exchange for an inventory advance 'goods and services' for use in futures trading.  In 	other words, the goods and services provided were in effect Intellectual Property Chattel 	classified as an implied government performing assets.  Warranty Deeds create abstracts 	upon title that can never be perfected.  Without the ability to perfect such titles, no holder 	in due course could possibly come forward to enact a foreclosure (see WINEMAN v. 	GASTRELL 53 F. 697 Dec 12, 1892). 

	With respect to people in government, when a reference is made to 'the people' as the 	repository of sovereignty (a NOM DE JURE pass-through depositary), we are in fact 	speaking of a targeted and limited class of individuals to whom the Constitution accords 	the elective franchise and the right of participation in the offices of government. Black, 	Const. Law (3d Ed.) p. 30.  With that in mind, foreclosures are nothing more than a non-	performing Government Asset involved in a 1031 exchange for a performing 	Government Asset which never reports the GAAP's BOOT conducted by the NA 	BANKS who acts as a Custodian of NOME DE JURE TRUST.  See generally, Kessler, 	"Contracts of Adhesion-Some Thoughts About Freedom of Contract", 43 Columbia Law 	Review 629 (1942).   

Equity WILL NOT allow a statute to be used as a cloak for fraud Therefore if the source bank (PERSON) is presumed to be the individual's NOM DE JURE, then the funding obtained by the MERS BORROWER is a tandem net advance for the goods and services (the Performing Asset) being offered to investors as chattel (aka the individual's rental) as further described herein.    

[bookmark: a_6_A]'REMIC' In Re: REMEDY.  It is important at this juncture to address the tax-exempt status of the REMIC being used as a holder in due course in the initiation of foreclosures without a majority action affidavit. Under a Mortgage Pass through Grantor Trust, the Securities Administrator (aka the MASTER SERVICER) elected that REMIC I, REMIC II and REMIC III be created under the pass-through-TRUST by certain GAAP breakdowns further elaborated herein and treated as a 'REMIC' as defined under US 26 Section 860D.  This code specifies as a general rule that reasonable arrangements are designed to ensure that residual interests in such a REMIC are NOT held by disqualified organizations defined in section 26 USC 860E(e)(5). Section 860E(e)(5)(A) includes the United States, and any State or political subdivision thereof, as a disqualified organization. 

The individual was an unwitting agent of the NOM DE JURE as the undisclosed partner by their signature upon these DEED OF TRUSTS arising from unclean hands.  Regardless if the individual kept unaware of these SUBJECT MATTERS, individuals still fall under 26 USC §860E(e)(6)(B)(ii) any partnership, trust, or estate, which is evidenced by the issuance of FORM 1099-A abandonment of partnership interests.  That being said, any inconsistencies or ambiguities of such an undisclosed partnership agreement entered by the MERS BORROWER or in the administration of such agreements into the REMIC, shall be resolved in a manner that preserves the validity of such REMIC elections.  For the record, these 'Elections' are classified as tax exempt special purpose vehicles. 

REMIC I (CLASSIFICATION REMIC) typically held the 'loan', what MERS BORROWED, the accounts including swap accounts, REO property, and any proceeds from the forgoing individual. 
REMIC II - Regular Interests of REMIC I shall constitute the assets of REMIC II (individual's 'rent payments' construed as mortgage payment) 
REMIC III (the “Master REMIC”) - Regular Interests shall constitute the assets of REMIC II (investor's interest against a component Certificate) 

[bookmark: _GoBack]A REMIC could not be a HOLDER IN DUE COURSE of the security professed as home ownership to the individual, as they were not specifically designated to do so.  The notes (undisclosed rental agreement treated as regular interest) never left the files as evidenced by the Demartini-testimony in Kemp vs. Countrywide.  For clarity, the SECURITY was not issued for the NOTE, it was issued for the goods and services in exchange for an advance against the NOM DE JURE credit line.  The security was the TRADEMARK used for the advance made by MERS the BORROWER which became collatorilized.  Therefor the promissory notes were never presented to the depository, only the advanced line of credit used.  The Government has been enabling 1031 exchanges of MERS pledged collateral (its ASSETS) by allowing the swap out of the non-performing individuals for performing individuals. MERS the BORROWER also failed to inform the investors that only the TRADEMARK held a security agreement with the NA BANKS not the individual. Under 28 USC §1338 (a) No State court shall have jurisdiction. 

For federal income tax information reporting purposes, the treatment of investors Component Certificates as Real Estate Assets by the securities administrator (MASTER SERVICER) was that each holder of an Offered Certificate (a “Component Certificate”) (i) held an undivided interest in a REMIC regular interest component and (ii) as having entered into a limited recourse notional principal contract (the “Cap Contract”). 
The Performing Asset (individual) is issued as a base bond 'offering' by its target class through the ISSUING ENTITY (aka the Classification REMIC).  Under every MASTER 'REMIC' there is the ORIGINATOR/ SPONSOR / SELLER who typically profess to be the lender, or otherwise can be identified by their MERS MEMBER ID NUMBER on the DEED OF TRUST.  There is a DEPOSITOR (typically ACE SECURITIES whose function is further elaborated below), a MASTER SERVICER, TRUSTEE / CUSTODIAN (assigned by MERS TRADEMARK POA issuance) and an ISSUING ENTITY/REMIC which creates an irrevocable transfer of the REMIC into the PUBLIC'S TRUST as a holding platform.  The REMIC, by pooling the MERS ADVANCES against the NOM DE JURE in such a direct manner, not only comingles the NOM DE JURE funds under the presumption of an undisclosed partnership, it creates book entries that produce net transaction reports.   

The money net transaction report correlates to two banks, the NOM DE JURE and the FEDERAL RESERVE.  The federal bank identifies the advances against NOM DE JURE trust accounts from the money net transaction report.  This in turn creates a transaction that becomes a receipt under GAAP FASB 95. Under the MERS BORROWER TRADEMARK SECUTIY that receipt automatically became a payment to the bank BORROWED by MERS and a receipt to the depositors (NA BANK) pursuant to title 12 USC section 1813(L)(1).  Both the depositor and the NA BANK received a receipt. Under these laws, when a promissory note is taken and deposited into a demand account it becomes a cash payment.  The Whistleblower problem at hand is this as summarized as follows; the actual promissory notes they were never left the files as per the aforementioned depositions, and were never properly reported to FINCIN on Form 104 as required by law. 

ALL officers of the Court are Directors, Collectors, or Representatives of the IRS see Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 81(d-f).  The US Supreme Court arbitrarily removed this section, definition for "Officers of the Court", from public view as the individual did not have the need to know.  Individuals are already aware that our "Court" are NOT acting WITH the "GOVERNMENT" and that our government has failed to prosecute these matters.   The only remaining issue that is being brought forth by these forms, is what is owed to the individual in recompense. 


				DETERMINING THE FORMULA 

4. GAAP Adjustments. Because ASC 310, ASC 320 and ASC 380 principles were used for futures derivatives and short title methods to effectively settle the note upon the inception, in order to determine the reversionary income owed a review of the REMICS Polling and Servicing (PSA) Agreements is strongly recommended.  The REMICS PSA followed the same patterns so verbiage to the effect should read as follows: "Certificates will increase by 6% per annum on or before the first possible optional termination date and will increase by 12% per annum after the first possible optional termination date".

1. Determine the yield - take the "LOAN" amount and multiply it by the certificate increase per the PSA.   

2. Determine the Stock - take the "LOAN" amount divide by it by the (6)% as its numeric value to get the base bond pricing against the individual that was offered as a product of SOCIETY.
 
3. Determine the futures value to amortize from - take the "LOAN" amount and multiply it by the (6)% as its numeric value for which the futures were set for amortization purposes. (WHAT WAS ACTUALLY BORROWED) 

4. Determine the price of the preferred stock offered - Typically 100 shares divided by the annual yield

5. Determine the cost of funds used - The annual yield multiplied by the per annum increase

6. Determine the exchange to the use of these funds -  Cost of Funds multiplied by the "LOAN" amount terms in years.


           ADDITIONAL DAMAGES OWED AGAINST THE POOLED LOANS 

There is an increased failure-to-file penalty for the BORROWER MERS. Bottom line, the beneficiary interests revert back to the original beneficiary in the absence of a legal partnership contract.  This means the Annual YIELD which was contractually agreed to by MERS the BORROWER for use of the funds can used on behalf of the NOM DE JUR by multiplying by the loan term in years. (10-15-30) and add it to the futures value, including back owed payments.  

WORKING EXAMPLE
A home was contracted for $1,500,000 and refinanced for $1,500,000. 
1. $1,500,000 x .06% = $90,000 This is the annual yield
2. In order to break down a loan into stocks they would have to had to do something along the lines of $1,500,000 / 6 = $250,000 to get the base bond pricing against the home.
3. $1,500,000 x 6 = $9,000,000 to set the futures to amortize off of. 
4. Then divide that out by 100 shares $90,000 to match the annual yield. This is the future value of the preferred stock. 
5. You now take $90,000 and multiply it by 12% you now have the value of the common stock $10,800 per share. This is the cost of funds.  	
6. Additional damages are calculated by multiplying the annual yield by the terms of the loan (this does not include the rent payments which were in fact what MERS owed though their third-party BORROWER agreement) in this case $90,000 x 30 years = $2,700,000 + $9,000,000 = $11,700,000.00 is the amount owed from the pooled REMIC funds.  26 U.S. Code §108 - Income from discharge of indebtedness could then be applied.	
					SUMMARY

In this example, the amount BORROWED was actually $9,000,000 and what was offered out, attached to the presumed performance against money that was credited to MERS under the presumption of an allodial title (which could never be transferred).   This does not include the loss of property through grand larceny reported to the IRS upon the 1099-A form for other than ordinary income. That would be calculated by adding the purchase price less the base bonding price for the amount the third party claimed to lend under the presumption they were the original lender upon the 1099-A form itself.  To continue the example the 1099-A which are being issued they should have three values. What it was purchased for, what the outstanding value MERS OWED, and the Fair Market value of the home to (which they never owned) is still held in abeyance for use.   

Purchase $1,500,000 
Balance of Principal Outstanding:…………………………….$1,550,768 
Fair Market Value of Property:……………………………….$1,196,000

In this example the bonding price for the "HOME" example was $250,000.   
$1,500,000 - $250,000 = $1,250,000 which is an overstatement of the HOME use value (actual other than ordinary income earned under KIRBY vs US LUMBER by MERS).  LOGIC dictates that is the Balance to Principal-meaning the original "LOAN" was somehow higher than the purchase aka principle then this is additional evidence of an undisclosed loan that was drawn against the LENDER/ GRANTORS CREDIT.  

The Balance is actually due to the ORIGINAL BENEFICIARY is the actual DAMAGES OWED back to the ORIGINAL BENEFICIARY. In this case  $11,700,000.00 + $1,250,000.00 + $1,550,768.00 + $1,196,000.00 = $15,696,768. Since a foreclosure was conducted on behalf of tax exempt REMIC as the holder in due course (GRANTOR/LENDER) it calls into question the entire value of the REMIC as outlined in the prospectus.  Under the IRS codes this is a dollar for dollar penalty, this does not include the offering to the shareholders under the value determination of the common stock which was considered REDEEMED when they terminated the REMIC and moved the money. 

~~~ UCC-1 TRUST SETTLEMENT - CORRECTIVE DISTRIBUTION BREAKDOWN
The certificate offering is your cost of funds stock offering amount.  So, in this example the Balance of principle outstanding $1,550,738 / $10,800 = 143.57 shares of stock they are stating is how much the individual as an individual were given to invest in themSELF.  

Additional DAMAGES for Mail Fraud, Grand Larceny, and other TOXIC TORTS can be combined for use in the following IRS FORM/s/ under :BRASHEAR / :JONES witness provisions: 2848 POA :211 award :FORM TCR :4684 Casualty :95(a) presentment of Counter Claim: Citizen Complaint:3949-A info referal:14039 letter of credit w/ respective NOTICES and affidavit :8396 certificate credit :1040X correction as needed :8888 deposit or :8302 if over $1M.  These are ACH items to the RFI- MASTER TRUST SERVICER - MAC N9301-041 CENTRALIZED FIAT RECALL: EXCHANGE FOR LEGAL TENDER TRUST SERVICER - MAC N9301-041  :ANNA balance -BofA IP 1.3.12.618 by CUSIP via DTC Title 48CFR.  This can be further accomplished under Treas. Reg. § 301.7122-1(b)(3), for an allowable compromise of a liability in their “asset” column.    

      
NON-WHISTLEBLOWERS

To date, the IRS has not been able to provide a copy of the IRS Form S-3 Registration Statement and the OMB number assigned to this Election of Action as the attached is a Government Form, nor has the IRS responded that this is not in their possession and/or no record can be found, or provide the policy change.

To date, the IRS has not been able to provide under 26 U.S. Code § 1445 - a copy of the aforementioned withholding of tax on dispositions of United States real property interests Form 8594 under Section 1060, nor has the IRS responded that this is not in their possession and/or no record can be found, or provide the policy change.

To date, the IRS has not been able to provide the evidence that proper requirements were met under Title 24 Part 27 to which a Delegation order was issued, as any foreclosing party must also file a statement Under Treasury Regulation 1.856-6 et seq. nor has the IRS responded that this is not in thier possession and/or no record can be found, or provide the policy change. Therefore, Section 1107 of The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 is invoked. 

Non-Whistleblowers can be issued a home purchase credit for use by correcting the error of distribution simply by filing a 1099 correction and reimburse the amount of the Balance of principle outstanding to the actual HOLDER IN DUE ($1,550,738 In the above example).   

These loans were canceled under 26 USC Sec §61 (a)(1) where reconstitution was impossible.  
Title 28 USC § 2409a  applies where the United States claims an interest in property that is not a security interest. By refusing to identify the true party of interest and the EIN in advance of sale, the "acquiesces of silence" did not relinquish any right or claims to a 453 Qualified Sale. Said sale has been canceled due to PUBLIC Opinion.  The wrongful foreclosures were intended to qualify under Section 453 as a 451 transfer and sale which were brought by unauthorized parties for a government actor and thus qualifies for a State condemnation hearing as these DEEDS OF TRUST were upon STATE IDENTIFIED FORMS for immediate prosecutions. Constructive notice has been given in PUBLIC FORUM via Title 18 USC Section §1341 & §1342. Failure to accept and correct these ERRORS AND OMISSIONS for their worth will revert back to treble the whistleblower calculations for failure to remedy in retaliation under TITLE 42 §12202 and §12203 for the legal abuse syndrome inflicted in these TOXIC CONSTITUTIONAL TORTS.
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Federal Reserve Act Section 14(a) [Dictionary of Banking Terms, Fitch, pg. 228 (1997)]Mason’s Manual of Legislative Procedure the American Society of Legislative Clerks and Secretaries are in charge its upkeep. 18 U.S.C. §§ 1512 § 1515 § 1515(4); 128 Cong. Rec. H8203 (daily ed. Sept. 30, 1982).F.2d 972 (5th Cir. 1979) 18 U.S.C. 11 U.S.C. 362(a),

Additional Points and Authorities Laws of the forum United States of America and the Law of Nations pursuant to 18 USC §§ 2, 3, 4, 113(b), 219, 241, 242, 371, 654, 661, 709, 951, 1001, 1028, 1341, 1581, 1621, 1622, 1961, 2111, 2382, 42 USC §1983, 4th, 5th, 7th, 9th, 10th, 13th 14th & 16th Amendments to the Constitution for the United States.    Federal Reserve Act Section 14(a):12 USC; Ch. 6, 38 Stat. 251 Sect 14(a)Federal Reserve Act Section 14(a) [Dictionary of Banking Terms, Fitch, pg. 228 (1997)]Mason’s Manual of Legislative Procedure the American Society of Legislative Clerks and Secretaries are in charge its upkeep. 18 U.S.C. §§ 1512 § 1515 § 1515(4); 128 Cong. Rec. H8203 (daily ed. Sept. 30, 1982).F.2d 972 (5th Cir. 1979) 18 U.S.C. 11 U.S.C. 362(a),TITLE 12>CHAPTER 3>SUBCHAPTER XII>Sec. 411 (a)38 Stat 26 (b) 40 Stat 415 Trading with the Enemy Act 12 USC 95a(2)) (c) 32 Stat 1803 Hague Treaty Series 403. (d) Articles 43 and 55 22 Stat 940 Treaty series 377 International Red Cross Convention 1864 (e) Lieber Code general orders 100, Articles 32 and 38 (f) Law of Nations Book 1, 192 and 196., Per 15 U.S. Code § 1692g, 12 CFR Sec 229.2, 210.2, 12 USC 1813 ,12 CFR 27.1, 18 USC Sect. 8 law 73-10, 18 U.S.C. § 1512, 18 U.S.C.§ 2381, 18 USC Sect. 8, Title 24 Part 27 Subpart B-,26 U.S. Code § 856, 26 U.S. Code § 1445, 28 U.S. Code § 3002 (15), 31 USC 3123, 31 USC 5103, 31 USC 392, 5103, 31 USC 3123, HJR 192 & P.L. 73-10, Securities Act of 1933 TILA 1635 Section 131(f)(2); TILA1635 (f) (3) consummation NEVER took place., Uniform Commercial Code at Article 9, UCC 8-105, UCC§ 3-305 (iii). UCC § 3-203 (a), UCC§ 3-302 (1)., UCC § 5-109, UCC 4-105, U.C.C. - ARTICLE 5 - LETTERS OF CREDIT (1995). CA Probate Code 12400-12408., Probate Code - PROB § 12403, Foreign Service Act of 1980 , Executive Order 12293., See The Principles of Masonic Law, Treasury Regulation 1.856-6 et seq., Internal Revenue Manuel (IRM) at Part 21.7.13.3.2.2, Kessler, Contracts of Adhesion-Some Thoughts About Freedom of Contract,43 CoLum. L. REv. 629 (1942)STATUES/large/Breached Federal False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C § 3729(a)(1)(A)  II. Federal False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C § 3729(a)(1)(B)  III. Federal False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C § 3729(a)(1)(D) IV. Federal False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C § 3729(a)(1)(G) V. Federal False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C § 3729(a)(1)(C) VI. North Carolina False Claims, Act N.C. Gen. Stat §§1-607(a)(4),1-607(1)(7) VII. California False Claims Act, Cal. Govt. Code §§ 1265 (a)(1)-(a)(4), 12651 (a)(7)-(a)(8) VIII. Delaware False Claims Act, Del. Code Ann. Tit. 6, §§1201(a)(1)-(a)(4), 1201 (a)(7) IX. District of Columbia False Claims Act, D.C. Code Ann. §§ 2-308.14 (a)(1)-(a)(4), 2-308.14 (a)(7)-(a)(8) X. Florida False Claims Act, Fla. State. Ann §§ 68.082 (2)(a)-(2)(d), 68.081 (2)(g) XI. Hawaii False Claims Act, Haw, Rev.Stat §§661-21(a)(1)-(a)(4), 661-21(a)(7)-(a)(8) XII. Illinois Whistleblower Reward and Protection Act, 740 III. Comp. Stat §§175/3 (a)(1)-(a)(4), 175/3 (a)-(7) XIII. Indiana False Claims and Whistleblower Protection Act, Ind. Code §§ 5-11-5.5-2(b)(1)-(b)(4), 5-11-5.5-2(b)(7)  XIV. Massachusetts False Claims Act, Mass. Ann. Laws Ch. 12§§ 5(B)(1)-(B)(4), 5(B)(8)  XV. Minnesota False Claims Act, Minn. Stat. §§ 15C.02(a)(1)-(a)(7)  XVI. Montana False Claims Act, Mont. Code Ann. §§ 17-8-403(1)(a)-(1)(d), 17-8-403(1)(g)-(h) XVII. Nevada False Claims Act, Nev. Rev. Stat §§ 357.040(1)(a)-(1)(d), 357.040 (1)(g)-(1)(h) XVIII. New Hampshire False Claims Act, N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. §167:61-b(I)(a)-(I)(f) XIX. New Jersey False Claims Act, N.J. Stat. §§2A:32 C-3(a)-(d); 2A:32 C-3(g) XX. New Mexico False Claims Act, N.M. Stat. Ann. §§ 27-14-3 (A)(1)-(A)(4), 27-14-3 (A)(7)-(A)(8) XXI. New York False Claims Act, R.I. Gen. Laws §§ 9-1,1-3(a)(1)-(a)(4),9-1.1-3(a)(7) XXII. Rhode Island False Claims Act,R.I.Fen.Laws §§9-1.103(a)(1)-(a)(4),9-1.1-3(a)(7) XXIII. Virginia Fraud Against Taxpayers Act, Ca. Code Ann §§ 8.01-216.3(A)(1)-(A-4), 8.01-216.3 (A)(7) XXIV. City of Chicago False Claims Act, Chicago Code of Ordinances §§ 1-22-020(1)-(4), 1-22-020(7) XXV. New York City False Claims Act, NYC Admin, Code §§ 7-803 (a)(1)-(a)(4), 7-803 (a)(7) 

			"Other than Ordinary" Points and Authorities  			
INre: 5:7-16 Ephesians 2 Corinthians 5:20 1 John 4:9 INre:/ 3:13-15/Galatians INre: 6:10-18/ Ephesians  Exodus 21:23-25; Lev. 24: 17-21; Deut. 1;17, 19:21; Mat. 22:36-40; Luke 10:17; Col. 3:25. "No one is above law" . In commerce, truth is Sovereign Exodus 20:16; Ps. 117:2; John 8:32; II Cor. 13:8  Truth is expressed in the form of an affidavit. Lev. 5:4-5; Lev. 6:3-5; Lev. 19:11-13: Num. 30:2; Mat. 5:33; James 5: 12 . An unrebutted affidavit stands as truth in commerce (12 Pet. 1:25; Heb. 6:13-15;). An unrebutted affidavit becomes the judgment in commerce.  (Heb. 6:16-17;  In commerce for any matter to be resolved, it must be expressed (Heb. 4:16; Phil. 4:6; Eph. 6:19-21. Sacrifice is the measure of credibility, if you made no sacrifice you had no "credit" to give (Acts 7, life/death of Stephen).  Satisfaction of a lien. (Gen. 2-3; Mat. 4; Revelation.). INre/22/Revolution  INre/21:23/Genesis  INre/18:22/Exodus INre/22:7/Proverbs  INre/7:7-12/Matthew ~29 INre:/75:2/Psalm, INre:/6:30/Matthew, INre: Luke 12:28, INre:/4:19/Philippians, INre:/34:10/Psalms 34:10. INre:/23:35/2 Kings INre:/5:13/Ephesians INre:/6 et seq./Ezra INre:/1:14/Colossians  Inre:/10:7/Numbers INre:/30/Jeremiah INre:/3:26-27/ Galatians INre:/8:1/Romans INre:/38:7/Deuteronomy INre/118:26/Psalm INre/2:35/ 1 Samuel   INre/8:3/1 Samuel INre/19:18-19/ Deuteronomy INre/20:8/Psalm  INre/3:8/Revelation INre/4:29/Deuteronomy INre/5:24/Deuteronomy INre/1:8/Revelation INre:/18 et seq./Genesis INre/6:6/Exodus INre:/45:20-21/Isaiah INre:/6:34/Luke INre:/5/Galatians   INre:/16:5/Isaiah INRE:/3:8/Numbers Inre:/10:11-18/John 
  INre:/27:15/Deuteronomy INre:/5:13/Ephesians  INre:/6 et seq./Ezra INre:/2:4/2 Timothy  INre:/34:10/Ezekiel INre/33:5 /2 Chronicles INre:/21:14/Numbers INre:/7:8/Matthew INre:/9:17/Genesis INre:/1:9/Acts INre:/6.5/Genesis INre:/23:1-5/2 Samuel  INre:/7:20/Ezra INre/27:6/Matthew INre: 15:26/JOHN INre:/25-31/Deuteronomy In re:/7:3-5/Matthew INre:/27:28/Leviticus INre:/5:21/Isaiah  INre:/15/Deuteronomy INre:49:7/Psalm 

CLAIM AUDITOR NOTE: COVID19 RESTRUCTURING PROPOSAL
We are experiencing a V recovery under a national state of emergency, there will need to be a forgiveness and a restructure of loans.  The Treasury can incorporate the same outlines as the officer next door, or the teacher next door programs already in place. You can Tier five partnership recovery programs by utilizing a 50% presentment by offering a 50% purchase reduction in areas that have been impacted by extreme conditions.  The new technologies could further be commercially introduced through zero interest construction loans to bring back small business in harder hit areas.  This should promote further healing of these communities.    

Further, utilize the HAMP restructure start rates creatively.  CREATE a NEW INDEX called the FEDERAL RECOVERY INDEX RATE.  Since HAMP can go down to 2% the CFPB can now create an index that is 1.00% above the Federal Discount Rate. (.25%). The upfront capture in the difference of the interest rates will be used to pay off the deficit on restructured loans. 
The Treasury can add their income captures based upon the qualifications of the candidate in what the individual can afford. Cap the maximum rate at 1% above the WSJ Prime Rate currently around 3.25%. These programs should be offered out directly from a Treasury quantum financial system, and not from a centralized NA bank. We are looking forward to healing this nation, and those candidates coming forth for redemption reallocations have been accepted for worth.  

FI ~~~:FAITH-LYNN :BRASHEAR /s/ Faith-Lynn Brashear 
	UCC 3-419 for Claim Adjustor.
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