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NITE.org - US v. Bell: An Encouraging Email

US v. Bell 

An Encouraging Email from David 
(used by permission) 

WOW, that's GREAT! I read both the transcript and your reply on the web site, as well as the attached document. You seem to be doing a 
terrific job! Although, when the judge asked you to slow down so the court reporter could accuratly capture you statements, I'm not sure that 
reflects anything other than that you were excited and were talking rather fast. :) Not being present at the hearing, I can't say for sure, but that's 
how I read it in the transcript. 

The first thing that raised my eyebrows is at the very beginning of the hearing where it appears the IRS agent you dealt with (Roginsky?) has 
become a lawyer for the DOJ??? What's with that??? Is there more to be read into that besides just a simple "job transfer"? 

Another thing I observed was how interesting it is how some people, regardless of context, are wont to judge others as idiots if they don't have 
some specific degree or professional license or certificate. You're not a lawyer, so obviously you cannot make make legitimate arguments of 
law. Your former "chief counsel" HAD completed law school, but had not yet received his bar license, so HE was incapable of making 
legitimate arguments of law; in fact, they belittled much of what he said in their depositions. And, of course, since Larkin Rose merely has a BA 
in some liberal arts subject, it's impossible for HIM to be able to make legitimate arguments of law. (They admitted to having Rose's tape in 
their possession, but it would have been interesting to get them to admit whether they'd actually viewed it! I'd bet they have not watched it in its 
entirety, like the Judge Connor is likely to do.) 

I got the impression from Judge Connor's reactions that he was a bit put off by this arrogant attitude and that he didn't like being advised 
through implication to simply dismiss all these legal arguments simply because the people bringing them weren't lawyers. That attitude was so 
pervasive on the part of the Government's lawyers that it CLEARLY tainted much of what they presented, leading to their stating several times 
that, "... it's frivolous because it's frivolous". They had FOUR lawyers at their bench, presenting a case against a non-lawyer, and they were 
unable to present anything they said with any clarity or certainty. They think they're arguing against a bunch of nonsensical idiots who have no 
legitimate standing with the court, and so they lowered themselves to the same level as they regard you to be. I think the judge caught this; 
don't you? I think he gave YOU the last word because YOUR word was far more legitimately presented than THEIRS. They kept repeating 
themselves and making broad generalizations that had no basis in fact or law (that they were able to provide). I have no real training in any of 
this, but it was very clear to me reading the transcript that their case had lots of noise in it and very little substance. They were being that which 
they were trying to portray you and Rose to be! It's really quite amusing. 

Personally, I would say there'a good chance for a quite surprizing and unexpected ruling to issue from Judge Connor. He might just put their 
backs against the wall and ask them to deconstruct your entire argument point-by-point and present the case law they claim is so "obvious" 
before he issues a ruling. They are saying you are making "false statements". They didn't effectively site a single one, but nobody has yet to 
hold them accountable for their actions. It's one thing to simply deny their motion. It's another to get them to explain their position in detail and 
justify their presence before the court to begin with. With a little luck, they've pissed off the wrong judge. 

-David 
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NITE.org - US v. Bell: An Encouraging Email

US v. Bell 

DOJ Admission of Intimidation 

Here is a more precise dissection of the admissions of the Untied States in the November 4, 2002 Hearing in U.S. v. Bell: 

"...the government is not saying that this argument is frivolous because the Tax Court has ruled on it and the courts have 
enjoined three other people for promoting the same argument. That's further evidence of why Mr. Bell should stop and should 
know and does know that what he's(sic) doing is wrong." 
Transcript p.50 

If "...the government is not saying that this argument is frivolous because the Tax Court has ruled on it...", does this mean that the government 
is saying that the Tax Court has not ruled on it? 

Either the rulings of the Tax Court are authoritative or not, and if they are not how can they rely upon them? 

If "...the government is not saying that this argument is frivolous because the ... courts have enjoined three other people for promoting the 
same argument." does this mean that the government is saying that the courts have not enjoined three other people for promoting the same 
argument? 

Either the rulings of the other Courts are authoritative or not, and if they are not how can they rely upon them? 

If we take this statement of the United States in the context of Mr. Bell's prior statements that none of the Tax Court cases specifically address 
the regulations he is using in his argument, and that none of the Injunctions have evidenced that the issuing courts have addressed the 
regulations of his argument with the specificity as required by the High Court, then this statement by Mr. Davis is that the United States of 
America has abandoned its prior positions of case law and thus abandoned all of the authoritative language of its prior notices to Mr. Bell. 

Then there is the interjection of the second sentence: 

"That's further evidence of why Mr. Bell should stop and should know and does know that what he's (sic) doing is wrong." 

If the Tax Court has not addressed the issue authoritatively, and the other courts have not evidenced that they have authoritatively addressed 
the argument of Mr. Bell, why then should he know that what he is doing is wrong? 

Does not the U.S. D.O.J. know that any individual or group possess the right to have rulings of lower courts heard by higher courts even the 
U.S. Supreme Court? 

With we as U.S. Citizens possessing that right how is the argument of the Government that the speech of Mr. Bell should be enjoined, correct? 

Before we get to that, the final sentence needs some more analysis. 

The actions of the Courts cannot be separated from any analysis of the speech that they have held as unprotected, in matters of First 
Amendment and Speiser v. Randall, 357 U.S. 513 (1958), there must be a specific address and analysis of the speech to make it subject to 
any penalty, so the first half of the Statement by the United States does not make any sense with the second. 

If the Court cases did not effect Mr. Bell's speech there cannot be legally any authoritative notice to Mr. Bell.  With the Court determinations not 
being authoritative, as the United States has admitted, they do not effect the case against him and his speech. 

This leaves only one possibility of the intent of the second sentence uttered by the United States, and that is that Mr. Bell should have been 
INTIMIDATED into silence by the rulings of the other Courts. 

The mere fact that the United States of America made new argument in its following paragraph of oral argument is proof of that. 

"The argument is frivolous because it is frivolous…the regulation he's relying on, in no uncertain terms it says that this regulation 
is only applicable to a certain defined group of other sections of the Internal Revenue Code, calling them operative sections. 
There is no other way of reading that regulation any other way…it's frivolous because it's frivolous." 
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The complete absence of any citation of the specific language of the regulation or any court determination citing same that supports this new 
argument proves the matter of the argument of law presented by Misters Bell and Rose, and all other NITE members, is a matter of first 
impression.  If there was any authoritative decision on the language of the regulations, the United States would have presented it, as it was 
statutorily required to carry the burden of proof in the Preliminary Injunction Hearing. 

Thus, there are no authoritative writings on this issue, it is therefore clearly a first impression issue that the government seeks to use 
INTIMIDATION as its ONLY defense against anyone who dares to argue this law. 

Plainly, with no authority addressing Mr. Bell's point of law, no injunction can issue, and that authority had to exist prior to the Filing of suit by 
the government and the government was required to specifically present that authority in the proceedings, and as well prior to filing suit 
pursuant to Executive Order 12988. 

This game was over before it started. 
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