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Questions Presented

1.Where does Charles P. Rettig and his employee’s that are on his staff get
the Delegated Authority to qﬁestion the Plaintiff Edward Shane Westhl
regarding anﬁhi_ng.
2. My second question is, Did the United States District Court’s Employee
Beth Bloom take an oat}__l to Uphold the Constitution of the United States
Republic of North America? And if so, why is Beth quom hindering iny
exercise of a (ionstitutionai Right? And that Right is access to the United
State’s Courts. I filed an Affidavit of Financial Statement in the Lower

| ot
tribunals; and the Affidavit says plaintiff doeshhave or possess “ any gold or
silver coins.”
3. Also, why is Beth Bloom still requesting that I pay the filing
fee for the pending appeal, and Beth Bloom also stated in her Order that

“Furthermore, the Court directs Plaintiff to Federal Rule of Appellate

Procedure 24 (a) (5), which states that, upon a district court’s denial of an in




forma pauperis motion, “a party may file a motion to proceed on appeal in forma

pauperis in the court of Appeals within 30 days after service of the notice

prescribed in Rule 24 (a) (4),”

4. Why did the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit deny the

Plaintiff’s Affidavit of Financial Statement:
5. Where is Beth’s Bloom proof of her Delegation of Authority Order?

6. Where is Kevin C. Newsom’s proof of his Delegation of Authority Order?
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LIST OF PARTIES
All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of all

Parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgement is the subject of this

petition is as follows:

Beth Bloom, and Angela E. Noble of the United States District Southern District

of Florida

Kevin C. Newsom of the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at APJ’MHJIX C : ; O,
[ 1 has been deSIgnated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix Q to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at _ A_f?e'f\él“ ‘7) ; OF,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at

Appendix to the petition and W
[ 1 reported at s _; Or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the ... S - - : court
appears at Appendix .., _ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publlcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

2 %\OOM Q—P The Un[\@_ Q& ates b(S&WC
[ ] For casses ﬁ‘gfﬂfeg?g\}(g?“ (ﬁem%g My APPL&( 4o the \\Jrv\cwcu(‘\“ 3% \\[q[z;

The date onw%h mted States Court of Appeals decided my case

ith Civeuny of Apfes(s g/g[a,oz.z..

[ 1 No _petltlon for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United Statés Court of
Appeals on the following date: _ , and a copy of the
order denying rehearmg appears at Appendlx - .

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including ___(date) on _ : (date)
in Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was / /
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[TA tlmelﬁ /Qr%or rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appenchx

[ ] An extension of tune to ﬁlé}f petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No.

;

The jurisdiction of this"Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. §1257(a).



 CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

STATUTES AND RULES |

Federal Rule of Appeallate Procedure 24 (a) (4) & 24 (a) (5) ........... P.i-ii
OTHER

' United States Constitution 16" Amendment....................covvune. P. 6-7
Declaration of Human Rights of 1948............... venrerienaneeaanenas P.6

Atticles 3 & 5



Statement of the Case

In support of this Petitition I state for the record: On or around September
25,2021, the Plaintiff received three forms. The forms were 1040 Return
delinquency and other tﬁteatening letters from the inte__zmal Revénue Service/
department of the Treasury for the years of 2017 thru 2019. .Thé-le_tter's' did
not have signatures. Chaﬂes P. Retting is the' Commissioner of fhe Internal
Revenue Service, and and that is why I see Charles P. Rettig gs responsible
for this ihcident. This is the Second incident with this foreign Internal Re{/enue
Service. The first was with the Internal Revenue Service employée C.K. Oneal;
And the case number was 20-7919 in the Supreme Court for the United States
On or around September 27, 2021, the Plaintiff spoke to Internal Revenue
Service agent/ employee Louis Encarnacion, and his employee I.D. # is

1004150994 and the Plaintiff asked him, “ what is going on?” I don’t remember
his exact words, but I told him, “I plan to obey and exercise my Constitutional
rights.” He replied “ No doubt” or something like that and he put me on hold
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for a while and he asked me I believe to send in the form. I said I would send it

over night, and it was sent over night and they recejved the letter on September

29, 2021. In that letter that the Plaintiff sent, I the Plaintiff asked the Employees
where did they get their Delegation of Authority from in which they had 21 days
to answer. The 21 days went by and the Plaintiff did not receive any information

on where they got their Delegation of Authority. On November 9, 2021, Beth

Bloom also denied the Plaintiff’s Complaint on October 29, 2021. The Affidavit of

Financial Statement was entered on October 13, 2021. In Exhibit C is the entry
where Kevin C. Newsom denied the Plaintiff’s IFP. The United States Constitution
says that all debts are to be paid in gold and silver coins in which I do not have,

this is in Article 1 Section 10.



Reasons for Granting the Petition

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948: Article 3 says “ Everyone
has the Right to life, iibeny and security of persons. And Article 5. says
No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhumane or degrading
Treatment or punishment. Charles P. Rettig and the Employee‘é at the Internal
Revenue Service did not prove that they ﬁave Jurisdiction. There was no
Delegation of Auth;)fity O;’der shown forth in the time that tﬁey we_i'e
Given by the Plaintiff. Pollack v. Farmers loan and Trust Company 157 US
429 158 US 601 gives clarity on Income and Direct taxes. In Stanton v.
Baltic Mining Co., 240 U.S. 103 (1916) the Supreme Court said; “the
16" Amendment conferred no new power of taxation,” but simply prohibited
the previous complete and plentary power of Income taxation possessed by
Congress, from the beginning from being taken out of the category of Indirect
Taxation, to which it inherently belonged.” In Eisner v. Macomber 252 U. S.

189, 205 (1920) the Supreme Court said: “the Sixteenth Amendment must be




Construed in connection with the taxin_g clause of the Original Constitution

anci the Effect attributed to them before the 16" Amendment was adopted.”
Congress of the United States House of Rep;eéentatives Washingtbn, DC
20515 December 30, 1985 second paragraph from Dermifs' M. Hertel a
member of Congress, “ On IRS form 668-W Notice of L_evy on Wages
Section 6331 IRC Entitled “Levy on wages section 6331 IRC Entitled “ Levy
And Distraint” an(i Section (A) IRC Entitled “Aﬁthority to Levy Wages of
private citizens in the Private Sector.” |

(U.S. v, Ballard, 400 F 2 d 404, 1976), “the general term income is

not defined in the Internal Revenue Code [title 26}

( Nolan Co. vs. Maryland Casuality, 38 F. Supp. 479) “ A debt is not paid by

giving a note.”

( fidelity Savings Bank vs. Grimes, 131 P2d 894) “ A note is only a promise



to pay and not payment.”

I, Edward Shane West-El, demand this Supreme Court of the United States
stop these abqses of the Coloréble Authority ~by the Defcndént as it pertains to
the Plaintiff. I Edwa:rd. Shane West-El demand if any criminal charges be found,
Let them be p_]éced lipqn thé Defendaﬁts, and be viewed in my Proper Pérson

as a Moorish American. The Plaintiff also does not, under an& condition or
Circumstance, by threat, duress, or coercion, waive any rights Inalienable or
Secured by the Constitution or Treaty. Any Defendant, Corporate or Natural,
Party-Claimants; Involvements be found guilty in Violation of the United States
Republic Constitution, and in accord with the law is required by law to
Immediate recusal of his or her office. Defendant’s Charles P. Rettig and

Louis Encarnacion are being sued for whatever this Supreme Court of the

United States sees suitable in this matter.
|
|
\



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,




