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LIST OF PARTIES

[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
[ 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 judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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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

b{For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 reported at- ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
Nis unpublished. '

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 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[ ] is unpublished.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 is :

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. ' :

The opinion of the ; court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

M)For cases from federal courts:

The date oiy which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was oA G202

[\ﬁ\No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1A timely petitibn for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ' ‘ _, and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix . .

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including i (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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 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. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

7. The state employee, Aaron Saunders, adjusted Oklahoma state taxes for 2018. The
State taxes for 2018 had aIréady been paid and resolved in 2019 with a supervisor at the
Oklahoma State Tax Commission. Aaron Saunders, state employee of Oklahoma Tax
Commission, without authority went in and altered the Plaintiff's 2018 state taxes in-
order to jusﬂfy his unjust alteration of the Plaintiff 2019 state taxes of Oklahoma. The
Oklahoma State Tax Commission sent the Plaintiff a notice stating that she now owes
more taxes for the year of 2018 (in which she did not owe anything prior). Per Robin -
supervisor at the Oklahoma State Tax Commission. The Oklahoma tax auditor was only
to review the Oklahoma taxes for 2019 (which were correctly done through HR Block by
the Plaintiff). The state employee, Aaron Saunders, of Oklahoma fraudulently adjusted
the 2019 state taxes to make a false claim that the Plaintiff owed the State of Oklahoma
taxes. The Plaintiff did not owe the State of Oklahoma any state taxes. The Plaintiff
asked Mr. Saunders to escalate the issue and he said he would. The Plaintiff never
received a response back from the Oklahoma State Tax Commission until 10 months
later after filing the federal law suit. These actions of the Oklahdma Tax Commission
violates statutes: U.S. Code 9-42-440, Lincoln Law and 31 U.S.C. [ 3729-3733, False
claims act. ‘

8. The State of Oklahoma went and fraudulently adjusted the Plaintiff state taxes for
2018 and 2019 in-order to acquire unorthodox state taxes from the Plaintiff.

9. Damagés: deprivation of the Appellant’s 2019 state refund and the request for monies
not owed for the 2018 and 2019 taxes. |

10. A. Erika Jacobs was due a federal refund for 2019 from the Oklahoma Tax
Commission of $209 (done without taxes paid a refund $180.00); B. Erika Jacobs had
satisfied payment of her 2018 state taxes for the amount of $12.00 (done without taxes

- paid an amount due of $9.00) with a supervisor, via phone, of the Oklahoma Tax
Commission with check# 1008. The 2018 taxes were confirmed paid in full by the
Oklahoma Tax Commission Supervisor. Please see attached brief in appendix B for
.explanation of Tax for 2018 and 2019 taxes.

The following cases support the statement of facts:

Engelken v. United States, 823 F. Supp. 845
Outcome 4

G



The court denied the United States’ motion for partial summary judgment in action
seeking a refund of alleged overpaid taxes not applied to their offer in compromise.

Wall Industries, Inc. v. United States, 10 CI. Ct. 82 :
~Outcome :
Income Tax Receivables”in specific amounts found on the balance sheet of each of

plainiiﬁ’s 1977 ($439,771.76), 1978 ($518,076.45), and 1979 ($440,997.00) income tax
returns. Looking at the entry on the 1977 return alone for the moment, the significance of
this language, when made known to the IRS on the date Wall's return was stamped
“Accepted as Filed,” January 11, 1979, was undoubtedly to acknowledge and concede
Wall's expeétancy relative to some form of federal tax refund [**49] erﬁanating from the
carryback of the NOL. The plain meaning of these words “Federal Income Tax
Receivables,” which we perceive to clearly denote the assertion of a right to receive
monies made up of taxes previously paid, is indisputably a claim directed ét the federal
government -- the sole source of federal taxes paid. That this assertion appeared on the
1977 return, describing a future expectancy, we believe is most probative and supportive

of the plaintiff's assertion of its claim



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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CONCLUSION
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The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
Respectfully submitted,

Date: \0 9\ 3 202:)__.
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