STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Anonymous Taxpayetr, )

(Wane Patriot) )

Petitioner, )

) OPPOSITION TO DOR DETERMINATION

V. )

South Carolina Department of ) Docket No. 07-AL3xkxx-XX

Revenue, )

Respondent, )

Petitioner above named hereby files his Objectiothhé Department Determination dated March 27, 20607
tax year 2000, based on the following grounds:

1. Taxpayer does not owe any income tax to the Sttause for the year in question he had business
expenses, donations to church and charity, taxrgeparation expense, medical expenses for Doctor
and Dentists, interest, etc.

2. The well educated for tax lawyer for DOR filed ansigy Determination for this tax year protesting
Petitioner using tax protester language in thig c@kis is not true. Taxpayer did not do this. Gppg
Counsel has this case mixed up with another one.

3. Taxpayer has only stated that he has no tax lgldlie to his cost of doing business and deductions
Taxpayer has always asked for an out-of-courtesattht in this case.

4. Petitioner is accused of not filing tax returnss licome after expenses was clearly below theltibtds
to file.

5. Taxpayer request that this court determine thaares are due, grant judgment for taxpayer and
sanction Respondent for raising frivolous and umatguments.

6. DOR is a bully who takes advantage low income peoagio do not have the resources to defend
themselves. DOR is mean, vindictive and puts taggathrough the wringer. They came up with a large
number of senseless, meaningless requirementaXpayer. The agents were intransient and refused to
assist a hardworking citizen who pays the agealares.

7. DOR is using the overwhelming resources of theds®ps against a penniless, average working-class
man with no legal education or training. He doessumalerstand the complexities of the tax law and
procedure. He is a peaceful rabbit in the jawsdt@us snake!

8. Due to his low income and declining health, heniahle to protect himself or hire an expensive tax
professional. The tax collectors are mercilesxar@sing their authority and will not relax their
procedures to give him a fair chance.

9. Therefore he requests either a court appointednatyoor his Constitutional right to a counsel obicle
i.e. meaning a paralegal.



10. Thousands of taxpayers in our wonderful state hla@esame problem: no funds to hire a tax
lawyers/CPA. The bullies at DOR know this very wélhey are using their financial advantage to the
maximum benefit.

11.The tax victims of SC are therefore paying larg@ants of non-owed taxes. Unjust taxes are assessed
and collected because the working people do nat Haeconomic resources and knowledge to fight
back. Without the representation, the taxpayean gense being tried in the Star Chamber.

12.This administrative court has a duty to protectgheple from the rapturous, insensitive, bureaycrac
Because the prey is unable to contest audits, BXXRawingly and purposely collecting taxes thaythe
know is not owed.

13.The State legislature did not authorize the talectirs to collect taxes that are not owed. The tax
collectors, by law must determine the tax liabjlitpt determine how much money the little peophleeha
to fight the audit. Everybody knows when a casessgned to an agent, the first thing he does is
analyzes the file to see whether his subject faalbility to protect his interest. Then the ageis a
accordingly.

14.Would a lawyer or a relative of a politician evertipeated as this bureaucracy has terrorized tmsdt,
hard-workingman and loyal citizen of this magnificstate?

15. In prior correspondence, ratepayer stated thaakleno tax liability, that the figures were incatrehat
the transcript from the IRS was incomplete, inaataiand unfair. Taxpayer followed the burdensome
procedures and clearly proved that none of the o owed.

16.However the tax authorities took the position thatloyal citizen had not followed their meaningles
procedures, which was not true.

17.The Administrative officers in their said Determiioa based their decision on frivolous and groussile
arguments by DOR because they raised issues setrhy taxpayer. DOR educates everyone about the
definition of income. However taxpayer did not eathis issue in this case. Why did DOR focus on
events that did not happen? They wanted to diestreview board from the real facts.

18.DOR demanded over and over that this working maredo Columbia for a short hearing. If low
income workers take off from work for three daysgyt get fired and DOR collects nothing. But thelciv
servants do not care, because the other citizeB€iwould bare the burden of their meanness.

19. As previously stated many times, Taxpayer doesaee the funds to travel to Columbia, meals,
lodging, etc.

20.DOR has an office in Rock Hill. The tax boys hawepée staff and equipment to resolve this dispute in
the Columbia office, which are only a few minutesnf the citizen. However, the tax bullies purposely
located the hearing at a location outside the readthe citizen in order to force him to abandos hi
case.

21. Due to damage to his storage area, citizen islanatsubstantiate his deductions, expenses, etteb
still had them. He can testify under oath abouteiductions. DOR knows that he had one penny or
more for the cost of going to work.



The Cohen v. CIRase shows that in tax appeals, you can use r@asdilgures, instead of figures conjured by
the tax collectors that cannot be correct. Youalan reconstruct lost paperwork to substantiate geductions
and business expenses.

Further, you can claim a percentage of businessresgs and profit for a business enterprise, ewsuihave no
records to substantiate your business expensegxBomple, a plumbing subcontractor could claimxqerses
60% of gross receipts from the form 1099s thatR&& received from the contractors.

The ¢" Circuit Court ruled in Cohen v. CIRG6 F 2d 5(1959):

"* * * \We think our only proper course is to apch the problem indirectly by analysis of the retor the light
of the principles established in Cohan v. Commis=ia39 F.2d 540 (2d Cir. 1930). Our objective will ladter
resolving any reasonable doubts against petitiot@reconstruct his gross income as betting comonss at a
figure which in our judgment it would be unliketyexceed in fact. (Petitioner, it is clear, hadddito establish a
lesser amount.)"

The purpose of the DOR is to collect taxes, ndiraw beat hard working citizens who are unableegtegkrecords
because they struggle to make a living and sufilangities. Due to damage, taxpayer is unable teigeall the
records sought. However, everyone knows that héndidr large expenses for business purposes. Lfgjwe

out what the law says he owe so he can start paying

In conclusion, Taxpayer requests that this Admiiafsve Law Court reject the said Determination ander DOR to
hold a proper hearing at a reasonable locatioaxqmalyer can present whatever books and recordahdave.

Certificate of Service: | do hereby certify that on this date | sent gndpa copy of this pleading to opposing
counsel.

September 17, 200

Wane Patriot, Pro se
Rock Hill, SC 29730



