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JURISDICTION 
 

The Order sought to be reviewed was filed May 8, 2007. 
The Order denying rehearing was filed on August 3, 2007. 
This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. Section 1257.  

 
FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL AND  

STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED 
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6. The Ninth Amendment to the United States 
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1999, a nationwide effort to obtain answers from the 
Government to specific questions served upon the 
Government as part of their Petitions for Redress 
regarding the Government’s violation of the war powers, 
money, “privacy” and tax clauses of the Constitution. 
 
Plaintiff “We The People Congress” is a non-partisan, 
membership organization in good standing and organized 
as a not--for--profit Corporation under the Laws of the 
state of New York. With thousands of members 
nationwide, with county and state coordinators in nearly 
all States of the Union, the mission of the We The People 
Congress, Inc. is to scrutinize governmental behavior at 
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The Defendants have refused to respond to Plaintiffs’ 
repeated Petitions for Redress of constitutional torts.  
  
ThPeople22 
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Plaintiffs have suffered, and continue to suffer significant 
retaliation and injuries at the hands of Defendants for 
claiming and exercising constitutionally protected Rights.   
 
This appeal is a constitutional challenge seeking 
declaratory and injunctive relief. 
 

B. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Plaintiffs have engaged since 1999 in "a nationwide effort 
to get the government to answer specific questions" 
regarding what Plaintiffs view as the Government's 
"violation of the taxing clauses of the Constitution" and 
"violation of the war powers, money and 'privacy' clauses 
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The Executive branch reacted by retaliating against 
Plaintiffs. First, on April 4, 2003, the IRS announced that 
under Section 67
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1) 
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constitutional prohibitonsl and if the Peoplre avet
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balance of power between the People and the (servant) 
government and in preserving an environment conducive 
and protective of free political discourse, to the ends that 
government may be held accountable to the People, the 
Constitution and the Law, and that abuses of power may 
be curtailed and cured by peaceful means. Therein lies the 
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protest of one government policy over another on non-
constitutional, i.e., "garden variety"  political matters).   
 
After all, the Petition for Redress is to the individual, the 
minority and the Constitutional Republic, what the ballot 
is to the majority and a pure democracy. Stripped of its 
original intent and power, the Petition Clause becomes 
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which those that run the government are prone to step 
outside the boundaries drawn around their power by the 
terms and limitations of the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights.   
 
Fortunately, we have something our Founding Fathers 
did not have –
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In the American colonies, Petitions to Government for 
Redress of Grievances were received and submitted to 
committees for prompt consideration and response. It was 
unthinkable in those days that the Government would fail 
to consider and respond to the People’s Petitions for 
Redress. -
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the ten Law Journal articles, see Appendix M, fn 5 at page 
A-62. 
 
The DC District Court erred in deciding th
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4. U. S. v. Astrup, (Case No. 05-5701, 2nd
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in deciding Astrup. Ramsey and Lee are distinguishable and 
not on point. 
 
The Tenth Circuit decision actually helps Plaintiffs. It 
suggests the DC Circuit might have held differently had it 
considered Plaintiffs’ argument that they are not public 
employees. The issue in Van Deelen was government 
retaliation against private Citizen Van Deelen for 
Petitioning the Government for Redress of Grievances. 
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“If it be said that the legislative body are themselves 
the constitutional judges of their own powers, and 
that the construction they put upon them is 
conclusive upon the other departments, it may be 
answered, that this cannot be the natural 
presumption, where it is not to be collected from any 
particular provisions in the Constitution. It is not 
otherwise to be supposed, that the Constitution 
could intend to enable the representatives of the 
people to substitute their WILL to that of their 
constituents. It is far more rational to suppose, that 
the courts were designed to be an intermediate body 
between the people and the legislature, in order, 
among other things, to keep the latter within the 
limits assigned to their authority. The interpretation 
of the laws is the proper and peculiar province of the 
courts. A constitution is, in fact, and must be 
regarded by the judges, as a 



 


