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John P. Trowbridge, MD., pro se, appeals fromthe deci sion of
the United States Tax Court. The Tax Court held that Trowbridge
was |iable for 1996 and 1997 deficiencies in incone tax and for
additions to tax. It also sanctioned Trowbridge $25,6000 for
advancing frivol ous positions and instituting and maintaining the
proceeding primarily for del ay.

On appeal, Trowbridge argues that the Tax Court erred by

failing to give effect to his purported withdrawal of his petition

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determn ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



for review of the notices of deficiency. He contends that the Tax
Court | acked jurisdiction because “Article | adm nistrative courts
are prohibited from hearing any issue At Law which has been
enunerated in the Constitution only for the province of Article |11
courts”; that he is not a “resident” of Texas or a “taxpayer”
subject to federal tax |laws; that he has “denied and rebutted any
presunption of the existence of any contracts or commercial
agreenents which create an attachnent of an equity relationship
that woul d establish an admralty or equity jurisdiction”; that he
has “forfeited, waived, rejected, declined, and refused to
voluntarily accept any and all benefits fromthe United States”;
and that he “objects to the use of Federal Reserve Notes to
di scharge debts.” Trowbridge al so argues that the Tax Court denied
him due process by granting the Comm ssioner’s notion for a
protective order agai nst his di scovery requests, which consi sted of
480 interrogatories, first and second requests for production of
docunents, and 545 requests for adm ssions.

Al t hough the Tax Court held that these very sane argunents
were frivol ous and i nposed sancti ons of $25, 000 agai nst Trowbri dge,
t hose sanctions did not deter hi mfrompressing the sanme frivol ous

argunents on appeal. See Cain v. Comm ssioner of Internal

Revenue, 737 F.2d 1417, 1417-18 (5th Gr. 1984) (holding that

taxpayer’s argunents that he “is not subject to the jurisdiction

taxation, nor regulation of the state,” that the “Internal Revenue
Service, lIncorporated” |acks authority to exercise the judicia
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power of the United States, t hat the Tax Court IS
unconstitutionally attenpting to exercise Article Il powers, and
that jurisdiction over his person has never been affirmatively
proven were frivolous). W therefore AFFIRM the judgnent of the
Tax Court, and GRANT the Conmm ssioner’s notion for sanctions of
$6, 000 for pursuing a frivolous appeal, pursuant to 26 U S.C. 8§
7482(c)(4), 28 U.S.C. § 1912, and Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of

Appel | ate Procedure. See Parker v. Conm ssioner, 117 F.3d 785, 787

(5th Gr. 1997) (approving the practice of inposing a lunp sum
sanction in lieu of costs because it “saves the governnent the
additional cost of calculating its expenses, and also saves the
court the tinme and expense of review ng the subm ssion of costs”).
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