IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Plaintiff, %

V. ; Case No.: WMN 05 CV 1297
JOHN BAPTIST KOTMAIR, et al., ;
Defendants. ;

UNITED STATES’ REPLY TO DEFENDANT’S RESPONSE TO THE UNITED
STATES’ MOTION FOR SANCTIONS FOR DISCOVERY YIOLATIONS

On June 8, 2006, the United States of America, pursuant to Rule 37(b)(2)C) and (c¢) of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, moved the Court to enter an order sanctioning defendants.
Docket number 39). Defendants filed a timely response on June 26, 2006, and filed an untimely
supplemental response on June 27, 2006. (Docket numbers 50 and 51)." The United States now
files ﬂlis reply and requests that the Court issue an Order: (1) finding certain facts for the
purposes of trial and as part of its summary judgment motion with a warning that defendants
continued misconduct can result in default judgment, (2) find defendants in contempt if they
refuse to obey the Court’s Order by July 14, 2006, (3) enter default judgment if these less severe
sanctions do not induce compliance by July 21, 2006, and (4) strike the declarations filed by
SAPF from their customers and witnesses not previously disclosed.

L. INTRODUCTION

Defendants have refused to answer the United States’ requests for over seven months and
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! The United States moved to strike the untimely supplement on June 28, 2006, and
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on April 25, 2006, the United States filed a motion to compel discovery responses which the
Court granted in part on May 16, 2006.> The United States informed defendants that the instant
motion would be sought if they did not comply with the Court’s Order by May 24, 2006. In
response, defendants filed an objection and a motion for stay. Because a stay is not automatic,
their noncompliance with the Court’s Order continues and defendants have refused to obey this
Court’s Order for two months.’

II. REPLY TO DEFENDANTS® RESPONSE

1. Compelled Discovery Information.

The Court ordered defendants to provide two categories of information. The first, which
does not purport to divulge the identity of defendants’ customers includes: (1) amounts paid to
Kotmatr and SAPF and the source of that income; (2) a description of the services performed by
SAPF staff; and (3) the amounts paid to defendants’ customers who have incurred civil or
criminal penalties and benefit from defendants” insurance-like coverage for violating the income
tax laws. In their response, defendants provfded no basis for refusing to obey the Court Order or
failing to describe the nature of the service performed by SAPF or amounts paid to the staff.

The second category compels responses to interrogatories and production of documents
related to correspondence sent to the IRS on behalf of defendants’ customers. Defendants
broadly categorize the femaining requests for records relating to SAPF customers as b.eing

protect by the First Amendment. Many, if not all, of these requests relate to documents prepared

2 Docket no. 33.

I Docket nos. 34 & 35; See L.R. 301.5.a (“the filing of objections to the Magistrate
Tudge's order shall not operate as a stay of any obligation or deadline imposed by the order.”)
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by defendants that have been disclosed to the IRS or as part of court filings. Although
defendants acknowledge that the documents are disclosed to the public they refitse to obey the
Court’s Order and provide them.

2. Defendants " Records.

Defendants provide to customers “Program Agreements,” which are signed by the
customers and detail their obligations as members of SAPF. The program agreement defines a
member’s eligibility in defendants’ insurance-like coverage, which compensates customers for
violating the income tax laws. The agreement defines a claimant as a “Member in good standing,
whose annual participation fee and member assistance assessments are paid up to date.™ The
member assistance assessments are those amounts SAPF customers must send to a “claimant” in
order to remain in good standing.’

As part of this scheme, SAPF customers are provided envelopes in order to send cash to a
“claimant.” The SAPY notices state that the members receiving payments, or “claimant,” collect
the proof of payments from individual members for sending to SAPF headquarters. Moreover,
the notices provide that SAPF “in turn keep[s] track of all responses and keeps a record of them
in case any doubt arises whether a member has responded properly to the assessment requests.”
In addition, SAPF customers who are required to malke payment are sent bills with zero balance
due, which they are instructed to send to defendants after payment is made.

Moreover, defendants provide customers with billing statements and invoices with

* Exhibit 1.

> Exhibit 2.
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respect to all of the other services they provide.” The invoices, (Exhibit 5), mailed to defendants
customers provide (1) an invoice number and the service provided, (2) a date of mailing, (3) the
amount due, (4) the date it was returned to SAPF, and (5) a statement that no further services will
be provided for accounts in arrears.®

With respect to these letters, Kotmair testified that SAPF keeps twenty-five percent of the
amount due and the SAPF employee is paid the remaining seventy-five percent,” Kotmair further
testified that any court pleading prepared by SAPF costs substantially more, and that it was up to
the individual caseworker to determine the amount charged.

Moreover, the caseworkers send to SAPF customers statements stating the next step in
building a case against the IRS for the alleged wrongful assessment.' The statements specify
which correspondence should be purchased that is responsive to the TRS inquiry and indentifies
the name of the SAPF staff that sent the document.' For example, Exhibit 7 which is sent by
SAPY advises that this member should purchase a letter responsive to a Notice of Deficiency and
a letter responding to an inquiry regarding Koﬁnair’s power-of-attorney.

It is instructive to note that SAPF stated, in response to the United States document

7 Exhibits 4 and 5.

# It should also be noted that defendants’ notices state that any payments received without
an invoice is considered a “donation.” This is inconsistent with their assertion throughout this
litigation that all payments are donations. Exhibit 5.

? Exhibit 6.
* Exhibit 7.
" d.
2 Jd.
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request number eight, that it does not maintain any records with respect to products or services
sold.” Tn its response to the United States’ Motion to Compel, SAPF stated that “the ‘records
pertamning to letters’ are the letters themselves and the receipts from mailing them by Certified
Mail; there are no other records in SAPF’s possession of said letters.””- While the Court
sustained its objection, it is clear that SAPF’s response is less than candid because it does keep
records of both the letters, amounts paid, and receipt of payment.

3. Defendants’ First Amendment Claims.

Defendants continue to contend that disclosure of the remaining items is protected by the
First Amendment. In support of this assertion, defendants stated that “since court filings are a
matter of public record, the requests by plaintiff for a list of all court cases and alf documents
filed by members who were assisted by SAPF in drafting court materials is simply a backdoor for
obtaining a convenient list of the identities of such members.”” Defendants’ assertion that this
information is protected is logically inconsistent because they admitted to disclosing the identity
of these individuals in the court pleadings and letters to the [RS.

Defendants” response 1s devoid of any explanation or cases citing supporting the
proposition that information that has been disclosed 1s also protected from disclosure. The only
case cited by defendants is State v. St. Peter, 315 A.2d 254 (Vt. 1974), which is inapplicable here
for a number of reasons. First, this is state court case construing “liberal” discovery rules in

Vermont. Moreover, in St. Peter the court noted that limited application of its holding to the

B Docket number 16, Exhibit D.
' Docket number 23, page 8.
' Docket number 51, page 4.
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“newsman’s privilege” under the First Amendment.

More applicable to this case is the recent decision by the District Court of Nebraska. That
court found a similar First Amendment argument to be unpersuasive.'® In Schulz, the taxpayer
posted on his website the names more than 2,000 names of individuals that paid him, and then
claimed their identities were privileged under the First Amendment. The court found this claim
unpersuasive as the names were already disclosed. For this reason, defendants’ argument is
equally unconvineing.

4. Defendants Have Acted in Bad Faith.

Defendants contention that they have notl acted in bad faith is without merit and their past
misconduct is relevant. Defendants response describes the United States’ reference to the
bankruptcy court’s decision in Featherley as “exhuming” a case from 1993 in order to smear
their reputation.'” Contrary to this assertion, this case is cited because it is particularly relevant
here for several reasons. In that case, SAPY asserted that because it was not a party to thb case it
was not obligated to respond to the Court’s Order, which the District Court characterized as a
“smug’” response. It should be noted that defendants’ reiterate this argument in their response to
the United States” motion for sanctions.

Moreover, the information requested by the Court is the same information compelled in
this case: the amounts paid and the description of the services performed by SAPF. Defendants

failed to respond to the Court’s request for over ten years and was enjoined from “receiving

' United States v. Schulz, 2006 WL 1788194 (D. Neb., June 26, 2006).

1" In re Weatherley, 1993 WL 268546 (E.D. Pa., July 15, 1993) It is noteworthy that
defendants continue to offer to file bankruptcy petitions in their membership handbook.

-0- 1510476.1



compensation from any parties in connection with the preparation of bankruptcy cases.”’
Despite the Court’s injunction, SAPF has assisted in preparing bankruptcy pleadings as
demonstrated by the declaration of Nicholas Taflan.” Defendants’ conduct demonstrates that
they have violated the mnjunction rather than respond to the Court’s request for information.

Moreover, rather than responding to the deadlines requested by the United States,
defendants attack plaintiff’s counsel. These allegations are unfounded and do not require
discussion.

5 Prejudice to Plaintiff.

Defendants’ abuse of the discovery process have caused unnccessary expense, prejudice,
and delay. Most significantly, defendants refuse to disclose the names of any individual who is a
member of SAPF depriving the United States of any discovery any potential witnesses.
Moreovcer, defendants are attempting to benefit from this non-disclosure by providing
declarations from individuals they have not disclosed despite this Court’s Order. This conduct
should not be rewarded,

1. ARGUMENT

Courts generally have broad discretion in imposing sanctions under Rule 37 of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.” Rule 37(b)(2) provides that a court may issue sanctions for

failure to obey an order to provide or permit discovery, including an order compelling discovery

" Id.

¥ Docket number 42. SAPF filed a declaration stating contesting only that the petition
filed in Mr. Taflan’s bankruptcy case was not prepared by them. Docket number 54.

* National Hockey League v. Metropolitan Hockey Club, Inc., 427 U.S. 639 (1976).
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issued under Rule 37(a). Rule 37(b)(2)(C) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides that
where a party fails to obey an order to provide or permit discovery, the court may make such
orders as are just, including striking pleadings, dismissing the action, precluding or opposing
certain claims, ot holding the disobedient party in contempt.

The purpose of the rule 15 to impose sanctions against parties or persons who are
unjustifiably resisting discovery.”’ Rule 37 sanctions must be applied diligently both “to penalize
those whose conduct may be deemed to warrant such a sanction, [and] to deter those who might
be tempted to such conduct in the absence of such a deterrent.”* The choice among the various
sanctions rests with the district court.”

In order to avoid sanctions, the non-moving party must prove that it was impossible to
comply.** To show that it was impossiblc to comply with a court’s order, the non-moving party
must show (hat all reasonable efforts were made to comply with the court’s order.”® The court
need only find that a party failed to comply with an order for sanctions to apply. In their response,
defendants’ indicate they are making no effort to comply. Specifically, defendants have offered
no explanation as to the nature of the positions of the SAPF staff and a description of their

services.

21 See Fed. R. Civ. P. 37 advisory committee’s notes.
2 National Hockey League, at 643.

3 Mutual Federal Sav. & Loan Ass'n v. Richards & Assoc., Inc., 872 F.2d 88, 92 (4" Cir.
1989); Trigon Ins. Co. v. United States, 204 F.R.D. 277, 288 (E.D. Va. 2001).

" In re Chase & Sanborn Corp., 872 F.2d 397, 400 {11™ Cir. 1989).
¥ United States v. Rizzo, 539 F.2d 458, 465 (5™ Cir. 1976).

8- 1510476.1



Moreover, they failed to demonstrate it is impossible to comply. The invoices and billing
statements demonstrate that defendants can determine the source of Kotmair income and amounts
paid to SAPF staff, they simply refuse to do so despite the Court’s Order. In addition, their filing
of declarations from SAPF members in support of their motion for summary judgment illustrates
that they are able to, but refuse {o supply this compelled information. In short, defendants are
simply refusing to comply with this Court’s Order.

Sanctions are appropriate where the violation is “due to willfulness, bad faith, or fault of
the party.”® Disobedient conduct within the control of the litigant demonstrates bad faith or
willfulness. Defendants have met this standard because Kotmair and SAPF have refused to
disclose documents in their possession. Moreover, defendants have decided to disclose
ihfonnation only when it is to their benefit. In their response to the United States’ motion for
summary judgment SAPF filed statements of four individuals that they failed to disclose in
discovery. Three individuals are SAPF members whose identities they refused to provide despite
this Court’s Order. Thus, defendants’ conduct is willful and the Court need only determine the
severity of the sanction.

The United States renews its request that the following facts are deemed admitted and that
defendants are precluded from introducing contrary evidence:

(1) Defendants prepare and sell to customers “Affidavits of Revocation,” which falsely
claim that the individual using the document is no longer required to pay employment taxes;

(2) Defendants prepare and sell to customers “Statements of Citizenship,” which falsely

claim that the individual is exempt from income tax withholding because U.S. citizens are not

% Fair Housing of Marin v. Combs, 285 F.3d 899, 905 (9™ Cir. 2002).
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required pay taxes or report domestic income;

(3) Defendants advise customers purchasing the “Affidavits of Revocation” and
“Statement of Citizenship” that they “cannot file state or federal income tax forms” after
executing these documents;

(4) Defendants offer to file complaints against employers who refuse to accept the
“Affidavits of Revocation” and “Statement of Citizenship” or continue to withhold income and
employment taxes after these documents are offered;

(5) Defendants file complaints against employers who refuse to accept the “Affidavits of
Revocation” and “Statement of Citizenship” or continue to withhold income and employment
taxes after these documents are proffered,

(6) “Affidavits of Revocation™ and “Statement of Citizenship,” if used, would result in an
understatement of the customers” income and employment tax payment requirenicits;

(7} Defendants offer to file for customers: bankruptey petitions, complaints in wrongful
levy actions against IRS employees, motions to quash IRS summonses, and frivolous suits for
refund of taxes falsely asserting that U.S.-source income is not subject to taxation;

(8) Defendants charge customers a fee for preparing these court filings and for appearing
before any court or agency;

(9) Defendants sell to customers frivolous letters which they send to the IRS falsely
claiming that U.S.-source income is not subject to taxation, and frivolous FOIA requests, both of
which falsely claim that John B. Kotmair, Jr., is authorized to represent the customers;

(10) John B. Kotmair, Jr., signs each letter sent to the IRS under the juraft swearing “he is

not currently under suspension or disbarment from practice before the Internal Revenue Service”
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knowing he is not authorized to represent individuals before the IRS;

(11) Defendants offer to compensate customers whose assets are levied or who are
incarcerated because of Violations of the federal income tax laws;

(12) Defendants charge customers $48 per letter sent to the IRS and ten times as much for
couit documentts;

(13) Defendants are aware that their arguments are considered to be frivolous by both the
IRS and courts;

(14) Defendants encourage members not to file income tax relurns; and

(15) Defendants know that their customers have been incarcerated for relying on their
products.

The information sought by the United States is essential to its case. Thus, the United
States also requests that, the Court issuc and Order: (1) finding defendants in contempt if they
refuse to obey the Court’s Order compelling discovery by July 14, 2006, and (2) finding

defendants in defanlt if these less severe sanctions do not induce compliance by July 21, 2006.

IV. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons the United States requests that this Court enter an Order
establishing the above-stated facts, preclude defendants from introducing or arguing a contrary
position, and warn defendants that default judgment may be entered . Further, the United States
requests the Court rule that defendants comply with the Court’s Order by July 14, 2006, or be
found in contempt, and that if defendants disobedience continues until July 21, 2006, default

judgment should be entered. Moreover, the United States requests that the declaration submitted
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by defendant SAPF in its response to the United States” motion for summary judgment be

stricken.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/Thomas M. Newman
THOMAS M. NEWMAN

Trial Attomey, Tax Division
LS. Department of Justice
Post Office Box 7238
Washington, D.C. 20044

Tel.: (202) 616-9926

Tax: (202) 514-6770
Thomas.m.newman(@usdoj.gov

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that service of the foregoing REPLY TO DEFENDANTS’
RESPONSE TO THE UNITED STATES® MOTION FOR DISCOVERY SANCTIONS has been
made upon the following by depositing a copy in the United States mail, postage prepaid, this

10th day of July, 2006.

John Baptist Kotmair, Jr.
P.O. Box 91
Westminster, MD 21158

George Harp, Esq.

610 Marshall St., Ste. 619
Shreveport, LA 71101

1801447.1
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{s/Thomas M. Newman
THOMAS M. NEWMAN
Trial Attorney, Tax Division
U.S. Department of Justice



The Save-A-Patriot Fellowship
{SAPF) is a national organization of American
Patriats who have joined together to resist the
illegal actions of the IRS and other government
agencies who knowingly or unknowingly
deceive the public. We are tired of being
threatened and intimidated by the bureaucrats

who run these agencies, and will no longer
tolerate the illeoal actions of those in our own
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government -— all three branches.

We  have researched the law, and
developed legal defenses for the protection of
our Liberty and Properly. These actions are
being proven successful, in that by our
concerted efforts, we can neuiralize their
primary weapon: FEAR (False Evidence
Appearing Real) .

Face it: the bureaucrats who are endowed
with perpetual control of our government keep
the people in line by FEAR. They use the
media fo plant stories suggesting that
resistance is futile and that the IRS s
invincible. Then they publish stories showing
that reprisal will be swift and financially
paintal. These "reminders,” and a lifetime of
financial conditioning, make it difficult for
most people to take the first step. SAPF
members know that this tisk has now been
virtually removed!

To our knowledge, there is no insurance
company willing to buck the establishment's
system and insure Patriots against the criminal
acts of the IRS and State agencies. Our only
alternative was to start and maintain our own.
However, creating and operating a
conventional insurance company would be

Protection - Education * Fellows

Save-A-Patriot Fellowship

Post Office Box 91, Westminster, Maryland 21158 - 410-857-4441
Together We Stand —QOr--Separately You Will Be Stood (i !}

Program Agreement

mpossible. The bureaucrats would insist on
our submitting to the dictates of the insurance
commissions to the detriment of the Patriot,
who would be left with nothing but promises.
If we had taken that route, in no time at all we
would have been expending funds on legal
actions against government regulatory

agencies, rather than directing our efforts
Hﬁﬂlnqt the illecal acts of ocovernment
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employees. Furthermore, it would be necessary
10 conceal any money received on insurance
claims from the prying eyes and hands of the
IRS. We would have wasted our time [ighting
on their grounds and on their terms, which
would have been an inefficient use of our
available funds.

There was, and is, only one logical
answer: a FELLOWSHIP that gives the Patriof
insurance-like protection to Save-A-Patriot!

HOW DOES 1T WORK?

Fellowship members pledge to reimburse
other members for losses of cash or property
incurred fFomn illegal confiscation by the IRS
andfor their brothers in state taxing agencies.
This is done by spreading the reimbursement
costs to all members. Since 1984, the
Fellowship has helped members recoup their
losses due to the illegal actions of the IRS,
Under its earliest program, when a member in
good standing - lost property or was
incarcerated, he or she put in a claim for the
actual amount of the loss or the incarceration,
and the Fellowship assessed its members their
apportioned share of that amount.

For example, "'John Freeman' became




a member of SAPF. After a stubborn and valiant
fight through every phase of the bureaucratic
maze and the courts, the IRS illegally
confiscated his car, valued at 2000 FRNs
{(Federal Reserve Notes, commonly referred to as
'dollars’). His fellow members were assessed
their share (in the case of 1,000 members, the
apportioned share would be 9 FRNs per
member). Mr. Freeman got equal value for his
loss. If Mr. Freeman was incarcerated, the
Fellowship assessed the members 25,000 FRNs
for him for any full or partial year of
incarceration. Bui that was before the

VICTORY EXPRESS!

... all aboard!!

With the "Victory Express” program in
place, each member is now assessed a 10 FRN
minimum per claim, regardless of the size of the
claim, and no matter how large the membership
becomes. For example, when the membership
hits 50,000 members {In 1984, the federal
government  stated that  the number of
participants i the Tax Patriot part of the
Constituiional Revival Movement was 80,000 —.
what 13 it today?), members will be shouting,
"Attack me, come afier me!" At 10 FRNs
minimum assessment per member, the received
amount would be 500,000 FRNs for going to a
federal prisen camp or for the Joss of a car
regardless of its actual value. Most people don't
make that much money working for years. The
fear of incarceration loses its sting, since the
incarceration assessments are for each vear or
any part of a year, What will happen when the
membership reaches 100,0007 We believe this
will cause enrollments to explode!

Using the example of Mr. Freeman: if the
membership numbered only 2,000, he would
receive 20,000 FRNs (10 FRN minimum times
2,000) for his 9,000 car. That's a profit of 11,000
FRNs for losing his car, Can youn imagine? With
100,000 members, most likely we'd see IRS
agents contemplating and maybe even lining up
to become members. The bigger we get, the
better the support will get. Now, with the Victory
Express, Americans more then ever can assert

their Constitutional rights and obey the law as
written without FEAR. Presto, Mr. Freeman's
friends lose their fear of the TRS and join the
Congstitutional Revival Movement.

The surest and safest protection for funds is
to keep them in the hands of the insured. The
only meney sent to SAPF Headquarters is the
annual 99 FRN membership participation fee
(tendered in FRNs or totally blank postal money
order). This fee is used for SAPF administration
(staff, rent, phone, printing, equipment, postage,
etc.). All other moneys assessed for the benefit
of a member's loss are sent directly to that
member claimant by other SAPF members, afier
receipt of the claim that has been verified by the
SAPF Headquarters staff,

This program does not make it cost cffective
for the IRS to confiscate Mr. Freeman's auto, if
he resists properly. If the loss to the Patriot is
nothing, but is actually a profit — and the
expense to each member i1s only 10 FRNs —
THEN WHO IS THE REAL LOSER?

With this kind of protection ($5§),
Americans will not only lose their Ffear of the
IRS, they'll be standing in line wanting to go to
jail! In other words, the socialists' house of cards
will collapse — SO THAT LIBERTY MAY BE
RESTORED THROUGHOUT THE LAND!

CONCLUSION

The Save-A-Patriot Fellowship Program is a
brilliantly simple defensive weapon whose
success has been phenomenal. It will be even
more successful now with the Victory Express.
You can snap one pencil in half with very little
effort, but try it with a fistful! In any batile, the
allied participants must support one another or
the enemy will "divide and conquer.” Over the
years, it has become evident that the socialists in
government are unified in support of one another
and worship only themselves, the money they
conirol, and the power they wield. Their god is
the god of materialism, and their goal is a one-
world socialist government where their authority
can no longer be challenged. Any payment to the
government that is not actually required by law
is no different than a tithe or free-will offering to
a church — except that in this case, it furthers




abide by the Fellowship Progr;m Agreemen':

Member's Identification Number: This
number is assigned to each applicant to the
Fellowship upon SAPF’s receipt of the application
and participation fee. The [.D. number must be used
in ail correspondence related to a Claim. A Member
making an apportioned payment to a claimant uses
his/her LD. number only, not their own name, On the
envelope used to convey the apportioned payment,
the retwrn address should be the Member's LD.
munber and SAPF's address.

Coverage Offered: For civil claims, up to
150,000.00 FRNs; for criminal claims, up to
25,000.00 FRNs per year.

Civil Coverage: Will be paid in FRNs or a
TOTALLY BLANK POSTAL MONEY ORDER
directly to the Member claimant or his/her assign
{accompanied by the paying Member's LD. number),
only after SAPF HQ has determined that a judgment
does exist and that the claimant, to the best of his/
her ability, has taken advantage of every agency
appeal procedure and court proceeding lawfully
possible; and only after SAPF has verified the actnal
market value of the real and/or personal property
confiscated.

Criminal _Coverage: Apportioned to the
membership at a minimum of 10 FRNs per member
by SAPF, to be paid (in FRNs or TOTALLY

biana mwnp Taws wyea) e A prure
unprincipled persons from taking unfair advantage
of the Fellowship, a claimant must be & member in
good standing 6 months before the occurrence of
any act cauging a cleine for civil claims, 6 months
before the notice of deficiency [or State taxing
agency's equivalent] in question; for criminal
claims, 6 months before any grand jury indictment
or U.S. or State attorney information. Claims may
only be submitted for actions initiated by a State
or Federal government agency, not by the Patriot
Member.

Civil Claims: These cannot be submitted to
SAFPT until after the confiscation of real or personal
property, and must be accompanied by proof of the
property value, and verified by a local SAPF
Independent Representative or realty appraiser. The
benefit amount will be determined by the size of
membership, with a 10 FRNs minimum per
member. Nofe: Property held by banks, savings and
loan associations, stock brokers, insurance
companies or any other institution that utilizes
electronic money is NOT covered for loss under
thig agreement. Also, losses that involve questions
of lawful money and/or property taxes, and/or
coniractual agreements with private lending
institutions or individuals, are NOT claimable
under the Fellowship Program Agreement.

Criminal Claims: These cannot be sub-























































