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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.
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11, M Kendall Day, UNTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE,
Washi ngton, D.C., for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Nat hani el G een appeal s his conviction for several counts
of filing false tax docunents, in violation of 26 U . S.C. 8§ 7206(1)
(2000), aiding and assisting in the preparation of false tax
docunents, in violation of 26 US C § 7206(2) (2000), and
obstruction of justice, in violation of 18 U S.C. § 1503 (2000).
Green was sentenced to thirty-six nonths of inprisonnent, to be
foll owed by three years of supervised rel ease.

Green, representing hinself on appeal as he did bel ow,
rai ses several <challenges to his conviction, Because these
argunents are baseless,” we deny Green’s notion for transcript at
gover nment expense and affirmG een’ s conviction. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

"Green argues: (1) that he renpved any “presunption of power
of attorney that the United States governnent” had on him (2) that
he declared that he is of the Washitaw Miurs nationality, rather
than a U.S. citizen; (3) that he revoked all signatures and powers
of attorney of previously filed W4 fornms and state and | ocal tax
fornms; (4) that he emanci pated hinself from his governnent-issued
birth certificate in accordance with the Uniform Comrercial Code;
and (5) that the governnment’s use of his nane violates a copyri ght
as the nane is a trade nane under the Uniform Comrercial Code.
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