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Look above to see this Exhibit page ^
Here we see that the publishing year was 1956, not 1955, or not the same year as shown by the “Title” as should reasonably have been the case.  Of course, the “unique problem,” it would seem, takes over a year to correct.  That would be because it was more than unique, unless another word for cover up and fraud is now defined as “unique.”

“Unique” by definition is “being without like a like or equal.”  “being the only one.”  “very rare or uncommon.”  One might propose that the commission of fraud as occurred in 1953 was “unique” or very rare, but just our luck and the IRS would contest that and say that they did that sort of thing all the time.   A problem “without equal or likeness” should really stand out as to what the officials thereof were asked to do by Congress on August 16, 1954.  That sort of problem, by its order alone, should be considerably detailed in what they were asked to do in their alleged revision process, and should take up at least a few pages in legal detail in what was to occur as a result of such implementation.  After all, the problem was to take – six years to correct.  So far as we have been able to determine there neither is nor ever was such a complex and extenuating problem that created a massive overload problem at any time in August of 1954, so insurmountable that it would take an additional 6 years just to rectify.  There was, however, quite a monumental problem in 1953.  Even if we can’t classify the problem there as “unique,” we can certainly call it an overwhelming one, because by as late as 1961 the IRS had still not restored, even as a numerical condition, five of the seven sections that they took out in the year of 1953.

Note also that this is printed by a U.S. government printing office, not a private printer.

Further, this exhibit page shows and establishes that this copy of the CFR Title 26 was printed by the U.S. printing office, and therefore as such, inasmuch as that there is evidence of provable fraud in the above shown edition thus printed, the principal party of the United States is liable to a certain extent to the people thus harmed by its content.

