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It is the duty of the Court system to protect
the rights of all citizens, and the injustice
done in this case must be corrected if
citizens everywhere in similar situations are
to feel protected by the system of law. Itis
important to maintain Civil Rights in our
country, as these right are the protection of
the people. A victory in my case will make
many wrongs committed by the Courts
right, and will make sure that those with
power are responsible to the citizens of the

nation.
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Nama, Stala gar number, and address)! FOR COURT USE ONLY
NATAN AVRAHAM
P.0., Box 35895
Los Angeles, CA 90035
reLepHone s (310) 877-9 115 FAX NO. (Oplional):
E-MaAIL ADDRESS (Opfr'aneJ).' CO
ATTORNEY FOR (Vame): SELEF RE PRESENTED by Qﬁ%ﬁk’fg &%PY
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Suny of Los Anaaara
streeTAoDRESS: 1725 MAIN STREET N
MAILING AGORESS: JAN 28 2015
oy anp 2ip cooe:  SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 She _
o WEST DISTRICT R. Carter, Exocutive Officer/Clerk
PETITIONERPLAINTIFF: MIRI AVRAHAM By| M. VANKEMAN, Deputy
RESPONDENT!DEFENDANT: NATAN RAHAMIM AVRAHAM
OTHER PARTY:
T CAst NUVBER:
RESPONSIVE DECLARATION TO REQUEST FOR ORDER J SD‘ O;j _—
HEARING DATE! TIME: DEPARTMENT OR ROOM:
02/10/2015 g:30am F
1. [_] CHILD CUSTODY
a. [ | consent to the order requested.
b, [ I do not consent to the order requested, but | consent to the following order:
2 E] CHILD VISITATION (PARENTING TIME)
ra. [_] I consentto the orcler requested.
b, [__] | do not consent to the order requested, but | consent to the following order:
3, [_] CHILD SUPPORT
a. [ | consent to the order requested.
b, [__J | consent to guideline support.
¢. [ Idonot consent to the order requested, but | consent to the following order:
(1) [ Guideline
(2) (] Other (specify):
4. [ ] SPOUSAL OR PARTNER SUPPORT
a. [ I consent to the order requested.
b, [ I do not consent to the order requested.
. [ I consent to the following order:
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St = FL-320
PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF: MIRI AVRAHAM CASE NUMBER:
RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT: NATAN RAHAMIM AVRAHAM SD 027 039
OTHER PARTY:!

5. [X] ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS
a. [__] |consent to the order requested.
b. (X7 |do not consent to the order requested.

c. [ X Iconsentto the following order: PETITIONER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MY ATTORNEY FEES AS
A SANCTION UNDER FAMILY CODE SECTION 271.

6. [_.J PROPERTY RESTRAINT
a.[__] Iconsent to the order requested.
b. (] Ido not consent to the order requested.

¢. (] Iconsent to the following order:

7. (] PROPERTY CONTROL
a. [__] I consent to the order requested.

b. ] 1donot consent to the order requested.
¢. (] Iconsent to the following order:

8. [X] OTHER RELIEF ,
a.[__] Iconsent to the order requested.
b. (X |do not consent to the order requested.
c. [X] |consent to the following order; AN ORDER NOT TO SELL THE WOOSTER PROPERTY. IN THE
ALTERNATIVE, AN ORDER TO ALLOW RESPONDENT TO BUY OUT PETITIONER'S
INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY,
9. [X] SUPPORTING INFORMATION

[(X] Contained in the attachad declaration. (You may use Attached Declaration (form MC-031)

for this purpose),
SEE ATTACHED DECLARATION AND EXHIBITS

NOTE: To respond to domestic violence restraining orders requested In the Request for Order (Domestic Violence Prevention)
(form DV-100), you must use the Answer to Temporary Restraining Order (Domestic Violence Prevention) (form DV-120).

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing and all att
Date: JANUARY 27, 2015

achments are true and correat.

NATAN AVRAHAM )
! (TYPE OR PRINT NAME)

(SIGNATURE OF DECLARANT)

RESPONSIVE DECLARATION TO REQUEST FOR ORDER

L-320 (Rev. July 1, 2012
Page 2 of 2
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REASONS TO ASSIGN CASE TO ANOTHER DEPARTMENT/JUDGE

1. Ihave serious concerns about this court's ability to make a fair and impartial ruling in this
matter, I do not trust Commission St. George to make the appropriate decisions regarding my
case and for that reason I do not trust him. I believe Commissioner St. George ignored the law
and his duty to-perform. I believe the Commissioner abused his power by making rulings against
me and entire community assets. He had no grounds to punish me but did so without reason and
evidence. [ have been placed in a very bad situation, I have worked my entire life for my
children. Most ichildren would be very happy to have a father do what did for my children. My
children were one of the happiest children in the world, Without reason, the Commissioner
destroyed everything; our community is losing money every day and my children are still
suffering. Further, Commission St. George allowed Petitioner's attorney, Brett Berman, to abuse
me and lie abolit the circumstances. I also believe Mr, Berman lied to hig client.

2. There is no legal grounds and no basis in evidence for the court to sign and enter the
judgment under Code of Civil Procedure §664.4 and no legal grounds to order my attorhey Cary
Goldstein to sign the judgment for me which does not conform to the Oral Settlement
Agreement, This motion is for Petitioner to cooperate regarding the house as it concerns the
judgment to start saving the community money and stop making me lose money and stdp our
adult children from suffering to the divorce.

[fileda compilaint against Commissioner St. George. I believe he is biased towards Petitioner

and against me, In this case, St. George's records is so lopsided as to create a reasonable doubt of

his impartiality, see attachment, g
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Just so it's clear 'I’i_"n going to keep fighting for my rights that commissioner

Gorge to flow the law to disqualify himself

NATAN AVRAHAM Respondent

OBJECTION
SUPPORTING
OF JUDGE pR

AND DECLARATION
DISQUALIFICATION
O TEM ST. GEORGE

I declare undet the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
eclare :

is true and cortect, Executed this ___ day of J anuary 2015 at Los Angeles, California,
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MARRIAGE OF AVRAHAM LASC Case No. SD 027 035

RFO Re: Order to Sell Wooster Property & Sanctions

RESPONSIVE DECLARATION OF NATAN AVRAHAM

I, NATAN AVRAHAM, declare:

1, 1am the Respondent in this action and in this proceeding. I offer this declaration in
lieu of personal testimony pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure §§2009 and 2015.5; California
Rules of Court Rule 5.118; Reifler v. Superior Court, 39 Cal. App. 3d 479,484-85 (1974); Inre
Marriage of Stevenot, 154 Cal. App. 3d 1051, 1059 n.3 (1984). I have personal knowledge of the

facts stated in this declaration, and if sworn as a witness, [ could and would competently testify
thereto. I submit this declaration in opposition to Petitioner's request for order to immediately
sell the real property located at 1442 S, Wooster St., Los Angeles, CA 90035, I offered
Petitioner an opportunity to resolve the entire case out of courts and explain his bad faith. (See
attachment)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

2. On August 17, 2010, and Petitioner and I entered in a settlement agreement confirmed in
open court. On October 5, 2010, a Judgment of Dissolution was entered. I request that
Petitioner return control of Wooster Property to me so I can repair the property and
restore the income stream that this property should be pt_‘oviding to the community
property. According to the original judgment, the Wooster Property was supposed to be the last
on the list to be sold, yet the Court's allowing of Petitioner to occupy and control the property has
allowed the income from the property to suffer damage to the extent that the community has lost
more than $1 50,000. Petitioner must work to resolve the issues with the Judgment immediately
gbefore a final sale of the Wooster Property can be determined. Petitioner and her counsel have
made it clear in their declaration that they are willing to abuse their power in Court and frx;strate
my rights. Pursuant to the Judgment, neither party in this case can take any action that damages

the credit of the other party as credit is an asset. However, the actions of Petitioner and her
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|case to the IRS and was rejected, This is false as the case could not even be appealed and no

counsel have damaged my credit to such an extent that I now believe I must seek help to analyze

¢
and repair my credit, )

FACTS REGARDING WOOSTER PROPERTY

3. Petitioner has refused to follow the J udgment in regards to the Wooster Property such as her
refusal to provide me with income reports for the Wooster Property for more than four
years, The damage resulting from the missed inc;Jme and the actual damage to the property by
Petitioner means that not only must the property be saved but thet the fair market value of the
property presented by Petitioner is inaccurate,

4, Asadirect result of Petitioner ignoring the judgment, a huge tax problem has arisen, These
tax penalties will not be placed on the communit; but solely on Petitioner only, Both the
California Franchise Tax Board and Internal Revenue Service were forced to spend a tremendous
amount of time and resources for no reason other than that,Petitionér cannot be trusted . The
Petitioner claims immunity from community tax liabilities as an innocent spouse even
though Petitioner was clearly aware of the income tax iiabilities as outline in the Judgment

as so she must share in the tax burden, Petitioner claimed that I attempted to appeal the tax

attempt was every made by me, The legal reason the court keeas Ignoredm

3. Although Petitioner demanded the sale of the Barrington \r_gp,érty and refused to pay the

taxes aé well as allowing interest and fees to accrue on the IRS and FTB debt: During the course
of this extended legal battle, Petitioner accrued thousands of dollars in legal fees without the
ability to cover these expenses, Petitioner misled the court and refused to use the Barrington
€SCIOW 10 pay the children's student loans and the tax fees and instead removed the money,

Petitioner ignored my request in 2010 prior to entry of judgment before the FTR to provide

4
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missing tax funds.. (Exhibit I FTB Tax Notice incorporated herein by reference)

6. Itis a fact that the 01/ 09;2014 accounting shows that Petitioner's counsel lied to the

court , The accounting showed that Ehe tax authorities had not taken any money and no additional
$143,000 was removed by the IRS and there was no issue of any state tax levy, Unfortunately,

the court ignored his request for an accounting, The court has already abused its power and

interfered with a veiled settlement agreement anﬁ enforced the judgment against the community
and me and the axpenée of my children, Then, the court refused to follow the judgment and
keeps modifying the judgment against me to enforce a settlement. It is a fact that Petitioner and
the children lost a lot of money because Petitioner's counsel .

7. Petitioner claimed in a declaration dated 16/09/2013 that she did not wish for the Wooster
Property to be sold earlier than 10/09/2017 especially as the property requires attention and

maintenance. This declaration directly contradicts Petitioner's pending RFO to immediately sell

the property The legal reason the government allowed also asking the people don't be a vietim and protect the own

property.,
FACTS REGARDING REAL ESTATE BROKER

.5
[

8. The property broker from the Wooster Property informs Respondent that the lowered
income for the Wooster Property does not support the value of the property and that there are

problems with tenants, complaints and issues that must be resolved in order for the.property to

imaintain value, At this point, I am reluctant to seek the help of the court as every time I have

gone to court, I have been ignored while Petitioner has been able to create facts that have caused
harm to the community and an abuse of the court system. The claims about the tax liabilities and
escrow accounts made by Petitioner are clearly untrue and easy to verify, These claims are refute

by facts and indicate that the Court needs to monitor the sale or management of any properties

very carefully.  Respondent send to Mr Berman materials to review he's bad faith, and offer
to results that out of court and the benefit off the childrens. see attachment, 8
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0. Petitioner has repeatédly blocked my access to the Wooster Property in order to avoid
r . 3
public issues and issues with the adult children. I have been forced to sit on the sidelines as the

property is being abused. At ﬁn:st,'\P_etitioner was attempting to prevent Wooster from being

sold and now she is cl'emanding the property be sold at a huge loss. On September 24,2014,
I solicited a quote from David Frank, an Associate Manager at Coldwell Bank who estimated the

value ‘o be from $1,650,000 on the low side to $1,850,000 on the high side. According to the

broker's declaration a;ctached hereto as Exhibit A, Petitioner was willing to sell the Wooster
Property for $1,518,000. This is directly against the Petitioner's requests for both a $1,575,060
asking price and for an income stream, Furthermore, Petitioner is aware that I have stated that the
asking price is low enough that at this price I would buy the property for our children. The
broker opened escrow without asking whether I wished to enter escrow at the offered price.

10 The Broker has mistepresented facts about the property. There have been tenant problems,
low income and property management problems which he refused to acknowledge. I believe the
broker cannot be trusted and I released him from this prbj ec"t and his manager agrees, Petitioner
has not maintained the property rent in accordance with tﬁe law. I am very concerned that further
Court action will prevent my purchase of the property‘and p{lt further hardship on the

community. Indeed, I explained to the broker that I did not wish to speeak to him as I felt he may

| eventually become involved in the family law pro ceedings.and so I"f'e.é;igad'"he would not

understand me. The legal reason the court did not and don't follow the om}'r’t' -.o'.f-yl‘aw.,see Attachment 9

FACTS REGARDING COMMUNITY TAX LIABILITIES

11. Ibelieve the Wooster Property should not be sold at this time, and to do so would continue
a series of events of mismanagement of the community property in this case. Petitioner and her

counsel have yet to resolve the outstanding issues with the previous property sole in this case
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SUHPPORTING f
) OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Ly

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Barrington) including Capital Gains issues. In December 2010, Petitioner took action to sell the
eight unit Barrington Property for only $700,000 all the while refusing to acknowledge this
amount in the escrow account, Petitioner signed and approved of every disbursement and she the
ability to view every transaction. However, Petitioner continues to claim that the IRS and FTB
have taken funds from this account while trying to gain access to those funds. Petitioner has
repeatedly misled the court about the tax issues going so far as to claim she was granted Innocent
Spouse by the IRS. I intend to file a claim against Petitioner and her counsel for perjury done.
12.  As aresult of the false testimony, the Court released the funds to Petitioner to which
I was entitled foreing me to take further action to fix the tax issues. Indeed, not only has
Petitioner worked to block my access to the money, these actions have also prevented me
from being able to meet credit card and other debt obligations on the community as these
funds were meant, For three years, the Court has been mislead and Respondent denied his
rightful property while Petitioner claims no responsibility for the community IRS and FTB tax
liabilities. On 10/09/2013, the court cooperated with Mr. Berman to mislead and block. As
indicated in the hearing transcript from that day, Petitioner's counsel stated "... although, actually.
I believe there probably has been more money taklen out....). (Exhibit B 10/09/2013 hearing
transcript page 11 lines 1-3 incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth),

13.  Petitioner originally argued for the sale of the Barrington Property as a way to pay for the
tax burden on the community from 2000-2007 but this money has not been used for that purpose.
Furthermore, Respondent has been blocked from using these funds to meet the burden on the
community for all these years. I request sufficient time to protect myself and interests from

Petitioner as she cannot be trusted with the well being of the community and it is my belief

that the Wooster Property should be preserved as a source of income to offset the student
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loan liabilities and living expenses of the children in this case. Petitioner already received
thousands of dollars of m}(rmoney for the support of the children, At this point, it is clear that I

and not Petitioner has the best interests of the children in mind. Petitioner has repeatedly acted in

] i in thi ing th
a way that does not provide for the welfare of the children in this case such as by putting the

Shenandoah Property in danger while the children were living there and working with the

brokets on the properties to prevent Respondent from acquiring a lean-to purchase control of the

*.The legal reasons the perjury committed against Natan and the community need to be
properties outright.. resuilts before,

14, Petitioner's actions in "maintaining" commﬁnitﬂi property have not been for the benefit of
the children or the community, including the mismanagement of the properties and the
overpayment for maintenance that I could hav;performed at less than 25% of the costs paid.
Furthermote, Petitioner has not used the funds provided for the welfare of the children to care for
them. The Petitioner incorrectly stated that additional money was taken witPout authorization
from the community escrow account that Petitioner was granted Innocent Spouse by the IRS and
FTB and that I have restraining order prohibiting my a‘cces"s to the Barrington and Wooster
Properties. Petitioner keeps misleading the court about the Innocent Spouse which she did not

receive. I objected at the hearing regarding the Innocent Spoust Statement and the entire

“The legal reason that the court and petitioner and_h.grc;ozs
ny point of judgement, Courts orders,

ular did not follow a
declaration.

15. The community did not lose from the tax issues, The county claimed more than $900,000 for
capi‘Eal foss but the capital losses were never reported. Mr. Berman acknowledges the
community capital loss but he refused to cooperate by not relocating and claiming the additional
capital loss. The community therefore lost benefits by this negligence. Arguments continued as if
Petitioner and her counsel claimed to have little if any knowledge about the monies involved

both in these tax liabilities and sent to Israel by Petitioner. (Exhibit H, Israeli Bank Accounts)
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16. The court was dismissive of this analysis of my financial status,allowed the situation to rise
where Petitionerl and her law.{,fer were dragging out the proceedings which could cost me
$250,000, Yet further, in ber J‘anhary_IIQ, ?014 declaration, Petitioner confirmed that the
Barrington Property was sold to cover our tax liabilities. This sale was carried out, but the battle

over the money continued long after that date. This echoes back to the September hearing in

which Respondent brought up the fact that Pe‘r.itic;ner 1ransferred a million dollars to Israel"
leaving "the oommuni.t} responsible to pay all the taxes", Petitioner's counsel responded, "I have
no idea what he's talking about", (Exhibit C 09/09/2013 hearing fransc;‘ipt page 6 lines 7-8, 24-
25 incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth),

17. The Wooster Property was intended fo be le‘f1t between the parties as a safeguard against
possible tax debts. The court incorrectly interpreted this to mean that the Court had jurisdiction
over the property and then rolled ahead to state that in reggrds to téxes, "we'll c}eal with that
when and if it comes up." (Bxhibit D 05/23/2011 hearing transcript page 10 lines 2-4
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forthj. B;fore the judgment was lentered on

10/05/2010, the Shenandoah and Barrington Property was my separate property plus 75% of

—_—

£ :_ . my right to refuse to be abused of commissioner George.
Wisester The legal reason, my rig

18. The settlement in chambers in this case established the division of property as 50/50 in

terms of assets and liabilities and the court reinforced this point by announcing an agréement in
chamb‘ers on August 16-17,2010 (08/17/2010 hearing transcript page 5, lines 10-27), It should
also be noted that in the course of this agreement, both parties agreed to hold the other harmless
in regards to tax liabilities, This is further made clear by the fact that the original settlement in
this case set aside Wooster to cover any tax liabilities that may have arisen. Referring to

correspondence between counsel, all parties acknowledged that the Wooster Property was
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intended to pay off the tax liabilities face by the parties. Furthermore, the court ordered
coo?eration in an order on J ax{uary 5. .2010 stating "both sides are ordered to cooperate with each
othér regarding tax issues." ‘ o

19. During the October 9, 2013 proceedings, the court acknowledged that both parties had
accepted that there was a tax liability at play stating he "felt obli gated to disclose the funds given
the advics he received from an accountant. (Exhil;z"t E 10/09/2013 hearing transcript page 7,
lines 24-27) As the argﬁrnents unfolded, the Petitioner further revealed to the Court that she was
not fully informed on the tax proposition when the court asked, "Do youlkndw that he did not
receive advice from an accountant?" answering, "I'm not sure about that". (Exhibit E
2110/09/2013 hearing transcript page 7, lines 21‘-123) By the end of this discussion it is clear
that the tax issues being presented are being shown to the Court in a confusing and misleading

way, and the tax issues being discussed, if pushed further, could cause me great civil ot criminal
5 -

liabili Petitioner and her counsel Ignore the courts and vetused to accept the all cash offer for the”
iability. gpenandoah property from natan for months and keeps drak everybody to courts.

FACTS REGARDING PET(TIONER'S PROPERTY MISMANAGEMENT

1120. Petitioner has a history of mismanagement of commuﬁity property including allowing the

Shenandoah Property to be threatened with foreclosure at a hu’ée expense and danger to the
community. The Court delayed Respondent from purcha:sing Shenandoah for significant period
of time following incorrect ruling from the Commissiorler Cowan by cooperating with Petitioner
to blocl; the sale. These delay tactics and misleading statements cost Respondent a huge amount
of money, damaged Respondent's credit score, and risked foreclosure and loss of the property.

Lastly, these actions required Respondent to spend a large amount of time and resources to

defend the property from foreclosure, I am willing and able to buy out Petitioner's portion in
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order to take over management of the property to preserve its value for the well being of
the children. See attached complaint regarding Commissioner St. George's rulings.

21. During the three year period Petitioner mismanaged the Shenandoah Property which
threatened foreclosure, the court under Commissioners Cowan and St. George acknowledged
that Petitioner was not appropriately paying the property mortgage while Petitioner continued to
claim the opposite. Petitioner led the court to ignore the "800 Pound Gorilla" of capital gains

issues on the property and allowed the Petitioner to take actions that not only costs the Petitioner

money but the community as a whole. During this petiod, Respondent tried repeatedly to
prevent these actions, but even at great costs and was only just barely able to save the
Shenandoah property from foreclosure. Petitioner continues to ignore relevant issues by
demanding the sale of the property in a manner that will hurt the Respondent and the community.
22. The Wooster Property is a good property that has been mismanaged by Petitioner as
evidenced by the fact that the buyers are making all cash offers for the property. The fact
that the property is currently attracting all cash buyers at this bargain price means that with
appropriate care and renovations the value of the property will increase, allowing a better
broker to market and sell the property. The court allowed the modification of the judgment
even though the Petitioner did not pay the mortgage. I paid the mortgage thereby saving the
property from going into foreclosure, Petitioner further claimed that there was no evidence to
support payment on the property, even though this information has alreacly been presented in
court., (Exhibit E 10/09/2013 hearing transcript page 9 lines 17-22 incorporated herein by

reference as though fully set forth),

73, In stark contrast to Petitioner, I have taken actions that were not only meant to protect

property but to minimize the huge losses that could be incurred if the properties continued to be
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managed as is. This includes capital gains liabilities, tax liabilities, on

tax liabilities on the part of myself and tax liabilities even for the Petitioner. Already, my actions
have conserved $59,700 for the Petitioner. The facts will show that the my actions actually

benefitted the Petitioner to the tune of $120,000. As my former. counsel indicated at the

06/18/2013 hearing, " the capital gains only accrued a year ago. There

consequence. He lost his $250,000 deduction by being out of the houge for more than 24

months. That accrued a year ago" (Exhibit F 06/1 8/2013 hearing tra

incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth)., My efforts

the part of the community,

was no capital gains

wscript page 11 lines 15-19

s resulted in Petitioner

receiving a lot of money. This Wooster Property must be handled ca.xJeﬁa.lly because the value in

this property is meant to offset tax debts owed by the community and
resulted in the freezing of the funds in the Barrington escrow must no
hereto as Exhibit G is a letter from a Revenue Officer dated 12/05/20
amount owed of $& 45632 for the tax periods of 12/31/2006 and 12

FACTS REGARDING SANCTIONS

the same mistake the
- be repeated. Attached
14 which indicates an

31/2009.

5. Petitioner is not the only party who has incurred si gnificant attorney fiees post judgment, I estimate

1 have spent more than $75,000 post judgment. In addition, the court has als

o ordered me to contribute

funds towards Petitioner's legal fees as a sanction on 02/09/2011. I have lost

thousands because I cannot

focus on work due to the numerous court appearances. I cannot afford to maintain Petitioner’s legal

representation as well as my own. Accordingly, I respectfully ask the court

to deny Petitioner’s request

for sanctions. I should not be sanctioned simply because I expressed a diﬂlference of opinion

regarding the ultimate disposition of the Wooster Property.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of C

alifornia that the foregoing

iq true and correct, Executed this ___ day of January 2015 at Los Ang eles, California.
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L FAMILY CODE 8271 SANCTIONS SHOULD NOT BE IMPOSED
BECAUSE, RESPONDENT’S LITIGATION TACTICS DO NOT RISE TO
THE LEVEL OF SANCTIONABLE CONDUCT

An awatrd of 271 sanctions does not require conduct that is frivolous or for purposes of delay.
In re Marriage of Freeman 132 Cal. App. 4™ 1, 6 (2005). Rather, sanctions may be awarded for
“reprehensible conduct short of bad faith.” In re Marriage of Melone 193 Cal. App. 3d 757
(1987). The type of conduct which merits Family Code §271 sanctions includes failure to
disclose assets (In re Marriage of Tharp 188 Cal. App. 4™ 1295 (2010); filing a motion of
reconsideration without new or different facts (In re Marriage of Burgard 72 Cal. App. 4™ 74
(1999); taking an unreasonable position in litigation (In re Marriage of Quay 18 Cal. App. 4™
961, 970 (1993); and failure to sign and return proffered stipulation (In re Marriage of Melone

193 Cal. App. 3d 757 (1987).

A. An Attorney Fee Award of $5.000 Would Result in an Unreasonable Financial Burden

Respondent should not be held liable for the attorney fees Petitioner incurred post judgment
in the event the court finds Family Code §271 sanctions are appropriate, As a threshold matter,
Family Code §271 does not require that the sanction imposed compensate for all fees and costs
expended. In re Marriage of Battenburg ?8 Cal. App. 4h 1338 (1 994). In addition, Family Code
§271 states that “ in making an award pursuant to this section, the court shall take into
consideration all evidence concerning the parties’ income, assets, and liabilities. The court shall
not impose a sanction pursuant to this section that imposes an unreasbnable financial burden on

the party against whom the sanction is imposed.” oBsEcTION 4
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The court should not order the Respondent to pay any portion of Petitioner’s attorney fees
because it would constitute un{‘easonable financial burden. Respondent is not doing well
financially, Currently, Respond‘ent’s gxpenses which include monthly payments to the IRS for an
outstanding federal tax liability are about equal to his income, Furthermore, Respondent has no
assets. Therefore, the imposition of a §5,000 monetary sanction against Respondent constitutes
an unreasonable financial burden, In re Marriage of Petropoulos 91 Cal. App. 4" 161, 180
(2001) (imposing husbéﬁd’s $30,000 in attorney fees as sanction against wife did not constitute
unreasonable financial burden on wife where wife was awarded real properties then worth more
than m'?.gnqued capital gains from assets, and received income from rental properties,
part time work and spousal support). h

CONCLUSION
WHEREFORE, the Respondent tespectfully requests that the Court deny Petitioner’s

motion for attorney fees under Famlly Code §271 as a sanction. Petitioner and her counsel, Brett

Berman, allowed by the cgzﬁ to provide evidence for the cla1m and he supports to commit

|| perjury against me and my children's future.

Date! January 27, 2015

Respectfully submitted,

Natan Avraham
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business's practice fof collecting and processing correspondence for malling. On the|same day that correspondence is

placed for collection ahd mailing, it is deposlited In the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service in
a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid,
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(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF PERSON dOMPLIETING THIS FORM)

Wy
! (SIGNATURE OF P;ERSON COMPLETING THIS FORM) % % ©
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Natan Avraham, In pro per
P.O. Box 35895
Los Angeles, CA 90035

MIRI AVRAHAM
' Petitioner,

V8.

NATAN RAHAMIM AVRAHAM

Respondent.

Date:

QEP 03 2019

Sherri . Carter, Executive Clficar/Clerk
By Ellen Goldsteln, Deputy

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
" COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, WEST DISTRICT

) Case No.: SD 027039
%

Ladw

RESPONDENTIS PERJURY COMPLAINT
RE ATTORNEY BRETT BERMAN

)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Respectfully submitted

Natan Avraham, In pro per
Respondent
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NATAN AVRAHAM
1778 s Shenandoah  ~
Los Angeles, CA 90035
(310) 488-6379

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA Ol
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, WEST DISTRICT

) Case No.: SD 027 039

)
)
MIRI AVRAHAM )
Petitioner, ) DECLARATION OF NATAN AVRAHAM
) RE PERJURY COMPLAINT
Vs, )
) -
NATAN RAHAMIM AVRAHAM g S L0 /¢
)
Respondent. %
)
)
I, NATAN AVRAHAM, declare:

1. 1am the Respondent in this action and in this proceeding, I offer this declaration in

lieu of personal testimony pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure §§2009 and 2015.5; California

Rules of Court Rule 5.118; Reifler v. Superior Court, 39 Cal. App. 3d 479,484-85 (1974); Inre

Marriage of Stevenot, 154 Cal. App. 3d 1051, 1059 n.3 (1984). I have personal knowledge of the
facts stated in this declaration, and if sworn as a witness, I could and would competently testify
fhereto. ] submit this declaration to establish the petjury committed by Petitioner and her counsel

throughout these proceedings.
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Complaint Regarding!
1) Perjury Committed
2) Breach of Fiduciary Duty by Petitioner

3) Breach of Contract by Petitioner

FACTS REGARDING PERJURY

2. Respondent asks this court to consider the numerous instances of perjury committed by
Petitioner and Petitioner's counsel, Brett Berman, in and out of court, during the proceedings.
Previously, I have complained to the LASD regarding these false statements and to claim
damages these statements have cause the courts.

3, The Court has made a request that individuals take every effort to resolve these maiters
outside of Coutt. I am mote than willing to do so and to resolve these acts of petjury outside of
Coutrt so long as the resolution is for the betterment of the children in this case.

4, On September 23, 2010, Petitioner and Mr. Berman took action to structure a misleading

| Judgment and claimed that there was an existing settlement that would allow the sale of the eight

unit Barrington Propetty (sold for the low price of 700,000) (Bt ) against the conditions of
the Settlement Agreement based on misleading testimony and perjury (Bxhibit— ) all the while
refﬁsing to acknowledge this future amount in the escrow account and committing an act of
perjury while doing so. This is a violation of a court order-taking action against me as

acknowledged on the record,

5 Petitioner signed and approved every payment and she has the al_nility to review every

transaction. (Bxdsiit ) However, Petitioner continues to claim that the Internal Revenue Setvice

and CA Franchise Tax Board have taken funds from this account while trying to gain access to

SOBJE(‘TFON AND DECLARATION
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those funds. (See 03/20/2014 Hearing Transcript) Petitioner and her counsel have misled the
court on these facts and testified inaccurately even going so far as to claim that Petitioner
was granted Innocent Spouse by the IRS. An additional $143,000 went to the IRS and
Petitioner clearly did pay the mortgage on the Shenandoah Property while misleading the court
and claiming at the same time that she was providing her half of the mortgage but was unable to
make contact with me, Both of these statements cannot be trust, Indeed, Petitioner and her
counsel have repeatedly misled the court by claiming the reimbursement and payments were
already resolved by October 9, 2013, (Fochbit )

6. As a result of testimony and misleading statements, the court released funds to Petitioner for
which I was entitled. (Bxhibit )T herefore, I had to take further action to fix these issues.
Petitioner has worked for three years to block my access to the money in the Wilshire Escrow
account. These actions have prevented me from being able to meet my credit card debts and
other community obligations. As a result, I now have to take on high interest loans to preserve
the property I secured while having to fund tax defense, fees, and penalties created by the
community tax burden, Until now, I was the only one harmed by these tax burdens. Petitioner
has been receiving my rightful property while claiming no responsibility for the community
property to the IRS and FTB.

7. 1 request sufficient time to protect myself and interests from these actions all of which are
clearly being made without the community in mind especially in light of the fact that Petitioner
has been allowed to block my rights for three years based on perjury. In addition, Petitioner's
actions ate clearly not in the best interest of the children ot the community. Petitioner has been
guiding the court against me with false testimony and petjury repeatedly acting on the incorrect

basis of the Judgment and using the government against me,
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FACTS REGARDING FINANCIAL BURDENS

8, (1) Funds Lost Due te Perjury- $336,122.00 (10% plus penalties/fee for the entire
Period) |

(2) $79,500-Additional funds received by Petitioner from the community property sale

of the Barrington Property

9. Petitioner claimed when push forward for the sale of the Barrington Property by court order

that the arﬁount of the sale would be used to meet the community tax obligation, which it was

not, (See Declaration ) I am entitled to half of this original amount yet if Petitioner does not

provide these amounts, | am entitled to an equal amount from the community property and would

seek the appropriate sanctions by the Court for the actions of Petitioner.
(3) $40,900 per the Judgment 6...6.3 Credit Card Reimbursements
10, Respondent is entitled to reimbursements from the community for his credit cards continual
delay on this has caused significant dainage to my credit, |
(4) $28,800 per the J udgment 6.8.1 Repairs to Barrington Property
11. Respondent undertook extensive repairs to the Barrington Property to the benefit of the
community.
(5) $13,000 per the Judgment 1.3
12, Respondent is owed reimbursement for the sale of the Nissan vehicle.
Shenandoah Property
(6) $38,000
13, 1repeatedly saved the Shenandoah Property from foreclosure and provided for the

mortgage. (See Bank Statements, 05/20 Hearing Transctipt, Reply Declaration). Mr, Berman
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Admits Petitionet did not pay the mortgage (See Statements by the Court and Petitioner's
Counsel) the court under Commissioners Cowan and St. George acknowledged that Petitioner
was not timely paying the mortgage (Bt ) while continuing to claim the opposite.
(Exhibit )Iam entitled to reimbursement from Petitioner.

(7) $22,500 per the Judgment 6.6.5.1 Student Loans
14, The community funds intended to pay off these loans from the sale of Bérrington Property

has been blocked by Petitioner for more than four years and has been removed entirely by

| Petitioner, These expenses must still be met.

(8) $14,422 (balance due by 02/18/15) per the Judgment 6.6.2

16. The 2005 tax obligation to the FTB has been blocked by Petitioner even though the

Judgment clearly outlined that the proceeds of the Barrington sale were intended to provide for

these expenses. These funds have been removed and must be replaced by Petitioner.

17. It is a fact that no one including Petitioner and het counsel can prove that Petitioner was
granted Innocent Spouse status by the IRS or FTB. (See 08/ 18/2013 Hearing Transcript) Mr.
liaerman specifically requested, "I would ask for 90 days to come back so I could coordinate with
Ber tax counsel to get evidence together", However, Petitioner still has not produced this

evidence

(9) $64,500 2006 Community Tax Liability (Exhibit A)
15. For more than four years, the penalties and fees have been leveled at me alone even as
Detitioner claims that these amounts have been paid. Petitioner has also falsely claimed that she

has been granted Innocent Spouse while I have maintained the interest and penalties on these
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18.  In addition, Petitioner can provide no evidence that Petitioner paid her share of the
mortgage for the Shenandoah Property to prevent disbursement of reimbursements to me. The
court record clearly establishes the multiples {nstances of perjury committed by Petitioner

and her attorney. I am going to fight for my civil rights.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

is true and correct. Bxecuted this ___ day of March 2015 at Los Angeles, California,

NATAN AVRAHAM, Respondent

DECLARATlON
SLIFICATION
ST. GEORGE
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JEASONS TO ASSIGN CASE 70 ANOTHER DEPARTMENT/JUDGE .

I 1have setlous concetns about this court's ability to make a fair and impartial ruling in this
aatter, 1 do not trust Commission St George to make the appropriate decisions regarding my
sase and for that reason I do not trust him. I believe Commissioner St, George ignored tHe law
and his duty to»perfolrm. 1 believe the Commissionet abused his powet by making rulings against
me and entire community assets. He had no grounds to punish me but did 50 without reason and
evidence, 1 have been placed in a very bad situation. 1 have worked my entire life fof my
children, Mostichildren would be very happy to have a father do what did for my children, My
children were one of the happiest children in the wotld, Without reason, the Commissionet
destroy;ed everything) our community 1 losing money every day and my children are still
suffering, Further, Commission St. George allowed Petitionet's attorney, Brett Berman,ito abuse
me and lie-abolit the circurmstances, 1 also belleve M, Berman lied to his client,

5 Thete s nd legal grounds and no basts in evidence for the court to sign and eﬁtcr thé

judgment under Code of Civil Procedure §664.4 and no legal grounds to order my attorhey Cary
Goldstein to slgn the judgment for me which does not conform to the Oral Settlement
Agreement, This motion is for Potitionot to cooperate regarding the house as it concems the
jucigment to start saving the community money and stop making me lose money and stdp our

adult children from suffering to the divoree,

[ filed a complaint against Commissioner St, George. I believe he is biased towards Petitioner

and againgt me, In this cave, St. George's records 1s so lopsided as to create a reasonable doubt of

—
e — f—

his impartiality, see attachment, 9 ;Iﬁ?a;f:%%m;ﬁ?QDUEACLIE';F{}AT-‘I{%L
)t JUDGE PRO TEM ST, GEORGE
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lust so it's clear 'I"fl

ngoing fo Keep fighting for my rights that commissioner
zorge i_to flow the law to disqualify himself

L1

[ declate unclet the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregolng |

A=Y
is true and correot, Bxeouted this 1) day of Jamuary-2013 ot Los Angeles, Californie,

\_{,—Z‘_ﬂ-—,;:::ﬂr"

&= A
NATAN AVRAHAM Reypondent
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KAMALA.D HARRIS State-of Callfornle
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Natan Aviehm  x
1778 8, Shenandoalt '
Los Angeles, CA 90035
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. Dear Nafan AVENIL el v

- —

o i o 8 e § 1101 — § =t

Thank you for your correspondence to the Offfce of the Attorney General.
W hile we appreclate the time and-offort It hias taken to contact our office we af.q unable to asslst you
beoause the Attorney General has no Jutlsdiotion In mafigrs alrendy before the oourt'or In matters where the
couits have alreadyrendered s deolslon, In additlon, we are prohiblted by law from representing private
Indlvlduals or providing legal advice, legal reseavoh or legal analysis to private Indlviduals under any
elroumstances, - - P,

Therefore, we suggest that you consult with-a private attornoy to determine any: olvil remedles that may
be avallable to you, An attorneywould directly répresent yourinterests and Is:the one whose advive would be
most helpfulto you, , \

Your complalnt about the 'ﬁﬂd;’;}@?@)_'lhyqlvéd Ii-thls case should be dlrected to the State'Bar, The Bar
lias eoluslvejurlsdletion ‘oveireomplalnts agalnst attorneys. You may cortact the Bar as follows: -

State Bar of Callfornia

1149 South Hill Street

LLos Angeles, CA 900152299

Telephone! (213) 765-1000-Coutslde of CA) ot
(800):843-9053,(toll. free)

Tnternet: hitpi//www.calbar.ca.gov/

We regret that we are unable to asslst you, Hoqueﬁ, we hops the Informatlon we have provided
olatlfies diir rostrlotlons I regard to'your request, Thank you agaln for writhhg,

Slneevely, -

< Cod o
Kimberly Chrlstophersen
Publle Inqulry Unlt

For KAMALA D, HARRIS
Aftorney General

I have recelved this letter from the California Attorney General in response to my filed
complaint, gn.d in my understanding it outlines two ways-in which it is suggested I proceed with
my case, First, the letter seems to point out that F should make my complaints known to the

California State Bar Association, I have done this, Second, the letter suggests that I seeka

pri?ate attorn.ey to work with me on civil remedies for what has ocourred in my case, 1am of the
belief e nisememm @@ P that this means that there are civil rem edies available to me.
: A
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Petitioner in this case has incorrectly claimed legal exemption from taxation as not

receiving income from the properfies held by the community (she did not sign the returns

has received community property improperly even after abusing that property and her
responsibilities under the original Settlement), and has extended these courtroom proceedings

longe‘r than should have been possible

Before the judgment enters on 10/ 5'{ 10 the Shenandoah and Barrington

property was respondent separate properties. And 75% 1442 Wooster

Note most specifically that the settlement in chambers in this case established the division of the
property as fifty/fifty in terms of assets and liabilities, and the Court reinforced this poirg‘jby
annour~ing an agreement in chambers on August 16+17, iOlO (August 17, 20m10 Transm-‘ipt Page
5 Lines 10-27).

It should also be noted

That, in the course of this agreement, both parties agreed to hold the other harmless in regard to
tax liability. This is further made clear by the fact that the original settlement in this case set
aside the Wooster property to cover for any tax liabilities that may have arisen (though,

admittedly and as stated above, this Judgment had been ignored plenty of times by the Court and

Petitioner’s Counsel up to this point).

Referring to the correspondence between Respondent’s Counselors and Mr. Berman, all parties

involved acknowledge that the Wooster property was intended to pay off the tax liabilities face

by the parties.
OBJECTION AND DECLARATION
SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION. ,; A
OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE- .. -



On August 17th, 2010, while in chambers, the parties also agreed that they would equally
bear any pre-separation tax liability, that the pre-separation tax liability would be paid out of the
proceeds from the. sale of the Wooster property, and that there would be no further litigation as to
who is responsible for the pre-separation tax liability. At this time Respondent agreed to split the
property in questions “fifty-fifty” in order to reach an agreement. The illegal Judgment created
by Petitioner’s Counsel is not supported by the law, as it did not provide for the proceeds from
the sale of the Wooster Property to be used for tax. The Judgment violated the orders of the tax
authorities in this case, as the Judgment as structured would avoid the community tax burdens
illegally and would put Petitioner and Resp ondent in a position to be civilly and criminally liable
for disbursing the proceeds of the sale of community property without meeting the pre-existing
tax burdens, making this Judgment illegal. Accepting this Judgment would mean that the Court
would be required to enforce a Judgment contradictory to the Court’s earlier decisions on tax
issues (Respondent understands from tax counsel that using the sale of the property for non-tax
reasons is directly contradictory to the requirements of the community’s tax burdens). It was
clear to the Court and all parties acknowledge that the Wooster property was meant to resolve the
community tax issues ({ssues all parties acknowledged). If Petitioner’s Counsel denies this fact
he is clearly once again committing perjury before the Court, continuing to waste the Court’s
time and resources, and damaging the community, The Court has allowed Petitioner’s Counsel
to testify to the facts of thisicase and affect the Court proceedings, overriding the Respondent
and leading the Court. Corhmissioner Cowan and Respondent’s Counsel can all corroborate
these facts. Either the Judgment created by Petitioner’s Counsel is incorrect, or the actions of the

ourt are incorrect in this matter. It is Respondent’s position that the Judgment is in fact incorrect.
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The only payment of $143,768.49 occurred
before the judgment was entered, Mir1 was
~ entirely aware of this payment, and 1t could not
' have been made without her signature as it was
included in the closing costs of the Barrington

Property
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‘Q’m IRS Internal Revenue Service
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In reply refer to: 0484026126'

OGDEN UT 84201-0@21 Nov. 12, 2010 LTR 304C Eo
; 551-87-5392 200712 30
00004933

. . BODC: sSB

RAHAMIM & MIRI AVRAHM
PO BOX 35895
LOS ANGELES CA 90035-0895

Taxpayer Identification Number: 551-87-5392
Tax Period(s): Dec. 31, 2007

Form:” 1040

Dear Taxpaver:
Thank you for the inquiry dated Sep. 08, 2010,

We have increased vour tax based on the Form 10640X, Amended Tax Return
that you sent. We did not match the figures on the Form 1040X,
because you did not include the under reported interest and
non-emplovee compensation that was shown on the CP2000 Notice
previously sent to vou,. You will receive a notice of adjustment in ¢
to 6 weeks.

If vou have any questions, please call a representative at
1-800-829-8310 between the .hours of 7:00 AM and

8:00 PM MDT. If the number is outside your local calling
area, there may be 3 long-distance charge to vou,

If vou prefer, vou may write to us at the address shown at the
top of the first page of this letter,

Whenever you write, please include this letter and, in the spaces
below, give us vour telephone number with the hours we can reach you,.
Also, you may want to keep a copy of this letter for vour records,
Telephone Number ¢ ) Hours

We apologize for any inconvenience we may have caused You, and thank
vou for vour cooperation.

Tax Return
the 2007 gment).

2.2010 regarding

: the Jud
Lettr dated Novemoe! 0 September 8, 2010 (before
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Mr. Berman clearly lied to the Court. I had already made it very clear at the
beginning of the March 20, 2014 hearing to the Court that Miri and Mr. Berman
“were lying to the Court and that the Court did not care (March 20, 2014 Transctipt
Page 6 Lines 6-19), and even with these warnings I was completely ignored. The
Transcript further does not accurately reflect my comments to the Court, omitting
statements I made. At the end of the hearing I repeated that the Court’s power was

being abused against ine, and again 1 was ignored (March 20, 2014 Transcript Page
26 Lines 15-21).

The most specific and obvious example is in regard to the $143,000.00 that was
withdrawn by the Internal Revenue Service. During the March 20, 2013 Court
Date Mr, Berman testified

113

Mr Berman: Well, I’d dnswer that this way, your honor. The 143,000 that went to the
LR.S. occurred after this judgment was entered.

The Court: Is that over:and above what was mentioned in 6.61, 6,627

Mr, Berman: Yes, yourihonor.

The Court: All right. That helps.

1]

This statement is not true, and can easily be shown to be false.

The only payment of $143,768.49 occurred before the judgment was entered,
Miri was entirely aware of this payment, and it could not have been made without
her signature as it was included in the closing costs of the Barrington Property.

Can be easy to verify with the IRS that No additional payments were made or went
o the IRS after December 9 2010 on the closing costs of the Barrington property
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The only further améndments reported to the’ ,Z, A& after the signing
of the Judgment are those that were made to the 2007 1040X, from which the
community saw a huge benefit of roughly $700,000 from the appropriate
reporting of the capi?tal loss, and took no loss. I belieye that this savings is
why Miri is now so willing to sell the Wooster property, as she has found out
that she will save a tremendous amount in Capital Gains, I believe that there
will be a savings to Miri of $170,000.00 from these amendments. Taking all of
the tax issues into account, this leaves Miri with a net benefit.

An Internal Revenue é:ervice letter dated November 17, 2010 regarding the 2006

Tax Return amend-meﬁﬁ: received by the Internal Revenue Service September 13,
2010 (before the Judgment)

o

An Internal Revenue Service Letter dated November 12, 2010 regarding the 2007

Tax Return amendmeht received by the Internal Revenue Service September 8,
2010 (before the Judgment)

Attached is a Franchiée’-; Tax Board notice from August 26, 2010 explaining that
there are outstanding ts,x liabilities in regard to 2007,
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On Fe?:mary 9,2011, all parties in this case acknowledged that the community had
an obligation to the aiménded taxes.

Al

2004-2007 Tax Liabilities are no longer covered under the statute of limitation,

Thei‘e is a request from the authorities to address tax issue.

On 12 .9 2010 At the time the Barrington property was sold the 2006 Internal
“Revenue Service obligation from the co1_7qmunity had not yet been met,

No payments to the Ihternal Revenue Service occurred after the Judgment was
signed.

L.

Furthermore, on Febtuary 9, 2011 Mr, Berman himself testified that there was only
$158,000.00 left in the escrow account,

it is documented that/these amounts went to Miri, to Mr, Berman, and to provide
for my daughter’s cat.

February 9 2011 The| Court acknowledged that Miri should reserve money to
address the Capital Gains burden on the community.

. OBJECTION AND DEGLARATION. ..
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Franchise Tax Board Page 2 NPA 2007 05290418 08/26/1¢C
1] - = .

RAHAMIM AVRAHM " 1107590774

MIRI AVRAHM C 1215155969

We issued this notice based on information provided to us by the Interna
Revenue Service (IRS). Internal Revenue Code 6103 (d) authorizes the IRS
disclose tax return information to the Franchise Tax Board. IRS informat
shows that you underreported your income and/or overstated your deductio
Therefore, we &aiaEEEEE§SG} state income tax liability and any credits y
claimed based on that information.

If you believe we sent this notice in error, please obtain a complete co
of the most recent IRS Report for the taxable year shown above and attac
it to your protest letter. You can also send us copies of IRS Letters
555(SC), 1151(s8C), 1802(SC), or CP2005.

We have allowed an additional credit for withholding as shown above.

If you agree with these adjustments, please see the Agree section in the
enclosed Personal Income Tax Notice of Proposed Assessment Information
(FTB 72785) .

If you disagree with these adjustments, please see the Protest section ir
the enclosed FTB 7275. Your protest must be mailed or faxed by the protes
date indicated on this notice. If you do not mail or fax your written
protest by this date, the assessment will become final and we will bill
you for the amount due, including penalties and interest. Filing a protes
will not stop the accrual of interest. We provide current interest and
penalty rates with this notice.

For additional information on your rights and responsibilities, please se
the Rights As A Taxpayer and Franchise Tax Board Privacy Notice sections
the enclosed FTB 7275.

\\'-
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STATE QF CALIFORNIA

FRANCHISE TAX BOARD ’ '-

COLLECTION ARVISORY TEAM, M$ = A240
P. O, BOX 2662 !
SACRAMENTO CA o&812- 2952

January 28, 2015 : In Reply ﬁ%eferto:
i 624:PRAVRAHM

RAHAMIM AVRAHM : 1l
1778 S SHENANDOAH 8T |
LOS ANGELES CA 90035-4325 il

Subject: ACCOUNT‘STATUS
- FTB-ID NO. v 110-76907-74
Tax Year(s) + 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 20085, and 2006 Tax Years

This letter In response fo Your request to advise you that the Franchise TagBoard provided

Mirl Avraham rellef of llab ity for the 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2008
amended matrled filing jolnt income tax. raturns f;led by you. These abe‘uau ferariced
atnendsy’ ’ca:-rrfetumaeiadw S AV AR S slghatiire. -

= b

Should you have any furtﬁer questions regarding this matter, please contact me at the
telephione riumber listed bielow,

il

Patrlcla Rojas, Speciallst - | | | |
Collection Advisory Team . S %
(916) 845-4130 | ,

In this communication from the Tax Authorities Natan Avraham was clearly informed that Miri

has been released from Tax Liability on a signature issue, not on the basis on being granted

Innocent Spouse status. Petitioner was then incorrectly exempted from the community tax

burden by the Court and received community property to which she was not actugly entitled.
r0 JE ?i IN.AND-BEELARATION

NG DISQUALIFICATION
B*F JUDGE.ERO TEM ST. GEORGE . '
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STATE OF DALIFORNIA 1 g

mmumm#ﬂ - = degpe—— Y

FRANCHISE TAX BOARD ok -
GOLLECTION ADVISORY THAM; MS A-340 oy

P, O, BOA 28032 N N

SADRAMENTO, CA 581242062

July 22, 2093 légﬁepty Refer to!

4 PRIAVRAHAM

WAYNE R JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES PLC _ .
WAYNE R JOHNSON * \ , \
9841 AIRPORT BLVD ' SUITE 650 _

LOS ANGELES CA goh4s - -

N fatd RRW 0 [} "

Subjsot  Request for Rellef of Liabllity
FTB-ID Nowt 121-51880-88 ! .
Reduesting Taxpayen Mid Avraham 7z
Tax Years! 2000, 2004, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2000 2008, and 2007

This lefter 18 to advlse you that the Franohlse Tox Board has mads a determination regarding
your request on behalf of your ollent, Mir Avraham, that she did not slgn the 2001, 2002,
2003, 2004, 2008, 2008, and 2007 amended marred fillng .écint Income tax retums filed

Rahemim Avraham, Ploase be advised that w have also [ncluded the 2000 tax year nour =
review, v g

-

Based on the Information presented and the Information in ourﬁlas. we have determined that
Mir Avrahem's name will bo removed from the filing of the amended married fling joint
Ineoms tax retums for the 2000, 2001, 2002, 2008, 2004, 2008, end 2008 tax years.

Regarding the 2007 tax year, ihe Franohles Tex Board dld not ao‘.cetat {he filing of the 4/ i

_ amended marriad fling joint Income tax retum, Therefons, rellef of | abllity based on no iNee :

? slgnature by your client Is not warranted for the 2007 tax year, In'fact, on August 26,2010,8 ' 7
P Notice of Proposed Asgessment was {ssued agsessing addilonalliax due for the 2007 tex

year In the amount of $,832,00, Paymant In full was renelyed on Jenuary 18, 2000,

Should you have any further questions rogarding this metter, pledss fesl fres to contact mea at
the taleptiene number listed below,

Patricla Rajas, Speolallnt
Oollection Advisory Team
(818) B4E-4130

e MiH Avraham

et e s

Mr. Berman was aware that Miri and her tax attorney requested a relief of liability from the o
Femmabina Tav Raard hacad an Miri not sianina the amended tax returns. This lack of signature



Internal Revenue Se
all actions taken fror
See Attachment

Internal Revenue Se
2007 tax years, and

rvice Transcripts of Accounts show a summary of all taxes and a record of
the 2000 tax period to the 2003 tax period and show no activity.2004.
|

rvice Transcript shows all information pertaining to the 2004, 2005, and
hese records show only one payment--$143,760.49 made on December 10,

2010. These records show that no additional assessments occurred after the Judgment in this
case no additional nﬂoney went to the Internal Revenue Service and no additional assessments

were made on these
Innocent Spouse ma

accounts. These documents further show that there was no award of
de on these accounts.  See Attachment 2

It is important to noﬁe that the Internal Revenue Service was and is required to inform Natan of

any award of [nnoce
as part of the closing
from Miri the escroy
not have been made,

The records on the
See Attachment 4

nt Spouse and did not. The one and only payment of $143,760.49 was made

; costs on the sale of the Barrington Property and without signature approval

v on the Barrington Property could never have closed and this payment could
See Attachment 3

2006 Tax from the Internal Revenue Service are clear.

The only further amgndments reported to the Internal Revenue Service after the signing of the
Judgment are those 1iuat were made according to the 2007 1040X, from which the community
saw a huge benefit of approximately $692,474.00 due to the corrected appropriate recording of

the Capital Loss on

he community property.See Attachment 5

There is evidence or' Perjury committed by Petitioner and Petitioner’s Counsel Mr, Berman

All the Court Records, Transcripts, and Minute Orders show that the issue of Reimbursements

was not resolved on

October 9, 2013, These records also show that Miri did not pay the

mortgage on the Shenandoah Property as outlined by the Judgment and that Mr. Berman mislead
and lied to the Court,

Note: On December 16, 2013, the Court ordered Natan’s Counsel that all of Natan’s requests and
Motions needed to be filed as one Motion by December 27, 2013,

OBJECTION AND DECLARATION
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v Intetnal Revenue-dervice . _
United States Department of the Treasury
MEMPHIS, TN 37501-1498

Tracking ID: 100249883

7645
001340.401072.455643,14468 1 AT 0,406 536 Date of lssuei 04-24-2015
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RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
PO BOX 35895
LOS ANGELES, CA 90035

) N ) o Tax Parigd: December, 2000
Tnformation about the Request We Received
In this letter, we'll report the status of the request we received.

g%i;a enclosed the transcript or transcripts that you requested on April 24,

A transcript of account shows a summary of vour tax return and subsequent
actions taken. These actions could include payments, amended returns, and
corrections we made to the original return due to math mistakes.

Information for current tax vears is available immediately on our computer
systems, Delivery time to you depends on how you submit your request and the
dalivery method you salect o receive the information.

If you have any dquestions about information contained in the transcripts or
other enclosed information, please call us at tha IRS telephone number listed
in yvour local directory or at 1-800-829-0922,

Sincerely Yours,

_(;;% tiein "YoGooti—

Patricia LaPosta, Director
Electronic Products & Sves Support
Enclosures!
Account Transcript
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3@ Internal Revenue-detvice

United States Deparunent of the Treasury

This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpayer Data

Request Date: 04-24-2015
Response Date:; 04-24-2015
Tracking Number: 100249883745
Account Transcript
FORM NUMBER: 1040 , TAX PERIOD: Dec. 3
TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: '
SPOUSE TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 1
RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
--- ANY MINUS SIGN SHOWN BELOW STIGNIFIES A CREDIT AMOUNT =---
ACCOUNT BALANCE: -+~ - 0,00 et )
ACCRUED INTEREST: 0.00 AS OF: May 27, 2002
ACCRUED PENALTY: 0,00 AS OF: May 27, 2002
ACCOUNT BALANCE
PLUS ACCRUALS
(this is not a
pavoff amount)i 0,00
%% INFORMATION FROM THE RETURN OR AS ADJUSTED %
EXEMPTIONS " 05
FILING STATUS: Married Filing Joint
ADJUSTED GROSS
INCOME 1 59,719,00
TAXABLE INCOME: 30,863,00
TAX PER RETURN: 4,908,00
SE TAXABLE INCOME
TAXPAYER 14,309,00
SE TAXABLE INCOME
SPOUSE: 0.00
TOTAL SELF
EMPLOYMENT TAX: 2,189.00
RETURN DUE DATE OR RETURN RECEIVED DATE (WHICHEVER IS LATER) Oct. 18, 2001
PROCESSING DATE Nov. 19, 2001
TRANSACTIONS
CODE EXPLANATION OF TRANSACTION CYCLE DATE AMOUNT
150 Tax return filed 20014508 11-19-2001 $5,820,00
89221-294-664235-1 '
806 W-2 or 1099 withholding 04-15-2001 -491.,00
430 Estimated tax paymént 06-14=2000 ~$6,000.00
430 Estimated tax payment 09-15-2000 -$2,500,00
430 Estimated tax payment 03-30-2001 -$3,200,00
460 Extension of i to fil nlhb=
eit. Date gﬁ-lgTEODg ° La=da=200l #0.00
670 Payment 04-15-2001 -$5,000,00
460 Extension of time to file 04-15-2001 $0,00
ext, Date 10-15-2001 '
836 Refund you chose to apply to next 04-15-2001 $6,762,00

OBJECTION AND DECLARATION
SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION
OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE



846
766
290

846

Tracking Numbe. = 100249883745
vear's taxes
Refund issued
Tax relief credit

Additional tax assessed
§9254-999-05069~1

Refund issued

11-156-2001
11-26-2001
20014608 11-26=-2001

11-26=-2001

This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpayver Data

OBJECTION
SUPPORTIN

OF JUDGE

AND DECLARA
ECLARATION
Pr;; DISQUALIFICATION
O TEM ST. GEORGE

$6,209.00
-$600,00
$0,00

$600.,00

iy
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¢ Intetnal Revenue-dervice —
Uhnited States Department of the Treasury
MEMPHIS, TN 37501-1498

Tracking ID: 100249883%4

5
001342,401072,455643,14468 1 AT 0,406 536 Date of Issue: 04-24-2015

A L L STy LT T U U

RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
PO BOX 35895
LOS ANGELES, CA 90035

Tax Period:s -December,—2001-
Information about the Request We Received
In this letter, we'll report the status of the request we received.

ggige enclosed the transcript or tpanscripts that you requested on April 24,

A transcript of account shows a summary of vour tax return and subsequent
actions taken. These actions could include payments, smended returns, and
corrections we made to the original return due to math mistakes,

Information for current tax years is available immadigtely on our computer
systems, Delivery time to you depaqu on how you submit vour regquest and the
dalivery mathod you select to receive the information.

If you have any questions sbout information contained in the transcripts or

other enclosed information, please call us at the IRS telephone number listed
in your local directory or at 1-800-829-0922.

Sincerely Yours,

(Gaticin Golostie

Patricia LaPosta, Director
Electronic Products & Svecs Support
Enclosures! )
Account Transcript

T-GEG\R(‘;E
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ﬁ Internal Revenue-oetvice

United States Department of the Treasury

This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpayer Data
Request Date: 04-24-2015
Response Date; 04-24-2015
Tracking Number: 100249883745
Aecount Transcript
FORM NUMBER: 1040 TAX PERIOD: Dec, 31, 2001

TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:

SPOUSE TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: M

RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM

-== ANY MINUS SIGN SHOWN BELOW SIGNIFIES A CREDIT AMOUNT ===

ACCOUNT BALANCE.. . 00 ) Co e = R
ACCRUED INTEREST: .UU' AS OF: Jan, 09, 2012
ACCRUED PENALTY: 0.00 AS OF: Jan., 08, 2012

ACCOUNT BALANCE
PLUS ACCRUALS
(this is not a
payoff amount): 0.00

%% INFORMATION FROM THE RETURN OR AS ADJUSTED XX
EXEMPTIONS:

FILING STATUS:
ADJUSTED GROSS

05
Married Filing Joint

INCOME s 73,760,00
TAXABLE INCOME 43,082,00
TAX PER RETURN: 7,077.00
SE TAXABLE INCOME .

TAXPAYER | 18,636.00
SE TAXABLE INCOME

SPOUSE L 0,00
TOTAL SELF

EVPLOHENT TAX: 2,851,00

RETURN DUE DATE OR RETURN RECEIVED DATE (WHICHEVER IS LATER) QOct, 21, 2002

PROCESSING DATE Nov., 25, 2002
TRANSACTIONS
CODE EXPLANATION OF TRANSACTION CYCLE DATE AMOUNT
150 Tax return filed 20024608 11-25-2002 $8,112,00
89221-294~46324-2
806 W-2 or 1099 withholding 04=-15-2002 -$300.00
716 Credit you chose %o transfer from 04-15-2001 ~8$6,762,00
prior tax period
430 Estimated tax payment 01-17-200% -$8,500,00
460 Extension of %i to fil ~15-
ext? Daga 08- 15”%003 ee D=l nile L
460 Extension of time {c file 04=-15-2002
oxt. Data 10-15-200 v £t
836 Refund you chose to apply to next 04-15-2002 $5,450,00
vear's taxes ;
290 Additional tax assessed 20111308 04-11-2011% $0.00

OBJECTION-AND DECLARATION
SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION
OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE



Tracking Numbe... 100249883745 -
89254-477~13252~1

290 Additional tax assessed
19254-656=-05146-1

This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpayer Data

20113808 10-03-2011 $0.00

s%ﬁi%(;l;‘l:::; .‘:)I:D DECLARATION
j SQUALIFICAT
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‘3@ Internal Revent.c Service

United States Department of the Treasury
MEMPHIS, TN 37801-1498

~ Tracking:ID: 100249883745
001339,401072.455843,14468 1 AT 0,406 536 Date of z_ss"'a’ 04-24-2015

I”[|””II“”I‘“II!”II“”][IIIIIIII”tllll[I[”t“llil]l”ll

RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
PO BOX 35895
LOS ANGELES, CA 90035

Tex Periad: December, 2002

Information about the Request We Received
In this letter, we'll report the status of the request we received,

ggiga enclosed the transcript or transcripts that vou requested on April 24,

A transcript of account shows a summary of your tax return and subsequent
actions taken, These actions could include payments, amended returns, and
corrections we made to the original return due to math mistakes,

Information for current tax vears is available immediately on our computer
systems, Delivery time to you depends on how you submit your request and the
delivery method you select to receive the information,

If you have any questions about information contained in_the transcripts or
other enclosed information, please call us at the IRS telephone number listed
in vour local directory or at 1-800-829-0922.

Sincerely Yours,

(o ticia, ‘Po&oerti—

Patricia LaPosta, Director
Electronic Products & Sves Support
Enclosures:
Account Transcript

OBJECTION AND DECLARATION
SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION
OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE
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?@ﬁ Internal Reveni.. Setvice

United States Department of thel Treasury

This ProdUctQCantains Sensitive Taxpayver Data

Request Date: 04-24-2015
Response Date: 04-24-2015
Tracking Number: 100249883745
. Account Transcript
FORM NUMBER: 1040 TAX PERIOD: Dec. 31, 2002
TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: m
SPOUSE TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:
RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
=~ ANY MINUS SIGN SHOWN BELOW SIGNIFIES A CREDIT AMOUNT ~---=
ACCOUNT .BALANCE , . 0.00. ., . . P
ACCRUED INTEREST: .00 AS OF: Jan., 09, 2012
ACCRUED PENALTY: 0.00 AS OF: Jan. 09, 2012
ACCOUNT BALANCE
PLUS ACCRUALS
(this is not a
pavoff amount)i 0,00
%% INFORMATION FROM THE RETURN OR AS ADJUSTED *x
EXEMPTIONS 05
FILING STATUS: Married Filing Joint
ADJUSTED GROSS
INCOME 76,919,00
TAXABLE INCOME: 57,069,00
TAX PER RETURN: 10,285,00
SE TAXABLE INCOME
TAXPAYER 24,106.00
SE TAXABLE INCOME
SPOUSE 0.00
TOTAL SELF
EMPLOYMENT TAX: 3,689.00
RETURN DUE DATE OR RETURN RECEIVED DATE (WHICHEVER IS LATER) Oct. 16, 2003
PROCESSING DATE Dec, 15, 2003
TRANSACTIONS
CODE EXPLANATION OF TRANSACTION CYCLE DATE AMOUNT
150 Tax return filed 20034908 12-15-2003 $11,695,00
89221-319~-02248-3
806 W-2 or 1099 withholding 04-15-2003 430,00
716 Credit you chose to transfer from 04-15-2002. -%$5,450,00
prior tax period ' . '
430 Estimated tax payment 01-11-2003 =$6,000,00
430 Estimated tax payment 02-18-2003 =$4,000,00
460 Extension of time to file 04-15-200
ext, Date 08-15-2003 y #0100
460 Extension of time to file 08-15-2003 $0,00
ext, Date 10~15-2003
'836 Refund you chose to apply %o next 04-15-2003 $3,785,00

vear's tax

es

OBJECTION AND DECLARATION
SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION
OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE



766
290

836

290

290

Tracking Nu sy 1002498B3745

Tax relief credit 12-22-2003
Additional tax assessad 20035008 12-22-2003
89254-999~-05099~3

Refund you chose to apply %o next 12-22-2003
vear's taxes

Additional tax assessed 20111308 04-11-2011
89254-477-13251~=1

Additional tax assessed 20113808 10-03-2011
19254=-656-05148-1

This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpaver Data

OBJECTION AND DECLA
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-$800,00
$0.00

$800.00

$0.00

$0.,00
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3@ Internal Revet.ue Service
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United States Department of the Treasury
MEMPHIS, TN 37501-16498

Tracking ID: 100249883745
001341,401072.455843,14468 1 AT 0,406 536 Date of Issuer 04-24-2015

ST Y T T R R T L R T

RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
PO BOX 35895
LOS ANGELES, CA 90035

. ) . o Tax Perdiod:.-December,~2003-
information about the Request We Received

In this letter, we'll report the status of the request we raceived,

ggige enclosed the transcript or transcripts that vou requested on April 24,

A transecript of_account shows a summary of your tax return and subsequent
actions taken., These actions could include payments, amended returns, and
corractions we made to the original return due to math mistakes.

Information for current tax vears is available immediately on our computer
systems. Delivery time to you depends on how you submit your request and the
delivery methed you select to receive the information.

If you have any questions about information contained in the transcripts or
other enclosed information, pleasa call us at the IRS telephone number listed
in your local directory or at 1-800-829-0922,

Sincerely Yours,

(Catiiedn A sGoe i

Patricia LaPosta, Director
Electronic Products & Sves Support
Enclosures: .
Account Transcript
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United States Department of the Treasuty

This Product Contunins Sensitive Taxpayar Data

Revquest Date: 04-264-2015
Response Date: 04-24-2015
Tracking Numberi 100249883745
Account Transcript
FORM NUMBER: 1040 TAX PERIOD: Dec, 31, 2003
TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:
SPOUSE TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:
RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM
~== ANY MINUS SIGN SHOWN BELOW SIGNIFIES A CREDIT AMOUNT =---
- ACGOUNT- BALANCE4~---  0,00-~- T
ACCRUED INTEREST: 0,00 AS OF: Jan, 09, 2012
ACCRUED PENALTY: 0.00 AS OF: Jan, 09, 2012
ACCOUNT BALANCE
PLUS ACCRUALS
(this is not a
payoff amount): 0,00
%% INFORMATION FROM THE RETURN OR AS ADJUSTED x%x
EXEMPTIONS: 05
FILING STATUS: Married Filing Joint
ADJUSTED GROSS ;
INCOME 1 84,783.00
TAXABLE INCOME;: 63,083,00
TAX PER RETURN: 6,816.00
SE TAXABLE INCOME
TAXPAYER 0.00
SE TAXABLE INCOME
SPOUSE 0,00
ToTAL SELF
EMPLOYMENT TAX: 0.00
RETURN DUE DATE OR RETURN RECEIVED DATE (WHICHEVER IS LATER) Oct. 20, 2004
PROCESSING DATE Nov. 29, 2004
TRANSACTIONS
CODE ’%XPLANi\TIUNfug ERANSACTION %ggkgsoa %TE AMOUNT
ax retur Ls -
89221-300-69125-4 2972004 $Eiate:Sn
430 Estimated tax payvment 04-10-2003 -$3,000,00
430 Estimated tax payment 04-11-2003 -$4,500,00
430 Estimated tax payment 09-25-2003 =$4,500,00
716 Credit you chose to transfer from 04-15-2003 ~$3,785,00
prior tax period
716 Credit you chose to tr £ f “RPat -
prior tax pe;iod snster trom S #8000
430 Estimated tax payment 01-22-2004 ~4$5,000,00
460 Extension of time to file 04-15-2004 $0.,00

ext, Date 08~15-2004

OBJECTION AND DECLARA
; TION
SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION
OF JUDGE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE



460

836

846
290

250

Tracking N ar 10024988;3745

Extension of ﬁiﬁa to file
ext, Date 10-15-2004

Refund you chose to apply to?next
vear's taxes
Refund issued

Additional tax assessad
962564-573-05050~1

Additional tax assessed
19254-~656~05147-1

08~15-2004
" 04=15-2004

11-29~2004
20112608 07-11-2011

20113808 10-03-2011

This Product Cnntains Sensitive Taxpayer Data

OBJECTION anp
- SUPPORTING; pjg
OF JUDGE pRo T
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EM ST, GEORGE

$0.00

$11,914,00

$1,492,70
$0.00

$0.00
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{nformation about the Request We Received

In this letter, we'll report the status of the request we raceived.

33123 enclosed the transcript or transcripts that you requested on April 17,

A transcript of mccount shows a summary of your tax return and subsequent
actions taken, These actions could include payments, amended returns, and
corrections we made to the original return due to math mistakes.

Information for current tax years is available immediately on our computer
systems, Delivery time to you depends on how you submit vour request and the
delivery method you salect to receive the information.

If you have any'quastions about information contained in the transcripts or
other enclosed ;nformation, please call us at the IRS telephone number listed
in vour local directory or at 1-800-829-0922,

Sincerely Yours,

Gaticin ‘Goioett=

Patricia LaPosta, Director
lectronic Products & Sves Support
Enclosures:

Account Transcript
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This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpayer Data

Request Date:
Response Date!

04-17-2015
04-17-2015
186

Tracking Number: 100248283

Account Transcript

FORM NUMBER: 1040 TAX PERIOD: Dec, 31, 2004
| [AXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: S SRR
. TAXPAYER LDRVER KDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 555 ==

RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHMIM AVRAHM

--- ANY MINUS SIGN SHOWN BELOW SIGNIFIES A CREDIT AMOUNT ===
ACCDUNP~BAhANBEﬂ-"~~H~ 0.00- o - e -
ACCRUED INTEREST 0,00 AS OF: Jun, ?5, 2012
ACCRUED PENALTY 0,00 AS OF: Jun. n5, 2012
ACCOUNT BALANCE

PLUS ACCRUALS
(this is not a
payoff amount) i 0,00
%€ INFORMATION FROM THE RETURN OR AS ADJUSTED XX

EXEMPTIONS
FILING STATUS!

TNCOME 1
TAXABLE INCOME!
% PER RETURN:
SE TAXABLE INCOME
TAXPAYER
SE TAXABLE LNCOME
SPOUSE 1
TOTAL SELF
EMPLOYMENT TAX:

E DATE OR RE

RETURN DU
SSING DATE

PROCESS

CODE

EXPLANATIUN OF T
150 !

Tax return filed
89221-290~29327~

05
Married Filing Joint

190,698.00
165,498.00
14,441.00

71,941.00
0.00
5,850.00

TURN RECEIVED DATE (WHICHEVER IS LATER) %ct.

ov.

TRANSACTIONS
RANSACTION CYCLE DATE
20054408 11-14-2005

5

806
430
430

430
716

460

836

W-2 or 1009 withholding
Estimatec tax payment

Estimated tax payment

Estimated tax payment

Crgdit you chose to transfer from
prior tax period

Extension of time to file
ext. Date 08-15-2005

Refund you chose to apply to next
year's taxes

o
SU?;]I)%C;:O{\T AND DECLARATION
ORI ING.DISQUALIFICATION
GE PRO TEM ST. GEORGE

04~15-2005
04-01-2004
06-16-2004
09-16-2004
04-15-2004

04-15-2005

04-15-2005

16, 2005
14, 2005

AMOUNT
$14,441.,00

-$68,00

-$4,000,00

-$5;503.BD
-$4,500,00

-$11,914,00

$0,00

$7,541.00



|

846
841
971
846
290

290

RO.08Add v b AT st aKIfE S F eSS HNE L UGk

190
166

196
971
582

360

971

971

Tracking Number 00248283186
Refund issuad -
Refund cancelled
Request for replacement refund
Refund issued

Additional tax assessed
89%254~-413-06210~9

Additional tax assessed
89254-629-10580~0

sssessment

89251-242~12011=-0

Interest charged for late payment

Penalty for filing tax return
aftter the due date

Interest charged for late payment
Notice issued

Lien placed on assets dus to
balance owed

Fees and other expenses for
collection

Issued notice of lien filing and

right to Collection Due Process hear

ing

Tax period blocked from automated
lavy progream

@ET0Rayant:

196
826

276
27l
583
290

Interest charged for late pavment

Credit transferred out to
1040 20061%

Penalty for late payment of tax
Notice issued
Lien released

Additional tax assessed

.89254-629~07168~1

11-14-2005
11-14-2008
10-13-2006
11-06-2006
20090408 02-09-2009

20103408 09-06-2010

2010BEUENES S

20103608 08-30-2010
20103608 09-20-2010

20103608 09-20-2010
09-20-2010
10-29-2010

11-22-2010

10-28-2010

12-20-2010

$4,000.00
=$4,000.00
§0.00
$4,000.00
$0.00

$0.00

SERATHTOEM00 ¢

$10,604.64
$2,424.,75

$601.10
$0.00
$0.00

$36.00

$0.00

$0.00

Mo A0k B S B0 0G

20105108 01-03-2011
12-10-2010

20105108 01-03-2011
01-03-2011
12-31-2010

20113408 09-05-2011

This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpayar Data

$368.61
$778.84

$554,12
$0.00
30.00
$0.00
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RAHIMIM AVRAHM
PO BOX 35895
L0S ANGELES, CA 90035

~Tax Period: December, 2005

Infoermation aEnut the Requast Wa Received
In this letter, wa'll report the status of tha request wWe received,

Wai;a enclosed the transecript or transecripts that you requested con April 17,
2015,

A transcript of mccount shows a summary of your tax return and subsequent
actions taken. These actions could include payments, amended raturns, and
corrections we macde %o the original return due to math mistakes.

Information for current tax years is available immediately on our computer
systems, Delivery time to you depends on how you submit your request and the
delivery method yaou select %o receive the information,

If you have any cuestions about information contained in the transcripts or
other enclosed information, please call us at tha IRS telephone number listed
in vour loecal directory or at 1-800-829-0922,

Sincerely Yours,

(G ticia ‘Goloatie

Patricia LaPosta, Director

lact i
Enclesures: Electronic Products & Sves Support

Account Transcript
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This Product Contains Sensitive Taxpaver Data

Ascount Transeript
FORM NUMBER: 1040

TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:
SPOUSE TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER:
M A

RAHAMIM N & MIRI RAHM VRAHM

Request Date: 0
Response Date: 0
Tracking Number: 100

TAX PERIOD: Dec. 31, 2005

Mo

--~ ANY MINUS SIGN SHOWN BELOW SIGNIFIES A CREDIT AMOUNT ---

ACCQUNY BALANCE.. - 0..00

ACCRUED INTEREST: 0.00 AS OF1 May
ACCRUED: PENALTY 0.00 AS OF: May
ACCOUNT BALANCE

PLUS ACCRUALS

(this is not a

payoff amount): 0,00

%% TNFORMATION FROM THE RETURN OR AS ADJUSTED *x

EXEMPTIONS 08 o )
FILING STATUS) Married Filing Joint
ADJUSTED GROSS

INCOME 194,452,00
TAXABLE INCOME: 168,452.00
TAX PER RETURN1 10,815,00
SE TAXABLE INCOME

TAXPAYER 75,635.00
SE TAXABLE INCOME

SPOUSE} 1,062.00
TOTAL SELF

EMPLOYMENT TAX1 6,203.00
RETURN DUE DATE OR RETURN RECEIVED DATE (WHICHEVER
PROCRSSING DATE

O TRANSACTIONS

CODE EXPLANATION OF TRANSACTION CYCLE
150 Tax return filed 20064508

a
89221~300~06826~-64
Estimated tax pavment
430 Fstimated tax payment

Fstimated tax payment

716 (redit you those to transfer from
prior tax pariod

430 listimated tax pavment
610 Payment with return

460 Ixtension of time to file
axt, Data 10N-15-2006

836 Rafund you chose to apply 1o next

OBJECTION
SUPPORTIN
OF JuDGE

AND DECLA RATION

PRO TEM sT. GEORGE

04, 2015
04, 2015

IS LATER)

DATE
11-20~-2006

04-01-2005
06-06-2005
10-13=-2005

04-15-2005

12-27-2005
03-22-2006
04-15-2006

04-15-2006

GDISQL ALIFICATION

AMOUNT
$10,815,00

~4$4,500,00
~$2,500.00
~$2,500,00

”$?J541|UU

=$5,000.,00
-$2,500.00
§0.00

$6,726,00



