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PER CURI AM *

Stacy C. Chapnan appeals fromthe district court’s order
conpelling the enforcenent of two Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
sumonses. She argues that, as a resident of Texas, she is not
subject to the jurisdiction of the Internal Revenue Code, and she
seeks to assert her Fifth Arendnent privil ege against self-
incrimnation in response to the district court’s order.

We have consistently rejected the argunent that citizens of

Texas are citizens of a “sovereign state” and therefore not

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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subject to the Internal Revenue Code. See, e.qg., Sochia v.

Commir, 23 F.3d 941, 943-44 (5th Cr. 1994). Furthernore,
Chapman has not nade the required showing that the IRS s purpose
in issuing the sumonses was solely crimnal such that she may

raise the Fifth Amendnent privilege. See United States v.

Roundtree, 420 F.2d 845, 852 (5th Gr. 1969). Chapnman’s appea
is therefore without arguable nerit and is dism ssed as

frivol ous. See 5THCQR R 42.2; Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215,

219-20 (5th Gir. 1983).

The Governnent and Chapnman have filed cross-notions for
sanctions. W have repeatedly warned “that frivol ous chal |l enges
to the sixteenth anendnent and i ncone tax |egislation and
regulations [will] result in the inposition of the full range of

sanctions provided by [FED. R App. P. 38].” See Sochia, 23 F.3d

at 944. We therefore grant the Governnent’s notion for sanctions
for a frivolous appeal, and inpose upon Chaprman the sum of $3, 000

i n damages. See Parker v. Commir, 117 F.3d 785, 787 (5th Cr

1997). Al other outstanding notions are deni ed.

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS; GOVERNMVENT' S MOTI ON FOR
SANCTI ON GRANTED; ALL OTHER OUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED



