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NONPRECEDENTIAL OPINION
JOHNSON, Judge
Eugene Nathaniel Arnold III sent two documents entitled “cashier’s check” to a

creditor to satisfy a debt. After a court trial, the district court found Arnold guilty of two



counts of offering a forged check. We conclude that the evidence is sufficient to prove
Arnold’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. Therefore, we affirm.
FACTS

On December 28, 2020, the Sherburne County District Court entered judgment in a
criminal case against Arnold. The district court imposed a prison sentence but stayed
execution of the sentence. The district court also ordered restitution in the amount of
$1,564.78, a surcharge of $75.00, and a law library fee of $10.00, for a total of $1,649.78.

Two days later, Arnold mailed an envelope to the office of the Sherburne County
Court Administrator. Inside the envelope was a document entitled “CASHIER’S CHECK”
in the amount of $26,649.78. The purported cashier’s check, which was introduced into
evidence as exhibit 2, is appended to this opinion. The envelope included other documents,
including a “letter of credit,” which explains Arnold’s means of satisfying the judgment
debt, and a document warning that it would be fraudulent for the recipient to not process
the cashier’s check within three days.

A few weeks later, on February 12, 2021, Arnold mailed a second envelope to the
court administrator’s office. Inside the second envelope was another document entitled
“CASHIER’S CHECK,” this time in the amount of $1,564.78, which is the amount of
restitution ordered in the prior criminal case. The second purported cashier’s check, which
was introduced into evidence as exhibit 3, also is appended to this opinion. The second
envelope included other documents, including a letter explaining that the check was
enclosed “for private placement settlement of my account” and requesting that the recipient

“credit my account,” a letter from the United States Internal Revenue Service to “Eugene



Arnold Private Bank E&T,” and an e-mail message apparently sent to Arnold by the United
States Securities and Exchange Commission.

A supervisor in the court administrator’s office reported the matter to the office of
the county sheriff. A deputy sheriff contacted Arnold by telephone in March 2021 and
recorded the conversation. The deputy asked Arnold to explain the authority under which
he issued the cashier’s checks. Arnold responded by asking the deputy to do a Google
search for Eugene Arnold Private Bank Estate and Trust. Arnold explained that his private
bank is “registered with the SEC,” which has “accepted” the “authority for me to issue
these private instruments.” Arnold explained further that “this is real live monetary money
that is . . . federally regulated” and that “anyone who does not process those instruments
... will be prosecuted by the SEC” or another governmental entity. Arnold also stated that
the court administrator’s office could “take that check . . . to [a] transferring agent,” who
could submit it to an office of the federal government, which would “give . . . credit . . . for
that instrument.”

In April 2021, the state charged Arnold with two counts of offering a forged check,
in violation of Minn. Stat. § 609.631, subd. 3 (2020). Arnold appeared without counsel at
all pre-trial proceedings. Arnold waived his right to a trial by jury, and the case was tried
to the court on one day in December 2021. Before the state called its first witness, Arnold
informed the district court that he did not intend to participate in the trial, and he left the
courtroom. Arnold did not return, and the trial proceeded in his absence.

The state called two witnesses: the court-administration supervisor who reported the

matter and the deputy who interviewed Arnold by telephone. The state also introduced



five exhibits: the judgment in the prior criminal case, the two envelopes that Arnold sent
to the court administrator’s office and their contents, an audio-recording of the deputy’s
telephone call with Arnold, and a transcript of that telephone call.

In January 2022, the district court filed an order in which it found Arnold guilty of
both charges. At a sentencing hearing in October 2024, the district court imposed a
sentence of 15 months of imprisonment on count 1 but stayed execution of the sentence.
The district court did not impose a sentence on count 2. Arnold appeals.

DECISION

Arnold argues that the evidence is insufficient to support his convictions.

The applicable statute provides, “A person who, with intent to defraud, offers, or
possesses with intent to offer, a forged check, whether or not it is accepted, is guilty of
offering a forged check ....” Minn. Stat. § 609.631, subd. 3. To determine whether a
defendant offered or possessed “a forged check,” we refer to the preceding subdivision of
the check-forgery statute, which provides as follows:

A person is guilty of check forgery ... if the person,
with intent to defraud, does any of the following:

(1)  falsely makes or alters a check so that it purports
to have been made [1] by another, or [2] by the maker under an
assumed or fictitious name, or [3] at another time, or [4] with
different provisions, or [5] by the authority of one who did not
give authority; or

(2)  falsely endorses or alters a check so that it
purports to have been endorsed by another.



Minn. Stat. § 609.631, subd. 2 (2020). We have inserted five bracketed numerals into
paragraph (1) of this subdivision to specifically identify the five ways in which a person
can falsely make a check.

Arnold’s argument for reversal has three parts. First, he argues that the state did not
prove that each of the documents he sent to the court administrator’s office is a “check,”
as that term is used in the check-forgery statute. Second, he argues that the state did not
prove that he falsely made a check on the ground that the evidence is insufficient to
establish criminal liability under the false-authority clause. And third, he argues that the
state did not prove that he had an intent to defraud when he offered the forged checks.

To determine whether evidence is sufficient to support a conviction, this court
generally undertakes “a painstaking analysis of the record to determine whether the
evidence, when viewed in a light most favorable to the conviction, was sufficient.” State
v. Jones, 977 N.W.2d 177, 187 (Minn. 2022) (quotation omitted). We “carefully examine
the record to determine whether the facts and the legitimate inferences drawn from them
would permit the factfinder to reasonably conclude that the defendant was guilty beyond a
reasonable doubt of the offense of which he was convicted.” State v. Waiters, 929 N.W.2d
895, 900 (Minn. 2019) (quotation omitted). “We assume that the jury believed the state’s
witnesses and disbelieved any evidence to the contrary.” State v. Friese, 959 N.W.2d 205,
214 (Minn. 2021) (quotation omitted). If an appellant’s argument implicates the meaning
of a statute, we apply a de novo standard of review to the district court’s interpretation of
the statute. State v. Vasko, 889 N.W.2d 551, 556 (Minn. 2017); State v. Hayes, 826 N.W.2d

799, 803 (Minn. 2013),



A. Check

We begin by considering Arnold’s argument that the evidence is insufficient to
prove that each of the documents entitled “cashier’s check” is a “check.”

The word “check” is defined within the check-forgery statute to mean “a check,
draft, order of withdrawal, or similar negotiable or nonnegotiable instrument.” Minn. Stat.
§ 609.631, subd. 1(b) (2020). The district court found that each of the two documents at
issue is a “check,” for purposes of the check-forgery statute, because each is labeled
“cashier’s check” and identifies a payee, an amount to be paid, and the number of an
account on which funds purportedly could be drawn. The district court’s findings are
supported by the evidence introduced at trial. The two documents at issue, on their face,
purport to be checks.

Arnold contends that the documents are not “checks” on the grounds that “a
cashier’s check is a check that a hank draws on itself,” see Lassen v. First Bank, 514
N.W.2d 831, 838 n.7 (Minn. App. 1994) (emphasis added), rev. denied (Minn. June 29,
1994), and that the United States Department of the Treasury, which is referenced in the
documents, is not a “bank.” In making this argument, Arnold relies on the Uniform
Commercial Code (UCC), Minn. Stat. §§ 336.1-101 to 336.0A-306 (2024). But this court
has stated that “the definition of ‘check’ under the check-forgery statute . . . is explicitly
broader than the meaning of the word ‘check’ under the UCC.” State v. Jonsgaard, 949
N.W.2d 161, 166 n.6 (Minn. App. 2020). Indeed, the check-forgery statute’s definition of
“check” 1s broad enough to include several different things: “a check, draft, order of

withdrawal, or similar negotiable or nonnegotiable instrument.” Minn. Stat. § 609.631,



subd. 1(b). Importantly, the statutory definition of “check” does not expressly require that
the check be drawn, or be intended to be drawn, on a bank. See id. Arnold’s argument
would, in essence, require this court to insert words into the statutory definition to narrow
the scope of the definition. But we may not add words or phrases to an unambiguous
statute. See, e.g., Firefighters Union Local 4725 v. City of Brainerd, 934 N.W.2d 101, 110
(Minn. 2019).

Thus, the district court did not misinterpret or misapply the definition of “check” in
the check-forgery statute, and the evidence is sufficient to prove that each of the documents
at issue 1s a “check,” as that term is defined in section 609.631, subdivision 1(b).

B. False Authority

Arnold also argues that the evidence is insufficient to prove that he falsely made the
cashier’s checks that he mailed to the court administrator’s office.

The state argued to the district court that Arnold is guilty because he made checks
in violation of the fifth, false-authority clause of section 609.631, subdivision 2(1). In light
of the state’s theory, the relevant question is whether the state proved beyond a reasonable
doubt that Arnold falsely made a check “so that it purports to have been made . . . by the
authority of one who did not give authority.” See Minn. Stat. § 609.631, subd. 2(1).

The district court found that each check “was falsely made and lacks legal
authority.” The district court reasoned that each check purports to identify an account at
the United States Treasury, the purported account number is not actually associated with
the Treasury, and the Treasury “does not have any accounts for individuals to charge

against.” In support of this finding, the district court cited United States v. Anderson, 353



F.3d 490 (6th Cir. 2003), which states, that “the United States Treasury maintains no
depository accounts against which an individual could draw a check, draft, or any other
financial instrument.” Id. at 500.

In Arnold’s pro se supplemental brief, he argues as follows: “Arnold does indeed
have the authority to issue private article 6 international bill of exchange . . . unregistered
instruments he create[d] directing the drawee/trustee to pay face value of instrument if the
instrument is presented by the one having the authority to collect.” This contention is not
supported by any evidence because Arnold did not introduce any evidence at trial. We
have reviewed the documents that Arnold enclosed in the two envelopes and his
conversation with the deputy sheriff, and we conclude that such evidence does not establish
that Arnold had authority to draw on Treasury funds using an apparently self-created, self-
described cashier’s check. In addition, Arnold does not cite any relevant legal principles
in his pro se supplemental brief. We are unaware of any legal basis for the proposition that
Arnold could draw on Treasury funds in the manner reflected in the purported cashier’s
check. Indeed, our research reveals that a person may not use a self-created document to
draw on funds held by the federal government. See, e.g., McGee v. Nissan Motor
Acceptance Corp., 619 App’x 555, 555 (7th Cir. 2015) (affirming dismissal of plaintiff’s
frivolous civil claims based on “bill of exchange” purporting to draw on United States
Treasury funds); El v. AmeriCredit Fin. Srvcs., Inc., 710 F.3d 748, 750 (7th Cir. 2013)
(describing scheme to draw on United States Treasury funds as “frivolous™); State v. Pettus,
2019 WL 2244756, *7-8 (Ohio. App. May 24, 2019) (affirming conviction of forgery and

reasoning that appellant “had no authority to write checks on” account belonging to federal



government agency). We also note that, in a case concerning Arnold’s attempts to satisfy
a child-support obligation with checks that (like the checks in this case) reference a “UCC
Contract Trust account,” a federal appellate court described the checks as “transparently
phony.” Arnold v. Circuit Ct. of Cook Cnty., 741 App’x 337, 339 (7th Cir. 2018).
Accordingly, we conclude that Arnold did not have authority to use the two self-created,
self-described cashier’s checks to discharge his debt to the court administrator’s office.

In the principal brief filed by his appellate attorney, Arnold argues that the district
court erred by misinterpreting the false-authority clause of the check-forgery statute.
Arnold contends that the word “makes” in section 609.631, subdivision 2(1), should be
interpreted according to its specialized or technical meaning. He attempts to extract such
a meaning from the UCC. But in Jonsgaard, we noted that “the UCC terms governing
negotiable instruments do not precisely align with the terms used in the check-forgery
statute.” 949 N.W.2d at 166 n.6. In any event, the UCC does not define the word “makes.”
See Minn. Stat. § 336.3-103. In Jonsgaard, we relied on the ordinary meaning of “makes”
in saying that it “includes ‘executing, signing, or delivering’ a document.” Jonsgaard, 949
N.W.2d at 169 (quoting Black’s Law Dictionary 1144 (11th ed. 2019)). We also
recognized, “A common method of falsely making a check is filling in the blanks of another
person’s check and forging that person’s name on the signature line on the front of the
check.” Id. But we did not say in Jonsgaard that the common method of falsely making
a check described there is the only method. Neither the UCC nor Jonsgaard establishes a
specialized or technical meaning of the word “makes” that could be applied to the check-

forgery statute.



Arnold also contends that the check-forgery statute should be interpreted to conform
to the common-law understanding of forgery, which, he asserts, does not include “signing
a check with one’s own name under the false assumption of the authority of another.” In
support of this contention, Arnold cites State v. Wilson, 9 N.W. 28 (Minn. 1881), in which
the supreme court reversed a conviction under a general forgery statute on the ground that
forgery requires a false signature of another person. Id. at 28-30 (citing Minn. Gen. Stat.
ch. 96, § 2). But, as Arnold acknowledges, the Wilson opinion predates the enactment of
the existing check-forgery statute, including the false-authority clause, by more than 100
years. See 1987 Minn. Laws ch. 329, § 13, at 1945-46. Arnold also cites State v. Hanson,
182 N.W.2d 706 (Minn. 1971), in which the supreme court affirmed a conviction of
aggravated forgery, but the defendant’s guilt in that case was not based on evidence of the
assertion of “authority of one who did not give such authority.” Id. at 708 (quoting Minn.
Stat. § 609.625, subd. 1). The common-law principle on which Arnold relies does not
apply because it is inconsistent with, and has been superseded by, the false-authority clause
in the check-forgery statute.

Furthermore, there is no textual basis for interpreting the word ‘“authority” in the
false-authority clause so that it would exclude the authority of the federal government.
Again, Arnold’s argument would require this court to insert words into the false-authority
clause to limit it to the authority of a person who is an account holder. But, again, we may
not add words or phrases to an unambiguous statute. See, e.g., Firefighters Union Local

4725,934 N.W.2d at 110.
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Thus, the district court did not misinterpret or misapply the check-forgery statute,
and the evidence is sufficient to prove that Arnold falsely made a check “so that it purports
to have been made . . . by the authority of one who did not give authority,” in violation of
section 609.631, subdivision 2(1).

C. Intent to Defraud

Arnold also argues that the evidence is insufficient to prove beyond a reasonable
doubt that he had an intent to defraud when he mailed the cashier’s checks to the court
administrator’s office.

The check-forgery statute expressly provides that a defendant must have acted “with
intent to defraud.” Minn. Stat. § 609.631, subd. 3. The phrase “with intent to” is defined
by statute to mean “that the actor either has a purpose to do the thing or cause the result
specified or believes that the act, if successful, will cause that result.” Minn. Stat. § 609.02,
subd. 9(4) (2020); see also State v. Stahosky, 836 N.W.2d 769, 773 (Minn. App. 2013)
(applying intent-to-defraud language in aggravated-forgery statute).

The district court made the following findings concerning this element:

Defendant Arnold offered the purported checks to gain
material advantage over court administration and Sherburne
County Community Corrections. Defendant Arnold hoped his
checks would eliminate his financial obligation to pay
restitution without bearing the cost himself, at the expense of
either court administration or some third party such as the U.S.
Treasury Department. In fact, Defendant Arnold additionally
presented court administration with an unwarranted demand
for payment, demonstrating he sought not only to erase a debt
but to win a profit. Furthermore, Defendant Arnold hoped that
by persuading court administration to believe he had paid his

restitution, he could end his probationary period prematurely.
The state has proven this element beyond reasonable doubt.

11



A defendant’s intent at the time of an alleged criminal act usually must be proved
with circumstantial evidence. State v. Colgrove, 996 N.W.2d 145, 152 (Minn. 2023); State
v. McAllister, 862 N.W.2d 49, 53 (Minn. 2015). If a conviction rests on circumstantial
evidence, this court applies a heightened standard of review with a two-step analysis. State
v. Petersen, 910 N.W.2d 1, 6-7 (Minn. 2018); State v. Moore, 846 N.W.2d 83, 88 (Minn.
2014). Atthe first step, we “identify the ‘circumstances proved.’” State v. Isaac, 9 N.W.3d
812, 815 (Minn. 2024) (quoting State v. McInnis, 962 N.W.2d 874, 890 (Minn. 2021)). “In
identifying the circumstances proved, we assume that the jury resolved any factual disputes
in a manner that is consistent with the jury’s verdict.” Moore, 846 N.W.2d at 88.
Accordingly, “we disregard evidence that is inconsistent with the jury’s verdict.” State v.
Harris, 895 N.W.2d 592, 601 (Minn. 2017). At the second step of the analysis, “we
examine independently the reasonableness of the inferences that might be drawn from the
circumstances proved,” determine whether “the circumstances proved are consistent with
guilt,” and determine whether the circumstances proved are “inconsistent with any rational
hypothesis except that of guilt.” Moore, 846 N.W.2d at 88 (quotations omitted). At the
second step, we do not give deference to the jury’s verdict. Loving v. State, 891 N.W.2d
638, 643 (Minn. 2017).

In this case, the relevant circumstances proved are as follows. Arnold was obligated
to pay $1,649.78 to the court administrator. Shortly after the entry of judgment in the prior
criminal case, Arnold sent two envelopes to the court administrator’s office. Each envelope

contained a document entitled “cashier’s check,” which bears some resemblance to a
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check, references the Treasury Department and an account number, and identifies the
district court as the payee. Arnold included other documents in the envelopes, which state,
in various ways, that the purported cashier’s checks would satisfy Arnold’s judgment debt.
Arnold made oral statements to a deputy sheriff that the SEC had conferred authority on
him “to issue these private instruments,” which he described as “real live monetary
money,” which the payee could submit to the federal government for “credit.”

Having identified the relevant circumstances proved, we next must “examine
independently the reasonableness of the inferences that might be drawn from the
circumstances proved” and determine whether “the circumstances proved are consistent
with guilt.” Moore, 846 N.W.2d at 88 (quotations omitted). The state contends that the
circumstances proved support a reasonable inference that Arnold intended to defraud the
court administrator’s office. We agree with the state that the circumstances proved allow
for a reasonable inference that Arnold intended to defraud the court administrator’s office.
Thus, the circumstances proved are consistent with the district court’s finding of guilt.

We next must determine whether the circumstances proved are “inconsistent with
any rational hypothesis except that of guilt.” Id. (quotation omitted). Arnold contends that
the state’s evidence is “consistent with the inference that [he] held a sincere belief that the
theory of property rights described in the documents he sent to Sherburne County was a

b

valid interpretation of old federal laws.” In response, the state contends that “Arnold’s
theory is inconsistent with the evidence at trial and is altogether unreasonable.”

In considering Arnold’s asserted rational hypothesis that he is not guilty, we must

begin with the principle that, as a matter of law, Arnold did not have authority to draw on
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United States Treasury funds by creating and issuing two documents entitled “cashier’s
check.” See supra part B. To prevail, Arnold “must . . . point to evidence in the record
that is consistent with a rational theory other than guilt.” State v. Segura, 2 N.W.3d 142,
158 (Minn. 2024) (quotation omitted). But he does not identify any evidence or any
circumstance proved that would support the inference that he contends is reasonable. To
be clear, Arnold did not testify that he had a sincere belief that he had authority to use the
purported cashier’s checks to satisfy his debt to the court administrator’s office. “The
absence of evidence in the record regarding certain circumstances does not constitute a
circumstance proved from which reasonable inferences may be drawn.” Id. Thus, the only
reasonable inference from the circumstances proved is that Arnold intended to defraud the
court administrator’s office when he mailed the two purported cashier’s checks.

Before concluding, we note that Arnold also argues that the state did not prove
beyond a reasonable doubt that he knew that the purported cashier’s checks were forged.
Arnold does not cite any legal authority for the proposition that the state is required to
prove such knowledge. The check-forgery statute does not require proof that a defendant
acted “knowingly.” See Minn. Stat. § 609.631, subds. 2, 3. The only mental state identified
in the statute is an “intent to defraud.” See id. We are unaware of any caselaw interpreting
the statute to require proof of a defendant’s knowledge that a check was forged. Cf. 10
Minnesota Dist. Judges’ Ass’n, Minnesota Practice—Jury Instruction Guides § 18.07, at
294 (7th ed. 2024). In this situation, it would be inappropriate to “add[] words to a statute
that the Legislature omitted.” State v. Garcia-Gutierrez, 844 N.W.2d 519, 523 (Minn.

2014) (concluding that section 609.582, subdivision 1(b), does not require evidence of
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knowledge). As a practical matter, a defendant’s knowledge of the forged nature of a check
is subsumed within the concept of intent to defraud; if the state has proved that a defendant
acted with intent to defraud when offering a forged check, the state necessarily has proved
that the defendant knew that the check was forged. “[M]ultiple layers of mens rea” are not
required if not expressly stated in a criminal statute. See State v. Lyons, 997 N.W.2d 771,
775 (Minn. App. 2023), rev. denied (Minn. Feb. 28, 2024). Thus, we need not separately
consider Arnold’s argument concerning knowledge.

In sum, the evidence is sufficient to support Arnold’s convictions of offering a
forged check.

Affirmed.
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Exhibit 2

December 30, 2020 document labeled cashier’s check in the amount of $26,649.78

***PRIVATE ISSUUE*** RECORDED/REGISTERED/CERTIFIED FUNDS

CASHIER’'S CHECK

Pre-paid Preferred Stock
Restricted Accommodation Endorsement

Drawer and Location
Private Banker-Cramor/ Exeeutor/Beneficiary
Eugene-Nuthaniel: Armold 111 UCONEZ06855-3)

**TPRIVATE ISSUE***

Date: 30 December 2020 Julian
B0 ILCS 53-603; BIOILCS 573411
31 USC § 3302; 3t USC §3123

Special Private Collections
]

E10 ILCS5/4-105 *Aceeptanee for Honor™

cio RFD 1 inois Republic BN
Mon-Domestic Without The United States NO. EAPB 0009
Payabie to Bearer Or
To The Order of United States Creditm: SHERBURNE DISTRICT COURT __ At Sight DaysAfter:  Not Applicable
Amount  **Twenty- Six Thousand Six Hundred Forty-Nine Dollars and 78/100 dollars** usD: 5 26,649.78
«=*CERTIFIED FUNDS***
Remit at par Via Fed Wire (EFT)

Memo: FOR BOOK- ENTRY DEPOSIT
Value received and Charged to Aceount: UCC Contract Trust Account E20106853-3 Void Where Prohibited by Law
To: ENS LEGIS UNITED STATES TRUST EUGENE NATHANIEL ARMOLD 11

EXEMPT PRIORITY PRE-PAID ACCOUNT Autopraph ,B‘f, Cugie. Mﬁ%ﬂt%@.@%ﬂmm

US Department of the Treasury Ave NW 1500 Penngy oom 3413 Washington DC 20220 As g as Avanl 13, Grmtor Executor Beneficiary
Void Where Prohibited By Law WITHOUT RECOURSE

RB 900 781 502 US 61228696

11219776034100
"'”-—Teuraﬁn'ndswefn.rygungcad; L ik

STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT No. EAPB0009
DATE ACCOUNT MO. AMOUNT PREVIOUS BALANCE CURRENT BALANCE
12/30/2020 71-CR-2 $26,649.78 $26.649.78
For Depositing Credit
e  —

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
Treasury Control System

L Hon-Cash tem-Prepaid Electronic Funds Transfer Only, Debt these certified funds onto your Notes Payable General Ledger Amcount.
F Sight Deaft af Bankable Paper Guaranteed s Direct Obligation of the United States Goverament i eonsidered Cask Maney for discharge af Boy Private af Public contractusl claimfaffer
o Include thosethat are verbal. Thisvalwable dooument written n Good Falth under the doctrine of Mecessity and tendered for Transfers 8y Assignment of Account to the Drawee to
Render Settlemant in Full Satisfaction and Clasure of Entity Accourt number B1-5429208 by tranafer of Credit on Aseousnt.
This Irnstrument is tendered in good falth in acoord and satisfaction pursuant to 810 ILCS 5f3-312[UCC 3-311). Actord and Satsfaction by Use of Instrument.
4. UCC Coltateral No E20L06B53-3- REDEEM IN LAWFLIL MONEY <12 USC § 411 AUTHORITY TO BAAKE CREDHTS OR REFUNMDS - 26 USC § 6402 fee ako 12 CFR 210.2 k and 12 CFR 220.8)

wr

Memaorandum of Law and Points and Authorities

Person sl EXEMPTION 10: 85-3796846 Under B10ILCS 5/3-104if) and Section UCC § 3-108{f) “a drakt |or B promissory note| k the squivalent of B chedk and may be sscufitized or manethed by
deposit by 3 commercial chacking, time, thrift or savings account under Tie of the Linitad States code, Sactlon 1813[LI1) and when depositad & bacomes the aquivalent of maney as outlined under
Section 1813(L)[1). The narrow wiew that money is limited 1o legal tendieris re jected wndér 810 10CS 5/1-201[24] ahd Sgction 1-307(24) of the UCC. 1tis not limited ta United States

21 U.5. Code § 3302 - Cestodians of money (1) A person having custody or possession of public morey shall deposited the maney without delay in the Treasury or with a depositary desgignated by
the Secretary of the Treasury under lw; Shall be depasited not lter than the third day after the custodian receives the money [d) An official or agent not comalying with Subsection [b] of the
section may be removed from office.

12 LUSE § 411 - The said notes shall be obligation of the United States and shall be recefvable by all national and member banks and Federal Reserve banks. They shall be redeemed in lawful money
ond demand ot the Treasury Departrnent of the United States, in the dty of Washington, District of Calurnbis, or 8t any Federal Resense Bank. This Caskier's Cheek i backed by the full faith and
ored it of the United States under the obligation of the United States a5 defined in 18 US. Code § & - Obligation or other security of the United States. The term “obligation or other security of the
United Sates” includes oll bonds, national bank crency, coupans, United States notes, Treasury notes, certificates of deposit, Gils, chechs, orraft for money, dravn by of upon authorieed officers
of the United States, stamps snd other representatives of value, of whatever denomination, Issued wnder any Ac of Congress, and canceled Wnited States stamps, (See also 12USC § 625 and 12 USC
95a 21

Uniess the anginal Negatiabls instrument B dshonased n wiiting within 10 days of receipts by the Seeretary of the Treasury, Claimant's financial institution, 15 o release the credit on hald 1 the
payes Claimant] within time stipuleted by Regulstion =2 Truth in LendingAct or on the date designated, whichever i later. The amount of sccepted drafiis i be led gered by Claimant’s financial
Institution, TTLDepartmeant. i the designated account for the redemption of this dam [Regulation 2 This statement constitutes Draw er's order to pay this instrument upon presentment and
endorsement, 830 LCS 5/3-411 and UCC 5 3-411 - REFUSAL TO PAY CASHIER 'S CHECK, TELLER'S CHECKS, AND CERTIFIED CHECKS, () if the obligated bank wrongfully i} refuse to pay a cashier's
check or certified chack, [maney order] [T} stops payment of & teler's chack, or [iil] refuses to pay & dishonared cheds, the person asserting the right 14 entitle to compensation for expenses and
tass of interest nesulting from the nonpayment and may recover £ ages if the d bank refuses to pay after receiving notice of particular circumstances give rise to the
damages.

31 U5 Coda § 5153 = Disbursing official of the United States Government and officers of national banks shall stamp or mark the word “counterfeit®, “akerad®, or “worthless” counte el notes
intended to ciculate as curency that are presented to them. An officia or officer wwongfully stamping or marking an #em of gerwine United States cumency [mcluding a Federal Reserve note ar a
circulation nate of Federal Resene Bank] shall redeem the currency at face value when presented. 15 USC § 1600 and 1653 prevents you fram demanding payment in any spedfic coin ar careney of
the United Stabes.
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Exhibit 3
February 12, 2021 document labeled cashier’s check in the amount of $1,564.78

WAHNING! THIS DOCUMENT HAS SECURITY FEATURES IN THE PAPER

*EPRIVATE ISSUE*** RECORDEDYREGISTERED/CERTIFIED FUNDS *EEPRIVATE ISSUET*?
CASHIER’S CHECK

Drawer and Locat Pre-paid Preferred Stock Date: 12 February 2021 Julian

Private Banker-Granor/Exeeuor Bene leiary Restricted ‘l‘-"m“"ln"m”-'_i‘-*" '—"_'d'"‘“‘m"" B0 ILCS 5/3-603; 810 1LCS 5/ 3=411

Eugene-Nathamiel: Arnold I UCCEH 1201068553 Special Private Collectians I USC§ 3302 31 LUSE § 3133

E10ILCS 5/ 4-105 — “Aceeptance for Honor™

clo RFD Wlinois Republie FOkEE

Mon=-Diomeé dic Without The United States NO. EAPB OD]9

Paynblz to Bearer Or

To The Order of United States ¢ redit to: Sherburne Districs Court Administey At: Sight Days After: Not Applicable

Amount: ¥ One Thousand Five Hundred Sixtv-Four Dallars and 78100 dollars®* Usix 564.78

**CERTIFIED FUNDS***
Remit at par Via Fed Wire (EFT)
UCC Contract Trust Account E20106853-3 Void Where Prohibited by Law
EUGEME MATHANIEL ARNOLI I

Tao: ENS LEGIS UNITED STATES TRUS

A [ ) . oy ] ¥ B
EXEMPT PRIORITY PRE-PAID ACCOUNT « I Autograph: {RY. Clgenc Aathar ’fﬂ;’ail_f-?.l._,,‘fwm,z,.,_..,
US Department of the Treasury Ave NW 13040 Pennsylvania NW Room 3413 Washingem DC 20230 s goodd as Avail By Crantor Fxeauon Beneliciary
Void Where Prohibited By Law WITHOUT RECOURSE
EJ 544 143 797 US 61228696 11219776034100
-— - - - e —————- Teni-uffanﬂSab!fofynufréc'urﬁE e ——————=====a=—sa=a mmm———

STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT No. EAPB0019

DATE ACCOUNT NO. AMOUNT ‘ PREWIOUS BALANCE CURRENT BALANCE
T L ey — ——

02/12/2021 TI-CR-20-18] 51,564.78 51,564.78

Faor Depositing Cradit

|
e e ———————————————————
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIOMNS.
Treasury Control System

L Man-Cash ltzm-Frzpaid Electronic Funds Transfer Only. Debt thase certified funds anto your Notes Peyable Gereral Ledger Account.

B Sight Ceaft of Bankable Paper Guarantesd &3 Direct Olligalivn of the United 3tstes Gov=rmment |5 considersd Cash Money far discharge of any Frivate or Putiic contractual claimyoffer
v include those that sre verbal. This valuable document written n Gonod Faith under the dactring of Necessity and tendered for Transfers By Assgnment of Account to the Drawes to
Renger Settlement in Full Satisfacion and Clesure of Entity Account nember 85- 3796546 by transfer of Cradit on Acsourt,
This instrument is tendered in goed faith in accord and setisfection pursuant to 31005 5/3-311[00C 3-311). Acenrd and Satisfactian by Use of Instroment,
4 UCE Colateral No,E20106853-3- REDEEM IN LAWF UL MONEY -12 USC § 411 AUTHORITY TO MAKE CREDITS DR REFUNDS = 26 USC § 6402 [See alo 17 CFR 2102 & and 12 CFR 230.8)

W

Memarandum of Law and Points and Authorities

Personal EXEMPTION ID: B5-3736846 Under 810 ILCS 5/3-102(f) and Section LICC § 3-104(f] “a draft [or 3 promissory note] is the equivalent of 3 chack and may be seeuritized or manetited by
deposit in @ commercial checking, time, thrifi or savings sccount under Tidhe of the United States code, Section 1813(L)(1) and when depashed it bacomes the equivalent of money a5 outlined under
Section 1813(L)(L) The narrew view that money is limited to legal tender (5 rejecied wnder 810 ILCS 5/1-201(24] and Section 1-201(24] of the UL, Itis not limited to United States.

31 LLS. Code § 3302 — Custodians of money (1) A person heving custady or possessian of public mongy shall deposites the money without delay in the Treasuny oc with 8 drpootary designated by
the Secredary of the Treasury usder kaw; Shall be depesited not later than the third day after the custodian receives the money (d) An cfficial or agent not complying with Subsaction [b) af the
sectian mey be remaved from office.

12 UISC§ 411 - The said nates shall be obligation af the United States and shall be receivable by a1 national and member banks and Federal Reserve banks, They shall be redeamed in lawful monay
and dumand at the Treasury Dogarimant of tha Undaed States, in the city of Washin gton, District ef Calumbia, or at any Fedarsl Resenve Bank, This Cashier's Check is backed by the full faith and
cradit of the Unlted States under the obligatice of the Un fted Stztes as defined in 18 U.S. Code § &~ Obligation ar ather sacurity of tha Uinited States. The terin “gbligation or ather secu rity of the
United ftatas” includes all bends, natianal bank curmancy, coupons, United States notes, Treasury notes, certificates of deposit, Bills, checks, or raft for meney, drawn by ar wpon authonzed officers
of the United States, stamgs and other representaties of ralue, of whateser denomination, ssued under any Act of Congress, and canceled United Suates stamps. [See also 12 USC § 615 and 12 USC
955 (2}

Unless the arigingl Negotizbie Instrument |5 dishonored in writing within 10 days of receipts by the Seceetary of the Treasury, Claimant's fmancial mstitution, is 1 release the credit an hold o the
payes [Claimant) within time stipulated by Regalation "2 Truth in Lending Act or on the date designated, whichever i later. The amouns: of accepted draft s to be ladgered by Claimant's financial
Ingtitution, TIL Department, to ihe designated accownt far the redemption of this dam {Regulation Z). This statement tensttutes Drawer's arder to pay this instisnent woe preseniment and
endorsement. B10 ILCS 5/3-411 and UCC § 5-411 - REFUSAL 70 PAY CASHIER *5 CHECK, TELLER'S CHECKS, AMD CERTIFIED CHECKS, (b} IF the obligated bank wroagfully |1} refuse to pay a cashier's
thack or certified check, [maney order] [if] stops payment of a taller’s chack, os (ill) refuses to pay a dishanared chack, the persan assarting the right is entitle te compensation far Brpenses and
loge of interest resulting from the nanpayment and may racovar consaquantial damages if the chligated bank refuses to pay after eceiving notice of particular dreamstances give rise ta the

damages.

31 LS Code §5153 — Dishursing offical of the United States Government and sfficsrs of naticnal Sanks shall stamp or mark the word "counterfeit”, “altered”, or "worthless” counterfair notes
intended to circulate a5 currency that are presented fo them. An official or officer wronpgfully stamping or marking an item of genuine United States curency indwding a Federal Beserve nate or a
circulaticn ngte of Federal Reserve Bank| shall rsdeem the cumrancy at face value when presented. 15 USC § 1601 and 1693 prevents you fram demanding payment in any spacific con or currancy of

the United S1ates.
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